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Context and Rationale

The subfield of Political Science known as International Relations developed over the course of the 20th century. Its practitioners were interested primarily in understanding the interactions among states, although some devoted their attention to the interaction between domestic politics and interstate relations. These scholars devised methods for studying international relations systematically, and they used those methods to gather data from which they derived theories to explain the interactions among states. 

International Relations theories seek to explain the nature of the international system and the behavior of states within it. They have intellectual value, but they also are valuable to policy-makers because they can suggest what is likely to happen, and how policy-makers might influence outcomes in international relations. 

The most influential schools of IR theory are Realist, Liberal, and Constructivist. While the theories claim to be universal in their application (as opposed to being limited to a particular time and place), they all developed at a very specific historical moment: the 20th century. That century was an eventful period in human history, one in which massive technological and ideological changes occurred in a very compressed timeframe. Although many IR theorists look deep into history for evidence of patterns in international relations, their interpretations and preoccupations inevitably are shaped by the politics around them. It is possible, therefore, that their theories may not be as universal as they would like to believe.

We are now in the 21st century; both the Cold War and the Post-Cold War period are over. It’s time to ask: do these theories help us understand international relations today? To address that question, we will focus on a world region where events are moving quickly and outcomes are hard to predict: the Asia-Pacific.

This course has no prerequisites; it does not assume knowledge of IR theory or the Asia-Pacific. (It has a 300 number because the topic is relatively specific and focused.) Any student with an interest in international relations, social theory, and/or Asia is welcome and can expect, with effort, to succeed in the class. Typically, students in the class include some with background in IR theory, some with background in Asian Studies, and some with neither. If the person sitting next to you seems to know a lot about one of those topics, never fear: We are a team, working through this material together. We’ll start at the beginning and go from there.



Learning Outcomes

Political Science 349 will enable you to:

· Recognize the main actors in the Asia-Pacific region and their respective economic and political interests and policies;
· Identify the important alliances and groupings in the region and understand the logic underlying those relationships;
· Explain shifts in the relative power of Asia-Pacific states since the end of the Cold War and identify the implications of those shifts; 
· Summarize three schools of thought in international relations theory – Realist, Liberal and Constructivist – and assess their usefulness for explaining the pattern of interstate relationships in the Asia-Pacific region.

Requirements

· Participation: Most class meetings will take the form of a guided discussion in which we work through readings together to understand individual texts and put them in conversation with one another. For that approach to work, everyone needs to contribute. Contributing doesn’t mean having an opinion on every topic; a good question is every bit as valuable as a trenchant observation. Attendance is important (since you can't participate if you're not present), as is adherence to the electronic devices policy (below).
 
· Oral Presentation and Debates: Each student will participate in a group presentation on January 31 as well as at least one debate (the details of the debate format will depend on the number of students enrolled). All students will help to plan the arguments for the debates; each student will participate as a speaker in at least one debate.

· Reading Response Essays: You will write two short (3-4 page) essay, for which you must hand in two versions, a draft and a revised version due a week later. The due dates are optional, to be selected from this list: 

Essay 1				Essay 2  
Option 1: draft 2/5, revised 2/12	Option 1: draft 3/12, revised 3/19
Option 2: draft 2/7, revised 2/14	Option 2: draft 3/14, revised 3/21
Option 3: draft 2/12, revised 2/19	Option 3: draft 3/19, revised 3/26
Option 4: draft 2/14, revised 2/21	Option 4: draft 3/21, revised 3/28

Each essay should make an argument using information from the texts assigned for the day the draft is due as well as ideas from the class discussion. You should incorporate readings from earlier in the course as well as the assigned readings for your topic, but you do not need to do additional research. My expectations for the revised version of the essay are:

· A “D” paper will summarize the readings. 
· A “C” paper will summarize the readings, note commonalities and contrasts. 
· A “B” paper will synthesize the readings and class discussion to make an original argument that places their findings in the context of Asia-Pacific relations. 
· An “A” paper will synthesize the readings and class discussion, make an argument that places them in context, and extend the argument beyond the assigned readings to make an original observation.
If you do not turn in the draft, the highest grade you can receive on the essay is C.

