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Abstract
This disciplined interpretative crucial case study examines the willingness of the United States to conduct Operation Inherent Resolve by comparing two conflicting theoretical approaches, being the theory of structural realism and the social constructivist theoretical approach. The former explains this intervention by interest/power considerations, the latter explains this intervention by focusing on norms and perceptions. After an extensive empirical analysis, sufficient empirical evidence is found to conclude that Operation Inherent Resolve can be explained by the zero-sum game mechanism which is a feature of an international system with a bipolar character. Therefore, structural realism can explain this intervention. Furthermore, the research conducted in this thesis will illustrate that all motivations of the United States to pursue Operation Inherent Resolve seem interest based. Hence, the non-interest based explanation that the social constructivist approach has to offer will be rejected.  
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Chapter 1
Introduction
[image: ]On the 8th of August 2014 the United States of America (US) conducted its first air strikes on Islamic State (IS) targets (CNN, 2014) in the Republic of Iraq (Iraq) and on the 23th of September 2014 the US conducted its first airstrikes on IS targets (BBC, 2014) in the Syrian Arab Republic (Syria). Between the 8th of August 2014 and the 17th of February 2015, the total number of airstrikes conducted by the US-led international coalition has amounted to approximately 2,200 airstrikes according to the BBC (2015). 
Graph1, (BBC, 2015).

Furthermore, estimates are that the US currently deployed approximately 4,400 ground forces in Iraq (Stars and Stripes, 2014). Although these soldiers serve as security forces which are not used for offensive goals, the possibility of having to increase the number of ground forces seems more plausible than being able to reduce these ground forces because of the complexity and duration of the conflict. This military intervention in Iraq and Syria is titled Operation Inherent Resolve (OIR) by the US.
The willingness of the US to get involved in another conflict in the Middle East can be perceived as puzzling based on several factors and experiences from the last decades. One would expect US decision makers to take lessons learned from the past into consideration when initiating a new intervention.
First of all, the practical difficulty of withdrawing troops once deployed in similar interventions in the past contributes to the puzzling character of OIR. President Barack Obama has continuously advocated his intention of retreating US forces from Iraq during his current position in office as well as during the 2008 presidential campaign and has always portrayed himself as an opponent of the war on Iraq started by his predecessor George W. Bush. Obama stated in a speech during the 2008 presidential election cycle: “I opposed going to war in Iraq… … I warned that the invasion of a country posing no imminent threat would fan the flames of extremism, and distract us from the fight against Al-Qaeda and the Taliban” (The New York Times, 2008). Furthermore Obama promised the full withdrawal of US forces out of Iraq (The New York Times, 2008) and managed to effectively fulfill this promise in December 2011, approximately 1,5 years later than he originally intended. Concerning the Afghan case, Obama implemented a new policy strategy. This strategy entailed the deployment of an additional 30,000 US troops (bringing the total of US troops in Afghanistan up to nearly 100,000 troops) in the so-called “surge” of December 2009 (The New York Times, 2011) in an effort to increase the US ground forces capacity in Afghanistan to such an extent that effectively exterminating Al-Qaeda (and the Taliban) would become feasible. After the successful extermination of Al-Qaeda and its affiliates in Afghanistan the withdrawal of US forces from Afghanistan should have been started as early as 2011 according to Obama’s strategy (ibid). Obama did manage to withdraw the first US troops from Afghanistan in July 2011, but (corresponding with the previous US withdrawal in Iraq) at a much slower pace than anticipated. A deadline for the full withdrawal of US forces from Afghanistan was adopted, set at December 2014, but the Obama administration failed to meet this deadline and it has been altered several times since. Most recently on the 21st of February 2015 (CNN, 2015). 											Taking these difficult (ongoing) US withdrawals from the same region into account, the willingness of the US to get involved in a conflict in the same region is puzzling. The Obama administration has only in the past few years managed to withdraw its forces from Iraq and the majority of its forces from Afghanistan. So only three years after Obama could finally realize his electoral promise he choose to yet again deploy troops in Iraq.
A second factor that contributes to the puzzling character of the US willingness to intervene is the perceived chance of success. In order to estimate the chance of success two parameters have to be established. Firstly, evidently, the goal of an intervention has to be established followed by the regional context in which this goal has to be realized. The goal of the US-led intervention in Iraq and Syria seems straightforward: the elimination of IS. As Obama emphasized in a speech at a military base in New Jersey on the 15th of December 2014: “But make no mistake, our coalition isn’t just going to degrade this barbarous terrorist organization, we’re going to destroy it.” (The New York Times, 2014). If one takes the previous US-led interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan into consideration it becomes clear that seemingly straightforward objectives can be extremely difficult to accomplish.			The 2001 invasion of Afghanistan (Operation Enduring Freedom) had a goal which resembles the goal of today’s intervention in Iraq and Syria to a great extent. In this case the goal was to eliminate Al-Qaeda as well as the Taliban in order to assure that Afghanistan would never again be a safe haven for terrorist (Islamic fundamentalist) organizations. So in both cases a terrorist organization had to be eliminated in a highly unstable and fragmented region. In contemporary Afghanistan, Al-Qaeda has been decimated but the complete elimination of Al-Qaeda has proven to be a futile attempt since Al-Qaeda is still present in Afghanistan. Especially if Al-Qaeda’s strengthening position on the Arabian peninsula (mostly in Yemen) is taken into account (Stanford University, 2012) as well as the common perception that the roots of IS lie in Al-Qaeda one could argue that this part of the objective has failed. The second part of the objective was the removal/destruction of the Taliban (by removing them from governance and replacing them with a Western democratic polity) which can also be considered a failed objective. In 2014, after 13 years of fighting estimates are that between 20,000 and 35,000 Taliban insurgents have been killed (Voice of America, 2014). This quantity of defeated insurgents seems like an indication of a successful military campaign, but when Northern Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) estimates concerning the strength of the Taliban are taken into account a quite different picture shows itself. In 2014, the core Taliban force is estimated to be over 60,000 men in strength (ibid), about twice as many insurgents as the US and its allies had managed to eliminate in the 13 previous years. The Taliban is often described as a self-regenerating force, as these figures illustrate. Based on these facts one could perceive the mission in Afghanistan as a failure despite of the trillions of Dollars (USD) invested and the over 2,200 US military casualties (US Department of Defense, 2015). Commonly addressed reasons for the failure of Operation Enduring Freedom is the anti-Western/anti-American sentiment in the region, the lack of local support, the impenetrable geographical landscape, the overall instability of the country, the ethnic-religious cleavages within society, the cultural difference between the US forces and the local forces in terms of cooperation and a more general insufficient true understanding of US decision makers with regards to the local context and the complexity of the conflict. Many of these factors can be transferred to the contemporary situation in Iraq and Syria and all of them will profoundly challenge the chance of success regarding OIR. 					With regards to the 2003 invasion of Iraq (Operation Iraqi Freedom) one can also argue its success was extremely limited. The 2003 invasion of Iraq was initiated by the Bush administration because of the immediate threat the Hussein regime posed to the US and its coalition allies in combination with their alleged weapons of mass destruction and ties with Al-Qaeda. The two main goals of Operation Iraqi Freedom were to topple the Hussein regime (and replace it with a stable democracy) and “to identify, isolate and eventually eliminate Iraq's weapons of mass destruction, their delivery systems, production capabilities, and distribution networks” Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld declared on 21st of March 2003 (The New York Times, 2003). The level of success of Operation Iraqi Freedom was once again very limited, as universally known there were no weapons of mass destruction and although the Hussein regime was successfully toppled this did not have the anticipated/aspired result. The current situation in Iraq is far from stable and one might even argue that overthrowing the Hussein regime facilitated the rise of IS in its current form. 	By comparing these two US interventions in the region with the current intervention the chance of successfully achieving the main goal (eliminating IS) seems very limited. 			If one analyzes the local/regional context in which OIR is being conducted it can be argued that the current conflict in Syria and Iraq is the conflict with the highest degree of complexity compared to the previously mentioned conflicts. The complexity of the conflict has its roots in the cross-cutting cleavages throughout the territories involved. Historic, ethnic and religious cleavages still present in the contemporary Iraqi and Syrian societies have resulted in deeply divided societies in which the tensions between for example Sunni and Shiite Muslims and Arabs and Kurds provide a fertile breeding ground for the rise of numerous (para)military organizations/factions combating each other at this very moment. The abundance of actors involved in the conflict leads to an immensely non-transparent situation for US decision makers. Not only state actors (like the Assad regime in Syria and the state of Iraq) have to be taken into account, but a wide variety of (para)military non state actors as well. Ranging from the various Kurdish factions to Hezbollah and from Jahbat al-Nusra to the Free Syrian Army and everything in between all these factions have widely diverging motivations. Even factions that seem quite similar from a Western perspective (for example IS, Jahbat al-Nusra and Islamic Front which are all Sunni Muslim fundamentalist organizations) perceive each other as enemies/rivals because of different interests and ideas. Navigating through all these conflicting factions will prove to be an almost impossible task for US decision makers with only limited understanding of the regional context. Furthermore, the (indirect) involvement of other states which are rivals (possibly enemies) of the US, like Russia and Iran, complicate the conflict even further. 
The previously mentioned diversity (and to some extent similarity) of the non state actors involved will impede on the core objective of OIR which is the elimination of IS. Positively identifying IS insurgents will be virtually impossible especially if these insurgents have to be distinguished from other Sunni fundamentalist insurgents. If the current successes of the campaign (in the broad sense) against IS will continue, IS will be forced to adapt their military tactics into a different kind of warfare. The recent liberation of the city of Kobani (which was occupied by IS) in northern Syria by the Kurds (CNN, 2015) is an example of losses for IS which could eventually force IS to pursue a new tactic which is guerilla warfare (just like the Taliban was forced to adapt guerilla tactics during Operation Enduring Freedom). These “hit-and-run” tactics would entail that IS insurgents would try to blend in with the local population making it extremely challenging to identify them.
Because of the democratic nature of the polity in the US, US decision makers will always have to take public support into account when creating/conducting policy. The public support for foreign military interventions typically diminishes during the course of an intervention. The public opinion in the US currently (February, 2015) approves the war against IS by the US by 63% (Pew Research Center, 2015). If the two previous military operations are analyzed it becomes clear that this public support is very likely to decrease as time progresses. In January 2002 (at the beginning of Operation Enduring Freedom) as much as 93% of the American population supported the war in Afghanistan and only 6% perceived the American intervention in Afghanistan as a mistake (Gallup, N.D.). In February 2014, the public support decreased to only 48% whereas almost half of the American population (49%) perceived the American intervention in Afghanistan as a mistake (ibid). 					Concerning Operation Iraqi Freedom a similar trend can be exposed. In the onset of the war in 2003 75% of the American population supported the war in Iraq and 23% of the American population perceived the war to be a mistake. Near the end of the intervention in 2011 the majority of the American population (55%) perceived the war to be a mistake whereas only 41% was still supportive (Gallup, 2013). These two severe drops in public support can be perceived as an indication of what US decision makers can expect in terms of public support as OIR continues. 
The combination of the factors mentioned above fully exposes the puzzling nature of the willingness of the US to yet again intervene in Iraq and Syria. The only recently almost full withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan and Iraq, the seemingly passive attitude of Obama with regards to American interventions, the minimal chance of success, the complexity of the conflict and the typically diminishing public support are all solid reasons not to intervene.          
So the question remains: Why does the US intervene in the current conflict in Iraq and Syria despite of all these rational arguments not to do so? One can conclude that (neo)liberal perspectives fail to explain these current events. From a neoliberal perspective one would expect that this type of military intervention would have been preceded by a United Nations Security Council (UNSC) mandate or a call for assistance by the internationally recognized state government. The former Prime Minister of Iraq, Nouri Al-Maliki, formally requested the US to perform air strikes on jihadist militants on Iraqi territories in June 2014 (BBC, 2014), legitimizing international intervention. Bashar Al-Assad, the leader of the Assad Regime in Syria, has never invited the US or its allies to attack jihadist militants on Syrian soil. Because of the absence of an UNSC mandate to intervene in Syria, the US-led military intervention in Syria can be perceived as a violation of Syria’s territorial integrity and sovereignty and thereby a violation of international law. The absence of an UNSC mandate to intervene in Syria withheld other members of the international coalition from pursuing military operations in Syrian territories. Examples are the Netherlands (NOS, 2014), Belgium, Denmark (Huffington Post, 2014) and almost every other European state part of the international coalition excluding the United Kingdom (UK Government, 2014). 
Since neoliberalism is unable to explain OIR, two alternative conflicting theoretical approaches will be applied to the case. These theoretical approaches are the theory of structural realism and the social constructivist theoretical approach. From a structural realist perspective this case can be perceived as a most likely case and from a social constructivist perspective as a least likely case since (structural) realism is often associated with security matters and military interventions whereas social constructivist approaches are not (in particular). Furthermore, the application of both theories represents a clash between traditional and modern theoretical approaches and between rationalist and reflectivist beliefs within the International Relations (IR) discipline.	  
The rationalistic theories within the IR discipline perceive rationality regarding decision making procedures as a key axiom. The small chance of success by itself would be a sufficient reason not to intervene from a rational perspective especially if the complexity of the conflict and the costs of such an intervention are taken into account. So is it possible that the US intervention is based upon rational considerations? Yes, but only if the presented objectives of OIR have different motivations. From a structural realist perspective the willingness of the US to intervene could be perceived as balancing behavior in an attempt to restore/strengthen the balance of power in favor of the US. The Russian influence in the region through the Assad regime in Syria and the hostile relationship between the US and Iran might be a motivation for the US to assure that the current, by the US imposed, polity in Iraq continues to exist. By supporting the Iraqi government in the war against IS the US can try to maintain their regional influence. The military operations in Syrian territories would be a mere necessity to assure the survival of the current pro US regime in Iraq, i.e. US influence in the region. Generally speaking, security matters and military interventions will often be expected to be associated with realist theories within the IR discipline. Some of the key axioms of the realist theoretical approach are the constant search of states for power and security as the primary goal and the use of military power as the dominant instrument of power to reach these goals which will always be based on self-interest (Nye & Welch, 2011, p. 57). Influence in the regime, through the military aid granted to the Iraqi government, could for example be perceived as an effort by the US increase its sphere of influence. From this perspective, OIR would be a most likely case since the US could be using military power as an instrument to obtain power and security. 							Countering this rationalist interpretation of the current events in Syria and Iraq is a more reflectivist interpretation of these events being a social constructivist theoretical approach. First of all, it is important to mention the absence of a coherent social constructivist theory. In this thesis several social constructivist concepts will be combined in an attempt to unify the field. With regards to the case, the willingness to intervene by the US might originate from the importance actors attach to international norms (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998) interacted by perception (Autesserre, 2009). The US might combat IS because of the international norm of protecting those that are the weakest, for example the US perceives the threatened situation of Yezidis and Christians in the region as their responsibility to protect (in accordance with the international norm Responsibility to Protect or R2P). Furthermore, it is possible that the inclination of the US to act in compliance with international norms might be interacted by dominant perceptions concerning the parties involved. Since, as mentioned above, security matters and military interventions will often be expected to be associated with realist theories within the IR discipline this event can be characterized as a least likely case from a social constructivist perspective.                
This leads to the main research question of this thesis: Can the US intervention in the current conflict in Iraq and Syria be explained best by a realist theoretical focus on interest/power considerations or by a social constructivist theoretical focus on the importance of norms and perceptions? This question will be answered by applying two conflicting theoretical approaches to this case, being the theory of structural realism and the social constructivist theoretical approach. This can be perceived as both a clash between rationalist and reflectivist theory as well as a clash between traditional and more modern IR theory. Applying these opposing theories in this research can enhance the understanding of the applicability of these strands of theory which are conflicting on several grounds (traditional/modern and rationalist/reflectivist) on military interventions in the IR discipline. Therefore, this research can greatly contribute to the theoretical debate. Furthermore, the empirical results of this research can contribute to the understanding of why states are/are not willing to military intervene. This can be of great importance for preventing upcoming conflicts. By understanding why states are willing to intervene it might be possible for the international community to create an incentive not to intervene if there is no humanitarian necessity (purely interest based) or create an incentive to intervene if an humanitarian crisis occurs (thereby preventing/limiting human suffering due to violent conflicts, war, genocide and mass atrocities). 
This thesis is structured in five chapters, the current chapter contains the scientific/empirical puzzle, a short introduction to the case and the theories applied. The second chapter elaborates on the theoretical perspectives and their implications regarding this case. Chapter three focuses on the research design which consists of the case study reflection and the operationalization. In chapter four the empirical analysis is conducted. In chapter five, the theoretical perspectives are linked with the analysis, a conclusion is drawn, suggestions for future research are presented and a critical reflection on the research will be conducted in the discussion section.


