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      Books


      Ryan Brutger, Joshua D. Kertzer, Jonathan Renshon, and Chagai M. Weiss, Abstraction in Experimental Design: Testing the Tradeoffs. Cambridge University Press, Elements in Experimental Political Science series, 2022.

      
        
      Experimentalists in political science often face the question of how abstract or concrete their experimental stimuli should be. Yet as a discipline we nkow relatively little about the tradeoffs inherent in abstract versus concrete experimental designs, forcing experimentalists designing their studies to rely on hunches, intuitions and tradition rather than systematic evidence and theoretical guidance. In this book, we explore the consequences of abstraction and detail in experimental design, offering an overarching conceptual framework outlining three different dimensions of abstraction implicated in many experiments: situational hypotheticality, actor identity, and contextual detail. We test our theoretical framework by fielding eight survey experiments and a pretest, both extending a set of popular vignette-based survey experiments across different subfields of political science, and introducing new experiments of our own. Our findings help give researchers both a conceptual framework and an empirical foundation upon which to make informed decisions.
        

        
          Summary
           Publisher's Site 
           Amazon 
        


      Joshua D. Kertzer, Resolve in International Politics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2016.

      
        
          Why do some leaders and segments of the public display remarkable persistence in confrontations in international politics, while others cut and run? The answer given by policymakers, pundits, and political scientists usually relates to issues of resolve. Yet, though we rely on resolve to explain almost every phenomenon in international politics—from prevailing at the bargaining table to winning on the battlefield—we don’t understand what it is, how it works, or where it comes from. Resolve in International Politics draws on a growing body of research in psychology and behavioral economics to explore the foundations of this crucial idea.


          I argue that political will is more than just a metaphor or figure of speech: the same traits social scientists and decision-making scholars use to comprehend willpower in our daily lives also shape how we respond to the costs of war and conflict. Combining laboratory and survey experiments with studies of great power military interventions in the postwar era from 1946 to 2003, I show how time and risk preferences, honor orientation, and self-control help explain the ways leaders and members of the public define the situations they face and weigh the trade-offs between the costs of fighting and the costs of backing down.


          Offering a novel in-depth look at how willpower functions in international relations, Resolve in International Politics has critical implications for political psychology, public opinion about foreign policy, leaders in military interventions, and international security.
        

        
          Summary
           Publisher's Site 
           Amazon 
        

      


      Peer-reviewed journal articles


      Joshua D. Kertzer, Ryan Brutger, and Kai Quek, “Perspective Taking and the Security Dilemma: Cross-National Experimental Evidence from China and the United States”, World Politics, Forthcoming.
 
      
        
       One of the central challenges in China-US relations is the risk of a security dilemma between China and the United States, as each side carries out actions for defensively-motivated reasons, failing to realize how it is perceived by the other side. Yet how susceptible to security dilemma thinking are the Chinese and American publics? Can its deleterious effects be mitigated? We explore the individual-level microfoundations of security dilemma thinking, fielding a unique dyadic cross-national survey experiment in China and the United States. We find micro-level evidence consistent with the security dilemma, and show it is especially pronounced among Chinese respondents. We also find that IR scholars have overstated the palliative effects of empathy: perspective-taking significantly affects respondents’ policy preferences, but can often lead to escalation rather than cooperation. Our findings have important implications for the study of public opinion in China-US relations, and perspective-taking in IR.

        
           Abstract
            PDF   
        

      
   

         Tyler Jost, Joshua D. Kertzer, Eric Min, and Robert Schub, “Advisers and Aggregation in Foreign Policy Decision-Making”, International Organization, Forthcoming.
 
      
        
        Do advisers affect foreign policy and, if so, how? Recent scholarship on elite decision-making prioritizes leaders and the institutions that surround them, rather than the dispositions of advisers themselves. We argue that despite the hierarchical nature of foreign policy decision-making, advisers’ predispositions towards the use of force shape state behavior through the counsel advisers provide in deliberations. To test our argument, we introduce an original dataset of 2,685 foreign policy deliberations between US presidents and their advisers from 1947 to 1988. Applying a novel machine learning approach to estimate the hawkishness of 1,134 Cold War-era foreign policy decision-makers, we show that adviser-level hawkishness affects both the counsel advisers supply in deliberations, and the decisions leaders make: conflictual policy choices grow more likely as hawks increasingly dominate the debate, even when accounting for leader dispositions. The theory and findings enrich our understanding of international conflict by demonstrating how advisers’ dispositions, which aggregate through the counsel advisers provide, systematically shape foreign policy behavior.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version    
 

        

      
   

      Tyler Jost and Joshua D. Kertzer, “Armies and Influence: Elite Experience and Public Opinion on Foreign Policy”, Journal of Conflict Resolution, Forthcoming.
 
      
        
        When is the public more likely to defer to elites on foreign policy? Existing research suggests the public takes its cues from co-partisans, but what happens when co-partisans disagree? Bridging the gap between theories of public opinion, bureaucratic politics, and civil-military relations, we argue that the public prioritizes information from advisers who signal expertise through prior experience. However, differing social standing of government institutions means the public values some types of prior experience more than others. Using a conjoint experiment, we show that the American public heavily defers to military credentials when adjudicating between conflicting information from cabinet advisers, even on non-military issues; we replicate our findings in a second conjoint experiment showing that the same dynamics hold when considering possible candidates for cabinet positions. The results have important implications for the study of public opinion, bureaucratic politics, and civil-military relations.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Publisher's Version    
        

      


            Ryan Brutger, Joshua D. Kertzer, Jonathan Renshon, Dustin Tingley, and Chagai M. Weiss, “Abstraction and Detail in Experimental Design”, American Journal of Political Science, 67:4 (October 2023), 979-995.
 
