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To:             The Governing Council of ISA via Executive Director of ISA Mark A. Boyer and ISA    

President Cameron G. Thies (boyer@uconnvm.uconn.edu;  CAMERON.THIES@asu.edu) 

Subject:     Petition for the creation of a new ISA section: "Globalizing IR" (GIRS) 

 

Submitted by: The Working Group on the Proposed Globalizing IR Section (GIRS), see the list of its members, 

Appendix 1  

 

 

Background 

The Working Group formed from the roundtable presented at the CEEISA-ISA Joint Conference in Belgrade in 

June 20191. The theme of the conference was “International Relations in the Age of Anxiety.”  

The standard usage of “International Relations” as already Stanley Hoffmann put it in 1977, refers to both “the 

state of the world and the state of the discipline"(1977). The conference topics dealt mainly with the former, disquieting, 

highly unsettling “state of the world”: in contrast, the roundtable focused on the “state of the discipline” as also a source 

of anxiety – anxiety, that is to say, of our making.  We as faculty in the academic discipline of IR are agents of construction 

and change of the world2 involved if not in advising to policy makers, in the production and dissemination of knowledge 

about the state of the world.   

All participants (and audience as well) hailed or originated from what is referred to as non-Western world. Whilst 

the ISA has sections and a caucus3 prefixed by an adjective “global” (Global development, Global South) the Working 

Group does not see a significant overlap with the new Section.  Not all countries from outside North America and Western 

Europe regard themselves as part of the Global South or as falling into a development category4,  nor does the thinking 

on IR of China, economically the second economic power in the world, fit into any of the above existing sections.  Nor is 

a virtue in creating yet another regional section, for East and Central Europe, for example, as a regional ghetto: IR should 

be globalizing, to become global/ized. Finally, IR Theory Section is primarily concerned with Western IR theories and 

the agenda of the new Section is different. 

The rationale  

 The rationale for the Section builds upon the growing and worldwide call for broadening, diversifying, and 

globalizing the study of IR.  For example, the Convention Themes of former President Amitav Acharya (2014–15) and 

current President Cameron Thies explicitly call for a Global IR. The recognition of the need for globalizing IR is in the 

lineage anticipated by Hoffmann 1977, Bull 1985, Cox 1981, Alker 1984, Holsti 1985, Ashley 19875 and it is now taken 

up by scholars from both the Global North and the Global  South who use different terms like “worlding” – see note 11. 

Many of them are female such as L.H.M. Ling, Arlene Tickner, Pinar Bilgin, Karen Smith.6

 

  The study of IR is gaining popularity around the world. Academic departments at universities around the world 

are devoted to the study of world politics. Annual meetings of the International Studies Association consistently attract 

5000 or more researchers from all around the globe. Regional IR conferences convene regularly in myriad locales. Yet, 

sociological analyses have shown that IR is studied differently in different parts of the world. Until rather recently, there 

was little information available about the details or dynamics of such differences. Ole Waever’s 1998 article entitled “The 

sociology of a not so international discipline”7 highlighted differences between the study of IR in the United States and 

Western Europe while emphasizing variations within the latter. The US-based TRIP (Teaching, Research & International 

Policy) survey that collects and analyses data on IR teaching and research has become more global since its launch in 

2004.8 TRIP reports that IR discipline exists in more than 50 countries on 5 continents. By now, students of IR have 

acquired a more sophisticated grasp of global variations in how IR is taught and researched.9  

However, the TRIP Survey and other recent studies also show that the field’s theories, methods, curricula, texts 

and training centers reflect the dominance of North America and Western Europe, especially the US.10 Moreover, 

awareness of global variation in the study and teaching of International Relations has not produced greater insight into the 

implications of such variation. Indeed, often, “we” do not engage with others’ different ways of doing things. There are 

now literally hundreds of articles and several edited volumes dealing with such variations, but they compound the problem. 
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The CEEISA/ISA “Belgrade roundtable” reviewed over 150 articles/papers, books, all somehow implicated in the 

globalization of the IR discipline. The reviewed items are not easily accessible, books in particular prohibitively 

expensive; access to journal articles too is restricted. The key question then is how much of this body of knowledge can 

trickle to curricula everywhere in the world where IR is taught? The sheer number of texts on the subject, carrying 

different, often new, erudite and original labels, approaching the topic from a variety of different angles, does not alleviate 

but compounds the anxiety of our age.11 We live not in one world but many.12 

   Course syllabi in the US and Western Europe seldom include scholarship produced in other parts of the world.13 

A survey of some of the US and UK publishing houses shows that the publication of introductory IR texts written by 

English, American and Australian authors has now become an export industry to wherever IR in the world is now taught. 

