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Why do strong states that are heavily invested in the existing world order periodically go out of their way to break
certain international norms, even as they remain invested in the maintenance of others? This article addresses the
question of why great powers may violate norms, particularly in relation to the use of force, through the lens of
International Relations (IR) theory. To this end, it begins with a short analysis of realism and liberalism in relation to
norms and norm violations, including areas in which they struggle to engage fully with the problem, before continuing
on to constructivist contributions on this topic. The article discusses norm development, shift, and violation in general
terms, with particular reference to the United States (US) and the use of force through targeted killings. Of course,
this is neither the only kind of norm that strong states can breach nor is the US the only great power actor that has the
ability to willingly breach them, but the examples of the US and targeted killings nevertheless help to provide context
to and illustration of the topic at hand.

 Realism and Norm Breaking

Unipolarity implies unbalanced behavior, which holds that the US as a powerful state can operate without regard for
what other states in the international system might say or how they might respond so long as that state is the greatest
wielder of power. Realists assert that states are the primary actors in the international arena and that they are
motivated by three core drivers: a determination to survive, fear that other states might act to destroy them, and the
impetus to acquire power in order to forestall this eventuality (see Waltz, 2010). Realists do not necessarily embrace
force as being a moral choice for states, but instead recognize it as the reality of how the world works and argue that
actors who try to pursue other objectives unfavorable to their own ability to thrive in an anarchistic world.

Since 2007, the world has seen the rise of competing hegemonic powers to the US: the European Union (EU) (as a
supranational entity), and the BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa), along with other
potential power and great-power contenders. These states have become major players in the international system
and, while they cannot yet directly challenge the US, they do have the ability to influence the US and how it operates.
The rise of other challengers creating multipolarity, and the accompanying decline of unipolarity as the shape of the
world order, may shift realist beliefs about how the US will utilize its power in order to threaten, coerce, and physically
compel others to follow its wishes, so that it can best stay ahead of its competitors. This includes violating existing
norms regarding the use of force through practices such as targeted killing.

The realist school of IR brushes aside the importance of norms and their use as ways of understanding why
decisions are made in international politics. This is because a conventional theory like realism generally claims that
the policies of a state are informed by the underlying military and economic distribution of capabilities of each and
every state. The tradition essentially favors rationalist assumptions based merely on cost-benefit calculation at the
expense of what can be learned through non-conventional theories that consider social benefits and losses.
However, the prevailing realist perspective is quick to ‘reject norms as rationalizations for self-interest and deny them
explanatory power’, and as a result, debates over the role of norms become little more than basic arguments that see
material interests pitted against virtuous or moral principles (Klotz, 1995, 13).

Liberalism and Norm Breaking

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 1/11



Norms, Norm Violations, and IR Theory
Written by Scott N. Romaniuk and Francis Grice

For liberals, the question as to why a liberal democratic state that stands for certain principles, such as the US, can
willingly and repeatedly violate them poses a challenge. According to liberalism, a state should be open to
implementing particular measures of cooperation with other states in order to promote recurrent collaboration. The
assumption from a liberal point of view holds that a state representing a set of principles should be willing to act in
accordance with them during both difficult and not-so-difficult times so as to maintain a political order embodying
different forms of integration (see Deudney & Ikeberry, 2018). By promoting these values and cooperation then, the
US will also benefit from existing within a system that operates in this way.

Within liberal theorizing, the implication is made that cooperation and non-military forms of interaction between states
are more salient than before (Keohane & Nye, 1977). Liberal theorizing extends from normative theory, carrying
forward inquiry and analysis about what should be or can be; yet, current interaction among states does not appear
to be symptomatic of that process. As neoliberal institutionalism attempts to underscore the possibilities of
cooperation even ‘while adopting realist premises’, a world in which an increasing number of international institutions
exist fails to achieve this (Rathbun, 2010, 6-7). The relationship between a state and both the domestic and
international society to which it is attached does not present itself as the ‘critical causal factor’ that conditions state
behavior (Moravcsik, 2003, 161).