Chapter 2
Theoretical Perspectives
In this chapter the two conflicting theoretical approaches introduced in the previous chapter will be elaborated and applied to the case. First, the theory of structural realism will be examined followed by the theoretical approach of social constructivism. These two theoretical approaches are conflicting on ontological/epistemological grounds but also represent a clash between the traditional IR theories as opposed to the more modern theoretical approaches.   
2.1) Structural Realism
2.1.1) Theoretical Assumptions
There are many political scientists who perceive themselves as structural realists and are perceived as structural realists by others. In this research, however, structural realism (respectively neorealism) will be interpreted as it is presented by the founder of structural realism; Kenneth Neal Waltz. Waltz’s book “Theory of International Politics” (1979) is generally perceived as a fundamental piece of literature in the IR discipline by both proponents as opponents of this theoretical approach. In this thesis an effort will be made to apply “Theory of International Politics” (TIP) to the case of US intervention in the current conflict in Iraq and Syria and analyze whether structural realism possesses sufficient explanatory power to explain the case discussed. Structural realism is not meant to explain/predict specific policies of specific actors, yet this is possible when foreign policy theory is applied. How this is possible will be discussed further on in this section.  
Before explaining TIP and its implications with regards to the case at hand it is important to position structural realism within the theoretical debate in the IR discipline. 
Structural realism is a theoretical approach which stems from classical realism which can be intellectually traced back to the political philosopher Thomas Hobbes as well as to the ancient times of the Athenian historian, general and philosopher Thucydides (Megoran, 2008, p. 477). Realism is a rationalist theoretical approach in the sense that realists believe there is an objective reality as a result of their basic ontological beliefs. Furthermore, realists believe that objective scientific laws can be drafted out of this objective reality through axiomatic hypothetic reasoning (Christiansen, Jorgensen & Wiener, 1999). Realism perceives states as key actors within international politics which seek power and security as a primary goal (Nye & Welch, 2011, p. 57). This constant search for power and security is a necessity because of the Hobbesian anarchic nature as the dominant structural feature of the international system. The dominant instrument of actors to reach power and security is military (and to a lesser extent economic) power. Because of the anarchic structure of the international system competition is the dominant process of interaction amongst actors (ibid). Actors are perceived as rational beings which will pursue their own interests by making decisions based on arranged preferences. 
Structural realism distinguishes itself from classical realism in terms of the level of analyses applied in order to explain the behavior of actors. Whereas classical realism analyzes at the unit level, structural realism analyzes the system as a whole (system level). Waltz (1979) distinguishes three levels of analysis which he refers to as images. The first image explains the behavior of actors by analyzing at the individual level by examining the nature of particular decision makers, statesmen or politicians. The second image explains state behavior by analyzing the domestic structure of states, i.e. the makeup of polities. The third image analyzes at the structure level of the international system. Waltz criticizes first and second image approaches because of their methodogical reductionist character. Reductionist theories are based upon the belief that one can explain a phenomenon by analyzing the attributes and the interactions of its parts (Waltz, 1979, p. 18). In relation to international politics this entails that one should be able to understand international politics by analyzing elements located at the national or sub national level. Waltz disagrees with this assumption and argues that first and second image explanations do not posses sufficient explanatory power. Waltz argues that if one wants to explain the behavior of states on the international level a system level approach (third image) is necessary. Whereas (classical) realism has a strong focus on the nature of human beings (survival) structural realism emphasizes the importance of the structure of the international system which is anarchic. According to Waltz, structure has two important meanings. The first entails that structure “may designate a compensating device that works to produce a uniformity of outcomes despite the variety of inputs” (Waltz, 1979, p. 73). This is exactly why first and second image explanations fall short, if two inherently different actors display similar behavior the explanation must be at system level mediated through the structure of the system. Secondly, structure designates a set of constraining conditions because structure takes the manner in which units (states) are positioned in relation to each other into consideration. Waltz defines the system itself as the structure (the arrangement of the units) combined with the interaction among units within the system. Systems by itself do not act, only agents/actors within the system act and these actions (or behavior) are indirectly affected by the structure of the system (Waltz, 1979, p. 74). The structure and the actors mutually affect each other. The structure of a system will change when a change in the distribution of capabilities across the system’s units take place. In turn, changes in the structure of the system will affect the expectations of the units thereby affecting their behavior in terms of interactions amongst each other (Waltz, 1979, p. 79-102). Capabilities should be understood as both military and economic power of states relative to the military and economic power of other states. The anarchic character of the international systems makes the distribution of these capabilities of great importance which brings us to the “balance of power” concept.										According to Waltz, the distribution of capabilities states (units) in relation to other states (the structure) will lead to a situation in which there will be (temporary) balance. Waltz refers to this phenomenon as “the balance of power”. The balance of power theory is founded upon the assumption that states are unitary actors who at minimum seek their own preservation and at maximum strive for universal domination. This balance of power can manifest itself in several fashions depending on the manner in which the units are arranged in relation to each other. This leads to multiple systems: a unipolar international system, a bipolar international system, a tripolar international system and a multipolar international system. A unipolar system is a system in which there is one absolute hegemon, i.e. there is one state that possesses so much capabilities relative to every other state that it has the possibility of forcing other states to act in accordance with the interest of the hegemon. The hegemon can coerce other states to adapt their perception of “justice” for example. Because of this advantage, a hegemon in a unipolar system has no direct need to conduct balancing behavior. The hegemon can solely rely on its own capabilities and does not have to compete with any other particular state since its capabilities greatly exceed those of any other state. In a bipolar system there are two states who have comparable capabilities relative to each other, but both have far more capabilities than the remainder of states. When a bipolar (or tripolar/multipolar) system occurs, Waltz argues that the major powers will compete with each other through balancing behavior. Waltz distinguishes two types of balancing behavior; internal balancing and external balancing (Waltz, 1979, p. 168). The former entails that great powers will compete with each other by increasing their military expenditures and by investing in technological developments (for example unmanned armed vehicles) which is typical of a bipolar system. There is no periphery in a bipolar system, any loss or gain of one of the great powers will be perceived as a relative gain or loss for the other great power. Waltz refers to this mechanism as ‘the zero-sum game model’ (Waltz, 1979, p. 70).  Because of this the great powers in a bipolar system will actively try to increase their sphere of influence, institutionalize this sphere of influence and secure raw materials. External balancing entails that great powers will actively pursue the formation of alliances or intensify their existing alliances with other (great) powers which is typical of tripolar or multipolar systems (in combination with internal balancing). It is important to emphasize that alliance formation can only be perceived as external balancing when the capabilities of the ally significantly contribute to the capabilities of the great power; i.e. significantly contribute to the possibility of tipping the balance of power. The formation of an alliance between, for example, the US and Malta cannot be perceived as external balancing. Both mechanisms (internal and external balancing) can contribute to tipping the balance of power in the advantage of the actor which is conducting this balancing behavior. In a tripolar or multipolar system there are three or more great powers who have comparable capabilities relative to each other but greatly exceed the capabilities of all other states. If there is a change in the distribution of capabilities amongst the great powers this means that a change in polarity will occur which, in its turn, affects the structure of the system thereby changing the behavior of the units within the system. One of the biggest restrictions of Waltz’s TIP is that this theory has little explanatory power for non-great powers since polarity is one of the theories’ main features. However, for this research this shortcoming is irrelevant since the case at hand regards the US which is a great power.
According to Waltz, TIP cannot and is not meant to explain or predict individual actions of actors within the system, i.e.; foreign policy. As Waltz argues, systematic theory “does not tell us why state X made a certain move last Tuesday” (Waltz, 1979, p. 121). Seemingly problematic this is exactly one of the goals of this thesis, applying TIP to OIR; explaining US foreign policy by analyzing a possibly changing distribution of capabilities of states within the international system. Waltz would clearly disagree with this methodological approach since the system level approach that TIP entails explains system level changes in terms of polarity by analyzing states as “like-units” and is therefore unable to explain specific policies of specific states. Yet, many scholars disagree with this perception and claim that structural realism can explain foreign policy and can even be perceived as implicitly entwined with one another. As Fearon (1998) argues:
		State desires or goals are a fine subject for a theory, which in some particular
context one might designate a theory of foreign policy. But it is still true
that international political outcomes such as a balance of power are the direct,
if sometimes unintended, result of individual states’ foreign policy choices.
Thus, a systemic explanation of balancing is still a theory of foreign policies in
the core sense, even if it need not be a theory of all foreign policy intentions or
goals.

Fearon emphasizes that balance of power outcomes can be the result of foreign policies conducted by individual states and thus that systemic theory and foreign policy are inherently linked (by adding domestic-political explanations). In this research, the argument will be reversed in the sense that one can explain foreign policy of individual actors by analyzing systemic changes. Fearon’s argument does however illustrate how foreign policy and systemic theory can be connected in his perspective. Elman (1996) argues that structural realist theories can be considered as theories of foreign policy and that structural realist theories can be expected to make predictions for dependent variables which measure the behavior of individual states. Before explaining how this is possible in Elman’s view it is important to note that Elman makes an argument which promotes the suitability (in contrast with the ability) of structural realism to explain foreign policy, the suitability does not necessarily imply the ability of structural realism to explain foreign policy (Elman, 1996). Firstly, it is important to define what a theory of foreign policy entails: “To be a theory of foreign policy, a theory has to make predictions about an individual state’s behavior. Theories of foreign policy answer the question: What will a state faced with these circumstances do?” (ibid). The goal of foreign policy theories is to explain how statesmen act, not how they should act. So the possibly changing distribution of capabilities (circumstances) can explain how states act (OIR/foreign policy) by applying foreign policy theory. Structural realism is often criticized in the sense that it best explains general tendencies and regularities. Although this is exactly what the theory is meant to achieve by Waltz, it makes it difficult to empirically measure the concepts used by Waltz and thereby to validate/falsify the theory as a whole. Some even claim that this renders TIP to be “untestable” (Vasquez, 1997). Applying foreign policy theory can contribute to the testability of the theory even though this might not have been its initial objective. The question remains: how can one transform predictions regarding general tendencies and regularities into expectations about specific state behavior? This is possible by applying deductive reasoning (Glaser, 1995); one can formulate specific expectations/explanations by deductively extracting them from general assumptions inherent to the original theory. It would be logical to extract probabilistic expectations from TIP, since the initial goal of TIP is formulating general tendencies and regularities which imply a margin for specific cases that do not correspond with these general tendencies. But since this research tries to explain as opposed to predict OIR it is more sensible to formulate deterministic explanations (hypotheses) because OIR is already in progress. Furthermore, one of the goals of this thesis is to perform a thorough test of TIP as a whole (this will be elaborated in the next chapter). Therefore deterministic explanations are more suited for this research. Applying foreign policy theory, in this thesis, is meant to contribute to the testability of structural realism rather than a critique on its initial purpose.       
2.1.2) Application to the Case
What does this all entail with regards to the American intervention in Syria and Iraq? If structural realism is accurate at explaining OIR this must be deductively extracted from the assumptions/claims of TIP and/or from its consequences of the current polarity of the international system. This brings us to the next question which is: what is the current polarity of the international state system? This is debatable and arguably more unclear than it has been in the last decades. During the Cold War, almost every scientist would agree, there was a period in which the international system was bipolar with the US and the Soviet Union as the two undeniable great powers. When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 and all the states that had previously been part of the Soviet Union where in disarray this resulted in a change in the relative distribution of capabilities. In its turn, the polarity of the system changed in favor of the US. In hindsight, most scientists would agree, the US became the absolute hegemon in a unipolar system. During this period of unipolarity there were no other states that possessed the capabilities to pose a serious threat to the US. On December 11th 2001, after 15 years of negotiations, the People’s Republic of China (China) obtained a membership in the World Trade Organization (WTO) (World Trade Organization, 2015) after which the economy of China developed at an incredible pace. Before China’s entrance in the WTO 80% of China’s population were active in the agricultural sector while contemporary China is an immense industrial power. As Deckers argues: “China will try to use its membership to push for its own concept of anti-hegemonism and for multi-polarity’’ (Deckers, 2004, p. 115). In the late 2000’s the distribution of capabilities changed, China’s capabilities increased vastly, challenging the hegemony of the US. Some scholars would argue that contemporary Russia is back in the race of becoming a hegemon once again. Russia’s involvement in several recent conflicts (Ukraine, Georgia and Syria) indicate a state with world stage ambitions. Combined with its substantial military capacity and abundance of raw materials it might become (or already is) once again a superpower. One might notice that two of the four countries that are often described as the BRIC countries are incorporated in this analysis. Brazil and India are not incorporated into this analysis since these states have considerably less military strength than the US, Russia and China (GFP, 2015). Furthermore, these states are far less involved in global conflicts and exhibit less global ‘hegemon-like’ behavior than the US, China and Russia. So the question still remains: what is the current polarity of the international system? So far, there can only be stated that the contemporary international system is either unipolar (there still is US supremacy), bipolar (China has comparable capabilities) or tripolar (Russia’s capabilities are comparable enough as well). These are the three most plausible types of contemporary polarity since the remaining powerful states (like India, Brazil and the former European great powers) arguably do not possess sufficient capabilities or exhibit hegemon like behavior as elaborated above. Determining the contemporary polarity of the international system at this stage would be premature and ill-founded, hence this will be established in the analysis through empirical observations. The polarity of the international system has different implications for state behavior but may result in similar outcomes because of different mechanisms that operate as a result of the different polarities. Since the contemporary polarity of the international system is going to be determined in the analyses, for now several hypotheses have to be established each depending on the polarity of the system. Each hypothesis represents an explanation of OIR, each deductively extracted from basic assumptions, mechanisms and claims made in TIP. These hypotheses/explanations serve as the link between structural realism and foreign policy theory.
If the international system has a unipolar character with US supremacy this would mean that the US is the absolute hegemon and thereby able to coerce other states to act in accordance with their national interest and even its perception of justice. Furthermore, Waltz argues that an absolute power has a margin for error because of the great advantage it has in terms of capabilities. Waltz argues: “strong states can be inattentive; they can afford not to learn; they can do the same dumb things over again.” (Waltz, 1979, p. 195). This would correspond with the US willingness to conduct OIR despite the unsuccessful interventions Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom. OIR can also be perceived as an effort to uphold the US implemented current polity (democracy) in Iraq which would correspond with a hegemon in a unipolar world coercing other states to adapt its own perception of justice. A unipolar hegemon has the ability to act at will (without risking its systemic position when making a mistake) and it is therefore plausible that if the US still is the world’s hegemon that it would intervene when an anti-American movement (IS) tries to gain control over pro-American territory (contemporary Iraq). This leads to the following abstract expectation; a hegemon in a unipolar system will intervene when this serves its interest. From a unipolar structural realist perspective, interests entail matters like material interests (raw materials), geopolitical considerations, security and influence. However, the way interests are pursued is dependent upon the systemic position of an actor in the international system, but will always entail that an actor will try to maintain/enhance its systemic position by the mechanisms that are inherent to its position in the international system and the polarity of the system (which will be elaborated in the remainder of this section). In a unipolar system, the hegemon can and will conduct wars/interventions with uncertain outcomes because of its advantage in terms of capabilities (it is no zero-sum game), the hegemon can afford to lose a war without risking its systemic position. Based on this the following operational hypothesis can be formulated: 
H1: If the international system is currently unipolar with the US as the hegemon, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the operation was in the self interest of the US. 
Actors pursuing their self interest is the one of the axioms of all rationalist theories and therefore not very specific with regards to OIR. Establishing specific variables to explain OIR is however impossible from a unipolar perspective, this will be more extensively addressed in the methodological chapter.										If the international system has a bipolar character with the US and China as the two great powers this would mean that the US and China have comparable capabilities. In a bipolar system the great powers should primarily exhibit internal balancing behavior but a bipolar system will also result in a zero-sum game mechanism (Waltz, 1979, p. 70). This mechanism entails that every loss of one of the great powers is perceived as a gain for the other and vice versa. In a bipolar system there is no periphery according to Waltz (as elaborated in the previous section); the great powers will actively devote their efforts to expanding their sphere of influence, secure raw materials and institutionalize this sphere of influence. If there is empirical evidence for the current existence of a bipolar system this could explain OIR in terms of spheres of influence, if the US would lose its influence in the region this could be perceived as a relative gain for China. This could explain the current behavior of China as well, expanding its influence in the South China Sea and sub-Saharan Africa. This leads to the following abstract expectation; a great power in a bipolar system will intervene as a result of the zero-sum game mechanism; any loss or gain (in terms of sphere of influence) for the great power will be perceived as a relative gain or loss for the other great power. Based on this the following operational hypothesis can be formulated: 
H2: If the international system is currently bipolar with the US and China as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are expanding their spheres of influence because of the zero-sum mechanism.
If there is empirical evidence suggesting the current existence of a tripolar system this would mean that the US, China and Russia all have comparable capabilities. In a tripolar system the great powers should exhibit both internal as external balancing behavior. From this perspective, OIR would be the result of an effort of the US to maintain/intensify its alliance with the contemporary Iraqi regime, by defeating/weakening IS the US can assure the survival of its most important regional ally and balance against Russia’s regional ally; the Assad regime. If the current international system has a tripolar character this would entail that all three great power should exhibit both internal and external balancing behavior; they should all attempt to pursue/intensify alliances and should all invest in their military capacities and technological development. This leads to the following abstract expectation; a great power in a tripolar system will intervene as a result of the ambition to create/intensify alliances. Based on this the following operational hypothesis can be formulated: 
H3: If the international system is currently tripolar with the US, China and Russia as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are conducting external balancing behavior by pursuing/intensifying alliances. 
These three hypotheses are mutually exclusive because they all have a different starting point in terms of polarity. When reading this subchapter it seems that structural realism can explain OIR regardless of the contemporary polarity of the system. This is generally one of the biggest critiques of opponents of structural realism, as mentioned previously, because it makes it difficult to validate or falsify the theory. Therefore, it is wisely to be prudent in validating the hypotheses elaborated above. As an extra check all other features of the present polarity will be analyzed as well. If all three hypotheses have to be falsified this can lead to several conclusions. Firstly, that TIP does not possess sufficient explanatory power to account for OIR and therefore does not possess the universal applicability that Waltz aimed for. Secondly, Waltz was right in the sense that TIP cannot be used for explaining foreign policy. Another important thing to note with regards to the application of TIP to OIR is that IS is a non-state actor which is technically not incorporated in Waltz’s theory. Yet since Waltz perceives all states as like-units (black boxes) this should not be problematic because IS is an entity with territory and capabilities relative to other entities with territory and capabilities. It is even arguable that for TIP it is of minor (or no) importance that the IS-occupied territory is not a ‘regular’ state who enjoys both internal as external sovereignty because IS has the territory and capabilities to (evidently) change at the very least the regional balance of power.
Finally, it is of importance to emphasize that for structural realism the intervention in Iraq is of primary importance as opposed to the airstrikes conducted in Syria. The airstrikes in Syria can be perceived as a mere strategic necessity to effectively fight IS. It is a strategic necessity in the sense that IS does not recognize the borders of sovereign states as upheld by the international community and will move its activities to places where the military pressure of the international coalition (in terms of air strikes) is the lowest. This phenomenon is sometimes referred to as ‘the water bed effect’ (NOS, 2014). Because of the porous Iraqi-Syrian border and the vast open dessert on which this border is located IS can freely maneuver in these territories. Only conducting airstrikes above Iraqi soil would severely impair the main objective of OIR which is the destruction of IS, since IS would simply move most of its activities (that are sensitive to airstrikes) to Syrian territories. For structural realism, the absence of a United Nations (UN) mandate or invitation by the Assad regime is of minor (or no) importance for structural realism since it perceives international organizations and international law as subordinate to the self interest of states in decision making procedures. The airstrikes conducted above Syrian territories are not an attempt to support the Assad regime which is an ally of Russia and therefore its survival is not necessarily a US interest.   
2.2) Social Constructivism
2.2.1) The Social Constructivist Theoretical Approach
As mentioned in the introduction, social constructivism is an approach within the IR discipline which lacks a coherent theoretical framework. Hence, currently there is no such thing as a social constructivist theory but merely a social constructivist theoretical approach. This thesis has an innovative character in the sense that an attempt will be made to unify the field by combining several social constructivist scholars into a more coherent singular approach. It would be overambitious (and possibly naïve) to strive for the creation of a singular, universally accepted social constructivist theory. It can even be argued that it would be impossible to create a singular, universally accepted social constructivist theory because of the greatly diverging fundamental ontological and epistemological beliefs among social constructivist scholars. These ontological and epistemological differences lie at the very heart of the rationalist-reflectivist debate of the IR discipline. It is arguable that these differences create greater axiomatic discrepancies between scholars that are labeled social constructivists than between for example realists and liberalists which are commonly perceived as two different theoretical approaches. Because of this, this thesis will try to illustrate that different social constructivist scholars can be combined and applied to a case in a coherent manner. Furthermore, the scholars will not merely be combined but an attempt will be made to illustrate that different social constructivist mechanisms can complement each other. The most important social constructivist scholars addressed in this thesis are Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), March & Olsen (1998) and Autesserre (2009). Before elaborating on these scholars, first a brief overview of the “general” axioms of social constructivism will be presented and will be embedded within the broader historical theoretical debate in the IR discipline.
2.2.2) Social Constructivism Explained
Social constructivism is a relatively new paradigm in the IR discipline which is intellectually drawn from the field of sociology (Nye & Welch, 2011, p. 63). Pinpointing the exact occurrence of social constructivism within the scientific field of IR is up for debate, but according to Ruggie (1998) this can be primarily attributed to Durkheim and Weber. In the past, the neo-utilitarianist/rationalist approaches (neo realism/structural realism and neo liberalism) were the dominant strands of theory and concepts like ideas and identity were perceived as purely instrumental for material interests. Already in 1951 Durkheim wrote: “A third school is being born which is trying to explain (mental phenomena) without destroying their specificity” (ibid). Durkheim alludes to the tendency of rationalist theories to perceive social constructivist concepts as instrumental. Durkheim also stressed that ideational factors are no less natural than material reality and therefore susceptible to normal scientific modes of inquiry (ibid), this illustrates a different ontological belief (ideational factors are as natural as material reality) as opposed to rationalist theories. Weber introduced the term “verstehen” (ibid) which, some might say, summarizes the goal and meaning of social constructivism as a whole. Loosely formulated, whereas rationalist are primarily concerned with the effects of mechanisms and causality, social constructivist are primarily concerned with the meaning of the mechanisms and the true understanding of what happens within the causal process. This is one of the greatest discrepancies between rationalists and social constructivists, as Weldes (1996) describes it, the difference between why and how questions. Social constructivism made it possible (and feasible) to include social facts in the IR discipline, social facts are defined as facts that do not exist in the physical object world (Ruggie, 1998). Whereas rationalist IR theories perceive the identities and interests of actors as exogenous and given, social constructivists belief that identities and interests of actors are the product of social interaction (interests are socially constructed) and therefore subject to change (ibid). Social constructivism perceives both state- and nonstate actors as key actors and do not necessarily ascribe an anarchic nature as a structural feature of the international system. This partly explains the difference in perception concerning the identities and interests of actors, since the given exogenous identities and interests that rationalist theories adhere to are founded upon the premises that the international system has an anarchic structural feature (ibid). Social constructivism emphasizes the importance of social constraints in the international system. Social constructivists perceive the dominant instrument of actors as well as the dominant processes of interaction to be dependent upon the historical and social context. This impairs the possibility of generalizing the findings exposed by social constructivists, this is unproblematic since many social constructivists do not adhere to law-like regularities.   
2.2.3) Norms, Perception & Case Application
As opposed to rationalist theories, social constructivism can offer explanations for the behavior of actors that are not based on the premises that actors will by definition pursue their self interest. These explanations can be based on variables like identity and ideas, for example. Whereas rationalist theories would have a hard time explaining the existence of suicide terrorists, for instance, because it would not be ‘rational’ to kill oneself based on the dominant premises that everyone strives for survival especially if one perceives individuals/actors as ‘like-units’, social constructivism can offer explanations since it takes historical and cultural (religious) context into consideration. With regards to OIR social constructivism is also able to provide us with explanations that are not (primarily) based one self interest. 
The influence of norms might be the explanation for the willingness of the US to conduct OIR. The influence of norms is a highly debated matter in the IR discipline and as a result of that norms are defined in many different ways. Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) define norms as “a standard of appropriate behavior for actors with a given identity”. Carpenter (2003) defines norms as: “Standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations” which manifests itself in terms of rules defined as “prescriptions or proscriptions for action” which actors can choose to obey, break or redefine. Norms are by definition of an intersubjective nature in the sense that norms can only exist if they are shared within a certain entity. Furthermore, norms always possess a certain ethical consideration. As Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) emphasize: “norms by definition embody a quality of ‘oughtness’ and shared moral assessment, norms prompt justification for action”. Yet this still says very little about why actors are motivated to comply with existing norms. March & Olsen (1998) explain this by applying the ‘logic of appropriateness’. March & Olsen argue that “Human actors are imagined to follow rules that associate particular identities to particular situations, approaching individual opportunities for action by assessing similarities between current identities and choice dilemmas and more general concepts of self and situations”. They emphasize that this pursuit of purpose is associated with identities more than with interests (ibid). This is not based on consequence but is involved with ethical dimensions, targets and aspirations. If we combine these authors we can conclude that norms are standards of behavior based on identity that actors will comply with because of the logic of appropriateness, ethical considerations based on their identity as opposed to pursuing their self interest. 								So this might explain why the US was/is willing to conduct OIR despite of all the rational (or consequence based) arguments not to do so mentioned in the introduction. OIR might be the result of the US complying with the norm of “protecting people who face mass atrocities and are not protected by their own state” which can be linked to the identity of the US¹. The US perceives itself as the country of freedom in which persecution of any kind solely based on ethnicity, religion or political views is unacceptable because of the individualist values the American polity is founded upon. Homeland security is and has been a top priority of the US in recent history, the obligation to protect its citizens is interwoven with the US identity. These dominant US values may also be projected on the international state system. If the US feels an obligation to protect not just its own citizens, but people facing mass atrocities worldwide due to its own perceived identity, the US might be willing to conduct OIR through the logic of appropriateness. If the US perceives itself as a state which does not tolerate atrocities against civilian populations it will make the ethical consideration not to adapt a passive policy which results in the slaughter of many (more) innocent civilians. Instead the US will comply with the norm and make an ethical consideration inherent to its own perceived identity according to the logic of appropriateness. 

