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A LETTER FROM THE EDITORS

Welcome to the second issue of Inspires, the alumni
magazine of the University of Oxford’s Department of
Politics and International Relations (DPIR).

In this issue we have sought to bring you a further selection
of articles which we hope convey the scale and breadth of
our teaching and research activity and, more particularly,
the value and impact of this activity as we engage with the
world in and outside of the Academy. As with the inaugural
issue, we hope that the content of Inspires will find
resonance across the alumni community, both with those
who studied with us as undergraduates and as graduates.

We were very pleased to receive feedback on the inaugural
Inspires, which was on the whole very encouraging! There
were a few expressions of surprise that we have taken the
initiative now to communicate with our alumni, especially

as we have been out of touch for so long. There were
responses, positive and negative, to individual articles,
which we passed on to the relevant authors. By far the most
popular feature, if your letters and emails are an accurate
reflection, was ‘Life after PPE’. We have followed this up in
this issue with ‘Life after PPE: Focus on Singapore’, which
we hope shows the international scope of the degree. Many
of you have sent alumni profiles of your lives ‘after PPE’

(or indeed ‘after DPIR’ if you undertook graduate study

with us), which are now online (www.politics.ox.ac.uk): do
please keep these coming! The podcast on PPE (More
Personal Reflections) has also proved enormously popular
on the University’s podcast website, iTunesU (http://itunes.
ox.ac.uk), with 5,800 downloads to date.

It has been a great pleasure to correspond over the year
with alumni, and we do hope you will continue to send

us suggestions for future content, as well as perhaps
volunteering to contribute to future issues yourselves. There
will be an electronic newsletter which will be circulated in
Michaelmas term — if you have suggestions for content,
including details of your publications, please do send these
to us: alumni@politics.ox.ac.uk. You are most welcome to
join our alumni networks on Facebook and LinkedIn, which
are a valuable way of keeping the alumni community in
touch throughout the year. We hope to see you in person at
the Oxford Alumni Weekend (14-16 September 2012) and
at our DPIR Alumni event on 1-2 March 2013.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Kate Candy and David Hine
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WELCOME

Head of Department Stephen Whitefield looks back on a busy
and productive year for the department, and outlines our aims
and aspirations for the year to come

elcome to the 2nd Edition of

Inspires, the magazine for all alumni

of the Department of Politics and
International Relations. And to all those who
read and studied Politics and International
Relations in Oxford even before the foundation
of the Department in 2000, we still claim you as
one of us!

We have had a busy year running outstanding
academic events open to our alumni. Some of
you may have attended the University’s Annual
Alumni Weekend last September and heard the
fascinating debate on inter-generational justice
between Mark Philp, Adam Swift and Simon
Caney. You may also have attended a meeting
in London when David Hine and Mark Philp
spoke on the very topical issue of standards

in public life, or at least what we might do to
improve them. If you didn’'t make either of those
events — or the brilliant speech by Ambassador
Thomas Pickering who gave the 2nd Annual
Fulbright Lecture - you missed out. But you can
catch up on Ambassador Pickering’s lecture

at http://podcasts.ox.ac.uk/. Do please come
along to the Alumni Weekend next September
as well as to our Departmental alumni event in
March 2013 — details are on the back cover.
And, of course, keep in touch via our website -
http://www.politics.ox.ac.uk.

Our energies in the Department over the last
year and in the year ahead are concentrated
on a few key strategic concerns. First, we

have been gearing up for the 2014 Research
Excellence Framework (REF) assessment.
Second, we have conducted a ‘size and shape’
review of our academic staffing and will move
forward to implement it. Third, we have finished
a thorough review of our graduate masters

and doctoral programmes which we will also
be taking forward. Fourth, we have continued
to build our fund-raising and development
capacities.

| think it is worth reminding you that the
Department’s number one priority is to increase
the amount of financial assistance that we

give to our research students. We lag behind
not only the top US universities in this regard
but increasingly European ones too. And
because we must ensure that we can recruit
the best research students to study Politics and
International Relations in Oxford, we must find
ways to provide adequate financial support.
You can certainly help us to make progress.
But let me say a few words about how each of
our four strategic concerns fits with our priority
properly to fund our students.

The REF is one of the principal sources of
Departmental funding, along with income from
fees from graduates and undergraduates,
what we get from research projects, and what
we have in trusts and endowments. REF
income is based upon the Department’s
performance, as judged by a national panel

of our peers, in terms of the excellence of

our research and its broader societal impact
(hopefully for the better). Oxford Politics and
International Relations is among the strongest
in the UK — and strongest of all on our preferred
indicator, which is that we have the largest
group of top-ranked researchers of any Politics
department in the country. | have no doubt that
we will perform very strongly again in the 2014
exercise, but to ensure that outcome we have
been investing heavily in new appointments
and seeking to recruit the strongest academics
in an increasingly competitive environment.

We expect to get a financial return on that
investment and of course the strength of our
faculty is a large part of what makes Oxford
such an attractive place for students. But the
REF requires resources upfront and it requires
careful planning of our future staffing.

Hence, the ‘size and shape’ review. The
takeaway headline from that was that we are
roughly the right size and could perhaps be
slightly smaller. We were able to identify areas
of particular staffing need, not only for the

REF but also for graduate supervision and
undergraduate teaching, which is informing
the recruitment we are currently doing. But we
also thought that there was some scope for full
time staff reduction with retirement and people
moving to posts elsewhere and, crucially, we
decided that savings from any reductions
should be used, in line with our number one
priority, to provide additional resources for
graduate studentships.

Of course, it is not just funding and faculty that
attracts the best students but the quality of our
programmes as well. Oxford is understandably
small-c conservative about its degrees. PPE in
particular remains a flagship and our MPhils
remain in great demand from students around
the world. But we are aware of the need to
make sure that they remain attractive, and in
particular that we get the balance right between
the substantive interests of our students to
study particular areas of the world and specific
political issues and the increasing demands of
prospective academic (but also other potential)
employers for graduates in particular to have
strong professional and methodological skills.
That balance is not the same for all kinds of

students — some need more methods training
than others — and the balance changes over
time. So, we have been looking this last year at
the content of our graduate programmes afresh,
with full consultation with our current students
and recent graduates, and aim to make some
changes in the year ahead.

Finally, we have continued with fund-raising.
Part of that has involved responding to the
Oxford University Press challenge fund — known
locally as the Teaching Fund — in which some
£60 million has been set aside by the University
to match against private donations to fund
existing joint college-university tutorial positions.
Essentially, if a tutorial post costs £2 million to
endow, the Teaching Fund will add £800K to

a donation of £1.2 million. The Department is
working with some colleges to leverage the
Teaching Fund to support tutorial fellowships

in Politics and International Relations. And we
are delighted to have received pledges of £1.2
million from extraordinarily generous donors

at Christ Church which will trigger Teaching
Fund support and will endow the post held by
Eddie Keene. Readers will want to know that
the Department will use the financial benefit

of Teaching Fund success to further support
our main priority to increase studentships and
bursaries for our research students!

So, | hope you will see the various ways in
which we are moving to meet our studentship
needs with our own resources. Please consider
helping us to recruit and retain the best
students with a donation of your own.

Stephen Whitefield

Head of Department, Professor of Politics,
University Lecturer in Politics,

Rhodes Pelczynski Tutorial Fellow in Politics,
Pembroke College



Rana Mitter outlines the past, present and future of
the University of Oxford’s relationship with Chinese

politics and culture

nce every ten years, China’s top leadership

changes the guard. In autumn of this year, Xi

Jinping will almost certainly become the new
president of the People’s Republic, and will preside
over perhaps the most important decade yet of China’s
extraordinary rise to global significance. Under Xi, we
will find out whether China really will become a global
superpower to rival the United States, or, like Japan two
decades ago, will fall victim to an economic boom that
suddenly runs out of steam. And there will be something
else new in that decade: for the first time, a critical
mass of academics at Oxford will be in the forefront of
analysing that crucially important trajectory.

Oxford is no stranger to China. The University’s
connection with the country began over four hundred
years ago, when the Chinese scholar Shen Fuzong
arrived to help catalogue the Bodleian Library’s then
small collection of Chinese books. In the centuries that
followed, China’s presence in Oxford was distinguished,
but relatively small. Eminent professors analysed the
Chinese classics, and through much of the twentieth
century, some ten to twenty students a year would

take the BA in Chinese. But the Middle Kingdom was
peripheral to the dreaming spires.