Variants of liberalism appear to share an ability to account for their expected outcomes as defined in their common
dependent variables. Republican liberalism’s arguments that try to link democratic institutions with the emergence of
a peaceful type of IR (even among liberal democracies) do not adequately support its claim. Democratic institutions
are expected to embrace and embed liberal norms of nonviolence and nonviolent behavior or policies that, instead of
inciting hostility or escalating conflict, actually resolve them (Maoz & Russet, 1993). Disruptive effects of war and
conflict that are able to strain the economic success of states through mutual exchange are emphasized in the liberal
strand of commercial liberalism. Fear of the devastating effects of violence and conflict on mutual economic benefit
should impede upon a liberal democratic state’s interest and willingness to cause violent conflict (Frieden and
Rogowski, 1996; O’Neal & Russett, 1997). The effort of maintaining and even strengthening interdependence is
greatly disrupted by policies that distance states from one another through war and less-destructive and smaller-
scope hostilities and violent confrontation. This point is driven even further when considering the emphasis that
military liberalism places on the ‘decreasing gains from warfare either due to the increasing destructiveness of
weaponry’ and technologically sophisticated modes of military force, nuclear missiles, chemical and biological
weapons (CBWs), and even conventional weaponry like landmines and armed drones, both of which have had a
lethal impact in the world (Rathbun, 2010). Conflict is less of an incentive for economic prosperity because it renders
the economic and military spoils of war valueless (Rosecrance, 1986; Jervis, 2001; Rathbun, 2010).

Recognizing a mutual benefit arising from technological progress, Functionalists, Neofunctionalists, and researchers
of epistemic communities claim that individuals and groups will gain from the transcendence of national boundaries.
While technological advances in military force have helped to deemphasize national boundaries, however, this has
not typically been to the mutual benefit of transnationalism (Rathbun, 2010). Instead, gains have primarily reached
those governments that able to achieve technological advantages and use them for their own advantages (Deutsch,
1953; Keohane, 1984; Haas, 1992; Doyle, 1997). This process has somehow set the US apart from the international
system, allowing it to rise above other states and follow a universalist project using the superiority of military power to
enforce a particular model, over other states (Buzan & Wæver, 2009, 264). The erosion of political borders and
growing transnationalism has not, however, led to transnational solidarity due to increased interaction in the modern
international system. The blending of privileged state positions owing to technocracies and increased
transnationalism has, contrary to the expectations of sociological liberalism, led to a host of violence and conflict-
based interventions or discreet military operations (DMOs), particularly by the US (Zenko, 2010). Deficiencies with
regard to regimes and international organizations (IOs) (or public interest groups) playing a greater role in enabling
cooperation highlighted by this process has led contrary to the expectations of regulative liberals: less order and
stability in world politics (Keohane, 1984).

Liberal points of view extend further the understanding that interaction between states and non-state actors (NSAs)
in the international system is not a single story; nor does it unfold according to liberal understandings based on the
core pillars of liberalism (progress, cooperation, transformation through the spread of democracy, interdependence,
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and international institutions) (Mearsheimer, 1994-1995; Zacher & Matthew, 1995; Grieco, 1998; Thies, 2002).
States and organizations are expected to and understand that they will have to interact with one another repeatedly
in the future and that interaction is not taken as a single encounter.

Liberalism therefore has a strong focus upon how states both can and should pursue mutually beneficial policies.
This makes it comparatively ill-equipped to tackle the puzzle of why the US increasingly utilizes a variety of tools that
go against these principles, such as targeted killings, despite the existence of considerable liberalist opinion that the
US would benefit more from entrenching more cooperative efforts and behavior in liberal institutional terms.

Constructivism and Norm Breaking

In terms of constructing identity in the international system, states should not logically want to have self-ascribed or
have others ascribe them with an identity of being an international killer or violator of either human rights or of
sovereignty by carrying out human rights violations. Nor should they accept being identified with engaging in
practices that promote illicit violence, terror, fear, hatred, and heightened levels of insecurity. Why then does a state
like the US choose to engage in norm breaking, including practices such as targeted killings, if it is damaging to its
image and runs contra to its own self-interests?

