The basic problem facing anyone who tries to
understand contemporary world politics is that there is
so much material to look at that it is difficult to know
which things matter and which do not. Where on
earth would you start if you wanted to explain the
most important political processese How, for example,
would you explain 9/ 11, or the 2003 war in Irag, the
recent global financial crisis, or the failure of the
climate change negotiations in Copenhagene Why
did President Barack Obama escalate the war in
Afghanistan in 20102 Why was the apparent
~onomic boom in much of the capitalist world
devastating collapse of the global
oporfed the Assad
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Cagdas dunya politikasint anlamaya calisan herkesin karsilastigr temel sorun, nelerin
onemli olup nelerin olmadigini bilmenin zor oldugu cok fazla malzeme bulunmasidir. En
dnemli politik sUrecleri aciklamak isteseydiniz, dinyanin neresinden baslarsinize Ormegdin,
2/11't veya lIrak’'taki 2003 savasini, son kUresel mali krizi veya Kopenhag'daki iklim

kerelerinin basarnsizigini nasil aciklarsinize Baskan Barack Obama, 2010'da

den kapitalist donyanin cogunda gdrunen




Whether you are aware of it or not, whenever you are faced with such a problem you have to
resort to theories. A theory is not simply some grand formal model with hypotheses and
assumptions. Rather, a theory is a kind of simplifying device that allows you to decide which facts
matter and which do not. A good analogy is using sunglasses with different-coloured lenses: put
on the red pair and the world looks red; put on the yellow pair and it looks yellow. The world is not
any different; it just looks different. So it is with theories. Shortly, we shall summarize the main
theoreftical views that have dominated the study of world politics so that you will get an idea of
which 'colours' they paint world politics. But before we do so, please note that we do not think
that theory is an option. It is not as if you can say that you do not want to bother with a theory; all
you want to do is to look at the 'facts'.

IS 1S S|mply Impossible, since the only way you can decide which of the millions
ering to some S|mpl|fy|ng device that tells you which ones
device. Note also that you may well not
inherited from family,




Farkinda olsaniz da olmasaniz da, ne zaman bdyle bir sorunla karsilassaniz teorilere basvurmaniz
gerekir. Bir teori, hipotezler ve varsayimlar (tfahminler) iceren basit bir bicimsel model degildir.
Aksine, bir feori, hangi unsurlarin dnemli olup olmadigina karar vermenizi saglayan bir for
basitlestirici aractir. lyi bir benzetme farkli renkli camlara soh|p gunes gozlUkleri icin kullaniyor: kirmizi
cifti tak ve dUnya kirmizi gorunsun; sari cifti fak ve sar goérunsun. Dunya hic farkli degil; sadece farkl
gorunmekte. Bu yUzden teoriler vardir.
Kisacasi, dunya politikasini inceleyen ana teorik gorusleri dzetleyecegiz, bdylece dUnya siyasetini
hangi renklere boyadiklarn hakkinda bir fikir edinebileceksiniz. Ancak bunu yapmadan once,
lUtfen teorinin bir secenek oldugunu dusiUnmedigimizi unutmayin. Tek yapmak istediginizin
'olaylara/olgulara’ bakmak oldugunu ve teoriyle ugrasmak istemediginizi sGyleyemezsiniz.

iInaniyoruz, c¢UnkU milyonlarca olasi olgunun/durumun hangisine
size honglsmln en onemli oldugunu sdyleyen basitlestirici bir
rac olarak dusUnUyoruz. Ayrica teorinizin
sinif veya medyadan

~
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For realists, the main actors on the world stage are states, which are legally sovereign actors.
Sovereignty means that there is no actor above the state that can compel it to act in specific ways.
Other actors, such as multinational corporations or international organizations, all have to work within
the framework of interstate relations. As for what propels states to act as they do, redlists see human
nature as centrally important. For realists, human nature is fixed, and, crucially, it is selfish. To think
otherwise is to make a mistake, and it was such a mistake that the realists accused the ideadlists of
making. As a result, world politics (or, more accurately for realists, international politics) represents @
stru Ogl_:jle for power between states, each trying to maximize their national interest. Such order as exists in
world politics is the result of the workings of a mechanism known as the balance of power, whereby
states act so as to prevent any one state dominating. Thus world politics is all about bargaining and
alliances, with diplomacy a key mechanism for balancing various national interests. But finally, the most
important tool available for implementing states’ foreign policies is military force. Ultimately, since there
IS No sovereign body above the states that make up the international political system, world politics is a
in which states must rely on their own military resources to achieve their ends. Often
[ ugh cooperation, but the potential for conflict is ever present.

