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Course Objective 
      
 The fundamental aim of this course is to provide students with a broad background in the field of international 
relations as a means of developing the foundation necessary for taking preliminary exams and advanced coursework in 
international relations.  This course will focus upon broad themes of international relations and only touch briefly upon 
topics like international political economy and international conflict that will receive more advanced treatment in 
advanced courses.  As we will see in our studies, there is no single, unified theoretical or methodological approach to the 
study of international relations.  As a result, we will parallel the diversity of approaches with one another, evaluating their 
strengths and weakness, deriving their assumptions, and deconstructing the causal mechanisms that they develop. 
 
Readings 
 
Course readings will come from a combination of books and journal articles.  The books listed below are available at the 
university bookstore.  Journal articles, in order to save students costs, are available electronically through the library.  A 
few readings (noted by ***) are available from the instructor and will be made available at least one week in advance of 
their discussion. 
 

Kenneth Waltz. 2010. Theory of International Politics. Waveland Press. 
Robert Axelrod. 1997. Complexity of Cooperation: Agent-Based Models of Competition and Collaboration. Princeton 
University Press 
Detlef Sprinz and Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, eds. 2004. Models, Numbers and Cases: Methods for Studying International 
Relations. University of Michigan Press.   
Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, Alastair Smith, Randolph Siverson, and James Morrow. 2004. The Logic of Political 
Survival 
Robert Keohane. 2005. After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy. Princeton University 
Press. 

 
In order to aid you in estimating the reading load for a week, weeks in which a full book is assigned are highlighted. 
 
Class Meetings/Participation – 20% 
 
This course will be conducted in a seminar format.  As such, much of the success or failure of the course will rest with 
the students.  Students are expected to attend all classes, read all assigned material, and participate thoughtfully in our 
discussions.  Students who fail to attend class, who are unprepared, or who do not participate in class will be penalized 
heavily.  Participation involves more than simply restating the material that is assigned, but instead involves making 
insightful points about those readings and raising thoughtful questions about the material that stimulate discussion. 
 
Graduate school represents a transition point in scholarship in which students are asked to move from consumers of 
knowledge to producers of knowledge.  As a result it is important for students to begin to deconstruct and analyze the 
material presented in class as a means of moving toward this transition.  In order to aid in this transition, students will be 
expected to act as discussion leader for several sets of readings.  In this role, students will be expected to briefly 
synthesize the week’s readings around a theme and raise issues for discussion relevant for those weeks’ set of readings.  
Students must email me the list of discussion topics/questions they intend to cover no later than midnight on the 
Sunday before each class meeting.  Students will sign up for their discussion leader weeks during the first class meeting. 
 
 
 



Papers – 30% 
 
Students will be expected to write five short (approx. 5 double-spaced pages) papers during the semester.  These papers 
will discuss a given week’s readings (week 14 is not eligible for a paper) and should be sent to me via email as a Word or 
pdf file no later than midnight on the Sunday preceding that week’s class.  No late papers will be accepted under 
any circumstances.   
 
These papers should not be summaries of the readings but focused critiques and analyses of the readings.  I am looking 
for you to evaluate the key arguments raised by the literature, discuss the ways in which the different readings compare 
and contrast with each other, and gauge the degree to which these readings move the literature forward by enhancing 
our understanding of international relations.  Papers that simply summarize the readings with no original discussion will 
be penalized heavily.   
 
Literature Review – 20% 
 
In order to allow students the opportunity to examine a segment of the IR literature in greater depth, students will write 
a literature review. In this literature review, students will examine the development of a particular area of IR scholarship, 
evaluating issues such as its development over time, areas of disagreement, new problems and questions raised by the 
literature, etc. The literature review should be 5,000-7,000 words and should be modeled after the literature reviews in 
Jack Levy (1994) “Learning and Foreign Policy:  Sweeping a Conceptual Minefield” International Organization 48: 279-312 
and Robert Jervis (1988) “War and Misperception” Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18:675-700. Students must email me 
their proposed topic for approval no later than Friday, September 14th. The literature review is due no later than 11 pm 
on Tuesday, November 20th and must be submitted via email as a Word or pdf file. Literature reviews will be penalized 1 
letter grade for each day they are submitted late. 
 
