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Abstract: This article examines the Canadian data collected by the TRIP project to assess the
state of Canadian IR scholarship. The focus is on the divide between the higher profile PhD
programs (UBC, McGill, Toronto) and other Canadian universities that has been mentioned but
not studied in previous work. The results indicate that the approaches, methods, and theoretical
inclinations are less different than often averred, but that the two groups do value different
scholars, journals and presses. There is still more diversity within each side that often argued,
which makes the divide itself less deep. The article concludes with some implications about the
possibility of a distinctively Canadian IR.
Acknowledgements: This article is only possible due to the efforts by the Teaching, Research
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There has been much debate about how Canadian international relations scholarship in
Canada is. 1 Whether the focus is on International Relations in general, Canadian Foreign Policy
or Critical Security Studies, there is a tendency to suggest basic trends among Canadian scholars
and then note the exceptions of “Americanized” outposts at McGill University, University of
British Columbia, and the University of Toronto. 2 This contrast or division within Canadian IR
is mostly mentioned but underexplored. How different are the three most prominent PhD
programs from other Canadian universities? 3 The task of this article is to use the Teaching,
Research and International Policy [TRIP] survey of Canadian scholars to consider the state of
Canadian IR in the middle of the 2010’s and to consider how united or divided the field is. The
latest data suggest that: there are some real divisions over who is hired and what kind of work is
valued; that there are actually far more similarities in epistemology, methodology and theoretical
orientation than usually believed; and that there is significant diversity in both the “outposts” and
in mainstream Canadian IR.
The plan of this article is consider the previous debates about the state of Canadian IR.
From these views of the field, I distill a few key questions to address using the TRIP dataset.
Next, I explain the TRIP survey and especially its Canadian content. From there, I use the data
to examine key dimensions of Canadian IR, focusing largely on the apparent and real divisions

1

Tony Porter, "Can There Be National Perspectives on Inter (National) Relations," in International Relations–Still
an American Social Science: 131-47.
2
Kim Richard Nossal, "Home-Grown IR: The Canadianization Of International Relations." Journal of Canadian
Studies 35, no 1 (2000): 105-6; Wayne S. Cox and Kim Richard Nossal. "The ‘Crimson World’: The Anglo
Core, the Post-Imperial Non-Core, and the Hegemony of American IR." International Relations
Scholarship Around The World edited by Arlene B. Tickner and Ole Wæver (New York: Routledge Press
2009): 301; David R. Black and Heather A Smith, "Still Notable: Reassessing Theoretical “Exceptions” in
Canadian Foreign Policy Literature." International Journal 69, no. 2 (June 2014): 147; Miguel de
Larrinaga and Mark B. Salter, "Cold Case: A Manifesto for Canadian Critical Security Studies," Critical
Studies on Security 2.1 (2014): 10; Wayne S. Cox, "Canadian Critical Security Studies As A NonAmerican Social Science: A Rejoinder To De Larrinaga And Salter," Critical Studies on Security 2 no. 1
(2014):35-8.
3
Despite much disagreement on most things, Canadian IR scholars concur on the standing of these programs (see
table 4.6 below).
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between UBC, McGill and Toronto and other Canadian programs. 4 To be clear, this article does
not address the more obvious division in Canadian IR between Anglophones and Francophones.
While this has been covered before quite thoroughly, 5 the reason I do not address it here as there
are other scholars who are addressing this divide with TRIP 2014 data.

1. What We Think We Know About Canadian IR
Despite sociologies of IR written by those elsewhere, which can conflate Canadian and
American IR, 6 the consensus of Canadians and of previous TRIP surveys is that Canadian IR is
definitely not American. 7 “Canadian students of IR have overwhelmingly rejected the dominant
theoretical perspective of the American academy.” 8 “Neither rational choice nor neo-realism
migrated north to any appreciable degree.” 9 Canada is viewed by many as being far more
tolerant of diversity. 10 While these assertions are based on old data (late 1990s), these
perceptions remain relevant and ought to be examined. 11 According to these scholars, there is no
hegemony of rational choice, which is said to dominate the American IR scene, but a rejection.