¹ The following explanation for the existence of a link between the US identity and the norm addressed offers sufficient explanatory to state that this link is theoretically plausible. However, the existence of a true link between the US identity and the norm will examined in the analysis.
So theoretically, if the US perceives itself as a state which does not tolerate atrocities against civilian populations it will intervene in situations such as the contemporary situation in Iraq. This means that OIR could be motivated upon a perceived obligation to protect the many ethnic/religious/ideological minorities in Iraq and Syria, like the Yezidis and the Christians but also the moderate and the democratic minded people.
This norm corresponds to a great extent with the international norm R2P. The UN defines R2P as: “The duty to prevent and halt genocide and mass atrocities lies first and foremost with the State, but the international community has a role that cannot be blocked by the invocation of sovereignty.” (United Nations, N.D.). Furthermore, the UN set out three pillars which clarify R2P (ibid):
1. The State carries the primary responsibility for protecting populations from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing, and their incitement;
2. The international community has a responsibility to encourage and assist States in fulfilling this responsibility;
3. The international community has a responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other means to protect populations from these crimes. If a State is manifestly failing to protect its populations, the international community must be prepared to take collective action to protect populations, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.

There is an abundance of literature concerning R2P offering a wide variety of perspectives. On a historical note, R2P was for the first time unanimously embraced in its present form at the 2005 UN World Summit (United States Institute of Peace, 2013). Since then there have been 37 UNSC Resolutions informed by R2P (Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, 2015). As long as R2P has been in existence it has been surrounded by controversies. There is a tense relationship between R2P and sovereignty. As Weiss (2004) stresses: “It is too tame for some and beyond the pale for others”. One of the biggest criticisms on R2P is that it can be used as a Trojan horse by great powers to intervene when and where it serves their interests with an “R2P-justification”. These varying perspectives concerning R2P are of minor relevance for this research since the only perspective on R2P that this research is concerned with is the perspective of the US. Before being able to determine whether the US perception of R2P corresponds with the UN perspective the US perspective on R2P has to be established in the analysis. If the UN and the US have a diverging interpretation of R2P this could influence the level to which the US complies with the norm constituted in R2P. Furthermore, the perception of the US concerning R2P might obtain a certain degree of ‘oughtness’.     							However, in order to strengthen the plausibility of the argument made in this section first there has to be established whether the current situation in Iraq and Syria can be perceived as an R2P situation at all. According to the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect this definitely seems to be the case. They stress: “ISIL continues to systematically attack ethnic and religious minority communities, including Christians, Shabak, Yazidis and Turkmen, causing the mass displacement of vulnerable civilians” and “ISIL's violations, which include targeted killings, forced conversions, slavery and sexual abuse, may amount to war crimes, crimes against humanity and possibly genocide” (Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, 2015). During a UNSC meeting on the 27th of March 2015 concerning the Terrorist Trample of the Cultural and Religious Diversity of the Middle East, several state representatives who were given the opportunity to address the UNSC referred to the current situation in Iraq and Syria as an R2P situation. Among which Ashot Hovakimian (Armenia), Gillian Bird (Australia), Karel van Oosterom (the Netherlands), Bernardito Cleopas Auza (representative of the Vatican/Pope Francis) and Paik Ji-Ah (Repbublic of Korea) (United Nations, 2015). Based on this, it is arguable that there are convincing arguments which are shared by several international actors that the current situation in Iraq and Syria can be perceived as an R2P situation.

So the argument would be that OIR is the result of the US complying with the norm (protecting people who face mass atrocities and are not protected by their own state) that constitutes R2P. There is however one obvious flaw to this argument; why would the US comply with R2P when civilians where/are threatened by IS but refused to intervene when great quantities of civilians where threatened by the Assad regime in Syria even when the “red line” implemented by Obama was crossed? Obama drew this metaphorical red line on the 21st of August 2012 and it entailed that if the Assad regime was to use chemical or biological weapons this would “provoke a U.S. military response” (CNN, 2012). When the Assad regime did use poison gas, exactly one year later on the 21st of August 2013, the US failed to respond in accordance with its previous statements (Aljazeera, 2015). So if the norm which constitutes R2P did not result in an intervention in August 2013 but did result in an intervention in August 2014 one might say that this norm cannot be the mechanism which would explain this type of behavior (an intervention) by state actors. 			Yet the norm that constitutes R2P can still explain these (non)interventions despite the variety of outcomes when a third interacting variable is included in the model. So far, the model represents that the independent variable X which is the norm (protecting people who face mass atrocities and are not protected by their own state) results in certain behavior (OIR) which is the dependent variable Y. If we add the third interacting variable Z (which is perception) this might explain the variety of outcomes despite the similarity of the situations (threatened civilians who are not protected by their own state); i.e. the refusal to intervene in 2013 and the intervention in 2014. 							Séverine Autesserre wrote an article about the failure of International Peace Building Missions in Congo between 2003 and 2006 (the war to peace and democracy transition) and uses the concept of frames as an explanatory mechanism (Autesserre, 2009). Frames can be defined as collective, intersubjective understandings that people use to construct roles and interpret objects (Weick, 1995, p. 109). Autesserre (2009) argues “the use of frames has an important advantage: it focuses on how people organize knowledge and interpret it” and furthermore “Frames can account for what shapes the international understanding of the causes of violence and of the interveners' role, and how this understanding makes certain actions possible while precluding other”. This means that perception (manifested in a certain frame) is of the essence, the perception (manifested in frames) of the possibly intervening actor concerning the “threatened” and “threatening” party can greatly contribute to the decision (not) to intervene in a certain situation. The dominant perception of the US can influence whether a situation is perceived as an R2P situation. This might provide an explanation for the variety of outcomes despite the similarity of the situations. Assuming the US is generally inclined to comply with the norm that constitutes R2P (hence the posed “red line” in 2012), the dominant frames concerning both the “threatened” and the “threatening” parties might explain the variety of outcomes; i.e. the choice not to intervene in 2013 and the choice to intervene in 2014. If in 2013 the threatened parties were perceived as “civilians” in rebel territories and the threatened parties in 2014 were perceived as more vulnerable religious/cultural/ethnic minorities facing possible genocide this might have influenced whether the situations were perceived as R2P situations. The US perception of the threatening parties might just as well have influenced this decision. The way the Assad regime is framed might greatly differ from the dominant frame concerning the identity of IS in the US resulting in a diverging willingness to intervene. The Assad regime might be framed as an authoritarian dictatorship, but at the same time as a ‘regular’ state actor which is able to conduct diplomacy whereas IS might be framed as a barbaric terrorist organization which cannot be negotiated with due to its extremist fundamental ideology. To sum up, two components will be addressed in this analysis in order to establish whether the dominant frame in the US led to the variety of outcomes in 2013 and 2014 despite of the inclination of the US to comply with the norm (R2P):
1. ‘Regular’ Syrian civilians are perceived inherently different as minorities threatened by IS. 
2. The Assad regime is perceived inherently different as IS.
If these components are framed in a diverging manner in the US, this means that the perception of both the threatened as the threatening parties greatly differ which could have resulted in the choice not to intervene in 2013 and the choice to intervene in 2014. I.e. the dominant frames in the US concerning both the threatened as the threatening parties might have an interacting effect on the way a situation is perceived. This perception might determine whether a situation is or is not perceived as an R2P situation by the US.  
So the goal is to illustrate that different social constructivist authors can be united in a single model and complement each other. They are complementary in the sense that these mechanisms do not mutually exclude each other but contribute to each others’ explanatory power. This leads to the following hypothesis: 
H4: Social constructivism can only explain US behavior in Operation Inherent Resolve if the US shares the norm constituted in R2P and perceived the situation as an R2P situation. 
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\schule\Master IR\PPP, masterthesis\Masterthesis\conceptueel model soc con.png]Figure 1 represents the conceptual model extracted from this hypothesis. 
One might notice that this model is adapted to the particular features of the case discussed in this thesis, this would be problematic from a rationalist perspective since rationalists believe in universal scientific laws that must be applicable regardless of the case discussed; they must be generalizable. Social constructivists on the other hand do not necessarily believe in law like regularities which makes adapting a theory/mechanism to a specific case justifiable.   

















