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The Reality of World Politics
In the world of politics, nearly all scholars utilize three generic lenses to control their focus and attention to the main variables that create shape in the global problems they are exploring and direct the scholar's clumps of variable quantities that trigger the events most deeply. Some scholars hold on the view that individuals are fundamental to international relations, while others posit that the domestic structures of every state form the integral driving force of how nations of the world should behave globally (Baylis et al., 2017). Additionally, some scholars suggest that the international structure is crucial for all the systems. Consequentially, these primary supposals yield extremely different pictures which can be categorized as the first lens, second lens, and third lens. The literature explores analytic lens that best captures the reality of world politics in international relations and gives a vast explanation as to why the specific lens is the best as well as drawing comparisons of the different lenses.
When comparing the paradigms of different lenses in global politics, the first lens supposes that the character and preferences of individuals define global politics and events. Baylis et al., (2017) posit that the analysis of the first lens hold that the actions of leaders transform the history of the world. For instance, if the perspectives of the first lens are used to elaborate on the occurrences of the Second World War, the decisions, planning and thinking of Adolf Hitler, the Nazi leader would form the basis of the analysis of world events. The general assumption given according to the first lens would be that world history would have featured different events if a man like Adolf Hitler never led Germany.
While the assumption that confident leaders' issues appear unassailable, the scholars then should reexamine the number of individuals that had to acquiesce in 1939 before the fighting of the war (Baylis et al., 2017). The decisions reached by a few individuals agreeing to fight does not necessarily imply that millions of other individuals of the world adhere to the same course. Therefore, to adequately describe a world war, the objectives of which by description need the passive or active agreement of millions of individuals of the world may call for a focus beyond that of the world leaders.
Looking at the analytics of the second lens in explaining world events, it is assumed that domestic political influence impacts the character of global politics. According to political scientists, the systems in which influential person acts affect global events much more than the individuals do themselves. For the individuals who hold on such views the kind of government (authoritarian or democratic), the sort of population, (homogenous or multinational), as well as the type of economy, (state-controlled or free-market), triggered certain decisions irrespective of the kind of leadership (Baylis et al., 2017). Therefore, the second lens posits that the individual issues carry less weight than does the political influence.
To explain this suggestion, scholars have considered the approach of the U.S to the Soviet Union during the period of the Cold War, between 1945-1990. While U.S presidents of this era came from various political parties and believed in unique backgrounds, they all had a common course action that resulted in a comparative policy of satisfaction. According to the second lens, the interpretation given to the relationship between the U.S and the Soviet Union is explained as being ideological competition instead of being described as a disagreement between specific leaders. Although both the Republicans and Democrats had substantial differences, the distinguished strategy of the U.S was kept consistent even after the replacement of Harry Truman by Dwight Eisenhower in 1952. Moreover, the U.S grand strategy never changed when Ronald Reagan took over the White House from Jimmy Carter in 1980. According to Baylis et al., (2017) the fact that the second lens focuses on domestic systems, it holds that United States policy never changed although leaders altered since the doctrine in America portrayed democratic capitalism. Baylis et al. (2017) argue that the United States of America history, economy and form of government organized its structures to exemplify that of the communist totalitarian state, which described capitalist democracy as a form of governance that is full of competition. The domestic systems of the two superpowers (the U.S and the Soviet Union) determined their modern relationship.
Applying the thinking of the second lens to describe the Second World War origins, at this point positing that the internal domestic systems of nations influence global politics. Going by this assumption, it shifts the attention of Adolf Hitler to the local instability of Germany at the cessation of the First World War. The presence of a weak democratic structure that is surrounded by adverse economic depression, high political extremism as well as radicalized the populace. The domestic state of Germany’s economy, society and political system may have implied that wrangles with its neighbors had nothing to do with the leadership system of Germany (Baylis et al., 2017).
Some political scientists posit that beyond the domestic fabric of a nation and individuals, the design of the global structure itself impacts the state relations; this is the thinking forwarded by the third lens. Researchers conducting their duties from the understanding of third lens comment that specific forms of government may have the same approach to international relations but will apply a different course of action (Baylis et al., 2017). For example, the U.S and France, both believed in democracy and were collaborators during the two world wars, even though they had disagreed over several issues, and at times they followed various foreign policies. Additionally, Germany that was severely defeated by both America and France in the two world wars, is a modern military friend in NATO. The people of Germany have not abolished their sense of nationhood or culture, yet, France, Germany and America have had different relationships with one another for the past five decades of the twentieth century unlike they did at the time of first half of the century.
The third lens holds on the view that like the nation shapes specific leaders; the same approach is extended to the overall international structures that significantly impact collections of states. The paradigms of a bipolar international structure, one overpowered by two superpowers, may happen to have differences of multipolar or unipolar structures, each of which is centered on a different element of power. The third lens believes that the distribution of power in the states influence authoritarian and democratic governments in the same way. The approach in which Vladimir Putin, the Russian president and George W. Bush the president of the United States of America run their two nations at the commencement of the twenty-first century is evaluated less by their individual interests of state systems than by the influence of U.S in relation to Russia (Baylis et al., 2017).  
Furthermore, the perspective of the third lens considers global systems like the NATO or the United Nations as well as international legal forums. Going by this perspective, it is clear that third lens is based on the view of international affairs on the mutual relationship between the law and institutions on the global stage as well as the relative power of nations. Examined via the perspectives of the third lens, the accountability of the Second World War changes from focusing on Hitler (First Lens) and the culture and domestic instability of Germany (Second lens) to the entire map of Europe. Before 1871, Germany had not been formed. A Few short years that followed, though a young Germany ruled over vast areas of central Europe. According to the explanation issued by the third lens, the pivotal duty of Germany is seen during the two world wars given the fact that it came into existence in the middle of a region that had settled politically. The arrival of Germany on the map of Europe disrupted the spread of power and triggered a series of conflicts that prolonged into the twentieth century. From this reasoning, it can be concluded that it was not domestic instability or fanatical leader that sparked the war, but a rather practical change in the chemistry as well as the geography of politics as well as relationships of power that was not enshrined in the law or the global institutions of the time.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The lenses of analysis structure provided by this book mirror similar analytical specifications discussed by other great political scientists such as J. David Singer using the common phrase ‘levels of analysis’. However, the idea of the lens significantly reflects the process of thinking applied when exploring the analytical structure of world politics. As Baylis et al. (2017), suggest, our views on critical variables sieve the pursuance of global relations. The primary assumptions issue a substantial lens that evaluates what variables the world can select to explore keenly, the descriptions that can be developed, arguments that can be presented and the conclusions that can be drawn. It is crucial to evaluate if the best elaboration global relations and events incorporate the separate pictures drawn from the three lenses into an enormous mosaic. Once the simplification of the complexity of global politics is realized through taking snapshots using every lens to narrow the focus of the world on a given problem, then the world should integrate all the pictures presented by every lens into one multifaceted structure to accomplish fuller perspective. Examination of different cases using the three lenses may promote description, although it may fail to direct one to best prescriptions. Instead, going through the lens by the lens in turns and comparing their outcomes can lead to the best answers. The first lens is, therefore, the best ones. This is because of perspectives drawn from each lens and the fact that international relations are mostly impacted by the actions of individual leaders as well as their interests.
Having explored analytic lens that best captures the reality of world politics in international relations and gives a vast explanation as to why the specific lens is the best as well as drawing comparisons of the different lenses, it can be concluded that international relations are a vast field that needs various compliments. Being a wide field international relation must be supported by alternative views so that the world can round out the reflection of lenses and reach a persuasive and valid comprehension of global politics.
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