4

After much crowdsourcing, I decided to use BMT in the various tables as shorthand for UBC, McGill, and Toronto
as the most concise way to describe the three schools collectively.
5
Jérémie Cornut and Stéphane Roussel, "Canadian Foreign Policy: A Linguistically Divided Field," Canadian
Journal of Political Science 44, no 3 (2011): 685-709; Claire Turenne Sjolander. "Two Solitudes?
Canadian Foreign Policy/Politique Étrangere Du Canada," Canadian Foreign Policy Journal 14, no.1
(2007): 101-08; Claire Turenne Sjolander and Heather A Smith, "The Practice, Purpose, and Perils of ListMaking: A Response to John Kirton's" 10 Most Important Books on Canadian Foreign Policy,"
International Journal 65, no. 3 (September 2010): 751-62.
6
Ole Waever, "The Sociology of a Not So International Discipline: American and European Developments in
International Relations," International Organization 52, no. 4 (Autumn 1998): 687-727.
7
Porter, “National Perspectives,” 141; Daniel Maliniak, et al., "The View from the Ivory Tower: Trip Survey of
International Relations Faculty in the United States and Canada," Program on the Theory and Practice of
International Relations, (Williamsburg, VA: College of William and Mary, 2007), 6; Michael Lipson,
Daniel Maliniak, Amy Oakes, Susan Peterson, and Michael J. Tierney. “Divided Discipline? Comparing
Views of U.S. and Canadian IR Scholars.” International Journal 62 no. 2 (2007): 327-343..
8
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR,” 96
9
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR,” 103.
10
Porter, “National Perspectives,”140; Nossal, “The Heart of the Matter,”20.
11
I am grateful to one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out.

Unified, Divided or Diverse, p. 5

“Rational choice, quantitative methods, formal modeling are simply not found in the crimson
world [the non-American Anglophone countries].” 12 Boucher’s study of the literature of
Canadian foreign policy concurs on the lack of quantitative work. 13
Some argue that American-style social science is not dominant in Canada, but its
antithesis, Critical Security Studies is “the heart of the international relations community in
Canada.” 14 Indeed, Cox argues that, along with the British and other English-speaking
communities, the Canadian tradition is “dominated by critical perspectives, post-positivist
epistemologies, a healthy dose of sceptism regarding rational choice and problem-solving
methods….” 15 Bow argues that there is a hole in the middle: that there is much traditional work
in Canadian Foreign policy and much post-modern work but very little “sophisticated social
science” in between to serve as a correction for the former and a foil for the latter. 16
How does Canadian IR remain distinct from the pressures exerted by the behemoth to its
south? The literature focuses on two key forces that help to foster a distinct IR community in
Canada. The first is that the federal laws limiting the importation of American scholars: “no
other country in the English speaking world embraced this degree of academic protectionism” 17
By keeping out Americans, except for UBC, McGill and Toronto, Canadian departments also
keep out the methods and theoretical approaches that are said to dominate American IR. By

12

Cox and Nossal, “Crimson World, 302.
Jean-Christophe Boucher, "Yearning for a Progressive Research Program in Canadian Foreign Policy."
International Journal 69, no 2 (June 2014): 222.
14
De Larrinaga and Salter "Cold CASE,” 14.
15
Cox, "Canadian critical security studies, 36.
16
Brian Bow, "Paradigms and Paradoxes: Canadian Foreign Policy in Theory, Research, and Practice,"
International Journal 65, no. 2 (June 2010): 371-80.
17
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR, 105. Others emphasizing these laws include Cox and Nossal, “Crimson World,” and
and de Larrinaga and Salter, “Cold CASE.”. To be clear, the immigration rules have changed over time,
softening in the 2000s and apparently tightening again more recently. Also, as I note below, the
universities and the local immigration officials vary in their willingness to approve exceptions.
13
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having Canadian PhDs teach the next generation of Canadian PhDs, Canadian IR is
regenerated. 18
The second major factor that is cited has been the abundant funding for Canadian IR
regardless of method or theory or approach via the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council [SSHRC] and the Department of National Defence’s Security and Defence Forum
[SDF]. 19 Of course, this raises questions since the SDF program is dead, replaced by the
Defence Engagement Program, which provides not just less funding but far more targeted calls
for proposals. It is not clear what impact the changes in SSHRC funding (from shorter, smaller
grants to more people to a program of longer, bigger grants to fewer scholars) will have on
Canadian IR.
Together, the existing discussions about Canadian IR suggest some beliefs that can be
tested by examining the results of the latest survey of IR scholars in Canada. How different are
the hiring policies and outcomes in UBC, McGill and Toronto versus other Canadian programs?
How distinct are the preferred epistemologies and theoretical inclinations? Is Canadian IR
dominated by Critical approaches? Are “American” forms of political science—rational choice,
formal modeling and quantitative methods—as alien as suggested by Nossal and others? While
the “two solitudes” metaphor is usually applied to the linguistic divide, the question here is
whether there is one or are there two IR communities in Canada defined not by language but by
degree of “Americanization”?