o-realism, has developed. This view stresses
' cting the behaviour of all
this led to




Realistler icin, dunya sahnesindeki ana aktorler yasal olarak egemen aktorler olan devletlerdir. Egemenlik,
devlet Uzerinde, devleti belirli sekillerde hareket etmeye zorlayabilecek herhangi bir aktor olmadigr anlamina
gelir. Cokuluslu sirketler veya uluslararasi  kuruluslar gibi diger aktorlerin hepsi  devletlerarasi iliskiler
cergevesinde calismak zorundadir.
OncU devletlerin yaptiklan gibi realistler insan dogasini merkezi olarak dnemli gorurler. Realistler icin insan
dogasi sabittir ve en dnemlisi bencildir. Baska turl0 dusunmek bir hata yapmakitir ki realistler idealistleri bu
hatayr yapmakla suclamaktadirlar. Sonuc olarak, dunya siyaseti (ya da realistler icin daha dogrusu,
uluslararasi siyaset), her biri ulusal cikarlarini maksimize etmeye calisan devletler arasindaki gu¢c mucadelesini
temsil eder. DUnya siyasetinde var olan bu duzen, guc dengesi olarak bilinen bir mekanizmanin isleyisinin bir
sonucudur, bu mekanizma sayesinde devletler herhangi bir devletin hdkimiyetini dnleyecek sekilde hareket
eder. Nitekim dunya siyaseti, cesitli ulusal cikarlarin dengelenmesi icin kilit bir mekanizma olan diplomasiyle
irlikte, ’romomen pazarlk ve ittifaklar ile ilgilidir. Ancak nihayetinde, devletlerin dis politikalarni uygulamak
mli ara¢ askeri gu¢tlr. Sonucta, uluslararasi siyasal sistemi olusturan devleflerin Uzerinde
dunya SIYCISGTI devletlerin amaclanna ulasmak icin kendi askeri
tebilme sistemidir. Kimi zaman bu amaclara isbirligi




Liberals have a different view of world politics, and like realists, have a long tradition. Earlier we mentioned idealism,
and this was readlly one rather extreme version of liberalism. There are many variants of liberalism, but the main
themes that run through liberal thought are that human beings are perfectible, that democracy is necessary for that
perfectibility to develop, and that ideas matter. Behind all this lies a belief in progress. Accordingly, liberals reject the
realist notion that war is the natural condition of world politics. They also question the idea that the state is the main
actor on the world political stage, although they do not deny that it is important. They see multinational
corporations, transnational actors such as terrorist groups, and international organizations as central actors in some
issue areas of world politics.

In those issue-areas in which the state acts, they tend to think of the state not as a unitary or united actor but as a set
of bureaucracies, each with its own interests. Therefore there can be no such thing as a national interest, since it
merely represents the result of whatever bureaucratfic organizations dominate the domestic decision-making
process. In relations between states, liberals stress the possibilities for cooperation, and the key issue becomes
devising international settings in which cooperation can be best achieved. The picture of world politics that results
the liberal view is of a complex system of bargaining between many different types of actor. Military force is still
iberal agenda is not as restricted as the realist one. Liberals see national interests in more than just
[ ance of economic, environmental, and technological issues. Order in world
t from the interactions between many layers of governing
' nd institutional rules.