Chapter 3
Research design
3.1) Case Study Reflection
The type of case study conducted in this thesis can be characterized as a disciplined interpretative case study. A disciplined interpretative case study interprets or explains an event by applying one or more known theories to a new terrain (Odell, 2001, p. 163). In this specific case the theories applied are the theory of structural realism and the theoretical approach of social constructivism, OIR can be perceived as the “new terrain” because of some of the features of this ongoing event. The intervention against IS is unique and therefore “new terrain” in multiple fashions. The war conducted by IS has several unique features, the way and the scale on which IS actively uses social media as a means of propaganda in order to spread terror and recruit affiliates worldwide has never been observed before. The US intelligence community estimated that IS has recruited as many as 20.000 foreign fighters, 3.400 of which originating from Western nations like the UK, France, Australia as well as from the US (NBC News, 2015). This successful recruiting ‘program’ is conducted through social media and IS propaganda and messages are commonly released simultaneously in English, French and German, then later translated in many other languages like Russian, Indonesian and Urdu (The Atlantic, 2014). The use of foreign fighters by (para)military organizations is quite common, yet the diversity of nationalities IS manages to mobilize often without physically encountering them is unique. A result of this is that the predominantly Western coalition is currently conducting a war against an organization which for a substantial amount exists of citizens of Western nations. The willingness of individuals worldwide to risk their life for IS purposes stems from the extent to which this organization is ideologically motivated. The Muslim fundamentalist beliefs IS adheres too are of such an extreme nature that even al-Qaeda (previously perceived as the pinnacle of Muslim fundamentalism by the Western world) distances itself from IS (BBC, 2014). The war conducted by IS has even triggered the first small steps towards a ‘normalization’ of the Iranian-American relationship, since they are currently both fighting IS. To define this as cooperation would be a bridge too far, but the fact that they tolerate each other’s military presence in the same region would have been something unthinkable in recent pre-IS history. Based on these features, OIR can be perceived as a “new terrain”. 				Disciplined interpretative case studies can show that multiple theories can be extended to account for a new event (ibid). Odell argues: “This type of research will interest critics as well as defenders of the theories, even those who care little about the particular event” (ibid). What Odell emphasizes by this sentence is that the outcome of disciplined interpretative case studies can have profound effects on the validity of the theories compared, especially if these theories are meant to be universally applicable. On the other hand, disciplined interpretative case studies offer the opportunity to validate the included theories. Odell stresses one general risk of this method, which is the selective construction of the event to support a favored theory (Odell, 2001, p. 164). This risk can be contained by a faithful presentation of one or more of the most powerful alternative theories (ibid). In this research an attempt will be made to solve the empirical puzzle posed in the introduction by applying two theories of which one of them cannot be described as “one of the most powerful alternative theories”. As argued in the introduction from a structural realist perspective the case can be perceived as a most likely case while from a social constructivist perspective the case can be perceived as a least likely case. This because security/power related issues are typically related to realist approaches whereas social constructivist approaches are not. This increases the risk of selectively constructing the event and will require caution with regards to the confirmation/rejection of the validity of the theories applied.   
OIR can be perceived as a ‘crucial case’ from both theoretical perspectives in an opposed manner. Gerring (2007, p. 115) defines a crucial case as a case “that must closely fit a theory if one is to have confidence in the theory’s validity, or, conversely, must not fit equally well any rule contrary to that proposed”. So OIR can be perceived as a most likely crucial case from a structural realist theoretical perspective and as a least likely crucial case from a social constructivist theoretical perspective. A most likely crucial case (or the disconfirmatory crucial case) can be used to disconfirm a theory (ibid, p. 115) because if even a case that one would expect to fit a certain theory does not correspond with the theory this severely impairs the validity of the theory as a whole. As mentioned before military or security related matters are usually linked to rationalist theories, especially with (structural) realism. A least likely crucial case (or the confirmatory crucial case) can be used to confirm a theory because if even a case that one would least expect to fit a certain theory can be explained by this theory this can highly contribute to a theories’ validity. So, the stranger the prediction that a theory offers (as opposed to a most likely explanation) the greater the degree of confirmation that will be afforded by the evidence (Gerring, 2007, p. 116). The social constructivist theoretical approach is typically not related to military or security matters and if the social constructivist theoretical approach is accurate at explaining OIR this could greatly enhance the theories’ validity concerning military or security matters. As Gerring (2007, p. 115) argues: “In all formulations, the crucial case offers a most-difficult test for an argument, and hence provides what is perhaps the strongest sort of evidence possible in a nonexperimental, single-case setting”. The methodological use of crucial cases is founded upon a deductivist logic (Gerring, 2007, p. 119) since a case is applied to an already existing theory (as opposed to creating a theory based on one or several cases). It is important to emphasize that disconfirming a theory based on a single crucial case will always be easier than confirming a theory based on a single crucial case. This argument is highly applicable to the theories applied in this thesis. If structural realism is unable to explain OIR, especially if one considers that the theory will be applied from three different types of polarity, this would to a great extent disconfirm the theory as a whole. Waltz’s attempt to formulate law-like regularities strengthens this argument even further. On the other hand, if the social constructivist theoretical approach has sufficient explanatory power to explain OIR it would be harder to claim that the social constructivist theoretical approach can explain every military or security related matter. Especially since social constructivism does not necessarily acknowledge the possibility of generalization. Yet, it would definitely contribute to the validity of social constructivism in explaining military or security related matters.    
3.2) Operationalization 
This section is dedicated to the empirical measurement of the key variables of the two conflicting theories elaborated in the previous chapter.  
3.2.1) Operationalization: Structural Realism Variables
For the theory of structural realism first of all the polarity of the current international system has to be established by comparing the distribution of capabilities of respectively the US, China and Russia. This can be assessed by analyzing their economic capabilities in terms of their current gross domestic product (GDP), public debt, population, available raw materials and average economic real GDP growth. Their military capabilities will be assessed by analyzing their Global Firepower (GFP) rank, manpower fit for military service, naval force, air force, ground force, active military personnel, nuclear arsenal, military budget and the military budget as a percentage of the GDP. In order to determine these figures a variety of databases will be analyzed, for example, the CIA World Factbook (CWF), the GFP index and variety of newspaper articles. Analyzing these types of figures requires prudence since one runs at risk of comparing apples and oranges and the manipulation of figures (regarding military capabilities) out of strategic considerations. This entails that many of the figures used in these databases are reliable estimates. A frequently used database to determine the material capabilities of states is the Composite Index of National Capability (or CINC), however this database is unsuitable for this research since it addresses the capabilities of states between 1816 and 2007 (The Correlates of War Project, 2015). The contemporary material capabilities of states cannot be based on eight year old figures. Once the polarity of the system is established, two of the three hypotheses (regarding structural realism) could normally be rejected since they are mutually exclusive in terms of polarity. However, if one attempts to determine the (current) polarity of the international system one always risks being accused of incorrectly determining the polarity according to others. There is no clear cut framework to establish the polarity of the international system. In a (supposedly) bipolar system, for example, the two great powers will never possess the exact same amount of capabilities. Establishing the exact point at which this bipolar system becomes unipolar when a change in the distribution of capabilities occurs (for example) will always be debatable and therefore of an subjective nature. Because of this, all three hypothesis will be tested in the empirical analysis in order to avoid possible criticism regarding the polarity established in this thesis. This method offers the possibility of testing TIP as a whole. Testing TIP as a whole is of great importance because of one of the main criticism addressed in the previous chapter, according to critics TIP can explain almost every outcome (in terms of state behavior) and is therefore ‘untestable’. Because of this not only the expectations relevant to the dependent variable (interventions) in this research will be tested, but other types of behavior which should be present when a certain polarity occurs according to TIP will be tested as well operating as a ‘double-check’. This means that for the bipolar system, for example, there will also be empirically tested whether the great powers exhibit internal balancing behavior. Even though this is not directly relevant with regards to explaining OIR. By conducting this double check (as well as analyzing all the polarities) it can be argued that this research entails the ultimate test in which TIP will be fully and thoroughly tested greatly contributing to determining the all round validity of TIP as a whole in the contemporary international context. 			However, the question still remains what boundaries are upheld to determine the contemporary polarity of the international system in this research. As mentioned before, Waltz does not offer a clear cut framework to establish the polarity of a system which seems to be rather typical among structural realist scholars. As Mansfield (1993) emphasizes: “polarity suggests that the distribution of power among poles is roughly uniform. But the degree to which this is the case is an issue rarely addressed by neorealists.” There are some scholars that have created complicated formulas to determine the polarity of the international system, one of the most well known (for example) is the global structure index presented by Ray & Singer (1973). Once reading literature about the operationalization of polarity something will become apparent at an early stage. Every type of operationalization will be heavily criticized right away on numerous grounds. This can be perceived as a logical consequence of the ‘gap’ Waltz created when only theoretically addressing the balance of power concept. It can be argued that as time progresses capabilities will become increasingly more difficult to compare. Technological development and specialization leads to a situation in which military equipment will become harder and harder to compare on a state by state bases. During the first world war tanks were deployed on both parties for the first time (for example), it is arguable that the tanks used at the time must have been much more comparable than the tanks currently used worldwide. This is a logical consequence of different rates of technological development among states. The same argument can be applied to economic capabilities. During the Golden standard or Bretton Woods monetary systems periods it is arguable that economic capabilities of states would have been easier to compare as opposed to the present day. Contemporary floating exchange rates of currencies (which grants the possibility of printing money when required), the influence of the internet, new concepts like ‘bit coins’ (a digital type of currency which does not physically exist) and the rise of numerous alternatives for fossil fuels are all factors that fiercely complicate comparing national capabilities. Therefore, using models that were created in the 1970’s or the 1980’s seems inappropriate because of their outdated nature. So, whatever approach one chooses to use when determining polarity this will always lead to critique on methodological grounds since determining the exact ‘boundaries’ of polarity will always be highly subjective. Because of this I will take the liberty of setting my own ‘boundaries of polarity’. Once the figures of the indicators discussed above are presented in the analyses first they will be loosely compared to pinpoint the strengths/weaknesses of the states compared. Furthermore, some absolute criteria will be tested. The first criterion will be based on the most comparable figures which are arguably the most straight forward figures. These figures are the total GDP and the military budget which are both measured in USD and therefore relatively easy to compare. To be perceived as comparable these figures may deviate with a maximum of 20% of the state that scores the highest on these indicators. To assure that the military budget is sufficiently comparable and related to the maximum potential in terms of economic capabilities, the military budget will be divided by the military budget as a percentage of the GDP. After testing this criterion, the states that can be perceived as comparable according this criterion will be put through another test which is the second criterion. This criterion entails that the remainder states have to obtain the highest score on an equal number of indicators (total of 14) which may deviate with a maximum of 2. So if, for instance, the US obtains the highest score on 8 indicators and China obtains the highest score on 6 indicators the criterion is met. Because (as mentioned before) not all the indicators are easily comparable these rough tests do offer some means of comparison. A possible critique on this measuring method will be that this comparison is oversimplified, this does however offer the advantage of being understandable and having less possible biases as opposed to complicated (outdated) formulas with many variables.            
Below, the empirical measurement of the variables present in the operational hypotheses 1 -3 will be discussed individually. All hypotheses are based on the premises that actors will pursue their self interest since this is one of the key axioms of all rationalist theories. So, according to structural realism, OIR must be in the interest of the US regardless of the contemporary polarity of the international system. However, the way in which the US (or any other state) will pursue its self interest is greatly depending on the polarity of the international system and the systemic position of actors within this system. Although the result (conducting OIR) can be similar this can be motivated out of different types of self interest (for instance expanding the sphere of influence in a bipolar system as opposed to external balancing in a tripolar system) depending on the current polarity of the international system. As mentioned before not only variables that could have resulted in OIR will be addressed, but variables indicating features that should be present depending on the type of polarity according to TIP that have not necessarily caused OIR (internal balancing for example) will be addressed as well. Measuring these variables functions as an extra check to test TIP as a whole in order to conduct the ultimate test on structural realism in which three types of polarity and its corresponding features are analyzed. Conducting this thorough approach might grant the possibility of challenging the often criticized ‘untestable’ nature of TIP since every type of polarity can theoretically explain OIR (hence untestable).  
H1: If the international system is currently unipolar with the US as the hegemon, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the operation was in the self interest of the US. 
If the international system has a unipolar character with US supremacy (the hegemon), the US should posses far greater capabilities relative to China and Russia (and all other states). In his book, Waltz addresses a relatively limited amount of his argumentation towards a unipolar system. From a unipolar perspective, it is the most difficult to empirically establish the presence of variables leading to OIR since a hegemon in a unipolar system can ‘act as it pleases’ in the sense that there is no serious countervailing force. A hegemon can simply choose whether it wants to pursue an isolationist strategy or pursue an active foreign policy strategy. However, in line with Waltz’s argumentation, one would expect the US to pursue an active role in world politics. Power shapes interests, so the more power a state possesses the more extensive the interests would be; the US would behave like a hegemon because it has the power to behave like a hegemon. OIR should be the result of the US pursuing its self interest. Because a hegemon in a unipolar world can ‘act as it pleases’ empirically testing the variables that can explain OIR is impossible since every type of behavior can be perceived as a hegemon ‘acting as it pleases’. Therefore, formulating a hypothesis which can exactly pinpoint the variable that led to OIR is impossible. Because of this I would have to agree with some of the earlier addressed critics that testing the explanatory power of TIP on specific foreign policy is impossible and therefore TIP is ‘untestable’ from a unipolar perspective. The only way left to test H1 is to provide an argumentation why OIR would or would not be in the interest of the US. This cannot be perceived as solid empirical evidence since determining what a unipolar hegemon would perceive as its self interest is of a rather subjective nature since a unipolar hegemon can ‘act as it pleases’. Therefore, the section of the analysis in which the self interest of the US is determined will be brief and should be perceived by the readers as more of an indication of what could be perceived as US interests than solid proof of the US motivation to conduct OIR. To establish the possible self interest of the US in relation to conducting OIR the geopolitical situation, economic interests and military and security related matters will be assessed. The geopolitical situation can be assessed by analyzing the relationship between the US and regional actors and the extent to which the US can exert its influence in the region. Economic interests can be assessed by analyzing the presence of raw materials in Iraq and the amount of recourses the US has already invested in this ally. Military and security related matters can be assessed by analyzing whether conducting OIR will enhance security of the US. Because of the absence of clear variables in TIP for explaining the behavior of a unipolar hegemon, the self interest section of the unipolar perspective in the analysis cannot be used to corroborate or falsify H1, the only sensible conclusion which can be drawn is whether H1 can be perceived as plausible or implausible.    			However, if the current international system does have an unipolar character there are some types of behavior that should be present in line with Waltz’s argumentation which can be tested properly. This behavior does not directly explain OIR since the theory provides no better explanation than ‘the US pursuing its self interest’. The highly uncertain outcome of the intervention would be unproblematic for the US since its position as absolute hegemon entails that the US can take risks without risking its systemic position. For this hypothesis to be true the US should exhibit other types of behavior that are to be expected from a hegemon in a unipolar system. The US should exhibit coercing behavior towards other states, at least this is to be expected from a hegemon in line with Waltz’s argumentation (power shapes interests, the US would behave like a hegemon because it has the power to behave like a hegemon). Coercing behavior can be defined as behavior that forces other actors to act in correspondence with the interest of the coercing actor. An historical example of coercing behavior would be the threat by the US towards the Netherlands to cut off the Marshall Plan funds if the Netherlands did not reinstate the Republic government in Indonesia in 1949. If similar behavior is empirically observable during OIR towards states initially unwilling to enable or participate in this intervention this can also be perceived as coercing behavior by a unipolar hegemon. This can be analyzed by browsing newspaper articles and academic journals. Finally, the US should exhibit behavior in which it pressures other states to adapt a US perception of justice; i.e. entrench its ideological hegemony. This can be measured by analyzing to what extent the US implemented ‘US-like’ polities and/or judicial systems in states where the US intervened in recent history. Lastly (and arguably most important), if there is a unipolar hegemon this would mean that other states would have to exhibit balancing behavior in order to balance the absolute power of the hegemon. One would expect that other states would bundle their capabilities to end/challenge the supremacy of the hegemon. An example of this would be the circumstantial coalition of Prussia, Britain, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Austria, etc. to fight Napoleon in 1815 to counter possible long term French hegemony on the European continent. In the case of contemporary American hegemony one would expect non-NATO major powers (like the BRIC countries) to balance against the US since the end of the cold war which can be assessed by browsing newspaper articles and academic journals.  
H2: If the international system is currently bipolar with the US and China as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are expanding their spheres of influence because of the zero-sum mechanism.
If the international system has a bipolar character both the US and China should posses comparable capabilities and display similar behavior in multiple fashions. The zero-sum game mechanism should come into effect. This would mean that both the US and China should perceive the rest of the world as if there is no periphery, this should be empirically observable in the sense that both states should exhibit behavior in which they actively try to expand their sphere of influence, secure raw materials and institutionalize this sphere of influence. Examples of expanding and institutionalizing a sphere of influence would be the formation of the NATO and the Warsaw Pact (officially the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance) by respectively the US and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. The formation of these alliances during this period of time should not be mistaken for external balancing since the US and the Soviet Union relied on their own capabilities and even invested a substantial amount of their capabilities into securing these spheres of influence. This is a classic example of two poles in a bipolar system perceiving the world as if there is no periphery. One might say this is exactly what the US has tried/is trying to achieve in Iraq (H2). However, both states have to behave in this fashion as a result of the zero-sum game mechanism. This can be assessed by analyzing newspaper articles and academic journals.	Furthermore, both states should exhibit internal balancing behavior (expanding their own capabilities in order to balance against the other); they should both invest in their military capabilities and in technological development. This can be measured by assessing whether there is an increase in military expenditures in the last five years both absolutely and relatively (in relation to the GDP) by analyzing databases as mentioned above. To be perceived as internal balancing behavior both states should have increased their military expenditures relative to their GDP by at least 2% in the last five years, this is set as an absolute criterion. Technological development can be measured by analyzing newspapers and military reports. 
H3: If the international system is currently tripolar with the US, China and Russia as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are conducting external balancing behavior by pursuing/intensifying alliances. 
If the international system has a tripolar character this would mean that the US, China and Russia all have comparable capabilities. All three should exhibit both internal and external balancing behavior which is typical of a tripolar/multipolar system. Internal balancing can be measured as explained in the H2 section above (the same 2% percent criterion will be applied). External balancing can be measured by analyzing newspaper articles or public statements by decision makers in which it becomes apparent that all three great powers are making an effort to pursue new alliances or intensify existing alliances. If they are, one would expect the political leaders of all three states to make joint statements with political leaders of other states expressing intensified cooperation or even explicitly addressing the formation of an alliance. For this to be external balancing as explained by Waltz; the allies should significantly contribute to the capabilities of the great powers since the goal of external balancing is to tip the balance of power in favor of the great power pursuing the new alliance. The ally should contribute in such a way that it changes the distribution of capabilities. So for H3 to be accurate the capabilities of Iraq should significantly contribute to the capabilities of the US in relation to the capabilities of China and Russia. Only then can OIR be perceived as external balancing behavior. To measure this a criterion is set: the military capabilities of Iraq should be at least 10% of the military capabilities of the US in order to significantly contribute to the capabilities of the US in such a way that this can change the distribution of capabilities in favor of the US as opposed to China and Russia. Establishing the capabilities of Iraq will be a difficult process since their capabilities are constantly changing in times of war and a substantial share of their (military) capabilities consist of foreign contributions. Because of this, the figures presented in this subsection concerning the military capabilities of Iraq will have to be put in perspective by analyzing the historical and local context in which these military capabilities were obtained by Iraq as well as recent developments due to the ongoing war the Iraqi forces are engaged in. Therefore a wide variety of sources will have to be analyzed, like newspaper articles and US military reports concerning the power of the army of Iraq.  
3.2.2) Operationalization: Social Constructivism Variables
If the social constructivist approach posed in the previous chapter is accurate in explaining OIR one would first of all expect that the US is generally inclined to act in compliance with the norm that constitutes R2P. Next, there will have to be established whether there is an interacting effect of perception on the inclination of the US to comply with the international norm R2P. 
In order to establish whether the US is generally inclined to act in compliance with the norm that constitutes R2P the extent in which the US has acted in accordance with the norm in previous situations since R2P was developed has to be analyzed. This can analyzed by examining if the US has generally supported R2P informed UNSC Resolutions and actively contributed national recourses in order to realize these resolutions by browsing official R2P websites. Furthermore, speeches and statements of US decision makers as well as academic journals can be analyzed to determine how the US perceives R2P, to what extent the US can identify itself with this norm and to what extent they publically adhere to this norm. Another way of establishing whether the norm constituted in R2P is linked to the US identity is to analyze the public opinion regarding R2P by analyzing public polling agencies. The extent to which the public opinion supports the norm constituted in R2P can provide an indication concerning the degree in which the norm constituted in R2P is shared and internalized within the American society. By analyzing speeches and statements of US decision makers, official documents released by the US government and academic journals there can also be determined whether the interpretation of R2P of the US corresponds with the interpretation of the UN. The US might perceive the pillars of R2P to be too pale or too profound, for example. Speeches, documents and academic journals will also have to uncover to what extent R2P terminology was used by the US preceding the onset of OIR in August 2014 (and to what extent it possibly was not during the ‘red line affair’ between August 2012 and August 2013). 
Next, the possibly interacting effect of perceptions will be addressed. The perceptions of the situations addressed might have an interacting effect on whether a situation is perceived as an R2P situation or not. These perceptions are, as elaborated in theoretical chapter, exhibited in a frame which consists of two components.
1. ‘Regular’ Syrian civilians are perceived inherently different as minorities threatened by IS.
2. The Assad regime is perceived inherently different as IS.
The validity of these two components can be established by analyzing a series of speeches and statements of US decision makers in order to establish their perception of the Assad regime as opposed to IS and Syrian civilians as opposed to minorities threatened by IS. By comparing every reference made regarding both the identity and actions of the threatened parties as well as the threatening parties there can be determined whether these frames are inherently different. If this turns out to be the case this influences the perception of the US concerning the actors involved. If these perceptions do greatly differ this could have an interacting effect on the inclination of the US to act in compliance with the norm that constitutes R2P, i.e. whether the US interprets a situation as an R2P situation. In that case, H4 can be validated: 
H4: Social constructivism can only explain US behavior in Operation Inherent Resolve if the US shares the norm constituted in R2P and perceived the situation as an R2P situation.
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Chapter 4
Empirical Analysis
In this chapter the analysis is conducted. The first section entails the structural realist perspective on OIR. The structural realist subsections concerns respectively the establishment of the contemporary polarity of the international system, followed by three different perspectives in terms of polarity regarding OIR. In the social constructivist section the influence of norms interacted by perceptions in relation to OIR is analyzed.  
4.1) Structural Realism
Before being able to confirm/reject the validity of structural realism in explaining OIR first of all the contemporary polarity of the international system has to be determined since every type of polarity has diverging implications for the case at hand. The type of polarity established in the following subsection is the perspective on which the validity of structural realism in explaining OIR will be based. As mentioned in the previous chapter, determining the polarity of the international system will always be up for debate because of the subjective nature of this process. There are no clear-cut boundaries to distinguish the exact point at which a tripolar system becomes a bipolar system (for instance) and vice versa. To avoid criticism regarding the determined polarity in this research the other types of polarity will also be analyzed. This does in no way imply that if any of the types of polarity can explain OIR the theory will be corroborated. Because of the previously discussed ‘untestable’ nature of structural realism (Vasquez, 1997) the theory will only be corroborated if the polarity established in this research can explain OIR. Furthermore, the additional features (that are not necessarily relevant for explaining OIR) of all three types of polarity will also be empirically analyzed in order to conduct the ultimate test of structural realism in an effort to challenge the often criticized untestable character of structural realism. By including all types of polarity and their implications regarding state behavior structural realism as a whole can be truly tested. If none of the explanations of the different types of polarities can be empirically proven with regards to this crucial case this would mean that there is strong empirical evidence for falsifying the theory as a whole. If the hypothesis (and the other features) regarding the polarity established in this research can be validated, this should mean that the other features of the remaining polarities should not be empirically observable (except for internal balancing behavior which is a feature of both the bipolar system and the tripolar system). However, if these features are empirically observable as well this would mean that structural can explain the case regardless of the polarity which would also impair the validity of the theory as a whole. 
4.1.1) The Contemporary Polarity of the International System
In this subsection the contemporary polarity of the international system is established by analyzing the indicators discussed in the research design chapter regarding the military and economic capabilities of respectively the US, China and Russia. Since Waltz does not elaborate on which factors should be taken into consideration when establishing the polarity of the international system the arguably most relevant indicators are incorporated in table 2. Almost all of the indicators are reliable estimates since the states discussed are usually not fully transparent regarding matters like military expenditures. After briefly discussing the strengths and weaknesses of the states discussed, the two criteria elaborated in the methodological chapter will be applied.								First, the indicators regarding economic capabilities that need some elaboration are addressed. Regarding the raw materials indicator, crude oil reserves are measured in billions of barrels (bbl) (a barrel contains approximately 159 liters of oil), natural gas reserves are measured in trillions of cubic meters (cu m) and the iron reserves are measured in millions of metric tons (mmt) (one metric ton is 1000 kilogram) in iron content present in all of the crude ore in the states discussed. This means that crude ore measurements can greatly differ from the figures presented in table 2 since not all crude ore possesses the same percentage of iron content (and are therefore incomparable). The economic real GDP growth indicator solely indicates the realized economic growth of 2014 which is sufficient for now. The GDP per capita is a variable usually incorporated in these types of comparisons, however the GDP per capita is not relevant for establishing the capabilities of states since capabilities indicate the total strength of states (both economic and military).				 		With regards to military capabilities indicators, some of these indicators are based upon GFP data. The GFP provides a unique overview of the military equipment on a state by state bases. GFP uses a variety of data to establish these figures, for example, the CWF and military reports released by the states at hand. The GFP rank indicator displays the rank in terms of military power ascribed by the GFP to every state in possession of an army. This rank excludes the nuclear arsenal of states since nuclear weapons are often rendered as ‘unusable weapons’. The manpower fit for military service indicator displays the number of inhabitants of a state capable of performing military duties (male and female). The naval force indicator displays the total naval strength in terms of battle force ships which include: aircraft carriers, frigates, destroyers, corvettes, torpedo boats, patrol boats, amphibious support craft, landing craft and auxiliary vessels (GFP, 2015). The air force indicator displays the total aerial strength in terms of the total amount of military aircraft which includes both fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft (GFP, 2015). The ground force (vehicles) indicator contains three sub indicators: tanks (only main battle tanks; light tanks and tank destroyers are excluded) (GFP, 2015), armored fighting vehicles (which consists of armored personnel carriers and infantry fighting vehicles) (GFP, 2015) and rocket projectors (wheeled vehicles mounting a rocket launching projecting system) (GFP, 2015). When comparing the military equipment of states one always runs at risk of comparing apples and oranges since one aircraft carrier with thousands of staff counts just as much as one auxiliary vessel in table 2. Just as one old tank from the Soviet era cannot be perceived as comparable with one state of the art recently developed tank. This is, however, the only way of being able to make any comparison at all without possessing extensive and detailed expertise about all of the military equipment of the three states discussed. These figures (regarding military equipment) should be interpreted with a grain of salt but do provide us with some means of comparison in order to establish the military capabilities of the US, China and Russia. The nuclear arsenal indicator is incorporated into table 2, despite of their unusable nature, because this cannot be ignored when discussing the military capabilities of states due to their potentially destructive character. 												If the indicators concerning the economic capabilities presented in table 2 are analyzed it becomes apparent that the GDP of the US and China are very comparable, Russia’s GDP is evidently smaller. The public debt indicator shows that the public debt of the US greatly exceeds that of China and Russia. Concerning the raw materials indicator it becomes apparent that Russia by far possesses the most raw materials in crude oil, natural gas as well as crude ore iron content. Whereas the US possesses more crude oil and natural gas than China, China possesses more crude ore iron content. Based on these figures it is arguable that China currently possesses most economic capabilities especially when the economic real GDP growth is taken into account and their population which offers even greater possibilities in terms of economic growth. Russia’s economic capabilities cannot be perceived as comparable with that of the US and China in terms of GDP, economic growth and future possibilities (limited population). Although Russia possesses by far the most raw materials it is arguable that all three states posses more raw materials than they would be able to utilize in the nearby future. Furthermore, the proved reserves in raw materials are often altered since new sources of raw materials are discovered frequently and technologies to extract these raw materials are developed continuously. Another reason why the possession of raw materials becomes of less importance as time progresses is the development of new technologies which are less dependent on fossil fuels. An unmanned aerial vehicle (commonly known as drones) can be just as lethal as a ‘regular’ military aircraft (or arguable even more since it can take greater [image: C:\Users\J Huisman\AppData\Local\Temp\Rar$DIa0.199\tabel 2.png]risks without risking friendly human casualties) but usually needs considerably less of the fossil fuels that a ‘regular’ military aircraft would need. The public debt of the US is of such a volume that it has a restricting effect on its economic capabilities as a whole. To conclude, China has more economic capabilities than the US, Russia’s economic capabilities are much more limited than those of the US and China.        
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\tabel 3.png]Regarding the military capabilities the figures are more difficult to compare (as previously explained). Concerning the manpower fit for military service indicator China has an obvious advantage since its population greatly exceeds that of the US (approximately 4,3 times) and Russia (approximately 9,5 times). Therefore it is not surprising that China has the most active military personnel. These indicators would however not be the most important in actual warfare. Contemporary warfare is greatly dependent on technology and therefore it is arguable that the US has the most military capabilities. The US air force has undeniable supremacy in the skies, arguably the most important type of dominance in contemporary warfare. The naval force and the ground force indicators are the most difficult indicators to compare, it is however arguable (based on the absolute figures presented in table 2) that Russia possesses the most ground forces (in terms of vehicles) and China has the greatest naval force. The nuclear arsenal can be perceived as comparable since all states possess sufficient warheads to irreversibly damage each other (regardless of a state possesses more than 8,000 or ‘just’ 240 warheads). The military budget of the US greatly exceeds those of China and Russia but if the military budgets are measured as a percentage of the GDP it becomes apparent that China could quite easily increase its military budget especially if the absolute GDP figures are taken into consideration. In conclusion, after loosely interpreting the figures presented in table 2 it seems like the US currently possesses the most military capabilities primarily based on their aerial supremacy and military budget. However, China has great possibilities in increasing its military capabilities if its economic capabilities are taken into consideration as well as its currently relatively limited military budget. 
The following question still remains: are the states discussed comparable enough for the international system to be bipolar or tripolar? This question will be answered by testing the criteria posed in the methodological chapter. The first criterion is: the GDP and the military budget (divided by the military budget as a percentage of the GDP) may deviate with a maximum of 20% of the state that scores the highest on these indicators. In table 3 these figures are illustrated.
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\AppData\Local\Temp\Rar$DIa0.289\tabel 4.png]When analyzing the indicators presented in table 3 it becomes apparent that the US and China have very comparable capabilities. The criterion set in the methodological chapter was a 20% maximum discrepancy, the discrepancy measured is 0,9% and 1%. The conclusion can be drawn that the current international system does not have a tripolar character, since Russia does not meet this criterion (a 79,8% and 79,3% discrepancy). The second criterion entailed that the remainder states (the US and China) have to obtain the highest score on a equal number of indicators (total of 14) which may deviate with a maximum of 2. This comparison is made in table 4.  
As mentioned before, it is difficult to compare these indicators since they are of an diverging nature (apples and oranges). However this does at least provide us with some means of comparison and this only serves as an extra check after the first criterion. After comparing the indicators it becomes clear that both states have an equal score (the criterion was a maximum deviation of 2) when all the indicators are combined. Therefore, the conclusion can be made based on these figures and criteria that the current international system has a bipolar character with the US and China as its poles.  
Both the criteria are easily met and one could argue that the US and China passed these tests ‘with flying colors’. Despite of these conclusive results there are some additional arguments to strengthen these outcomes. First of all, Russia’s military capabilities need to be discussed. Russia’s military capabilities are remarkable especially if its limited economic capabilities are taken into account, however one could argue that (due to its limited economic capabilities) Russia’s military capabilities are impressive but seem to be at its peak. It’s seems as if there is little leeway for expanding its military capabilities whereas China (with arguably less military capabilities) does have plentiful possibilities of increasing its military capabilities in the nearby future. China’s economic dominance and quite limited contemporary military budget offers great possibilities for expansion. Critics could argue that the contemporary military supremacy of the US is undervalued in this analysis so far. As a response I would argue that there is currently an opposed trend in military expenditures which could have a profound effect on the military capabilities of both the US and China in the nearby future. Whereas the US has conducted voluminous austerity measures in its military spending, China has done nothing but increasing its military budgets in the last years. In 2014 the US limited its military capacities back to pre-World War II levels for the first time since World War II (NBC News, 2014). China’s military budget keeps increasing, the 2014 military budget, for example, exceeded that of 2013 by 12,2% (The Economist, 2014) according to official figures released by the Chinese government. Some argue that these figures are manipulated by the Chinese government and that the real increase in military budget between 2013 and 2014 might even be as high as 40% (ibid). If this is combined with the economic prospects of both states the argument is strengthened even further. The economic growth of China is currently slowing down and experiencing several problems but still greatly exceeds that of the US, on top of that it was remarkable how little influence the global financial crisis of 2008 had on the Chinese economy. Whereas the US economy shrunk by 2,8% in 2009 China’s economy kept on flourishing and realized 9,2% growth in 2009 (World Bank, 2015). This indicates the ability of China to realize stable economic growth even when the majority of the world experiences an economic recession. It is plausible that the economic capabilities of China will continue to increase relative to those of the US in the following years which will offer yet again possibilities for additional military expenditures.  
4.1.2) The Unipolar Perspective  
In this subsection the analysis concerning the unipolar perspective on OIR is conducted. In chapter 4.1.1 the contemporary polarity of the system was established, which had a bipolar nature. Therefore it can be expected that Operation Inherent cannot be explained from a unipolar perspective. However, to avoid criticism regarding the established polarity in this research (as elaborated in the methodological chapter) and as a component of the ‘ultimate test’ of structural realism conducted in this research this perspective and its according features will be analyzed as well. H1 concerned the unipolar perspective which was:
H1: If the international system is currently unipolar with the US as the hegemon, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the operation was in the self interest of the US. 
As argued in the methodological chapter, structural realism has an untestable nature from a unipolar perspective. A unipolar hegemon can act as it pleases and pursue its self interest based on what it perceives to be its self interest in terms of preferences. Hence, H1 cannot be validated nor falsified. This subsection will, however, assess whether H1 can be regarded as plausible by analyzing the contemporary geopolitical situation, economic interests and military and security related matters in relation to the willingness of the US to conduct OIR. Since H1 cannot be validated nor falsified this subsection will be brief.
Self interest of the US
If the contemporary geopolitical situation is taken into consideration it is debatable whether conducting OIR is in the interest of the US. As a result of the Arab spring, the US lost one of its most prominent regional allies which was the Mubarak regime in Egypt. Therefore assuring the survival of the remainder of regional US allies is of great importance for the US. Furthermore, Iraq borders both Syria and Iran which are both Russian allies (however if the international system was to be unipolar this would be of less importance). On the other hand, Israel, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are commonly perceived as US allies which would mean that even if the majority of the Iraqi territories fell under IS control the US would not lose all of its influence in the region. It can be argued that maintaining the contemporary pro-US polity in Iraq is desirable for the US since this creates the possibility of conducting possible future ground operations against IS. However there is no empirical evidence suggesting a desire of the US to pursue ground operations against IS. With regards to conducting air strikes against IS, the US does not necessarily require Iraqi air bases to conduct these operations. Due to Turkey’s recent involvement in the war against IS, Turkey recently permitted the US to use the Incirlik airbase near Adana (BBC, 2015) just 200 km from the Syrian border. Furthermore, the US uses its aircraft carriers positioned in the Mediterranean Sea to bomb IS as well airbases in Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates and Jordan (The Nation, 2014). Therefore, from a geopolitical point of view assuring the survival of the pro-US polity is not an absolute necessity in terms of influence in the region. The US has several stronger and more stable allies in the region. Although losing an ally will never be in the interest of a hegemon in a unipolar system, assuring its survival at all costs is neither.  			The economic interests of the US can be interpreted in several fashions. Iraq possesses 140,3 billion barrels of proved crude oil reserves, this makes Iraq the state with the fifth largest oil reserves worldwide (CWF, 2015). Based on this it is arguable that maintaining a strong foothold in Iraq is definitely in the interest of the US, especially if the alternative entails that IS could seize these oilfields if OIR was not conducted in an effort to support Iraq. However, IS already controls most of Syria’s oil fields and several Iraqi oil fields resulting in millions of USD of profits for IS on a weekly bases through the black market (The Guardian, 2014). The voluminous oil reserves of Iraq (and its potential profits) could be a motivation of the US to pursue OIR. However, since this is a merely economic argument, the financial costs of both Operation Iraqi Freedom and OIR should be taken in consideration as well. Estimates concerning the total amount of US expenditures in relation to the military operations conducted in Iraq by the US greatly vary. According to US news (2001) Operation Iraqi Freedom has cost the US 806 billion USD, but according to other news agencies the costs exceeded 2 trillion USD (including veteran care etc.) (Reuters, 2013). If these figures are combined with the estimated costs of OIR so far, which are estimated to be approximately 9,4 million USD per day (AirForceTimes, 2015) with no prospect of an ending date, it becomes very improbable that the economic gains will outweigh the costs for the US treasury. Yet, this argument can be reversed in the sense that it would be irrational from an economic perspective to abandon a ‘project’ in which the US has already invested so many recourses.	From a military and security related perspective, the US interest for conducting OIR is once again debatable. IS is arguably one of the most anti-American organizations in existence today. Therefore, eliminating this organization seems a straightforward US interest. Permitting IS to fully consolidate its caliphate would create a safe haven for terrorist organizations aiming at planning and conducting terrorist attacks to the US homeland (just like Taliban-ruled Afghanistan provided a safe haven for Al-Qaeda). However, it is often argued that the mere existence of these types of organizations partly stems from a widespread anti-Western sentiment present in many Middle-Eastern societies. This sentiment is often believed to result from a long history of US involvement and interventions throughout the region mostly resulting in long term instability and high numbers of civilian casualties. Conducting another intervention in the region (OIR) to increase homeland security might prove to be counterproductive in the sense that this might fuel this sentiment thereby increasing popular support for these types of organizations. Furthermore, these types of interventions will usually lead to highly uncertain and unforeseeable outcomes. It is, for instance, arguable that IS (which for a substantial part exists of former Hussein aligned Sunni soldiers) would not have been merely as successful if the US had not toppled the Hussein regime in Iraq during Operation Iraqi Freedom.  							To sum up, from a structural realist perspective it can be argued that both intervening in Iraq and not-intervening in Iraq are not evidently in the interest of the US on the long term. If the emphasis lies on short term interest H1 becomes somewhat more plausible, but there are numerous important arguments pointing in both directions. Which of these arguments are of a decisive nature for US decision makers cannot be empirically proven since a unipolar hegemon can act as it pleases according to the theory.                     
Additional features: coercing behavior
The additional features which should be present if the international system was to have an unipolar character are far less subjective than the perceived self interest variable assessed in the previous section. In a unipolar system TIP predicts that the hegemon will exhibit coercing behavior. With regards to OIR this would entail that the US could coerce other states to participate/facilitate the war against IS. There are many empirical signs indicating that the US is continuously requesting/urging other states to participate/facilitate or increase its contribution, in the war against IS. Some examples are US requests towards Uzbekistan (International Business Times, 2015), the Gulf states (Middle East Monitor, 2014), Turkey and Australia (International Business Times, 2015) to participate or increase their contribution in the war against IS. However, these requests seem to indicate a soft power approach instead of a hard power approach which is to be expected when an actor is conducting coercing behavior. States that refuse to fulfill this American request do not seem to be ‘penalized’ (effectively) since the military contributions of, for example, Turkey and the Gulf states are very limited. The United Arab Emirates even withdrew from the coalition in February 2015 (BBC, 2015). Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn that the US does not seem to (be able to) conduct coercing behavior with regards to OIR.       