Norms and Decision Making In a Social World

By many accounts within the field of IR, norms and norm diffusion subscribe to a constructivist description by which
the affairs of a state are made understandable and elaborated in terms of their impact on the world and how they are
in turn impacted and shaped. Emerging at the end of the 1980s, constructivist theorizing establishes pathways into
explaining the way that agents construct and perceive their reality (Reus-Smit, 2001; Burchill, Linklater, True,
Patterson and Devetak, 2001). These pathways stem from the system of shared norms, values, and beliefs
collectively referred to as ‘normative and ideational structures’ (Checkel, 1998; Risse, 2002). They lead us to
envision a social environment in which actors are defined as social entities with identities that act not in accordance
with purely rational principles (Checkel, 1998; Risse, 2002). It does not accept any ‘extra-discursive realm from
which material, objective facts assert themselves’; instead, it assumes that facts become issues of security by first
being successfully formulated vis-à-vis discourses of politics (Hansen, 2006, 34).

The social environment, choices exhibited within it, and practices that come about through human agency facilitate a
withdrawal from the claim that actors act in accordance with binding and unalterable interests (Reus-Smit, 2001). An
essential exchange between the practices of actors and the structures in which they operate, including thehistorical,
cultural, political, and social environments in an arena that, when taking the constructivist point of departure for this
research, allows for the treatment of this arena as a constitutive realm. This realm can in turn be treated as one in
which the constructivist and rational ‘projects are compatible, with the former explicating the identities and interests
of actors, the latter explaining the strategic pursuits of such interests’ (Klotz, 1995a, 1995b quoted in Price & Reus-
Smit, 1998, 278; Reus-Smit, 1997).

The constructivist analysis has a fundamental importance for understanding why states act in ways that may be
considered deviant, such as through the use of targeted killings. However, the constructivist use of norms lends the
ability to constitute identity of an actor in the international system and ascribe that actor with an understanding of its
interests. This includes both moral and contingent strands of norms. Following the approach in this way, the origin of
particular norms and practices can be accounted for, and that in turn (i) influence the actor’s behavior and policy
choices, (ii) shows exactly how a norm impacts a state or NSA and its decisions or how it influences that unit, and (iii)
determines the specific conditions by which a norm operates at a much different level – that of world politics (Price,
1997). It is by this constructivist account of norms in IR that provides the basis for examining the US practice of such
activities as deploying violence alongside a norm or set of norms as standards of appropriate behavior and its identity
(Risse, 2002).

The Logic of Appropriateness
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Given the prescriptive qualities of norms, certain traits of norms guide an actor to behave or exhibit actions
considered appropriate by and for a given society or community within the international system. The ‘logic of
appropriateness’ guides actors to do what is expected of them with social expectations being embedded in social
norms exhibiting their constitutive effects. The actions that various actors take also possess the ability to pressure
those same social structures in which they operate, with the result that the actor may be able to influence and
potentially reform the existing structure. New norms can emerge as a result of this interaction or merely a revision or
new interpretation of the substance of the norm(s) (Wendt, 1992; Checkel, 1998).

Norms are an empirical complement to, for instance, a state’s identity within the international system, and part of a
theoretical addition to scholarly understanding of state behavior (Wendt, 1992, 1999; Lapid & Kratochwil, 1996). If
part of understanding a state’s identity is to understand how a state sees itself within broader cultures and societies,
then the need is found to move beyond an outcome-oriented logic of how states operate and why they make certain
policy choices. One of the major points to consider when considering US cases of deviancy from what the
international community generally views as acceptable is the importance of ideas and the how the ideational
dimension is fruitful for explaining state behavior. When taking into consideration a number of cases involving US use
of force, for example, it is possible to begin building on an understanding that the decision to do so may be influenced
by ideational factors. The US does not always benefit in material terms from the use of force. The international norm
proscribing excessive use of force is not always complemented by domestic norms prescribing interventions that may
require the level of force that has been or is exercised.

According to the constructivist arguments of Finnemore (1996; 2003), realists lack the capacity to account for a
changing normative context that has the ability to drive and direct the interests of actors like the US observed vis-à-
vis the use of drones in the modern world system. When no geostrategic or material benefit exists for the US through
the use of force, its actions or rationale for those actions can only really be understood through the explanatory
abilities of norms. Given much of the political fallout and the material costs of the US to embark on significant
campaigns involving drones, current areas in which the US operates drones provides instances by which the use of
force in violation of international norms are undertaken with very limited strategic, economic, or even political
importance for the US as the principle actor.