· Policy Memo: You will receive a detailed description of this assignment two weeks before the due date, which is April 30.

· Final Exam: There will be a self-scheduled final examination.

Assessment 

Participation					  5%		94-100 = A
Oral Presentation				10%		90-93 = A-
Debate	(each student does one)		15%		87-89 = B+
Reading Response Essays (2)			20%		84-86 = B 
Policy Memo					20%		80-83 = B-, etc.	
Final Exam					30%		

Anything you hand in is pledged work, but as a reminder of the honor code’s importance, please write it out on the cover sheet of any work you hand in. (“On my honor I pledge that I have neither given nor received help on this work, nor am I aware of any violation on the part of others.”) If for some reason you do not write the honor code, that does not exempt the work from the honor code. Please make sure you understand the honor code, especially the definition of plagiarism. If you have any questions, doubts or concerns about any aspect of the honor code, please come and talk to me. If you are unsure of how you should cite material used in an essay, please see me.

Work that is handed in after class on the day an assignment is due will be penalized 1/3 of a grade for each day it is late. No matter how late a paper is, it is always to your advantage to hand it in.

Extensions 

Please do not ask for extensions because you have “too much work.” Everyone does, and it’s unfair to give extensions to those who ask, while those who don’t ask end up with less time to do a good job. Also, no extensions will be granted for extracurricular commitments. Look at your athletic, musical, Union, and theatrical schedules in advance and plan your work accordingly.


Accommodations for Students with Disabilities 

The college welcomes requests for accommodations related to disability and will grant those that are determined to be reasonable and maintain the integrity of a program or curriculum. To make such a request or to begin a conversation about a possible request, please contact the Office of Academic Access and Disability Resources, which is located in the Center for Teaching and Learning in the E.H. Little Library: Beth Bleil, Director, bebleil@davidson.edu, 704-894-2129; or Alysen Beaty, Assistant Director, albeaty@davidson.edu, 704-894-2939. It is best to submit accommodation requests within the drop/add period; however, requests can be made at any time in the semester. Please keep in mind that accommodations are not retroactive.

Communication

Please let me know if there’s something I can do to help you meet your goals for this class. I teach at Davidson because it allows me to interact with students one-on-one and get to know them in many dimensions. I am eager to get to know you and to help you succeed – that’s my goal for every student.

Electronic Devices 

All cell phones must be turned off for the duration of class, including text messaging. I discourage the use of laptops in class. If you must use a laptop to take notes, please either use a privacy screen filter or sit at the back of the room (behind other students). Research shows that taking notes with laptops impairs learning due to shallower processing (Mueller & Oppenheimer 2014[footnoteRef:1]). Also, students who multitask on a laptop during lectures, or sit around students who do, receive lower test scores than those who do not multitask (Sana, Weston, & Cepeda, 2013[footnoteRef:2]). [1:  Mueller, P. A., and D. M. Oppenheimer. 2014. “The Pen Is Mightier Than the Keyboard: Advantages of Longhand Over Laptop Note Taking.” Psychological Science 25 (6): 1159–68.]  [2:  Sana, Faria, Tina Weston, and Nicholas J. Cepeda. 2013. “Laptop Multitasking Hinders Classroom Learning for Both Users and Nearby Peers.” Computers & Education 62 (March): 24–31. ] 





Course Schedule

1/15: 	Introduction

Dramatis Personae and Mise en Scene

1/17:	The Post-World War II Order, Part I 
· Michael Yahuda, The International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, pp. 101-130 (Moodle)
· Michael Nelson, “Person and Office: Presidents, the Presidency, and Foreign Policy” (Moodle)
· James M. Lindsay, “The Shifting Pendulum of Power: Executive-Legislation Relations on American Foreign Policy” (Moodle)
· Complete the US-China Security Perceptions Survey

1/22:	The Post-World War II Order, II 
· Derek McDougall, Asia Pacific in World Politics, pp. 31-59 (Moodle)
· Robert Sutter, The United States and Asia, pp. 69-103 (Moodle)
· Wang Jisi, “China’s Search for a Grand Strategy,” Foreign Affairs, 90:2 (March/April 2011): 68-79.
· Zhu Feng, “Sino-U.S. Strategic Rivalry and the Evolution of the East Asian Security Order,” in Shao Binghong, Ed., China Under Xi Jinping: Its Economic Challenges and Foreign Policy Initiatives, pp. 186-219.

