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Bear F. Braumoeller (Ph. D., University of Michigan), Associate Professor and Director of
Graduate Studies in the Department of Political Science of Ohio State University, is a leading American
experts both in international relations, especially international security, and statistical methodology.
His book-length systemic theory of international relations is a winner of the 2014 International Studies
Association Best Book Award and the 2014 J. David Singer Book Award. In his interview he is talking
about contemporary methods of applied research of international relations and its efficiency. As recent
LaCour-Green scandal demonstrates, political science in general and international studies in particulary
are becoming more about science. Dr. B. Braumoeller touches on the issue of efficient IR research
methodology and speaks about the role of quantative methods in IR and especially about statistics.
He speeks about the evolution of quantitative methodology in American IR science. Some decennies
ago, a few pioneers in the field (David Singer, Bruce Russett, Karl Deutsch, Dina Zinnes) published
their papers in fairly obscure journals and now the IR journals are dominated by quantitative studies.
But for better quantitative studies, a better formal theory of IR is needed. He discusses also epistemo-
logical aspects of quantitative studies. Though the mainstream formal modeling in IR is traditionally
associated with neorealist and neoliberal approaches, agent-based modeling (ABM) could be brought
to bear very effectively on constructivist questions.

Key words: IR methodology, quantative methods, statistical methodology, epistemology,
agent-based modeling, “salami tactics”.

Bear F. Braumoeller (Ph.D., University of Michigan) is As-
sociate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies in the De-
partment of Political Science. He previously held faculty positions
at Harvard University and the University of lllinois at Urbana-
Champaign. He is or has been on the Editorial Boards of five ma-
Jjor journals or series, and he is a past Councilor of the Peace
Science Society. In the summer of 2016 he will be a Visiting Fel-
low at the Nobel Institute in Oslo, Norway.

Professor Braumoeller’s research is in the areas of interna-
tional relations, especially international security, and statistical
methodology. His substantive research includes a new, book-length systemic theory of
international relations, The Great Powers and the International System (Cambridge Uni-
versity Press; winner of the 2014 International Studies Association Best Book Award
and the 2014 J. David Singer Book Award) as well as various works on international
conflict, the history of American isolationism, and the problem of so-called “politically
irrelevant dyads.” He is currently involved in projects on evaluating the end-of-war
thesis and on addressing the problem of endogeneity when estimating the impact of
political institutions.
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His primary statistical research revolves around an original estimator, Boolean
logit/probit, which is designed to capture the idea of causal complexity, or multiple
causal paths to the same (non)outcome. He has also written on the methodologies of
necessary conditions and qualitative comparative analysis (QCA), the study of variance-
altering causes, and the use and abuse of multiplicative interaction terms. More recently,
he has created a course titled “Data Literacy and Data Visualization” that has reached
a wide online audience via iTunes U.

— How do you think, IR is more about ideology, art or science?

— IR is less about ideology than it was in the 1980s, when the “isms” dominated
our discourse. It is becoming more and more about science, as the recent LaCour-Green
scandal demonstrates: two researchers published some very improbable findings in a top
science journal [1], other researchers failed to replicate them, and when those researchers
pointed to serious irregularities in the data the senior author issued a retraction [2].
This is how a real science works: transparency, replication, and objective standards
won out.

— According to you, what are the most efficient methods of research in modern
IR studies?

— Statistical methods offer an unparalleled combination of speed and flexibility—
really, they can be tailored to just about any problem, as long as there’s enough infor-
mation. So I’d have to say statistics. But if the applied researcher lacks a fundamental
understanding of the methodology, all it does is increase one’s efficiency at making
mistakes.

— Can we divide American community of IR researchers into two large
groups — loyal to quantitative methods and reluctant to these methods? What is the
share of each group? Whether the share of those how are loyal to quantitative methods
is increasing?