Additional features: ideological hegemonism
Another feature which should be present in a unipolar system according to TIP is ideological hegemonism. The hegemon should try to enforce/promote its perception of justice on other states. Examples of this are the implementation of US-like polities or judicial systems. Little empirical research is needed to confirm the presence of this ideological hegemonism. As commonly known the US has implemented an Islamic Republic in Afghanistan and a parliamentary democracy in Iraq which are both based on western polities (CWF, 2015) with democratic election cycles. Prior to Operation Enduring Freedom the Afghan judicial system lacked an independent judiciary (from a western perspective) and was based on Sharia law as well as traditional tribal codes of justice. Sentences usually entailed repayment in goods, money or cattle and physical punishment as opposed to imprisonment. The International Security Assistance Force implemented a number of courts subordinate to the Afghan supreme court with judges specialized in both Islamic and civil law. The Iraqi judicial system has also undergone significant change as a result of the US intervention in 2003. Although Iraq did have a constitution, the judicial system could be characterized as corrupt, dependent and politically informed. Judges were appointed by the Hussein regime and were usually members of the Ba’ath Party (just as Hussein) (The New York Times, 2003). Torture and coerced confessions were an everyday practice. The coalition prohibited these types of practices and implemented several ‘Western’ rights, such as the right to remain silent and the right to council (ibid). American ideological dominance was very visible when its coalition partners wanted to prohibit the death penalty (which is still used) in Iraq which the US was very much opposed too.     										The US does exhibit ideological hegemonisn, apart from judicial systems the US constantly promotes its democratic, individualist and capitalist values which is also an indicator of ideological hegemonism. 
Additional features: balancing
Perhaps the most prominent prediction of TIP is that if there is a unipolar system other states should actively balance against the supremacy of the hegemon by forming alliances to restore the balance of power. A previously mentioned example of this would be the circumstantial coalition of Prussia, Britain, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Austria, etc. to fight Napoleon in 1815 to counter possible long term French hegemony on the European continent. In the hypothetical contemporary unipolar system one would expect non-NATO countries (like the BRIC countries) to balance against the US. However, most scientist would agree that this does not seem to be the case (Selden, 2013; He, 2012). There are no signs that for example Russia and China or China and India are currently forming solid Triple Entente-like coalitions in order to balance US dominance (see chapter 4.1.4). Even in the 1990-2000 period when most scientists would agree that the US was definitely the unipolar hegemon, alliance formation by other major powers did not occur. Waltz himself suggested (during the 1990-2000 period) that we need to wait and see and that a military balance against the US will eventually form (He, 2012). In line with the findings concerning the cotemporary polarity of the international system established in this research this suggestion made by Waltz seems to slowly unfold, but through internal development by China rather than by external balancing behavior as his theory predicts.      
Conclusion subsection
There are numerous arguments to be made from a structural realist perspective why OIR could be both in the interest of the US and not in the interest of the US. This  proves the argument (as elaborated in the methodological chapter) that structural realism is untestable from a unipolar perspective. Therefore the conclusion can be drawn that H1 is plausible but definitely not convincing. In correspondence with the contemporary polarity of the system established in this research, most additional features inherent to a unipolar system are not empirically observable. The US does not seem to exhibit coercing behavior towards other states in relation to OIR, nor are other powers externally balancing against US supremacy. The US does, however, display ideological hegemonism by implementing Western polities and judicial systems in occupied territories. However, the examples used stem from the early 2000’s which means that these polities/judicial systems were implemented during the period in which the system was not yet of a bipolar nature but arguably of a unipolar nature with the US as the hegemon.  
4.1.3) The Bipolar Perspective  
In this subsection the bipolar perspective on OIR is conducted. According to the previously determined contemporary polarity of the international system in this research, the current international system has a bipolar character. Therefore, from a structural realist perspective, one would expect accordingly that all the features of this polarity are empirically observable and (more importantly) that OIR should be fully explainable from this perspective. H2 concerned the bipolar perspective which was:
H2: If the international system is currently bipolar with the US and China as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are expanding their spheres of influence because of the zero-sum mechanism.
The zero-sum game mechanism  
If structural realism can explain OIR from a bipolar perspective, this would entail that the current US intervention in Iraq and Syria would be a result of the US expanding its sphere of influence, securing raw materials and institutionalizing this sphere of influence. This should be a result of the zero-sum game mechanism which is typical of a bipolar system according to the theory. Since there is no periphery in a bipolar state system, increasing influence and securing the raw materials in the middle-east is of great importance. Failing to exercise its influence in a region by the US would entail that this region could fall under Chinese influence. In the case of OIR, this sphere of influence would concern the middle-east but according to the theory expanding a sphere of influence should be interpreted in a global fashion by both poles. This means that this analysis will not exclusively focus on the sphere of influence in the middle-east but on possible spheres of influences in (for instance) Africa as well. Another way of creating and institutionalizing a sphere of influence could be the foundation of new international organizations or agencies which are strongly influenced by one of the poles. However, when discussing spheres of influence one should take the historic positions of the two poles into consideration. The US has been a huge world power since the end of the Second World War (WW2) after which it started creating and institutionalizing spheres of influence, this process was accelerated by the Cold War (commonly perceived as a period in which the international system had a bipolar character). China, on the other hand, was a relatively limited power after WW2 with marginal influence on the rest of the world. Therefore, the US and China have different starting points in terms of expanding their spheres of influence. This means that one would expect that the US is currently primarily devoting its efforts in maintaining its sphere of influence that is/was already in existence whereas China would be expected to attempt to significantly create and expand its sphere of influence.		There are numerous signs which indicate that the US is currently trying to expand its sphere of influence (indicator one) in the middle-east. Operation Enduring Freedom (conducted in Afghanistan) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (the war conducted against the Hussein regime) can be perceived as two examples of a pole expanding its sphere of influence. Although these operations were started in the early 2000’s, the aftermath is still an ongoing process, the US is currently still financially and military supporting the by the US implemented polities in both Afghanistan and Iraq thereby attempting to maintain its influence. The initial objectives of these operations were of a different nature, but the manner in which the US attempted to institutionalize pro-US polities seems to indicate a pole aspiring long term influence in these countries. Both operations had a twofold objective: eliminate the (perceived) threat to the US and implement a stable democracy (which would have to become an ally of the US out of necessity). The former part of the objective does not indicate a pole expanding its sphere of influence, the latter part of the objective all the more. Prior to these interventions it is arguable that Hussein ruled Iraq and Taliban ruled Afghanistan were amongst the states were the US had extremely limited or even no influence whatsoever. As a result of the Arab spring, US influence in the middle-east has considerably decreased. The removal of former president Muhammad Hosni Al Sayed Mubarak in Egypt and former president Zine El Abidine Ben Ali in Tunisia, which were both perceived as US allies, has severely degenerated US influence in the region. Therefore, maintaining influence in the remainder of the region is of utmost importance for the US. 					As elaborated before, the US has implemented democracies in both Iraq and Afghanistan which can be considered as a pole institutionalizing its sphere of influence (indicator two). 											The third indicator of the zero-sum game mechanism is the desire of both poles to secure raw materials. If we examine Afghanistan’s raw material reserves there are many unknowns, although Afghanistan is commonly perceived as a country with plentiful natural resources. The most reliable sources (CWF, 2015; Index Mundi, 2015) render Afghanistan’s national total oil reserves to be unknown, but do underline the presence of oil in Afghanistan. The largest Afghan independent news agency Pajhwok claims there are five major oil sites in Afghanistan: the Amu River Basin, the Afghan-Tajik Crude Oil Zone, the Oil Fields of Herat, the Katawaz Zone and the Helmand Crude Oil Zone (Pajhwok Afghan News, N.D.). Furthermore, Afghanistan possesses 49,55 billion metric tons of proved natural gas reserves (CWF, 2015) and according to Bloomberg Business Magazine Afghanistan possesses untapped mineral deposits with an estimated total value of 3 trillion USD containing gold, copper, lead and zinc (Bloomberg Business, 2011). To sum up, Afghanistan possesses plenty of raw materials to be ‘secured’ by the US. Iraq possesses 140,3 billion barrels of proved crude oil reserves, this makes Iraq the state with the fifth largest oil reserves worldwide (CWF, 2015) . These immense oil reserves by itself are sufficient to claim that Iraq has plenty of raw materials to be ‘secured’ by the US. 								To conclude, OIR can be explained by the zero-sum game mechanism typical of a bipolar system. The intervention(s) in Iraq can be explained as a pole in a bipolar system expanding its sphere of influence, institutionalizing this sphere of influence (implementing a pro-US polity) and securing raw materials (Iraq’s voluminous oil reserves). Therefore, the bipolar perspective seems to possess sufficient explanatory power to explain OIR. However, this should entail that China has to exhibit similar behavior (as a consequence of the zero-sum game mechanism) and both poles should exhibit empirically observable internal balancing behavior. These features will be assessed in the remainder of this subsection.     	
Additional features: zero-sum game mechanism; China			  
Next, the additional features of a bipolar system (which are not necessarily relevant for explaining OIR) will be analyzed. 
Before assessing China’s possible efforts to expand its sphere of influence it is important to note that there are many historical examples of the US expanding and institutionalizing its sphere of influence. The most obvious example would be the NATO (as mentioned before), the ongoing existence of the NATO implies that Europe is still under American influence. However, the formation of the NATO stems from the onset of the Cold War era and can therefore not be perceived as the US expanding its sphere of influence to prevent Chinese influence (as NATO was partially meant to prevent Soviet/Russian influence especially in central and eastern Europe). Therefore, examples of the US expanding its sphere of influence during the Cold War era cannot be perceived as empirical proof of the US expanding its sphere of influence in the contemporary bipolar system with the US and China as its poles. 	As mentioned before, when the US expands its sphere of influence this entails that China should display similar behavior as a result of the zero-sum game mechanism. There are many signs indicating such behavior by China. China has become one of the top investors of the African continent in the last decade and has signed numerous trade treaties, many of which concerning the import of raw materials/natural resources. China’s attempts to institutionalize part of the Chinese-African trade in a non-traditional fashion is underscored by Horace Campbell who wrote an article about China’s attempt to challenge the global hegemony of the US. Campbell (2008) argues: “China’s massive investments and consolidation of a new financial/commercial architecture outside the framework of the Bretton Woods institutions has been one of the most outstanding achievements of the Chinese government in the past decade”. The huge investments made by China are commonly perceived as investment to increase its influence in Africa thereby securing a steady import of raw materials in the future. According to the Guardian, China’s trade with Africa rose to approximately 200 billion USD in 2013 “largely made up of Beijing’s imports of oil and minerals, and export of electronics and textiles” (The Guardian, 2014). This quantity of Chinese-African trade more than doubles that of the US and is far ahead of the European Union (EU) (ibid). The increasing Chinese influence on the African continent becomes even more apparent when the discrepancy concerning the amount of trade over the last two decades in analyzed. Whereas the total volume of trade consisted of 200 billion USD in 2013, the total volume of trade consisted of only 6 billion USD in 1993 (ibid). This is an increase of over 3000%. Another example of China expanding its sphere of influence is the Chinese attempt to nationalize the South China Sea. China claims about 90 % of the 3,5 million square kilometer sea (CNBC News, 2014) by creating artificial islands large enough to construct military bases and air strips on these islands. By claiming the South China Sea China can increase its influence on regional and global trade since 5 trillion USD in ship borne trade passes through this sea on a yearly bases (The Guardian, 2015). China nationalizes the South China Sea under the banner of historical claims. China’s Foreign Ministry spokesperson Hua Chunying described the reclamation processes in the South China Sea as “normal”, “lawful”, “reasonable” and “justifiable” (The Diplomat, 2015). A final example of China expanding and institutionalizing its sphere of influence is the foundation of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). Founded in October 2014, the AIIB is often described as a rival of US dominated comparable institutions like the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank. China took the initiative of creating the AIIB and holds 30,34% of the stakes and 26,06% of the voting rights making the AIIB a Chinese dominated institution (BBC, 2015). The creation of the AIIB can be perceived as China institutionalizing its sphere of influence which is comparable with the US institutionalizing its sphere of influence by creating the Bretton Woods institutions. The US has pressured regional allies (Australia, New Zealand, South Korea, Japan and Thailand for example) not to become a member of the AIIB (The Economist, 2015) which can be perceived as a clear example of the zero-sum game mechanism; any gain or loss for one of the poles is perceived as a relative loss or gain for the other. 											Based on the empirical evidence presented above the conclusion can be drawn that both China and the US are currently attempting to expand their sphere of influence, institutionalize this sphere of influence and secure raw materials. This is the result of the zero-sum game mechanism which is typical of a bipolar system as predicted by the theory.    
Additional features: internal balancing           
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\tabel 5.png]If the current international system has a bipolar character with the US and China as its poles both states should exhibit internal balancing behavior; actively expand their own military capabilities. Internal balancing is conducted through military investments (measured by assessing whether there is an increase in military expenditures) and investments in advanced technological military developments. In the methodological chapter a criterion was set which entailed that both states should have increased their military expenditures relative to their GDP by at least 2% in the last five years to be perceived as internal balancing behavior. In table 5 the military expenditures of both the US and China are presented in millions of USD. All of the data used in table 5 originate from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) military expenditures database. Attentive readers might notice that the figures presented concerning the military expenditures in table 5 deviate from the figures presented in chapter 4.1.1., this is the result of different databases using different methods of measuring. However, both databases are regarded as reliable and as long as they are not used within a single comparison this is unproblematic since this subsection focuses on relative change. For changes over time the SIPRI provides the most complete annual state by state overview.  