      
        
      Political scientists designing experiments often face the question of how abstract or detailed their experimental stimuli should be. Typically, this question is framed in terms of tradeoffs relating to experimental control and generalizability: the more context introduced into studies, the less control, and the more difficulty generalizing the results. Yet, we have reason to question this tradeoff, and there is relatively little systematic evidence to rely on when calibrating the degree of abstraction in studies. We make two contributions. First, we provide a theoretical framework which identifies and considers the consequences of three dimensions of abstraction in experimental design: situational hypotheticality, actor identity, and contextual detail. Second, we replicate and extend a range of survey experiments, varying these levels of abstraction. We find no evidence that situational hypotheticality substantively changes experimental results, but increased contextual detail dampens treatment effects and the salience of actor identities moderates results in specific situations.


        
           Abstract
            PDF 
           Supplementary Appendix 
           Publisher's Version 


        

      


          Jonathan Renshon, Keren Yarhi-Milo, and Joshua D. Kertzer. “Democratic Reputations in Crises and War”, Journal of Politics, 85:1 (January 2023), 1-18.

      
        
       Many IR theories argue that leaders and publics use regime type to draw inferences about behavior in conflict, with implications for how democracies act as well as how they are treated by other states. We show that these beliefs can be studied as reputations, and build a framework around reputations that adhere to regime types and whose content implicates not just resolve, but a host of other important attributes and expected behaviors. We put democratic reputations under the microscope, fielding survey experiments on members of the Israeli Knesset as well as six national samples in four democracies. We find strong evidence of democratic reputations’ existence and pervasiveness as well as insight into their content. Specifically, we find that the reputations are asymmetric: democracy is seen as considerably and consistently more favorable in war than in crises, suggesting that these regimes may have more difficulty signaling resolve than our theories suggest.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version           
        

      


  Allison Carnegie, Joshua D. Kertzer and Keren Yarhi-Milo, “Democratic Peace and Covert Military Force: An Experimental Test”, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 67:2-3 (February-March 2023), 235-265.
 
      
        
How should we reconcile covert war with normative theories of the democratic peace? Proponents argue that these interventions are consistent with democratic peace theory, as leaders intervene covertly to escape backlash by a public that has internalized liberal norms. Yet we know little about public opinion regarding the covert use of force. Using a survey experiment, we find that respondents are more favorable towards covert interventions against democratic targets than our theories assume, and that even citizens who value transparency the most still wrestle with a trade-off between their normative commitments and the instrumental benefits they perceive covert actions to hold. Our results thus help to explain why American leaders have repeatedly chosen to conduct covert military operations against fellow democracies, and raise important questions about the scope conditions of normative theories of the democratic peace.


        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version 
 
        

      



      Joshua D. Kertzer, Marcus Holmes, Brad L. LeVeck, and Carly Wayne, “Hawkish Biases and Group Decision-Making”, International Organization, 76:3 (Summer 2022), 513-548.
 
      
        
      How do cognitive biases relevant to foreign policy decision-making aggregate in groups? Many tendencies identified in the behavioral decision-making literature — such as reactive devaluation, intentionality bias, and risk-seeking in the domain of losses — have all been linked to hawkishness in foreign policy choices, potentially increasing the risk of conflict, but the way in which these “hawkish biases” operate in the small group contexts in which foreign policy decisions are often made is unknown. We field three large-scale group experiments to test how these biases aggregate in groups. We find that groups are just as susceptible to these canonical biases as individuals, with neither hierarchical nor horizontal group decision-making structures significantly attenuating the magnitude of bias. Moreover, diverse groups perform similarly to more homogeneous ones, exhibiting similar degrees of bias and marginally increased risk of dissension. These results suggest that at least with these types of biases, the “aggregation problem” may be less problematic for psychological theories in IR than some critics have argued. This has important implications for understanding foreign policy decision-making, the role of group processes, and the behavioral revolution in IR.


        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix 
           Publisher's Version 
        

      


 Joshua D. Kertzer, “Re-Assessing Elite-Public Gaps in Political Behavior”, American Journal of Political Science, 66:3 (July 2022), 539-553.
 
      
        
        Political scientists often criticize psychological approaches to the study of politics on the grounds that many psychological theories were developed on convenience samples of college students or members of the mass public, whereas many of the most important decisions in politics are made by elites, who are presumed to differ systematically from ordinary citizens. This paper proposes an overarching framework for thinking about differences between elites and masses, presenting the results of a meta-analysis of 162 paired treatments from paired experiments on political elites and mass publics, as well as an analysis of 12 waves of historical elite and mass public opinion data on foreign policy issues over a 43 year period. It finds political scientists both overstate the magnitude of elite-public gaps in decision-making, and misunderstand the determinants of elite-public gaps in political attitudes, many of which are due to basic compositional differences rather than to elites' domain-specific expertise.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix 
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX          
        

      


  Joshua D. Kertzer and Jonathan Renshon, “Experiments and Surveys on Political Elites”, Annual Review of Political Science, 25 (2022), 529-550.
 
      
        
One of the major developments in political science in the past decade has been the rise of experiments and surveys on political elites. Yet an acceleration in the number of elite studies has outpaced our collective understanding of best practices, and how we know a good elite experiment when we see one. In this article, we discuss some of the challenges in the study of political elites — from who counts as an elite, to how to best utilize elite experiments in the context of broader research designs. We also offer a number of recommendations for questions of access, recruitment, and representativeness, as well as designs researchers can use to study eliteness without access to elites.


        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Publisher's Version 
          BibTeX
        

      



  Kathleen E. Powers, Joshua D. Kertzer, Deborah J. Brooks and Stephen G. Brooks, “What's Fair in International Politics? Equity, Equality, and Foreign Policy Attitudes”, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 66:2 (February-March 2022), 217-245.
 
      
        
       How do concerns about fairness shape foreign policy preferences? In this article, we show that fairness has two faces — one concerning equity, the other concerning equality — and that taking both into account can shed light on the structure of important foreign policy debates. Fielding an original survey on a national sample of Americans in 2014, we show that different types of Americans think about fairness in different ways, and that these fairness concerns correlate with foreign policy preferences: individuals who emphasize equity are far more sensitive to concerns about burden sharing, are far less likely to support US involvement abroad when other countries aren't paying their fair share, and often support systematically different foreign policies than individuals who emphasize equality. As long as IR scholars focus only on the equality dimension of fairness, we miss much about how fairness concerns matter in world politics.