— I think the division into two groups is a somewhat artificial one. I use both
statistics and historical case studies in my recent book [3] — and to my surprise I got
more positive feedback about the case studies! And increasingly, the best researchers
are able to do both, and do them well. That said, the share of researchers using quan-
titative methods is definitely increasing. In the 1960s and 1970s there were just a few
pioneers — J. David Singer, Bruce Russett, Karl Deutsch, Dina Zinnes — and their work
was published in fairly obscure journals. Now the top general and IR journals in the field
are dominated by quantitative studies.

— How can we integrate within the university quantitative methods more closely
with international relations theories? Math departments and IT departments have
to become more applied, practically-oriented and learn more about IR, or IR depart-
ments have to learn more about math and IT?

— First, we need better theory. One of the very best things about the trend toward
formal theory in IR is that it shows how incomplete most of our existing verbal theories
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are, in the sense that the outcomes don’t necessarily follow from the premises. We need
to know exactly how the outcomes follow from the premises if we’re going to execute
meaningful statistical tests! Once we do, IR researchers really have two choices: learn
enough statistics to find or devise the best test, or collaborate with a statistician. Ei-
ther one of these roads is possible. The first is more certain, of course, and the second
is generally much more efficient.

— Though the share of articles with quantitative analysis at top-ranking journals
is permanently increasing and today is more than 50%, these are mostly articles
with mathematical statistics which helps us to prove or disprove some simple hypo-
thesis. The part of formal modeling is stagnating at 10—20%. Is there some extra po-
tential for formal modeling and systemic analysis?

— I hope so. John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt wrote a piece in the European
Journal of International Relations in 2013 entitled “Leaving theory behind: Why simplis-
tic hypothesis testing is bad for International Relations” [4]. The argument was fairly
dramatic, but their fundamental claim was that, once IR scholars started using quantita-
tive methods, they started answering simpler and less interesting questions. I have to
say that I have a hard time disagreeing with that point. I’m not sure that formal modeling
has the capacity to save us from that fate, but it can at least focus us on the testable
implications of more complex (and interesting) theories.

— Whether formal modeling and quantitative methods are associated with
neorealistic and neoliberal paradigms mostly or we can use it both within constructivist
and postmodernist perspectives which are becoming more and more popular nowa-
days?

— Neorealists and neoliberals share a positivist epistemology, for the most part,
so they're equally at home with formal modeling and quantitative methods (at least in
principle). Neoliberals tend to rely on game theory a bit more, probably because it allows
them to explore a variety of ways in which cooperation can be achieved in settings in
which preferences conflict.

Rational choice theory seems to be fairly uninteresting to constructivists. That
makes sense: it just isn't how they see the world. Similarly, the quantitative methods
that we have adopted in IR are designed for use with causal questions. That can make
them a bit challenging to use in constructivist and postmodern studies, which focus
more on constitutive questions. But I think that's more a question of habit than it is of
any inherent constraints on the methods. Quite a few lesser-known methods, like agent-
based modeling, could be brought to bear very effectively on constructivist questions.
It just isn't done very much.

— What is your favorite metaphor in IR theory and why?

— Thomas Schelling’s idea of “salami tactics”. The idea is simple: I don’t tell you
that I want your salami—I just ask for a small piece. Then I come back a few minutes
later and say, “My, that was delicious—could I have another bite?”” Then another, and
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another. No single request is unreasonable, so you oblige, but before you know it I’ve
eaten your whole salami. Even though the metaphor is 50 years old, I find that I use it
quite often when describing present-day international relations.

Interviewed by Denis Degterev
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NMPUKNAOHOW AHATU3
MEXAYHAPOOHbIX OTHOLUEHWN B CLUA

WHTEPBbLIO C B. BPAYMEJUJIEPOM, JVPEKTOPOM
MATI'MCTEPCKUMX NMPOITPAMM OEMNAPTAMEHTA MNOJIMTUYECKMX HAYK
FOCYOAPCTBEHHOIO YHUBEPCUTETA OFAMO (CLLA)