Regulative and Constitutive Norms

The impact of regulative and constitutive performance of norms that either prescribe or proscribe variations in the
use of force and their degree are important for understanding the impact of ideas on the decision to employ it
(Jepperson, Wendt & Katzenstein, 1996; Raymond, 1997; Checkel, 1997; Onuf, 1998; Crawford, 2002). This impact
is very useful for raising important questions. How do we reconcile the US violation of certain international norms in
some areas, such as proscribing the excessive use of force or assassination against one category of criminals such
as terrorists, with US compliance with the enforcement those same norms against other categories such as drug-
lords? How do we reconcile the US’ violation of the international norm against assassination when such action is
complemented by little or no material interests or benefit? A counter-argument could be that any president who
discontinues with practices that strike high emotional chords domestically, such as the targeted killing program
against real or potential terrorists, would pay a heavy domestic political price for not doing everything to prioritize the
needs of the American public and, in this case, to ‘protect’ the American people from harm. This would suggest that
faced with contrasting or opposing normative demands, US leaders make considered judgments as to the trade-offs
between these norms.

The regulative function of a norm can be explained as that which can constrain or regulate the behavior of a certain
agent through the imposition of certain consequences. A combination of social norms and rational action may occur
to explain a particular action undertaken by a state. The result or outcome of the action is therefore brought about by
a norm as well as rational self-interest. The outcome is the result of two different forces at play. Logically, it would be
the policy preference of the US to defeat a threat (i.e., terrorism) to its national security or population. It does so by
rationally pursuing a policy that is entirely outcome-oriented but still governed to an extent by norm-motivated
constraints regarding the means or the type of force that the US is or would be allowed to use to achieve its goal. One
norm in international politics, for example, is that the use (and even possession) of nuclear weapons, even tactical
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nuclear weapons is unacceptable and the resort of an ‘uncivilized’ society or state. Yet, this does not regulate the
goals that a state like the US can pursue through the use of conventional weapons. The same can be said of other
types of weapons, which thus distinguish drones from other non-legitimate forms of warfare (invasion, use of
chemical/biological/radiological weapons), or forms of warfare that involve large levels of destruction or collateral
damage (weapons of mass-destruction, WMDs).

Norm Motivation

Finnemore and Sikkink (1998, 895-896) theorize within the evolution and influence of norms the ‘norm lifecycle’,
claiming that norms enter into a three-part patterned cycle (Norm Emergence, Norm Cascade, and Norm
Internalization) with different behavior logics dominating each part of the cycle. Given the costs of appropriateness
and the tools available for actors to use is part of their practice as actors, the question of motivation for ‘norm
entrepreneurs’ is challenging but critical to explore. Explanations for this depends on the type of actor and the type of
norm, however, reference is necessary to more than just this. The social norms of which political scientists are
concerned, write Finnemore and Sikkink (1998, 898), require deeper reference to such things as ‘empathy’,
‘altruism’, and ‘ideational commitment’.

An altruistic angle would suggest, in relation to the proposed research topic, that the US violates certain norms with
the aim of benefiting other (states) in the international community, but at the expense of itself (Oliner & Oliner, 1988;
Fogelman, 1994). This idea, however, is problematic given that a number of other ideas also lend themselves as
possible motivations or drivers of US policy and action. Monroe (1996, 206), for example, presents the idea that a
‘shared perception of common humanity’ and the ‘recognition that we all share certain characteristics and are entitled
to certain rights, merely by virtue of our common humanity’. As constructivism draws out the importance of behavior,
interests, and relationships as social formulations, relationships observed within international relations can change as
well (Wendt, 1987; Kratochwil, 1989; Onuf, 1989; Katzenstein, 1996; Lapid & Kratochwil, 1996; Friedman & Starr,
1997; Ruggie, 1998). This non-deterministic system presents a reality supported by both ideational and material
building blocks (Ruggie, 1998, 879).

