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Þ Gunitsky (2017), Aftershocks: Thesis: Hegemonic shocks---moments of sudden rise and decline of great powers---act as powerful catalysts for 

cross-border bursts of domestic reform. These intense geopolitical disruptions not only alter the global hierarchy of leading states but also shape 
the wave-like spread and retreat of democracy and its rivals. As a result, the volatile evolution of domestic regimes in the twentieth century has 
been closely linked to tectonic shifts in the structure of global power.  

§ Hegemonic Shocks: (1) Produce windows of opportunity for regime imposition by temporarily lowering the costs are raising the 
legitimacy of foreign occupations; (2) Enable rising great powers to quickly expand their networks of trade and patronage, exogenously 
shifting the institutional preferences of many domestic actors and coalitions at once (2) Inspire emulation by credibly revealing hidden 
information about relative regime effectiveness to foreign audiences – by producing clear losers and owners, shocks legitimize certain 
regimes and make them more attractive to would-be imitators. The interaction of coercion, inducement, and emulation produce powerful 
waves of regime change in the wake of hegemonic shocks; since it is a game f relative gains and losses, the rise in that status of one power 
is accompanied by the decline of another. 

 
PART I: THEMES AND DEBATES IN IR 

 
1. The Uses and Limits of IR Theory 

 
The Spartan Debate and Melian Dialogue in The History of the Peloponnesian War by the Athenian historian Thucydides provide international relations 
(IR) scholars with two important lessons. In this response, I argue first that the exchanges, viewed in the context of Thucydides’ work more broadly, 
do not have a straightforward application to neorealist thinking in Kenneth Watlz’s Theory of International Politics thinking, nor do they provide a 
sufficient justification for the so-called ‘Thuycidides Trap’ coined by Harvard political scientist Graham T. Allison’s in his recent book Destined for 
War. Second, I argue that to argue that Thucydides is the ‘father of modern realism’, as Eliot Cohen writes in The American Interest, is a classic 
example of the misuse and abuse of history by parsimonious political scientists. Rather than adopting a narrow and selective reading of The History of 
Peloponnesian War to justify their arguments, resulting in a misuse or abuse of the historical record, IR theorists ought to take a more holistic and 
historiographical assessment of ancients texts to develop a deeper understanding of international political theory.  

I will briefly discuss some background on the texts. In the Spartan Dialogue, Thucydides depicts the state of discord over whether Sparta and 
its allies should go to war with the Athenians. Inasmuch as states today conduct their diplomacy through negotiation, so too, we find the perennial 
instruments of international law in question. The Athenians stand accused of breaching their long-standing treaty-commitments. Thucydides draws a 
contrast between the Lacedaemonians, on the one hand, and the Athenians, on the other. In a succession of speeches, we see the Lacedaemonians are 
loath to go to war hastily: they are portrayed as people who “delay”, failing “to see that peace stays with longest with those who are not more careful 
to use their power justly than to show their determination not to submit to injustice.” The problem is that they deal fairly, for their principle is not to 
injure others unless they are directly effected.  

By contrast, Thucydides portrays the Athenians as “addicted to innovation,” with “designs” characterized by “swiftness alike in conception and 
execution.” Athens is the antagonist, and because of their “innovation”, they have gone further than their competitors. The council exhorts the 
Lacedaemonians to join the Spartan confederacy of war against the aggressive Athenians. To this, the Athenian envoys interject with a word of caution: 
“consider the vast influence of accident in war, before you are engaged in it,” they tell the council. They are later joined by Archimadus, the 
Lacedaemonian King, who urges his peers: “war undertaken by a coalition for sectional interests, whose progress there is no means of foreseeing, does 



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS STUDY GUIDE - PHD 
not easily admit of creditable settlement.”  

After deliberating, the council voted. In the end, the Lacedaemoninans voted for war “not so much because they were persuaded by the 
arguments of the allies, but because they feared the growth of the power of the Athenians, seeing most of Hellas already subject to them.” In this 
quotation, successive generations of political scientists, among them Graham Allison, tell us lie the origins of modern realism.  

Whereas the Spartan Debate is concerned with the decision to go to war, the Melian Dialogue gives us an understanding of the cruelty with 
which the Athenians enforced their will. Sixteen years after the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War between Athens and Sparta, Thucydides depicts 
the Athenian envoy addressing the public on the island of Melos. Melos, which had long been independent, stayed neutral in the course of war. 
Sandwiched between the Athenian and Spartan hegemonies, the Melian people were caught in the cross-hairs. Thus, the Athenians wanted the Melians 
to surrender. The Athenians give the Melians an ultimatum: submit to the Athenians and retain their property and independence, or else be vanquished. 
Speaking to a Melian council, the Athenians warn: “the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must.”  

“Hope,” the Athenians emphasize, “is by nature an expensive commodity, and those who risk all on one cast find out what it means only when 
they are already ruined.” But that is not all. “You seem to forget that if one follows self interest one wants to be safe, whereas the path of justice and 
honour involves on of danger.” Even from the historical text, the rhetorical capabilities of the Athenians are made plain. They issue one last warning 
before departing: “goodwill shown by the party that is asking for help does not mean security for the prospective ally. What is looked for is a positive 
preponderance of power in action.” The Melians are unmoved, and do not surrender immediately. And so the Athenian envoys return to their ships, 
and their army commences hostilities. With Melos besieged, the Melians surrender. However, the Athenians brutally put all the men to death, selling 
the women and children into slavery.  

As Eliot Cohen writes in The American Interest, Thucydides is often called the “father of international relations realism.” While modern realism 
is most closely associated with Kenneth Waltz in Theory of International Politics (1979), the brutal lessons in Thucydides’ historical account are said 
to be the wellspring of realism’s assumptive foundations. That the Lacedaemonians ultimately voted for war, fearing Athens’ growing power, is the 
starting point in Graham T. Allison’s recent book Destined for War. In it, Allison argues that China’s status as a rising power somehow predestines it 
for war with the United States, long considered to have waning influence in international affairs. Why? He argues the fear of a competing hegemony 
sparks inevitable conflict, or hegemonic war.  

There are several reasons for questioning Allison’s strategy. First, as Cohen points out, as with any surviving ancient texts, there are a number 
of general ambiguities. The morals of the story, as it were, are fiercely contested. While Allison cleverly focuses on that last line of the Spartan Dialogue, 
he glosses over multilayered meanings found in The History of the Peloponnesian War. Fear is not the only driving factor in global politics. It is clear 
Thucydides took great pains to document the characters of different decision-makers prior to the vote for war. Allison may have considered the impact 
of individual character and deliberation in the conduct of statecraft and the decision to go war. Rather, Allison leans on a over-simplification of the 
historical text. So, too, can it be argued, as Arthur Waldrion suggests, that Allison’s selective focus on the fears of the Lacedaemoninans is supervened 
by his lack of expertise on China. Waldrion points out that Allison glosses over China’s economic vulnerabilities, and shows little evidence of 
substantive knowledge of the particularities of Chinese history in his rather faddish account. Why, as Eric Robinson asks, was there never a war between 
the United States and Soviet Union. Were the Thucydides Trap real, would war not have been inevitable between the superpowers?  

This raises a second issue of more general concern for the IR discipline: the treatment of history by political scientists. To be sure, in the Melian 
Dialogue, Thucydides shows us the drunkenness of power. The exhortations and self-aggrandizement of the Athenians are matched only by their 
brutality. The Melians, as Robinson points out, “paid for their delusions” about justice. Yet, as Robinson tells us, reading Thucydides literally belies a 
much more important truth. In his view, The History of Peloponnesian War is a reminder to IR scholars to practice “historical mindfulness.” Works 
like Thucydides’ do not have a simple meaning, but remind us about the different forces –characters, ideas, and interests---that drive the course of 
international history. “Fostering such historical mindfulness,” Robinson reasons a fortiori, “does not, unfortunately, grant one the straightforward 
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ability to predict the course of future events.”  

While drawing on the classics, as Allison has, endows one’s research program with a patina of legitimacy, it is the task of IR scholars to interrogate 
the historical and assumptive foundations of such handiwork.  
 
 
Þ Thucydides (431 BC), The History of the Peloponnesian War: 
Þ Cohen (2007), “Thucydides, Really”: 
Þ Betts (2007), “Not with my Thucydides you don’t”: 
Þ Crowley (2017), “Why the White House is reading Greek history”: 
Þ Waldron (2017), “There is no Thucydides Trap”: 
Þ Jaffe (2017), “The risks and rewards of Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War”:  
Þ Robinson (2017), “What Thucydides teaches us about politics”: 
Þ Lebow (2001), “Thucydides the constructivist”: 
Þ Welch (2003), “Why IR theorists should stop reading Thucydides”: 
Þ Walt (1998), “IR: One world, many theories”: 
 

2. Power, Interests, Ideas: Major Themes in IR Debate 
 
Þ Ball (2006), “Raising Leviathan: The brutish world of Thomas Hobbes” & “Order in Eden: Learning to Cooperate”: Hobbes defined power as 

the ability to secure well-being or personal advantage to obtain some future apparent Good. There is natural (inherent power) and instrumental 
power (means ins instruments to acquire more wealth, reputation, influential friends). But Hobbes ignored the social bonds that spread out from 
the life of the family. It follows that power is relative: the true measure of power is that of which it exceeds those around you. But men will, as 
a corollary of their instinct for self-preservation, be prepared to suppress their exploitative impulses and cooperate with one another: only thus 
can peace and stability be brought to the state of nature. Power must be transferred: creation of despotism by democratic means out of the 
anarchic state. Hobbes believed monarchy was the best system of rule.  

§ Prisoner’s Dilemma: That cooperation is good but defection is even better. While in one iteration, communication is impossible, you 
can communication with multiple iterations: in an iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma the players have a chance to learn from their mistakes 
and build a relationship of mutual trust.  

§ Secret of Cooperation: Tit-for Tat: (1) Don’t be the first to defect (be nice); (2) Always reciprocate; (3) Don’t be too clever; (4) Don’t 
be envious. Prisoner’s Dilemma is not zero-sum because if you both cooperate you both do well. 

Þ Barnett & Duvall (2005), “Power in International Politics”: “Power is an essentially contested concept.” Authors try to rescue the concept of 
power (Gunitsky, Week 2).  Main Point: The IR discourse only privileges the coercive form of power as part of a “theoretical tunnel vision”, 
while the authors offer four varieties: (1) compulsory (normally requires intentionality) (2) institutional (solutions to cooperative 
problems/dilemmas) (3) structural (determination of social capacities/interests) (4) productive power (generalized and diffuse structural 
processes) in contrast with realism. Key argument: power is constitutive: works through social relations that analytically precede the social 
or subject position of actors and constitutes their interests and capacities: “irreducibly social”. Looks through the agent-structure duality. 
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Application: (1) global governance + (2) American empire. Conclusion: Exhorts readers to abandon strict theoretical commitments to analyze 
connections between forms of power. 

§ Cf. Hobbes Leviathan infra  
Þ Jervis (2002), “Theories of war in an era of leading-power peace”: Motor of IR is leading states, who are strongly influenced by security 

concerns. Examines: (1) constructivism (norms of non-violence shape community, but mistakes cause for effect and insufficient attention to 
material incentives; (2) liberalism (linked together by democratic peace theory, but ignores “free trade is God’s diplomacy” and role of 
wealth/trade intercourse) and (3) realism (focuses on ‘common threat from Russia/China’ but cannot explain US hegemony or nuclear 
weapons). Main Point: Advocates a Synthetic Interactive Explanation: need for development and maintenance of a community based on costs 
and benefits (realism and liberalism) and a common identity. Central to the rise of the community is the decline in territorial disputes: today, 
the most common threat is economic depression. “The destructiveness of war, the benefits of peace, and the changes in values interact and 
reinforce each other.” Possible Futures: (1) diminished national autonomy (2) more extensive/intensive cooperation; (3) maintenance of US 
hegemony. Communities are not necessarily fated toward war. Cf. Adler, “Seizing the Middle Ground”; Cf. Democratic Peace Theory 
[SECURITY COMMUNITIES] 

Þ Gaddis (1992), “IR theory and the end of the Cold War”: “Theories provide a way of packaging patterns from the past in such ways as to make 
them usable in the present as guides to the future.” Morgenthau (1948) spoke of “social forces”, the products of human action, which ought to 
manifest in a similar manner. Waltz exhorted the use of theory to forecast the future and understand the causes of war. (1) Behavioral 
Approach: Classical empiricism based on observable phenomena; cf.  (2) Structural Approach: Focuses on unobservable and unmeasurable 
things (criticized because does not distinguish structure from states, and does not account for structural change, nor does it look at time as a 
process); AND (3) Evolutionary Approach: combines structural and behavioral and extends to time (linear OR cyclical view) and cyclical 
evolution, which is a useful correction to Fukuyama fallacy about the “end of history and the last man”. Conclusion: “Failure of IR is because 
of methodological passing of ships in the night; the old Newtonian vision of a deterministic science has faded. 

Þ Gat (2005), “The Democratic Peace Theory Reframed: The Impact of Modernity”: Democratic peace theory overlooked the revolution in 
industrial technology. Democracy, liberalization, economic development, and pacific inflections have all been intimately bound together in the 
modern transformation. Conclusion: Radical transformation of ICT revolution urges us to reconsider and amend the democratic peace theory. 
Need to focus on the growth of imagined communities.  

Þ Risse-Kappen (1993), “Ideas do not float freely: transnational relations, domestic structures and the end of the Cold War”: Structural and 
functional explanations of the end of the cold war (both liberal and realist) are underdetermining and cannot account for the specific content of 
the change in Soviet foreign policy and the Western response to it. Main Point: These theories need to be complemented by approaches that 
emphasize interactional and domestic influences on state behavior and take the role of ideas—knowledge, values, and strategic concepts---
seriously. Ideas intervene between material power-related factors on the one hand and state interests/preferences on the other. Do not “float 
freely”: decision-makers are always exposed to several concepts. Transnational promoters of FP must align with domestic coalitions. Cf. (1) 
Realism: Might be able to explain “window of opportunity” in light of structural conditions, but fails to show why particular ideas were 
selected over others; (2) Liberalism: Does not explain timing, and there are multiple liberalisms. Conclusion: Immediate causes need specific 
context. Since power-related concepts are underdetermining, must look at ideas as intervening variables: not alternative, but complimentary.  

 
3. Ontology and Epistemology: The Philosophy of Science in IR 
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Þ Jackson & Nexon (2009), “Paradigmatic faults in IR theory”: None of the extant approaches deserve being called paradigms or research 

program (Kuhn and Lakatos referred to natural sciences). Instead, reconceive of them as Weberian ideal-typifications. Main Point: To qualify 
as a paradigms, a set of theories must involve not merely common assumptions and orientations but shared incommensurable content with 
respect to others. (1) Kuhnian Paradigms: Argued that scientific revolution is driven by changes in fundamental assumptions about the world 
(must be incommensurable conceptually, observationally, or methodologically: Theories incommensurable if: (i) two theories are articulated in 
languages that are not mutually translatable without loss (ii) differing assumptions about nature of evidence that counts for evaluation (iii) 
differences in methods that comprise scientific investigation); (2) Lakatosian Research Programs (Methodology of Scientific Research 
Programs, MSRP): Must embrace different epistemologies or metatheories ( (i) there must be a series of ‘leading ideas’ that constitute ‘hard 
core commitments that cannot be abandoned without abandoning the research program altogether; (ii) remediable incommensurability: argues 
Kuhn’s incommensurability is not a basis for distinguishing research programs). Misapplication to IR: IR theories are commensurable, they just 
cover different topics, and the misapplication has had deleterious impacts on boundary-demarcation between debates. Paradigms to Ideal 
Types: IR is an eclectic discipline. Weber constructed “ideal types”, which are asymptomatic limits within which ideal types reside. 
Conclusion: Recast the “isms” within ideal-typical limits captures the benefits of mapping the discipline, but avoids costs of compressing 
scholars and theories into research programs.  

Þ Wight (2013), “Philosophy of social science and IR”: 
Þ Walker (2010), “The perils of paradigm mentalities: revisiting Kuhn, Lakatos, and Popper”: Kuhn and Lakatos never intended for their ideas to 

apply for social sciences. Kuhn argued for universally recognized scientific achievement in paradigm shift. Lakatos conceived of research 
programs. Popper, who theorized the open society and advocated for theoretical pluralism, believed in falsification and a competition among 
theories rather than a hegemonic reign of one paradigm/research program. Conclusion: To better understand the complexity of IR subject 
matter, we must heed Poppers advice to “keep the flow of ideas running from all tributaries.”  

