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1.
Introduction

 

In this chapter, I shall present and discuss three theoretical approaches to the study of foreign policy. Each of these approaches is embedded in, and derived from, a major school of thought in International Relations. More specifically, I shall focus on neorealist (Baumann, Rittberger and Wagner 2001), utilitarian liberal (Freund and Rittberger 2001), and constructivist (Boekle, Rittberger and Wagner 2001) accounts of the foreign policy behavior of states. It is sometimes suggested that there is a huge gap between theories of international politics and theories of foreign policy such that any borrowing from theories of the former type in order to construct theories of the latter is deeply suspect (Waltz 1979, 1986). I believe that this view is mistaken and that theories of international politics, appropriately modified, are a legitimate and fertile source of foreign policy theories. And while I do not address this view head-on in the present chapter, I hope that the subsequent presentation of three IR theory-based approaches to foreign policy analysis will serve to undermine whatever initial plausibility it may have. Neorealism, utilitarian liberalism, and constructivism implicate accounts of the foreign policy of states which are not metatheoretically flawed. Of course, whether one of them is true or to what extent each of them is illuminating foreign policy behavior is another matter (and one that is beyond the scope of this chapter which will not be concerned with testing or otherwise evaluating the three theories that it presents and reconstructs). Neorealist, utilitarian liberal, and constructivist approaches to the study of foreign policy differ from one another in a number of important respects. At the same time, there are notable areas of overlap. I will begin by outlining some of these divergencies and convergencies. Subsequently, each of the three theories of foreign policy will be looked at in greater detail.
 

 

2. 2.       Basic Similarities and Differences Among Neorealist, Utilitarian Liberal, and Constructivist Approaches to Foreign Policy Analysis
 

2.1.
Actor Model and Logic of Action
 

The most important difference separating the three approaches is their underlying actor model and their assumed logic of action. Neorealists and utilitarian liberals
[1] in the study of foreign policy endorse the model of homo oeconomicus, and consequently belong to the class of rationalist theories of politics. By contrast, constructivists build their accounts of foreign policy on the notion of homo sociologicus.

 

Theories that rely on the model of homo oeconomicus conceive of actors as of self-interested (or more generally, goal-oriented) individuals or organizations whose behavior results from rational calculations of costs and benefits. Actors consciously pursue goals which they strive to attain at a minimum of costs. From among their behavioral options they pick the one that is optimal given their preferences over outcomes and the constraints they face. Both neorealism and utilitarian liberalism do not normally attempt to explain actors' goals. In other words, in either case, the desires of actors are exogenous rather than endogenous to the theory: they are part of its explanans rather than its explanandum. Moreover,  preferences are not empirically measured but posited by assumption (cf. below sect. 3.1.). Since, according to the rationalist actor model, alternative courses of action are evaluated and then chosen in light of their expected consequences for actors' goals, the actors can be described as conforming to a "logic of consequentiality" (March/Olsen 1989: 23f.). When homo oeconomicus confronts several options, he proceeds by asking himself the following questions:

 

(1) (1)                 Which are my options?

(2) (2)                 What are my goals?

(3) (3)                 Which are the likely consequences of each of my options?

(4) (4)                 Which option is best for me in light of my goals, i.e. which maximizes my net benefit (taking into account the probabilities of the various possible outcomes associated with any given choice)?

 

Constructivist authors reject this depiction of social actors as calculating and optimizing units. They point out that actors are always embedded in a social context, which heavily impacts on their behavior. It is therefore appropriate to refer to their actor model as homo sociologicus. By contrast to homo oeconomicus as utilized by neorealists and liberals, homo sociologicus is not programmed by a set of given egoistical goals in terms of which he selects cost-efficient means. Rather he conforms to a social role which he has acquired through a process of socialization and which he applies to, or instantiates in, the situation at hand. As a consequence, what drives an actor's behavior are not the likely consequences of different courses of action for the attainment of given goals; rather, a certain course of behavior is adopted because it is in agreement with the intersubjectively shared, value-based expections of appropriate behavior emanating from the actor's social environment, i.e. social norms of sufficient commonality and specificity (cf. sect. 4.2.). Hence, one can refer to the behavioral logic underlying constructivist approaches to foreign policy analysis as a "logic of appropriateness" (March/Olsen 1989: 23-26). Once again, the decision-making process that homo sociologicus undergoes can be represented by a set of characteristic questions:

 

(1) (1)                 Of what kind is the situation I am in?

(2) (2)                 Which of my several social roles is called upon in this situation?

(3) (3)                 To what extent does each of the behavioral options I face conform to this role?

(4) (4)                 Which is the most appropriate course of behavior (given my situation, my roles, and my options)?

 

These differences with respect to the underlying actor models and logics of action have far-reaching implications. Depending on their respective conceptions of agency, theories of foreign policy have to answer different questions in order to account for the foreign policy behavior of states. A theory which assumes that actors are self-interested utility maximizers has to address the question of which goals are sought by the actors under study. As we shall see shortly, the answers given by neorealism and utilitarian liberalism are security in terms of autonomy and influence and "power and plenty," respectively. By contrast, a theory such as constructivism which assumes that actors are role-oriented and attempt to act in accordance with the intersubjectively shared, value-based expectations of appropriate behavior emanating from their pertinent societies, i.e. domestic society and international (regional or global) society, has to inquire into these roles and expectations, which may be expressed in imperatives such as "Germany must never again become a source of militarized conflict in Europe and, therefore, shall support European integration" or "The United States are 'second to none' and, thus, shall not enter into binding commitments that severely constrain its sovereignty."