At the start of the twenty-first century, the situation has
changed utterly. In the western world, only a couple of
institutions — most pre-eminently Harvard and Berkeley

— can rival Oxford for the academic coverage of China.
The Institute for Chinese Studies, under Oriental Studies,
and the Contemporary Chinese Studies programme

in SIAS have been instrumental in raising the profile

of Chinese studies here. Some forty or so postholders
across the University teach on aspects of China modern
and ancient: from the sociology of public health to the
archaeology of the ‘oracle bones’ with which the ancient
Chinese sought to tell the future. A combination of major
grants from funders including the Leverhulme Trust,
philanthropic donations, and strategic funding of posts by
the University have seen a major growth in the analysis of
China, as it moves from a peripheral to a central place in
the University’s strategy. Oxford’s academics comment
on China in venues from the World Bank to the BBC to the
Foreign Office.

...if Oxford is to maintain
its reputation as a
centre for the study

of the most important
trends in world politics,
it must keep China at
the centre of its vision.

At the heart of the new concentration on China is the
University China Centre, to be named after Dickson
Poon, the Hong Kong philanthropist whose generous gift
of some £10 million will make a substantial contribution
to a splendid new building in North Oxford. The Centre
is not tied to any one department or division within the
University. Instead, it is there to make sure that different
programmes and people, some of whom have had little
opportunity to work with each other, can be in physical
proximity. Never underestimate the importance of people
with interesting ideas having coffee with each other and
sparking off new collaborations and schemes. The doors
of the new Centre are planned to open in January 2014.

And the DPIR is at the heart of the activities of the new
Centre. For over the past decade, the Department’s
interest in the study of China has grown out of all
recognition. As late as 2000, there was no position in
the Department dedicated to the teaching of Chinese
politics. Over the past decade, not one but three
postholders have grown the subject. Vivienne Shue,
Leverhulme Professor of Contemporary Chinese
Studies, along with Patricia Thornton and myself, have
supervised numerous graduate students, and offered
popular graduate and undergraduate courses every
year. Meanwhile, Rosemary Foot, Swire Professor of the
International Relations of East Asia, has long written
and taught on the growing role of China in international
society. The retirement of Professors Shue and Foot
opens the opportunity for fundraising for new chairs in
the domestic and international politics of China, along
with funding for graduate scholarships, essential if
Oxford is to continue to grow its profile in these areas.

And growing that profile will continue to be a key

task. For whatever the precise path of the Xi Jinping
leadership in the ten years to come, there is no doubt
that China’s economy, politics, and culture will continue
to grow in significance — and if Oxford is to maintain its
reputation as a centre for the study of the most important
trends in world politics, it must keep China at the centre
of its vision.

Rana Mitter
Professor of the History and Politics of Modern China,
Fellow, St Cross College

Sino-Japanese Relations and the Legacy of War

Rana Mitter (Project Principal Investigator)

Over the past decade, Sino-Japanese relations have been on

a rollercoaster, with seemingly sudden eruptions of violence by
protestors against Japanese goods and institutions in China. One
cause of this has never been properly understood in the west: the
legacy of the Sino-Japanese war of 1937-45 — the Second World
War in China. The impact of 15 million deaths, 80 million refugees,
and the destruction of huge amounts of infrastructure profoundly
affected China, paving the way for the Communist revolution of
1949, and sparking popular anger even today over atrocities such
as the ‘Rape of Nanking’. But today’s China also uses the memory
of the war at home and in international society as a way of creating a
narrative of China as a cooperative and responsible power, not just a
confrontational one.

Over the past five years, Rana Mitter has directed a project funded
by a Leverhulme Trust Research Leadership entitled ‘Experience,
legacy and memory of the Sino-Japanese War, 1931 to the present’.
This award combines approaches from political science, international
relations, and history to explore the experience, legacy and memory
of the war against Japan on shaping contemporary China. Graduate
students funded by the project have used datasets and quantitative
modelling techniques to examine the attitudes of present-day middle
class Chinese students toward Japan. Another student is using newly
released archives from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Beijing to
analyse the origins of the contemporary Sino-Japanese relationship in
the depths of the Cold War. Other students, affiliated with the Faculty
of History, are re-examining other aspects of this crucial period of
formation for the modern Chinese state, from the effects of the war

on law to the military history of the era. In 2013 Mitter will publish

a major new book that will examine the sweeping story of China’s
wartime experience — bombing, famines, floods and the mobilisation
of an entire people — and show how they have profoundly affected the
emergence of Mao’s China, and the shaping of today’s very different
superpower. For more information on this project, please see

www.orinst.ox.ac.uk/staff/ea/chinese/rmitter.html
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James Tilley asks whether politicians

ote

really have taken, or ever will take,
‘class out of British politics’

en | was studying PPE in the 1990s,
| dimly remember both left and right
claiming the end of class politics.

John Major, shortly after taking over leadership
of the Conservative party in 1990, wanted to
produce a ‘genuinely classless society’, and by
1997 John Prescott, then deputy leader of the
Labour party, claimed that in essence this aim
had been met as ‘we’re all middle class now’.
While most pronouncements by politicians

can, in my opinion, be safely discarded as only
loosely in touch with any facts, the consensus
now in academic circles is that British politics,
although clearly not British society, is indeed
approaching a classless state. Not in terms of
elected representatives, who have increasingly
become drawn from a remarkably narrow elite,
but rather in terms of the characteristics of
voters for the two main parties. Traditionally
British politics has been seen as a clash
between two sides. At the party level this
means one broadly on the economic left
favouring redistribution and public ownership,
and one broadly on the right favouring the free
market and a more relaxed approach to income
inequalities. At the voter level this means that
the Labour party attracts working class voters
and the Conservative party middle class voters.

The above is obviously a caricature, but even
in 1992 this picture of class described by Butler
and Stokes in the 1960s as ‘pre-eminent among
the factors used to explain party allegiance in

Britain” was still broadly accurate. Measuring
‘class’ is not straightforward, but income and
occupation are often used to get an idea of the
inequalities that shape behaviour and attitudes.
If we look at income we see that in 1992 only 20
per cent of people in the top fifth of household
incomes voted Labour, whereas more than half
in the bottom fifth voted Labour. Equally, if we
compare professional and managerial workers
with manual workers, we find that 26 per cent
of the former voted Labour in 1992, compared
to more than 50 per cent of the latter. This all
changed in 1997 and has remained changed.
Tony Blair famously said he wanted ‘to take
class out of British politics’, and in a sense this
is now the case. When his government was re-
elected in 2001 with another landslide victory,
the gap between the top and bottom income
fifths who voted Labour, which the figures
above show was over 30 per cent in 1992, had
fallen to only 8 per cent, where it has since
remained.

Two questions arise from that: first, why did this
change occur? Second, what implications does
that have more generally for electoral change?
Although many academics, and politicians,
have argued that class is no longer important
because classes are simply more similar,
research by myself and Geoff Evans (Nuffield
College, Oxford) takes the line that classes are
still distinctive; it is parties that have changed.
After all, people in different occupational and

slirtish

income groups still have the same interests.
By analysing surveys collected between 1964
and 2010, which interviewed over 100,000
people in total, we show that these differences
between social groups’ interests are reflected
in their ideology. To put it bluntly, poor people
want redistribution and rich people do not,

and this has not changed over time. What has
changed is the fact that Tony Blair did indeed
take class out of British politics by shifting the
Labour party to a much more centrist position
in the 1990s. We show this is the case by
analysing the manifestos of the parties over
time, in essence counting the number of
phrases that support economically left-wing
policies and comparing that to the number that
support economically right-wing policies. The
centrist movements by both main parties, but
particularly Labour, have meant that the choice
that voters face in terms of the policies that
parties are offering them is much less clear.
This means that voters are less likely to vote on
the basis of their ideological beliefs (which are
informed by their self-interest) and this leads

in turn to less distinctive tribes of Labour and
Conservative voters.

The answer to the second question is related
to the answer to the first. And the implications
cover both changes in how voters decide
between the major parties, and also whether
they support those major parties at all.
Regarding the latter, as the major parties have

“...the consensus Now

in academic circles
is that British politics,
although clearly not
British society, is
indeed approaching

a classless state.”

become more similar, we have seen increasing
electoral volatility and an increasing vote for
minor parties (in 2010 parties outside the

big three got nearly 10 per cent of the vote
compared to less than 3 per cent in 1992). We
have also seen decreasing turnout which is
concentrated among exactly that group which
is now most poorly represented by the parties:
the working class. Poorer people in Britain
have always been less likely to vote than richer
people, but this difference has generally been
rather small. Yet by 2010 nearly 50 per cent of
the poorest fifth of the population did not vote,

compared to only 15 per cent of the richest fifth.

Perhaps more importantly though, if voters are
no longer choosing a major party on the basis
of ideology then the rationale for choosing one
party over another changes. A number of books
have recently suggested that ‘valence politics’
is now the dominant way in which the British
electorate interacts with the British political
parties. That means that voters do not vote

on the basis of their self-interest or resulting
ideological beliefs, but rather for parties that
they believe to be competent managers -
whether of the economy or public services.
Although it is difficult to test these ideas, we
agree that competency and judgements of
party leaders have become more important
ways of choosing for which party to vote.