Þ Koestler (1964), “The evolution of ideas” in The Act of Creation: Science advances in an unpredictable and unscientific wage known as the 
“blocked matrix”; (1) incubation or “creative anarchy” (2) eureka act (3) verification, elaboration, consolidation. Looked at the evolution of 
ideas as an “ever-repeated differentiation, specialization, and reintegration. Conclusion: History of science is analogous to biological evolution. 
There are stages of anarchy and incubation, emergence, and synthesis. There are equal constructive and deconstructive aspects. The progress of 
science is neither continuous nor cumulative, and verifiable.  

Þ Carr (1961), What is History?: What is a fact? It is the historian’s to select, since the historian’s main task is to evaluate. Therefore history is 
never “pure” since they cannot exist in pure form. Historian has a duty to respect his facts, and not exhausted by need for accuracy; there must 
also be a theme and interpretation. Conclusion: Historian is in an apparently precarious situation: (1) Scylla of an untenable theory of history as 
an objective compilation of facts of unqualified primacy of fact over interpretation; and (2) Charybdis of an untenable theory of history as the 
subjective product of the mind of the historian who established the facts and masters them through the art of interpretation. 

Þ Wendt (1998), “On constitution and causation in IR”: There is a deep epistemological rift over the extent to and ways in which we can know 
our subject. Positivists look at right methods, and post-positivists do not think there is a privileged access to the truth in IR, least of all as a 
social science. Explainers v. Understanders: Explaining is causal, whereas understanding is constitutive, what KKV attribute to ‘causal 
inference’ versus ‘descriptive inference’. Conclusion: IR needs to explain our knowledge of how the world works, not worry whether we can 
know what we now. “A reflexive, critical science if international politics needs every kind of knowledge it can get.”  
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Þ Lake (2013), “Theory is dead, long live theory: The end of the Great Debate and the rise of eclecticism in IR”: Lake (2013) says the ‘isms’ are 

sects/pathologies that put methods above theory, diverting attention from the things that matter. Cf. Mearsheimer and Walt (2013), who say 
Lake (2013) privileges methods over theory.  

Þ Mearsheimer & Walt (2013), “Leaving theory behind: why simplistic hypothesis testing is bad for IR”: Main Point: Downgrading theory and 
elevating hypothesis testing is a mistake because we need theories to identify causal mechanisms; theories are essential for testing hypotheses 
correctly. Theories are like maps that aim to simplify reality, and containing components that are concepts and variables. Virtues of Theory: (1) 
big picture economic explanations; (2) powerful theory can revolutionize thinking; (3) enables prediction; (4) diagnosing policy 
problems/decision-making; (5) policy evaluation; (6) informs retrodiction; (7) helpful with sparse facts; (8) critical for empirical testing. 
Critique of Current Theory: (1) Misspecific models with omitted variables; (2) misleading measurement; (3) poor data; (4) absence of 
explanation; (5) lack of cumulation. Why is IR headed this way? (1) professional incentives (2) computing 93) KKV; (4) debate on democratic 
peace; (5) IR encourages hypothesis testing; (6) more demand for empirical work; (7) professionalization of academia. Conclusion: IR should 
be approached with humility; there is no single theory or methodological magic bullet. Thus we need diversity.  

 
4. Research Design and Causal Inference 

 
Þ Jervis (1998), System Effects: Most theorists think in non-evolutionary terms. Definition of System: (A) a set of units or elements is 

interconnected so that changes in some elements or their relations produce changes in other parts of the system AND (B) the entire system 
exhibits properties and behaviors that are different from the other parts. Interconnections are emergent properties that define systems. Effects in 
a system are delayed and indirect because they are mediated and delayed. Interactions, not Additivity: We intuitively expect linear 
relationships, whereas we need to examine how the state of a variable was reached. (1) First Interactions – Rules Cannot be Predicted from 
Separate Actions (difficult to attribute outcome among variables) (2) Second Interactions – Strategies Depend on the Strategies of Others 
(determined interactively) (3) Third Interactions – Behavior Changes Environment (capabilities/preferences/beliefs of actors can be changed by 
interaction, creating circular effects like the security dilemma). Power should not be conceived of as just strength cf. Waltz (1979). Testing 
propositions is also difficult because of complexity. MP: Additive and linear operations cannot capture what happens because the impact of the 
variable and strategy shape the environment itself. Feedback: Feedback are central to how systems behave, and can be positive (self-
amplifying) or negative (dampening/destabilizing). Applies to BOP. Critique: analogous to Smith’s ‘invisible hand’, argues that “maintenance 
of the system is an unintended consequences of the states seeking to advance themselves”. Argues for separation between intentions and 
outcomes. Argues for spirals and dominos.  

Þ Gilovich (1991), “How we know what isn’t so”: We are naturally predisposed to seeing order and meaning I the world and find chaos and 
meaninglessness unsatisfying. Types of Misperception: (1) Clustering illusion (2) Judgment by Representativeness (4) Misperception of 
Random Dispersion (5) Cementing our Misperception w/ Causal Theory (6) Misunderstanding Instances of Statistical Regression 

Þ Shively (2009), The Craft of Political Research: Typically in social science, there is an ‘if x, then y’ approach to research. There is an 
independent and dependent variable. Good theory is (1) simple (2) predictive accuracy and (3) importance.  

Þ Whelan (2013), Naked Statistics: Regression is a ‘miracle elixir’, since simple association is not enough to conclude. Some limitations and 
mistakes: (1) using regression to analyze non-linear relationships (2) correlation does not equal causation (3) reverse causation (4) omitted 
variable bias (5) highly correlated explanatory variables (6) extrapolating beyond the data (7) a data mining (too many variables) Conclusion: 
Even a miracle elixir does not work when there are too many explanatory variables. 
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Þ Bennett & Ellman (2007), “Case study methods in the IR subfield”: Case studies contribute to improving understanding of world politics 

despite skeptics who say they are unconnected, a theoretical, and idiographic. Must select the right cases: must maximize the inferential 
leverage from choosing least likely cases, most similar/least similar, combining cross-case and over-time comparisons, and deviant cases. 
Main Point: allows for conceptual innovation, creation of typologies and type-concepts, and enables process tracing that facilitates causal 
theorizing involving both inductive and deductive methods. Conclusion: Argues for multi-method words in IR. 

Þ Rogowski (1995), “The role of theory and anomaly in social-scientific inference”: KKV insufficiently emphasizes the centrality of patterns --- 
indeed of paradigms --- to efficient scientific inquiry (cf. Jackson & Nexon, 2009; Wight, 2013; Koestler, 1964; Wendt, 1998; Lake, 2013; cf. 
Mearseimer & Walt, 2013). Conclusion: Multimethod works can be particularly powerful approaches as they offset the limitations of other 
methods cf. (Adler, 1997: “Seizing the Middle Ground”). 

Þ Waltz (1997), “Evaluating theories”: Reality is complex; theory is simple. By simplifications, theories lay bare the essential elements in play 
and indicate necessary relations of cause and interdependency. When faced with facts, one must determine which are important (cf. Carr, 1961, 
“What is history?”). Lakatos argues there is a certeris parabus clause implied with theory, since they are idealizations (cf. Walker, 2010). 
Makes an explicit comparison to economics: economics predicts tendencies rather than particular sates and conditions. One cannot judge the 
fertility of a research program by evaluating work done outside of it. Conclusion: Evaluating theory requires a back and forth between 
implications of theory and uncertain state of afairs we take to be the reality against which theory is tested. Not that theory is true; rather, that it 
is taken seriously.  

Þ Mahoney (2010), “After KKV: The New Methodology of Qualitative Research”: We are in the post-KKV era, and there are now 
methodological possibilities. (1) Process Tracing and Causal Process Observations (2) Set Theory and Logic (3) Cross-case analysis (4) 
Conceptualization and concept analysis (5) Combining qualitative/quantitative research methods.  

 
 

PART II: APPROACHES IN IR 
 

5. Roots of Modern IR Theory 
 
Þ Carr (1964), The Twenty Years’ Crisis: Science in international politics has arisen in response to popular demand. (1) Utopianism: visionary 

projects and teleology of the discipline (2) Realism: emphasizes existing forces and technique. Utopia and reality are antithetical, and 
correspond with the intellectual and bureaucrat. Correspond with left and right, and ethics and politics. Realist Critique: History is a series of 
cause and effect, theory does not create practice but rather practice creates theory; ad politics is not a function of ethics, but rather ethics a 
function of politics. Embraces national interest over the universal good. Limitations of Realism: Does not provide us with a spring of action. 
Main Point: Political thought must be based on elements of both utopia and reality. Nature of Politics: Man has always lived in groups; man 
displays egoism and sociability, and states must be based on common interests and obligations. Society has a dual character. Power in IR: 
Political power is (1) military (ultima ratio) (2) economic power AND (3) power over opinion.  

Þ Morgenthau (1948), “The Political Science of EH Carr”: Does not take issue with Carr’s analysis of the main modes of international thought 
and the juxtaposition between utopianism and realism. Does not reassert principles or replace them. Carr sets out to discover a new morality in 
the political world with only the vaguest notion of what morality is. “Power thus corrupts not only the actor, but even the observe, unfortified by 
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a transcendant standard of ethics. Conclusion: “It is a dangerous thing to be a Machiavelli. It is a disastrous thing to be a Machiavelli without 
virtù.” 

Þ Mearsheimer (2005), “EH Carr v. idealism: the battle rages on”: Main Point: Carr is still correct insofar as states are main actors in world 
politics committed to pursuing power at each other’s expense. Current bias against realism in British academia is therefore foolhardy. 
Notwithstanding globalization, states will be the main actors in the foreseeable future. Thinks of the idealists as social engineers, and think that 
Carr overstates the tension between utopia and reality. Conclusion: Realism touches on enduring aspects of international order, and it is unwise 
for idealists to try and marginalize the study of security.  

Þ Williams (2013), “In the beginning: the IR enlightenment and the ends of IR theory”: Main Point: IR theory is part of a wider movement in 
post-war American political studies known as the ‘political studies enlightenment’, and realism was an attempt to save liberalism. The 
Enlightenment engaged several questions: (1) ‘radical evil’ in modernity; (2) dominance of instrumental reason, technology, and technical 
rationality; (3) rise of mass society and mass politics; (4) accompanying crisis of liberalism and its vision for democracy; (5) rise of extreme 
nationalism and anti-liberal politics as a partial consequence of liberal modernity. Goal of the Enlightenment was to analyze these dynamics 
philosophically, historically, and sociologically, and understand how they might be countered in a pursuit of Enlightenment values and 
principles. IR theory was invented: but the realism v. utopianism, were really two sides of the same debate --- the defence of a specific vision 
of liberal politics, with the future of the United States as a core issue. Conclusion: Concerns of the Enlightenment have disappeared.  

Þ Schmidt (2013), “On the history and historiography of IR”: Problematizes the prevalent interpretations of how the identified has developed, and 
show that (1) theoretical insights have been erased or forgotten; (2) field has powerful myths regarding the evolution of the field in actual 
history and (3) an adequate understanding of history is essential for explaining the character of our present assumptions in the field. The 
interdisciplinary nature of IR is distinctive. US political culture, generally neglected, shows why IR has developed differently in different fields. 
Historiography: (1) Presentism and “Idealized Form”: (i) there are references to epic traditions that diverts attention from actual academic 
practices; (ii) use history to confer legitimacy to contemporary research programs; (iii) elusive but persistent attempt for IR to become a true 
science; (2) Contextualism: assumption that history can be explained in terms of exogenous events: (i) must assess contributors perceived 
context; (ii) no direct transmission belt between particular developments and schools of thoughts, methodological orientation, or even 
substantive focus. Main Point: contrary to popular belief, the field was never dominated by a field of utopian scholars adhering to an idealist 
paradigm (cf. Carr, 1964; Mearsheimer, 2005). Conclusion: IR is consistently in an identity crisis. The role of race, which fundamentally 
shaped IR history, is also missing.  

 
6. Modern Realism 

 
Þ Waltz (1979), Theory of International Politics: Waltz aims to examine extant theories, articulate corrective theory, and then explore several 

applications of the theory. Laws and Theories: Laws establish relations between variables, whereas theories are collections of laws that are 
probabilistic. Theory is more complex than law quantitatively. Appeals to Aristotelian physics and natural law. Theories are statements that 
explain laws, but while laws remain, theories can come and go. A theory is merely the best model. Theories must be made “creatively” (cf. 
Koestler, 1964). Four methods for theorizing: (1) isolating factors/forces certeris paribus; (2) abstraction; (3) aggregation; (4) idealization. 
Testing Theory: (1) state hypothesis (2) infer hypotheses from it (3) subject hypotheses to experimental/observational tests (4) taking (2) and 
(3), use definitions in the theory being tested (5) eliminating or control perturbing variables not included in the theory under test (6) devise a 
number of distinct and demanding tests (7) if the test is not passed, ask if theory fails or needs repair/restatement. Systemic and Political 
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Theories: SYSTEM: “A system is a way to show how two levels operate and interact, and that requires marking them off from each other.” Cf. 
Hoffman, who “mixes and mingles” unit and structure; and cf. Kaplan, who “confuses systems with their environment” in BOP. Main Point: IR 
lacks the articulated order and hierarchic arrangements that would make a general-systems approach appropriate (cf. Jervis, 1998, System 
Effects). Reductionist and Systemic Theories: Reductionist look at how elements explain outcomes. There is a general failure to explain 
international outcomes analytically through a systemic approach. “A theory of international politics can succeed only if political structures are 
defined in ways that identify their causal effects and show how those effects vary as structures change. Focuses on the forces at play at the 
systemic level. Structure: Impacts through the (1) socialization of actors and (2) designates the set of constraining conditions. Political 
Structures: International systems cannot be explained reductively. Three propositions: (i) structures may endure while personality, behavior, 
and interactions vary widely; (ii) structural definition applies to realms of widely different substance so long as the arrangement of parts is 
similar AND (iii) because this is so, theories developed for one realm may with some modification be applicable to other realms as well. A 
structure is defined by the arrangement of its parts. (1) Ordering Principles: Lack of order called anarchy (2) Character of Units: States are 
the major unit, but not the only unit. Akin to firms. Discounts transnational phenomena. (3) Distribution of Capabilities: Refers to the 
functional distribution and extent of capabilities. Anarchic Structures and Balance of Power: A microeconomic theory of the market is the 
starting point: focuses on anarchy and the self-help system AND oligopolistic nature of system. Structural constraints explain why the methods 
of realpolitik are used despite differences in the people and states who use them. BOP theory: states are unitary actors who seek self-
preservation at a minimum and domination at a maximum. Systemic theory predicts the formation of BOP using economic analogy based on 
interests and motives.  

Þ Waltz (1990), “Realist thought and neorealist theory”: Adopts a similar economic line of thinking like the post-physiocrats, who were able to 
derive explanatory principles from a complex set of facts. Despite complexity raised by Aron, the concept of market as a “bounded economic 
domain” gives us tools and concepts for simplifying. Neo realism isolates distinguishing internal and external factors. Casual Directions: States 
can only be studied by isolating structural and unit-level, where international structure is defined by (i) ordering principles like anarchy and (ii) 
distribution of capabilities (Waltz, 1979). Power for neorealists is not Hobbesian or like Morgenthau, who see it as a means to an end; rather, it 
is a defining aspect of structure. Central question: how can structure be distinguished from its interacting parts?  

Þ Jervis (1998), “Realism and the study of world politics”: Asserts that the theories we find attractive are not just influenced by events, but also 
by general political orientations. Programs and paradigms are notoriously difficult to confirm or disconfirm (cf. Jackson & Nexon, 2009; 
Wight, 2013; Walker, 2010). Rationalism: Argues that behavior can be understood as an actor’s attempt to maximize their utility function, but 
this is a thin version of rational choice that does not take account for differences and biases. Constructivism: is skeptical of universality, and 
shares a focus on interaction w/ rationalism. Can be combined in a game-theoretic account. Rationalism cannot supply the knowledge, but 
constructivism can fill the middle ground. Ruggies/Polanyi (1957) are no sufficiently applied.  