If the figures presented in table 5 are analyzed it becomes apparent that the opposed trend in military expenditures briefly discussed in chapter 4.1.1. is empirically visible. Whereas the military expenditures of the US have decreased by -12,64% in the last five years, China’s military expenditures have increased by 75,44%. The increase in military expenditures of China might be even higher, the data concerning the US are presented as absolute figures whereas the data concerning China are reliable estimates (SIPRI, 2015). Despite the decrease in military expenditures in the US, the US still had a share of 34% of the world’s military expenditures whereas China only had a 12% share of the world’s military expenditures in 2014 (SIPRI, 2015). These figures do not seem to indicate two states in a bipolar system balancing against each other by investing in military capabilities. However, it should be noted that the US might not have the necessity to balance through military expenditures because of its already existing voluminous advantage. One could even argue that investing in economic capabilities would be a more rational and urgent necessity for the US to balance (future) Chinese economic supremacy. If this were to be true one would still expect for China to greatly invest in military expenditures in order to effectively ‘balance’ in terms of military capabilities. This seems to be the case based on the figures presented in table 5, but one would also expect that China’s military expenditures would have to increase not just in an absolute [image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 6.png]fashion but in a relative fashion as well. In table 6 the military expenditures of both the US and China are presented as a percentage of the GDP over the last five years.

These figures presented in table 6 indicate that the military expenditures as a percentage of the GDP of both states have not increased in the last five years. Based on this there can be concluded that both states are not exhibiting internal balancing behavior in terms of increasing their military budget (the criterion was a minimum 2% increase). The voluminous increase in military expenditures of China in USD can be interpreted as a logical consequence of a state achieving tremendous economic growth thereby increasing its military expenditures at a parallel rate (just like many other expenditures arguably). If China’s increase in military expenditures during a ten year period is analyzed this argument is strengthened even further. Between 2005 and 2014 China’s military expenditures increased by a staggering 167% while the military expenditures as a percentage of the GDP was always around 2% (SIPRI, 2015). In 2005 both China’s economic and military capabilities were just a fraction of its contemporary economic and military capabilities and therefore, at the time, China was still far from being a major power or a pole yet its military expenditures as a percentage of the GDP was similar. Therefore it can be concluded that both the US and China do not exhibit internal balancing behavior in terms of investing in military expenditures.
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 7.png]Next, the investments in advanced military technologies of both states are analyzed. When analyzing the technological investments of China one should be careful since investing in advanced military technological developments and overdue modernization should be clearly distinguished. The US has been a country with a strong military tradition since WW2. Since the end of WW2 the US has always had a powerful and military advanced army and a voluminous military industry. Combined with its prosperous position during this period of time this meant that the US has been able to keep its military equipment up to date. China’s only recent rapid economical development enabled China to modernize its army which was in desperate need of modernization, however, this a process still in progress. Dennis J. Blasko (2011) has written an article about the modernization of the Chinese army also known as the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). In his article, Blasko presents an overview of the modernization of the PLA based on a variety of sources. In table 7 some of his findings are presented (Blasko, 2011, p. 366):

When analyzing these figures one can draw a twofold conclusion. Firstly, the PLA is modernizing at an impressive rate and secondly, these figures underscore the low base (in terms of technological development) from which the PLA started modernizing even as late as the year 2000. This ‘frog leap’ in modernization by the PLA is not perceived as investing in technologically advanced equipment (and therefore not as internal balancing behavior) in this analysis since these figures indicate little more than overdue maintenance.
So the question remains: do the US and China invest in military advanced technological equipment as TIP predicts? Some of the most rising new technologies used in cotemporary warfare would be Unmanned Systems (UMS) (commonly called drones) and cyber warfare. UMS can be divided in three categories: Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS), Unmanned Ground Systems (UGS) and Unmanned Maritime Systems (UMAS) (US Department of Defense, 2013). According to the Unmanned Systems Integrated Roadmap 2013-2038 released by the US Department of Defense (2013) the US has made and will make extensive investments in UMS technology. According to this report, the US has invested as much as 4.119.100.000 USD in UMS technology in 2014 which should increase to an annual investment of 4.867.100.000 USD in 2018 (an increase of 18,2%) (ibid). UAS funding should increase from 3.775.900.000 USD in 2014 to 4.419.300.000 USD in 2018, UGS funding should increase from 13.000.000 USD in 2014 to 66.000.000 USD in 2018 and UMAS funding should increase from 330.200.000 USD in 2014 to 381.000.000 USD in 2018. Especially if the decrease in military expenditures by the US is taken into account there can be concluded that the US is greatly investing in UMS. Regarding China, absolute figures like these are difficult to obtain since China’s military investments are to a large extent kept secret by the Chinese government. Therefore, secondary sources will have to be analyzed in order to obtain an insight in China’s military spending. According to the Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2015 report released by the US Department of Defense (2015), China is currently greatly increasing its UMS capacity. The report claims: “China is advancing its development and employment of UAVs. Some estimates indicate China plans to produce upwards of 41,800 land- and sea based unmanned systems, worth about $10.5 billion, between 2014 and 2023” and furthermore “In 2013, China unveiled details of four UAVs under development—the Xianglong, Yilong, Sky Saber, and Lijian—the last three of which are designed to carry precision-strike capable weapons” (US Department of Defense, 2015). The nonprofit global policy think tank RAND Corporation (National Defense Research Institute) has released a report which contains similar findings. The report claims: “unmanned systems are emerging as a key area of emphasis for China, and Beijing has made dramatic progress in recent years, as measured by the emergence of a wide variety of new platforms” and “Chinese advances are most evident in unmanned aerial vehicles…but Beijing is also accelerating its development of unmanned undersea vehicles and unmanned surface vessels” (RAND Corporation, 2015). Based on these reports it becomes apparent that both the US and China are heavily investing in UMS technology.			Investments in cyber warfare (often named cyber security, since few states ever officially admit conducting cyber attacks) appear to be one of the top priorities of both states addressed. The US chief of naval operations, admiral Jonathan Greenert stated: “The level of investment that we put into cyber in the department is as protected or as focused as it would be in strategic nuclear programs" and furthermore "It's right up there, in the one-two area, above all other programs" (Reuters, 2013). This prioritization of cyber capabilities is underscored in The DoD Cyber Strategy report released by the US Department of Defense in April 2015. The report emphasizes: “the DoD has prioritized the allocation of resources in its budget to develop cyber capabilities” and “DoD must continue to prioritize its cyber investments and develop the capabilities required to defend U.S. interests at home and overseas” (US Department of Defense, 2015). Concerning China, there can also be stated that its making a tremendous effort to increase and evolve its cyber capabilities. According to the Washington Times there is data that suggests that China has redirected as much as 20 to 30% more funding to cyber capabilities than they have in the previous years in an effort to compete with superior US cyber capabilities (Washington Times, 2015). The Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2015 report released by the US Department of Defense also describes the importance China attaches to cyber warfare. Determining the exact budget that China spends on cyber programs is nearly impossible since these programs are among China’s most secret operations. 						The reports addressed above also indicate that both the US and China are investing in military space programs and electronic warfare, because of the secret nature of these programs few details are publically released.							To sum up, there is sufficient empirical evidence suggesting that both states are currently conducting a variety of military (research) programs that have an advanced technological character. This is a clear indication of internal balancing behavior in a bipolar system. However, the US has sharply decreased its total military expenditures in the last years and China has increased its military expenditures but it increased at a parallel rate with China’s economic growth. Internal balancing behavior suggests that the two poles should also relatively increase its military capabilities (measured in military expenditures) as a necessity to balance the capabilities possessed by the other pole. Although both states are investing in advanced military technology, it is arguable that they are not exhibiting true internal balancing behavior as meant by Waltz. If this was the case, one would expect a ‘Cold War-like’ arms race which does currently not seem to be the case. It can be argued that a ‘technology race’ is currently taking place between the US and China, but in my perspective this is insufficient to be perceived as internal balancing behavior. Furthermore, the 2% minimal increase in military expenditures relative to the GDP criterion was not met.     
Conclusion subsection  
To conclude this subsection, OIR can be explained by H2. OIR can be explained as an attempt by the US to expand its sphere of influence, institutionalize this sphere of influence and secure raw materials which are the indicators of the zero-sum mechanism which is typical of a bipolar system according to Waltz. This entails that polarity of the international system established in this research (chapter 4.1.1) can explain OIR. However, not every additional feature (which are not necessarily relevant for OIR) typical of a bipolar system is empirically observable. There is sufficient empirical evidence suggesting that both poles are currently attempting to expand their spheres of influence, institutionalize these spheres of influence and secure raw materials but the poles are not exhibiting all characteristics of internal balancing behavior as meant by Waltz. Although both states are investing in technology advanced military developments they are not relatively increasing their military expenditures as to be expected in a bipolar system sensitive to “arms race-like” behavior. To sum up, both poles are exhibiting all features of a bipolar system with the exception of increasing their military expenditures. The implications for the theory of structural realism as a whole resulting from these findings will be addressed in the conclusion/discussion chapter of this thesis. 
4.1.4) The Tripolar Perspective
In this subsection the analysis concerning the tripolar perspective on OIR is conducted. In chapter 4.1.1 the contemporary polarity of the system was established, which had a bipolar nature. Therefore it can be expected that Operation Inherent cannot be explained from a tripolar perspective. However, to avoid criticism regarding the established polarity in this research (as elaborated in the methodological chapter) and as a component of the ‘ultimate test’ of structural realism conducted in this research this perspective and its according features will be analyzed as well. H3 concerned the tripolar perspective which was:  
H3: If the international system is currently tripolar with the US, China and Russia as poles, Operation Inherent Resolve can only be explained if the poles are conducting external balancing behavior by pursuing/intensifying alliances. 

External balancing
If the contemporary polarity of the international system has a tripolar character OIR can only be explained as external balancing behavior; i.e. the US needs to create/intensify alliances in order to effectively balance against the other poles which are China and Russia. The military capabilities of the allies (Iraq in this case) should be necessary and sufficiently substantial for balancing against the military capabilities of China and Russia. In the methodological chapter a criterion was set of 10%, this entails that the military capabilities of Iraq should embody at least 10% of the military capabilities of the US in order to significantly contribute to the military capabilities of the US. Only if this is the case OIR can be perceived as external balancing behavior.
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 8.png]Before analyzing the military capabilities of Iraq and the military capabilities of Iraq in relation to those of the US it is worth mentioning that the tripolar perspective offers the least logically plausible explanation. Iraq seems to be an ally of the US in which the US has to invest their own capabilities. However, to affirm this the military capabilities of Iraq will be analyzed below. This part of the analysis compares the same indicators concerning military equipment that were presented in chapter 4.1.1 in which the contemporary polarity of the international was established. For an elaboration of the indicators presented in table 8 see chapter 4.1.1.
When analyzing the figures presented in table 8 it seems like the criteria is met since the indicators concerning the military capabilities of Iraq embodies 10,59% of those of the US on average and the criterion was a 10% minimum. Therefore, in correspondence with the criterion, the conclusion can be drawn that OIR can be perceived as external balancing behavior. Based on these figures, the military assistance of the US can be perceived as an effort to ensure the survival of its ally. Iraq has sufficient military capabilities to significantly contribute to the military capabilities of the US to such an extent that the US can effectively balance against China and Russia, giving the US a possible advantage in terms of the distribution of capabilities.   									However, readers who are familiar with the conflict and Iraq’s recent history will notice that these figures should be put in perspective. Due to the unique current situation of Iraq some further research is needed and some of the figures in table 8 have to be interpreted within the historical context. First of all, a substantial share (if not the majority) of the military equipment possessed by the Iraqi army was donated, sold at a non-profitable rate or simply left behind after Operation Iraqi Freedom by the US. The US has spent 25 billion USD in training Iraqi security forces between 2003 and 2011 (Reuters, 2015) and in 2014 the US donated 300 million USD in military equipment to Iraq. Furthermore the US will deliver 6 M1 Abraham tanks and 50 armored Humvees to Baghdad in 2015 at no cost (Business Insider UK, 2015). When browsing newspapers, there are plentiful examples to be found in which the US (or other states) have donated military equipment to Iraq. Arguing that the military capabilities of Iraq significantly contribute to the capabilities of the US would be incorrect, au contraire, it can be argued that maintaining Iraq as a credible ally has cost and will cost the US a tremendous amount of capabilities in the foreseeable future. Another nuance concerning the military capabilities of Iraq are the voluminous losses in terms of military equipment the Iraqi army suffered in 2015. Many of the figures presented in table 8 concern 2014, during a full scale war these types of figures will continuously vary due to the ongoing battle operations conducted by the Iraqi army as well as its opponents. A striking example of this is the battle of Mosul in June 2015, in this battle IS managed to occupy Iraq’s second largest city despite of the greatly outnumbering and better equipped Iraqi forces present in the city at the time. The vast majority of the ‘defending’ Iraqi forces simply stripped of their uniforms and fled as soon as they were faced with the advancing IS militants (Huffington Post, 2015). Due to this hasty chaotic retreat approximately 2.300 armored humvees (as well as many types of other military equipment), supplied by the US, were simply left behind (ibid) to be seized and used by IS militants. Table 8 indicates that the Iraqi army was in the possession of 5.173 armored fighting vehicles in 2014 (GFP, 2015), the losses suffered at Mosul entails that the Iraqi army lost approximately 44% of its military capabilities in terms of armored fighting vehicles in a single day. The fact that they did not just lose 44% of their armored fighting vehicles, but even let them fall into enemy hands makes this event even more astonishing.  	When these facts are taken into consideration a quite different picture shows itself, these facts put the figures presented in table 8 into perspective. Therefore it can be argued that the military capabilities of Iraq do not significantly contribute to those of the US. The opposite seems to be the case, maintaining Iraq as a credible ally in terms of military capacity requires a tremendous amount of US recourses. This leads to the conclusion that OIR cannot be perceived as external balancing behavior conducted by the US in order to effectively balance against China and Russia. Therefore, H3 can be falsified which is in line with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research. The alliance between the US and Iraq seems to be an US effort to maintain its influence in the region which corresponds with the zero-sum game mechanism typical of a bipolar system rather than external balancing behavior. 
Additional features: external balancing; all three poles
Next, the additional features of a tripolar system (which are not necessarily relevant for explaining OIR) will be analyzed. Although H3 is already falsified, these additional features will be analyzed as well as a component of the ultimate test concerning structural realism conducted in this research. If the international system was to have a tripolar character this would entail that all three poles would have to exhibit both external and internal balancing behavior. 
Although the US-Iraqi alliance cannot be perceived as external balancing behavior this does not necessarily mean that the US is currently not pursuing new alliances or intensifying existing alliances with other states that can significantly contribute to the military capabilities of the US (which would indicate external balancing behavior). The US is a state with an extensive foreign policy and is engaged in many alliances. Some of its most important and most well known allies are obviously its NATO partners, however these allies are of little relevance for this part of the analysis since this alliance stems from a different era. This does not entail that the NATO is irrelevant in contemporary international politics. The importance of NATO is likely to increase as a consequence of the current decay of US hegemonism which took shape after the collapse of the Soviet Union. However, the NATO cannot be perceived as the creation of new alliances or intensification of existing alliances as a result of the (hypothetical) recently developed tripolar system since NATO has not experienced significant changes in the last decade that can be perceived as intensifying an existing alliance (the alliance preserved roughly the same structure). The same argument can be applied to the US-(South) Korean alliance and the US-Japanese alliance. 					Yet, there are examples of the US intensifying existing alliances/creating new alliances. The US has many historical ties with the Philippines and the US has arguably been the closest ally of the Philippines in the last decades. However, regarding this alliance it is arguable that it has experienced significant change recently. In April 2014 the US and the Philippines signed a new defense pact which allowed US forces to be deployed in Philippine military bases and furthermore the US and the Philippines vowed to deepen military alliance in January 2015 (The Wall Street Journal, 2015). Perceiving the deepening of this military alliance as external balancing behavior would be incorrect though due to the extremely limited military capabilities of the Philippines. The Philippines is often perceived as a very fragile (or even failed) state, which hardly makes the Philippines a worthwhile strategic partner for external balancing behavior by one of the poles.  					After the coup d’état of February 2014 in Ukraine the US started to intensify the US-Ukrainian relationship by sending military advisors and equipment to Ukraine in June 2014 (USA Today, 2014) and initiated a training mission in March 2015 (Newsweek, 2015). The US is conducting behavior which can be characterized as the first steps of creating a new alliance. However, if Ukraine would become a close ally of the US by becoming a NATO member (as Ukraine aspires) this would once again (like Iraq) be an ally which is most likely to cost the US its own capabilities as opposed to contributing to the military capabilities of the US in order to effectively balance the other poles. Ukraine is currently engaged in a civil war and even if this civil war would swiftly end in the advantage of the new government, the (perceived) Russian threat will remain to exist due to its geographical position and historical context thereby requiring US investments in Ukrainian capabilities.  				Both the Philippine as the Ukrainian example cannot be perceived as external balancing and rather seem to be examples of the zero-sum game mechanism (spheres of influence related) which is typical of a bipolar system as opposed to a tripolar system since these alliances are more likely to require US capabilities than being able to contribute to the capabilities of the US. However, there is empirical evidence suggesting that the US is currently creating new military alliances/strengthening existing military alliances with states which have considerable military capacities to such an extent that these states would be able to significantly contribute to the capabilities of the US. There are examples of the US strengthening its relationships and pursuing intensified military cooperation with both Saudi Arabia and India. Both states have considerable economic and military capabilities and favorable future prospects in terms of growth. Saudi Arabia and the US have had a strong relationship which has endured for over eighty years (White House, 2014), in recent years this alliance has intensified as US military sales increased and cooperation and military exercises became more important as a result of unstable situation in the Middle-East since the onset of the Arab Spring and the rise of IS. Saudi Arabia was the largest US foreign military sales costumer in 2013 with open cases valued at approximately 97 billion USD (ibid). The US and India have declared the aspiration of closer military cooperation on several occasions in recent years, this cooperation entails that the US will provide India with “the best defense technology possible” in an effort “to counter the Chinese threat” (BBC, 2012) which seems like an indication of external balancing behavior. Furthermore, the so-called ‘US-India strategic dialogue’ is expected to tighten bilateral military relationships between the US and India through arms sales, collaborative defense research and weapon development programs and joint military exercises (ibid).  									This intensified US military cooperation with both Saudi Arabia and India should however be put in perspective and serves, arguably, more as circumstantial evidence than true external balancing as intended by Waltz. Both India and Saudi Arabia have imported considerable amounts of arms from Russia as well as from the US (The Guardian, 2015). In 2013, for example, India imported approximately seven times more Russian weapons than US weapons in valued USD (Business Insider UK, 2014). Saudi Arabia has strengthened its relationships with both China and Russia in recent years. In March 2014 Saudi Defense minister and Crown Prince Salman Bin Abdulaziz Al Saud and Chinese President Xi Jinping pledged “to strengthen the strategic partnership” between Saudi Arabia and China in a joint statement during a Saudi state visit in China (The Diplomat, 2014). Chinese President Xi Jinping even called Saudi Arabia “China’s good friend, brother and partner in the Middle East and Gulf Region” (ibid). In June 2015 Crown Prince Salman visited Russia as well in an effort to “discuss relations and aspects of cooperation between the two friendly countries” (Business Insider UK, 2015). India will participate in naval military exercises with Russia (International Business Times, 2015) and military exercises with China in the course of 2015 (The Times of India, 2015), just as India did in previous years (in spite of the perceived ‘Chinese threat’).										Concerning China and Russia, their attempts to create new alliances/intensify existing alliances are partly covered in the previous paragraph. Like the US, both states do not seem to (successfully) pursue new alliances with states which have sufficient military capabilities to alter the distribution of capabilities in such a way that this creates an advantage in terms of the balance of power. A variety of media worldwide often speculate about the formation of an Russian-Chinese alliance, if this were to be the case this would profoundly shift the balance of power in the advantage of China and Russia. Although there is empirical evidence suggesting the intensification of Chinese-Russian military (and economic) cooperation, titling this as an official alliance would be a bridge too far. Only recently, for example, Chinese Ambassador Li Hui told Russian state owned news agency RAI Novosti in an interview that “China hopes to develop an all-round and broad cooperation with Russia, including military-technical cooperation, to gradually strengthen practical cooperation of the two states” (International Business Times, 2015). Furthermore, China and Russia have recently conducted naval military exercises in the Mediterranean and will conduct a joint naval exercise in the Sea of Japan this year (The Diplomat, 2015). Despite the military cooperation programs and joint military exercises Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Igor Morgulov stressed in late May 2015 that “The armed forces of both countries regularly hold joint army and navy drills. There is no talk about a union between our countries, all the more so there is no talk about a military alliance between our states” (TASS, 2015). The fact that this statement was published by state owned Russian news agency TASS underscores the absence of a true alliance even more. 
In conclusion, there is empirical evidence suggesting that all three poles are conducting external balancing behavior, however this evidence is of a circumstantial nature since the military cooperation between the poles and other states seems to be widespread and overlapping. Therefore the conclusion can be drawn that the US, China and Russia are not exhibiting external balancing behavior as meant by Waltz. If this were to be the case one would expect the formation of ‘Triple Entente-like’ solid alliances, however empirical research reveals that many contemporary alliances/cooperation programs (with the exception of NATO for example) seem to be fluid and continuously shifting in both allegiance and shape.             
Additional features: internal balancing: Russia
If the international system was to have a tripolar character this would entail that all three poles would have to exhibit internal balancing behavior according to the theory. In the previous subsection the presence/absence of internal balancing behavior by both the US and China was analyzed. This led to the conclusion that both states are currently investing in technology advanced military developments but are not relatively increasing their military expenditures which would be expected when poles are conducting internal balancing behavior. For the sake of completeness (the ultimate test of structural realism) the next paragraph is dedicated to the absence/presence of internal balancing behavior by the hypothetical third pole, which is Russia. Whether Russia is currently actively expanding its military capacities will be established in the same fashion as this was performed in the previous subsection (for any clarification see chapter 4.1.3). First, the theoretical increase in military expenditures (applying the minimum 2% criterion which was set in the methodological chapter) will be assessed followed by establishing the level to which Russia invests in technology advanced military developments. 
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 9.png]Russia’s military expenditures (in millions of USD) concerning the last five years are presented in table 9.     