Identity has become a main feature of constructivism and constructivist discourse and is complementary to the
concepts of norms and culture. Identity is a part of every individual that brings with it discursive practices (Hopf,
2002, 1). Many reveal themselves through different aspects of social life. Some are situated in a variety of discourses
while others are not. Constructivists argue that in order to understand political action and changes that take place the
construction of identities and interests should also be understood (Wendt, 1992, 1994, 1999; Finnemore, 1996; Price
& Reus-Smit, 1998; Reus-Smit, 2002, 2009). Societies in this system operate amid a social cognitive structure that
also presents different sets of identities as well as discursive elements that take part in struggles in order to compete
for dominance (Hopf, 2002). Campbell (1992), Wæver (1995), and Hansen (2006), link the concept of identity
construction to that of ‘national security’ by arguing that it is:

[o]ne tied to the sovereign state and articulating a radical form of identity – and a distinct discursive force which
bestows power as well as responsibility on those speaking within it’. ‘An individual’s identities’, according to Hopf
(2002, 1), ‘contribute to the creation and recreation of discourse and social cognitive structure […] [and] those
identities are constrained, shaped, and empowered’ by their social creations.

Constructivism’s state identity approaches present an alternative to many rational choice theories. State identity, like
other non-materialist factors (culture, norms, ideas, and beliefs, among others), allows for the establishment of links
to support arguments formulated within a constructivist theoretical framework. From the constructivist perspective,
realism’s materialist ontology hinders the social context in which identities and their impacts are found. It favors the
idea that the distribution of capabilities forms the overarching structure that imposes the rules by which states act
(Copeland, 2000).

Human or Non-Traditional Security and the Norm Cycle

Not all schools of thought, however, would lend sympathy to different actions by states and actors. The concept of
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human security provides a useful case in point given that it exists amid agent-oriented processes and is also
underscored by the existence of non-state agents as well as divergent values. As constructivism draws out the
importance of behavior, interests, and relationships as social formulations, relationships observed within international
relations can change as well (Wendt, 1987; Kratochwil, 1989; Onuf, 1989; Katzenstein, 1996; Lapid & Kratochwil,
1996; Friedman & Starr, 1997; Ruggie, 1998). This non-deterministic system presents a reality supported by both
ideational and material building blocks (Ruggie, 1998, 879). The meanings of reality teased out by constructivism in
the context of international relations and norms.

Coming back to the point of human security, there is a tension here that rests on the idea of motivations, benefits,
and effectiveness. Human security is not inevitable or something that demands a common human essence in order to
be realized; nor would all actors share the conviction that humans should all be secure. Human insecurity, on the
other hand, also serves or benefits some actors and its existence it might be argued is the direct result of ‘existing [or
even deliberate] structures of power that determine who enjoys the entitlement to security and who does not’
(Thomas & Wilkin, 1999, 3; Newman, 2001). Issues of human security and humanitarian intervention are therefore
divisive element of the notion of a shared human essence, and are shown to be acted on not simply because, or
sometimes not at all, of material benefit. Some scholars have argued that distinct types of human security may be
better defined as ‘non-traditional security’ (epidemiology [i.e., HIV/AIDS], drugs, poverty, refugees, migration,
domestic and international terrorism, small arms proliferation, cyberwar, human trafficking, and slavery), with an
emerging challenge of non-state and non-military factors coming into play even though the state remains the referent
(Newman, 2001, 243).

Any subsequent emerging interpretations of this form of non-traditional security and their prioritization serve as the
basis of tension, especially given that the maintenance of freedoms connected to modern democratic societies factor
in as concerns (Ullman, 1983; Handelman, 1994; Williams & Black, 1994; Williams, 1995; Matthew & Shambaugh,
1998). In short, there are costs and benefits attached to each and every issue that a state actor may face; but those
same costs and benefits are also held against different types of state behavior within any type of system (Wendt,
1992, 399) A further contradiction of US behavior is highlighted in this case with the perception being that the US is
acting in order to benefit a common humanity that supposedly shares and is entitled to the same rights. As a norm
entrepreneur, the US might be seen as acting in accordance with a redefined understanding or interpretation of its
own interests, which may have changed over time or as a result of certain critical points in its history; thus, the US is
not acting against its interests at all or even of others in the international system. The case may be that actors have
yet to act in a manner that is appropriate to their redefining interests. Looking at a norm entrepreneur who seeks to
limit or make conditional, an existing norm such as targeted killings, provides an interesting research avenue.
Typically, constructivist research looks at the construction, or the scope enlargement, of ‘good’ or ‘positive’ norms.