        
           Abstract
            PDF 
           Supplementary Appendix 
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX          
        

      


      Joshua D. Kertzer, Deborah Jordan Brooks, and Stephen G. Brooks, “Do Partisan Types Stop at the Water's Edge?”, Journal of Politics, 83:4 (October 2021), 1765-1782.
 
      
        
        A growing number of analyses presume that distinctive “partisan types” exist in the American public's eyes in foreign policy, with implications for questions ranging from the ability of leaders to send credible signals by going against their party's type, to the future of bipartisanship in foreign policy.  We offer the first systematic exploration of partisan types in foreign affairs, exploring their microfoundations and scope conditions using two national survey experiments. We find that partisan types vary across foreign policy issues, but are generally weaker and less distinct in foreign affairs. We also find that there is an impressive amount of congruence between the partisan stereotypes Americans hold and actual distributions of partisan preferences.  Our findings have important implications for the study of public opinion, “against type” models, and the domestic politics of interstate conflict.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version 
          BibTeX
        

      


      Joshua D. Kertzer, Jonathan Renshon, and Keren Yarhi-Milo, “How do Observers Assess Resolve?”, British Journal of Political Science, 51:1 (January 2021), 308-330.
 
      
        
          Despite a plethora of theoretical frameworks, IR scholars have struggled with the question of how observers assess resolve. We make two important contributions in this direction. Conceptually, we develop an integrative framework that unites otherwise disconnected theories, viewing them as a set of heuristics actors use to simplify information-rich environments. Methodologically, we employ a conjoint experiment that provides empirical traction impossible to obtain using alternative research designs. We find that ordinary citizens are ‘intuitive deterrence theorists’ who focus to a great extent on capabilities, stakes, signals and past actions in judging resolve. We also find that observers see democracies as less resolved than autocracies (not more), casting doubt on key propositions of democratic credibility theory. Finally, a conceptual replication shows that a group of elite decision makers converge with the US public in how they interpret costly signals, and in viewing democracies as less resolved than autocracies.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX                    
         

      


Joshua D. Kertzer, Brian Rathbun and Nina Srinivasan Rathbun, “The Price of Peace: Motivated Reasoning and Costly Signaling in International Relations”, International Organization, 74:1 (Winter 2020), 95-118.
 
      
        
Canonical models of costly signaling in international relations (IR) tend to assume costly signals speak for themselves: the costliness of a signal is typically understood to be a function of the signal, not the perceptions of the recipient. Integrating the study of signaling in IR with research on motivated skepticism and asymmetric updating from political psychology, we show that individuals' tendencies to embrace information consistent with their overarching belief systems (and dismiss information inconsistent with it) has important implications for how signals are interpreted. We test our theory in the context of the 2015 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) on Iran, combining two survey experiments fielded on members of the American mass public. We find patterns consistent with motivated skepticism: the individuals most likely to update their beliefs are the ones who need reassurance the least, such that costly signals cause polarization rather than convergence. Successful signaling therefore requires knowing something about the orientations of the signal's recipient.
        

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX          
         

      




      Keren Yarhi-Milo, Joshua D. Kertzer and Jonathan Renshon, “Tying Hands, Sinking Costs, and Leader Attributes”, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 62:10 (November 2018), 2150-2179.
 
      
        
Do costly signals work? Despite their widespread popularity, both hands-tying and sunk-cost signaling have come under criticism, and there's little direct evidence that leaders understand costly signals the way our models tell us they should. We present evidence from a survey experiment fielded on a unique sample of elite decision-makers from the Israeli Knesset. We find that both types of costly signaling are effective in shaping assessments of resolve, for both leaders and the public. However, although theories of signaling tend to assume homogenous audiences, we show that leaders vary significantly in how credible they perceive signals to be, depending on their foreign policy dispositions, rather than their levels of military or political experience. Our results thus encourage IR scholars to more fully bring heterogeneous recipients into our theories of signaling, and point to the important role of dispositional orientations for the study of leaders. 
        

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX          
         

      



Ryan Brutger and Joshua D. Kertzer, “A Dispositional Theory of Reputation Costs”, International Organization, 72:3 (Summer 2018), 693-724.
 
      
        
          Politicians frequently turn to reputational arguments to bolster support for their proposed foreign policies. Yet despite the prevailing belief that domestic audiences care about reputation, there is very little direct evidence that publics care about reputation costs, and very little understanding of how. We propose a dispositional theory of reputation costs, in which citizens facing ill-defined strategic situations turn to their core predispositions about foreign affairs in order to weigh competing reputational dimensions. Employing a diverse array of methodological tools — from vignette-based survey experiments to automated text analysis — we show that the mass public has a "taste" for reputation, but understands it in fundamentally different ways, with hawks concerned about the negative reputational consequences of inconsistency, and doves equally concerned with the negative reputational consequences of belligerence and interventionism. In illustrating how reputation costs are in our heads, our findings offer both good and bad news for theories of reputation in IR.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Publisher's Version 
           Data
          BibTeX          

        
  
      


Joshua D. Kertzer and Dustin Tingley, “Political Psychology in International Relations: Beyond the Paradigms”, Annual Review of Political Science, 21 (2018), 319-339.
 
      
        
          Political psychology in international relations has undergone a dramatic transformation in the past two decades, mirroring the broader changes occurring in IR itself. This review essay examines the current state of the field. We begin by offering a data-driven snapshot, analyzing four years of manuscript classifications at a major IR journal to characterize the questions that IR scholars engaged in psychological research are and aren’t investigating. We then emphasize six developments in particular, both present-day growth areas (an increased interest in emotions and hot cognition, the rise of more psychologically-informed work on public opinion, a nascent research tradition we call the "first image reversed", and the rise of neurobiological and evolutionary approaches) and calls for additional scholarship (better integration of the study of mass and elite political behavior, and more psychological work in IPE). Together, they constitute some of the directions in which we see the next generation of scholarship as heading.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Publisher's Version 
           BibTeX          
        
  
      
      

Connor Huff and Joshua D. Kertzer, “How The Public Defines Terrorism”, American Journal of Political Science, 62:1 (January 2018), 55-71.
 