 

2.2.
Level of analysis
 

Theories of foreign policy do not only (partially) disagree on how to conceive of actors and their basic motivation. In addition, they study the foreign policy of states from different angles  (Hollis and Smith 1990). On the one hand, there are "top-down approaches" which, metaphorically speaking, view the behavior of states "from above," i.e. from the perspective of the international system. Key to the behavior of states, according to these theories, are the incentives, constraints, or standards of behavior that are external to any actor and thus are systemic in origin. Neorealism firmly adopts this systemic point of view. For the purpose of foreign policy analysis, however, neorealism's independent, explanatory variable at the systemic level of analysis, i.e. ‚power structure‘, has to be transformed into a positional variable at the subsystemic or unit-level, i.e. ‚relative power position‘ (cf. section 3.2.). On the other hand, there are "bottom-up approaches," i.e. theories which, again metaphorically speaking, seek to explain the foreign policy of states "from below." Such theories assume that the foreign policy of states is primarily determined by the confluence of  domestic factors. In this sense, utilitarian liberalism is pitched at the subsystemic level. 

 

Constructivists, by contrast, take both levels of analysis -- the international system and domestic society -- into account.
[2] This creates a difficulty to them when the international and the domestic value-based expectations of appropriate behavior which a state acknowledges as defining its role in a given situation are at odds with one another. To illustrate: Germany‘s NATO allies unequivocally expected Germany, for reasons of alliance solidarity, to participate in NATO "out-of-area" missions after unification and the end of the cold war. At the same time, the German federal government was confronted with very strong principled domestic opposition against such action. Constructivist analysis of German foreign policy would be hard pressed to predict, or to account for, what the appropriate course of action was in this situation.

 

Summarizing the discussion so far,  Table 1 indicates how the three theories of foreign policy are related to one another. Table 2 provides an overiew of the key features of each of these theories as they will be presented below.

 

Table 1: Theories of Foreign Policy: Main Differences and Commonalities
 

	Level of Analysis
Logic of Action
	top-down
	bottom-up

	logic of consequentiality
	neorealism
	utilitarian liberalism

	logic of appropriateness
	constructivism


 

 

Table 2: Theories of Foreign Policy: Key Features
 

 

	 

 

 

 
	Logic of Action
	Level of Analysis
	Actors' Goals
	Standards of Behavior
	Dependent Variable
	Independ-ent Variable
	Components of Independ-ent Variable

	Neoreal-ism
	consequent​iality
	top-down
	survival/

security - 

autonomy, influence
	n.a.
	power politics: autonomy- and/or influence-seeking policy
	power position
	power resources - polarity of the international system

	Utilitarian Liberalism
	consequent​iality
	bottom-up
	survival - "power," "plenty"
	n.a.
	gain-seeking policy: material or immaterial
	dominant societal interests
	structure of pertinent policy-network

	Construct​ivism
	appropriate​ness
	top-down and bottom-up
	n.a.
	international/ domestic social norms
	norm-consistent policy
	international/ domestic social norms
	communality/ specificity of norm 


 

 

 

3. 
Rationalist Theories of Foreign Policy

 

Given that they purport to be theories of the foreign policy of states, it would appear to be obvious that the three theories under scrutiny must share the same dependent variable. While this is certainly true at a very general level - each of them is about foreign policy -, it is also true that their explanatory endeavors are colored by certain assumptions about what drives foreign policy behavior. This, in turn, leads them to frame their prima facie identical explanandum in distinct ways and to conceptualize their putatively common dependent variable 'foreign policy' accordingly. In both the present and the next section of this chapter (when I shall turn to constructivist foreign policy theory), I therefore begin my reconstruction of the respective theory by looking at how it conceives of the basic character of foreign policy and, consequently, defines its dependent variable. Having done that, I move forward to the key independent variable identified by the theory.

 

3.1.
Dependent Variables and "Actors' Goals"

 

Neorealism and utilitarian liberalism rely on the model of goal-seeking or utility-maximizing homo oeconomicus, adding the assumption that actors are self-interested.
[3] Both approaches, therefore, must come up with an account of the nature of the selfish goals that actors pursue. Both neorealists and utilitarian liberals assume that rational self-interested actors, first and foremost, are concerned with securing their own survival. This fundamental goal is ascribed to different types of actors, however. As a top-down approach, neorealism focuses on states as the basic  units of an international system; they are conceptualized as unitary actors. Thus, according to neorealism, it is states that seek to survive or, more precisely, it is states' desire to survive that is theoretically most relevant to the study of foreign policy. Surviving, in this case, is about securing a state's territorial integrity and rightful claim to self-determination. By contrast, utilitarian liberalism, which is committed to a bottom-up approach, focuses on societal actors (organized private actors, actors in the political-administrative system), to whom it attributes a basic interest in survival. Survival, in this case, transcends the maintenance of physical integrity and encompasses the protection of social status in all its material and immaterial respects. As a result, the consequences for the foreign policy behavior of states that the two theories draw from this common assumption of actors being fundamentally motivated by a desire to survive are quite different.