During the first stage of Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998) describe the norm cycle, the emergence of norms is the
result of a program on the part of the norm entrepreneur (Haas, 1992) – a kind of effort of inducement whereby an
actor or group of actors retain strong convictions regarding the type of behavior that other actors are expected to
adhere to and by which to conduct themselves within society or social communities. A primary goal of the norm
entrepreneur is to define and/or establish specific standards of behavior with the expectation that other actors within
the community follow them (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998, 896-897). They might also try to replace an old standard of
behavior with a new one. Little explanation is offered for the path pursued by actors that attempt to replace old
standards of norms with new ones but without legitimizing that same standard of practice for all other actors within a
community. Other states and even NSAs like organizations and institutions can become followers of the norms
established by norm entrepreneurs. This stage of norm cascading describes the internalization of norms by actors as
a result of their scattering across a community or system of actors. When the norm becomes internalized behavior
resulting from the norm is no longer questioned (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998, 896-897).

Conclusion

This article began by asking why great power states sometimes violate long-standing norms, which in some cases
they helped to create or maintain. To address this question, the article examined realist, liberal, and constructivist
approaches toward the development, shifting, and breaching of norms, especially in relation to the targeted killings
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by the US, including the challenges and limitations encountered by these three core branches of IR theory in regards
to explaining these issues. With the world today facing the prospects of a major shift from a unipolar world dominated
by the US to a multipolar one, understanding the interactions between strong powers such as the US and norms,
norm violations, and norm shifts is becoming increasingly important.

References

Baldwin, D. (ed.). (1993). Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate . Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Burchill, S., Linklater, A., True, J., Patterson, M. & Devetak, R. (2005). Theories of International Relations .
Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Burnham, P., Gilland, G., Gant, W. & Layton-Henry, Z. (2004). Research Methods in Politics . Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Buzan, B. & Wæver, O. (2009). ‘Macrosecuritization and Security Constellations: Reconsidering Scale in
Securitization Theory’, Review of International Studies, 35(2), 253-276.

Campbell, S. R. (2002). ‘Constructivism and the Limits of Reason: Revisiting the Kantian Problematic’,Studies in
Philosophy and Education, 21(6), 421-445.

Checkel, J. T. (1997). ‘International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridging the Rationalist – Constructivist Divide’,
European Journal of International Relations, 4(3), 473-495.

Checkel, J. T. (1998). ‘The Constructivist Turn in International Relations’, World Politics, 50, 324-348.

Copeland, D. C. (2000). ‘The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism: A Review Essay. International Security,
25(2), 187-212.

Crawford, N. (2002). Argument and Change in World Politics: Ethics, Decolonisation and Humanitarian Intervention .
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Deudney, D. & Ikeberry, G. J. (2018, July/August). ‘Liberal World: The Resilient Order’, Foreign Affairs. Available at:
https://scholar.princeton.edu/sites/default/files/gji3/files/05_deudney_ikenberry.pdf

Deutsch, K. W. (1953). Nationalism and Social Communication: An Inquiry into the Foundations of Nationality .
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Doyle, M. (1997). Ways of War and Peace: Realism, Liberalism and Socialism. New York: Norton.

Ephron, D. (2006, September 10). ‘Hizbullah’s Worrisome Weapon’, Newsweek. Available at:
https://www.newsweek.com/hizbullahs-worrisome-weapon-109377

Fierke, K. (2004). ‘World or Worlds? The Analysis of Content and Discourse’, Qualitative Methods, 2(1), 36-39.

Finnemore, M. (1996). National Interests in International Society. New York: Cornell University Press.

Finnemore, M. & Sikkink, K. (1998). ‘International Norm Dynamics and Political Change’,International Organization,
52(4), 887-917.

Fogelman, E. (1994). Conscience and Courage. New York: Anchor Books.