 
7. Realism: Legacies and Criticisms 

 
Þ Waltz (1986), “Reflections on theory of international politics: a response to my critics”:  

§ Cf. Ruggie, who argues that Waltz does not consider Durkheim’s ‘dynamic density’: replies that his is an attempt to find the 
theoretically most tenable and practically useful definition of structure. Ruggie mingles the structure and unit levels: Durkheim did not 
confound the intenranl conditions of states with their external environments. Dynamic density is a unit-level condition. Ruggie’s logic 
is infinitely expansible. Elegant definitions of structure enable one to fashion an explanatory system having only a few variables. 
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§ Cf. Keohane: Does not understand why Keohane thinks selection does not work if the death rate of a system’s units is low. In 

oligopolistic sectors, the survival rate of firms is higher, although their fortunes will rise and fall. Selection: lessens the importace of 
the rationality assumption.  

§ Cf. Ashley: Argues that states embody the BOP. Waltz argues that BOP antedates the unites that engage in balancing. He focuses on 
problem-solving theory and left critical-theory aside: assumptions have to be made. Structures shape and shove: they do not determine 
behaviors and outcomes, because the shaping and shoving may be successfully resisted. 

Þ Gilpin (1981), War and Change: Argues that both sociology and economics (cf. Waltz, 1979; Waltz, 1986; Jervis, 1998). Sociology adds that 
structural and individual determinants of behavior, whereas economic theory gives us the general conception of social and political change. 
Argues Waltz’s insights are indicative of the strength of sociological approach Waltz (1979) argued that individual states compose the system, 
but have limited control over its operations and must conform to a competitive/anarchic logic of interaction. Gilpin’s goal is to articulate a 
theory of change, which is missed in the emphasis on so-called middle range theory, which ignores the more general theoretical problems. 
Change has been neglected in the literature, Gilpin argues, because of the Western bias seen in the literature. Goal: To draw on sociology and 
politics to articulate an intellectual framework of how change occurs as a general theory: “IR continues to be a recurring struggle for wealth 
and power among independence actors in a state of anarchy” (Gilpin, 1981: 7). Nature of Political Change: Arrangement of system reflects the 
relative power of actors involved. But interests change as a result of economic and technological developments, so those who benefit most and 
gain power will seek to effect change in their interest. Thus, a precondition for change lies in the disjuncture between current system and the 
redistribution of power toward those actors who would benefit from a change in the system.  

§ Assumptions: (1) system is stable (equilibrium) if not states believe it is profitable to change (2) state attempts change if benefits > 
costs (net gain) (3) state will seek change through territorial/political/economic expansion until marginal costs of further change are > 
or = marginal benefits (4) once equilibrium is reached there is a tendency for costs of maintaining status quo to rise faster than 
capacity to support (5) if disequilibrium is not resolved, new equilibrium reflecting the distribution of power will be established. 
Conflicts, alliances, and diplomatic interaction are the defining elements of the system.  

§ Definition of Power: military/economic/technological capabilities 
§ Definition of State: An organization that provides protection (welfare) in exchange for revenue, which is the principal mechanism by 

which society provides public goods and overrides the free rider problem. Principally through enforcement of property rights. But*, 
state and society mutually constitute.  

§ Interests and Objective: Only individuals and groups can have interests determined through coalitions. Uses the indifference curve to 
represent the hierarchy of goals, demands, and utilities (trade-offs): (1) slope varies in societies (2) slope may shift in response to 
internal and external changes reflecting coalitions (3) indifference is a function of wealth and power in society. Ergo, change in 
relative costs of objectives tend to change state behavior. Goals: (1) conquest (2) influence (3) control 

§ System - OLIGOPOLISTIC: Creation arrangements to advance particular interests, which in turn as a reciprocal influence on state 
behavior providing the constraints and opportunities for the pursuit of interests. “A system is an aggregation of diverse entities united 
by regular interaction according to a form of control.” (1) Diverse entities (processes/structures/actors/attributes of actors) (2) regular 
interaction (3) form of control that regulates behavior (formal and informal rules). Boundaries of the system: Has a set of boundaries 
that set it apart from the larger environment that are arbitrary and subjective. 

§ Forms of Control: (1) The distribution of power is the principal form off control (2) hierarchy of prestige is second, and has a 
moral/functional basis based on the successful use of power.  
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§ Legitimacy/Right to Rule: (1) victory in last hegemonic war and demonstrated ability to enforce will (2) rule of dominant power is 

frequently accepted because provides goods like security (3) position of dominant power may be supported by values common to a set 
of states.  

§ Types of Change: (1) Systems Change: change in the nature of the actors or diverse entities that compose system is systems change; it 
involves a change in the character of the international system; (2) Systemic Change: involves a change in the governance or control of 
the international system; (3) Interaction Change: modifications to the political/economic/other interactions or processes among actors 
in an international system.  

§ Incremental/Revolutionary Change: Change is caused by different rates of change for the major components composing the 
international political change. Rejects the overly deterministic interpretation of political change (Durkheim): nondeterministic 
approach clarifies a major issue about the decline of US hegemony and future developments. 

Þ Zakaria (1992), “Realism and domestic politics”: A good explanation of foreign policy should not ignore domestic politics or national culture 
or individual decision makers. In order to achieve balance between the parsimony of a spare theory and greater descriptive accuracy, a first-cut 
theory can be layered successfully with additional causes from different levels of analysis focusing on domestic regime types, bureaucracies, 
and statesmen.  

Þ Schmidt (2005), “Competing realist conceptions of power”: Definition of ‘power’ is essentially contested: (1) resource based or (2) relational. 
Problem is the issue of power conversion. Main Point: Realism has many variants. 

§ Classical Realism: Hans Morgenthau originally adopted a relational and national approach to power, aligning with Weber. Carr 
claimed power was indivisible but could be divided (military/economic/opinion). The classical realists derived their notion of power 
from human nature. There is always conflict between status quo and revisionist powers. 

§ Structural Realism: States need sufficient power in self-help system. There is offensive realism that states will seek to maximize power 
because of competition. Defensive realism argues states will seek to minimize power gaps rather than maximize to their own 
advantage. 

§ Modified Realism: Argue anarchy is permissive force rather than independent causal force. Recognize that power is an amalgam, and 
that perceptions of decision-makers matter most. Power is not an end itself, but a means of controlling and shaping their environment. 
Like Zakaria (1992), the emphasis is on maximizing influence.  

Þ Snyder (2002), “Mearsheimer’s world – offensive realism and the struggle for security”: Mearsheimer’s premise is that great powers seek to 
maximize their relative power animated by search for security (security motivation + structural causation). They believe status quo powers 
rarely exist because the system creates incentives for states to look for opportunities to gain power: ultimate goal is hegemon. The unstated 
assumption by Mearsheimer is that states place a high value on security (cf. Waltz, 1979).  

§ Security Dilemma: Herz: Striving to attain security from attack, states are driven to acquire more and more power to escape the impact 
of others … since none can ever feel entirely secure, power competition ensues (cf. Norrlof, who argues it is about ‘trust’ at a 
fundamental level). For Mearsheimer, the best offence is a good defence, and focuses on territorial expansion rather than other 
elements. Mearsheimer argues Waltz (1979) has a status quo bias. Instead, Mearsheimer proposes (1) balancing (acting to preserve 
extant system) or (2) buck passing (hold and take no action, which is free riding in a multi-polar context). Critique: Mearsheimer does 
not engage with security dilemma or conciliatory projects.  

§ Conclusion: Mearsheimer does not consider non-security interests like ideology, national unification, human rights, or national 
movements. To improve, must account for ideal type model and marginal utility calculations. 
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Þ Rathburn (2008), “A rose by any other name: neoclassical realism as the logical and necessary extension of structural realism”: Main Point: 

Neoclassical realism is a logical extension and necessary part of advancing realism, and Rathburn (2008) seeks to corrects the mistaken 
presumption that particular paradigms own domestic politics and ideas: rather, each paradigm has access to these variables but must make them 
their own. Thesis: Neoclassical realism has theoretical coherence, distinctiveness, and progressiveness. Paradigms in social sciences cannot be 
held to same standards (cf. Jackson & Nexon, 2009; Wight, 2013; Walker, 2013; Koestler, 1964). How is it an outgrowth of realism? (1) ideas 
and domestic political variables are significant factors on state’s ability to harness latent material power (2) and on questions other than power, 
the system is biased by ideas and domestic politics. Serves purposes: (1) distinct from liberalism/constructivism (2) provides rationale for 
domestic politics (3) reveals that realism has a remarkably coherent logic. Cf. Legro & Moravcsik’s (1999) “strategy of appropriation”, argues 
they have a mistaken notion that paradigms have exclusive rights to the building blocks of IR. The domestic level/regime attributes (cf. Zakaria, 
1992) allocated societal resources, and thus state strength is not constant. Must account for mobilization, which is a focus of Neoclassical 
Realism: neoclassical realism uses domestic politics and ideas to fill out the incomplete picture begun by structural realism. Agree with Waltz 
(1979) that system is the starting point, but argues that anarchy is not determinative itself. Two Parts of a Whole: Neoclassical realism 
compliments structural realism because it shows why domestic politics are to blame when system imperatives are not met, and therefore it is 
not ad hoc. Looks therefore at the extent of impact/punishment: (1) when state no longer is guardian of national interest but for narrower 
interests OR (2) when ideas constitute an alternative socially constructive reality that differs fundamentally from what neorealists describe. 
Conclusion: The ideal-typical rational unitary state is the baseline.   

Þ Legro & Moravcsik (1999), “Is anybody still a realist” Assumptions/causal mechanisms of realism have been stretched with no apparent effort 
to resolve the apparent contradictions: they lack nontrivial set of core assumptions. Theoretical Paradigm: Two factors: (1) coherence AND (2) 
distinctiveness. Argue that realism has three assumptions: (1) actors are rational and unitary 92) nature of state preferences is fixed and 
uniformly conceptual (3) international structure and the primacy of material capabilities. Cf. Rathburn (2008), argues neoclassical realism has 
theoretical indeterminacy.  

§ Two-Stage/Two-Step Method: Assumes rationalist/bounded rationality theory of behavior in which states are the relevant actor, the 
domestic and transnational state-society relations of preference and belief formation can be analytically separated from the logic of 
interstate interaction whether explained by realism or institutionalism. Implications: (1) each IR theory has a comparative advantage 
explaining an input into a bargaining game AND (2) more defensible and internally consistent approach to theory synthesis. 

§ Conclusion: Best way to evaluate a social scientific paradigm is to look at what it excludes; realism is degenerating because it is being 
stretched beyond recognition. 

Þ “Brother, can you spare a paradigm?” 
§ Weaver: Legro & Moravcsik (1999) do not consider that theories are concerned with both determinants and consequences. Fail to 

appreciate that the system will punish. Three Tasks: (1) Operationalize punishment to admit careful empirical tests of causal 
mechanisms (2) address important empirical challenge regarding democratic efficacy (3) resolve internal paradoxes in realism. 

§ Hellman: Responding to Legro & Moravcsik’s (1999) “call for paradigmatic precision”, argues (1) seems like a labelling exercise to 
outsiders and (2) does not specify their philosophy of science position. Right to call for synthesis, but first-order theory is the starting 
point for this exercise. 

§ Schweller: Legro & Moravcsik (1999) mischaracterize realism as a paradigm based on objective/material capabilities. Rather, realism 
is about persistent distributional conflict. Problem is really that the Neoclassical Realists (cf. Rathburn, 2008) cling to traditional 
“power” roots. 
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8. Rationalism 

 
Þ Schelling (1960), Strategy of Conflict: Bargaining, Communication, and Limited War:  

§ Tacit bargaining (common interests): is importance in cases of limited war. There must be “mutual recognition” of some unique signal 
that coordinates expectations of each other. Most situations provide clues. 

§ Tacit Bargaining (divergent interests): each party is the prisoner/beneficiary of mutual expectations. General conclusion is that 
participants can “solve” their problem in a substantial portion of cases. The coordination problem determines the outcome of the 
rivalry.  

§ Explicit Bargaining: concept of coordination does not seem applicable to explicit bargaining, although there is evidence that influence 
is present even in explicit bargaining. There are a range of potential outcomes, so the coordination of expectations is analogous to the 
coordination of behavior when there is no communication. Communication should thus be the focus.  

§ Tacit Negotiation and Limited War: Conclusions (1) tacit agreement(s) arrived at through partial/haphazard negotiation require terms 
that are qualitatively distinguishable from the alternatives and cannot be a matter of degree (2) when agreement is reached with 
incomplete communication, participants must be ready to allow the situation to exercise substantial constraint.  

§ Examples: That toxic gas was not used in WWII, and the physical configuration of Korea. 
Þ Axelrod (1984), The Evolution of Cooperation: Question: Under what conditions will cooperation emerge in a world of egoists without central 

authority? How can cooperation ever develop in situations where each individual has an incentive to be selfish?  
§ The Problem of Cooperation: Focuses on the security dilemma. Object is to develop a theory of cooperation that shows the necessary 

conditions for cooperation to emerge. Prisoner’s Dilemma: Will examine two players that interact. Why does cooperation emerge? 
Because players will meet again. 

§ Success of TIT-for-TAT: Oligopolistic competition can be modelled using the Prisoner’s Dilemma. Game has 200 moves: 3 for 
mutual cooperation, 1 for mutual defection; if one defects and other cooperates, it is a 5-0 payoff. TIT-for-TAT strategy: the ‘echo’ 
effect predominates. Cites evolutionary biology in that it is generational, and process promotes a survival of the fittest phenomenon. 
Conclusion: TIT-for-TAT benefits from its own clarity: it is nice, retaliatory, forgiving, and clear.  

§ Live and Let Live in WWI: Trench warfare and WWI was a zero-sum game, and there was tit-for-tat retaliation: there was an ethics of 
care and ethics of revenge. Conclusion: Cooperation can occur amongst antagonists, not just friends.  

Þ Fearon (1995), “Rationalist explanations of war”: Puzzle: Wars are costly but occur nonetheless. Article seeks to provide a clear statement of a 
rationalist theory of war that is theoretically coherent and empirically plausible.* Thesis: A coherent explanation must do more than give 
reasons for why armed conflict is an attractive option; rather, it must show why states are unable to locate an alternative outcome that both 
would prefer to a fight. Three answers: (1) rational leaders may not be able to locate mutually preferable negotiated settlement due to private 
information about relative capabilities (2) rationally-led states may be unable to arrangement a settlement that both would prefer due to 
commitment problems (incentive to renege on agreements) (3) peaceful settlement may be difficult because of issue indivisibilities.  

§ Puzzle: Standards explanations do not distinguish ex ante and ex post efficiency. Anarchy does not look ex post, security dilemma says 
nothing about feasibility of peaceful bargains, doers not examine specific mechanism in enforceable contracts, does not explain the 
rationality of preventative war. Answer: Issue divisibility is the key. Provided issues are (i) divisible and (ii) there can be side-
payments, there should exist a set of negotiated agreements that have greater utility for both sides than the gamble of war does: ex post 
inefficiency opens up the possibility of an ex ante bargaining range. 
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§ War Due to Private Information & Incentives to Misrepresent: Ideas do not go far enough in pointing toward a rationalist theory of 

war because there can be disagreements about relative power.  
§ War Due to Miscalculations of an Opponent’s Willingness to Fight: Uncertainty about values and issues, which like relative power 

shaping the negotiating range, can also lead to war.  
§ Incentives to Misrepresent in Bargaining: Prewar bargaining may fail to locate an outcome in the acceptable range because of strategic 

incentives to withhold or misrepresent pivotal information. To be genuinely informative, a signal must be costly. 
§ War as a Consequence of Commitment Problems: Structural condition of anarchy reemerges as a major factor; anarchy matters when 

an unfortunate combination of state preferences and the opportunities for action imply that one or both sides in a dispute have 
incentives to renege on a peaceful bargain which, if enforceable, would be mutually preferred to war. Specific commitment problems: 
(1) preemptive war and offensive advantage, such as first strike ability; (2) preventative war as a commitment problem, such as cases 
where there is a lack of trust (3) strategic territory and the problem of appeasement.  

§ Conclusion: Two claims: (1) the fact that fighting is costly and risky implies there should exist negotiated agreements that rational 
states would prefer to war AND (2) two causal logics explain why they are unable to locate or agree on a bargain (1) combination of 
private information and about resolve or capability and incentives to misrepresent them AND (2) states’ inability, in specific 
circumstances, to commit to uphold the deal.  