 

Neorealism
 

Neorealists assume that states want to secure their survival in an anarchical international system. In a competitive and potentially hostile international environment, which neorealists take to be a given in modern history until the present, states as rational self-interested actors are constrained to make sure (to the extent possible) that no threat to their security emerges from this international environment. Security is not their only goal, but it is the most fundamental one, given that the actual pursuit of manifold, issue-area specific goals is dependent on their being able to achieve a sufficient degree of security. From a neorealist point of view, there can never be complete security for states in a decentralized anarchical self-help system. Given the permanent scarcity of this resource, states will always strive to preserve or increase their security. The security interest is thus the fundamental interest for every state, and it persistently determines states‘ behavior.

 

To further their security, states basically have two options: On the one hand, they can try to protect and possibly increase their own autonomy, i.e. their de facto, rather than formal independence from other actors. This they can achieve by curtailing the attempts of others to bring them under their influence or even control. By neorealist lights, being subject to the influence of other states is undesirable for any given state because it may result in reducing its ability to take self-help action necessary for securing its survival in a dangerous world. The lack of an effective superordinate dispute arbitrator in an anarchical international system constrains states to rely on self-help in its conflicts with other states. In order to pursue self-help strategies successfully, states have to safeguard their autonomy.

 

On the other hand, states may rely on other resources complementing, or competing with, autonomy in order to preserve or increase their security. One such resource is influence. States can attempt to gain influence upon other states, either directly (and bilaterally) or indirectly, i.e. through alliances or international and supranational institutions in which they play a dominant role (hegemon or veto player) or which, at least, provide them with voice opportunities (Grieco 1995).

 

From the point of view of neorealism, therefore, maximum autonomy and maximum influence are the more immediate foreign policy goals that result for states from their fundamental interest in survival. Consequently, states, in their behavior vis-à-vis other states, engage in both autonomy-seeking and influence-seeking policies (power politics). 

 

Table 3: Forms of autonomy and influence
 

	 
	Forms of Autonomy
	Forms of Influence

	Positive 

Obligations
 

(Obligations to display a certain mode of behaviour)
	a) Procedures:

Freedom from obligation to 

- consult with or inform certain actors;

- accept and implement the decisions of international organizations;

- accept and implement the judgments of international or supranational courts;

 

b)  Specific actions:  Freedom from obligations to comply with concrete duties
	Obliging other states to

- consult with or inform oneself;

- accept and implement the decisions of international organizations reached with the state’s participation;

	Negative obligations

 

(prohibitions of certain modes of behaviour)
	Freedom from obligations such as 

- the prohibition to produce or acquire certain goods (e.g. nuclear weapons);

- the prohibition of certain modes of behaviour vis-à-vis a country’s own population (e.g. in human rights regimes);

- the prohibition of certain modes of behaviour vis-à-vis other states (e.g. ban on the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction)
	Imposing obligations on other states such as 

- prohibiting to produce or acquire certain goods (e.g. nuclear weapons);

- prohibiting to use certain tools or resources (e.g. tariffs or certain types of weapons);

- prohibiting certain modes of behaviour vis-à-vis a state’s own population (e.g. in human rights regimes);

- prohibiting certain modes of behaviour vis-à-vis other states (e.g. ban on proliferation of weapons of mass destruction)

	Restrictions on a state’s freedom of action
	Freedom from restrictions such as 

- dependence in the sense of asymmetric interdependence to the state’s disadvantage( e.g. concerning markets or imports);

- (possibility of ) military threat;

- military action (e.g. the mining of a state’s ports);

- economic sanctions
	Restricting other states’ freedom by 

- dependence in the sense of asymmetric interdependence to the state’s advantage (e.g. concerning markets or imports);

- (possibility of) military threat;

- military action (e.g. the mining of a state’s ports);

- economic sanctions


 

There are situations, however, in which the goals of maximum autonomy and maximum influence are in conflict with one another such that a substantial increase in influence upon other states can only be achieved at the price of a significant loss of autonomy (or vice versa). For example, in multilateral settings, enhancing one's influence over others will often require sacrifices in one's autonomy. How do neorealists expect states to decide when confronting such a dilemma? Inspecting the literature reveals that, at this point, neorealists disagree among themselves in a systematic fashion, and it becomes necessary to distinguish two variants of neorealist foreign policy theory.

 

Table 4: Options for foreign policy behavior

 

	 
	Influence gain
	Influence stays the same
	Influence loss

	 

 

 

Autonomy gain
	Bilateralization of relations with weaker states
	Weakening of supranational institutions
	Withdrawal/exit from international organizations/bodies, whose decisions apply to member states only

 

	
	
	
	Non-participation in multilateral actions

	 

 

 

 

 

Autonomy stays the same
	Joining international organizations/bodies, whose decision are also binding for non-member states
	(Preservation of status quo)
	Withdrawal from international organizations/bodies, whose decisions are also binding for non-member states

 

	
	 

Increase of own share of inner-organizational resources

 
	
	 

Decrease of own share of inner-organizational resources

	
	More frequent use of positive/negative sanctions
	
	Less frequent use of positive/negative sanctions

 

	 

 

 