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 7/11



Norms, Norm Violations, and IR Theory
Written by Scott N. Romaniuk and Francis Grice

Frieden, J. A. & Rogowski, R. (1996). ‘The Impact of the International Economy on National Policies: An Analytical
Overview’, in R. O. Keohane and H. V. Milner, (eds.), Internationalization and Domestic Politics (pp. 25-47). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Friedman, G. & Starr, H. (1997). Agency, Structure, and International Politics: From Ontology to Empirical Enquiry .
London: Routledge.

Grieco, J. (1998). ‘Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal Institutionalism’,
International Organization, 42(3), 485-507.

Haas, P. M. (1992). ‘Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Coordination’, International Organization,
46(1), 1-35.

Handelman, S. (1994). ‘The Russian Mafiya’, Foreign Affairs, 73(2), 83-96.

Hansen, L. (2006). Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War . London and New York:
Routledge.

Hopf, T. (2002). Social Construction of International Politics: Identities and Foreign Policies: Moscow, 1955 and
1999. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Jepperson, R. L., Wendt, A. & Katzenstein, P. J. (1996). ‘Norms, Identity and Culture in National Security’, in P. J.
Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National Security (pp. 33-78). New York: Columbia University Press.

Jervis, L. (2001). ‘Was the Cold War a Security Dilemma?’ Journal of Cold War Studies, 3(1), 36-60.

Jørgenson, M. & Phillips, L. J. (2002). Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method. London: Sage.

Katzenstein, P. J. (ed.). (1996). The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics . New York:
Columbia University Press.

Keohane, R. O. (1984). After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy . Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Keohane, R. O. (1989). ‘Neoliberal Institutionalism: A Perspective on world Politics’, International Institutions and
State Power. Boulder: Westview.

Keohane, R. O. & Nye, J. (1977). Power and Interdependence. New York: Harper Collins.

Klotz, A. (1995a). Norms in International Relations: The Struggle against Apartheid . Ithaca and London: Cornell
University Press.

Klotz, A. (1995b). ‘Norms Reconstituting Interests: Global Racial Equality and US Sanctions Against South Africa’,
International Organization, 49(3), 451-478.

Kratochwil, F. (1989). Rules, Norms and Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal Reasoning in
International Relations and Domestic Affairs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Laclau, E. & Mouffe, C. (1985). Hegemony and Social Strategy. London: Verso.

Lapid, Y. & Kratochwil, F. (eds.). (1996). The Return of Culture and Identity in IR Theory. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

Maoz, Z. & Russett, B. (1993). ‘Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace, 1946-1986’,American

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 8/11



Norms, Norm Violations, and IR Theory
Written by Scott N. Romaniuk and Francis Grice

Political Science Review, 87(3), 624-638.

Matthews, R. A. & Shambaugh, G. E. (1998). ‘Sex, Drugs, and Heavy Metal: Transnational Threats and National
Vulnerabilities’, Security Dialogue, 29(2), 163-175.

Mearsheimer, J. J. (1994-1995). ‘The False Promise of International Institutions’, International Security, 19(3), 9-49.

Monroe, K. (1996). The Heart of Altruism: Perceptions of a Common Humanity . Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Moravcsik, A. (2003). ‘Liberal International Relations Theory: A Scientific Assessment’, in C. Elman and M. F. Elman
(eds.), Progress in International Relations Theory: Appraising the Field (pp. 159-204). Cambridge and London: MIT
Press.

Newman, E. (2001). ‘Human Security and Constructivism’, International Studies Perspectives, 2, 239-251.

O’Neal, J. & Russett, B. (1997). ‘The Classical Liberals Were Rights: Democracy, Interdependence, and Conflict,
1950-1985’, International Studies Quarterly, 41, 267-294.

Oliner, S. P. & Oliner, P. M. (1988). The Altruistic Personality: Rescuers of Jews in Nazi Europe . New York: Free
Press.

Onuf, N. (1989). World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations . Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press.

Onuf, N. (1998). ‘The New Culture of Security Studies’, Mershon International Studies, 42, 132-134.

Price, R. (1997). ‘Moral Norms in World Politics’, Pacifica Review: Peace, Security and Global Change, 9(1), 45-72.

Price, R. M. & Reus-Smit, C. (1998). ‘Dangerous Liaisons? Critical International Theory and Constructivism’,
European Journal of International Relations, 4(3), 259-294.

