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Abstract

This kind of study is not the first attempt to look at conflict management procedures
through a regime paradigm; that has already recently been attempted by proponents of the
problem-structural mode of analysis. About the conflictual nature of issues, and of how routines
are internally related to issue-areas problem structuralists have conceptualized international
routines as a particular function of conflict.
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Introduction

The literature on regime theory serves as the assumptive backbone of this research. It provides the
model of analysis and clarifies the foundations of the idea; it offers descriptions and background routines
are formed and how they evolve, and explains the characteristics of routines, especially robustness which
lis important to this research. In addition it describes various approaches of the theory, their basic
arguments and the levels they highlight in their analyses. As a result the notion of program is analytically
useful. Since the realist and other paradigms have limited synthetic power, particularly in explaining
complicated and interdependent contexts, the use of regimes will provide the unique explain and
comprehend models of activities that might otherwise be organized or understood differently. “Thinking
in {conditions} of regimes also alerts us to the subjective facets of international tendencies that might be
avoided} altogether in more typical} inquiries” (Burns, 1991).

When fragments of political behavior are thought of in terms of regime, they take on additional
meaning: they become part of a larger mosaic, a context within which they become intelligible and more
meaningful. Within such a larger mosaic, what becomes less important are accidental factors and
improbable events because the focus is directed towards “a pattern of behavior and overall trends” rather
than “one particular event or another”’(DiCenso, 2011).

Approaching the discord and its resolution from the regime theory point of view offers an unique
understanding of the nature of the conflict itself. The conflict becomes even more clear when depicted as
a Graduated Prisoner's Dilemma where parties are concerned not only about absolute benefits that accrue
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from assistance within the regime, but also about relative deficits| that may accrue and be {employed by}
one get together against the other (Javadikouchaksaraei, Bustami, Farouk, & Ramazaniandarzi, 2015).
This new perception} influences the resolution that needs to take into account not only the traditional
problem of "Will the other defect?” But also to the question related to the utilization of comparative

gains, i. e. "Will the other use the gains from cooperation against me in the foreseeable future?” (Waage,
2005).

Defining Regimes

The definition of regime was coined in the early 1970s but it was not traditionally used until the
publication of the special issue of the journal International Organization in 1982 (Brahm. 2005).
Historians made many attempts to define regimes. Donald Puchala and Raymond Hopkins asserted, for
instance, that “a regime exists in every substantive issue-area in international relations....Wherever there
is also a steadiness of behavior, “they claimed, “some kind of principles, norms, or guidelines must exist
to accounts for it” (Simmons and Haggard. 1987: 492). This kind of however, is a very broad definition
which operates the risk of fusing regularized patterns of tendencies with rules, in association with almost
certainly overestimating the level of ordre consensus in international state policies. Regimes carry the
responsibilities of mediating, constraining and influencing behavior; therefore if we are deducing them
from patterned behavior it will be problematic to describe how they can do all the preceding tasks
(Guibernau, 2004).

An additional, more restricted, definition has a tendency to treat regimes “as multilateral
agreements among states which aim to regulate nationwide actions within an issue-area” (Wootten, 1993).
In this definition, regimes define the actions permissible for a state by providing a clear outline of specific
injunctions. While this description focuses on the development of the texts that constitute international
agreements, it separates the normative aspect from the definition of the regime and treats it as a cause in
explaining cooperation (Friedland, 1999).

The purpose of regimes, relating to Keohane, is to facilitate agreements. He desires regimes to
develop in case of where the costs of making interim} agreements are higher than the sum cost of
establishing a regime (Spohn, 2003). A behavior that is regime-governed must not be based solely on
short-term calculations of pursuits. One principle emphasized by Jervis and others in security regimes is
reciprocity. By accepting reciprocity, areas are implicitly agreeing to sacrifice short-term interests
anticipating that other players will reciprocate in the future even in the deficiency of a specific
requirement to accomplish (Wilkes, Rima, Corrigall-Brown, Catherine & Myers, 2010). And therefore,
spontaneous arrangements that might consist only of rules and procedures that might occur are certainly
not routines since they lack the cognitive components of the norms and principles.