B. Bpaymemnep (moktop ¢dwmtocoduu, creneHp morydyeHa B MUYHUTaHCKOM YHHUBEPCUTETE), JTH-
PEKTOp MarUCTEPCKUX MPOrpaMM JiermapTaMeHTa MOJIUTHYECKUX HayK [ 0cy1apcTBEHHOTO YHUBEPCH-
teta Oraiio, SIBIAETCS OAHUM U3 BEIYIIUX aMEPUKAHCKUX 3KCIIEPTOB B OOJIACTH MEXKTyHAPOTHBIX
OTHOIIICHWHA, B YACTHOCTH B cpepe MEKIYHAPOTHONW OS30MACHOCTH M METOJIOJIOTHH CTaTUCTHYC-
ckoro ananm3a. Ero MoHOTpadus 0 CHCTEMHOH TCOPUU MEKTYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHHUHA CTala HOMHU-
HaHToM npeMuu 2014 r. Accoumanuu MeXIyHapOIHBIX HCCIeJ0BaHuM, a Takxke npemMuu [[sBuia
Cunrepa 2014 r. B cBoeM HHTEPBBIO OH TOBOPUT O COBPEMEHHBIX METOIaX MPHKIIAIHBIX HCCIIEIOBAHUI
MEXTyHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHUH U uX 3 QekTuBHOCTH. Kak HeTaBHO MPOJCMOHCTPUPOBAT CKAHIAI
¢ mybOmukanueit M. Jlakypa-J[. I'prHa, TTONUTONOTHS B IIEJIOM M MEXITyHAPOHBIC MCCIICIOBAHUS
B YaCTHOCTH CTaHOBSATCS Bce Ooiee Onm3ku k Hayke. Jloktop b. Bpaymerrep 3aTparuBacT Bompoc
0 POJIH KOJMYECTBEHHBIX METOJIOB aHAHN3a B MEKTyHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHUSIX, B OCOOCHHOCTH CTa-
TUCTUYECKUX METO0B. OH MOKA3bIBAET IBOJIIOLHUIO KOJWYECTBEHHBIX METO/IOB aHallu3a B aMepu-
KaHCKOH MEXIIyHapOHO-TIOJINTHYECKOW Hayke. ECIIM HECKOIBKO TECATHICTHI Ha3all paOoThl He-
CKOJIBKHX TTHOHEPOB B 3T0# obnacty ([IpBuna Cunrepa, bproca Paccera, Kapna [loitua, J{unst 3unHec)
MIeYaTajIvCh B HE CAMBIX TIPECTIDKHBIX JKYPHAJIAX, TO TEIEPh B TOTIOBBIX KYPHAJIAX M0 MEKTyHAPOI-
HBIM OTHOILICHHUSIM IOMUHHUPYIOT KOJIMYECTBEHHbIC HccaeaoBaHusl. Ho 11 kaueCTBEHHBIX KOJIMue-
CTBEHHBIX UCCIICJIOBAHUI HEOOXOAUMBI HOBBIC (POpMAaTN30BaHHBIC MOJIETH MEKTyHAPOIHBIX OTHOIIC-
. OH 00CyXTaeT Takke THOCCOIOTHYECKUE ACTICKTHI KOJIMIECTBCHHBIX MCCIICIOBAHII B MEXK/TyHa-
POIHO-TIONMHUTIYECKON Hayke. XOTs (hopMaT30BaHHOE MOJICTIMPOBAHNE METYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIIICHIHA
TPaJUIIMOHHO HUJIET B PyCIIe HEOPEATUCTUUCCKIX W HEOMHOSPATHHBIX MTOX0/IOB, aT¢HT-OPUEHTUPOBAH-
HOE MOJICTIMPOBAHIE MOXKET OYCHB A(PPEKTHBHO PEIIATh HCCICOBATEIIECKHE 3a/1a4H B paMKaX KOH-
CTPYKTHUBHUCTCKUX mMOox0a0B TMO.
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KuarwudeBble cjioBa: MCTOI0JIOTUA MEKIAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOmeHHﬁ, KOJIMYCCTBCHHBIC MCTO/bI,
CTaATUCTUYCCKHUEC MCTO/bI, SIIUCTCMOJIOTHUA, ATr€HT-OPUCHTUPOBAHHOC MOACIMPOBAHUEC, «TAKTHKa
CalIAMmn».
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