Exam – 30% 
 
There will be one final exam in the course.  This exam will be a take-home exam in which students will have a choice of 
exam questions to answer.  Questions will resemble the types of questions those on preliminary exams.  Students, upon 
opening the exam, will have three hours to complete it.  The exam will be distributed at the end of the last day of class 
and will be due no later than 6:30 PM, December 11th.  Late submissions of the final exam will not be accepted. Exam 
responses will be submitted through the class website.  
 
I.  Theoretical Approaches to the Study of International Relations 
1. Course Introduction – September 4 
 
2.  Approaches to the Study of IR – September 11 
This first week’s readings provide us with some thoughts about how we may approach the study of international relations.  What is it we are 
looking for in our studies?  What is the best means of finding it?  These readings will provide the jumping off point to these questions that 
recur throughout the semester. 
 
• Hedley Bull (1966). International Theory: The Case for a Classical Approach. World Politics 18: 361-377. 
• J. David Singer (1961). “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations.” World Politics 14, 1 (October): 77-
92. 
• Kenneth Waltz (1997). "Evaluating Theories," The American Political Science Review 91(4): 913-917.  
• Bruce Bueno de Mesquita (1985). Toward a Scientific Understanding of International Conflict: A Personal View. 
International Studies Quarterly 29(2): 121-136.  
• Stephen Krasner (1985). “Toward Understanding in International Relations” International Studies Quarterly 29(2): 137-144 
• Robert Jervis (1985). “Pluralistic Rigor: A Comment on Bueno de Mesquita”  International Studies Quarterly 29(2): 145-
149. 
• Bruce Bueno de Mesquita (1985). “Reply to Stephen Krasner and Robert Jervis”. International Studies Quarterly 29(2): 
151-154.  
• Jack Levy (1997). “Too Important to Leave to the Other: History and Political Science in the Study of International 
Relations.” International Security 22(1): 22-33. 
 
 
 



3.  Classical Realism – September 18 
Classical realism has, in many respects, represented the dominant theoretical approach to the study and practice of international relations.  
This week we will examine its core tenets, its assumptions, and the causal forces that it postulates for international relations. 
 
• Thucydides. "The Melian Dialogue". The History of the Peloponnesian War.  
http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/melian.htm 
• Thomas Hobbes (1996). "Chapter XXII: Of the Natural Condition of Mankind as Concerning Their Felicity and 
Misery." http://oregonstate.edu/instruct/phl302/texts/hobbes/leviathan-c.html#CHAPTERXIII 
• Hans J. Morgenthau (1967). Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, chapters 
1 ("A Realist Theory of International Politics"), 11 (“The Balance of Power”), and 12 (“Different Methods of the 
Balance of Power”). *** 
• Helen Milner (1991). “The Assumption of Anarchy in International Relations Theory.” Review of International Relations 
Theory 17:67-85. 
• Alexander Wendt (1992). “Anarchy is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics.” International 
Organization 46: 391-425. 
 
4.  Neorealism – September 25 
Neorealism was motivated by a desire to make the study of international relations more “scientific”.  Waltz’s work represents one of the key 
works of this approach.  Focus on how the theoretical arguments differ from those of the realists. 
 
• Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics, chapters 1-6, 8 
• Mearsheimer, John J. 2001. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New York: W.W. Norton & Co: chapters 1, 2, & 9. *** 
• Paul Schroeder (1994). "Historical Reality vs Neo-Realist Theory," International Security 19, 2 (Summer): 108-148. 
 
5.  Challenges to Realism:  Liberalism and Neoliberal Institutionalism – October 2 
The theoretical approaches we will examine this week challenge the assumptions, predictions, and causal mechanisms described by both the 
realists and the neorealists.  As a result, these theoretical schools reach very different conclusions about the nature of international relations and 
the manner in which actors in the system behave. 
 