Autonomy loss
	 

Strengthening of international organizations/bodies in which the state itself participates

 
	 

Strengthening of supranational institutions
	 

Multilateralization of relations with weaker states


 

 

The standard version of neorealism (i.e. Waltzean neorealism, cf. Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2001) solves the dilemma by assuming that states always give priority to securing their autonomy. This is because states are deemed to make their foreign policy choices on the basis of worst-case scenarios. According to standard neorealism, the very fact that there are more powerful states or more powerful (actual or potential) alliances "out there" induces in states a constant fear for their security. Even when a state's security is not currently threatened and a military conflict does not seem to be imminent, a state must reckon with the possiblity (however remote it may be) that "the worst comes to the worst." The best way for a state to prepare for this possibility is to safeguard or increase its autonomy. Influence as, e.g., derived from voting rights in international organizations is of little use to it when a conflict escalates into a confrontation involving the threat or use of military force: more powerful states may simply decide to ignore these rights or, more likely, render them valueless by circumventing the organization (as the U.S. and its allies did with the United Nations to the detriment of Russia and China, when NATO decided to intervene militarily in the former Yugoslavia during the Kosovo crisis in 1999). As a result, whenever there is a trade-off between autonomy and influence, states will decide in favor of the former goal. They will not accept losses in autonomy in exchange for higher levels of influence.

 

By contrast, modified neorealism (cf., e.g., Elman 1996, Brooks 1997) assumes that states do not invariably base their decisions on worst-case scenarios. Rather, states take into account the probability (as opposed to the mere possibility) of threats to their security. They are aware that this probability, and hence their insecurity, varies due to factors such as technology, economy, or geography. When threats to its security are low, it may well be rational for a state to trade autonomy for influence, i.e. to give up part of its capacity for independent action if this is a prerequisite for gaining a significantly greater degree of influence upon the behavior of other states or upon the decisions, programs or operational activities of alliances or international and supranational organizations.

 

Both versions of neorealism agree that states engage in power politics as a means of securing their survival in permanency. In so doing, they practice both autonomy-seeking and influence-seeking policies. There is only one case in which the two versions of neorealism arrive at different predictions with regard to a given state's foreign policy. This is when there are 1) no significant current threats to the security of that state and 2) the gains in influence that could be reaped as a result of yielding a small or moderate degree of autonomy are sizeable. In this case,  standard neoralism still predicts that the state will not compromise its autonomy even if that means foregoing substantial gains in influence, whereas modified neoralism expects precisely the opposite to take place: the state will trade part of its autonomy for an improved opportunity to exert an influence on other states' behavior.

 

 

Utilitarian liberalism
 

Neorealism's "structural bet" is the assumption that the pressures on states emanating from their international environment are strong enough to elicit similar behavior in similar structural positions. In opposition to this top-down approach, utilitarian liberalism, while not denying that states are constrained by the international system, argues that foreign policy is primarily a function of state preferences, whose main sources lie in the domestic environment of states, justifying and indeed necessitating a bottom-up approach to the study of foreign policy. More specifically, utilitarian liberalism argues that a state's foreign policy goals are determined by the interests of the dominant societal actors, i.e. a state will pursue that policy which serves the interests of these actor(s) most (Moravcsik 1997). 

 

Utilitarian liberalism agrees with neorealism that actors' desire to survive is a key category in theoretical foreign policy analysis. However, it attributes this interest to a different type of actor than does neorealism, substituting, in effect, societal actors for states. Societal actors as viewed through the "theoretical lense" provided by utilitarian liberalism are a heterogeneous class of decision-making and decision-influencing "units," encompassing both organized private actors and actors in the "political-administrative system" (PAS actors). Private actors include companies, economic pressure groups, and political advocacy groups; similarly, PAS actors break down into political actors, administrative actors, and (possibly) actors straddling the border between the first two types of PAS actor. 

 

Shifting the focus from states to societal actors as the subjects of a basic interest in survival involves a modification of the meaning of 'survival' or 'security.' As already noted above, the quest for survival on the part of societal actors is not confined to securing one's physical existence but indeed centers on preserving or improving one' social status which is a function of both material and immaterial resources. "Survival" in this context therefore really means "survival as X (a highly competitive firm on the world market, the head of government, etc.)." In general, societal actors can secure their survival in two (mutually non-exclusive) ways: they can act to safeguard or increase their income, or they can take steps to protect or expand their competencies. Thus, according to utilitarian liberalism, societal actors strive for "plenty" and "power." Which of the two goals an actor gives priority to is contingent on his function in society. PAS actors are primarily concerned with their competencies and only secondarily with income; by contrast, private actors such as firms or economic, social and political interest or advocacy groups seek to maximize their income. Interest or advocacy groups, more specifically, attempt to increase their collective income by means of the growth in donations and members' contributions that comes with achieving the goals of the organization. 

 

Thus, at a more abstract level, gains-seeking is the primary motivation common to all societal actors. These gains are either material (income) or immaterial (competencies). Since utilitarian liberalism claims that the goals that are pursued by the most assertive societal actors translate into the goals of the state in its dealings with other states and societies, the nature of foreign policy, according to this theory, is appropriately conceived of in terms of gains-seeking policy rather than in terms of (neorealist) power politics.