Where we disagree with these authors is in the
explanation. They say that this is due to the
voters changing—the classless society that
John Major envisaged but did not achieve. We
argue that it is due to the parties changing—the
taking out of class from politics that Tony Blair
envisaged and actually achieved by altering
the policies that Labour offered the electorate.
That has implications for the future, as parties
could choose to differentiate themselves from
one another again leading to a renewed class
basis to British politics. And indeed the early
indications are that in the wake of the recession
and tighter budgets the parties are diverging
from one another again. Class politics in Britain
may, therefore, be sleeping rather than dead.

James Tilley
Lecturer in Quantitative Social Science,
Fellow, Jesus College

The findings presented here are based on
research by James Tilley and Geoff Evans
published in the British Journal of Political
Science, forthcoming in the Journal of
Politics, forthcoming in Political Choice
Matters (edited by Geoff Evans and Nan
Dirk De Graaf) and presented at the 2011
EPOP conference in Exeter.
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Buildin
Peace
< War

Richard Caplan |looks at the logistics,
challenges and perspectives of
international post-conflict state-building

of the Cold War have received as much attention as post-

conflict peace- and state-building. Scholars and practitioners
have devoted considerable resources to analysing the challenges
to stabilising peace and to re-building war-torn societies. At
Oxford, researchers from a wide range of disciplines—including
International Development, Economics, Geography, African and
other Area Studies, as well as Comparative Government, Political
Theory, and International Relations within Politics—have made very
substantial contributions to scholarship in this field over the past
two decades.

Few issues in the study of international security since the end

My own work in this area has focused on the international
administration of war-torn territories; institutional innovations in
peacebuilding, especially within the United Nations; problems of
international accountability; and, most recently, exit strategies in
relation to post-conflict state-building operations. With the support
of the Folke Bernadotte Academy in Sweden, the Carnegie
Corporation of New York, and Oxford’s own John Fell OUP Research
Fund, | have been directing a research group of fifteen scholars
and practitioners engaged in the study of exit in relation to four
families of experience where state-building, broadly conceived,
has been an objective: colonial administrations, peace support
operations, transformative military occupations, and international
territorial administrations. The project is particularly timely given
current preoccupations with exit from Afghanistan, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, and Burundi, among other
multilateral post-conflict state-building operations.

The importance of getting exit strategies right is hard to overstate.
There have been numerous cases in which UN and other forces

have either withdrawn or scaled-back a peace operation only to
see the situation deteriorate and collapse into renewed violence.
Rwanda (1994), Macedonia (1999), and East Timor (2006) are just
a few examples. Given that some four out of ten countries emerging
from violent conflict succumb to renewed fighting within ten years of
the cessation of hostilities, it is critical to understand the dynamics
of conflict transformation, including the requirements for the
consolidation of peace, in the wake of international interventions.
This study aims to provide such an understanding.”

Although it is difficult to generalise about experiences as complex
and varied as those that the research group has been examining,
a number of recurring themes have emerged from the study. One
is the importance of seeing exit as a process rather than as a
single moment or event. This suggests the need for a very different
perspective from what has often been the case in the past. Not
only is greater flexibility required—a firm orientation towards ‘end
states’ as opposed to ‘end dates’'—but also the need to consider
much longer time horizons and thus to withstand the temptation

to seek quick fixes. This approach is consistent with what we now
know to be the long time required to acquire ‘threshold institutional
capability’ even for states not compromised by violent conflict.
According to the World Bank’s most recent analysis, countries
generally need more than a decade—and more often as many as
15-30 years—ijust to reach a level of ‘good enough’ governance!

Another recurring observation is the importance of more systematic
and targeted follow-on measures—e.g., continued training,
successor missions, ‘over-the-horizon’ troop deployments—that
can and should be taken in the wake of exit to reinforce peace-
and state-building achievements. Of course, exit is not merely

“ According to the World

Bank’s most recent
analysis, countries
generally need more
than a decade—and
more often as many as
15-30 years—just to
reach a level of ‘good

enough’ governance! ”

a technical matter. Such a view ignores the salience of political
factors, at both the national and international levels, and the

extent to which these may have a bearing on the timing and the
nature of exit strategies. In some cases, local pressures for a

more rapid transfer of authority to national actors have resulted

in an accelerated transition for which the country, in effect, was

not adequately equipped. In other cases, pressures from troop-
contributing countries for burden relief have resulted in a premature
withdrawal of forces that compromised a fragile peace.

Early on the project caught the attention of the UN Peacebuilding
Support Office (PBSO)—the secretariat of the UN Peacebuilding
Commission that was established in 2005—and | was asked

to conduct a study of the operational challenges to the design
and implementation of UN transitional strategies, leading

to recommendations for developing a common UN system
methodology for measuring peace consolidation and for
reconfiguring assistance in the latter stages of peace operations
involving UN organs and agencies. At the end of it all | was invited
to present the findings to the Peacebuilding Commission itself in
New York—the first time a scholar had addressed member-state
representatives in this forum. Concerned that my presentation
could be ‘too academic’, | was advised by the PBSO to pitch

my talk appropriately. Yet to my surprise, many of the delegates’
responses to my presentation were replete with references to
scholars and scholarly works. | wondered if any of them were
graduates of our postgraduate programmes!

| also served for two years on the World Economic Forum’s Global
Agenda Council on Fragile States. During my tenure the Council
put forward a number of constructive and imaginative proposals,
including for the promotion of mutual accountability between
donors and states and between states and their citizens to help
ensure that aid is spent for the purposes intended and that the
identification of a state’s needs is informed by the preferences of
the local population. The Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund
operated on such a basis, with an international Management
Committee reimbursing the government of Afghanistan for eligible
operating expenditure and providing financing for national
development programmes, including the National Solidarity
Program, which provided bloc grants to villages that chose how
they wished to use these funds for the improvement of rural
infrastructure, thus giving voice to communities and not just to state
authorities.

All of these activities are consistent with my personal interest in
promoting the integration of knowledge with practice. Although
there have been very significant strides in conflict-relevant
scholarship in recent years—and we now know a lot more about
violent conflict with higher levels of confidence—the insights

from academic research on conflict and conflict management
often have little resonance within the policy community. There are
many reasons for this. Bureaucratic organisations face internal
constraints that hinder their ability to apply new knowledge that
would alter their practices. Interveners’ policies are frequently
driven by strategic and other interests—budgetary timelines, for
instance—that are at odds with even the most seemingly sensible
policy implications of some research findings. And scholarship
does not always generate knowledge that is readily accessible or
that has obvious application to the particular needs of practitioners.
My hope is that in future years the important insights from

Oxford scholarship will make even greater contributions to the
development of sound policy and more informed public debate.

Richard Caplan
Professor of International Relations,
Official Fellow, Linacre College

*Exit Strategies and State Building will be published
by Oxford University Press in August 2012.
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Tsin Zhen Koh
Brasenose College, 2002-2005

Authority of Singapore (MAS), our central

bank. | am just returning from a stint at the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), where | was
the desk economist covering Palau, an island
nation in the Pacific.

Iwork as an economist at the Monetary

| did not expect to have a career in economics,
even though | took up a scholarship with the
MAS at age 18. My sister had gone up to New
College before me and majored in Philosophy
and Politics (she’s currently pursuing a PhD

in political theory at Harvard University), and

| had a similar PPE path in mind. | always

had a deep interest in international affairs

and as | read more about civil conflicts and
government, political theory began weaving
itself in and somewhere between Rousseau and
Rawls | fell in love with it. Gradually, | turned to
macroeconomics as a very natural extension of
both, and found my place among PPE’s three
pillars.

After PPE | was hungry for more and moved
stateside for a Masters in International Policy
Studies at Stanford University, also a blend

of international relations and economics. In
2006, | returned to Singapore and joined the
MAS’ economic policy department, overseeing
growth projections for the manufacturing

and trade sectors. It was an exciting time in

14

“ One of the most

important things |
learnt in PPE was to
gut a book like a fish
—to quickly grasp and

extract its essence.”

economics—we chased the global economy to
the bottom and back up during its spectacular
rebound. | moved to the monetary policy unit in
2009, turning my focus to exchange rates and
preparing monetary policy statements that went
before the Monetary Policy Committee. Curious
about finance, | pursued a CFA on the side.

Since September | have been with the IMF in
Washington DC. A highlight was travelling to
Palau for almost a month to assess economic
developments and exchange views with the
government, private sector and developmental
partners. | switched economic gears to handle
Palau’s fiscal sector, and provided policy
recommendations that were published.

One of the most important things | learnt in PPE
was to gut a book like a fish—to quickly grasp
and extract its essence. PPE also taught me to
take a stand, to try to wrench my thoughts away
from the books’ persuasive points and shape
my words to an argument. This processing and
slicing of information, and connecting the dots
of seemingly disparate points across politics,
philosophy and economics, | practice to this
day. PPE has had a lasting influence beyond
my work—| made some of my closest friends in
Brasenose, and we still meet up halfway across
the world.