The global South seems to pay heed to IR as studied in the US and Western Europe in teaching, scholarly output offers a 

more variegated picture. Where scholarly publications in some contexts bear striking resemblance to IR scholarship in the 

US and Western Europe, in some others conceptual discussions take forms that are not entirely familiar to those students 

schooled in the former. Put differently, while we are all students of IR, we have limited insight into the differences between 

what each of us does, and the implications of such variegation for the production of knowledge about world politics. 

Hence the need for globalizing IR so that our knowledge about world politics captures the perspectives of those in the 

global South as well as the global North – and in between.  

Several journals are claimed to publish articles from different parts of the world (JIRD, JPS, EJIR) but there is a 

need for a more sustained institutional support to “bring the Global IR debate in”. No matter how brilliant scholarship and 

contributions, unconnected and unsupported, they “do not make a discipline” (Hoffmann 1977).  

  The proposed Section will explore ways of critical, engaged pedagogy, using the audiovisual methods to  come 

up with an undergraduate textbook which would reflect the global heritage and scope of the discipline. (Currently a 

contract is being negotiated). 

 
Organization  

 The efforts to create the new Section and its initial activities (assuming it would be approved by the GC) will be 

handled by  the Working Group until the Section is formally established, convened and has its first elections.  

The Working Group includes academics working on the issues of globalizing IR from the Czech Republic, 

Turkey, USA, Netherlands, Canada, China, India, Columbia, Russia, Morocco and Japan. 

It is proposed that they should be assigned regional responsibility to involve and coordinate with scholars from 

their parts of the world. 

 

Activities 

The Section would engage in all activities of sections (organizing panels at conferences, competition for the best 

student essay, book, award of the distinguished scholar). Additionally, it would organize workshops, engage in fundraising 

to defray the cost of travel to the ISA conventions for those not usually coming to ISA conventions. It would create a 

website listing the materials dispersed across journals and thus facilitating access to them. It would make as its priority 

the facilitation of teaching via critical and engaged pedagogy using the most UpToDate methods of teaching. 

   

The goal “to bring the Global IR debate in” has been stated in many publications, the new section would serve this 

goal. 

========= 

  
To support GIRS and this Petition, please, fill in the GIRS support form. Please note that your input 

needs to be confirmed through the link sent in a subsequent automatic e-mail from the GIRS Working 

Group (girs.wg@gmail.com).    

 

If your experience any technical issues in accessing the form, you can alternatively support GIRS by 

sending the following message with your name and institutional affiliation to girs.wg@gmail.com or 

zemanova@vse.cz:  “Herby I express my support to the establishment of the Globalizing International 

Relations section (GIRS) within the International Studies Association framework as well as my agreement 

with its Petition.” 
  

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScmyaizOTcNCX2R89-p838Opr1ztv24Xh-01JKbXJlFeiURRw/viewform?usp=pp_url&entry.1049112389=I+support+the+establishment+of+Globalizing+International+Relations+section+and+agree+with+the+Petition.&entry.624110743=Yes,+I+am+an+ISA+member.
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Appendix 1: The GIRS Working Group consists of Štěpánka Zemanová, University of Economics, the Czech Republic; 

Vendulka Kubálková, University of Miami, US; Pinar Bilgin, Bilkent University, Turkey; Amitav Acharya, American 

University, USA; Beatrix Futák-Campbell, Leiden University, the Netherlands; Antje Wiener, Universität Hamburg, 

Germany; Thomas Tieku, King University of Western Ontario, Canada; Tang Shiping, Fudan University, China; Navnita 

Chadha Behera, University of Delhi, India; Arlene Beth Tickner, Universidad del Rosario, Columbia; Maria 

Lagutina, Saint-Petersburg State University, Russia; Nizar Messari, Al Akhawayn University in Ifrane, Morocco;  Kenki 

Adachi Ritsumeikan University, Japan. 

 

 
Appendix 2: List of signatures supporting this petition (attached). 
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