Þ Lake (2010), “Two cheers for bargaining theory: assessing rationalist explanations of the Iraq war”: Bargaining theory correctly directs 
attention to the inherently strategy nature of war. But does not explain two failures in Iraq: (1) assumes state is a unitary actor (2) modeled on 
two-player games but there are multiple audience (3) assumes war is over when settlement is reached (4) assumes states act rationally, but Iraq 
was “minimally rational.”  

§ Bargaining Theory of War: Because war is costly, there must exist a negotiated outcome that would leave both sides better off. Failure 
Under Two Conditions: (1) When bargains are not credible or in the interests of parties to honour, such as when distribution of 
capabilities is shifting … problems can occur in credible commitment when it is hard to assess the preferences of the other player; (2) 
war is more likely when states have private information about the costs of fighting and incentives to misrepresent that information.  

§ Iraq Case Study: Saddam’s future capabilities weighed on minds. September 11th created a US commitment problem because it saw 
Iraq in a new light post 9/11; Saddam failed to send a signal of benign intent. Overall, it was the inability of Iraq to commit to a 
limited bargain that helped drive the US to war. This suggests the analysis needs to move beyond the standard two-actor model usually 
employed in bargaining theory. Information asymmetries also played a role. There was also a failure to consider postwar governance 
costs. Raises the idea that state is not unitary, and some interests benefit while others bear disproportionate costs.  

Þ Walter (2009), “Bargaining failures and civil war”: Thesis: There is a low rate of settlement in civil wars due to particularly severe bargaining 
problems that can occur at every stage in a dispute. Bargaining Problems: (1) Information asymmetries (limited information about private 
groups and strong incentives to withhold)  (2) Difficulties credibly committing to settlement (if settlement cannot be enforced) (3) indivisible 
states (cannot divide stakes, although side payments could be a solution).  

§ Explaining Why Civil Wars Begin: Why do they begin despite high costs? (1) Uncertainty about rebel financing (incentives to 
manipulate if either deep or shallow pockets) AND (2) uncertainty about government’s resolve. Commitment problems: weak 
political/legal institutions, cemented cleavages, relative advantages accrue over time.  

§ Conclusion: We need better ways to self-enforce agreements (perhaps money in escrow?) 
 

9. Liberal and Neoliberal-Institutionalist Theories 
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Þ Polanyi (1957), The Great Transformation: Thesis: Idea of self-regulating market cannot exist without annihilating the human and natural 

substance of society; inevitably society took measures to protect itself à centers of definite institutional mechanism. Why was there a Hundred 
Years Peace from 1815-1914? Conflicts were localized, and balancing effects. The ‘new factor’ was an acute peace interest: the bearers of that 
interest were the cartels of dynasts and feudalists. Haute finance was sui generis and supplied the instruments of international peace. Finance 
acted as a powerful moderator; trade became linked with peace.  

§ Habitation v. Improvement: With the Tudor enclosures of land, the “essence of purely economic progress … is to achieve 
improvement at the price of social dislocation … it was a revolution of the rich against the poor.” It is the belief in spontaneous 
progress that has made us blind to the role of governments in economic life.  

§ Societies and Economic Systems: Man’s economy is submerged in his social relationships. He values material goods only insofar as 
they serve his end. Looks at tribal society. Two primary mechanisms: (1) reciprocity and (2) redistribution: ensure the working of the 
economic system and produce patterns of (1) symmetry and (2) centricity. Aristotle (chrematistike v. oikos) made a great common 
sense observation, but did not recognize the implications of the division of labor and capital and its connection with markets and 
money; nor did he realize the uses of money as credit and capital. Aristotle’s crucial point: divorce of economic motive from all 
concrete social relationships would remove the limit on that motive.  

Þ Moravcsik (1997), “Taking Preferences Seriously”: For liberals, state preferences matter post in world politics, not, as realists would content, a 
function of relative capabilities. Requirements of Theory: (1) Must be general and parsimonious, with a limited number of micro-foundational 
assumptions that can link a broad range of previously unconnected theories and hypotheses. Attempts to restate liberal hypothesis; (2) must be 
rigorous and coherent, and offer a clear definition of its boundaries; (3) should demonstrate empirical accuracy vis-à-vis other theories; (4) 
must have multi-causal consistency.  

§ Core Assumptions: (1) Primacy of societal actors (private groups who are rational and risk averse who organize collective action to 
promote differentiated inters under conditions of material scarcity, conflicting values, and variations in societal influence; it is ‘bottom 
up’ because it is embedded in domestic and transnational society); (2) Representation and State Preferences (states/institutions 
represent a subset of domestic society on the basis which they determine preferences) cf. Waltz (1979), the interests of society are not 
fixed but ‘functionally differentiated’; (3) Interdependence and International System: Configuration of Preferences Determines State 
Behaviour (liberals causally privilege variation in the configuration of state preferences, do not assume they are naturally conflictual; 
policy interdependence is the critical link between preferences and behaviour). It is not domestic/unit because there are transnational 
elements.  

§ Variants of Liberal Theory: (1) Ideational Liberalism: Identity and Legitimate Social Order (Mill/Mazini/Wilson view configuration 
of domestic identities and values as the basic determinant of state preferences and therefore interstate cooperation; identity defined as 
‘set of preferences shared by individuals concerning the proper scope and nature of public good provision).  

§ (i) Scope of the nation (ii) Commitment of individuals to political institutions (realism gives weight to domestic regime type in 
terms of capabilities, institutionalism to coordination/commitment; ideational liberalism points to perception of political 
legitimacy à patterns of conflict/cooperation) (iii) nature of legitimate regulation and distribution (state preferences shape 
interstate behavior when their realization imposes significant transborder externalities).  

§ (2) Commercial Liberalism: Economics Assets and Cross-Border Transactions (Looks at pattern of market incentives, stressing the 
interaction between aggregate incentives and policies/obstacles caused by domestic and transnational distributional conflict) 

§ (3) Republican Liberalism: Representation and Rent Seeking (key variable is domestic political representation) 
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§ Liberalism as General Theory: They key causal mechanisms of liberalism can be applied across many issue areas. Cf. Realism and 

Institutionalism: (i) liberal theory provides plausible theoretical explanation for variation in the substantive content of foreign policy 
(ii) offers a plausible explanation for historical change in system (iii) offers a plausible explanation for distinctiveness of modern IR.  

§ Regimes: Liberalism views regimes as socially embedded; can induce greater societal demands for cooperation.  
§ Possible Criticism: (1) not full intellectual history (2) liberalism has too many definitions.   

Þ Oneal and Russett (1999), “The Kantian Peace”: Argues that democratic peace must be extended to incorporate the influence of economically 
important trade and joint memberships. Kant believed there could be a genuine positive peace within a federation of liberal republics provided 
there was (1) democracy (2) interdependence (3) international law/organizations. Assumptions: International system is anarchic and power is 
important; draws on realist variables (i) democracies will use force less frequently especially against other democracies (ii) economically 
important trade creates incentives to maintain peaceful relations (iii) international organizations constraint decision-making by promoting 
peace. Conclusion: Analysis of 1885-1992 indicate Kant was correct; democracy, interdependence, and international organizations reduce the 
incidence of militarized inter-state disputes. 

Þ Baldwin (1993), “Neoliberalism, Neoliberalism, and World Politics”: Terms of the Contemporary Debate: (1) Nature and Consequences of 
Anarchy: Milner identifies orderly feature of world politics as one of the central achievement of neo-realists but says anarchy is 
overemphasized (2) International Cooperation: Both sides agree cooperation is possible, but differ with ease/likelihood; (3) Relative v. 
Absolute Gains: Neoliberals stress absolute gains while neo-realists stress relative gains; (4) Priority of State Goals: Agree that national 
security and welfare import, but disagree on the relative importance; (5) Intentions and Capabilities: Realists emphasize capabilities; (6) 
Institutions and Regimes: Both recognize the plethora of regimes/institutions, but disagree about significance. 

Þ Jervis (1999), “Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation: Understanding the Debate”: Both neorealism and neoliberalism start from 
assumption that in the absence of a sovereign authority states an make and enforce binding agreements the create opportunities for them to 
advance their interests unilaterally. Possibilities for Cooperation: Zero-sum worldview tends to be exaggerated, and the two –isms look at 
different issues. There are areas of disagreement: neoliberalism believes there is more unrealized or potential cooperation; disagree about how 
much conflict is necessary or avoidable; disagree about what would have to change to increase cooperation in a particular situation; neoliberals 
stress institutions, which are “enduring patterns of shared expectations that have received some degree of formal assent.”  

§ Institutions: (1) Standard Tools: Binding and Self-binding (includes alliances and trade agreements) (2) Institutions as Innovative 
Tools (3) Institutions as Causes of Changes in Preferences (Neorealists say we live in a self-help system, whereas neoliberals say that 
institutions can make the “if push comes to shove” logic less likely because of information/consequences of action). 

Þ Mearsheimer (1994), “The false promise of International Institutions”: Main Point: Institutions have minimal influence on state behavior. 
Definition of Institutions: “A set of rules that stipulate the ways in which state should cooperate and compete with each other.” Liberal 
institutionalism largely ignores security issues and concentrates on economic/environmental issues. Contractual Environment: (1) Increase 
transaction (iteration reduces cheating); (2) Rules tie interactions (issue linkage); (3) Structure of rules increase information; (4) rules reduce 
transaction costs of individual agreements. Flaw in Causal Logic: Ignores relative concerns because of causal logic of prisoner’s dilemma. 
Conclusion: Institutionalist theories are valued by scholars/policymakers because of its relationship to realism … theory captures how 
Americans like to see themselves in the wider world.  

Þ Reus-Smit (2001), “The strange death of liberal IR theory”: Recasting liberal IR theory in positive terms has undermine it as a political theory 
and its capacity to reason normatively. Politics: The intersection of instrumental and ethical deliberation and action, an intersection that actors 
are drawn toward by the imperatives of practical, collective action. “New Liberalism” abandons the political in two ways: (1) expels normative 
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reflection and argument from the realm of legitimate social scientific inquiry; (2) embraces a rationalist conception of human agency that 
reduces all political action to strategic interaction.  

Þ Ikenberry (2009), “Liberal internationalism 3.0”: Argues there have been three version of liberalism. Liberalism 1.0: Universal membership, 
Westphalian sovereignty defined in terms of legal order affirming interdependence and non-intervention, flat political hierarchy, rules and 
norms enforced through moral suasion and global political opinion, narrow policy domain restricted to trade/collective security. Liberalism 2.0: 
Western-oriented security/economic system, modified Westphalian sovereignty where states compromise legal independence to gain state 
capacity, hierarchical hegemonic order with America providing public goods, denser intergovernmental relations, and expanded policy 
domains. Liberalism 3.0: Universal scope, post-Westphalian sovereignty, expanded rule-based system with network-based cooperation, further 
expansion of policy domains. Conclusion: Liberalism 2.0 is in crisis and US hegemony is an inadequate framework to support international 
order. 

Þ Keohane (1984), After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy: 
 

10. Constructivism 
 
Þ Adler (1997), “Seizing the middle ground: constructivism in world politics”: Constructivism is the middle ground between rationalist and 

interpretive approaches, and offers a “synthetic explanation”. Constructivism “is the view that the manner in which the material world shapes 
and is shaped by human action and through interaction depends on dynamic normative and epistemic interpretations of the material world.” 
Constructivist stress the primacy of social facts, which are created by human agreement. Constructivism represents an attempt to build a logic 
between the positivist-materialist and idealist-interpretivist philosophies of the social sciences.  

§ Durkheim believed that social facts could not be reduced to individual cognition --- they demand a social explanation. Structuration 
theory holds that the properties of agents and structures are both relevant to explanations of social behavior. The main goal of 
constructivism is to provide both theoretical and empirical explanations of social institutions and social change with the combined 
effect of agents and social structures.   

§ Verstehen: Not just a method used by social scientists, but collective interpretations, practices, and institutions themselves: it is in fact 
social reality – a set of norms, consensual scientific understandings: these knowledge structures are continually constituted and 
reproduced by members of a community and their behavior.  

§ Intersubjectivity: Collective knowledge is shared by all who are competent to engage in or recognize the appropriate performance of a 
social practice or practices. This knowledge lies beyond the lives of individual social actors embedded in social routines and practices 
as they are reproduced.  

§ Approach to Science: Pragmatist philosophy of science that holds the interpretation is central, and that reason is a practice embedded 
in science: takes reasons as causes. Norms and rules structure and therefore socially constitute (cause) things. 

§ Middle Ground Between Rationalist and Relativist Theories: Interested in understanding how the material, subjective, and 
intersubjective worlds interact in the social construction of reality rather than focusing exclusively on structure. Constructivism blends 
understanding and explaining to create a sociologically sensitive scientific approach to IR. It is ‘homologous’ to the extent that social 
facts become established in a social world to the way they exert influence. Institutional facts must be backed by power, and thus 
intersubjective ideas must have authority and legitimacy. 

§ Conclusion: Looks at change as a function of cognitive evolution. Analyzes the role of epistemic communities as a vehicle for 
collective theoretical premises. Examines emergent actors like security communities.  
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Þ Wendt (1999), Social theory of International Politics: Tries to set out a philosophical “middle way”. Four Sociologies: State centrism: Point is 

that states are the primary medium through which the effects of other actors on the regulation of violence are channeled; states really are 
agents. Systems Theory: Interested in the structure and effects of states. Cf. Waltz (1979), Wendt (1999) is trying to develop a systemic as 
opposed to reductionist approach. Neorealism and Critics. Ultimately Waltz is an individualist despite professed structuralism; relies on an 
analogy where sates are like firms. Yet a micro-economic approach does not tell us what structure is made of; variation is only constituted by 
differences in polarity.  

§ Scientific Realism and Social Kinds: Realists argue that they have the “ultimate or miracle” argument. Less convincing in the social 
sciences. Social Kinds: depends on interlocking beliefs, concepts, and theories held by actors; also depends on human practice; have 
an internal and external structure, and social kinds are inherently relational: they are constituted by social relations. 

§ Causation and Constitution: Natural and social kinds have internal structure, but are also constituted by external structures in which 
they are embedded.  

§ Conclusion: (1) Constitutive theories are important as an end of itself (2) constitutive theories involve inferences from observable 
events to broader patterns with a theoretical leap (3) must understand the constitutive effects of ideas or social structures when they 
create a phenomena. Need a pluralistic approach to social science that can absorb most of the post-positivist critique. 

§ Power and Interest: Cf. Waltz (1979), who relies on the constitution of interests; Waltz (1979)’s strategy parallels neoclassical 
economists who try to avoid making substantial assumptions about actors’ psychology: “rump materialism.” Rather, Wendt (1999) 
argues that the meaning of the distribution of power in IR is constituted by the distribution of interests, which are in turn constituted 
by ideas. 

§ Cultures of Anarchy: States are self-organized facts. Assume structure is in anarchy due to absence of centralized authority, and that 
anarchic structure is a culture that constructs the state. Three cultures: (1) Hobbesian Culture (enmity, war of all against all, and three 
degrees of internalization: cultural norm internalized, turns on self-regulating compliance, and legitimate when people want to 
comply) (2) Lockean Culture (rivalry rather than enmity, underlying rivalry is sovereignty, war is accepted/constrained, stable 
membership and low death rate, and balance of power) (3) Kantian Culture (friendship as central role of structure, pluralistic security 
communities with collective identity”. Conclusion: There is no “logic of anarchy” per se: anarchy is what you make of it. It is an 
empty vessel without intrinsic meaning.  

Þ Copeland (2000), “The constructivist challenge to structural realism”: Wendt (1999) argues that anarchy has not determining logic; only 
cultural instantiations. But Wendt (1999) does not address uncertainty about future relations. Problem is exacerbated by the incentives that 
actors have to deceive one another. Problem of uncertainty complicates Wendt’s efforts to show that anarchy has no particular logic. Dilemma 
underpinning realist argument: if the other state is acting cooperatively, how is one to know whether this reflects peaceful character or is just 
masking aggressive desires? Wendt (1999) is too extreme when claims it is “ideas all the way down” --- material forces do exist and may have 
independent causal effects on behaviour. Critical point for Wendt (1999) is that structure has no reality apart from instantiation: “anarchy is 
what states make of it”.  

§ Wendt’s Challenge: (1) goes beyond liberal/constructivist theories who treat power and interest as factors covered by realism and 
imply that ideas matter as a separate causal force; (2) improve systemic theorizing by providing a philosophical justification for 
treating the state as an actor; (3) claims “anarchy is what we make of it” --- must fit with varying interests and identities.  