18
19

Cox, “Canadian Critical Security Studies.” Of course, these laws do not restrict Canadians with American PhDs.
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR” and Black and Smith, “Still Notable.” Neufeld and Healy have a contrary view,
asserting that critical IR does not do well in SSHRC competitions in Mark Neufeld and Teresa Healy.
"Above the" American Discipline": A Canadian Perspective on Epistemological and Pedagogical
Diversity." International Relations--Still an American Social Science?: Toward Diversity in International
Thought edited by Robert M.A. Crawford and Darryl S.L. Jarvis (Albany: Suny Press, 2001): 13.
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2. TRIP and Canada
To address these questions, I examine the most recent TRIP survey. The TRIP surveys
are an effort to understand IR scholarship around the world. 20 The survey has been expanded to
cover more than thirty countries and over ten thousand scholars, although the current version of
the global dataset includes twenty-five countries and 9,969 scholars (several country surveys are
still in the field or about to be launched). In this article, I use the survey that was directed at
Canadians, including questions that were asked only of Canadians, but also refer to the results
from surveying scholars elsewhere.
The aspiration of the TRIP project is:
seek to identify and survey all faculty members at colleges and universities in
thirty-two national settings who do research in the IR sub-field of political science
and/or who teach international relations courses. The overwhelming majority of
our respondents have jobs in departments of political science, politics,
government, social science, international relations, international studies, or in
professional schools associated with universities. 21
The surveys focus on several dimensions: what do these IR scholars teach, what
are their theoretical leanings, what do they research and how do they do it, what are their
stances towards policy research, what are their political orientations, what are their
foreign policy views, and so on. 22 The codebook for the entire survey is at:
https://data.itpir.wm.edu/reports/codebooks/cb_2014/. 23

20

Richard Jordan, et al., "One Discipline or Many? Trip Survey of International Relations Faculty in Ten
Countries." Program on the Theory and Practice of International Relations (Williamsburg, VA: College of
William and Mary, 2009).
21
Taken from TRIP 2014 Faculty Survey Report: https://data.itpir.wm.edu/reports/reports/rp_2014/index3.php,
accessed January 29, 2015.
22
This article focuses on a few specific issues. Subsequent work will focus on policy stances and policy
relevance/public engagement.
23
The data used for this article will be made available at http://stevesaideman.com/datasets/.
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The Canadian TRIP survey of 2014 identified via searches of webpages, communications
with departments and other efforts 611 IR scholars in Canada—“any scholar who taught or did
research on trans-border issues as they relate to some aspect of politics.” The breakdown of those
surveyed was 508 Anglophones and 103 Francophones. Of these two hundred and seventy-six
responses were received: 209 Anglophones (41% of those approached) and 67 Francophones
(65% of those approached) for a response rate of 45.2%, which is slightly above the average of
the entire 2014 survey (42.8%). 24 The TRIP personnel released most but not all of the data, with
some being held back (age, gender, where they got their PhD) so that users of the data cannot
easily identify individual respondents. Because of both space and focus here, I report the
general demographic statistics of the Canadian TRIP survey elsewhere, 25 but to summarize
briefly, Canadian IR scholars have similar characteristics as those in the U.S. and U.K.: mostly
male (70%) and mostly white (83%).
To assess the differences between UBC, McGill, and Toronto versus other Canadian
universities, the TRIP personnel at the College of William and Mary coded a couple of dummy
variables to facilitate the comparisons—does the person work at one of these schools, did the
person receive their degree from one of these schools—and I created a variable that combined
the two results. The existing literature refers to the reputation of distinctive hiring practices—
that McGill, UBC, and Toronto hire more American-trained PhDs. As we see further below
(table 5.2), the reputation is deserved. The assumption in the literature is that these American-