      
        
        Every time a major violent act takes place in the US, a public debate erupts as to whether it should be considered terrorism. Political scientists have offered a variety of conceptual frameworks, but have neglected to explore how ordinary citizens understand terrorism, despite the central role the public plays in our understanding of the relationship between terrorism and government action in the wake of violence. We synthesize components of both scholarly definitions and public debates to formulate predictions for how various attributes of incidents affect the likelihood they are perceived as terrorism. Using a conjoint experimental design, we show the importance of the extremity and severity of violence, but also the attributed motivation for the incident, and social categorization of the actor. The findings demonstrate how the language used to describe violent incidents, for which the media has considerable latitude, affects the likelihood the public classifies incidents as terrorism.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version
           Data
           BibTeX
        
  
      


    Joshua D. Kertzer and Thomas Zeitzoff, “A Bottom-Up Theory of Public Public Opinion about Foreign Policy”, American Journal of Political Science, 61:3 (July 2017), 543-558.
 
      
        
        If public opinion about foreign policy is such an elite-driven process, why does the public often disagree with what elites have to say? We argue here that elite-cuetaking models in IR are both overly pessimistic and unnecessarily restrictive. The public may lack information about the world around them, but it does not lack principles, and information need not only cascade from the top down. We present the results from five survey experiments where we show that cues from social peers are at least as strong as those from political elites. Our theory and results build on a growing number of findings that individuals are embedded in a social context that combines with their general orientations towards foreign policy in shaping responses towards the world around them. Thus, we suggest the public is perhaps better equipped for espousing judgments in foreign affairs than many of our top-down models claim.

        
           Abstract
            PDF
           Supplementary Appendix
           Publisher's Version
           Data
           BibTeX


        

      


        Joshua D. Kertzer, “Resolve, Time, and Risk”, International Organization, 71:S1 (April 2017), S109-S136.

        
          Why do some actors in international politics display remarkable persistence in wartime, while others "cut and run" at the first sign of trouble? I offer a behavioral theory of resolve, suggesting that variation in time and risk preferences can help explain why some actors display more resolve than others. I test the theory experimentally in the context of public opinion about military interventions. The results not only help explain why certain types of costs of war loom larger for certain types of actors, but also shed light onto some of the contributions of the behavioral revolution more broadly.

         
            Abstract
              PDF
            Supplementary Appendix            
            Publisher's Version 
           Data
           BibTeX


         

        


        Brian C. Rathbun, Joshua D. Kertzer and Mark Paradis, “Homo Diplomaticus: Mixed-Method Evidence of Variation in Strategic Rationality”, International Organization, 71:S1 (April 2017), S33-S60.
 
        
          Psychology is traditionally used in political science to explain deviations from rationality. Lost in the debate between rationalists and their critics, however, is a sense of whether the kinds of strategic self-interested behavior predicted by these models has psychological microfoundations: what would homo economicus look like in the real world? We argue that strategic rationality has distinct psychological microfoundations characterized by a proself social value orientation and a high level of epistemic motivation, and varies by individuals. Testing our argument in the context of international relations, we employ a laboratory bargaining game and integrate it with in-depth research on German foreign policy-making in the 1920s. We find in both contexts that even among those only interested in maximizing their own egoistic gains, those with greater epistemic motivation are better able to adapt to the strategic situation, most importantly the distribution of power.  Our results build a bridge between two approaches often considered to be antithetical to one another.

          
             Abstract 
              PDF
             Supplementary Appendix            
             Publisher's Version 
              Data
            BibTeX

          

        


        Joshua D. Kertzer, “Microfoundations in International Relations,” Conflict Management and Peace Science, 34:1 (January 2017), 81-97.
 
        
          Many of our theories of international politics rely on microfoundations. In this short note, I suggest that although there has been increasing interest in microfoundations in IR over the past twenty years, the frequency with which the concept is invoked belies a surprising lack of specificity about what microfoundations are, or explicit arguments about why we should study them. I then offer an argument about the value of micro-level approaches to the study of conflict. My claim is not that all theories of IR need to be developed or tested at the micro-level in order to be satisfying, but rather, that many of our theories in IR  already rest on lower-level mechanisms — they either leave these assumptions unarticulated, or fail to test them directly. In these circumstances, theorizing and testing micro-level dynamics will be especially helpful. I illustrate my argument using the case of resolve, one of the central explanatory variables in the study of international security. I argue that the absence of microfoundations for resolve is one reason why IR scholars have had difficulties testing whether resolve has the effects we often claim, and sketch out a two-stage research design political scientists can use to study unobservable phenomena.


          
             Abstract
             PDF
             Publisher's Version 
             BibTeX   
          
 
        


        Brian C. Rathbun, Joshua D. Kertzer, Jason Reifler, Paul Goren, and Thomas Scotto, “Taking Foreign Policy Personally: Personal Values and Foreign Policy Beliefs”, International Studies Quarterly, 60:1 (March 2016), 234-249.

        
          Previous research has shown that on issues of foreign policy, individuals have “general stances,” “postures,” “dispositions” or “orientations” that inform their beliefs toward more discrete issues in international relations. While these approaches delineate the proximate sources of public opinion in the foreign policy domain, they evade an even more important question: what gives rise to these foreign policy orientations in the first place? Combining an original survey on a nationally representative sample of Americans with Schwartz’s theory of values from political psychology, we show that people take foreign policy personally: the same basic values we know people use to guide choices in their daily lives also travel to the domain of foreign affairs, offering one potential explanation why people who are otherwise uninformed about world politics nonetheless express coherent foreign policy beliefs.


          
             Abstract
             PDF
             Supplementary Appendix
             Publisher's Version 
             Data
             BibTeX
          
   
        


        Joshua D. Kertzer and Ryan Brutger, “Decomposing Audience Costs: Bringing the Audience Back into Audience Cost Theory”, American Journal of Political Science, 60:1 (January 2016), pp. 234-249.