§ Weakness of Argument: Suffers from misspecification and completeness: describing Ego and Alter can shape each other’s sense of 
self is not enough; ignores deception; does not discuss future intentions. Wendt’s (1999) criticism of Waltz (1979) is misplaced 
because Waltz’s (1979) economic analogy does not really capture what realists mean by “structure”; for realists, structure is a function 
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of coaction among units. Units are trying to avoid harm, and the distinction reflects a fundamentally different conception about the 
role of time in international politics.  

§ Conclusion: Constructivism is an argument about how the past shapes the way we understand the present; its focus is historical 
progress, but has trouble analyzing how rational/prudent leaders deal with the pernicious problems of uncertainty. 

Þ Ruggie (1998), “What makes the world hang together? Neo-utilitarianism and the social constructivist challenge”: Neo-utilitarianism has 
produced rigorous analytical results, but has serious blind spots and silences in the ideational realm. Social constructivism rests on the 
irreducibly intersubjective dimensions of human action. Classical Roots: Durkheim was concerned with moral phenomena in society, and 
sought how to demonstrate how patterns of social cooperation to individual feelings of anomie were influenced by interpersonal bonds of 
social order that embodied within the reference groups to which individuals belong. Weber used verstehen or “understanding”. While 
Durkheim inferred ideational social facts from objective indicators represented by institutionalized forms of expression, Weber explored actual 
processes whereby certain ideas become social forces.  

§ Emergence of Social Constructivism: Neorealism and neoliberalism are draw from micro-economic foundations. (1) future change in 
identity is ultra vires the theory (2) does not deal with generic identities and excludes consideration of how specific identities of states 
shape their interests and patterns of international outcomes (3) growing empirical evidence of normative factors 

§ Ideational Causation: Neorealist/liberal theories assign a limited role to ideational factors. Collective Intentionality: Deals with 
intersubjective beliefs, which in a system of states, have a deontic function since they create new rights/responsibilities. Constitutive 
Rules: Regulative rules are intended to have causal effects, constitutive rules define the set of practices that make up what counts as an 
activity. Neo-utilitarianism lacks a concept of constitutive rules. Transformation: foregoing theory has little to offer on the subject of 
systemic transformation.   

§ The Social Constructivist Project: Not just a meta-theoretical critique, but also increasingly in the form of empirical findings and 
insights. Distinctive features are in the realm of ontology; the concept of structure with ideational facts; differs in explanatory form. 
No approach can sustain claim to a monopoly on truth. 

Þ Risse (2000), “Let’s argue!: communicative action in world politics”: Process of argumentation, deliberation, and persuasion constitute a 
distinct mode of social interaction from both strategic bargaining and sociological institutionalism: human actors engage in truth seeking with 
the aim of reaching mutual understanding based on reasoned consensus that challenge the validity claims involved in any communication. 
Arguing implies that actors seek to challenge the validity claims in any causal or normative statement and seek consensus as well as 
justifications for the norms and principles guiding their actions.  

Þ Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), “International norm dynamics and political change”: EH Carr: “political action must be based on a coordination 
of morality and power”; yet there has been a turn away from normative concerns since the behavioral revolution. Norm: “standard of 
appropriate behaviour for actors with a given identity.” Main Point: Argue for a life cycle of norms. There is a two-level norm game. From a 
constructivist perspective, international structure is determined by the international distribution of ideas: shared ideas, expectations, and beliefs 
about the appropriate behaviour are what give the world structure, order, and stability. Norm shifts are to ideational theorists what changes in 
the balance of power are to realists. Evolution and Influence: (1) Norm emergence (2) Norm cascade (3) Internalization. There is a tipping 
point. 

§ Stages: (1) Origins: Norm entrepreneurs: norms are actively built by agents that have strong notions about appropriate or desirable 
behaviour in their community; they call attention to issues framed by social movements, use organizational platforms, and persuade a 
critical mass of people (“tipping point”); (2) Cascades: little change wo/ domestic movement, and socialization is the dominant 
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mechanism; (3) Internalization: May achieve a taken-for-granted quality. Norms matter because of their legitimation, prominence, and 
intrinsic characteristics.  

§ Conclusion: The return to norms holds immense promise for shaking the IR research agenda; they are evaluative and prescriptive in 
character. Must pay more attention to psychological work. 

Þ Petrova (2003), “The end of the cold war: a battle or bridging ground between rationalist and ideational approaches in IR”: Realism failed to 
see the end of the cold war; neorealist theory explains stability and the distribution of power within the international system. Assumes states 
maximize self interest. Conclusion: Need for dialogue between approaches emphasizing the role of ideas and those centered around material 
factors.  

 
11. Critical Theory 

 
Þ Cox (1986), “Social forces, states, and world orders beyond IR theory”: Central method is to look at the problem of world order as a whole but 

to beware of reifying the world system. Must give proper attention to social forces and processes and see how they relate to the development of 
states and world order. Do not use theory on theory but rather on changing practice and empirical-historical study, which provide the grounds 
for proving concepts and hypotheses. Perspectives and Purposes: Theory is always for someone and for some purpose: all theories have 
perspective drawn from a position in space and time. Theory serves two purposes: (1) to guide the solving of problems; (2) other is more 
reflective on the process of theorizing itself – to become clearly aware of the perspective which gives rise to theorizing in relation to other 
perspectives.  

§ Problem Solving Theory: Takes the world as it finds it with prevailing social and power relationships and the institutions which they 
are organized as a given framework for action. Seeks to makes these relationships and institutions work smoothly by dealing with 
particular sources of trouble. Are fragmented among a multiplicity of spheres of action, each of them with a certain stability. Strength 
lies in fixing limits or parameters on the problem area and to reduce the state of a particular problem to a limited number of variables 
which are amenable to close and precise examination. The certeris paribus assumption makes it possible to arrive at statements of law 
and regularities which have a general validity. 

§ Critical Theory: Stands apart from prevailing order and asks how it came about. It does not take institutions for granted, but calls 
them into question. Concerned with continuing process of change, unlike Problem Solving Theory, which has an assumption of fixity: 
critical theory clarifies alternative world, and has an element of utopianism.  

§ Realism, Marxism, and Critical Theory of World Order: Since WWII, American scholars (Morgenthau + Waltz) have transformed 
realism into a problem-solving theory by giving it a fixed ahistorical framework. Neorealism is ideology stripped from historical 
background. A proper study of human affairs should reveal both coherence of mind and institutions and the process by which  
coherent pattern (historical structure) succeeds another.  

§ Historical Materialism as Corrective: (1) Dialectic (seeks a dialogue about the truth) (2) Imperialism (ads vertical power to horizontal 
dimension of rivalry) (2) State and Civil Society (reciprocal relationship between economics and ethno-political spheres) (4) 
Production Process (looks at power relationships of ownership) 

§ Basic Premises of Theory: (1) Problematic: Awareness that action is constrained (2) Theory Shaped by Problematic: critical theory is 
conscious of its own relativity and time-perspective (3) Changes: Framework for action changes over time (4) Historical Structure: 
historical structure, thought patterns, material conditions, and human institutions constitute the context of habits, pressures, 
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expectations and constraints in which action takes place (5) Bottom Up: Cannot view structure from top down in terms of equilibrium, 
but from the bottom up or from outside. 

§ Framework for Action: Historical Structures: A picture of a particular configuration of forces: material capabilities, ideas, and 
institutions. (1) Ideas: Refers to intersubjective meanings or shared notions and collective images of social order (2) 
Institutionalization: means of stabilizing and perpetuating a particular order involving spheres of activity and transnational social 
forces 

§ Cf. Keohane (1980) Hegemonic Stability Theory: Keohane argues that hegemonic power structures dominated by a single 
country are most conducive to creation of strong international regimes. Redefine what is to be explained, namely relative 
stability of successive world order. Looking at hegemony as a fit between power, ideas, and institutions makes it possible to 
deal with problems in the theory of social dominance. 

• Social Forces, Hegemony, Materialism: Social forces may overflow state boundaries and be described as configurations 
of state power. 

• Internationalization of State: Internationalized policy process presupposed power structure, but not necessarily 
hierarchical power structure. Look at practice of policy harmonization: new axis of influence in central agencies and 
big business. Internationalization of production, class structure, and transnational managerial class are all important, 
and depend on the role of technology.  

• Cf. Waltz (1979): does not discriminator between times and places.   
Þ Price (2008), “Moral limit and possibility in world politics”: Argument: Centrality of normative theorizing, and why constructivism is well 

position to contribute to normative theory and practice: closes the gap between is and ought in an attempt to enrich substantive theories. (1) 
Normative positions are underwritten by empirical assumptions or claims (2) one conceives of ethics broadly, not just in abstract, but also in 
particular context. Cf. Cox (1986) infra: little has been said about how one would construct a theoretical project. Cf. Rationalism: problem is 
how to deal morally with powerful actors using instrumental logics. Must shift the focus to constitution.   

Þ Rengger & Thirkell-White (2007), “Still critical after all these years? The past, present, and future of critical theory in IR”: Frankfurt School: 
recognizes that theorize is situated in historical circumstances as that which is being investigative. Posits that truth is mutable. Reactions to 
critical theory: rejection (critical theory needs to resemble science and is essentially relativist); springboarding (must re-embed IR in social 
sciences); new normative theory (Held et al. turns on new ideas about global governance and cosmopolitan democracy).   

Þ Crawford (2003), “Just War Theory and US Counterterror War”: 
Þ Sjoberg & Tickner (2013), “Feminist perspectives on IR”: Women remain underrepresented in the discipline, and the discipline is associated 

with norms of masculinity. Theory must explain women’s subordination or the justified asymmetry between women and men’s social and 
economic position. Argues we need to gender security: challenge myth of protection, look at gendered nature of war, and redefine security in 
non-zero sum terms. Conclusion: There are many feminisms in IR with differing ontological and epistemological concerns. 

 
12. The Uses and Limits of IR Theory 

 
Þ Schroeder (1997), “History and IR theory: not use or abuse, but fit or misfit”: Common misperceptions of goals of historian: (1) while political 

scientist looks for patterns, historian looks for richness of detail; (2) political science aims to establish laws and predict; (3) history seeks to 
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explain, while historian draws on verstehen. Limits of Cooperation: A misfit leading to a misuse or abuse occurs when political scientists fail to 
understand or keep sufficiently in mind the historical facts they abstract from.  

Þ Lawson (2012), “The eternal divide? History and IR”: There is a well-entrenched divide in the literature: Historians and political scientists tend 
to talk past each other. A focus on events, context, and narrative in the historical foundation of social facts constitutes important points of co-
implication between social science and history (gedankenbilder or “thought pictures”). For Weber, ideal types serve as explanatory tools to 
clarify history, organize certain aspects into internally consistent, logical constructs, and given an analytical ordering to reality. Conclusion: 
Ideal-typification enables a form of research far removed from the “scripture” and “butterfly” of history. Although history and social science 
are necessarily co-implicated with each other, and the relationship is often occluded by a focus on secondary differences in method, sensibility, 
and aesthetics. 

Þ MacKay & LaRoche (2017), “The conduct of history in IR: rethinking philosophy of history in IR theory”: Thesis: We ague that theories of 
history are necessary; the past cannot be systematically understood without the observer taking a theoretical stand in general terms on the form 
of history and our relationship to it. Need to make explicit. History: “collection of assumptions (coherent or not) about the past that shapes the 
perspective from which historical inquiry can take place … thus a scholarly theory of history permits and constrains the conclusions that can be 
drawn about the past. Thus any theory based on history is necessarily linked to a theory of history.  

Þ Pape & Kaufmann (1999), “Explaining costly international moral action: Britain’s sixty-year campaign against the Atlantic slave trade”: 
Þ Kennedy (1984), “The first world war and international power system”: 
Þ Galiani & Torrens (2016), “Why not taxation and representation? A note on the American Revolution”: 
Þ Branch (2011), “Mapping the sovereign state: technology, authority, and systemic change”: Examines the impact of cartography on the modern 

nation state system. New mapmaking technologies changed how actors thought of political space. Although cartographic technologies were 
necessary for the construction of the nation state system, it was by no means sufficient: cartography interacted with a number of contingent 
trends and processes that included not only innovation but other social, political, and economic developments. 

Þ Weyland (2016), “Crafting counterrevolution: how reactionaries learned to combat change in 1848”: 
 
 
 
Þ Norrlof (2010), America’s Global Advantage: Thesis: American hegemony is durable and sustainable: draws attention to America’s currency and 

the benefits of seignorage, valuation adjustments, reinforcing policy autonomy, and gains from asymmetry in the structure of borrowing and 
lending. Not a public goods provider; US is not altruistic but self-interested. Illusion of benevolence is a chimera. US gains both materially and in 
terms of policy autonomy by running persistent deficits because it has a multi-purpose power base; thereby it can avoid the shock therapy 
normally associated with consistent pattern of trade deficits and high external liabilities. Puts states > firms in her analysis. Seeks to uncover the 
mechanism through which the US advances its interests.  

 
1. Nation State and International System  

 
Þ Taylor (1987):, The Possibility of Cooperation: From the perspective of the middle layer or mid-range theory, Taylor provides a more 

complete explanatory framework of international politics relying on (1) the inputs of strategic choice theory (power/motives/information) AND 
(2) explanations for a state’s failure to make optimal choices (bias/misperception/domestic politics). Taylor’s theory shows that information 
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about motives is an essential component of strategic choice theory. Thesis: My theory shows that information about motives is an essential 
component of the international environment; the material v. nonmaterial approach does a poor job. The prevailing material/non-material 
dualism is not well equipped for analysis of international order. Less demanding that Kenneth Waltz’s Theory of International Politics (1979), 
Taylor says his theory incorporates more variables that render a more adequate description of international politics.  

§ Cf. Structural realism: corrects competition bias, incorporates security dilemma, and addresses strategic interaction/signaling. Cf. 
Offensive realism: expects states to be more competitive than Waltz. While Mearsheimer looks at the worst case assumptions, 
Taylor’s theory gives more weight to the benefits of cooperation. Cf. Defensive realism: Eliminates competition bias 

§ Cf. Institutional Theory: sees a variety of roles for institutions that include security, and information sharing. Focuses on international 
environmental, and institutions are not as central.  

§ Cf. Constructivism: while information is a central part, constructivist focus on changing interests, while Taylor holds them fixed and 
examines patterns of strategic interaction. Constructivists look for shared understandings, while Taylor looks at information about 
state motives. Cf. Axelrod (1985) and cooperation games: TIT-FOR-TAT.  

Þ Olson (1993), “Dictatorship, Democracy, and Development”: There must be peaceful order and public goods in a functioning society. There 
would otherwise be no incentive to produce goods, and there can be no production without a basis in peace. Posits a stationary versus roaming 
bandit thesis: government is a stationary bandit that incentivizes production and extracts taxation in exchange for peace and security. The 
arrangement is a product of pure rational self interest. Stationary bandits extract a monopoly rent, can can be democratic or autocratic in nature. 
In fact, Olson posits that the rational autocrat will pay money for public goods.  

Þ Hendrik Spruyt (1994), The Sovereign State and its Competitors: Traces origins of the international system to the feudal-state transformation: 
(1) methodological individualist method and (2) state is agent embedded in the structure of a system that imposes constraints on it. Cf. Waltz, 
argues that the market is not uniquely determined by distribution of market shares since the relative efficiency of units puts constraints on other 
companies. Argues against Taylor (1987) because he states that there is a uni-linear fallacy in our evolutionary image in the international 
system from feudalism to the nation-state. Why? (1) Neglects variation in different types of units and (2) fails to distinguish between various 
institutional types and the causes of subsequent selection. Punctuated equilibrium model: posits that there are realignments caused by 
“permutations and combinations of some bargains based on material interests and shared belief systems.” Argues that we cannot deduce 
institutional outcomes from preference or impute preferences from outcomes. Pure rational choice risks committing the post hoc ergo propeter 
hoc fallacy. Looks at the actual preferences individuals actually had and choices they made. Cf. Tilly, looks at (1) economic change and politics 
of coalitional bargaining; (2) the nexus of war-making ability and the efficacy of institutional arrangements; (3) question of how sovereign 
territoriality became one of the logics of organizations in the Middle Ages and their capacity to extract resources. Cf. Olson: author is far too 
reductive with his stationary-roaming bandit thesis.  

Þ Bates (2001), Prosperity and Violence: The Political Economy of Development: Looks to feudalism as his starting point, which was based in 
the private provision of coercion and militarization of the private household. To tame violence, there was (1) predation (confiscation of wealth) 
and (2) seduction (monarchs and the wealth of towns) provided benefits for domestic markets. Peace cannot be proclaimed, it must be 
supplied.  