IR Realism and the Rise of China

This section of the course focuses on China’s rising military power and political influence. There is no better source for information about this topic than the China Power Project website of the Center for Strategic and International Studies. The website includes video, databases, data visualizations, and podcasts as well as traditional articles. You should familiarize yourself with the site and use it as a source of information for your papers, projects, debates, and class discussions.

1/24: 	Thinking Theoretically about International Relations
· Walt, Steven M. “International Relations: One World, Many Theories.” Foreign Policy, no. 110 (1998): 29–46.
· Aaron L. Friedberg, “The Future of US-China Relations: Is Conflict Inevitable?” International Security (Fall 2005): 7-45.
· “Constructivism (International Relations)” InternationalRelations.org
· Anne-Marie Slaughter, “International Relations: Principal Theories” (print this summary of the basics of IR theory and keep it in your notebook)




1/29:	Realist Theories of International Relations 
· Robert Jervis, “Was the Cold War a Security Dilemma?” Journal of Cold War Studies, 31:1 (Winter 2001): 36-60. 
· Jonathan Kirshner, “The Tragedy of Offensive Realism: Classical Realism and the Rise of China,” European Journal of International Relations, 18 (March 2012): 53-75. 
· Mearsheimer vs. Nye on the Rise of China (video)

1/31: 	Group Presentations
· Groups submit and present PowerPoints summarizing assigned countries’ foreign policy interests, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats.

2/5: 	Debating China’s Rise: The Optimists 
· Zheng Bijian, “China’s ‘Peaceful Rise’ to Great Power Status,” Foreign Affairs (September 2005).
· Alastair Iain Johnston, “How New and Assertive is China’s New Assertiveness?” International Security 37:4 (Spring 2013): 7-48.
· Yuan-kang Wang, “China’s Response to the Unipolar World: The Strategic Logic of Peaceful Development” Journal of Asian and African Studies, 45:5 (October 2010): 554–567.
· Andrew Scobell, “Learning to Rise Peacefully? China and the security dilemma,” Journal of Contemporary China, 21:76 (July 2012): 713-721.
· Randall Schweller, “Opposite but Compatible Nationalisms: A Neoclassical Realist Approach to the Future of US–China Relations,” The Chinese Journal of International Politics, 11:1, (March 2018): 23- 48. 
· Paul Heer, “Rethinking US Primacy in East Asia,” The National Interest (January 2019). 
· Thomas Christensen, “The Advantages of an Assertive China,” Foreign Affairs, 90:2 (March/April 2011): 54-67.
First Reading Response Essay: Due Date Option #1
 
2/7:	Debating China’s Rise: The Pessimists 
· John Mearsheimer, “The rise of China will not be peaceful at all.” The Australian, November 18, 2005.
· Michael Yahuda, “China’s New Assertiveness in the South China Sea,” Journal of Contemporary China, 22:81 (May 2013): 446-459.
· “The Slippery Slope of US-China Competition: A Conversation with Wu Xinbo” CSIS China Power Project podcast
· Suisheng Zhao, “A New Model of Big Power Relations? China–US strategic rivalry and balance of power in the Asia–Pacific,” Journal of Contemporary China 24:93 (2015): 377-397. 
· “China Can Defend its Sovereignty and Maritime Interests while Tolerating US Military Presence in Asia,” (video) China’s Power: Up for Debate, Part 2  (Forward through Part 1. Part 2 loads automatically when you get to the end)
First Reading Response Essay: Due Date Option #2