“I find myself drawing

constantly and
deeply from the

well of intellectual
capital that | built up
during my formative

undergraduate years.”

Paul Ho (Kok Hua)
Christ Church, 1993-1996

1996. To this day | look back fondly on

my time as undergraduate days. The
environment and resources offered by the
College and University are truly second to none.
The course itself is rigorous and relevant to the
real world, as | was to discover later in life. In
particular, | clearly remember my lessons in
International Economics which dealt with the
pros and cons of the UK joining the European
Monetary Union: our lively discussions
anticipated many of the issues that Europe is
facing at the moment. | also recall my lessons in
Applied Economics examining the regulation of
the telecom and power industries, so pertinent
to today’s emerging market economies. There
were too many other fascinating debates during
my three years at Oxford to mention!

Iread PPE at Christ Church from 1993 to

| have spent most of my time after graduation in
the fund management industry in Asia. As an
equities fund manager investing mostly in Asian
markets, | find myself drawing constantly and
deeply from the well of intellectual capital that

| built up during my formative undergraduate
years. Clear and critical analysis of the facts

is important in this industry, and | can say
without a doubt that | was prepared well for

the challenges that lay ahead of me after |
graduated.

My career so far has seen me dealing with
many world-changing events, witnessing the
impact of the Asian financial crisis (1997-98),

the dot com bubble (2000), the US wars with
Iraq, the Lehman crisis and more recently the
European debt crisis. On a more positive front,

I have also witnessed the emergence of China
and India first-hand by talking to owners of
companies, farmers and ordinary people from
big cities to rural villages. All these events
have had dramatic effects on global and Asian
markets. In a world where there is no shortage
of information, it is the ability to separate the
facts from the noise and the ability to see the
future a little more clearly that helps a fund
manager invest when many despair and retreat,
or when many are irrationally exuberant. | have
also learnt from my years in the industry that the
markets do not suffer fools gladly - and that a
fool and his gold are soon parted. It is one thing
to come up with a new theory of the world every
day and another if you have to put your money
on the line, often tens if not hundreds of millions
of dollars. A fund manager is paid to make bets
and when you make enough mistakes in your
analysis, you will find yourself out of the game
very soon.

Even now | cannot think of a better training
than the one | received from my tutors in my
undergraduate years. Equally, | cannot think
of a better career for a PPEist fresh out of
University; one that is intellectually fulfilling and
financially rewarding.
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Studys

Emotio
and I

Stephen Whitefield, Eamonn Molloy and Sara Hobolt
are about to embark on a new project, funded by the
John Fell OUP Research Fund, to study how political

parties use emotions to compete for our votes

e all know that emotions play a role
in how political parties appeal to
voters and in how we respond to

them. It is not all about issues and policies.

| suspect we all may have an intuition also

that the role of emotions in party politics has
grown in recent years, as parties often are

less differentiated from one another on policy
grounds and as the traditional anchors of class
and party allegiance have declined. But little is
really known about how parties use emotions,
which ones ‘work’ electorally, and how
emotional appeals have changed over time.
That is what we are going to investigate.

Of course, emotions are complex things and
the manners in which they can be studied

are myriad. In some ways, this is work for
psychologists rather than political scientists.
And rather than taking up that profession, our
approach is to make use of what psychologists
have done already in analysing emotions, in
particular a dictionary developed at Harvard
University called ANEW, which provides a way
of interpreting and analysing the emotional
content of words on a number of dimensions.
We will likely focus on two — Valence (positive
and negative emotions) and Arousal (which

is just as it seems). Examples of high valence
would be words like triumphant, love, or

paradise, and low valence would be words like
cancer, rejection or suicide. Examples of high
arousal words would be rage or thrill, and low
arousal would be found in words like fatigued
or lazy. So, we intend to apply the ANEW
dictionary to political texts and speeches to test
for their emotional content, and in particular we
will start with party manifestos — true, not likely
to be the most emotional documents, though
who knows for sure — which are available in

the UK going back to 1903 for the three main
parties, Liberals (and their successors), Labour
and Conservatives.

32.86
28.42 26.64 28.00
24.40 24.58 24.77 24.85
24 03 21.77 2133 217651 62
18.23
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Clegg @ Cameron

*Unit follows that used in ANEW

Debate
Winner

Bush
56.06

Debate
Winner

McCain

Obama
39.56 36.66

2008

*Unit follows that used in ANEW; mean valence over three debates for each election

“...Iittle is really

known about
how parties use
emotions, which
ones ‘work’
electorally, and
how emotional
appeals have

changed over time.’,

We can also apply the ANEW dictionary to

the analysis of transcripts such as those from
the televised Prime Ministers’ Leaderships
shown in Figure 1. Of course, we are cautious
and hesitant about how to interpret what we
see. First, we are not yet entirely sure how

a dictionary developed and validated on
American and Canadian English translates
when dealing with British. That is something

to be investigated. Second, we need to be
very careful about inferring anything much
about what works emotionally from just three
debates with three participants. Would the
emotional strategies of the debaters have been
different had just two been involved? Would the
effective emotional strategy have been different
in an economic boom election rather than in the
midst of recession? How much of the strategy of
each leader was determined by their character
or by the nature of their political party and

the times? Does emotional appeal really help
parties and politicians to win votes? If so, what
kinds of appeals work in what circumstances?
Will certain issues — health or war for example
— carry distinctive emotional content? These
are also questions that we will try to address

by looking at how emotional appeals vary by
party and across different economic and social
circumstances over time and at how emotions
translate into votes and seats.

But it is intriguing to note that the perceived
winner in each of the debates (shown in figure
1) was the one who scored the lowest in terms
of emotional content. Nick Clegg stands out in
debate number 1 in that way, as does David
Cameron in debate number 2. Gordon Brown,
who won none of the debates, was consistently
the most emotional, particularly in debate

Figure 2: Analysis of the
Valence Content in the
US Presidential Debates,
2004 and 2008*

number 3. We wonder why the ‘winning’
strategy appears to have been with low
emotional content and whether the debaters
knew. But it is also very interesting to compare
the UK leadership with Presidential debates in
the United States, as shown in Figure 2. There,
it seems, the perceived winners are the more
rather than less emotional debaters. And even
the losers appear massively more emotional
than their UK counterparts. Is this because

of American political culture? Or perhaps
because debates focussed on dealing with
economic cuts and austerity, as in the 2010
UK election, are much less likely to be of high
emotion than elections fought over wars, as
was the case when Bush and Kerry contended.
Another mystery for now but one we hope over
the course of our research to solve.

Stephen Whitefield (author)

Head of Department, Professor of Politics,
University Lecturer in Politics,

Rhodes Pelczynski Tutorial Fellow in Politics,
Pembroke College

Eamonn Molloy

Fellow and Tutor in Management Studies,
Pembroke College,

Associate Fellow, Said Business School

Sara Binzer Hobolt

Sutherland Chair in European Institutions,
European Institute, London School of
Economics and Political Science,
Associate Member, Nuffield College,
Former University Lecturer, DPIR
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““*Best....Best

Good research students are the
life-blood of universities. They are the
energetic and imaginative young researchers
who renew our profession, or go on to important
policy-based jobs in government, NGOs and
business. On page 19 we feature two of those
we currently have in the Department of Politics
and International Relations. They apply to

us from all over the world. The quality of our
applications - both for our taught MPhil and for
our doctoral programmes — is exceptional.

We want to compete with the best for the

best. But where we are behind the curve is

in our capacity to offer enough full needs-
blind financial packages. We lose too many
applicants, including many of our best MPhil
students who are considering doctoral
research, to top graduate schools elsewhere,
when many would really like to study in Oxford.
Ironically, that applies to UK applicants

in particular, who are deterred even from
applying for a research degree by the very low
probability of getting financial support.

Solving that problem is our very top priority as
a Department. Our long-term goal is to have
needs-blind scholarships available every year
for all our qualified doctoral researchers. Most
top US universities are already able to do
this, as increasingly are some of our UK and
European competitors. We must find a way to
do the same for our own research students.

Across the various scholarship programmes
(the UK’s Economic and Social Research
Council, Clarendon bursaries, Rhodes,
Marshall, Weidenfeld and a number of college-
based programmes) there are good foundations
for the support we want to build. But we are a
very long way from the target we want to hit. At
present too many scholarships are partial, and
too many partial packages are awarded at a
stage when complete funding has already been
made to the top students by other universities.
The full cost of a package, including fees and

maintenance, is around £30,000 per annum.
But an endowment capable of generating such
a package cannot be created overnight. It will
take years to match the financial provision of the
best US schools, but we need to make a start,
and that start will depend on securing gifts

for both annual expenditure and for building a
long-term endowment for the Department.