 
2. Interstate Conflict and International Security 
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Þ Jervis (1978), Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma: Invoking Rousseau’s stag hunt---a game where if all the players cooperate, they eat, 

but if one defects to chase a rabbit, which is less than a stag, none get anything. Fails to look at (1) incentives to defect (2) that states use 
military to secure benefits for state and is a solution rather than failure and (3) security dilemma where one state’s security decreases the 
relative security of others. Jervis argues that the fear of being exploited drives the security dilemma, and leans on the following explanations: 
(1) subjective security demands of decision-makers perceiving vulnerability; (2) gains from cooperation and costs of breakdown (CC and DD): 
may sacrifice future cooperation, and the greater the cost, greater incentive to cooperate; (3) gains from exploitation. Elaborates that there is an 
offense-defense differentiation. These are a result, Jervis tells us, of technology and geography. Cf. Carla (Week 2 Class): Main point is that 
security dilemma is fundamentally different than the one that Jervis invokes: there is independence of choice making and certainty of intention. 
Argues the game theory is inaccurate. Security dilemma is actually about trust. 

Þ Walt (1985), “Alliance Formation and the Balance of Power”: Walt is concerned with what causes alignment in foreign policy. With balancing, 
which is peaceful, states join an allowance to avoid domination by stronger powers. Bandwagoning serves to increase the threat. Walt’s theory 
of power has four dimensions: (1) aggregate power (2) proximity (3) offensive capability (4) offensive intentions. Function of the alignment is 
to maximize a state’s freedom of action, which is preferable to hegemony. Walt stresses ideological solidarity. Thesis: states form alliances to 
balance against threats rather than bandwagon with them, and it is a product of many sources: common threats, ideology, instruments of 
bribery, etc. 

Þ Sagan (1994), “The Perils of Proliferation: Organization Theory, Deterrence Theory, and the Spread of Nuclear Weapons”: Sagan offers an 
alternative theory of the consequences of nuclear proliferation, and examines professional military and organizational proclivities. Cf. Waltz 
sets out the requirements for nuclear deterrence: (1) not preventative war during transition between non-nuclear and nuclear capability; (2) state 
must have second strike capability; (3) not prone to accidental use. Organizational perspective: government intends to behave rationally, but 
also examines beliefs, options, and final implementation: (1) bounded rationality and (2) conflicting goals and processes. Key Point: military 
views on preventative war conflict with civilian. In contrast with nuclear optimists, Sagan argues that the actual behavior of new proliferators 
will be strongly influenced by the powerful military organizations within those states and that the common biases, rigid routines, and parochial 
interests will lead to deterrence failures and uses of nuclear weapons despite national interests to the contrary. 

Þ Thompson (2001), “Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics”: Thompson focuses on rivalries to focus the analysis: generated by a 
small number of actors who are most likely to generate conflict disproportionate to their numbers. Strategic rivalry is a potent factors in world 
politics, creating and sustaining dyadic relationships of structured hostility which, once in place, create substantial barriers to cooperation and 
escalation. Decisions are prone to pathologies: in-group solidarity, out-group hostility, mistrust, misperception, and self-fulfilling prophecies.  

Þ Leeds (2003), “Do Alliances Deter Aggression? Influence of Military Alliance on the Initiation of Militarized Interstate Disputes”: Do alliances 
lead to peace or war? Leeds argue the question is ill-posed because alliances are heterogeneous---we need to look at treaty content. Point is the 
the act of formalizing alliance commitments reveals information about future incentives, and serve as costly signals. Whether by sunk cost or 
anticipate future cost, states that are likely to adhere to fulfill alliance commitments will enter them. Improper coding may have impacted the 
results. 

Þ Gleditsch et al. (2013): Forum piece. Steven Pinker, examining the decline of war and human nature, argues the mind is a generative system 
with a capacity for violence and peace. Must look not just at human nature, but on the environment conditioning it. Thayer argues against 
Pinker: argues that there are uneven distributions of the “better angels” of democracy and human rights, and that the “inner demons” will never 
go away. To this, Levy and Thomson argues that Pinker et al. overestimate the role of cultural and ideational factors to the extent they are 
endogenous to material conditions and institutional factors.  
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3. Hegemony, Hierarchy, Unipolarity and International Order 
 
Þ Gilpin (1981), War and Change in World Politics: IR must focus on change in the international system, and comprehends as a continuing 

historical process. Gilpin proffers a non-deterministic account of change, for, like Durkheim, he believes it is impossible to predict change 
based on social structure. Gilpin views economic factors and motives as universal because we live in a world of scarcity and states fight over 
the excess surplus of production. Assumptions are (1) system is a stable equilibrium (2) states attempt to change the system if the expected 
benefits exceed costs (net gain) (3) territorial political and economic expansion until the marginal costs of the change are equal or greater than 
the benefit; (4) once equilibrium between costs and benefits is reached, tendency is for costs of maintaining status quo to rise faster than 
capacity to support; (5) disequilibrum is not resolved, then system is changed, and new equilibrium reflected in the redistribution happens. 
Power refers to the military, economic, and technological capabilities of states, but does not include EH Carr’s notion of the power of public 
opinion. The state is “an organization that provides protection and welfare in return for revenue. Only individuals and individuals joined 
together in groups are said to have interests. Indifference analysis shows that states maximize coalition interests in an optimum combination. 
International system is oligopolistic with diverse entities and regular interactions: states compete over the process, an the system provides a set 
of constraints and opportunities within which to advance interests. Main Point: There are two kinds of change: (1) systems change which is a 
major change in the character of the international system referring to actors or diverse entities and (2) systemic change, which is change within 
the system rather than system itself involving distributions of power, hierarchy or prestige, and the rules and rights embodied in the system.  

Þ Snidal (1985), “The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory”: Revised formulation of hegemonic stability theory. Gilpin argues that the presence 
of hegemonic power is central to the preservation of stability in the international system: in effect, the hegemonic power is a quasi-government 
that provides public goods and taxes other states to pay for them. There are coercive leadership and benevolent leadership varieties of the logic. 
Logical conditions of public goods: (1) jointness (simultaneous by several states) (2) non-exclusion (inability to prevent non-contributors from 
benefitting in tin collective good) and (3) impossibility of collective action. Main Point: we need to look at the distribution of costs and benefits 
to ascertain the variety of hegemonic leadership: beneficial, exploitative, etc. 

Þ Nye (1995), “The Case for Deep Engagement”: Exhorts deeper engagement by US because political order is necessary for economic prosperity. 
Cf. Mearsheimer et al. (2016) infra. Suggests (1) reinforcing our alliances (2) maintain forward-looking troop presence and (3) further develop 
regional institutions. 

Þ Lake (1996), “Anarchy, Hierarchy, and Variety of IR”: In contrast with realism, which failed to predict the differing strategies during the Cold 
war. Draws on a theory of relational contracting to explain alternative relations available to states. Why? Debate takes place in separate 
“islands” of theory that fail to build upon common variables. Like Olson (1993), Lake argues that a countries is secure to the extent its wealth 
cannot be coerced or otherwise extorted from it. Main Point: Using the transaction as the unit of analysis, the key insight is that states enter into 
relations to economize on resources: maximize benefits and minimize transaction costs. Cf. Prisoner’s Dilemma: Lake finds that the probability 
a partner will be opportunistic is a function of the governance structure that the actors choose to construct. Conclusion: Grand strategy must be 
understood as a choice across alternative relations, not as a single policy. Relations vary on a continuum, and the choices across alternatives 
reflect a function of expected costs of opportunism.  

Þ Wohlforth (1999), “The Stability of a Unipolar World”: Although conventional wisdom holds that unipolarity is bad, Wohlforth argues 
unipolarity is actually conducive to peace because conflict only occurs in hegemonic stability theory when the leader and challenger disagree 
about their relative power. Unipolarity is durable, and alliances are not structural in nature. Conclusion: Problem is the USA has not paid up.  
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Þ Monteiro (2011), “Unrest Assured: Why Unipolarity is Not Peaceful”: Assailing Wohlforth (1999)’s benevolent idea of unipolarity, argues that 

unipolarity creates significant conflict-producing mechanisms that are likely to involve the unipole. This can be seen among second-tier states 
engaging with rivals for security or prestige. Wohlforth (1999)’s basic idea is that the unipole will act with defensive dominance, rather than 
offensive revisionism or disengagement. Conclusion: There is an inadequate account of the incentives for conflict. 

Þ Mearsheimer et al. (2016), “The Case for Offshore Balancing: A Superior Grand Strategy”: Argue Washington should forego remaking society 
globally, and instead limit its military commitments. Defenders of liberal hegemony are correct to point out that the US needs to deal with 
transnational threats, but there is a democracy delusion: spreading democracy at gunpoint rarely happens. Conclusion: USA must reduce its 
defense spending.  

 
4. Great Power Rivalry and Change 

 
Þ Organski & Kugler (1980), “The War Ledger”: Argue that incendiary factors essential the outbreak of wear are in the cultural elites, their belief 

systems. Elites are the starting point. Three models of power: (1) BOP (believes that equality of power is conductive to eace, an imbalance 
leads to war, and stronger party is aggressor) (2) Collective Security (WWI peace, assumes identify of aggressor is obvious, nationals will be 
equally interested in preventing aggression, and alliances are main method) and (3) Power Transition that uneven distributions of 
political/economic/military capabilities increase the probabilities of war. Main Point: Model based on concept of power transition shows 
conditions for war: leapfrogging destabilitizes the system.  

Þ Gilpin (1981), War and Change in World Politics: Assumption: nature of IR has not changed fundamentally over the millennia.  Once 
equilibrium between costs and benefits is reached, tendency is for costs of maintaining the system to increase. Disequilibrium entails a 
disjuncture between the basic components of the system and capacity of dominant states to maintain. This divergence in costs produces a fiscal 
crisis” as seen in Pax Americana. If the disequilibrium is not resolved, system will be changed, and new equilibrium is established. Rising state 
attempts to change rules governing system, leading to hegemonic war which uses unlimited means of warfare. Hegemonic conflict has been the 
basic mechanism of system change in world politics. Conclusion: Can still characterize IR like Thucydides.  

Þ Layne (2006), “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited”: Can US escape same fate as other great powers? Focuses on counter-balancing activity 
known as leash-slipping: wen states do not fear being attacked by the hegemon. Argues we need to distinguish between “power” and “threat”: 
the greater the concentration of power, the more threats are conceived based on intention. Argues that US can be a successful benevolent 
hegemon because it is a liberal democracy, but like Mearsheimer et al. (2016), argues that unipolarity will not endure. Rather, US must use 
offshore balancing strategy that accommodates the rise of new powers.  

Þ Le Melle (2009), “Race in IR”: Racism is a social phenomenon. Racism manifested through European colonialism and present-day 
immigration policies. “New order” from the League of Nations was designed to maximize interests of colonizers. Argues there is a further 
awakening of race consciousness. 

Þ Ikenberry (2011), “Liberal Leviathan”: International order is a “political formation in which settled rules and arrangements exist between states 
to guider their interaction.” There are limits in the anarchic/BOP accounts of order to explain American-led international order. International 
order is built on a multilayered foundation. The distribution of power provides the setting, determining which states will dominate and which 
will not. Three mechanisms: balance, command, consent. 

Þ MacDonald et al. (2011), “Graceful decline? The surprising success of Great Power retrenchment”: Examines erosion of US power and the rise 
of China, and questions the logic and evidence of the retrenchment pessimists. Retrenchment is a policy of retracting grand strategic 
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commitments in response to a decline in relative power [cf. Mearshimer et al. (2016) & Gilpin (1981)] in order to decrease the overall costs of 
policy. While retrenchment has a bad reputation, findings of study shows there are benefits that are overlooked.  

 
5. New International Security 

 
This week’s Caverly of the new international security: climate change, civil war, ethnic conflict, internal displacement, terrorism, and the failures of 
capital intensive counterinsurgency strategies. My response comparatively critiques the cost-based theoretical premises in Jonathan Caverly’s “The 
Myth of Military Myopia” (2009) and “The Strategies of Terrorism” (2006) by Andrew Kydd and Barbara Walter. While drawing on different factual 
matrices, the authors use a cost metaphor as a way of explaining the strategic logic of asymmetric war. Arguing that the United States’ capital intensive 
military strategy during the Vietnam War was the result of a median voter theorem logic, Caverly provides us with an outside-in argument about the 
logic of asymmetric war abroad from the counterinsurgency perspective. Kydd & Walter (K&W), on the other hand, equip us with an inside-out 
argument about the strategic logic of terrorism in a domestic setting from the terrorist’s strategic perspective. Comparison shows that the cost metaphor 
is more compelling when analyzing terrorism, rather than counterinsurgency, since there are increasing returns to scale on domestic terrorism in terms 
of regime and policy change.   

Caverly (2009) revisits the “paradigmatic case” of the Vietnam War, and sets out to disprove the myth of military myopia: that the United States 
capital-intensive strategy was the result of “cultural inertia in the military” (Caverly, 2009: 119). The author situates his understanding not in 
institutions, but instead, in “cost aversion strategy” (ibid.: 120). The Vietnam war was a conflict between a large power with “overwhelming force” 
and a small nation (ibid.: 124). Why, despite evidence of a faulty strategy, did the US insist on fighting? Caverly argues that a redistributive logic is at 
the core, and a political-military analysis is needed for a truly holistic assessment. The author assumes that there is a distributive logic to the costs of 
security, that security is a public good, and that voters are “responsibility headed” (ibid.: 127-8). Caverly argues that voters act according to a standard 
“median voter” logic, whereby, because of wealth inequality and the fact that the wealthier pay more taxes, the majority will choose the median income 
preference. His main point is that “the distribution of costs explains how a state’s seemingly nonstrategic behaviour may be in the interests of important 
rational actors within democracy: (ibid.: 120): viz. majority voters. 

The problem with this seemingly elegant approach is that Caverly puts too much emphasis on evidence about policy intent, such as McNamara’s 
quip in the the New York Times that the war was “expensive in dollars but cheap in life” (ibid. 140), and the Pentagon Papers, and insufficient emphasis 
on the actual record of American sentiments about the Vietnam War and voting intention. The logic of median voter theorem requires requires more 
robust evidence about public support for the capital-intensive approach if it is to be taken seriously as an inside-out explanation of counterinsurgency 
doctrine (ibid.: 131). In the March 1967 and 1968 polls the author cites, cost only mattered for 7% of the sample (ibid.: 136), indicating it did not weigh 
heavily on sentiments. While Caverly points out that relative income appears to have played a role in Lyndon Johnson’s Vietnam Strategy (ibid.: 137), 
he recognized seemingly contradictory analyses that showed that poor people supported the war. The problem is that median voter theorem assumes a 
binary logic that is difficult to prove using secondary source material on voter sentiments, unlike conducting one’s own empirical study on the topic. 
The theory is not compelling on three accounts: first, it draws on weak secondary source records, and overly weighs the political dimension at the 
expense of the societal concerns; second, it does not contend with the reality that citizens have multiple preferences; and third, from the perspective of 
the ‘overwhelming force’ in the asymmetry, it does not show whether there are ways military doctrine can have an increasing return to scale in terms 
of change in policy. 

Kydd and Walter (2006), by contrast, give us an outside-in account of the strategic logic of terrorist violence (Kydd & Walter, 2006: 50). Their 
core argument is that terrorist violence is a form of “cost signalling” (ibid.), and terrorism is animated by logics of attrition, intimidation, provocation, 
spoiling, and outbidding (ibid., 51). In essence, they argue, because “talk is cheap”, states and other actors resolve to terrorism to bring about policy or 
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regime change (ibid.: 52-3). It is a form of “costly signalling” (ibid.:58). Kydd and Walter provide a useful framework for conceptualizing terrorist 
strategy and it effectiveness in terms of a state’s “cost tolerance” and “sensitivity” to costs (ibid.: 62). Like Caverly, the tolerance/sensitivity binary is 
the fulcrum of their theoretical argument.  

There are two reasons Kydd & Walter are, in general, a more persuasive and useful resource for international relations scholars. First, by 
focusing on the ‘paradigmatic case’ of the Vietnam War, Caverly puts all his eggs in one basket: he focuses on one country and one conflict, rather 
than a general phenomenon, and his median voter theorem is far too parsimonious to be applied more widely. Voter preferences have multiple variables 
that are not captured by the model. Second, while Kydd and Walter draw on the same tolerance/sensitivity binary, their framework suggests that there 
are greater returns to scale in terms of policy and regime change in the realm of domestic terrorism. Rather than looking to history for lessons about 
the new international security, we should instead test Kydd and Walter’s insights to derive more insight about the economic logic of warfare.   
 