        
            According to a growing tradition in International Relations, one way governments can credibly signal their intentions in foreign policy crises is by creating domestic audience costs: leaders can tie their hands by publicly threatening to use force, since domestic publics punish leaders who say one thing and do another. We argue here that there are actually two logics of audience costs: audiences can punish leaders both for being inconsistent (the traditional audience cost), and for threatening to use force in the first place (a belligerence cost). We employ an experiment that disentangles these two rationales, and turn to a series of dispositional characteristics from political psychology to bring the audience back into audience cost theory. Our results suggest that traditional audience cost experiments may overestimate how much people care about inconsistency, and that the logic of audience costs (and the implications for crisis bargaining) varies considerably with the leader’s constituency.
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        Joshua D. Kertzer and Brian C. Rathbun, “Fair is Fair: Social Preferences and Reciprocity in International Politics”, World Politics, 67:4 (October 2015), 613-655.

        
          Behavioral economics has shown that many people often divert from classical assumptions about self-interested behavior: they have social preferences, concerned about issues of fairness and reciprocity. Social psychologists show that these preferences vary across actors, with some displaying more prosocial value orientations than others. Integrating a laboratory bargaining experiment with original archival research on Anglo-French and Franco-German diplomacy in the interwar period, we show how fairness and reciprocity matter in social interactions. Prosocials do not exploit their bargaining leverage to the degree that proselfs do, helping explain why some pairs of actors are better able to avoid bargaining failure than others. In the face of consistent egoism on the part of negotiating partners, however, prosocials engage in negative reciprocity, leading them to adopt the same behaviors as proselfs.
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        Daipayan Guha, George M. Ibrahim, Joshua D. Kertzer, and R. Loch Macdonald,“National Socioeconomic Indicators are Associated with Outcomes After Aneurysmal Subarachnoid Hemorrhage: A Hierarchical Mixed-Effects Analysis”, Journal of Neurosurgery, 121:5 (November 2014), 1039-1047.
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        Joshua D. Kertzer, Kathleen E. Powers, Brian C. Rathbun and Ravi Iyer, “Moral Support: How Moral Values Shape Foreign Policy Attitudes”, Journal of Politics, 76:3 (July 2014), 825-840.

        
          Although classical international relations theorists largely agreed that public opinion about foreign policy is shaped by moral sentiments, public opinion scholars have yet to explore the content of these moral values, and American IR theorists have tended to exclusively associate morality with liberal idealism. Integrating the study of American foreign policy attitudes with Moral Foundations theory from social psychology, we present original survey data showing that the five established moral values in psychology - harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, authority/respect, ingroup/loyalty, and purity/sanctity - are strongly and systematically associated with foreign policy attitudes. The "individualizing" foundations of harm/care and fairness/reciprocity are particularly important drivers of cooperative internationalism, and the "binding" foundations of authority/respect, ingroup/loyalty, and purity/sanctity of militant internationalism. Hawks and hardliners have morals too, just a different set of moral values than the Enlightenment ones emphasized by liberal idealists. 
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        Joshua D. Kertzer, “Making Sense of Isolationism: Foreign Policy Mood as a Multilevel Phenomenon”, Journal of Politics 75:1 (January 2013), 225-240.
 
        
            Political scientists have long been interested in the American public's foreign policy mood, but have typically separated the micro-level question (who's more likely to support isolationism?) from the macro-level one (when does isolationism's popularity increase?), even though public opinion is inherently a multilevel phenomenon, as the answers to these two questions interact. Showing how multilevel models can deal with the effects of time rather than just space, I find that both guns and butter drive foreign policy mood, but in different ways. When economic assessments sour, the public's appetite for isolationism increases, but the impact of these individual-level perceptions is constrained by aggregate economic conditions, which are sufficiently salient that they are accessible irrespective of knowledge. The nature of the international security environment, however, predominantly affects foreign policy mood amongst high-knowledge individuals, thereby suggesting that low and high-knowledge individuals' foreign policy views are shaped by different situational cues. 
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        Joshua D. Kertzer and Kathleen M. McGraw, “Folk Realism: Testing the Microfoundations of Realism in Ordinary Citizens”, International Studies Quarterly 54:2 (June 2012), 245-258. 
        

        
          IR scholars have long debated whether the American public is allergic to realism, which raises the question of how they would "contract" it in the first place. We argue that realism isn't just an IR paradigm, but a belief system, whose relationship with other ideological systems in public opinion has rarely been fully examined. Operationalizing this disposition in ordinary citizens as "folk realism," we investigate its relationship with a variety of personality traits, foreign policy orientations, and political knowledge. We then present the results of a laboratory experiment probing psychological microfoundations for realist theory, manipulating the amount of information subjects have about a foreign policy conflict to determine whether uncertainty leads individuals to adopt more realist views, and whether realists and idealists respond to uncertainty and fear differently.  We find that many of realism's causal mechanisms are conditional on whether subjects already hold realist views, and suggest that emotions like fear may play a larger role in realist theory than many realists have assumed.
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        Joshua D. Kertzer, “Seriousness, Grand Strategy, and Paradigm Shifts in the ‘War on Terror’”, International Journal 62:4 (Autumn 2007), 961-979.
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     “Diplomacy by Committee: Assessing Resolve and Costly Signals in Group Settings” (with Carly Wayne, Mitsuru Mukaigawara and Marcus Holmes)

      
        
       Assessing resolve and interpreting costly signals are crucial tasks for leaders engaging in international diplomacy. However, leaders rarely make these decisions in isolation, relying on advisers to help assess adversary intentions. How do group dynamics change the way costly signals are interpreted? We field a large-scale group experiment to examine how assessments of resolve vary across group settings. We find groups make significantly higher initial assessments of adversary resolve than individuals do, but also update their beliefs less after receiving new information. In small group contexts, first impressions may play a stronger role in shaping beliefs than any signals — costly or otherwise — that come afterwards. This has important implications for our understanding of signaling, providing further evidence that costly signals are less straightforward than often assumed.
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     “Are Red Lines Red Herrings?” (with Jonathan Renshon and Keren Yarhi-Milo)