We welcome all gifts, of any size, as even

small donations will be amalgamated to create
financial packages to bring the best students
to Oxford. All gifts will make an impact: £250
will help towards the cost of conference
attendance; £1,000 can fund a short fieldwork
trip; £2,532 will fund a year’s College fee for
any Politics or IR graduate student and £7,300
will fund a year’s University tuition fee for a

UK DPhil student. The Department is working
hard to ensure that its own existing resources
will be used most effectively alongside any
external support. If you are interested in
discussing this, please contact Kate Candy in
the Department (alumni@politics.ox.ac.uk) or
Elisabeth Wadge in the University Development
Office (elisabeth.wadge@devoff.ox.ac.uk).

We are most grateful to you for any support

you can give to ensure we have the resources
to continue to bring outstanding graduate
students to the Department. There are two
ways of making a donation: complete and
return the form enclosed with this magazine, or
go to the University’s Oxford Thinking campaign
webpage (www.campaign.ox.ac.uk), and search
for DPIR. Whatever way you choose, your
support will be properly used and sincerely
appreciated. Thank you, on behalf of us all.

In the words of Vice-Chancellor Professor
Andrew Hamilton (p.26, The Times, 01/03/12),
‘Neither a brain drain of excellent students

to places where they can get funding nor a
weakening of the vital research base in the

UK is in the national interest. Nor can an
approach to higher education that encourages
talented students to scale the great academic
heights but cuts off the oxygen supply as they
approach the summit’.

www.campaign.ox.ac.uk/priorities/find_your_priority/politics.html
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“Our long-term goal

is to have needs-
blind scholarships
available every year
for all our qualified

doctoral researchers”

Focus on Graduate Research

The Department offers two prestigious doctoral
programmes: Politics and International Relations.
Many of our doctoral students have progressed from
one of the Department’s MPhil or MSc programmes,
for which competition is fierce as we seek to enrol the
best candidates from an international field. Within
the Department, as elsewhere in the University, we
pride ourselves in providing the best for our students,
including close supervision, tutorials, and small
seminar groups.

Two doctoral students - David Blagden and Angela
Cummine — talk to Inspires about their research and
what it means for their future careers.

David Blagden
DPhil International Relations, UK

| came to the DPhil having read PPE as

an undergraduate. Having been away

to the University of Chicago for my MA,

and having then worked in London for

a country risk analysis firm, coming

back to Oxford for doctoral research

represented a welcome return to the UK'’s leading
community for the rigorous study of international politics.

| am fortunate that my doctoral studies are funded by the UK
Economic and Social Research Council.

My research looks at how economic integration — of which
contemporary globalisation is a particularly marked form — can
bring about shifts in the international balance of power, by
facilitating catch-up growth in follower economies (states that
are not amongst the most developed in the international system).
Such shifts in the balance of power can generate international
conflict, because rising powers face incentives to restructure the
international system in their favour while declining powers face
incentives to safeguard their own current position. The implication
is that there may be a countervailing mechanism to the
conventional wisdom that deepening economic interdependence
promotes peace.

The doctorate at Oxford has provided opportunities for
intellectual and professional development on several fronts.

My dissertation supervisor is a leading international authority,
and the rest of the faculty is similarly composed of globally-
recognised experts, meaning that the guidance and support
available for my research project has been excellent. Similarly,
the graduate student community is composed of outstanding
individuals pursuing a diverse array of scholarly projects; we
meet several times a week to discuss our research over coffee
or a pint. Finally, beyond the narrow academic sphere, the
Department is supportive of all sorts of professional development
opportunities. | spent several months away from Oxford, working
in the Strategy Unit of the UK Cabinet Office, and friends

here have done comparable stints at the UN, their respective
governments’ foreign ministries, NGOs, and so forth. | have
recently been offered both a policy job with the UK Ministry of
Defence and academic positions in the US, Canada, and the UK
— opportunities that the Oxford DPhil has made possible.

Angela Cummine
DPhil Politics, Australia

| am an Australian law graduate
completing my DPhil on the normative
issues surrounding Sovereign Wealth
Funds (SWFs), government-owned
investment vehicles. This topic
combines abstract normative theory on
equality and democracy with real-world data
about sovereign fund governance and

its effect on the citizen-state relationship.

The ability to combine high-level normative and empirical work
in a doctoral project attracted me to Oxford’s Department of
Politics and International Relations (DPIR). The DPIR boasts a
unique structure as political philosophers are housed alongside
social scientists, encouraging researchers to situate their work
within the wider field of political inquiry and undertake detailed
methodological reflection on their own approaches to the study
of politics.

The two-year MPhil in Political Theory offered a detailed
theoretical grounding, with instruction in Analytical Philosophy,
Political Ideology, the History of Political Thought and Critical
Social Theory as well as methods training for a variety of
quantitative and qualitative approaches to political inquiry.

This compulsory theoretical training is combined with optional
units where researchers can pursue specialty interests and
connect scholarly research to contemporary policy debates.
Unanticipated benefits flowed from this combination of broad
theoretical training and empirical specialisation when my optional
study of Voting led to research work at the British Academy on
the UK'’s landmark Alternative Vote referendum. The report team
had to translate complex scholarly findings into comprehensible
policy advice for governments and citizens, providing a case-
study in the DPIR’s goal to strengthen the nexus between the
Oxford Academy and the wider policy-making community.

My strong methods training also equipped me to conduct original
field research in contexts as varied as Alaska, Norway, Hong
Kong, the UAE, Singapore and Australia; all made possible by
the generosity of the DPIR in providing funding opportunities.
Employing a combination of elite interviews, focus groups and
qualitative surveys, | gathered data from SWF representatives,
citizens and government officials on the design and operation

of their sovereign funds. Not only was this research fascinating
to undertake, it also led to exciting employment opportunities at
the OECD and the International Forum of SWFs during its first
three years of operation. As | approach the end of my DPhil, |
am confident that the empirical and philosophical research skills
cultivated during my Masters and the career opportunities these
skills yielded throughout the doctorate place me in a strong
position for careers both within and beyond the Academy.

Details of our graduate courses are available at
www.politics.ox.ac.uk/index.php/study/study.htmi
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20 — Recent books

Justine Lacroix & Kalypso
Nicolaidis (edited)

European Stories: Intellectual
Debates on Europe in National
Contexts

(Oxford University Press)

European Stories is the first

book of its kind in any European
language. It provides a
remarkable attempt to capture the
full polyphony of different national,
sub-national and supra-national
versions of the European story,
and then to find some underlying
tune. The chapters focus on the
post-1989 era, but with a view to
the long history of the ‘European
idea’ and its variants across the
continent. It should be essential
reading for anyone interested in
the intellectual and political future
of the European project.
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Steven Casey & Jonathan Wright
(edited)

Mental Maps in the Early

Cold War Era, 1945-1968
(Palgrave Macmillan)

In this collection of essays, the
radical changes in the balance

of power at the beginning of the
Cold War are viewed through

the eyes of fifteen major political
figures that helped to define and
shape it. The mental maps of
Stalin, Truman, Bevin, de Gaulle,
Adenauer, Gomulka, Tito, Mao, Ho
Chi Minh, Nehru, Nasser, Castro,
Kennedy and Johnson, and
Khrushchev provide fascinating
insights into the opportunities and
constraints felt by the leaders of a
world still scarred by the horrors
of two world wars.

Ben Jackson & Marc Stears
(edited)

Liberalism as Ideology:
Essays in Honour of
Michael Freeden

(Oxford University Press)

Debates about the liberal political
tradition lie at the very heart of the
discipline of political theory, and

in these debates the original voice
of Michael Freeden deserves
particular attention. In the course
of a body of work that spans over
thirty years, Freeden’s iconoclastic
contributions have repeatedly
challenged the established
thinking of liberal ideology, history,
and theory. This book brings
together an international group

of historians, philosophers, and
political scientists to evaluate the
impact of Freeden’s work and to
reassess its central claims.

Rama Mani & Thomas G Weiss
(edited)

Responsibility to Protect:
Cultural Perspectives in

the Global South

(Routledge)

This volume explores the
emerging norm of the
Responsibility to Protect (R2P),
initially adopted by the United
Nations World Summit in

2005. Its contributors analyse
this perceived responsibility

to protect through multiple
disciplines—philosophy, religion
and spirituality, anthropology,
and aesthetics, in addition to
international relations and law.
In each case, they combine
theory with first-hand experience
with violent crimes, making this
essential reading for all those
with an interest in humanitarian
intervention, peace and conflict
studies, critical security studies
and peacebuilding.