6. Ideas, Perception, Cognition, Psychology, Signaling 
 
Authors fail to consider the axiological dimensions of choice architecture in prospect theory.  
 
Readings: 
Þ Jervis (1988), “Hypotheses on Misperception”: Jervis sounded the alarm about misperception in international politics. Cognitive Distortion: 

Scholars and decision-makers are apt to err because they are wedded to established views and too closed to new information, as opposed to 
being too willing to alter their theories. Main Point: Evidence will always have different interpretations, and to avoid the label of cognitive 
distortion, must observe the distinction between perception and judgment. Exhorts fourteen hypotheses about decision-making.  

Þ Levy (1997), “Prospect Theory, Rational Choice, and IR”: Use Kahneman and Tversky’s prospect theory. Principles of expected utility suggest 
that actors try to maximize their expected utility by weighing the utility of each possible outcome. But there is “reference dependence”: 
decision-makers tend to value gains and loses differently. Experimental studies show individuals have nonlinear responses to probabilities. 
Prospect theory proposes there are (1) editing and (2) evaluating phases with an S-shaped value function. Yet, as Levy argues, the authors do 
not examine the problem of strategic interaction.  

Þ McDermott (2004), “The Feeling of Rationality”: Argues that emotion helps form preferences, and then logic takes over. Suggests that emotion 
is a part of rationality itself governed by interacting psychological and neurological systems. Economic indicators alone are poor tools for 
assessment.  

Þ Mercer (2005), “Rationality and Psychology in World Politics”: Assails the inaccurate believe that bias and emotion distort rationality. 
Behavioralists eliminate the mind from causal explanations calling it “folk psychology.” Relies on Kahneman and Tversky, Mercer argues 
there is no reason to privilege rationalist over psychological explanations. Political scientists need to (1) identify procedural errors that lead to 
mistaken judgment and (2) identify the mistaken judgment itself. 

Þ Yahri-Milo (2013), “In the Eye of the Beholder”: Behavioral thesis focuses on the role of costly information in influencing state behavior. 
Actions are considered costly if (1) they require significant and unrecoverable resources OR if (2) they constrain future decision-making. 
Moreover, decision-makers have selective attention. Individuals use heuristic inference strategies to simplify reality, though these can have 
the unintended effect of focusing excessive information on certain areas and away from others. The subjective credibility hypothesis also 
posits that both the degree of credence given to evidence and interpretation of evidence deemed credible will depend on the decision-makers 
expectations about the links between the two. 
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Þ Buzas (2013), “The Color of Threat: Race, Threat Perception, and the Demise of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance (1902-23)”: Argues that there is 

a racial theory of threat perception in which prejudices embedded in identities shape perception and behavioral dispositions. It is a two-step 
theory: once activated, prejudices embedded in racial identities colour threat perception and disposition. Why? It “makes threats and 
opportunities, enemies and allies, intelligible, thinkable, and possible. In the case, Mechanism 1 involved the ‘peril of migration’ which 
conflated threat perceptions of immigrants. In Mechanism 2 the ‘peril of arms’ prejudices related to intentions inflate perceptions.  

 
8. Domestic Institutions and IR 

 
Readings: 
Þ Doyle (1986), “Liberalism and world politics”: Doyle addresses an anomaly in the democratic peace theory, which is based on Kant’s notion of 

the perpetual peace: there is a self-reinforcing peace among liberal democracies, and they do not wage war against each other (although they 
may go to war with each other).  

Þ Thompson (1996), “Democracy and Peace: Putting the Cart Before the Horse”: Argues that democratic peace theory is constrained by its focus 
on regime attributes at the expense of other factors: regional primacy is an important dimension. Most democracies emerged in relatively 
cooperative niches that insulated them from competitive regional-international politics. War Making-State Making Perspective: Most liberal 
ruling arrangements stem from exchanges between segments of the population. A geopolitical interpretation of democratic peace is necessary. 
Holds that the better question is “why do democracies tend not to fight other democracies in their home regions?” (1) democratization 
facilitated by abandonment of regional hegemony aspirations (2) states in the process of becoming democratic found that pursuing regional 
hegemony suppressed the process of pursing regional hegemony and (3) states that became more democratic did so because region did not have 
much interstate conflict. Answer: Link between foreign policy orientation the probability of initiating war is probably stronger than link 
between political system type and the same probability. Case Studies: Scandinavia, Revolutionary France, North America, Taisho Japan. 
Conclusion: Geopolitical ‘stories’ cannot ‘prove’ that liberal institutions are not the main reason. Stronger argument is that different 
geopolitical constraints emerged independently and prior to democratic institutions.  

Þ Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003), The Logic of Political Survival: Argues that a “winning coalition” is a group that controls the essential 
features that constitute political power in a system. While leaders (1) tax (2) spend and (3) provide a mix of public/private goods, winning 
coalitions are drawn from a selectorate. Looking at domestic politics, the book looks at the political incentives and institutions that encourage 
or discourage leaders from promoting economic policies conducive to growth and general social welfare. It is about political survival. 
Assuming leaders are venal and self-seeking, they seek to stay in office, and have to respond strategically to pressures. Selectorate theory: 
proposes that small winning coalitions encourage leaders to use public resources to provide private goods at the expense of general welfare. 
Large winning coalitions diminish loyalty to incumbent, and result in increased expenditures and the provision of private goods. Empirical 
evidence shows there is a modest correlation between the size of a winning coalition, the degree of democracy, and the loyalty norm.  

Þ Slantchev et al. (2005), “Probabilistic Causality, Selection Bias, and the Logic of Democratic Peace”: Assails Rosato’s method on the grounds 
of his hypothesis testing. As social scientific claim, hypotheses are not formed in terms of sufficient conditions as per Rosato; rather, they are 
probabilistic in nature. Rosato is too deterministic. Slatchev et al. (2005) conclude that democratic leaders are more likely to be removed if they 
lose a war, they only fight when chances of losing are sufficiently small, and there are very similar cases proving the point.  

Þ Weeks (2008), “Autocratic Audience Costs”: Conventional hypotheses underestimate extent to which non-democratic leaders can be held 
accountable domestically through audience costs: (1) whether domestic groups can and will coordinate to punish the leader (2) whether the 
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audience views backing down negatively (3) whether outsiders can observe the possibility of domestic sanctions for backing down. Logic 
predicts that democracies should have no audience cost advantages over non-democracies when elites solve their coordination dilemmas, 
although scholars admit that democracies have information advantages over non-democracies. The exception to the logic are personalist 
regimes. Conclusion: Our view of accountability is far too narrow.  

Þ Boix (2011), “Democracy, Development, and the International System”:  
Þ McDonald (2015), “Great Powers, Hierarchy, and Endogenous Regimes”: In contrast with Doyle (1986), McDonald (2015) argues that the post 

WWI peace is not caused by domestic attributes, but by historically specific great power settlements that subsequently shaped aggregate 
patterns of military conflict. Literature has typically treated democracy as exogenous. Ultimately, the literature fails to account for the 
emergence of US as a global power. The post-war settlements made the great power position durable, shaped a number of independent states, 
influenced regime types, and reset the hierarchical order of international political organization. Main Point: Together, three elements—
historical variation in a series of negotiated great power orders that follow major conflicts, endogenous regime type, and the capacity of 
hierarchy to promote institutional similar and peace---explain the empirical finding commonly known as democratic peace.  

 
9. Non-State Actors, Networks, and IR 

 
Þ Keohane & Nye (1977), Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition Complex Interdependence is (1) the use of multiple channels 

of action between societies in interstate, trans-governmental, and transnational relations; (2) absence of hierarchy of issues with changing 
agendas and linkages between issues prioritized over the objective of (3) bringing about the decline in the use of military force and coercive 
power in IR. Keohane & Nye (updated in Foreign Affairs): Argue that the prophets of a New World Order overlook how much the new world 
overlaps with the traditional world, which depends on geographically-based institutions. They say rules will be necessary to govern cyberspace. 
Information is cheaper, and while bureaucracies once regulated transnational flows, they have much less control. But propaganda, they tell us, 
is nothing new. Hard power is accordingly less a function of material resources. Paint an optimistic picture: say that NGOs have greater 
capacity to organize and propagate their message. 

Þ Wapner (1995), “Politics Beyond the State: Environmental Activist and World Civic Politics”: Wapner argues we have a narrow vision of 
world politics, and scholars have overlooked the attempts by activists to shape public affairs by working within and across societies. We need 
to adopt a more sociological vision of global affairs: as Hegel argued, the boundaries of the states are always ill defined and essential 
amorphous, overlapping with civil society itself. States are, however, the main actors in IR, Wapner cautions. As for the definition of 
transnational actors. The meaning of activist group in a global context is not a settled question. Case Study: Environmental dimensions of 
global governance.  

Þ Keck & Sikkink (1999), “Transnational advocacy networks in international and regional politics”: Advocacy networks are significant 
transitionally, regionally, and domestically, and are key contributors to a convergence of social and cultural norms able to support processes of 
regional and international organization. By building new links among actors in civil societies, states, and international organizations, they 
multiply the opportunities for dialogue and exchange. Main Point: At the core of the relationship is information exchange: actors mobilize 
information strategically to help create new issues and categories, and to persuade, pressurize, and gain leverage over much more powerful 
organizations. Activists in networks try not only to influence policy outcomes, but to transform the terms and nature of the debate. They are 
network actors. They use four main tactics: (1) information politics (2) symbolic politics (3) leverage politics (4) accountability politics. Cf. 
Jervis (1988), Levy (1997), McDermott (2004), Mercer (2005), Yahri-Milo (2013), Buzas (2013). The core difference is activists/network 
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actors engage in positive agenda-setting and normative entrepreneurship infra., whereas cognitive bias looks at our own internalized and 
collective decision-making heuristics and biases. 

Þ Carpenter (2007), “Setting the Advocacy Agenda: Theorizing Issue Emergence and Non-emergence in Transnational Agency Network”: Why 
do some issues galvanize the attention of transnational policy networks? Literature does a poor job over time and issues. Most theory has to do 
with later steps in the ‘advocacy chain’ such as the process of creating and diffusing new norms. Main Point: Issue Emergence is critical to 
assessing the role of transnational advocacy networks. Tells us that issues emerge because of new intersubjective understandings advanced in 
light of preexisting moral standards. Thus, we see normative entrepreneurship: a norm that results from advocacy.  

Þ Hafner-Burton et al. (2009), “Network analysis for international relations”: The IR discipline has not, until recently, treated networks as 
structures that can constrain and enable individual agents to influence international outcomes. Network analysis allows for a fine-grained 
conceptualization and measurement of structures. A network approach defines structures as “emergent properties of persistent patterns of 
relations among agents that can define, enable, and constrain those agents.” Principles: (1) Nodes and their behaviors are mutually dependent, 
not autonomous;  (2) ties between nodes can be channels for transmission of both material and non-material products; (3) persistent patterns of 
association among nodes create structures that can define, enable, or restrict the behavior of the nodes. Main Point: Network effects are a 
function of network power, which is defined as “prominence in networks where valued information and scarce resources are transferred from 
one actor to another” and is defined in terms of centrality.  

Þ Kinne (2013), “Network Dynamics and the Evolution of International Cooperation”: Argues that international cooperation is governed by 
endogenous network influences, and that the creation of international agreements and institutions affects the cooperative efforts of others. 
Adopts a rationalist assumption: states seek to maximize the benefits of cooperation while managing the risks. Agreements matter because (1) 
provide information about states’ trustworthiness and reliability as cooperative partners AND (2) affect the rewards of cooperation by 
generating issue-specific externalities and by allowing states to build durable reference points or “clubs”. Kinne treats bilateral agreements as 
an evolving social network that defines the strategic environment in which states act. Formation of agreements creates new network ties and 
changes the structure of the network accordingly. Cf. McDonald (2015) on great power settlements, who adopts a contractarian idea as well. 
Argument: Cooperation failures are fundamentally rooted in issues of distribution and enforcement, commonly known as the distinction 
between coordination and collaboration problems. IN coordination problems, states prefer cooperative outcomes, but disagree on the precise 
institutional form that cooperation should take place in. In collaboration problems, cooperation leads to efficient outcomes, but states have 
incentives to act unilaterally to defect and secure gains from cheating. Cf. Jervis (1978) and Carla (in class Week 2) on the security dilemma: it 
is about trust, not Jervis’ misperception of the distribution of gains and losses in the quadrants of his adapted Prisoner’s Dilemma. Cf. Axelrod 
(1984), The Evolution of Cooperation, who shows that tit-for-tat cooperation is actually a preferred solution. We need to look at exogenous and 
endogenous factors in our analysis. 

 
10. International Institutions and Organizations 

 
Þ Keohane (1984), After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in World Political Economy. Hegemony is a function of asymmetrical cooperation 

in the international system, which successful hegemons maintain and support. Yet, the “subjective elements” of American hegemony have been 
eroded as much as the tangible power resources upon which hegemonic systems rest. Main Point: Nonhegemonic cooperation is possible, and it 
can be facilitated by international regimes. Why? Cooperation is possible after hegemony because shared interests lead to the creation of 
regimes, but also because the conditions for maintaining existing international regimes are less demanding than those required for creating 
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them. Although hegemony helps explain the creation of contemporary international regimes, the decline of hegemony does not necessarily lead 
to symmetrically to their decay. Definition of Regime: “as a set of implicit or explicit norms, rules, and decision-making procedrues around 
which actors’ expectations converge in a given area in international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and rectitude, Norms are 
standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making 
procedures are prevailing practices for making and implement collective choice. Cf. Olson (1993) and Jervis (1978) who suggest the collective 
goods and Prisoner’s Dilemma: Keohane (1984) says there is a “third image” that focuses on issues of enforcement, commitment, and strategic 
interaction in line with Axelrod (1984), who shows that cooperation can ‘emerge’ if there are enough clusters of extant cooperators.. Argues 
against pure rational choice uses simplifying assumptions leading to ideal types. Voluntary Rational Choice: Each actor is assumed to have 
calculated that it will be at least as well off as a member of an international regime given the prior structure of constraints. As Snidal (1985) 
also argues, the benefits of cooperation rarely meet the classic criteria of a public good: there is an impossibility of excluding non-contributors 
and a jointness of supply. Coase Theorem: World politics is characterized by institutional deficiencies that inhibit mutually advantageous 
cooperation due to (1) conflict of interest  in the (2) self-help system: actors do not bear the full costs, or receive the full benefits, of their 
action. Ronald Coase predicted that collective action problems can be overcome through bargaining. There are three elements: (1) legal 
framework establishing liability for actions, presumably supported by governmental authority; (2) perfect information (3) zero transaction 
costs. Applies the Inversion of Coase: (1) no government authority (2) imperfect information (3) transaction costs.  

Þ Krasner (1982), “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables”: Third world have argued that basic norms 
of international economic order should be redistribution and equity, not nondiscrimination and equity. Regime Change: involves alterations of 
rules and decision-making procedures, but not of norms and principles. A weakening of a regime involves incoherence among the components 
of the regime or inconsistency between regime and related behavior.  

§ Cf. Susan Strange: Argues regimes are pernivious because they obfuscate and obscure power relationships that are proximate, not just 
the ultimate, cause of behavior. But, Krasner (1982) says, the market is a powerful metaphor. Conventional structural arguments do 
not take regimes seriously. The Grotian perspective, however, sees regimes as a pervasive fact of social interaction, while the 
structural realist orientation is “more circumspect” 

§ Explanations of Regime Development: (1) Egoistic self-interest in the face of Pareto sub-optimal outcomes; (2) Political power can 
be cosmopolitan (common good) OR instrumental (power and particular interests); (3) norms and principles treated as endogenous; 
(4) usage and custom that regularize patterns of behavior and practice; (5) knowledge is widely accepted. 