Inside regimes, there is a need to help make the fundamental distinction between meanwhile, two
main features make regimes distinct: performance and sturdiness. Effectiveness means that the behaviour
of regime members is really led by the norms and rules of the program. Durability means that over time,
members of a regime develop persistent habits of behavior that reveal a routinized compliance with the
principles and the methods of the regime (Salmon, 1987). Like Snidal, many other registrants of
international regimes offered critical explanations} of the theory. Intended for instance, the theory is less
useful for comprehending the processes than for developing correlations since “its understanding of
regimes are not always clear about what hegemons really do to promulgate and maintain specific set of
rules” (Simmons and Haggard. 1987: 502). Thus, the process of the formation is distinguished by two
aspects: the imposition of restrictions, and decision making. While a result, he evolves the meaning of
enforced regimes to mean those regimes that are “agreed within constraints that are mandated by
powerful actors. Any agreement which will result from negotiating will be afflicted by {the ability} costs
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and alternatives faced by the various actors: that is, by which party has the greater need for arrangement
with the other" (Bar-tal, 2007). Thus, actor choice is constrained because the preferences of the greater
powerful will have greater weight. By analyzing international routines as products of intentional
agreements among players in a constrained structure, we do not sacrifice realistic look. This method sheds
light on why weak famous actors join regimes even when they receive fewer benefits. These actors make
alternatives but within a situation} marked by severe constraints (Quigley, 2010).

Different Appraoches, Different Levels of Analysis
A. Rationalist Approaches

The dominant approach of regime theory, the rationalist institutionalist (interest-based) approach,
assumed that compliance with international commitments was possible since states would only establish
regimes when it was in their long-term interest to cooperate. As a result, they needed to devise
mechanisms to prevent short-term defection at the expense of other states. Once such mechanisms were
assured and states began to cooperate and comply, then this would lead to regime robustness (Rocker,
2005). This means that legal injunctions have little influence over states’ behavior except by coincidence,
that is, when national interests happen to coincide with a particular rule. For realists, the prime defect of
this idea is the decentralized nature of the international legal system. International agreements do not have
the power to restrain the behavior of states, especially when states retain the power to interpret and
implement articles of international agreements selectively. In particular, realists cannot imagine major
powers giving up the pursuit of their interests for the sake of abiding by a legal authority or implementing
international agreements provisions that do not serve their interests. Thus rationalist realists are skeptical
about compliance (Spohn, 2003).

Second, even when the parties agree on equivalency, the tit-for-tat strategy may lead to
deadlocks. In real-life situations, biased interpretation is usually the problem that contributes to
deadlocks. Disagreements usually afflict decentralized systems like regimes as actors disagree over “the
scope, the domain, and the required actions of the relevant behavioral prescriptions.” This problem is
most severe in regimes that are “characterized by low levels of social consensus and by the prevalence of
highly complex behavioral prescriptions” (Young. 1979: 36).

It must be stressed here that levels of compliance may remain high as long as the actors in the
group trust each other to comply; however, even one violation can precipitate a rapid breakdown of
compliance within the entire group (Young. 1979: 27). In general, reciprocity and compliance are
governed by strategic interaction, as states have an interest in contemplating the probable behavior of
others as they make their own choices. “... [T]he subject attempting to estimate the probable behavior of
relevant others will be aware that these others will simultaneously be trying to assess his own probable
behavior and that this can easily initiate a logical regress.” In large groups, actors depend on adopting
blanket assumptions about the behavior of relevant others and proceed with their own cost-benefit
analysis on this basis. Not all actors, however, will use the same blanket assumption, and that fact can
lead to problems (Guibernau, 2004).

It must be stressed here that levels of compliance may continue to be high as long as the actors in
the group trust the other to comply; however, even one violation can precipitate a rapid breakdown of
conformity within the complete group (Young. 1979: 27). In basic, reciprocity and compliance are
governed by strategic discussion, as states are interested in contemplating the possible behavior of others
as earning their own options|.”... [T]this individual subject attempting to calculate the probable behavior
of relevant others will be aware that these others will simultaneously be attempting to evaluate his own
probable behavior and that this can simply initiate a logical regress. “In large groups, actors rely on

Reinterpretation of Regime Analysis in International Relations



International Journal of Multicultural and Multireligious Understanding (IJMMU) Vol. 3, No. 4, August 2015

adopting blanket assumptions about the behavior of relevant others and proceed with their own cost-
benefit evaluation on this basis. Not every actor, however, will use the same blanket presumption|, which
fact can lead to problems (Guibernau, 2004).