2/12:	Graham Allison (Davidson 1960-62) and the ‘Thucydides Trap’
· Graham Allison, “The Thucydides Trap: Are the US and China Headed for War?” The Atlantic, September 24, 2015.
· Explore the “Thucydides Trap” special initiative on the Harvard Kennedy School Belfer Center website. Read the Methodology page and look at some of the Case Files.
· Arthur Waldron, “There is No Thucydides Trap,” Supchina, June 12, 2017.
· Ian Buruma, “Are China and the United States Headed for War?” The New Yorker, June 19, 2017. (print this item the first time you open it: non-subscribers are limited to three items per month on the New Yorker website)
· Cathy Xuanxuan Wu, “The Thucydides Trap, Rationalist Theories of War, and US-China Relations” (Moodle)
· Oriana Skylar Mastro, “In the Shadow of the Thucydides Trap: International Relations Theory and the Prospects for Peace in US-China Relations,” Journal of Chinese Political Science (November 2018). Click on “view full text” – please note the correction to the article as well as the article itself. 
· Recommended: Graham Allison, Destined for War: Can America and China Escape Thucydides’ Trap? Houghton Mifflin, 2017.
First Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #3

2/14: 	Balancing, Bandwagoning and Hedging: Regional Responses to China’s Rise
· “China is successful at leveraging its economic might to promote its interests,” (video) China’s Power: Up for Debate, Part 4  (November 2016)
· Suisheng Zhao and Xiong Qi, “Hedging and Geostrategic Balance of East Asian Countries toward China,” Journal of Contemporary China 25:100 (2016): 485-499.
· Evelyn Goh, “Southeast Asian Strategies toward the Great Powers: Still Hedging After All These Years?” The Asan Forum, 7:1 (January 2019).
· Kei Koga, “The rise of China and Japan’s balancing strategy: critical junctures and policy shifts in the 2010s,” Journal of Contemporary China, 25:101 (2016): 777-791.
· Kuik Cheng-Chwee, “How Do Weaker States Hedge? Unpacking ASEAN states’ alignment behavior towards China,” Journal of Contemporary China, 25:100 (2016): 500-514.
· EITHER: Alan Bloomfield, “To balance or to bandwagon? Adjusting to China’s rise during Australia’s Rudd-Gillard era,” Pacific Review 29:2 (2016): 259-282. OR Jason Young, “Seeking ontological security through the rise of China: New Zealand as a small trading nation,” The Pacific Review 30:4 (2017): 513-530. (You are welcome to read both, of course!)
First Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #4



2/19: 	US-China Relations in the Trump Era: Trade War, etc.
· Youtube: U.S.-Sino Currency Rap Battle 
· Jeff Bader, “US-China Challenges: Time for China to Step Up,” Brookings.edu (January 12, 2017)
· Hu Weixing, “Trump's China Policy and Its Implications for the 'Cold Peace' across the Taiwan Strait,” China Review 18:3 (August 2018): 61-88.
· Wang Jisi and Kenneth Lieberthal, “Addressing U.S.-China Strategic Distrust,” Thornton Center Monograph, March 2012.
· Edward Friedman, “Building New Vital Mutual Interests for a Better Future: a commentary on Wang and Lieberthal’s Addressing US-China Strategic Distrust,” Journal of Contemporary China, 22:81 (May 2013): 367-378.

2/21: Debate Prep (you will do your own research; these are to help you get started) 
· Beina Xu (2014), “South China Sea Tensions,” CFR Backgrounders
· “China’s Maritime Disputes,” CFR Backgrounders
· “Understanding China’s Position on the South China Sea Disputes,” Institute for Security & Development Policy, June 2016
· Asia Maritime Transparency Initiative, CSIS website

2/26: 	Debate #1 Resolved: China’s activities in the South China Sea represent a threat to US national security; therefore, the US should challenge China more assertively in the South China Sea. 

Liberal Theory and the Asia-Pacific Region

2/28: 	Liberal Approaches to IR Theory
· Andrew Moravscik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics,” International Organization 51:4 (Autumn 1997).
· John Oneal, Bruce Russett, and Michael Berbaum, “Causes of Peace: Democracy, Interdependence and International Organizations, 1885-1992,” International Studies Quarterly, 47:3 (Sep 2003):371-393.
· Henry Farrell and Abraham Newman, “Domestic Institutions Beyond the Nation State,” World Politics, 66:2 (April 2014):331-363.