 

3.2.
Independent variables
 

In the preceding section, the dependent variables studied by the rationalist theories of foreign policy were derived from the basic assumptions they make about the goals of actors. Now, we turn to how these theories explain the variation in the foreign policy behavior of states. What are their independent variables?

Neorealism
 

Viewed from the top-down perspective adopted by neorealism states are "like units" (Waltz 1979): all states pursue the same goals of maximizing their security, i.e. autonomy and influence. Still, states behave differently, because they differ in the extent to which they are able to translate these goals into behavior. 'Weak' states are hardly in a position to evade the influence exerted upon them by their international environment or to exert much influence on their environment themselves. By contrast, 'strong' states are much more likely to successfully defend or even increase their autonomy or their influence upon others. Consequently, such states will much more often display effective autonomy- or influence-seeking behavior. To put it differently: the more powerful a state, the more likely it is to engage in power politics. Hence, the relative power position of a state is the independent variable posited by neorealist foreign policy theory. A state's relative power position in an international system is a function of both its share in the overall sum of power resources (capabilities) in this international system (or of a pertinent reference group of great powers) and the polarity (uni-, bi- or multipolarity) of this international system.

 

Power defined here as control over resources
[4] is based on the availability of political, economic, and military capabilities which allow a state to assert its interests in dealing with other states. Capabilities are seen as highly fungible, meaning that power is a general potential which can be used in disparate areas of foreign policy. Although the concept of power is a central analytical category in neorealism, neorealists have yet to indicate satisfactorily what exactly are the significant capabilities for the pursuit of power politics, and how they are to be measured. While we cannot fall back on a generally accepted canon of capabilities, it is undisputed among neorealists that a state‘s economic and military strength are core components of its (hard) power. To measure economic strength, neorealists consider a country‘s GDP, export volume, and currency‘s share in world reserves, while military spending, the size of the armed forces, and the possession of nuclear weapons are taken as indicators of military strength. Other capabilities that are taken into account by neorealists are population size and territory. As "power" is a relative concept, any measurement of a state‘s power must take into account the relative size of its capabilities in comparison with those of other relevant states. To illustrate the notion of "relative power position": Taking a look at major states in Europe, the capabilities of France compared to, or relative to, Great Britain are more or less on par: both are nuclear powers, their population is roughly equal, and the difference in their GDP is small. However, compared to the United States, or relative to the U.S., the overall power position of both of them is considerably weaker.

 

Neorealists not only regard the polarity of an international system as a decisive determinant of the durability and war-proneness of this system, but also vest it with great significance for the relative power position of various states. Polarity is defined by the number of (power) poles, i.e. great powers or, if there are any, "superpowers" in the system. Above all, neorealists distinguish between bipolar and non-bipolar (multipolar and unipolar) systems. The polarity of the international system influences a state‘s relative power position because the number of great powers determines the freedom of maneuver for the major states in the system and thus also how these states can employ their capabilities. In a bipolar system, even great powers are confronted with the need of aligning themselves with one of the two "superpowers" in order to maximize their chances of survival thus facing more or less severe restrictions when employing their capabilities. When a bipolar system is being transformed, the power position of the former superpowers will depend on whether there will be a shift toward multipolarity or unipolarity. In the case of multipolarity, the power position of former superpowers will decline approaching that of other great powers whereas, in the case of unipolarity, the sole remaining superpower‘s relative position in the system will become paramount while the position of its erstwhile competitor will be reduced to that of a ‚normal‘ great power. The transformation of a bipolar system toward a non-bipolar one will invariably improve major states‘ relative power positions, even if their shares in the capabilities available in the system have not increased. Taking the structural condition of the international system after the cold war as an example, neorealists infer from this change toward unipolarity that major states can choose to bandwagon, i.e. to attach themselves to the sole remaining superpower, the U.S., or to balance, i.e. to attempt to form a counter-alliance against the U.S., or not to align themselves firmly with other states.

 

The general proposition of neorealism about a major state‘s foreign policy behavior runs as follows:

 

If a state‘s power position has improved, it will step up its pursuit of power politics by way of intensified autonomy-seeking, intensified influence-seeking, or both. When there is a conflict between autonomy and influence, standard neorealism predicts that the state will prefer autonomy over influence; by contrast, modified neorealism, under such circumstances, expects the state‘s choice to depend on the security pressures to which it is exposed: if the security pressures are low, or have significantly declined, the state will prefer substantial influence gains over the full retention of autonomy.
 

Utilitarian liberalism
 

Viewed from the bottom-up perspective adopted by utilitarian liberalism states are not "like units." The core idea of utilitarian liberalism is that the foreign policy preferences of states and, as a consequence, their behavior vis-à-vis other states do not originate in the state's international environment, but reflect the interests of societal actors who are in a position to impose their goals on the agents representing the state in the international arena, or reflect the interests of the most assertive PAS actors in instances when these enjoy sufficient autonomy from organized private actors. The independent variable posited by utilitarian liberalism, therefore, are the dominant societal interests. These interests are always specific to the issue area or even the issue concerned. They emerge from policy networks which involve both actors belonging to the political-administrative system (PAS actors) and organized private actors who have a stake in the issues at hand. These assumptions imply that utilitarian liberalism cannot be as parsimonious a theory as neorealism. Nevertheless, it aspires to be a deductive theory ; moreover, utilitarian liberalism claims to provide an explanatory model which, in principle, is capable of predicting the goals a state will pursue in a given issue.