B. Sociologist/ Approach

Followers of the strategy accuse rationalists of failing woefully to grasp the fundamental rule-
governed tendencies under anarchy. Since their evaluation focuses on organizations, they dispute that
expresses tendencies is governed by normative constructions like sovereignty, diplomacy, and
international legislation. These normative constructions constitute state stars as players in international
life; they condition their identities effect just how they determine their passions impact the true way
(Seven, 2008). Predicated on this understanding, regimes produce a common sociable world for
interpreting of tendencies and by what tendencies is allowed and explicating the results of celebrities’
techniques they take into account regime robustness given that they provide players with they have to
react to each other's movements. Although rationalists like Snidal acknowledge the value of such
normative features in the international community, such acknowledgements are difficult for rationalist
approaches given that they blur the variation between cause and impact (Onuf, 1998).

The next factor that sociologists make the energy of identification. It is predicated on Wendt's
argument that actors' conceptions of self as well as their goals are in a regular| procedure for re-formation.
State governments are egoist entities; out of egoistic motivations they became a member of the program
of world culture. (Wendt, 1999).

Andrew Guzman points to the weaknesses of the managerial model; although he admits that it is
useful for a certain class of treaties it falls short of a general theory of compliance. It functions in cases
that involve coordination games since states are willing to comply with well-specified injunctions (M
Javadikouchaksaraei, Bustami, & Farouk, 2016). The model, however, is less useful in other games.
Transaction costs that can be saved through abiding by an agreement are usually not large and declare can
actually devise other strategies that can lead to similar cost financial savings such as investing in
information-gathering. In addition, the model's claim that a norm exists in favor of compliance is nothing
more than an assertion, and it fails to provide a theoretical explanation which will help in understanding
express behavior. Guibernau believes that the way to make the associated with managerial model useful is
to use sanctions by making a dispute resolution mechanism mandatory in any agreement (Guibernau,
2004).

Meanwhile the enforcement concept of compliance developed in response to the bureaucratic
theory; it emphasizes "the strategic dimension of cooperation the central role of enforcement and the
endogenous quality of rules and institutions™ (Raustiala and Slaughter, 2002). The major contribution of
this theory is that the deeper the regime is, the more the demand increases for more powerful enforcement
since incentives to act opportunistically grow (Young, 1999). This dynamic then calls for harsher
punishments to deter non-compliance and also to maintain cooperation.

In this particular section seen that rationalist methods lead us to summarize that powerful regimes
will endure in the international system; on the other hand, reflectivity explanations of program robustness
presuppose a global society. Relativists describe robustness as the consequence of the workings of a
global which regulates the carry out of expresses by either responsibility the vitality of legitimacy' or
socialization 'the electric power of identification. When responsibility is operating, state governments
abide by organization and valid injunctions of the international community. Critics like Stein and
Keohane, however, explain that international politics is not institutionalized enough "to impact the
identities and passions of |state governments to a substantial degree.
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Conclution

Regimes are essential constructs that expresses join because they would like to find joint
resolutions with their issues and regimes stabilize common expectations in regards to future action. They
create linkages also, can reduce deal costs and positional distinctions provide information that is normally
unavailable, provide information that is unavailable and provide another reference .It means that the
relationship| will replicate itself frequently enough to create a shadow into the future. Parties become a
member regimes because of most these benefits and because they believe that} regimes will accomplish
further contracts on issues of discord.

Regimes usually create both benefits and burdens because of their people. Understanding the distribution
of these consequences is vital to comprehend regime robustness, especially since regimes do not exist in
vacuum pressure and are constantly subjected to exogenous challenges using their environments.
Analyzing a program conditions by using plan approaches factors to triggers that lead to failing. It can be
me mentioned; past analyses didn't identify the main triggers behind the regime's insufficient robustness.
They viewed the conditions of the contracts and pointed with their ambiguity as the reason why the two
factors failed to follow them. The norms and concepts of the peacefulness process have been always
overlooked without questioning the results. They can result in inherently asymmetric framework
involving circumstances and a non-state as players.
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