Joel E Aberbach & Gillian Peele
(edited)

Crisis of Conservatism?:

The Republican Party, the
Conservative Movement, and
American Politics After Bush
(Oxford University Press)

Crisis of Conservatism assesses
the status of American
conservatism — its politics, its
allies in the Republican Party,
and the struggle for the soul

of the conservative movement
that became especially acute
with the controversial policies
of the Bush administration and
Republican losses in the 2006
and 2008 elections. The book’s
contributors, a broad array of

leading scholars of conservatism,

identify a range of tensions in the
US conservative movement over
what conservatism is and should
be, over what conservatives
should do when in power, and
over how conservatives should
govern.

Tim Buthe & Walter Mattli

The New Global Rulers: The
Privatization of Regulation in
the World Economy
(Princeton University Press)

Over the past two decades,
governments have delegated
extensive regulatory authority

to international private-

sector organisations. This
internationalisation and
privatisation of rule making has
been motivated not only by the
economic benefits of common
rules for global markets, but also
by the realisation that government
regulators often lack the expertise
and resources to deal with
increasingly complex and urgent
regulatory tasks. The New Global
Rulers examines who writes

the rules in international private
organisations, as well as who
wins, who loses — and why.

Robert Rohrschneider

& Stephen Whitefield

The Strain of Representation:
How Parties Represent Diverse
Voters in Western and Eastern
Europe

(Oxford University Press)

This new book assesses how
political parties across Europe
have attempted to represent
diverse voters. It focuses on

two particularly significant
features: the emergence of

new democracies in Eastern
Europe, and the increasing
diversity of European voters,
specifically between partisan and
independent supporters, that must
be represented. Expert surveys
conducted in 24 European
countries have been analysed
together with other available data
on voters, party characteristics,
and country conditions to make a
compelling view on ‘the strain of
representation’ in Europe today.

Featured Alumni Publication

Caroline Fehl

Living with a Reluctant Hegemon:
Explaining European Responses

to US Unilateralism

(Oxford University Press)

How Europeans choose to deal with the ‘reluctant hegemon’

of the United States has critical implications for how global
challenges are addressed - and yet, the striking variation of
European responses has been largely overlooked in a scholarly
debate fixated on understanding US unilateralism. This book
fills this important gap by studying European strategic choices
in recent transatlantic conflicts over multilateral agreements.

It is the first book-length study of European responses to

US unilateralism, and features an extensive range of expert
interviews, including many key figures in the negotiations

studies.

Christine Cheng & Dominik Zaum
(edited)

Corruption and Post-Conflict
Peacebuilding: Selling the
Peace?

(Routledge)

This edited volume evaluates
the influence of corruption in
post-conflict peacebuilding from
a political rather than technical
perspective. lts authors explore
the different manifestations of
corruption, both conceptually
and with specific reference to a
wide range of case studies. This
book also examines the impact
of key anti-corruption policies
on peacebuilding environments.
The analysis highlights that
fighting corruption is only one of
several important peacebuilding
objectives, and that due
consideration must always be
given to the specific social and
political context when considering
how a sustainable peace can be
achieved.

We are keen to hear about

alumni publications and have
featured several on our DPIR
alumni web pages over the past
year: please send information to
alumni@politics.ox.ac.uk.

Details of publications will also
be published (space permitting)
in the DPIR Alumni newsletter
Alumni Newswire, due out in
December 2012.
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In Conversation

Kalypso Nicolaidis

Kalypso Nicolaidis, Professor of International Relations and
Director of the Centre for International Studies, talks with Thomas
Clarkson about Oxford, the EU and European ‘demoi-cracy’

ost admissions candidates will tell
Myou that, while they might partially

understand Oxford’s college
system, the labyrinthine world run by deans,
masters and wardens remains confusing,
even Kafkaesque. Indeed, even experienced
dons are occasionally surprised by quirks of
collegiate education. But Kalypso Nicolaidis,
Professor of International Relations at the
DPIR, has a new take on one of Oxford’s
most distinctive characteristics: ‘The longer
| spend here, the more | feel that the Oxford
model, based on age-old colleges with their
entrenched identity, stubborn attachment
to their own autonomy and yet pragmatic
commitment to the idea of the University as
a whole, is very reminiscent of the European
Union as a federation or confederation of
entrenched nation states condemned to live
together forever!’

She is certainly well-placed to make such
comparisons. Since moving here from

Harvard — where she was associate professor
at the Kennedy School of Government and
founder and chair of the Kokkalis Programme
on Southeastern and East-Central Europe —
Professor Nicolaidis has studied the EU in
remarkable breadth. Using approaches as
diverse as international relations theory, political
economy, political philosophy and legal theory
to analyse her particular areas of interest
(which include South East Europe, EU-Africa
relations, transatlantic relations, and the Euro-
Mediterranean and the Arab Spring), Kalypso’s
research has been extremely varied. In
addition, she has frequently intervened beyond
the world of academia, providing policy advice
to various European institutions and leaders.

With French and Greek nationality, married

to a British husband, and of Spanish and
German origin, Kalypso has a truly European
background and a professed attachment to
the ‘idea of Europe’. This does not prevent her
from being critical of modern Europe, however
— she remarks how it was ‘unsurprising’ that
one of her latest projects, Rethinking Europe
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in a Non-European World (RENEW), failed to
gain significant funding from the European
Commission, given it was biting the hand that
might have fed it (RENEW is funded by the
John Fell OUP Research Fund).

RENEW aims to question EU foreign policy’s
delusions of grandeur in a world of imminent
power shifts. In particular, the research seeks
to reintegrate the forgotten controversies
surrounding Europe’s ‘deep’ history of
decolonisation, orientalism and Euro-centrism
into contemporary study of EU foreign policy.
By analysing perceptions of Europe in the rest
of the world, and by trying to see the world
(including Europe) from the point of view of
other places, the emphasis is on ‘de-centring’
the study of Europe’s place in the world.

RENEW is now reaching its first staging post, in
the form of two forthcoming books co-authored
by Nicolaidis. A small volume written together
with three of her doctoral students, called
EUtopia? A critique of Europe-as-a-model, is
accompanied by a larger work co-edited with
Berny Sebe, provisionally entitled Echoes of
Colonialisms: The Present of Europe’s Pasts.
Nicolaidis believes that Europe’s colonial past is
a fundamental but ignored element of the EU’s
relations with the rest of the world: ‘Colonialism
is still in the European DNA, and the EU, as the
institutional translation of what Europe is today,
has very much been built on a mixture of a
politics of denial and atonement. It is as if the
EU had had a “virgin birth” and was completely
separate from its member states’ past’.

Related to this, one of her causes célebres

is the need for genuine mutual recognition
among EU member states, which she believes
also applies to Oxford: ‘In Oxford, the colleges
must better recognise each other’s strengths,
needs and stories — and in the EU, solutions will
not come from top-down command but from
the capacity of individual member states and
peoples to recognise each other’s strengths,
social realities, pasts and sensitivities’.

She blames this lack of mutual awareness for
accentuating the crisis gripping the Eurozone,
with Germans not fully understanding Greeks’
motivations and history, and vice versa: ‘In
Oxford we advance more carefully, and so are
undoubtedly more resilient. But the European
crisis has been magnified by the thinness of
mutual recognition between states and all

the prejudices which accompany this’. In line
with the message of her last edited book,
European Stories (see book review on page
20), Nicolaidis hopes that political actors

will respect the pluralist spirit of what she

has called European ‘demoi-cracy’™, and not
ill-advisedly race towards federalism or a two-
speed Europe.

Although it is hardly surprising that an
EU-focussed academic has a view on
contemporary events in the continent, the
above comments hint at the motivation for
Nicolaidis’ significant involvement in policy
work, which is the result of a ‘combination of
inclination and accident’. Before deciding to
embark on a career in academia, she wanted
to be a diplomat, and was active in French
student politics in Paris — she was a member
of the French Socialist Party and founded a
student branch of the Human Rights League in
France. When writing her thesis on the EU and
the GATT in the 1980s, she became involved in
the Uruguay Round and negotiations over the
creation of the WTO, and her engagement with
policy has continued ever since.

This has included participating in an OECD
programme on the relationship between trade
and regulation (where she became known as
‘Mrs Mutual Recognition’), and a decade-long
cooperation on contemporary European issues
with former Greek PM George Papandreou
during his time as Foreign Minister. More
recently, she has given advice to the European
Commission, and to the European Council

on the future of Europe as one of the so-
called ‘Wise Men’ (much to the horror of her
daughter!)

Nicolaidis sees policy work as both an
opportunity and a responsibility for academics
‘to step out of their ivory tower and contribute

in very small and humble ways to what is
happening in the world’. At the same time,

she believes that the challenge of translating
academic theories and concepts into policies
exposed to public opinion is one of the greatest
that academics face.