24

We have no reason to expect any particular bias in the non-respondents, except that we did receive some emails
from people who said that they did not see themselves as IR scholars. The respondents include 56 scholars
who are not regular faculty (assistant/associate/full professors) but rather post-docs, adjuncts, visitors and
emeritus). I report the results below with all respondents. The findings do not change much if only regular
faculty are analyzed.
25
See demographic statistics here: Stephen M. Saideman, “Canada’s IR Scholars: Who Are They and Where They
Think You Should Go to School,” OpenCanada, February 12, 2015,
http://opencanada.org/features/canadas-ir-scholars-who-they-are-and-where-they-think-you-should-go-toschool/ accessed July 20, 2015.
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trained PhDs are distinct from Canadian trained PhDs—that they are more likely to be positivist,
to rely on rational choice, more skilled in quantitative methods, and to identify themselves in the
paradigms popular in the US. By considering the TRIP data, we can test these assumptions.
I make a further assumption—that the graduate students who go through PhD programs
pick up the values and beliefs of their mentors. Part of this is self-selection—that students will
pick programs that share their values. Part of this is in the admissions process—that
departments will choose to admit students who will be successful in their programs. For
example, if the views of these schools are correct, it is likely that McGill, Toronto and UBC will
require and care more about the quantitative results of the Graduate Record Exams than other
schools in Canada. A key dynamic is socialization through the classes and through the examples
of their professors. If UBC, McGill and Toronto professors, for instance, value different journals
than IR professors in other Canadian programs, they will assign different articles to read in their
graduate classes and on their comprehensive exam reading lists. This, along with conversations
during office hours, will inform students what are the “right” journals and presses in which to
publish.
As a result of these two key assumptions, for most of the survey results below, I split
Canadian scholars into two groups: those who either work at McGill, Toronto and UBC, are
trained by one of these three programs, or both; and those respondents who teach IR in Canada
but not at the three aforementioned programs nor were trained at one of the three schools.
Throughout this article, I will often compare the Canadian results with the US and with
the UK to assess where Canadian IR fits. For those comparisons, I will use data generated by the
TRIP website which can build reports for each country and for the entire survey:
https://data.itpir.wm.edu/reports/reports/rp_2014/.

Unified, Divided or Diverse, p. 10

3. What Kind of IR Canadian Scholars Do
Are the views about scholars trained and/or working at some schools based on reality or
not? In the tables below, I compare the answers provided by scholars trained by and/or working
at the three universities to responses by scholars in the rest of Canada and to the US and the UK.
The first question focuses on how scholars self-identify when asked about epistemology.
Table 3.1 Comparative Epistemology

Positivist

UK

Canada

Non-BMT

BMT

US

32.9%

40.0%

35.7%

56.4%

61.1%

64.3%

43.6%

Not
60.0%
Positivist 26

67.1%

38.9%

325
262
207
Observations
Bold is used to highlight the two key categories

55

1503

Perceptions and reality match rather well. Toronto, McGill, and UBC hire and produce
somewhat more non-positivist IR scholars than the US, they are less likely to train or hire postpositivist scholars than other Canadian programs. Indeed, more than half consider themselves to
be positivists. However, more than forty percent of UBC, McGill and Toronto scholars view
themselves as other than positivist. The view that Canadian IR scholars are critical theorists
outside the bastions of Toronto, McGill and UBC has a basis in reality. Perhaps the more
surprising result is nearly forty percent of other Canadian scholars see themselves as positivists,
more than one might expect, given the prominence of Critical Security Studies and the

26

I combined the Non-Positivist and Post-Positive categories in the survey, which has become standard procedure
for TRIP scholars. Non-positivist originally was viewed as pre-behavioral IR, but the category is really
defined by the respondent’s perceptions. The key distinction we are trying to assess here, given the
characterization of American IR as positivist, is between positivists and everyone else. Informed by
conversations with Michael Tierney, who, along with Sue Petersen, runs the TRIP project.
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arguments Bow makes about the hole in the middle between traditional and critical IR. 27 To be
clear, the correlation between positivist and UBC/Toronto/McGill (trained and/or hired) is
significant: .17 and p. <.01. This shows that positivism is correlated but weakly so with where
one works and is trained. That is, UBC, McGill and Toronto IR scholars are distinct but perhaps
the gap is not as wide as advertised.
The next question is to consider how Canadians feel about rationalism:
Table 3.2: Rationalist or Not
Rational Choice

I employ a rational choice framework

UK

Non-BMT

BMT

US

4.26%

1.9%

1.8%

7.75%

11.25%

11.3%

19.6%

25.56%

33.13%

50.0%

46.4%

41.51%

51.37%

36.8%

32.1%

25.18%

325

212

56

1561

My work is broadly rationalist, or what sometimes is
referred to as "soft rational choice," and it relies on a
general assumption of utility-maximizing actors
My work draws on both rationalist approaches and
alternative approaches that do not assume the rationality
of actors
My work does not assume the rationality of actors
Observations

Nossal among others is correct that rational choice theorists are few and far between in
Canada, scarcer than even in the UK. 28 Soft rational choice is somewhat more popular at
McGill, UBC and Toronto. Half of the scholars elsewhere draw on both rationalist approaches
and alternatives, making Canadian IR scholars less hostile to the rationality assumption than their
British cousins. The differences here between IR scholars trained by/working at the three

