Comments on Student’s Appeal
In general, I believe that the essay demonstrates that considerable thought has been put into it. As the original grading rubric points out, one of the strongest parts of the essay comes from the linkage between simulation documents and course readings. However, some of the most targeted points are not as strong as they could have been because of trailing sentences or awkward phrasing. That said, I don’t believe that the points taken off were taken off solely because of these problems. Rather, the original rubric implies that there were some conceptual/substantial problems as well. One of these concerns the use of alliance theory. I believe that the use of Fitzpatrick’s article was excellent here. The point that Syria finds Iran as an attractive ally is also very valid. However, I agree that the essay needs further clarification and elaboration on how this third image theory operates. How does the causal arrow run? From interests to allies or allies to interests? Additionally, I would also ask whether you believe second image factors (economic interests at the domestic level) did not play any role for Syria. You contend that they played a role for the US. While the appeal underlines that the office-seeking assumption should be assumed and does not warrant an explanation, scholars on democratic peace usually spend a couple of sentences on this very assumption (even if it seems like a digression). In fact-and this concerns your second point in the appeal-the linkage between audience costs and regime type is contested. Substantially, what this means for your paper is that we needed to see why you believe the US administration would be constrained from the use of force by public opinion. This is certainly a second-image argument, to the extent that such constraints exist. However, I would also want to see an additional question addressed: was the US constrained at the international level as well; that is, are there constraints on the use of force stemming from the third image? I also agree with the original rubric that certain claims remain unjustified. In particular, I’d like to see why you believe that there is an ‘institutional’ bias. That point could have been developed in the last section on the feasibility and effectiveness of the resolution. Does such a bias preclude an effective resolution in general? How does this resolution compare to other resolutions?
In sum, I would say that there are some excellent points in this paper but some of them are not developed as they could have been. I believe that developing these ideas can be done without necessarily digressing from the core argument. In sum, I am willing to raise the grade to an 84 to encourage you to rethink some of these significant points, particularly concerning the role of alliance theory in the case of Syria and the conditioning effects of public opinion in the case of US. I second the original comments in asking you to rethink why public opinion might not be supportive (more constraining) if a military option vis-à-vis Iran were on the table than in the previous two cases.