Director of the Centre for International Studies,
Chair of South East European Studies at Oxford
(SEESOX) and Chair of the Global Trade Ethics
project, Kalypso’s varied interests make her

an advocate of interdisciplinary approaches.
Indeed, this is one of the features of Oxford she
cherishes most: ‘In the Department, you are
free to do many different things, and there is not
an expectation that you need to be associated
with one approach’. Kalypso believes that

the DPIR’s highly eclectic mix of theories and
methods is its greatest strength — ‘frankly, |
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don't think | would have had the same breadth
to my research at Harvard'.

This goes some way towards explaining the
decision to leave the USA in the late 1990s.
Both Nicolaidis and her husband, a professor
in the philosophy of physics, saw strong
professional reasons to move, with Oxford an
internationally renowned centre for both fields.
In addition, Kalypso says that Britain was an
attractive place to move to: ‘ironically, given its
Euroscepticism, the field of European studies
is most vibrant in the UK. Aside from this
professional motivation, the couple wanted to
move back to Europe and raise their children as
Europeans.

So what of Oxford as a mini-EU? Kalypso’s
experience has led her to identify a key
difference from Brussels: ‘In the EU, each
nation proudly proclaims and sings its name
through anthems and national paraphernalia,

J)

whereas in Oxford it takes time to establish which
college is which and how to enter them’. This
clandestine air evidently appeals to the Harry
Potter fan in Kalypso — for her, Oxford is ‘the most
attractive and romantic city in the world’.

For more information on the RENEW project,
please see http://cis.politics.ox.ac.uk/research/
Projects/Europe_Non-European.asp

*Kalypso has defined ‘demoi-cracy’ as ‘a union
of peoples, understood both as states and
citizens, who govern together, but not as one’.

Thomas Clarkson

MPhil Candidate in Politics
(European Politics and Society)
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KEEPING

it

CLEAN

But How Exactly?

wenty years ago, if asked whether they
I agreed that the UK was comparatively

free of political corruption, most people
would probably have said they thought it was.
Britons tended to tell themselves they were
reasonably good at keeping politics clean - but
that view has come unstuck over the last two
decades. It has been challenged by episodes
like the cash-for-questions saga of the early
1990s, by periodic high-profile resignations of
ministers, by controversies over party funding
and lobbying, and most strikingly by the
notorious parliamentary expenses scandal of
2009.

The UK is certainly not alone in this.
Governance quality is permanently on a
modern government’s agenda, and many
advanced democracies have had episodes of
scandal and corruption far more extensive than
those we have had in the UK. But what has
happened to the traditional British self-image
remains a striking case.

This recent state of affairs has many causes.
One is the growth of more aggressive

approaches to transparency and accountability.

We expect to know more, and we can, in
principle, know more. We also expect to hold
office-holders to account in many more places
than the disciplined arena of the House of
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David Hine, Gillian Peele and Mark Philp
ask whether Britain still feels its politics are
comparatively corruption-free

Commons. Whether we use that information
usefully or sensibly is another matter. If it
contributes to information-overload, confused
public understanding and generalised
cynicism, it may not be helpful to democracy.
Yet most advocates of democracy shy away
from the notion that the public should have less
information at their disposal rather than more,
especially if it lessens our chances of rooting
out impropriety.

Another reason why public ethics is on the
agenda is that policy choices for governments
seem to have narrowed. Contemporary
government in welfare societies is locked in

by tight distributional constraints as regards
taxes and benefits. Governments also seem

to believe themselves to be at the permanent
mercy of judgement by international financial
markets should they try out radical policy
departures. In such conditions, valence

issues - fitness to govern rather than policy
choice - become more important. The payoff to
questioning your opponent’s integrity can be as
high or higher than questioning his policy.

Understanding the implications of these
big-picture changes in modern democracy
is important, but involves multiple research
agendas. One especially challenging area
is what the public thinks about these issues,

which is inevitably ill-formed and volatile. For
several years Mark Philp has been chairing the
research advisory board of the Committee in
Standards in Public Life. The Committee has
now produced four major pieces of research
on what the public thinks about ethics and
propriety. Its work is significant because it

tells us how ordinary people, as opposed to
journalist or politicians or ethics professionals,
think about these issues. When John Major

set up the Committee one of its missions was
to restore public trust and confidence. More
recently, the House of Commons has been
involved in significant debates about whether
the measures taken in the wake of the expenses
scandal have improved public confidence.
The research supervised by Mark Philp’s board
suggests it is an uphill struggle: the most recent
report, published in September 2011 and
based on the fourth biennial survey, suggested
that public perceptions that MPs are doing

a good job fell dramatically between 2008-

10, as did perceptions of MPs’ competence
and honesty under a range of headings (see:
http://www.public-standards.gov.uk/Library/
CSPL_survey_Final_web_version.pdf). Not
surprisingly, this sort of knowledge sometimes
makes for painful reading and lively encounters
between MPs and the Committee about
research techniques, as readers can deduce
from related parts of the Committee’s web-site.

Beyond what the public thinks, we also need
to understand how well institutions that are
built to defend integrity actually work, and to
develop a coherent account of the principles
underlying them. On the agenda here are our
notions of conflict of interest, of the distinction
between acceptable and unacceptable political
lobbying and influence, of what forms and
sources of party funding are legitimate, and

of when a former minister or civil servant can
work for businesses they have previously been
regulating or contracting with.

Working this out is not straightforward. In the
last two decades there has been a veritable
explosion of ethics regulators and codes

of conduct, many of them the result of the
recommendations by the Committee on
Standards in Public Life itself. Often they get
a bad press from those they are regulating.
One or two have been swept away - like

the Standards Board for England, which
spent a thankless decade trying to find ways
of underwriting higher standards in local
government. The principles established in its
code of conduct were not uncontroversial or
easy to implement and, unloved in the shires
as at Westminster, it was abolished by the 2011
Localism Act.

“What these

experiences
point to is

the need for

a systematic
account of why
we think certain
forms of behavior
are acceptable,

and others not.”

Even more controversial, and still a live issue, is
the position of the Independent Parliamentary
Standards Authority, set up to manage the
expenses and pay and pensions of MPs in the
wake of the 2009 expenses scandal. To say

it was unloved by MPs in its first two years of
operation is a serious understatement, but it
has survived, despite striking and unremitting
scrutiny from a range of parliamentary

select committees. Along with the Institute

for Government and the Study of Parliament
Group, David Hine and Gillian Peele have been
helping the Authority think through the issues of
independence, accountability and transparency
it faces as it goes about its task. From this work
next year, a Study of Parliament Group volume
on the experience will emerge.

What these experiences point to is the need
for a systematic account of why we think
certain forms of behaviour are acceptable,

and others not, and of how, when we form a
view of this, we implement the values which
our accounts entail in ways that give them

a reasonable chance of bedding down with
existing British institutions. This forms the basis
of various articles David Hine and Gillian Peele
have written individually and together (see
inter alia Conflict of Interest in Public Life, ed.
Trost and Gash, CUP, 2009, and The Social
Construction of Corruption in Europe, ed.
Tanzler and Giannikopoulos, Ashgate, 2012,
forthcoming), and a full-scale volume analysing
the institutional implications for UK government
of the ethics revolution of the last two decades,
currently in preparation.

But rules and regulators are only as strong as
the underlying values, which takes us back to
the starting point. What are British values, and
how do they get created and transmitted? We
referred to research on the elusive values of the
public. No less elusive are those of our office-
holders. The next stage is to understand those
values better, starting with the next generation
of MPs, the 232 who entered the House of
Commons in 2010 after one of its largest postwar
clean-outs. A grant from the University’s John
Fell OUP Research Fund has helped us make
start on this question, and work continues.

David Hine
CUF University Lecturer in Politics,
Student, Christ Church

Gillian Peele
CUF University Lecturer in Politics,
Tutorial Fellow, Lady Margaret Hall

Mark Philp

University Lecturer in Politics,
Tutorial Fellow, Oriel College
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1.Edward Heath Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (1970-74) [PPE, 1935] - Photo
courtesy of Allan Warren, 1987

2.Tony Newton British Conservative politician [PPE, 1955] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

3.Benazir Bhutto Prime Minister of Pakistan (1988-90 & 1993-96) [PPE, 1973] -
Photo courtesy of iFageer, 2004

4.Bill Clinton President of the United States (1992-2000) [BPhil Politics, 1968] -
Photo courtesy of Bob McNeely, The White House, 1993

5.John Kufuor President of the Republic of Ghana (2001-09) [PPE, 1961] - Photo
courtesy of World Economic Forum, 2008

6.Rupert Murdoch Founder, Chairman and CEO of the News Corporation [PPE,
1950] - Photo courtesy of David Shankbone, 2011

7.Malcolm Fraser Prime Minister of Australia (1975-83) [PPE, 1949] - Photo courtesy
of Wikipedia

8.David Cameron Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (current) [PPE, 1985] -
Photo courtesy of Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

9.David Miliband British Foreign Minister [PPE, 1984] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

10.Ed Miliband British Labour Party leader [PPE, 1989] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