      
        
       If an older conventional wisdom in scholarly and policy-making circles held that reputation was “one of the few things worth fighting for,” a more recent argument holds that past actions are relatively costless. Using archival evidence, reputation critics have argued that a country’s credibility is rarely at stake, as foreign observers discount an actor’s actions in the past when calculating her credibility in the present. We introduce a new type of evidence into this debate, presenting the results from original surveys fielded on four samples (from foreign decision-makers, foreign publics, and American IR scholars) to study the reputation costs incurred by various actors as a result of the Russian invasion of Crimea and the ongoing Syrian civil war. Our results suggest that American IR scholars may be underestimating the magnitude of reputation costs the US has incurred by backing down on threats.
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       “Elite Misperceptions in Foreign Policy” (with Josh Busby, Jonathan Monten, Jordan Tama and Craig Kafura)
 
      
        
       Our predominant models of domestic politics in international relations presume that policymakers correctly perceive public preferences, even as a growing body of research in political behavior calls this assumption into question. Leveraging six paired surveys of 4381 foreign policy elites and 11581 members of the American public from 2004-2022 on 20 different questions, we show elites systematically misperceive public opinion in foreign policy, misperceiving the public as more isolationist and inward-looking than it actually is. We replicate this finding with a paired experiment showing elites underestimate the effect of cues from international organizations on the public's support for the use of force. These dynamics -- which operate through stereotyping, rather than projection -- have important implications for the study of political elites, public opinion about foreign policy, and efforts to either establish or falsify theoretical models of domestic politics in IR using public opinion data alone.
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                  “Trade Attitudes in the Wild” (with Pablo Barberá, Andy Guess, Simon Munzert, JungHwan Yang and Andi Zhou)
 
      
        
        One of the central models in the study of international political economy holds that actors' preferences about economic issues like trade are a function of their economic interests as represented by their position in the global economy. Recent empirical work investigating the relationship between economic interests and trade attitudes, however, has found mixed results, leading to a new wave of experimental studies that point to the role of information in explaining why economic interests fail to predict economic preferences. But what kinds of information about trade are citizens exposed to in the real world, and what effect does it have on how they think about trade? This study combines survey data from an original 13 month national panel survey in the United States with individual-level behavioral measures of media consumption derived from web tracking data, to explore what news about trade Americans are exposed to in a naturalistic setting, and how it shapes their trade preferences. We find that most Americans are exposed to relatively little news about trade, but that the kind of trade news Americans are exposed to in the real world does not magnify the effects of economic interests; instead, we find some evidence that trade news affects trade preferences through sociotropic rather than pocketbook pathways, as Americans become more supportive of trade the more positive stories about trade they see.
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      “Does Anti-Americanism Exist? Experimental Evidence from France” (with Rick Herrmann)
 
      
        
        There are many debates in Washington about anti-Americanism: where it comes from, what implications it has for US foreign policy, and whether it can be eradicated by careful public diplomacy. Yet before we search for a cure for the disease or ascertain how severe its symptoms are, we need to be able to diagnose it in the first place. One reason why anti-Americanism attracts so much attention is that it is often understood as a form of prejudice rather than mere disagreement with American policies. If this is the case, however, we need to be able to differentiate unpopularity from the prejudice believed to be causing it. To do so, we present three novel experiments embedded in a national survey in France in 2009-10, studying anti-Americanism like how political scientists study other forms of prejudice. Our findings counter conventional wisdom in two ways. First, we find relatively little evidence of anti-Americanism in France. Second, a key predictor of anti-Americanism in France is nationalism, but not in the direction some IR scholars might expect: the more attached the French are to their country, the more of a break they give the United States compared to other great powers who behave similarly. The results thus suggest that nationalism and the fostering of a common ingroup are not contradictory forces.
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      “Putting Things in Perspective: Mental Simulation in Experimental Political Science.” (with Jonathan Renshon)
 
      
        
        Whether leaders taking the perspective of rivals or allies, student subjects taking the perspective of leaders in lab studies, or citizens taking their own perspective in hypothetical scenarios, most modern IR scholarship draws implicitly on perspective-taking. If our ability to engage in this sort of mental simulation was foolproof, we would have nothing to worry about. Unfortunately, several decades of psychological research suggests that individuals vary tremendously in their ability to do so, and that even when they can manage it, the effects are often negative. Ignoring this critical factor only detracts from our ability to generate and refine theories in IR or test our empirical predictions. We provide a conceptual framework for understanding perspective-taking in IR, focusing on the nature of the “target” (first or third-person) and individuals' inability to adjust from their initial anchor: their own beliefs. Across three experimental studies, we find evidence that perspective-taking exacerbates pre-existing attitudes towards the use of force, making hawks more hawkish and doves more dovish. Perspective-taking thus makes people more like themselves, which raises the prospect that participants are less like themselves in studies that do not take perspective-taking into account.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, “Public Opinion about Foreign Policy.” Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology, Third Edition, Eds. Leonie Huddy, David Sears, Jack
Levy, and Jennifer Jerit. Oxford University Press, 2023.



      
        
       This chapter explores psychological approaches to the study of public opinion in foreign policy. Traditionally the study of public opinion in IR was disconnected from work in political psychology, but more recent work has sought to bridge the divide, at the same time that work in IR and foreign policy is increasingly interested in microfoundations more broadly. Topics covered include competing psychological models about the structure of foreign policy attitudes, the dynamics of public opinion towards the use of force (including the democratic peace, audience cost models, rally around the flag effects, against type models, and public attitudes towards nuclear weapons), and the origins of public opinion on foreign economic issues like trade.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, “American Credibility After Afghanistan: What the Withdrawal Really means for Washington's Reputation.” Foreign Affairs, September 2, 2021.
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Jordan Tama, Craig Kafura, Dina Smeltz, Joshua Busby, Joshua D. Kertzer, and Jonathan Monten, “Cooperation or Coercion? The Views of US Opinion Leaders on Foreign Policy Approaches.” Chicago Council on Global Affairs. Policy brief. March 2, 2021.