[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 10.png]When analyzing the figures presented in table 9 an absolute increase of 44,88% in military expenditures in the last five years becomes empirically visible which seems to indicate internal balancing behavior. However, just like in the previous subsection, these figures have to be put in perspective by assessing them in relation to the GDP. This is necessary in order to establish whether Russia is actually exhibiting internal balancing behavior or if this absolute increase in military expenditures can be perceived as a logical consequence of economic growth which would arguably lead to an increase of many kinds of expenditures (including military expenditures) at a parallel rate. In table 10 the military expenditures in relation to the GDP of Russia between the 2010-2014 period are presented.
The data in table 10 display a 0,7% increase in military expenditures relative to the GDP of Russia between 2010 and 2014. In the methodological chapter a minimum 2% criterion was set as a threshold for establishing whether an increase in military expenditures in relation to the GDP is voluminous enough to be perceived as internal balancing behavior. Therefore the conclusion can be drawn that Russia did not exhibit internal balancing behavior during this period of time since the criterion is not met.   
The second component of internal balancing behavior is the extent to which the theoretical three poles invest in technologically advanced military developments. In the previous subsection the conclusion was drawn that both the US and China are currently investing in technology advanced military developments, so the question remains, does Russia exhibit similar behavior as a consequence of the hypothetical tripolar character of the international system? To assess whether this is the case the extent to which Russia invests in some of the most rising and important new technologies in contemporary warfare will be analyzed which are UMS technology and cyber warfare (commonly addressed as cyber security by states, since few states ever officially admit conducting cyber attacks). Just like the military technological programs of China (and to a lesser extent those of the US), Russia’s research programs concerning military advanced technological developments are amongst Russia’s most secret (military) programs which makes it difficult to pinpoint exact amounts of investment. However there is empirical evidence indicating that Russia is currently investing in UMS technology. There are currently known to be 22 military UMS manufacturers based in Russia (UAV Global, 2015), and according to the Business Insider UK (2015) Russia is planning on investing 10 billion USD in UMS technology through 2020. Furthermore, there are signs suggesting that Russia will soon deploy armed ground robotic systems and deploy unmanned airships to monitor Russian interests in the Arctic (Foreign Policy, 2014) and in January 2014 the Kremlin released photographs of regular tank-sized amphibious unmanned vehicles (Daily Mail, 2014). This data indicates that Russia is currently investing in UMS technology, however data concerning exact quantities of UMS and investments seems to be unattainable (just like exact figures concerning China’s investments in UMS technology) due to the classified nature of these types of research programs.   					The same argument can be applied to Russian cyber warfare/cyber security research programs, exact figures are difficult to obtain. However, Russia is commonly perceived as one of the top ranking states in terms of cyber capabilities. On top of the already existing cyber capabilities Russia seems to be expanding and restructuring these capabilities. On the first of October 2014 Vladimir Putin emphasized towards the Russian Security Council that: “It is evident that today we need to prepare and implement an array of additional information security measures” (Sputnik News, 2014). According to Putin this was necessary since the number of cyber attacks had multiplied in the previous six months, “and their intensity is directly linked to the current international situation” Putin stated (ibid). This article (published by government-owned news agency Sputnik) seems to indicate necessary defensive measures to prevent that Russia will experience cyber attacks by actors which might have an interest in conducting cyber attacks against Russia ‘directly linked to the current international situation’ (i.e. the US and its allies). However, readers who are familiar with Putin’s policies will consider the possibility that these statements are a mere legitimization for conducting cyber attacks towards the US and its allies and simultaneously being able to restrict certain types of domestic internet access. Accordingly, in November 2014, the Russian army started setting up a new army division focusing on cyber security (Security Magazine UK, 2014). The initial investment in this new division may reach up to 500 million USD and is combined with a ‘great hunt’ among Russian universities for talented young programmers and IT-experts (ibid). 													To sum up, there is sufficient empirical evidence suggesting that Russia is currently conducting a variety of military (research) programs that have an advanced technological character. 
Conclusion subsection
Following the analysis conducted in this subsection the conclusion can be drawn that OIR cannot be explained by the tripolar perspective. This conclusion corresponds with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research. OIR cannot be perceived as external balancing behavior conducted by the US in order to effectively balance against China and Russia. Therefore, H3 can be falsified. Regarding the additional features which should be present in a tripolar system, these features are not (fully) present. There is no empirical evidence which proves that the hypothetical three poles are currently creating ‘Triple Entente-like’ solid alliances with states that can significantly contribute to their capabilities (external balancing) nor are the three poles relatively increasing their military expenditures (internal balancing). However, all three poles are investing in technologically advanced military developments which is the second indicator of internal balancing behavior.    
4.1.5) Overview Structural Realist Approach
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 11.png]For the sake of clarity the empirical findings of the three perspectives analyzed in this chapter are presented in table 11.

In correspondence with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research H2 can be verified (with the exception the additional feature internal balancing), meaning that OIR can be explained by the zero-sum game mechanism. This means that, opposing to Waltz’s perspective, structural realism can explain individual actions of actors (foreign policy) within the system by analyzing the distribution of capabilities. H1 can be considered plausible but far from convincing, whether conducting OIR is truly in the interest for the US is debatable and subjective. H3 can be falsified, OIR cannot be perceived as external balancing behavior. A secondary goal of this thesis was to break through the often criticized untestable nature of structural realism by conducting ‘the ultimate test’ by including additional features of the discussed types of polarity which do not specifically explain OIR. The only empirically observable additional feature which does not correspond with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research is ideological hegemonism. However, it is arguable that this variable is still empirically observable due to the 1990 – early 2000’s period in which the US was the unipolar hegemon. Finally, the US and China did not exhibit all indicators of internal balancing behavior. They did not (sufficiently) increase their military expenditures as is to be expected in a bipolar system (arms race). This will be further discussed in the discussion subsection (chapter 5.2).
4.2) The Social Constructivist Theoretical Approach
Social constructivism provides us with an entirely different explanation of the willingness of the US to conduct OIR. Whereas structural realism perceives an anarchic state system, self interest and material reality as key axioms social constructivists emphasize the importance of social facts, perceptions and (historical/cultural) context. The combination of scholars presented in the theoretical chapter led to the following explanation with regards to OIR. Actors will generally be inclined to comply with norms they can identify themselves with through ethical considerations (the logic of appropriateness) (March & Olsen, 1998). So in this case, the US is willing to conduct OIR because it can identify itself with the R2P norm (and is thereby willing to act accordingly). However, the US does not intervene every time a situation occurs which could be described as an R2P situation. Therefore, it is plausible that a third interacting variable (perception) might determine whether a situation is or is not perceived as an R2P situation by the US. This might explain the variety of outcomes (intervention/no intervention) despite the similarities of situations (mass atrocities towards civilians who are not protected by their own state). This leads to the following hypothesis:
H4: Social constructivism can only explain US behavior in Operation Inherent Resolve if the US shares the norm constituted in R2P and perceived the situation as an R2P situation. 
From a social constructivist perspective the case discussed can be perceived as a ‘least likely case’ since military/security related matters will often be expected to be associated with rationalist theories within the IR discipline as opposed reflectivist approaches. Therefore, the application of both structural realism and social constructivism represents a clash between traditional and modern IR theory as well as between rationalist and reflectivist IR theory. Furthermore an effort is made to illustrate that different social constructivist authors and mechanisms can be united in a single model and complement each other, which entails that these mechanisms do not mutually exclude each other but contribute to each others’ explanatory power.  
4.2.1) Norms  
Since this model is based upon the premises that US is generally inclined to comply with the R2P norm, first there has to be established to what extent the US has acted in accordance with the norm in previous situations since R2P was developed. Since R2P was first unanimously embraced in its present form at the 2005 UN World Summit there have been 37 UNSC resolutions referencing R2P (Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, 2015). Whereas permanent members Russia and China have used their veto on some of these resolutions, the US has never used its veto on UNSC resolutions referencing R2P (ibid). This proves that the US is generally inclined to support and share the R2P norm. Furthermore, R2P obligations are often executed through UN Peacekeeping Operations. Between 2013 and 2015 the US provided 28,38% of all contributions to UN Peacekeeping Operations (United Nations Peacekeeping, 2015). By way of comparison, the second and third largest contributors the these operations were respectively Japan (10,83%) and France (7,22%) (ibid). Especially if one considers that all 193 members have contributed to these specific operations (United Nations General Assembly, 2012), the fact that the US contribution amounted to 28,38% of the total indicates that the US is also willing to contribute a significant amount of recourses to these specific R2P related operations. However, the norm constituted in R2P should be perceived in the broad sense. The question is whether the US perceives a situation as an R2P situation as opposed to the UN. Although the R2P norm is generally associated with the UN (due to the 2005 World Summit), the R2P norm can also be upheld by individual (state) actors. There are no UNSC resolutions permitting military intervention in both Syria and Iraq (or against the Assad regime or IS) (Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, 2015), yet the US might still conduct OIR out of an R2P motivation.        
To determine whether the US is inclined to act in accordance with the R2P norm because of the logic of appropriateness mechanism there has to be established how the US interprets the R2P norm and to what extent the US can identify itself with this norms.			According to Vaughn & Dunne (2015), the US has a slightly different local interpretation of the R2P norm. As Vaughn & Dunne argue: “The localized norm endorses much of the R2P framework, shares it normative agenda to respond to genocide and mass atrocity crimes and largely adopts the UN Secretary-General’s implementation strategy”, and furthermore: “The localized norm is situated in the context of US national security priorities and its identity. As such, R2P is localized in ways that make it more appropriate to the domestic context” (p. 32).  This interpretation has some implications for the three pillars of R2P (see chapter 2.2.3). Pillar 1 of R2P can be perceived as an direct appeal to states, “The State carries the primary responsibility…” (United Nations, N.D.), i.e. defuse domestic social tensions and human right violations to prevent atrocities. The localized norm in the US lays an emphasis on prevention abroad since mass atrocity situations occurring within the US is deemed impossible due to its checks and balances and constitutional tradition. Furthermore, the implementation of pillar 1 involves joining and strengthening relevant institutions, such as the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, which the US refuses (Vaughn & Dunne, 2015). Pillar 2 of R2P focuses primarily on international assistance whereas the localized norm is primarily directed inward and focuses on overcoming internal deficits (ibid). Pillar 3 is very similar, both fail to pinpoint the who, when, where and how parameters concerning the responsibility of the international community to use ‘appropriate means’ to protect populations if their own state fails to do so. 							The article of Vaughn & Dunne (2015) provides us with a clear indication of how the R2P norm is interpreted and adapted within the American domestic context. With regards to foreign interventions the norm is interpreted in a very similar fashion. From a domestic perspective the norm differs, but this is of minor importance since OIR is a foreign intervention. However, this still says very little about to what extent the US (population) can identify itself with the norm. To establish whether the US can identify and has internalized the norm it is of great importance to avoid exclusively focusing on US decision makers but include the public opinion as well by analyzing polling agency data. 				The Obama administration has emphasized the link between (the domestic version of) the R2P norm on several occasions. As Obama stated in a speech on the 28th of March 2011 at the National Defense University in Washington D.C.: “To brush aside America’s responsibility as a leader and – more profoundly – our responsibilities to our fellow human beings under such circumstances would be a betrayal of who we are”, and furthermore, “Some nations may be able to turn a blind eye to atrocities in other countries. The United States of America is different.” (White House, 2011). Obama addressed the situation in Libya in 2011 in this speech which also included atrocities towards the civilian population in Libya by the Gaddafi regime, in this case. On the 7th of August 2014 Obama made similar statements, Obama stressed: “when many thousands of innocent civilians are faced with the danger of being wiped out… …we will take action” and furthermore “that is our responsibility as Americans. That’s a hallmark of American leadership. That’s who we are” (White House, 2014). These statements directly indicate the link between the American identity and the norm to protect people who face mass atrocities and are not protected by their own state. Obama defines the responsibility to protect their “fellow human beings” as the responsibility of the US as a leader and even describes a possible failure to protect these people as a “betrayal of who we are”. This is a direct reference to the American identity. However, earlier in the same speech Obama emphasized: “when our interests and values are at stake, we have a responsibility to act.” (ibid). This statement has a more interest-based character which opposes the logic of appropriateness since the logic of appropriateness is based on identity as opposed to self interest (March & Olsen, 1998). In a presidential memorandum released by the White House in August 2011 the prevention of mass atrocities and genocide is described as “a core national and a core moral responsibility of the US” with the following elaboration (White House, 2011): 
Our security is affected when masses of civilians are slaughtered, refugees flow          across borders, and murderers wreak havoc on regional stability and livelihoods.                 America's reputation suffers, and our ability to bring about change is constrained,                      when we are perceived as idle in the face of mass atrocities and genocide.                    
The emphasis on security, refugees flows, reputation and ability all seem to be interest based arguments to intervene during humanitarian crises. The empirical findings concerning the link between the US identity and R2P are rather ambiguous. On the one hand Obama stresses that permitting atrocities (by refusing to intervene) is “a betrayal of who we are” and preventing them is “who we are” alluding to an identity based motivation to prevent mass atrocities and on the other hand the White House released an array of arguments why preventing mass atrocities is a national interest. Yet, one must consider the possibility that identity based motivations and interests might coincide. As former US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice argued: “humanitarian requirements will often jostle with other legitimate policy concerns” (Responsibility to Protect, 2009). However, the interchangeable use of identity/norm and interest based arguments by US decision makers can have two opposing explanations. First, the US government might use identity/norm based arguments as a mere legitimization to pursue its self interest. And second, the US government uses interest based arguments in effort to persuade domestic skeptics in an effort to realize widespread popular support to live up to the (inter)national norm. The former is described by Schimmelfennig (2001) as ‘rhetorical action’, “the strategic use of norm-based arguments to pursue one’s self-interest”. If this is the case, this would impair the explanatory power of the social constructivist model proposed in this research since it is based on the logic of appropriateness. The latter is a viable option as well since the Democratic Obama administration has to govern the US with a Republican majority in the senate. The 2012 Republican Party platform clearly states that foreign aid (in the broad sense) should “serve our national interest” (Republican Party platform, 2012). This Republican principle might create the necessity for the Obama administration to put forward both interest as norm/identity based arguments when aspiring R2P informed interventions. Whether the US is willing to conduct R2P informed interventions because of norm or interest based motivations remains ambivalent. 		Another way to determine whether the R2P norm can  be linked with the US identity is to analyze to what extent the norm has support within civil society. It is arguable that the US society will not support a norm they cannot identify themselves with. Recent polling figures are scarce but there were some R2P related public polls done in 2006. A public poll by the Pew Research Center survey showed that 77% of the American public agrees that the US has a moral obligation to prevent genocides by military force if necessary (Polling Report, 2015). Furthermore, 74% of the American public believes that the UNSC has the ‘responsibility’ and 83% that the UNSC has the ‘right’ to authorize the use of force to protect people from severe human rights violations such as genocide “even against the will of their own government” (The Chicago Council on Global Affairs, 2006). This public opinion directly reflects pillar 3 of R2P. When the American public was asked whether they were in favor of sending US troops to stop the mass atrocities conducted in Darfur in 2006, 65% answered ‘yes’ (ibid). Although there is no data for the current public support for intervening in these types of situations, it is plausible that popular support has increased due to the digitalization trend of the last decade. Since a larger and larger segment of the global population possesses a Smartphone and internet access, video footage of mass atrocities is more accessible than ever before. Shocking and horrible video or photo material will often lead to an increase in empathy towards the victimized entity.    
So far, we have established the way in which the R2P norm is interpreted in the US, that R2P can (to some extent) be linked to the US identity and that the norm seems to be shared and supported by the majority of the American population, at the very least regarding the US responsibility to prevent genocide. Next, there has to be established to what extent the R2P terminology was used in relation to OIR.      
In two speeches concerning OIR, Obama has made several statements in which R2P motivations are highlighted. On the 11th of September 2014 Obama stated that US intervention is necessary to stop IS, since “they kill children. They enslave, rape, and force women into marriage. They threatened a religious minority with genocide” (CNN, 2014). Obama also stressed the results of the intervention so far: “we helped prevent the massacre of civilians trapped on a distant mountain” (ibid), referring to the thousands of Yezidis who fled to mount Sinjar in Iraq closely followed by IS militants (The Telegraph, 2014). Preceding this operation Obama gave a speech elaborating on this situation on the 7th of August 2014. Obama emphasized: “When we face a situation like we do… … with innocent people facing the prospect of violence on a horrific scale, when we have a mandate to help” and furthermore “We can act, carefully and responsibly, to prevent a potential act of genocide” (White House, 2014). Although R2P is not mentioned explicitly, these statements do indicate that the willingness of the US to conduct stems from R2P considerations.        
 4.2.2) Perception
This model is based upon the premises that the US will intervene in R2P situations as a consequence of the logic of appropriateness. Yet, the US chose not to intervene when the Assad regime crossed Obama’s metaphorical red line in August 2013 by using poison gas against civilians (see chapter 2.2.3). Therefore, the third variable perception might have an interacting effect on the way a situation is perceived (as an R2P situation or not). Estimates are that there are at least 18.500 civilian casualties due to air attacks alone conducted by the Assad regime (The New York Times, 2015). This quantity of civilian casualties is sufficient to claim that the Assad regime is conducting at the very least mass atrocities. In May 2011 Obama did address the Assad regime, he stressed: “the Syrian regime has chosen the path of murder and the mass arrests of its citizens” and “The Syrian government must stop shooting demonstrators and allow peaceful protests; release political prisoners and stop unjust arrests” (The Guardian, 2011). And in a speech of Obama in August 2011 he addressed the Syrian population, he stated: “They have braved ferocious brutality at the hands of their government” and towards the Assad regime “I strongly condemn this brutality, including the disgraceful attacks on Syrian civilians… … and the arrests of opposition figures who have been denied justice and subjected to torture” (White House, 2011). In the same speech Obama describes these practices as “violations of the universal rights of the Syrian people” (ibid). More recently, in the previously addressed speech of Obama in September 2014 he mentioned the Assad regime just once, he emphasized: “In the fight against ISIL, we cannot rely on an Assad regime that terrorizes its people; a regime that will never regain the legitimacy it has lost” (CNN, 2014). So the US does accuse the Assad regime of conducting human right violations and even urges the regime to step down. However, there is no empirical evidence in which the US accuses the Assad regime of genocide or other mass atrocities (at maximum mass arrests). The R2P terminology used by the US regarding IS (terms like genocide and massacre) is absent when the US addresses the Assad regime. Therefore the atrocities conducted by the Assad regime against civilians might not be perceived as an R2P situation whereas the atrocities conducted by IS are perceived as such based on the terminology used by the US. 												As argued in the theoretical chapter perceptions can be manifested in frames. In the case of the non-intervention against the Assad regime in August 2013 and the intervention against IS (OIR) which started in August 2014 these frames concern the “threatened” and “threatening” parties. Diverging frames of the parties involved might have resulted in a different perception of the situations (R2P/not R2P), thereby influencing the choice (not) to intervene. According to the logic of appropriateness actors will behave (intervene) in accordance with the norm it identifies itself with (R2P), yet if a situation is not perceived as such this might explain the variety of outcomes despite the similarities of the situations.		Next there will be analyzed to what extent the frames of the threatened and threatening parties deviate with regards to the two cases discussed. If the model is accurate in explaining the variety of outcomes this has two implications:
1. ‘Regular’ Syrian civilians are perceived inherently different as minorities threatened by IS. 
2. The Assad regime is perceived inherently different as IS.
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 12.png]In order to explain the (non)-interventions in 2013 and 2014 this would entail that minorities threatened by IS are more vulnerable than regular Syrian civilians and that IS is perceived as more brutal (thus capable and willing to conduct mass atrocities) than the Assad regime. 	Obama gave four speeches specifically about the situation(s) in Iraq or/and Syria, which are all previously addressed in this section. These four speeches were given respectively on the 19th of May 2011, 18th of August 2011, the 7th of August 2014 and the 11th of September 2014. In table 12 an overview of every reference concerning the identity or actions of the threatened parties made by Obama in these four speeches is presented (full transcripts were used).
[image: C:\Users\J Huisman\Desktop\table 13.png]When analyzing the terminology used by Obama in these speeches the frames concerning the threatened parties do seem to deviate. Whereas the parties threatened by the Assad regime are mostly referred to as ‘people’ and protesters/demonstrators who are courageous and peaceful, the parties threatened by IS are mostly referred to as innocent civilians or (religious) minorities who are very vulnerable (hence the frequent use of ‘children’ and ‘women’) that are lacking access to food and water. Although all threatened parties are people incapable of defending themselves against mass atrocities there seems to be an absolute bias in which the parties threatened by IS are much more portrayed as desperate and vulnerable people in need of assistance. This could explain why the IS situation in August 2014 was perceived as an R2P situation whereas the Assad situation in August 2013 was not.				However, the dominant frames concerning the threatening parties are just as relevant, the more these parties are perceived as willing to conduct mass atrocities the greater the chance that their actions will be perceived as conflicting with the R2P norm. In table 13 an overview of every reference concerning the identity or actions of the threatening parties made by Obama in the same four speeches is presented.  
When analyzing the terminology used by Obama in these speeches the frames concerning the threatening parties do seem to deviate as well. The Assad regime is referred to as a brutal regime which slaughters and tortures its own people and which conducts mass politically motivated arrests. However, the Assad regime is not really portrayed as an entity which conducts large scale atrocities. The emphasis lays on atrocities that seem to be more on an incidental bases than for example systemically eliminating whole opposition groups (hence words like ‘mass executions’, ‘massacre’ or ‘mass murders’ were not used in these speeches). When the dominant frame concerning IS is analyzed there is something to be noticed immediately. IS is constantly framed as a terrorist organization (mentioned 19 times in both speeches) and a threat (mentioned 15 times in both speeches). The majority of the 15 times that IS was described as a threat by Obama, Obama described IS as a threat to the US as opposed to a threat to the Iraqi/Syrian population. This (unexpected) empirical evidence points in an entirely different direction than the social constructivist model presented in this thesis. The heavy emphasis on the threatening nature of IS to the US seems like OIR is conducted out of interest based motivations instead of norm based motivations. Especially considering the fact that the US did not intervene against the Assad regime one year before which is not perceived as a threat to the US the empirical data can only be interpreted as interest based motivations. 
4.2.3) Overview Social Constructivist Approach        
The US does seem to share and adhere to the norm constituted in R2P. The public opinion polls seem to indicate that the norm is shared within civil society. and Obama makes frequent references to the R2P norm and links this norm to the US identity on several occasions. Yet, the question remained why the US would intervene when civilian populations were threatened by IS but refuse to intervene when civilian populations were threatened by the Assad regime. According to the model presented in this thesis this might be a consequence of the interacting variable perception, the perception of the situation might influence whether a situation is perceived as an R2P situation or not. As argued, perceptions can be measured in frames. In the case of R2P-like situations, the frames concerning the threatened and the threatening parties. In order to determine the dominant frames of these parties, four speeches of Obama regarding these situations were analyzed. This led to the conclusion that the US self-interest seems to be superior to the logic of appropriateness. The constant framing of IS as an terrorist organization and a threat to the US indicates that these considerations were decisive in the decision to conduct OIR. This can also explain the decision not to intervene against the Assad regime one year earlier, since the Assad regime has not been portrayed as a threat to the US even a single time. Therefore, H4 can be falsified. The US did not conduct OIR because it shared the norm constituted in R2P and acted accordingly as a result of the logic of appropriateness interacted by the perception of the situation. Au contraire, it is arguable that OIR is conducted out of self-interest motivations as opposed to norm based motivations. The use of R2P terminology (genocide, massacre ect.) might be an indication of ‘rhetorical action’ as proposed by Schimmelfennig (2001). Norm based arguments might be used as a legitimization of pursuing interest based policies (conducting OIR to counter perceived terrorist threats to the US).  