 

The explanatory model that utilitarian liberalism proposes in order to analyze the foreign policy of states is built from the following component parts: 1) an account of the basic interests of the societal actors most directly involved in processes of societal interest intermediation, 2) an account of the composition and the structure of the pertinent foreign policy networks, and 3) an account of the factors which determine which actor is likely to dominate a given policy network and thus whose basic interests are likely to be reflected in the state's foreign policy with regard to the issue concerned.

 

As we have already seen, utilitarian liberalism distinguishes between PAS actors and private actors and further subdivides the two groups into political actors, adminstrative actors, and political-administrative actors and into companies, economic pressure groups (e.g. industry and farmers' associations and trade unions), and policy advocacy groups, respectively. Each of these actors is motivated by a basic interest in survival which leads it to appreciate both "power" (policy-making competencies) and "plenty" (financial income and assets), although with different priorities: while PAS actors strive most of all to retain or extend their policy-making power, organized private actors are primarily concerned with securing and increasing their income. In order to enable sufficiently fine-grained explanations and predictions, utilitarian liberals proceed to further specify these basic interests in terms of actor-specific "foreign policy preferences," which may be expressed in the form of maxims such as "Satisfy expectations of voters by improving the performance of the economy, by meeting partisan objectives, and by maintaining intra-governmental cohesion" or "Fulfill the organizational purpose." Both the priorities set by the actors and the nature and hierarchy of their more specific foreign policy preferences are grounded in their differential "resource dependencies." That is, in order to secure their (social) survival different types of societal actors need different types of resources (in the widest sense), which are controlled by different actors in their environment. For example, heads of government (in many democracies) depend for their survival in office on votes, and these are controlled by the voters. The societal actors forming policy networks therefore have strong incentives to advocate policies that are consistent with the expectations of those actors who control the resources that are of critical importance to them.

 

Table 5.1: Basic interests and foreign-policy preferences of PAS actors
	 
	Basic interests
	Specification of 

basic interests
	Foreign policy

Preferences

	Political actors
	Extend policy-making

power

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Increase financial

means
	Ensure prospects for re-election

 

 

 

 

 

 

Retain policy-making power vis-à-vis international institutions

 

Increase organization budget
	Satisfy expectations of voters

*improve performance of the economy

*meet partisan objectives

*maintain intra-governmental cohesion

 

Avoid transfer of policy-making power to international institutions

 

Take on new responsibilities or acquire additional resources for existing responsibilities

 

	Administrative actors
	Extend policy-making

power

 

 

 

 

 

 

Increase financial means

 
	Retain policy-making power vis-à-vis

international institutions

 

Extend or at least retain significance as executive organ for political actors

 

Increase organization budget 
	Avoid transfer of policy-making power to international institutions

 

Fulfill the organizational purpose

 

 

 

Take on new responsibilities or acquire additional resources for existing responsibilities

	 
	 
	 
	 


 

 

Table 5.2: Basic interests and foreign-policy preferences of private actors

	 
	Basic interest
	Actor - specific operationalization
	Foreign policy preference(s)

	Companies
	Increase financial 

means
	Increase company profits 
	Provide the best opportunities for company profit taking international competitiveness into account

	Economic pressure groups 
	Increase financial means
	Increase membership contributions
	Fulfill the organizational purpose

*Increase members´ opportunities for material gain

*Extend the organizational mandate

	Political advocacy groups
	Increase financial 

means
	Increase donations, grants, and membership contributions
	Fulfill the organizational purpose

*Increase immaterial or material gains as defined by the organizational purpose

*Extend organizational mandate


 

 

Two concepts are at the center of the second and third components of utilitarian liberalism's explanatory model: one is the mobilization of societal actors, the other is the autonomy of PAS actors from private actors. More specifically, the level of structural and situative mobilization of a societal actor with regard to the foreign policy issue at hand determines who will be part of the relevant policy network and also who among the PAS and who among the private actors will be most influential or "assertive" on the issue. Whether the most assertive PAS actor's desires or the most assertive private network member's interests will eventually prove dominant and thus shape the state's foreign policy on this issue, turns upon the degree of autonomy the most assertive PAS actor(s) enjoy(s) from the most highly mobilized private actor(s) within the policy network. 

 

The structural and situative mobilization of an actor roughly correspond to its potential power and the intensity of its preferences with regard to the issue, respectively. Thus, in the case of private actors, structural mobilization is a function of factors such as the number of individuals it represents or its capacity to generate policy-relevant technical or social information. Situative mobilization, in turn, will be high when the actor's (or its constituency's) interests are strongly affected by the issue under consideration. Utilitarian liberalism predicts that the (issue-specific) policy network is formed by those PAS and private actors who have at least some minimum level of both structural and situative mobilization. To keep things manageable, utilitarian liberalism then focuses on those actors who are the most assertive ones within the two groups, proceeding to ask which of these is likely to impose its preferences on the policy network as a whole and hence on the state (with respect to the foreign policy issue concerned). 