3/5 & 3/8 Spring Break

3/12: 	Testing Interdependence Theory: Cold Politics, Hot Economics
· Derek McDougall, “China and Japan: A contentious relationship” (Moodle) 
· Leszek Buszynksi, “Sino-Japanese Relations: Interdependence, Rivalry and Regional Security,” Contemporary Southeast Asia 31:1 (2009), 143-171. 
· June Teufel Dreyer, “China and Japan: ‘Hot Economics, Cold Politics,’” Orbis 58:3 (2014):326-341. 
· Lam Peng Er, “China-Japan Paradox: Antagonism Despite Interdependency,” China-Japan Relations in the 21st Century (2017) (Moodle; read 1-9, 18-21)
Second Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #1

3/14:	Interdependence and Security
· Vinod Aggarwal and Kristi Govella, “The Trade-Security Nexus in the Asia-Pacific” Linking Trade and Security: Evolving Institutions and Strategies in Asia, Europe, and the United States. New York: Springer, 2012.
· Kai He, “China and Southeast Asia: Strategic Interdependence in the Making?” Asia Policy, 13:4, (October 2018): 17-23.
· G. John Ikenberry, “Between the Eagle and the Dragon: America, China, and Middle State Strategies in East Asia,” Political Science Quarterly 131:1 (2016): 9-43.
Second Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #2

3/19:	Domestic Politics and International Relations
· Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and domestic politics: the logic of two-level games.”International Organization, 42:3 (Summer 1988): 427-442, 459-460.
· David Lumsdaine, “The Intertwining of International and Domestic Politics,” Polity, 29: 2 (Winter 1996): 299-306.
· John D. Ciorciari and Jessica Chen Weiss, “Nationalist Protests, Government Responses, and the Risk of Escalation in Interstate Disputes,” Security Studies 25 (2016): 546-583.
Second Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #3

3/21:	Domestic Politics and Regional Relations
· Suisheng Zhao, “Foreign Policy Implications of Chinese Nationalism Revisited: the strident turn,” Journal of Contemporary China, 22:82 (July 2013): 535-553.
· Davidson, Lincoln, “Linked Without Linking: The Role of Mainland China's Taiwanese Students in Cross-Strait Unification,” AsiaNetwork Exchange 22:2 (2015).
· Xue Gong, “The Role of Chinese Corporate Players in China’s South China Sea Policy,” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs, 40:2 (August 2018): 301-326.
Second Reading Response Essay Due Date Option #4

3/26: 	Debate Preparation (you will do your own research for the debate, but these are some useful items to start you out)
· Akira Amari, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Agreement,” Asia-Pacific Review, 23:1 (2016):11-20. (Moodle)
· Bryan Mercurio, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership: Suddenly A Game-Changer,” The World Economy, 37:11 (Nov 2014):1558-1574.
· Evelyn Devadason, “The Trans-Pacific Partnership: The Chinese Perspective,” Journal of Contemporary China 23:87 (Jan 2014).
· Hiroki Takeuchi, “From the World Trade Organization to the Trans-Pacific Partnership: China’s Rise, Globalization, and American Domestic Politics.”
· Michael Wesley, “Trade Agreements and Strategic Rivalry in Asia” Australian Journal of International Affairs 69:5 (Jul 2015):479-495. (Moodle)

3/28: 	Debate #2: Resolved: Bilateral trade negotiations, backed by selective economic sanctions, are a more effective way to promote US goals with respect to US-China trade than the multilateral, rules-based Transpacific Partnership (TPP). 

Constructivist Theory and the Asia-Pacific Region

4/2:	Constructivism and International Relations
· Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics,” International Organization, 46:2 (Spring 1992): 391-425.