11.Susan Rice US diplomat [DPhil IR, 1986] - Photo courtesy of US State
Department

12.Peter Galbraith US academic and diplomat [PPE, 1973] - Photo courtesy of Nora
Feller/The Aspen Institute

13.Ed Balls British Labour politician [PPE, 1985] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

14.Yvette Cooper British Labour politician [PPE, 1987] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

15.Ann Widdecombe British Conservative politician [PPE, 1969] - Photo courtesy of
Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

16.Brian Paddick Deputy Assistant Commissioner, London Metropolitan Police (1976-
2007) [PPE, 1983] - Photo courtesy of Laurence Boyce

17.Chris Huhne British Liberal Democrat politician [PPE, 1972] - Photo courtesy of
Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

18.Rushanara Ali British Labour politician [PPE, 1993] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

19.Shirley Williams British Liberal Democrat politician [PPE, 1948] - Photo courtesy
of Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

20.Tony Benn British Labour Party politician [PPE, 1942] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

21.Imran Khan Pakistani politician and cricketer [PPE, 1972] - Photo courtesy of
Stephan Rohl

22.Pedro Pablo Kuczynski Prime Minister of Peru (2005-06) [PPE, 1956] - Photo
courtesy of Wikimedia

23.David Dimbleby BBC television presenter [PPE, 1958] - Photo courtesy of
Laurence Boyce

24.1saiah Berlin British social and political theorist [PPE, 1928] - Photo courtesy of
Lucinda Douglas-Menzies

25.Wesley Clark US Army General, Supreme Allied Commander Europe of NATO
(1997-2000) [PPE, 1966] - Photo courtesy of United States Army

26.Abhisit Vejjajiva Prime Minister of Thailand (2005-08) [PPE, 1983] - Photo
courtesy of Government of Thailand

27.Harald V of Norway King of Norway [Economics and Political Science, 1960] -
Photo courtesy of Tor Atle Kleven

28.Geoff Gallop Australian academic and Labour politician [PPE and DPhil Palitics,
1972] - Photo courtesy of Ted Sealey

29.Farooq Leghari President of Pakistan (1993-97) [PPE, 1961] - Photo courtesy of
Samar Saeed Akhtar

30.Tariq Ali British Pakistani commentator and activist [PPE, 1961] - Photo courtesy
of Portum
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31.Evan Davis BBC journalist and presenter [PPE, 1981] - Photo courtesy of BBC 4
32.Vikram Seth Indian poet and author [PPE, 1971] - Photo courtesy of Chris Boland
33.Danny Alexander British Liberal Democrat politician [PPE, 1990] - Photo courtesy
of Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

34.Edwina Currie British Conservative politician [PPE, 1965] - Photo courtesy of
Dod's Parliamentary Communications

35.James Purnell British Secretary of State for Work and Pensions and Secretary of
State for Culture, Media and Sport [PPE, 1988] - Photo courtesy of Policy Network
36.Michael Foot British Labour Party leader [PPE, 1931] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

37.Nigel Lawson British Chancellor of the Exchequer [PPE, 1951] - Photo courtesy of
Dod’s Parliamentary Communications

38.Roy Jenkins British Labour and Social Democratic Party politician [PPE, 1938] -
Photo courtesy of Herry Lawford

39.William Hague British Foreign Secretary [PPE, 1979] - Photo courtesy of Dod’s
Parliamentary Communications

40.Christopher Hitchens British-American journalist and author [PPE, 1967] - Photo
courtesy of user ‘ensceptico’

41.Radostaw Sikorski Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs [PPE, 1983] - Photo courtesy
of Harald Dettenborn

42.Mara Yamauchi British Olympic athlete [PPE, 1992] - Photo courtesy of user
‘Snappa2006 *

43.Michael McFaul US academic and diplomat [DPhil IR, 1986] - Photo courtesy of
Wikipedia

44.William J. Burns US diplomat [DPhil IR, 1978] - Photo courtesy of Wikipedia
45.Christopher Dell US diplomat [MPhil Politics, 1978] - Photo courtesy of Ivan S.
Abrams

46.Richard Haass US diplomat and President of the Council on Foreign Relations
[MSc International Relations, 1973] - Photo courtesy of user ‘BankingBum’

47.John Chipman Director-General and Chief Executive of the International Institute
for Strategic Studies [DPhil IR, 1980] - Photo courtesy of Ellen Miller

48.Sujata Manohar Judge of the Supreme Court of India (1994-1999) [PPE, 1954] -
Photo courtesy of Lady Margaret Hall

49.Micheéle Flournoy US Under Secretary of Defence for Policy [MLitt IR, 1983] -
Photo courtesy of United States Dept. of Defence

50.Peter Beinart US journalist and author [MPhil IR, 1993] - Photo courtesy of United
States Dept. of Defense

51.Nader Mousavizadeh Chief Executive Officer of Oxford Analytica [MPhil IR, 1992]
- Photo courtesy of New America Foundation

52.Rachel Maddow US television host and political commentator [DPhil Politics,
1995] - Photo courtesy of Paul Schultz

53.Will Self British novelist and commentator [PPE, 1979] - Photo courtesy of user
‘Walnut Whippet’

54.Krishnan Guru-Murthy Channel 4 television presenter and journalist [PPE, 1989]
- Photo courtesy of Catherine Bebbington/Parliamentary Copyright

55.Zeinab Badawi BBC television and radio journalist [PPE, 1978] - Photo courtesy
of UNISDR - Photo Gallery

56.Nicholas Oppenheimer Chairman of the De Beers diamond mining company
[PPE, 1964] - Photo courtesy of B. Dolan

57.Robert Hawke Prime Minister of Australia (1983-91) [PPE, 1953] - Photo courtesy
of Robert Ward

58.Riz Ahmed British Pakistani musician and actor [PPE, 2001] - Photo courtesy of
Craig Gobler

59.Aung San Suu Kyi General Secretary of the Burmese National League for
Democracy [PPE, 1964] - Photo courtesy of Htoo Tay Zar

60.Matias Spektor Brazilian academic, author and commentator [DPhil IR, 2007] -
Photo courtesy of Matias Spektor

61.Robert Peston BBC journalist [PPE, 1979] - Photo courtesy of Steve Punter
62.Harold Wilson Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (1964-70, 1974-76) [PPE,
1936] - Photo courtesy of Dod'’s Parliamentary Communications

BOOKMARK

Read Q&A with Professor Michael Freeden
(pictured), one of Oxford’s leading political
theorists, on his retirement after over thirty
years as Fellow at Mansfield College.

The DPIR is collaborating with the Department of Politics
and International Studies (POLIS), University of Cambridge,
on a new blog, Politics in Spires, which is gaining recognition
both within and outside the Academy in the UK and beyond.
Politics In Spires won a 2012 OxTalent award.

The blog aims to promote and disseminate research, and to
engage in scholarly debate on current affairs, addressing
topical issues in a timely fashion.

Our wide-ranging blog posts include:
Reforming the House of Lords

Georgian Identity and Europe

Obama Healthcare: Court vs. Congress
Lifting the Siege: Protecting Civilians in Syria

Contributions and comments welcome:
oxbridge.blog@gmail.com
Visit PoliticsinSpires.org
Follow us on twitter
@PoliticsinSpire

SPOTLIGHT ON RESEARCH

The Department has an immensely rich and

diverse programme of research activities,

including seminars, workshops, major lectures,

conferences and training, and actively

engages the participation of research students.

A selection of DPIR current research projects can be viewed online at
www.politics.ox.ac.uk/index.php/projects/current-projects.html
(to be updated September 2012).

To request a hard copy of this publicity
please contact alumni@politics.ox.ac.uk
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www.alumniweekend.ox.ac.uk

ALUMNI WEEKEND 2012

14 — 16 September 2012

Join us for three days of talks, tours,
tastings and more!

As ever, this year’s event will challenge
you to think about global issues from

a new perspective and learn about
recent developments across a range of
academic disciplines. We will be showing
you why Oxford continues to be at the
forefront of life-changing, future-shaping
research. This year we are also offering
a range of sessions to showcase how
the University can support you in your
life after Oxford, particularly in relation
to careers advice and professional
development.

The brochure is online at
www.alumniweekend.ox.ac.uk

Booking via
https://eventbookingonline.com/oxford/weekend
until Friday 31 August

POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
ALUMNI EVENT
1-2 MARCH 2013

Please join us for our first Politics and International Relations alumni event on the
weekend of 1-2 March 2013. The event includes a welcome dinner on the Friday
evening, to be held in the Grand Hall of Balliol College, followed on the Saturday
by a conference programme of research presentations and discussion sessions
reflecting the breadth and scope of our current research activity.

Full details will be available online shortly and will be circulated by email. If

you would like hard copy publicity for the event, please let us know by ticking
the relevant box on the enclosed change of address form. This is an exciting
opportunity for our faculty and researchers to welcome you into the Department.