        
        
       Following four years of former President Donald Trump’s “America first” foreign policy, President Joe Biden is seeking to reorient the US approach to world affairs, placing much greater emphasis on international cooperation. This reorientation has already been evident in Biden’s decisions to return the United States to the Paris climate agreement, extend the New START arms control treaty with Russia, remain in the World Health Organization, reengage with the United Nations Human Rights Council, and commit to rejoining the Iran nuclear deal if Iran returns to complying with it.
     To what extent do Democratic, Republican, and Independent foreign policy professionals support Biden’s international agenda? The results of the 2020 Chicago Council on Global Affairs-University of Texas at Austin survey of more than 900 US executive branch officials, congressional staff, think tank scholars, university professors, journalists, and interest group representatives indicates there is substantial support among leaders of different political persuasions for a greater emphasis on cooperation and less reliance on coercion in foreign policy. However, this consensus also has a partisan tilt: Democrats and Independents are far more likely to agree on cooperative foreign policy approaches the United States should use, while Republicans are more comfortable with coercive measures. Taken together, these findings suggest that Biden should be able to attract strong support for his foreign policy from Democratic and Independent members of the foreign policy community but will find it much more difficult to gain Republican backing for many of his international initiatives.
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Craig Kafura, Dina Smeltz, Joshua Busby, Joshua D. Kertzer, Jonathan Monten, and Jordan Tama, “Divisions on US-China Policy: Opinion Leaders and the Public.” Chicago Council on Global Affairs. Policy brief. February 1, 2021.

        
        
       As President Joseph Biden returns to the White House, this time to sit behind the Resolute desk, perhaps no foreign policy question looms larger than that of US-China relations. The results of the 2020 Chicago Council Survey and the 2020 Chicago Council on Global Affairs-University of Texas at Austin survey of foreign policy professionals and the American public find there are significant partisan differences among leaders and the public on the degree of threat posed by China and how the United States should respond. When it comes to defending Taiwan, however, the divisions are not between partisans but between the public and opinion leaders, with the public in opposition and leaders in support of an American defense of Taiwan.
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Dina Smeltz, Jonathan Monten, Joshua Busby, Jordan Tama, and Joshua D. Kertzer, “On COVID-19, foreign policy elites are just as polarized as the public.” The Hill. December 26, 2020.
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Jordan Tama, Joshua Busby, Joshua D. Kertzer, Jonathan Monten, Dina Smeltz, and Michael J. Tierney, “Foreign policy is Biden’s best bet for bipartisan action, experts say -- but GOP is unlikely to join him on climate change.” The Conversation. December 9, 2020.
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Jonathan Monten, Joshua Busby, Joshua D. Kertzer, Dina Smeltz, and Jordan Tama, “Americans Want to Engage the World:
The Beltway and the Public Are Closer Than You Think.” Foreign Affairs, November 3, 2020.
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Joshua Busby, Craig Kafura, Dina Smeltz, Jordan Tama, Jonathan Monten, Joshua D. Kertzer, and Brendan Helm, “Coming Together or Coming Apart? Attitudes of Foreign Policy Opinion Leaders and the Public in the Trump Era.” Chicago Council on Global Affairs. Policy brief. March 5, 2020.

        
        
Under the Trump administration, American foreign policy has experienced dramatic change in a number of areas, many of which reflect the imprimatur of the president himself. The United States has engaged in tariff disputes with major trading partners. The president has expressed deep skepticism about security alliances such as NATO, faulting allies for their failure to spend sufficiently on defense. The administration has initiated major restrictions in the country’s immigration and refugee policies. The Trump administration has also sought to withdraw from major Obama-era agreements, including the Iran nuclear deal and the 2015 Paris agreement on climate change. Are Trump’s policies creating stronger partisan divides among opinion leaders and the American public?

To investigate how public and opinion-leader views are changing during the Trump administration, the Texas National Security Network and the Chicago Council on Global Affairs conducted our third joint opinion leaders survey from August 2 to October 16, 2018. The survey included 588 foreign policy opinion leaders from different professional groups, including executive branch agencies, Congress, academia, think tanks, the media, interest groups and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), religious institutions, labor unions, and business. In this report, we compare these findings among opinion leaders to findings among the public, using both the 2018 and 2019 Chicago Council Surveys.
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Joshua D. Kertzer and Kathleen Powers, “Foreign Policy Attitudes as Networks.” In the Oxford Handbook of Behavioral Political Science. Ed. Alex Mintz and Lesley Terris. New York: Oxford University Press, 2020.



      
        
       For the past fifty years, public opinion scholars have searched for signs of “constraint” in the American public’s foreign policy attitudes. We review these attempts here, suggesting that the ensuing work has ultimately fallen into two research traditions that have largely been conducted in isolation of one another: horizontal models that portray attitudes as being sorted along multiple dimensions on the same plane, and vertical models that imply a hierarchical organization in which abstract values determine specific policy positions. We then offer a new — networked — paradigm for political attitudes in foreign affairs, leveraging tools from network analysis to show that both camps make unrealistically strict assumptions about the directionality and uniformity of attitude structure. We show that specific policy attitudes play more central roles than our existing theories give them credit for, and the topology of attitude networks varies substantially with individual characteristics like political sophistication.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, Review of Marcus Holmes' “Face-To-Face Diplomacy: Social Neuroscience and International Relations” H-Diplo Roundtable, Volume X, No. 30 (2019).
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Joshua D. Kertzer, “Analysis of Perceptions of North Koreans: Images, Dehumanization, and South Koreans' Attitudes towards Unification.” In The KINU Unification Survey 2018: New Era of Peace in Korean Peninsular and Unification Attitudes. Ed. Sang Sin Lee. Seoul: Korea Institute for National Unification, 2019.