• Robert Keohane (2005). After Hegemony. Princeton: Princeton University Press. All 
• Robert Jervis, “Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation: Understanding the Debate,” International Security 24:1 
(Summer 1999), pp. 42-63 
• Andrew Moravcsik (1997). "Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics." International 
Organization 51, 4 (Autumn): 513-553. 
• Robert Keohane and Lisa Martin (1995). “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory” International Security 19: 5-49. 
• Joseph Grieco (1988). “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal 
Institutionalism.” International Organization 42(3):485-507.  
 
6.  Constructivism – October 9 
Thus far, our studies of international relations have taken a decidedly positivist approach to international relations.  This approach, however, 
is by no means the only approach to the study of international relations.  This week we take a very different approach to the study of 
international relations, constructivism 
 
• Ted Hopf (1998). “The Promise of Constructivism in IR Theory.” International Security 23 (Summer): 171-200. 
• Nina Tannenwald, “The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the Normative Basis of Nuclear Non-Use,” 
International Organization 53:3 (Summer 1999), pp. 433-468. 
• Jeffrey T. Checkel, “Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change,” International Organization 55:3 
(Summer 2001), pp. 553-88. 
• Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change, International Organization 
54:4 (Autumn 1998), pp. 887-917. 
• Michael Barnett and Raymond Duvall (2005) “Power in International Relations.” International Organization 59(1): 39-75. 
 
 
 
 
 



II.  Approaches to the Study of International Relations 
 
7. How Do We Study International Relations? – October 16 
We have examined many of the key theoretical approaches to the study of international relations. This week we will take stock of where these 
theoretical approaches take us and consider how we might go about studying international relations. 
 

a. Wither the –Isms?  
• David A. Lake (2011) “Why “isms” Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic Sects as Impediments to 
Understanding and Progress.” International Studies Quarterly 55(2):465–480. 
• Henry R. Nau (2011) “No Alternative to “Isms”.” International Studies Quarterly 55(2):487–491. 
 

b. Methodological Approaches to International Relations 
• Andrew Bennett, “Case Study Methods: Design, Use, and Comparative Advantages” in Models, Numbers, and Cases: 
Methods for Studying International Relations, Detlef Sprinz and Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, eds. 
• Bear Braumoeller and Anne Sartori, “The Promise and Perils of Statistics in International Relations” in Models, 
Numbers, and Cases: Methods for Studying International Relations, Detlef Sprinz and Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, eds. 
• Paul Huth and Todd Allee, “Research Design in Testing Theories of International Conflict” in Models, Numbers, and 
Cases: Methods for Studying International Relations, Detlef Sprinz and Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, eds. 
• Duncan Snidal, “Formal Models of International Politics” in Models, Numbers, and Cases: Methods for Studying International 
Relations, Detlef Sprinz and Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, eds. 

 
 
8. Rationalist Approaches – October 23 
Much of contemporary international relations scholarship assume, both implicitly and explicitly, rationality in the behavior of actors in the 
international system.  We will discuss the basis for this assumption and how this assumption is integrated into theoretical explanations of 
events in the international system.  
 
• Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and James Morrow. 1999. “Sorting through the Wealth of Notions," International Security 24: 
56-73. 
• Stephen M. Walt (1999). “Rigor or Rigor Mortis? Rational Choice and Security Studies.” International Security 23: 5-48. 
Also responses by Bueno de Mesquita and Morrow, Martin, Niou and Ordeshook, Powell, Zagare, and reply by Walt 
(pp. 56-130). 
• James Fearon (1995). “Rationalist Explanations for War.”International Organizations 49(3): 379-414. 
• Robert Powell (2006). “War as a Commitment Problem.” International Organization 60 (Winter): 169-203.   

 
 

9. Challenges to Rationalism – October 30 
Although there is an emphasis placed upon rational decision-making in the international system, research from both political science and social 
psychology suggests that the manner in which individuals make decisions differs significantly from that assumed by rational choice theory.  We 
will discuss the merits of the rationality assumption and the consequences of its violation. 
 
