
Week 7 Notes
Anti-Americanism and Hegemony/LIO

October 20/21, 2020

We ran out of time to cover everything during Tuesday afternoon’s section, so I just wanted
to provide some bullet points of what I wanted to cover.

On the topic of anti-Americanism, we had the complementary empirical papers by Datta
(2009) and Flynn, Martinez Machain, and Stoyan (2019). The first poses the question, does
American soft power and public opinion toward the United States have tangible foreign
policy impacts? To test this, Datta uses data from the Pew Global Attitudes Survey1 and
US National Archives to see whether countries’ public opinion toward the US, and their
plenary votes and votes subject to lobbying by the US. Some interesting questions to think
about:

• What is the mechanism through which public opinion affects votes? This isn’t Datta’s
central question, but he implicitly hints at one mechanism in Hypothesis 4 and the
Regime * Fav coefficient in Table 4. What mechanism does he hint at?

• Return to the research question posed by Datta. What is the independent and depen-
dent variable? And, what is he comparing?2

• How does Datta’s finding about George W. Bush relate to the third practice question?
Does it suggest that other countries’ foreign policies with respect to the US are not
only dependent on their public opinion toward us, but also on the less stable public
opinion toward the president? Can we disentangle the two?

• How do you a country’s (un)popularity would affect the proposals it lobbies for? Would
this change Datta’s results, and if so, how?

Flynn et al studies whether the public’s exposure to assistance from the US military affects
their trust in the our military and government, and attitudes toward US influence. In
particular, they focus on operations in Peru, where the military provided communities with
dental, medical, and veterinary assistance.

1This was also used in our practice questions.
2In this paper and, to a lesser degree Flynn, you can see the challenges of establishing causal effects in

international relations (Datta does a good job at trying to isolate the effects of public opinion versus other
effects). Unlike some hard sciences, political scientists can rarely conduct a randomized experiment (Datta
couldn’t create a world where everything was the same, except for public opinion toward the US) so we have
to rely on other methods and stronger assumptions to convince readers that there is a causal relationship
between two variables.
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• What is Flynn comparing? Empirically, of course, they look at differences in public
opinion among people who live in regions where the military did and did not deploy, but
what does this really mean when it comes to comparing policies? Are they comparing
one case where the US provides foreign assistance through the military and another
where the US provides no foreign assistance? Or one where the US provides visible
foreign assistance to one where it is not as visible?

• One reason why Flynn et al focus on Peru is due to the variation in public opinion
toward the US, both regionally and over time. Why is this variation important?

• How does Flynn et al’s focus on individual public opinion reduce the problem of selec-
tion, i.e., bias occurring because the US military would only send troops where they
wanted or needed?

• Flynn et al have some interesting results about the types of people who may be more
or less disposed to support he US military (see p. 752). Why do you think these effects
exist?

We spent less time discussing Kindleberger (1981) but some stuff to think about:

• What is his main argument?

• Kindleberger has an interesting characterization of the debate about the LIO (his views
on responsibility/leadership vs. exploitation). How does his definition of “expropria-
tion” diverge from those used by critics of the LIO?

• Why does Kindleberger consider the “stabilization of the system” (in our context, the
LIO) a public good?

• Public goods are generally underprovided (Downs 1957) (why?). If stability is a public
good, why does a hegemon take steps provide it? How does Kindleberger’s explanation
tie in nicely with Olson (1965)?3

• What forces erode the stable system (see p. 251)?

• At the beginning of the semester, I argued that theories can often be seen in the context
of the time when they were written. How do you think this applies to Kindleberger?
Do you think he would draw the same conclusions today? Why or why not?

3If you don’t fully understand Olson, I’ll shamelessly plug my writeup on it, available here.
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https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/mahajan/files/olsonsummary.pdf


As an exercise, try to fill in some of the blanks in the following diagram of a “rimless hub-and-spoke” empire. Focus first on
the central authority, local intermediary, and local actors. The answers are given on the following page.

Figure 1: Ideal-typical empire
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Figure 2: Ideal-typical empire
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