 

As already indicated, the winner of this "end game" will be the most assertive PAS actor(s) if its (their) dependence on the cooperation of the most assertive private actor(s) is low; conversely, the latter will tend to call the shots if the most assertive PAS actor(s), in order to fullfil its (their) organizational purpose, is (are) highly dependent on accessing private actors‘ resources. It should be noted that this procedure does not necessarily result in a single dominant societal interest. For example, there may be (symmetrical) interdependence rather than one-sided depencency between the key PAS and private actors in the policy network. In such situations utilitarian liberalism must remain agnostic with regard to the outcome.

 

To sum up, according to utilitarian liberalism the foreign policy of states are shaped by the interests of the dominant societal actors. The structure of the pertinent foreign policy network reveals which actors are dominant in the respective issue area. Membership in, and dominance of, a foreign policy network is determined, first of all, by the extent to which PAS-actors and private actors are structurally and situatively mobilized and, secondly, by the extent to which PAS-actors are dependent on the resources private actors can provide to them. Once the dominant actors are known, a state's foreign policy preferences in the situation can be derived from their basic interests in either competencies or income. These domestically constituted foreign policy preferences account for the external behavior of the state in the situation.

 

The general proposition of utilitarian liberalism about a state‘s foreign policy behavior runs as follows:

In as much as a state‘s level of mobilization of private and PAS actors or the level of autonomy enjoyed by PAS actors in their dealings with private actors has remained the same and the foreign policy preferences of the dominant societal actors remain constant, a state‘s foreign policy behavior is not expected to change, and it will continue its gains-seeking policy in the same form and intensity as before.
 

4.                   Constructivist Theory of Foreign Policy

 

4.1.
Dependent Variable and "Standards of Behavior"

 

As put forward at the beginning of this chapter, constructivist foreign policy theory has recourse to an actor model that is markedly different from the one employed by rationalist theories. Homo sociologicus does not act to secure a set of selfish goals; rather, following a logic of appropriateness, he seeks to conform to the intersubjectively shared, value-based expectations of appropriate behavior emanating from his social environment. Hence, a theory of foreign policy which builds upon this actor model has to identify the standards of behavior that a state recognizes as binding on itself.

 

From a constructivist point of view, social actors follow social norms they have internalized in the course of a process of socialization into the relevant social system(s). Social norms are distinguished from other ideational variables often figuring prominently in constructivist accounts of public policy -- such as ideas, beliefs, world views, identity, or culture -- by virtue of three characteristics that they hold in combination: (1) immediate orientation to behavior (i.e. social norms can be translated into imperatives for action); (2) intersubjectivity (i.e. social norms are irreducible to individual beliefs); and (3) counterfactual validity (i.e. the existence of a norm is consistent with a considerable amount of deviant behavior).

 

With respect to the foreign policy of any given state, two social reference systems are important for their agents, i.e. its foreign policy decision makers: international as well as domestic society. 

The effect of social norms on a state‘s foreign policy behavior is attributed to socialization processes which its foreign policy decision makers undergo. For these agents of a state two analytically distinct socialization processes occur simultaneously. Because they are at the interface of two social systems - international society and their respective domestic society - they face two different socialization processes.

 

 By virtue of transnational socialization foreign policy decision makers internalize value-based expectations that are shared among states and which originate from states, intergovernmental institutions or even international non-governemtal organizations operating as ‚norm entrepreneurs‘ (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). The international norms have a socializing effect on states‘ agents because they are concerned with their reputation not just as reliable allies or partners in negotiation but as members of international society in ‚good standing‘ (Mercer 1996; Chayes and Chayes 1993, 177; McElroy 1992, 46-53).

 

Constructivism posits that it is through processes of societal socialization rather than by means of public pressure that domestic social norms shape a state‘s foreign policy decision makers‘ behavior. There are three ways in which, from a constructivist view, societal expectations of appropriate behavior impact on the behavior of foreign policy decision makers. First, they have already internalized relevant social norms as citizens of the state. Second, as politicians having run through national political careers they have internalized more specific societal expectations of appropriate behavior. Third, they behave in ways consistent with relevant social norms because of the ‚compliance pull‘ (Franck 1990) inherent in foreign policy decision makers‘ claim to legitimately representing their state in its dealings with the international environment.

 

Within international society, there are both general norms, which generate identical value-based expectations for all states, and special norms, which apply to some states but not to others (e.g. the members of a regional international organization). Finally, there are norms which define different social roles thus producing different expectations for different states (e.g. for donor countries, on the one hand, and recipient countries, on the other, in development cooperation). 

 

At the same time, there are norms relevant to a state's foreign policy which originate not in international but in domestic society. Among these norms we can distinguish two groups: one consists of norms which directly apply to foreign policy, the other comprises norms which, although they regulate the internal relations of a state, affect its foreign policy and, consequently, have secondary effects that can be explained with reference to the methodological construct of the "domestic analogy.”

 

In sum, there is in both international and domestic society a wealth of intersubjectively shared, value-based expectations of appropriate behavior that states seek to live up to in their foreign relations. These are the standards of behavior which, according to both societal and transnational constructivism, states feel bound to act in accordance with in their foreign policy. Constructivism thus comes up with a conceptualization of foreign policy behavior which rivals both neorealism's notion of power politics and utilitarian liberalism's postulate of gains-seeking policy. This alternative understanding of the essence of foreign policy will henceforth be referred to as norm-consistent policy. 