Rathbun, B. C. (2010). ‘Is Anybody Not an (International Relations) Liberal?’ Security Studies, 19(1), 2-25.

Raymond, G. A. (1997). ‘Problems and Prospects in the Study of International Norms’, Mershon International
Studies Review, 41, 205-245.

Reus-Smit, C. (1997). ‘The Constitutional Structure of International Society and the Nature of Fundamental
Institutions’, International Organization, 51(4), 555-589.

Reus-Smit, C. (2001). ‘Human Rights and the Social Construction of Sovereignty’,Review of International Studies,
27(4), 519-538.

Reus-Smit, C. (2002). ‘Imagining society: constructivism and the English School’, British Journal of Politics and
International Affairs, 4(3), 487-509.

Reus-Smit, C. (2009). The Moral Purpose of the State: Culture, Social Identity, and Institutional Rationality in
International Relations. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Risse, T. (2002). ‘Constructivism and International Institutions: Toward Conversations Across Paradigms’, in I.
Katznelson and H. Miller (eds.), Political Science: The State of the Discipline (pp. 597-629). New York: W. W.
Norton.

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 9/11



Norms, Norm Violations, and IR Theory
Written by Scott N. Romaniuk and Francis Grice

Rosecrance, R. (1986). ‘Explaining Military Doctrine’, International Security, 11(3), 167-174.

Ruggie, J. G. (1998). ‘What Makes the World Hang Together? Neo-Utilitarianism and the Social Constructivist
Challenge’, International Organization, 52, 855-887.

Thies, C. (2002). ‘Progress, History and Identity in International Relations Theory: The Case of the Idealist Realist
Debate’, European Journal of International Relations, 8(2), 147-185.

Thomas, C. & Wilkin, P. (eds.) (1999). Globalization, Human Security, and the African Experience . London: Lynne
Rienner.

Torfing, J. (2005). ‘Discourse Theory: Achievements, Arguments, and Challenges’, in D. Howarth and J. Torfing
(eds.), Discourse Theory in European Politics: Identity, Policy and Governance (pp. 1-31). Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Ullman, R. (1983). ‘Redefining Security’, International Security, 8(1), 129-153.

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). (2010, May 28). ‘Report of the Special Rapporteur on Extrajudicial,
Summary or Arbitrary Executions’, Human Rights Council – Fourteenth Session, Agenda Item 3.

Wæver, O. (1995). ‘Securitization and Desecuritization’, in R. D. Lipschutz (ed.), On Security (pp. 46-86). New York:
Columbia University Press.

Waltz, K. (2010). Theory of International Politics. Long Grove: Waveland Press.

Wendt, A. (1987). ‘The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory’, International Organization, 41(3),
335-370.

Wendt, A. (1992). ‘Anarchy is What States Make of it: The Construction of Power Politics’, International
Organization, 46(2), 391-425.

Wendt, A. (1994). ‘Collective Identity Formation and the International State’, The American Political Science Review ,
88(2), 384-396.

Wendt, A. (1999). The Social Theory of International Relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Williams, P. & Black, S. (1994). ‘Transnational Threats: Drug Trafficking and Weapons Proliferation’,Contemporary
Security Policy, 15(1), 127-151.

Zacher, M. & Matthew, R. (1995). ‘Liberal International Relations Theory: Common Threads, Divergent Strands’, in
C. W. Kegley, Jr. (ed.), Controversies in International Relations Theory (pp. 107-150). New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Zenko, M. (2010). Between Threats and War: US Discrete Military Operations in the Post-Cold War World .
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

About the author:

Scott N. Romaniuk is a Postdoctoral Fellow in Security Studies at the China Institute, University of Alberta,
Canada.

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 10/11



Norms, Norm Violations, and IR Theory
Written by Scott N. Romaniuk and Francis Grice

 

Francis Grice is an Assistant Professor of Political Science and International Studies at McDaniel College in
Maryland, where he has worked since 2014. Prior to this posting, he worked as a Teaching Fellow at King’s College
London. He has a PhD in Defence Studies from King’s College London (2014). His thesis critically examined the
originality and transnational influence of the teachings of Mao Zedong on insurgent warfare.

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

E-International Relations ISSN 2053-8626 Page 11/11

http://www.tcpdf.org