4/4:	Ideas, Identities and Interests in Asia Pacific Relations, China
· Bruce Gilley, “Beyond the Four Percent Solution: explaining the consequences of China’s rise,” JCC 20:72 (November 2011): 795-811. 
· Su-Yan Pan and Joe Tin-Yau Lo, “Re-conceptualizing China’s rise as a global power: a neo-tributary perspective,” The Pacific Review 30:1 (2017):1-25.
· Gilbert Rozman, “Invocations of Chinese Traditions in International Relations,” Journal of Chinese Political Science 17 (2012):111-124.

4/9 and 4/11: Research and Writing Break

4/16: 	Ideas, Identities and Interests in Asia Pacific Relations, Japan-China
· Peter Hays Gries, “Nationalism, Indignation and China’s Japan Policy,” SAIS Review, 25:2 (Summer-Fall 2005): 105-114
· Yinan He, “The Impact of Chinese National Identity and Sino-Japanese Relations,” in Gilbert Rozman ed. Joint U.S.-Korea Academic Studies, Vol. 28 (Korea Economic Institute of America, 2017)
· Gregory J. Moore, “In Your Face”: Domestic Politics, Nationalism, and “Face” in the Sino-Japanese Islands Dispute.” Asian Perspective 38:2 (Apr/Jun 2014):219-240. (Moodle)
· Sung-Yoon Lee, “Abe’s Profane Pilgrimage,” New York Times (Jan. 6, 2014).
· Katsuji Nakazawa, “Why Japan-China Relations are Back on Track,” East Asia Forum, (July 18, 2018).

4/18: 	Ideas, Identities and Interests in Asia Pacific Relations, South Korea and its Neighbors
· Dingding Chen, “Domestic Politics, National Identity, and International Conflict: the case of the Koguryo controversy,” JCC 21:74 (March 2012): 227-241.
· Dong-Joon Park and Danielle Chubb, “Why Dokdo Matters to Korea,” The Diplomat (August 17, 2011). 
· Amy King and Brendan Taylor, “Northeast Asia’s New ‘History Spiral,’” Asia & the Pacific Policy Studies, 3:1 (2016): 111–119.
· Nicholas Kristof, “Japan, Korea, and 1597: A Year that Lives in Infamy,” New York Times (Sept. 14, 1997).
· Vivian Blaxell, “Mound of Ears” (Moodle)

4/23:	No Class: Easter Break

4/25: 	Ideas, Identities and Interests in Asia Pacific Relations, Taiwan
· Gregory Moore, “The Power of ‘Sacred Commitments’: Chinese Interests in Taiwan,” Foreign Policy Analysis 12 (2016), 213-235. (also on Moodl)
· Alan Wachman, Why Taiwan? Geostrategic Rationales for China’s Territorial Integrity (Stanford University Press: 2007), 100-117. (Moodle)
· Shelley Rigger, “Making Peace with the China Inside and the China Outside” Why Taiwan Matters: Small Island, Global Powerhouse (Rowman and Littlefield: 2011). (Moodle)

4/30:	Debate Prep
· Policy Memo Due

5/2: 	Debate #3 (topic is students’ choice)
In the post-Cold War era, the nations of Northeast Asia have struggled to overcome divisions and animosities that make cooperation – even on matters that offer clear win-win opportunities – difficult. One explanation for this phenomenon focuses on historical antagonisms that have their roots in Japan’s 20th militarism and aggression. In this view, Japan’s failure to adequately apologize for its past behavior is the heart of the problem. If Japan could find a way to convey true remorse and regret, China, South Korea, and Japan could put the past in the past and adopt policies and develop relationships based on their contemporary national interests. It is possible, however, that Japan’s failure to adequately apologize for its 20th century militarism and aggression is not a sufficient condition for the difficulties in regional relations. That possibility informs this resolution:

Resolved: There is no apology that could be delivered by a Japanese leader that could overcome the antagonistic orientation of South Korea and China toward Japan. 


5/7:  	Course Evaluations & Visions of the Future
· US-China Security Perceptions Survey, pp. 1-44. 
· Michael J. Green and Daniel Twining, “Democracy and American Grand Strategy in Asia: The Realist Principles Behind an Enduring Idealism,” Contemporary Southeast Asia 30:1 (2008): 1-28. 


