International Relations Field Exam Spring 2018
Field Committee: Dr. Horace Bartilow, Dr. Jesse Johnson, Dr. Dan Morey

[bookmark: _GoBack]Instructions: This field exam has two sections and you are to answer three questions in total. ONE question from the Theory and Methods section and TWO questions from the Subfield Section. Identify each answer by the section title and question number when you begin writing. Full citations are not required for the exam; however, do identify authors associated with the arguments or themes whenever possible. You have eight hours to complete the exam. This is a closed book exam; you may not use any resources (notes, internet, books, etc.) for any part of this exam.


Theory and Methods

1. If one assumes that the purpose of theory is to create a framework for distinguishing patterns in the midst of apparent chaos, what theory or theories, if any, serve as an appropriate framework for you in your understanding of international relations?  Define what you mean by theory.  What criteria do you employ for identifying and evaluating theories?  How important do you feel it is to have overarching general or universal theories to guide practice and scholarship?  Is the study of international relations guided by an overarching paradigm?  Should it be? 

2. Dyadic research designs are frequently employed in the empirical analysis of international relations. Some scholars, however, have recently criticized the use of dyadic research designs.  What are some limitations of dyadic data? When is it appropriate to use dyadic data? What are some strategies for dealing with the limitations of dyadic data?

Subfield Questions

1. Power Transition Theory and Balance of Power Theory have been described as providing the exact opposite predictions for when two states will engage in militarized conflict.  Review these theories providing a clear statement on what each of them predicts and how those predictions are formed.  Which theory has the strongest empirical support?  Are either of these theories general explanations of war or do they only cover a subset of international conflict?  Finally, are these truly competing explanations or can they be combined to form one explanation of conflict?  If yes, how can they be combined, and if no, why not?

2. Discuss the conceptualization of rivalry in IR.  Be sure to distinguish measurement from conceptualization.  Discuss the three leading measures of rivalry (conflict density, perceptual, and issue rivalries).  What are the strengths and weaknesses of each approach?  If you needed to employ the concept of rivalry in an empirical test which empirical measure would you use?  Why?

3. Audience cost theory has generated an extensive body of theoretical and empirical research. Has this avenue of research been productive? What are the biggest limitations or issues with audience cost theory? What are the most promising directions for future research on audience costs, if any?


4. A central question in international relations is whether international laws and treaties change state behavior. Answering this question, however, has proven quite difficult. What are some of the key challenges to answering this question? What tools have scholars used to address these challenges? Are there any convincing answers to the question?
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