• Richard Ned Lebow (1981).  Between Peace and War.  Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins.  Chapter 6.  (Read for theories of 
decision making) *** 
• James Fearon and Alexander Wendt (2002) “Rationalism v. Constructivism: A Skeptical View” in Handbook of 
International Relations, Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse and Beth A. Simmons, eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. pp. 52-
72.** 
• George Quattrone and Amos Tversky. (1988).  "Contrasting Rational and Psychological Analyses of Political Choice."  
American Political Science Review 82:719-736. 
• Dan Reiter. (1994). “Learning, Realism, and Alliances:  The Weight of the Shadow of the Past.”  World Politics 46:490-
526.   
• Jack Levy (1996). "Loss Aversion, Framing, and Bargaining: Implications of Prospect Theory for International 
Conflict." International Political Science Review 17: 179-195. 
 

10. Literature Review Work Period/Individual Meetings – November 6 
We will allot time this week to working on the literature reviews assigned as part of your course grade. I will hold individual meetings with 
students throughout the week in order to answer questions and give feedback on the literature reviews as well as discuss potential next steps in 
terms of research projects. 



 
11. Domestic Politics and International Relations – November 13  
Many explanations of international relations envision states behaving as unitary actors as the fundamental actors in the international system.  
This set of readings discusses ways in which the internal characteristics of states impacts their behavior in the international system.  We will 
discuss the trade-offs between the simplicity of the unitary actor assumption and the complexity of domestic politics in developing theoretical 
models of international relations. 
  
• Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, Alastair Smith, Randolph Siverson, and James Morrow (2004) The Logic of 
Political Survival. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
• James Fearon (1994).  “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of International Disputes”.’American Political 
Science Review, 88:577–592. 
• Robert Putnam (1988).  “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics:  The Logic of Two-Level Games.”International Organization. 
42:427-460. 
• Peter Gourevitch (1978). “The Second Image Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic Politics.” International 
Organization 32:4 (Autumn) 881-912. 
 
III.  Arrows & Olive Branches:  Sources of Cooperation and Conflict in the International System 
 
12. International Cooperation – November 20    
Scholars of international relations have very different expectations about the frequency of cooperation in the international system and the forces 
that promote its occurrence.  We will discuss what is meant by cooperation as well as examine the prevalence of cooperation in the international 
system and the forces that encourage the development of cooperation. 
 
• Robert Axelrod. (1997). Complexity of Cooperation. Princeton: Princeton University Press. All. 
• Kenneth Oye (1986). "Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy: Hypotheses and Strategies." World Politics 38: 1-24. 
• Arthur Stein (1993). “Coordination and Collaboration: Regimes in an Anarchic World” International Organanization 36(2): 
299-324. 
• Judith Kelley (2007). “Who Keeps International Commitments and Why? The International Criminal Court  
and Bilateral Nonsurrender Agreements.”  American Political Science Review 101 (3): 573-590. 
• Barbara Koremenos (2005). Contracting Around International Uncertainty.” American Political Science Review 99 (4): 549-
566.   
 
13. International Conflict – November 27 
Conflict has represented a core feature of human interaction across human history.  We will spend this week examining some of the key ideas 
surrounding the causes of warfare in the international system. 
 
• Bear Braumoeller (2008). “Systemic Politics and the Origins of Great Power Conflict.” American Political Science Review 
102: 1-17. 
• Douglas Lemke and Suzanne Werner (1996). "Power Parity, Commitment to Change, and War." 
International Studies Quarterly 40 (2): 235-260. 
• Paul K. Huth (1988). “Extended Deterrence and the Outbreak of War.” American Political Science 
Review 82(2): 423-443. 
• Paul R. Hensel (2001). “Contentious Issues and World Politics: The Management of Territorial Claims in the Americas, 
1816-1992.” International Studies Quarterly.  
• Bruce Russett and Zeev Maoz (1993). “Normative and Structural Causes of the Democratic Peace, 1946‑1986.” 
American Political Science Review 87:624‑638.   
• Erik Gartzke (2007). “The Capitalist Peace.” American Journal of Political Science 51(1): 166-191. 
 