it is in theory. States



Liberallerin dunya siyasetfine dair farkli gorUsleri vardir ve realistler gibi uzun bir gelenege sahiptirler.
Daha once idealizmden bahsettik ve bu gercekten liberalizmin asin bir versiyonuydu. Liberalizmin birgok ¢esidli
vardir, ancak liberal dusuncenin ana temalari; insanlarin mikemmel olmalari, bu mokemmelligin gelismesi igin
demokrasinin gerekli oldugu ve bu fikirlerin Snemli oldugudur. TOm bunlarnin arkasinda, devam eden bir inang
yatar. Buna gore liberaller, savasin dinya siyasetinin dogal kosulu oldugu gercegini reddederler. Ayrica,
devletin dinya siyasi sahnesinde ana aktor oldugu fikrini sorgularlar ancak bunun (devletin) dnemli oldugunu

da . _ inkar etmezler.
Cokuluslu sirketleri, terdrist gruplar gibi ulusdtesi aktdrleri ve uluslararasi aktorleri dUnya siyasetinin bazi
konularinda merkezi aktorler olarak gorUrler.

Devletin faaliyet gosterdigi alanlarda, devleti Oniter ya da birlesik bir aktor olarak degil, her birinin kendi cikari
olan bir dizi bOrokrasi olarak dusinme egilimindedirler. Dolayisiyla, ulusal ¢ikar diye bir sey yoktur, cUnkU bu,
burokratik yapilann/orgutlerin ic karar verme surecine hakim oldugu durumun sonucunu temisil eder/
yansitmaktadir.
Devletler arasindaki iliskilerde, liberaller isbirligi olanaklarnni vurgularlar ve isbirliginin en iyi sekilde
saglanabilecegi uluslararasi ortamlar gelistirmek temel meseledir. Liberal bakis acislyla ortaya cikan dunya
in resmi, bircok farkl aktor arasindaki karmasik bir pazarlik sistemidir. Askeri gu¢ hala énemlidir ancak
Undem kadar sinirli deg?lldlr Liberaller ulusal cikarlarn bir askeri ferimden daha fazlasi
evresel ve teknolojk konularn  onemini  vurgulamaktadirlar.
' lar, Uzerinde anlasilan normlar, uluslararasi rejimleri
aKki e’rklleglmlerden dogar.

r onemli




The third main theoretical position, Marxist theory, is also known as historical materialism, which
Immediately gives you clues as to its main assumptions. We want to point out that Marxist theory
has been less influential historically than either realism or liberalism, and has less in common with
either realism or liberalism than they do with each other. For Marxist theory, the most important
feature of world politics is that it takes place in a world capitalist economy. In this world economy
the most important actors are not states but classes, and the behaviour of all other actors is
ultimately explicable by class forces. Thus states, multinational corporations, and even
international organizations represent the dominant class interest in the world economic system.

Marxist theorists differ over how much leeway actors such as states have, but all agree that the
world economy severely constrains the freedom of manoeuvre of states. Rather than world
polifics being an arena of conflict between national inferests or an arena with many different
Issue-areas, Marxist theorists conceive world politics as the sefting in which class conflicts are
played out. As for order in world politics, Marxist theorists think of it primarily in economic rather
ilitary terms. The key feature of the international economy is the division of the world info
[ eriphery areas. In the semi-periphery and the periphery there exist
rld economy, while in even the core area there are

al capitalism,



Social constructivism is a relatively new theory about world politics, one that developed in the late
1980s and has been becoming increasingly influential since the mid- 1990s. The approach arose out of
a set of events in world politics, notably the disintegration of the Soviet empire, as symbolized most
notably by the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1 989. This indicated that human agency had a much greater
potential role in world politics than implied by realism and liberalism. But the theoretical underpinnings
of the approach are much older, and relate to a series of social-scientific and philosophical works that
diﬁpu’re (’]rlhe notion that the social world is external to the people who live in it, and is not easily
changed.

Realism and liberalism to different degrees stress the regularities and 'certainties’ of political life
(although liberalism is somewhat less adamant). By contrast, constructivism argues that we make and
re-make the social world and so there is much more of a role for human agency than other theories
allow. Moreover, constructivists note that those who see the world as fixed underestimate the
possibilities for human progress and for the betterment of people’s lives. in the words of one of the most
onstructivist theorists, Alexander Wendt, even the self-help infernafional system portrayed by
make and remake: as he puts it, onorchy is what states make of it' (Wendt
ay as ‘natural " or 'given’ is in fact far more open to change,
sponse to the anarchical structure of world