Þ Ruggie (1982), “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change” Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Economic Order”: International 
regimes are “social institutions around which actor expectations converge in a given area of international relations.” Yet we know little about 
international economic regimes, and the formation/transformation in general. Makes three arguments: (1) Generative grammar or structure of 
international political authority is a fusion of (i) power with (ii) legitimate purpose; (2) emergence of specific developments in transnational 
economic activities that make a first-order contribution to the regimes for money and trade. (3) How do power and purpose covary? Original 
purpose, per Polanyi (1967), is that the state is to institute/safeguard the self-regulating market. Post WWII, there was an Embedded 
Liberalism Compromise that was multilateral in character and based on domestic interventionism rather than a gold standard. Governments 
want to promote a functional differentiation in the division of labor that reflects comparative advantage. Norm Governed Change: 
international regimes are not emanations of underlying power, but represent a fusion of power and legitimate social purpose, making cause and 
effect reasoning much more complex. 

Þ Grieco (1988), “Anarchy and Limits of International Cooperation”:  
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Þ Simmons (2001), “The International Politics of Harmonization: The Case of Capital Market Regulation”: Argues that harmonization unfolds 

into two dimensions: (1) incentives other regulators face to emulate/diverge from regulatory innovation of the dominant financial center AND 
(2) nature and extend of the externalities produced by this reaction, as experienced in or anticipated in the dominant center. Main Point: 
Concentration of financial power has profound implications for regulatory harmonization. US is ‘hegemonic’ in finance in the sense that it is 
costlier to alter its preferred regulation innovation than to try to change the policies of the rest of the world. Regulators as Unconditional 
First Movers: Financial regulatory innovation will be motivated by and respond to internal (USA) regulatory needs and politics. Policy change 
can (1) provide incentives for other regulators to emulate (2) diverge OR (3) have no effects. 

Þ Voeten (2005), “The Political Origins of the UN Security Council’s ability to Legitimize the use of Force”: 
 
 

11. IPE: Domestic 
 
Þ Milner (1987), “Resisting the Protectionist Temptation: Industry and the Making of Trade Policy in France and the USA during the 1970s”: 

Why did major industrial sectors open despite the “troubles” of the 1970s. Shows how domestic factors helped maintain an open liberal order 
in the 1970s by looking at (1) formation of trade preferences and (2) structure of trade policymaking process. Main Point: Multinational firms 
are most likely to have open trading preferences. Central claim is that aspects of increased international independence similarly affected the 
interests of firms in both countries. Firms more extensively involved in the international economy through exports, multi-nationality, and intra-
firm trade should be less likely to seek protectionism because protection is costly. Explain the Japanese paradox of the US semiconductor 
industry. Policy Network: Structure of policymaking allows significant policy influence.  

Þ Frieden (1991), “Invested Interests: The politics of national economic policies in a world of global finance”: Capital moves so freely that 
financial markets are subsets of a global market: a fundamental change in the global economy. Take heed of distributional implications of 
cross-border capital movements. Mundell-Flemming Trilemma: States that a country can have at most two of the three: fixed exchange rate, 
monetary policy autonomy, and capital mobility. Why? If capital is fully mobile, interest rates are constrained to be the same in all countries 
and monetary policy can have no impact. Who wins and losses? According to Hecksher-Ohlin, effects of goods movements on return to factors 
will vary according to whether the factors are locally scarce or abundant. Stopler-Samuelson Theorem posits that protection benefits the locally 
scarce factors: good for labor in labor-poor country, and good for capital in capital-poor country. Specific Factors Model: Change in the 
relative price of goods have principal effect on sector-specific producers of the goods, rather than on the whole factor-owner. Main Point: A 
secular increase in financial capital implies a movement of financial assets from capital-rich to capital-poor countries (low to high interest 
rates). Specific factors do well. Conclusion: Sectoral policies can help an economy do well.  

Þ Simmons (1994), Who Adjusts? Domestic Sources of Foreign Economic Policy During the Interwar Years: Why did individual states either 
choose to break/abide prevailing international norms of accepted economic policy. Why did some abide by currency stability and relatively 
liberal trade, while others chose to BOP deficits by devaluing and erecting barriers to trade: shifting the costs of adjustment to partners. Main 
Point: Stable governments and quiescent labor movements contributed to international economic cooperation, while domestic instability 
undermined it.  There is a clear relationship between states’ willingness to play by the “rules of the game” and patterns of domestic politics.  

§ Cf. Systemic v. Domestic Theorizing: Simmons says it has been insufficient for interpreting the patterns of national gold standard 
compliance during the interwar years, and the reason is the indeterminacy of system constraints on government policy. Without some 
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understanding of preferences of the hegemon, the logic of systemic theory is less compelling. We need to make correct assumptions 
about the nature of the game.  

§ Argument: Rational forward-looking markets search for evidence of a government’s commitment. They react nevatively to evidence a 
government may renege on its commitment to deflate (or avoid deflation): evidence political instability, labor unrest, demand of left-
wing constituencies, as evidenced in the gold standard. Implications for IPE: (1) Credibility which is the ‘ability to make a believable 
commitment to fulfill a promise in the absence of an enforceable contract AND (2) Time Horizons: Question is about the impact on a 
discount rate, and time horizons are a wy to explore the link between domestic and international games. (Like Putnam (1998) Two-
Level Game” infra. 

Þ Putnam (1998), “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games”: A more adequate account of the domestic determinants 
of foreign policy and international relations must stress: parties, social classes, interest groups (economic/noneconomic), legislators, public 
opinion, elections …. Not just executive officials and institutional arrangements. Assails state-centric literature, which provides an uncertain 
foundation for accounting for the interaction of domestic and international spheres. (1) National Level: Domestic groups pursue their interests 
by pressuring the governments to adopt favorable policies, an politicians seek power by constructing coalitions among those groups (cf. Bueno 
de Mesquita et al. (2003), The Logic of Political Survival). (2) International Level: National governments seek to maximize their own ability to 
satisfy domestic pressures, while minimizing the adverse consequences of foreign developments. Neither of the two games can be ignored by 
central decision-makers as long as they are independent. National political leaders are rational egoists that appear at both came boards. 
Staggering political complexity. Bargaining: Occurs at Level I and Level II. In many games the process may be iterative. Larger win-sets at 
Level I make agreements possible. Example: Carter used inducements to get Congress to ratify the Panama Canal Treaty. There can be 
voluntary/involuntary defection. Possibility: (1) synergistic issue linkages, (2) targeting, (3) strategic use of uncertainty in domestic politics, 
94) special utility of “kinky win sets” (rational negotiator convinces opponent that his own win-set is ‘kinky’: proposed deal certain to be 
ratified, but a slightly more favorable deal to other side would sink it).  

Þ Broz (1999), “Origins of the Federal Reserve System: International Incentives and Domestic Free Riders”: Problem with pre-1913 US 
monetary system was absence of central bank which prevented banking panics and several seasonal interest rate changes. Problems were 
costly: panics reduced money supply, increased business failure/unemployment, and impacted economy negatively. New York Financial elite 
stood to gain from the situation. Cf. Milner (1987). Joint Products Model (JPM): Basic intuition is that most collective action situations yield 
multiple benefits: public and private in nature. The payoff is a non-excludable public good and excludable private good. Argument: Extent of 
free riding associated with the production of a public good is inversely related to the proportion of private benefits available to participating 
members in a group. NB: Private and public goods in question cannot be disaggregated due to some supply constraint. Cf. Separate Provision 
Critique: If people contribute to public good because of the selective benefits offered, then there is an efficient solution is to disconnect the 
private from the collective good, since it would be cheaper to produce independently. Requirements of JPM: (1) Public goods problem must 
exist (identify and define: two specific people, or the whole world) AND (2) private good must be available to induce select members of the 
group to participate in the collective effort (identify desired private good and define according to a subset of a larger group) AND (3) private 
benefit can only induce collective action when it it cannot be enjoyed in isolation of the public good. Joint goods cannot be separately 
produced: the analyst must bind the public and private goods together by defining the supply technology that makes it impossible to 
disaggregate the joint goods. Case Study: New York bankers took up cause for creation of central bank because they sought group-specific 
benefits: internationalization of the dollar. National system also benefited from stability of a banking system that would turn NYC into a 
financial capital of the world. Denomination Rents: These are the returns generated by banking sector of issuing nation. They directly benefit 
when national currency serves as an international currency. Claim: those rents incentivized money-center banks. 
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Þ Forum: Open Economy Reflections (2017) 
 

12. IPE: International  
 
Þ Kindleberger (1973), The World in Depression: Explanations for cause of depression: monetary policy (Friedman), misuse of gold standard 

(Robbins), mistaken deflation (Keynes), secular stagnation (Hansen), structural disequilibrium (Svennilson). Argument: British inability 
coupled with US unwillingness to provide five stabilizing functions (1) maintaining a relatively open market for distressed goods (2) providing 
countercyclical, or at least stable, long-term lending; (3) policing a relative stable system of exchange rates; (4) ensuring the coordination of 
macroeconomic policies (5) acting as a lender of last resort by discounting or otherwise providing liquidity. Case: World gold standard fell 
apart when USA and France accumulated gold and sterilized it. Britain was unable to cope to deliver the public good. Only when Bretton 
Woods institutions were formed did US assume economic leadership role. Does not mention China’s rise in his prognostications for global 
order. 

Þ Gilpin (1987), The Political Economy of International Relations: State and market create political economy, for, “in the absence of the state, 
the price mechanism and market forces would determine the outcome of economic activities: this would be the worldview of eh economists. In 
the absence of the market, the state would allocate resources. Argument: Neither state nor market are primary: causal relationships are 
interactive and cyclical. Market plays a central role in relative prices and allocative decisions. Although market is abstract, it can be defined as 
“one in which goods and services are exchanged on the basis of relative prices; it is where transactions are negotiated and prices are 
determined. Formally Defined: “Market is the driving force of social change and the alienation of land and labor. (1) Critical role of relative 
prices in the exchange of goods; (2) centrality of competition as determinant of individual and institutional behavior; (3) importance of 
efficiency in determining the survivability of economic actors.  

§ Cf. Compares to (1) liberalism (long-term harmony of interests, but cannot serve as comprehensive political doctrine) (2) nationalism 
(zero-sum worldview lacking a theory of state and society) and (3) Marxism (does not appreciate role of strategic interaction . 

§ Argument: Hegemon is necessary to the existence of liberal international economy; absence of a hegemon makes it difficult to 
sustain.  

§ Mechanisms of Structural Change: (1) Uneven growth among national economies (2) rise and decline of leading sectors according 
to the S-curve and (3) long term variations in economic growth and cycles of expansion. Conclusion: Evolution involves three 
elements (1) shift in locus of economic activities (2) rise and decline of sectors (3) increasing integration of national economics and 
impact of external forces on domestic well-being. 

Þ Gowa (1989), “Hegemons, Excludable Goods, and Small Group: An Epitaph for Hegemonic Stability Theory?”: Critics of hegemonic stability 
theory argue: (1) rational hegemons adopt an optimum tariff rather than free trade (2) small groups, as public goods theory claims, are close 
substitutes for privileged groups; (3) provision of open international markets implies the supply of excludable rather than public goods. 
Argument: Attacks not fatal: on economic grounds, a non-myopic rational hegemony may reject an optimum tariff; exclusion from a free trade 
accord is itself a public good; and hegemons enjoy clear advantages to relatively small groups with respect to the supply of international goods. 
Main Point: Strategic interdependence, incomplete information, and barriers to “k” group formation are the core elements of the argument. 
Does not consider domestic factors. Conclusion: Even the exclusively economic self-interest of a rational hegemon may not persuade it to 
adopt the optimal tariff of standard theory. Preferences depend on costs of bribery, taxation, and tariffs and on the ability to deter entry through 
the strategic use of monopoly power.  
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Þ Rudra (2002), “Globalization and the Decline of the Welfare State in Less-Developed Countries”: Trends in welfare state between MDCs and 

LDCs have diverged. Two factors: (1) globalization and (2) political strength of labor in LDCs. Current studies biased. In LDCS, those most 
disadvantage by globalization do not have the formal democratic means by which to negotiate with the government. Developing countries lack 
both favorable institutional arrangements for establishing cross-class coalitions and strong labor market institutions. Theory: Globalization is 
likely to adversely affect government commitments to social welfare in nations highly endowed with low-skill labor. Assumptions: (1) works 
desire greater welfare benefits (2) government are primarily concerned with promoting aggregate performance.  

Þ Simmons & Elkins (2004), “The Globalization of Liberalization: Policy Diffusion in the International Political Economy”: Describes process of 
policy diffusion. Mechanisms: (1) policy adoptions alter the benefits of adoption for other AND (2) another in which these adoptions provide 
information about costs and benefits of particular innovation. Altered Payoffs: (1) Material payoffs (governments act to attract economic 
activity to increase growth) (2) Reputational payoffs (neoliberal consensus). New Information: (1) learning from success (2) learning through 
communication (policy networks) (3) cultural reference groups. Main Findings: (1) While competition is significant, global norms and 
“discernable effects”; (2) Success attracts adherence in termsof global policy. 

Þ Liao & McDowell (2015), “Redback Rising: China’s Bilateral Swap Agreements and Remnibi Internationalization”: The world needs to 
prepare for a system where dollar and Remnibi co-exit. China is seeking to internationalize its currency through swap agreements to facilitate 
joint gains. Cf. Carla (March 27): may be seen as a counter-hegemonic move vis-à-vis USA? 

 
13. Tolerance and Diversity in IR 

 
Þ Puchala (1997), “Some Non-Western Perspective on IR”: States are not as important in non-Western thinking, which focuses on 

movements/forces/parties/peoples/cultures/civilizations. Power explains little, as well, because it is seen as constant and not variable: the West 
holds most power. State-to-state interactions matter less because they focus on activities of transnational social and ideological movements. 

Þ Sil & Kazanstein (2010), “Analytic Eclecticism in the study of World Politics”: Does not constitute an alternative model of research, but rather, 
an intellectual stance that one can adopt. Characteristics: (1) proceeds at lease implicitly on a pragmatic ethos, manifested in the search for a 
middle-range or theoretical arguments that potentially speak to concrete issues of policy an practice; (2) addresses problems with a wide scope 
that, in contrast to more narrow puzzles, incorporate more complexity; (3) constructive substantive arguments relate td these problems: analytic 
eclecticism generates causal stories that forgo parsimony to capture the interactions among different types of causal mechanisms normally 
associated in isolation from each other within separate research traditions. As Dewey stated: “Knowledge claims, however, produced and 
defended, are always in need of reconsideration and reconstruction on the basis of engagement with the experience of actors seeking to cope 
with real-world problems.” 

Þ Maliniak et al. (2011), “IR in the US Academy”: Most peer reviewed research is not advanced from one of the –isms. Only a small number of 
papers are synthetic---meaning author advances a theory that explicitly integrates variables or hypotheses from more than one paradigm. Must 
address independent variables from two or more distinct paradigms and “there is a conscious bridge building between one or more theory.” 
Conclusion: Wide range of theoretical approaches in the discipline.  

Þ Maliniak et al. (2013), “The Gender Citation Gap”: Articles written by women are less cited than their male peers even when accounting for a 
number of possible explanations.  



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS STUDY GUIDE - PHD 
Þ Voeten (2013), “Gender bias in professional networks and citations”: Canonical cites? Points to professional networks as a cause of gendered 

citation patterns. “Cultural baggage can, at the margin, inhibit men and women from establishing meaningful professional relationships.” 
Conclusion: Men and women must “lean in”.  

Þ Acharya (2014), “Global IR and Regional Worlds: A New Agenda for International Studies”: Proposes a “New Global IR” that transcends the 
divide between the West and the Rest. Six facets: (1) pluralistic universalism (not applying to all but recognizing and respecting diversity in us) 
(2) grounded in world history (not just Greco-Roman, European); (3) subsumes rather than supplants existing IR theories and methods (4) 
integrates study of regions, regionalisms, and area studies (5) eschews exceptionalism (6) recognizes multiples forms of agency beyond 
material power, including resistance, normative action, and local constructions of global order. Multiplex world: Comprises multiple key 
actors/producers/directors (including shape-shifting villains like terrorist groups) whose relationships are defined by multiple degrees of 
complex form of interdependence. Interdependence: Interdependence in this multiplex world is complex and multidimensional, comprising 
not just trade, but also financial flows and transnational production. It has multiple layers of governance, global, inter-regional, regional, state, 
and sub-state. 

Þ Fuji (2017), “The Real Problem With Diversity in Political Science”: There are a rash of myths that people assert as fact or commonsense: this 
is whitesplaining academic-style.  

Þ C. Weber: Must do more than eschew the discredited claim that there is no queer IR theory. What are the ontological, epistemological, and 
methodological limits of queer intellectual curiosity? 

 