IV.  The Placement of Contemporary International Relations Scholarship 
14. Course Wrap-Up: The State of IR Scholarship – December 4 
After our long discussion of IR theory, we will attempt to place what we have studied into a broader context.  To what degree does IR theory 
contribute to our understanding of international relations?  Do we know anything more about IR than Thucydides did in his day?  Does IR 
scholarship offer any useful lessons for policymakers? 
• Joseph Lepgold (1998). “Is Anyone Listening?  International Relations Theory and the Problem of Policy Relevance”, 
Political Science Quarterly, 113: 43-62. 

** Final Exam Due No later than 6:30 PM, Tuesday, December 11th ** 

 



===================== 
Course drop information: see schedule at – 
http://essc.unt.edu/registrar/schedule/scheduleclass.html 
 
Policies on academic dishonesty: 
http://www.vpaa.unt.edu/academic-integrity.htm 
 

Department Statement of ADA compliance 
 
The Political Science Department cooperates with the Office of Disability Accommodation to make reasonable 
accommodations for qualified students with disabilities. Please present your written accommodation request on or 
before the sixth class day (beginning of the second week of classes). 
 

University of North Texas -- Department of Political Science 
POLICY ON CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM 

 
The UNT Code of Student Conduct and Discipline defines cheating and plagiarism as the use of unauthorized 

books, notes, or otherwise securing help in a test; copying others' tests, assignments, reports, or term papers; 
representing the work of another as one's own; collaborating without authority with another student during an 
examination or in preparing academic work; or otherwise practicing scholastic dishonesty. 

Normally, the minimum penalty for cheating or plagiarism is a grade of "F" in the course.  In the case of 
graduate departmental exams, the minimum penalty shall be failure of all fields of the exam.  Determination of cheating 
or plagiarism shall be made by the instructor in the course, or by the field faculty in the case of departmental exams. 

Cases of cheating or plagiarism on graduate departmental exams, theses, or dissertations shall automatically be 
referred to the departmental Graduate Studies Committee. Cases of cheating or plagiarism in ordinary coursework may, 
at the discretion of the instructor, be referred to the Undergraduate Studies Committee in the case of undergraduate 
students, or the Graduate Studies Committee in the case of graduate students. These committees, acting as agents of the  
department Chair, shall impose further penalties, or recommend further penalties to the Dean of Students, if they 
determine that the case warrants it. In all cases, the Dean of Students shall be informed in writing of the case. 

Students may appeal any decision under this policy by following the procedures laid down in the UNT Code of 
Student Conduct and Discipline. 
 

University of North Texas -- Department of Political Science 
POLICY ON ACADEMIC INTEGRITY 

 
The Political Science Department adheres to and enforces UNT’s policy on academic integrity (cheating, plagiarism, 
forgery, fabrication, facilitating academic dishonesty and sabotage).  Students in this class should review the policy (UNT 
Policy Manual Section 18.1.16), which may be located at http://policy.unt.edu/sites/default/files/untpolicy/pdf/7-
Student_Affairs-Academic_Integrity.pdf.  Violations of academic integrity in this course will addressed in compliance 
with the penalties and procedures laid out in this policy. Students may appeal any decision under this policy by following 
the procedures laid down in the UNT The UNT Policy Manual Section 18.1.16 “Student Standards of Academic 
Integrity 
 
Acceptable Student Behavior: 
 
Student behavior that interferes with an instructor’s ability to conduct a class or other students' opportunity to learn is 
unacceptable and disruptive and will not be tolerated in any instructional forum at UNT. Students engaging in 
unacceptable behavior will be directed to leave the classroom and the instructor may refer the student to the Center for 
Student Rights and Responsibilities to consider whether the student's conduct violated the Code of Student Conduct.  
The university's expectations for student conduct apply to all instructional forums, including university and electronic 
classroom, labs, discussion groups, field trips, etc. The Code of Student Conduct can be found at www.unt.edu/csrr.  
 