 

4.2.
Independent Variable
 

This leaves us with the question of how constructivists account for variation in states' foreign policy behavior, or which independent variable they place their bet upon. The answer seems straightforward: differences in the behavior of states are put down to differences in the intersubjectively shared, value-based expectations of appropriate behavior they confront, i.e. (international and domestic) social norms. However, the point of departure of transnational-constructivist arguments about the impact of norms on state behavior, in particular, has been the discovery that the international practices of states are characterized by a considerable degree of isomorphism across a wide range of issue areas, not just in the field of security as neorealists posit (Finnemore 1966, 22; McNeely 1995, 2-3, 20). Constructivism therefore attributes this isomorphous behavior of states to the impact of international norms rather than on the exigencies of the security dilemma in an anarchical international system. However, international norms also emerge in different international, particularly regional contexts and, therefore alone, produce variation across states‘ behavior. Moreover, international norms also differentiate among their addressees as we have already noted. Nevertheless, variation in states‘ behavior, particularly across nations, must be sought, above all, in domestic social norms.

 

These standards of behavior, which, as we have seen, come as international and domestic social norms, are the independent variable of constructivist foreign policy theory. General international law, the legal acts of international organizations, and the final acts of international conferences may serve as indicators of international social norms. Societal norms, on the other hand, may be derived from the constitutional and legal order of the society concerned, from relevant party programs and election platforms, from parliamentary debates as well as from survey data.

 

Whether or not a social norm can be said, from a constructivist view, to guide the behavior of a state in a given situation depends on its strength. Constructivists are well-aware that norm strength needs to be ascertained ex ante in order to avoid the risk of ‚explaining‘ foreign policy ex post by choosing that expectation of appropriate behavior from among several potentially relevant expectations as an explanation which comes closest to the observed behavior to be explained (Legro 1997, 33). Only norms which are sufficiently strong will affect a state's policy in the first place. The strength of a norm is a function of two arguments: it is contingent on 1) the extent to which the norm is widely shared by the actors in the relevant social system ("degree of commonality"), and 2) how precisely the norm defines permissible (or inadmissible) behavior ("degree of specificity"). Commonality presupposes a ‚critical mass‘ of units within a social system in order to reach the ‚tipping point‘ when social norms can be expected to have an impact on collective behavior (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 901). What constitutes such a critical mass is in dispute. In order to avoid the risk of facile constructivist accounts of foreign policy, no less than a clear majority rather than one third of the units of the pertinent social system should share the expectation of appropriate behavior in question. As to the specificity of a social norm, the criterion should be that, from among several behavioral options available to foreign policy decision makers, at least one option must be ruled out as clearly inappropriate. 

 

Predicting the foreign policy of a state is straightforward whenever the relevant international and societal norms produce a clear and consistent expectation of appropriate behavior with respect to this state in a given situation. Here, constructivist accounts of foreign policy can be said to be particularly powerful. However, an expectation of appropriate behavior directed at a given state does not need to be present simultaneously on both levels for this expectation to guide foreign policy decision makers. If there is a pertinent social norm with sufficient commonality and specificity on only one of the two levels, the degree of its internalization by foreign policy decision makers (and thus their effect on their behavior) may be lower than if international and domestic norms are congruent. Still it may allow a clear prediction of behavior. Making a prediction becomes problematic for constructivists, however, when there are international and domestic norms of sufficient commonality and specificity which place contradictory norm-based demands on the state concerned.  In this case, there is arguably no behavioral option open to the state which it could select without violating at least one pertinent social norm. As constructivism assumes that states avoid inappropriate behavior, the theory is incapable of generating predictions regarding the foreign policy of states in such a situation.

 

Table 6: Predictive power of constructivist theory

	 

international level
	 

societal level
	 

relationship
	 

predictive power

	 

norm present
	 

norm present
	 

convergent
	 

++

	 

norm present
	 

norm absent
	 

-
	 

+

	 

norm absent
	 

norm present
	 

-
	 

+

	 

norm present
	 

norm present
	 

contradictory
	 

-

	 

norm absent
	 

norm absent
	 

-
	 

-


 

The general proposition of constructivism about a state‘s foreign policy behavior runs as follows:

 

If a certain shared, value-based expectation of a state‘s appropriate behavior continues to exist with sufficient commonality and specificity on the international and/or the societal level, the state will continue to pursue a foreign policy consistent with this social norm.

 

5. 
Conclusion 
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�[1] The qualifier "utilitarian" is used here in order to distinguish this group of scholars from other liberals who are concerned with normative issues rather than with building explanatory theory.


�[2] There are exceptions to this rule, however, the most prominent being Wendt (1999), whose "social theory of international politics" does not open the 'black box' of the state. None of the three bodies of thought under consideration is perfectly uniform, and each comes in several versions. Therefore, the present reconstruction of their foreign policy branches, by necessity, cannot be faithful to every specific manifestation of these schools of thought in every respect.


�[3] Selfishness (egoism) is not an essential property of homo oeconomicus; rationalists are not committed to a specific utitility function (cf. Kirchgässner 1991: 45-65).


�[4] With this definition of "power" we seek to avoid ambiguities often attached to using this concept when it is defined as control over outcomes or control over actors. We reserve these meanings for the concept of influence.