      
        
        This chapter borrows from psychological research on images, stereotypes, and dehumanization to explore the images that South Koreans have of North Koreans, and test how these perceptions relate to attitudes about unification.  It finds that South Koreans perceive their Northern counterparts as being not particularly warm, but also not especially cold, and significantly less competent. It also finds evidence of South Korean dehumanization of North Koreans, specifically with respect to what the dehumanization literature refers to as “human nature” traits, rather than “human uniqueness” traits. South Koreans don't dehumanize North Koreans by viewing them animalistically, but by viewing them mechanistically instead — as subhuman rather than nonhuman. These patterns are also driven by stark generational differences, with younger South Koreans displaying more negative perceptions about North Koreans than older generations. Finally, it explores the political consequences of these perceptions, showing that variation in perceived warmth and human nature dehumanization is significantly associated both with attitudes towards reunification, operationalized both in terms of general support for reunification, and as willingness to personally sacrifice for unification, thereby demonstrating the importance of studying perceptions of outgroups in the context of inter-Korean relations.
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“Little Bismarcks: A Laboratory Experiment on Variation in Rational Thinking and Rational Behavior” with Brian C. Rathbun, in Reasoning of State: Rationality, Realism and Romanticism in International Relations. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2018.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, “Public Opinion and Foreign Policy” In Oxford Bibliographies in International Relations. Ed. Patrick James. New York: Oxford University Press, 2018.



      
        
       How does the public think about foreign affairs, and how do these public preferences shape foreign policymaking? Over the past several decades, scholarship on public opinion and foreign policy has proliferated, partially due to a growing interest in the “first image” and the ways in which individuals matter in international relations, partially due to an experimental revolution that gave political scientists new methods they could use to study public opinion, and partially due to a range of searing debates—on topics ranging from the Iraq War to globalization—whose fault lines political scientists attempted to map. This review offers a curated sampling of the field, focusing, in particular, on six sets of substantive questions, drawing on a mix of classic and contemporary scholarship. It begins by reviewing what we know about how foreign policy attitudes are structured, before focusing on public opinion about two different areas of foreign policy: the use of force, and foreign economic issues such as trade and investment. It then turns to the effects of sex and gender, along with the role of cue givers in shaping foreign policy preferences — whether partisan elites, international organizations, or social peers. It concludes by reviewing the relationship between public opinion and foreign policy, whether in democracies (as in theories of democratic constraint and accountability), transnational public opinion (as in theories of soft power and anti-Americanism), or in nondemocratic regimes, a relatively new area of research.
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Review of Roseanne McManus' “Statements of Resolve: Achieving Coercive Credibility in International Conflict” Perspectives on Politics 16:2 (2018), 467-469.
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Mark S. Bell and Joshua D. Kertzer, “Trump, Psychology, and the Future of U.S. Alliances.” In Assessing the U.S. Commitment to Allies in Asia and Beyond, German Marshall Fund of the United States Asia Program (2018), No. 11.



      
        
       The election and inauguration of Donald Trump, and uncertainty about the direction of foreign policy under the Trump administration, has led to renewed focus on the future of extended deterrence among U.S. allies. These issues are particularly sensitive in Asia, where American allies face a rising and increasingly muscular China. However, US capabilities and deployments are unlikely to change dramatically. Changes that do occur more rapidly are more likely to be in the perceptions of elites in the capitals of U.S. allies, suggesting that the psychology of how extended deterrence operates may be as important to understand as how military capabilities and commitments contribute to credible extended deterrence. In this chapter, we borrow a range of insights from political psychology to hypothesize how the dynamics of the American-led alliance system may change with the Trump presidency, even in the absence of observable changes to the military balance or U.S. treaty commitments. We argue that many of these factors will work to significantly undermine the durability of alliances, and policymakers in Washington seeking to maintain U.S. alliances may not be able to rely on unchanging U.S. troop deployments or treaty commitments to sustain the credibility of U.S. alliances.
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“Microfoundations: Evidence from Cross National Survey Experiments” with Keren Yarhi-Milo in Who Fights for Reputation in International Politics? Leaders, Resolve, and the Use of Force, Princeton University Press, 2018.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, Review of of Elizabeth Saunders' ``War and the Inner Circle", H-Diplo Article Review 628, July 8, 2016.
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Joshua D. Kertzer, “ISAF in Afghanistan, or Learning to Love Counterinsurgency.” Policy Options (September 2008), 14-20.



      
        
       One reason why the national discussion on Afghanistan has become so muddled is widespread misunderstanding about the nature of counter-insurgency campaigns. Viewing the Canadian engagement in Afghanistan through the prism of counter- insurgency doctrine not only contextualizes continuity and changes that have taken place in Canadian strategy since the mid-1990s, but points to some of the missteps that have dogged coalition forces over the past seven years: a lack of resources, a lack of presence, a lack of follow-through and a lack of local state capacity.


La méconnaissance — largement répandue — de la nature des missions contre- insurrectionnelles est l'une des raisons qui expliquent que le débat sur l'Afghanistan soit si confus au Canada. Analyser l'engagement du Canada en Afghanistan à la lumière de la doctrine de contre-insurrection nous permet non seulement de mettre en perspective tant la continuité que les changements de la stratégie adoptée par le Canada depuis le milieu des années 1990, mais aussi de cerner certaines faiblesses qui ont marqué l'action des forces de la coalition depuis sept ans : le manque de ressources, le manque de suivi et la faible capacité de l’État afghan.
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            I am the John Zwaanstra Professor of International Studies and of Government and Director of Graduate Studies in the Department of Government at Harvard University, where I specialize in the intersection of international security, foreign policy, political psychology, and quantitative and experimental methods.




            My first book, Resolve in International Politics, was published in 2016 by Princeton University Press, and received the 2017 Alexander L George Award from the International Society of Political Psychology for the best book published in the field of political psychology. My research has also appeared in a wide range of journals, including the American Journal of Political Science, Annual Review of Political Science, British Journal of Political Science, Conflict Management and Peace Science, Foreign Affairs, International Organization, International Studies Quarterly, the Journal of Conflict Resolution, the Journal of Politics, and World Politics.
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