Chapter 5
Conclusion
5.1) Conclusion
The main goal of this thesis was to solve the empirical puzzle which entailed the willingness of the US to conduct OIR despite of all the rational arguments not to do so. For example, the only recently almost full withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan and Iraq, the minimal chance of success, the complexity of the conflict and the typically diminishing public support for these types of interventions. An effort was made to solve this puzzle by applying two conflicting theoretical approaches, being structural realism (Waltz) and the social constructivist theoretical approach (in this case a combination of several scholars). From the perspective of the former OIR would be a crucial most likely case and from the latter perspective a crucial least likely case, since military/security related matters are often associated with rationalist theory as opposed to reflectivist theory. A most likely crucial case can be used to disconfirm a theory because if even a case that one would expect to fit a certain theory does not correspond with the theory this severely impairs the validity of the theory as a whole (Gerring, 2007). On the opposite, a least likely crucial case can be used to confirm a theory because if even a case that one would least expect to fit a certain theory can be explained by this theory this can highly contribute to a theories’ validity (ibid). Furthermore, the case study performed in this thesis could also be characterized as a disciplined interpretative case study in which an event is interpreted or explained by applying one or more known theories to a new terrain (Odell, 2001). OIR can be perceived as “new terrain” because of some of the unique features and implications of this situation (see chapter 3.1). The two conflicting theoretical approaches applied had strongly opposing explanations for the willingness of the US to conduct OIR. Whereas structural realism focused on rationalist concepts like interest and power, social constructivism focused on reflectivist concepts like norms and perception. The application of both theories to this case represented a clash between rationalist and reflectivist theory as well as a clash between traditional and more modern IR theory. This led to the formulation of the following research question which was posed in the introduction: 
Can the US intervention in the current conflict in Iraq and Syria be explained best by a realist theoretical focus on interest/power considerations or by a social constructivist theoretical focus on the importance of norms and perceptions?
Despite the numerous rational arguments not to intervene as mentioned in the introduction, structural realism could still explain the willingness of the US to intervene if the presented objectives of OIR have different motivations (for instance balancing or expanding the sphere of influence). Structural realism provided several explanations for the willingness of the US to conduct OIR depending on the contemporary polarity of the international system. Therefore three hypotheses had to be formulated, one for every plausible type of polarity. After analyzing the economic and military capabilities of the three potential poles the conclusion was drawn that the contemporary polarity of the international system had a bipolar character with the US and China as its poles. From this bipolar perspective OIR could only be explained by the zero-sum game mechanism in which the poles try to expand their spheres of influence, institutionalize these spheres of influence and secure raw materials. After the empirical analysis the conclusion was drawn that all these types of behavior were present and that H2 could therefore be verified. OIR can be explained as an attempt by the US to expand its sphere of influence, institutionalize this sphere of influence and secure raw materials which are the indicators of the zero-sum mechanism which is typical of a bipolar system according to Waltz. By conducting OIR Iraq will remain in the American sphere of influence which was institutionalized by implementing a parliamentary democracy based on Western polities, furthermore Iraq’s voluminous proved oil reserves entailed that were plenty of raw materials to be secured by the US. In addition, a second conclusion could be drawn opposing Waltz’s perspective, structural realism can explain individual actions of actors (foreign policy) within the system by analyzing the distribution of capabilities.						According to the social constructivist model presented in this thesis actors will behave in a certain way because they identify themselves with certain norms and will act accordingly as a result of the logic of appropriateness interacted by the perception of the situation. So in this case the US would have conducted OIR because it could identify itself with the norm constituted in R2P and perceived the situation as an R2P situation. In the analysis the conclusion was drawn that the US interprets the international norm in a very similar fashion with regards to foreign interventions and can identify itself with the norm. However, when the perception variable (manifested in frames) was analyzed a quite different picture showed itself. Although the threatened parties were framed in correspondence with what was to be expected according to the model, the threatening parties were framed in a manner which pointed towards an entirely different explanation. The constant framing of IS as a terrorist organization and as a threat to the US (whereas the Assad regime was not) pointed towards perceived interest motivations as opposed to norm based motivations to conduct OIR. This led to the conclusion that the perception whether the situation was an R2P situation had to be subordinate to the degree in which IS was perceived as a threat to the US. Therefore H4 had to be falsified, there was insufficient empirical evidence to claim that the social constructivist model presented in this thesis could explain the willingness of the US to conduct OIR.
In addition to the primary goal of this thesis, this thesis also had some secondary goals regarding both theoretical approaches that were applied. 					Regarding structural realism the goal was to challenge the often criticized untestable nature of structural realism by conducting the ultimate test in which all plausible types of polarity and their corresponding features were analyzed. This goal was for the most part achieved since most findings corresponded with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research. However, in my perspective, the critics were right concerning the untestable character of structural realism from a unipolar perspective. A unipolar hegemon can ‘act as it pleases’ and pursue its self interest based on what it perceives to be its self interest in terms of preferences according to the theory. Therefore, every type of behavior by a unipolar hegemon can be perceived as a corroboration of the theory making this perspective untestable. Hence, H1 could not be verified nor falsified. The conclusion was drawn that H1 was plausible but definitely not convincing. Furthermore, there was empirical evidence suggesting that the US exhibits ideological hegemonism which is typical of a unipolar system as opposed to a bipolar system. However, it was argued that this variable is still empirically observable due to the 1990 – early 2000’s period in which the US was the unipolar hegemon. Concerning the tripolar perspective all findings (except one) corresponded with the contemporary polarity of the international system established in this research, no features of a tripolar system were empirically visible. Therefore, H3 had to be falsified. Yet, one additional feature should have been empirically visible (at least regarding the US and China) since this is a feature of both the bipolar and the tripolar system. This feature is internal balancing behavior. According to the theory, the poles should exhibit internal balancing behavior in order to effectively balance the other poles in terms of capabilities in a bipolar and in a tripolar system. Although both the US and China are investing in technologically advanced military developments, they did not (sufficiently) increase their military expenditures relative to their GDP which is to be expected in a bipolar system. However, falsifying H2 because one of these indicators of internal balancing behavior (which was an additional feature and not relevant for explaining OIR) is not present seems ill-founded because of a number of arguments which will be addressed in the following discussion section. In conclusion, the presence/absence of the variables of the polarities of structural realism seem to possess a great extent of validity which corresponds with the contemporary polarity of the international system based on empirical observations. 		Regarding the social constructivist theoretical approach the secondary goal was to attempt to unify the field by combining several social constructivist scholars into a more coherent singular approach since social constructivism lacks a coherent theoretical framework. An attempt was made to illustrate that different social constructivist scholars could be combined and applied to a case in a coherent manner, thereby contributing to each others’ explanatory power. Theoretically, this goal was achieved in the sense that a plausible theoretical model was created in which several scholars and mechanisms complemented each other. However, empirically there was insufficient data suggesting the validity of this model. This does not necessarily mean that social constructivist cannot be combined in general, it does mean that (even a combination of) social constructivist scholars can hardly explain military interventions. 
Finally, structural realism can explain military interventions as was to be expected since the case discussed was a most likely case from this perspective. Furthermore, structural realism seems to enjoy a great extent of all-round validity which can be concluded because of the ultimate test of structural realism which was conducted in this thesis. On the opposite, social constructivism could not explain OIR as was to be expected since the case discussed was a least likely case from this perspective. Combining several scholars in an attempt to explain specific events has failed regarding the case discussed in this thesis. 			Regarding future research, I would recommend that structural realism is applied on different military related cases in different periods of time in a similar fashion. Conducting the same type of ‘ultimate test’ by including all types of plausible polarities and their corresponding features during the time these cases occurred can greatly contribute to the all-round validity of the theory, if the results match the theory. On the opposite, one case which can evidently not be explained by the determined polarity of structural realism can falsify the theory as a whole because these cases would all possess a most crucial character.  		With regards to social constructivism, future research could concentrate on the importance of perceptions (a primarily reflectivist concept) in relation to military interventions. Although the variable perception is a concept used directly or indirectly in many theories (even in predominantly rationalist theories, like neoclassical realism), focusing on (the absence of) military interventions specifically might provide us with a deeper insight in the role of perceptions of decision makers. The choice (not) to intervene in an array of cases might still partly be explained by perceptions of decision makers, however not by the perception of whether a situation is or is not an R2P situation as was proved in this research.
5.2) Discussion
This discussion section is dedicated to the theory of structural realism. During this research this theory seemed to possess a lot of all-round validity yet some aspects remained unclear and others seemed outdated.	In addition to that a critical reflection on this research as a whole will be presented.										According to Waltz, the international system will always possess a certain polarity. However, considering China’s contemporary economic (which are roughly similar) and military capabilities (which are substantially more limited) relative to the US could there be a ‘grey zone’ in terms of polarity? Could it be that (in this instance) China’s capabilities are too similar to claim that the US is the unipolar hegemon (hence cannot ‘act is it pleases’) but at the same time not comparable enough to claim that the international system has a bipolar nature? Could the contemporary distribution of capabilities literally be right in between two kinds of polarity?										Another point of discussion is the fact that Waltz’s explanation/prediction of the behavior of major powers in a bipolar system seems to be argued from a multipolar starting point. For example, after WW2 the US and the Soviet Union became the two major global powers since the power of the previous poles on the European continent vastly decreased during this period of time. The US and the Soviet Union pursued an arms-race (internal balancing) and created respectively the NATO and the Warsaw Pact (zero-sum game), which is exactly what TIP predicts. However if the distribution of capabilities gradually changes in the sense that a unipolar system changes into a bipolar system can the same behavior be expected from the previous unipolar hegemon? Or can this behavior primarily be expected from the state which challenges the previous unipolar hegemon since it has some ‘catching-up’ to do? Wouldn’t it be more plausible that the previous unipolar hegemon (which still has a voluminous advantage in terms of military capabilities) devotes its efforts to creating or maintaining an advantage in other areas? For example, industry or digitalization?
Arising from this argument, TIP seems to be outdated concerning the narrow conception of capabilities. Currently, investing in (digital) technology might be much more sensible than investing in conventional military capabilities such as manpower, tanks or airplanes. A state without considerable military capabilities, but with supreme capabilities in for example cyber warfare or electronic warfare might arguably be able to inflict substantially more damage to a state with an enormous conventional army than the other way around by simply ‘pressing a button’. Therefore, intangible capabilities might be of greater importance than conventional military capabilities because of the contemporary global digitalization trend. This might also explain why the US and China did not increase their military expenditures relative to their GDP, thus why this indicator of the internal balancing feature was not empirically visible in the analysis.  
Next, a critical reflection will be conducted regarding some aspects of this research. First of all, it is of great importance to emphasize that the topical nature of the case discussed in this thesis might influence the validity and availability of certain empirical data which is of relevance for the case discussed. During this research certain developments influenced the analysis on several occasions, resulting in a different perspective on some of the features discussed. Therefore, some conclusions or statements had to be altered during this research. An example of this is the only recent involvement of Turkey in this conflict, for instance. Since the case discussed is an ongoing conflict, writing this thesis did not only require ‘conventional’ empirical research but the constant monitoring of developments concerning the case as well. The topical nature of this thesis might also imply that some of the data presented in this thesis could be outdated and overtaken by reality by the time this thesis is rated and defended. This is a risk which is inherent to researching an ongoing case and makes conducting research more challenging as well as more interesting, in my perspective.	Secondly, it is important to stress a possible bias in determining the contemporary polarity of the international system. As mentioned before, determining the polarity of the system will always be rather subjective in the sense that Waltz did not provide us with clear cut ‘boundaries of polarity’. On top of that, comparing especially the military capabilities of states requires a tremendous amount of expertise. Different kinds of weapon systems, military equipment and the level of training result in vastly complicated means of comparison. This is a problem which does not only affect this specific research but arguably the research of every IR scholar aspiring to establish the polarity of the international system during any given period of time. Conducting an accurate comparison of the military capabilities of states will require a team of experts possessing detailed knowledge about an array of military systems, types of equipment and levels of training. And even if this could be effectively and accurately established there are still some non-material (social) facts which should be taken into consideration when comparing armies. For example, things like morale and the level of legitimacy the military forces experience concerning the political body who deploys these forces. The previously addressed battle of Mosul is a striking example of this which illustrates that superior military capabilities does not necessarily indicate the ability of military forces.	Lastly, the R2P concept/norm has to be discussed. R2P is a norm which is highly ambivalent and probably one of the most praised and simultaneously criticized international norms in existence today. Whereas some argue that this norm embodies a moralist feature of the human nature others will argue that R2P is nothing more than a tool wrapped in a moral coating for great powers to legitimize interventions and exert power and influence at will. Furthermore, this norm focuses on mass atrocities which is once again a rather subjective definition. Does this mass terminology entail atrocities conducted against 100, 1.000 or 10.000 civilians? Furthermore, it is debatable when something can be described as an atrocity. The R2P norm is accompanied by a large grey zone which will arguably remain to exist and can have severe implications, not just for the theoretical debate, but far more important for the lives of tens of thousands if not hundreds of thousands of people.      
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