27
28

Bow, “Paradigms and Paradoxes.”
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR, 103.
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universities are not significantly different from those trained by/working at other universities in
Canada. To be fair, few American IR scholars describe themselves as Rational Choice (contrary
to how they are viewed by Nossal and others), so this finding does not make McGill, Toronto
and UBC very distinct from the American IR programs from which they hire.
Turning to the specific schools of thought in which Canadian IR scholars place
themselves, we find that McGill, Toronto and UBC are devoid of Marxists and Liberals are
scarce.
Table 3.3: Paradigms:
Answer

UK

Canada

Non-BMT

BMT

US

Constructivism

20.5%

25.2%

24.5%

27.6%

19.5%

English School

6.6%

4.4%

4.2%

5.2%

2.3%

Feminism

3.9%

2.6%

2.8%

1.7%

1.7%

Liberalism

6.0%

7.4%

8.5%

3.4%

15.2%

Marxism

6.3%

3.7%

4.7%

0.0%

2.8%

Realism

6.6%

12.2%

11.8%

13.8%

17.7%

Other

18.4%

17.8%

18.9%

13.8%

9.3%

I do not use paradigmatic analysis

31.6%

26.7%

24.5%

34.5%

31.6%

325

270

212

58

1563

Observations

Bold is used to highlight the two key categories

These results support Nossal’s contention that Canadian IR is “marked by a diversity of
intellectual approaches, with no approach that comes anywhere close to being hegemonic.” 29
Constructivism is relatively popular throughout Canada, somewhat more so than in the US or
UK, but only characterizes about a quarter of Canadian respondents. There are just about as

29

Nossal, “The Heart of the Matter,” 20.

Unified, Divided or Diverse, p. 13

many Realists in McGill, Toronto, and UBC as other in other Canadian programs, putting
Canada in between the UK and US. There are also more Liberals and Marxists outside of
McGill, Toronto and UBC. One surprising result is how few Feminist IR scholars there are
among the respondents in the survey. This runs contrary to how Canadian Feminist IR scholars
see themselves. 30 The phrasing of this question does not really distinguish Critical IR scholars,
although one might infer that Feminists and Marxists might identify more with Critical IR than
with mainstream IR. Constructivism is broad enough to include those who consider themselves
Critical Security Scholars and those that do not. So, this question does not really demonstrate the
centrality of Critical IR Scholarship.
We can read these results in two ways: that the apparent demise of Grand Theory and of
paradigmatic analysis is stronger at UBC, McGill, and Toronto than in other Canadian schools
where 75% claim to fit into one paradigm or another. 31 Or that UBC, Toronto and McGill have
bought into analytical eclectism more than the rest of Canada. 32 Still, except for the complete
absence of Marxists working at or trained by UBC, McGill and Toronto, the differences between
these three universities and other Canadian universities are relatively modest and far less than
often averred.
The next table in this section considers methodology. Which does the respondent
primarily employ in their research?

30

Black and Smith, “Still Notable,”and Heather A. Smith, "Naming, Labels And Manifestos: A Response to Miguel
de Larrinaga and Mark Salter," Critical Studies on Security 2, no. 1 (2014): 31-4. Again, we have no reason
to believe that certain groups of scholars, feminists or others, responded more or less frequently.
31
See the 2013 special issue of European Journal of International Relations.
32
Rudra Sil and Peter J Katzenstein, "Analytic Eclecticism in the Study of World Politics: Reconfiguring Problems
and Mechanisms across Research Traditions," Perspectives on Politics 8, no. 2 (2010): 411-31.
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Table 3.4: Methods
Canada

Non-BMT

BMT

UK

US

Quantitative analysis

6.4%

6.2%

6.9%

12.5%

24.7%

Qualitative analysis

74.2%

74.2%

74.1%

70.4%

58.7%

Formal modeling

0.8%

0.5%

1.7%

0.9%

1.5%

Experimental

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.6%

1.0%

Counterfactual analysis

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.3%

0.5%

Pure theory

3.4%

3.8%

1.7%

4.9%

1.5%

Legal or ethical analysis

3.8%

2.9%

6.9%

5.5%

2.8%

Policy analysis

11.6%

12.4%

8.6%

4.9%

9.2%

Observations

267

209

58

328

1561

One consistency across Canada is the scarcity of IR scholars using quantitative methods,
half as many in percentage terms as the British scholars, supporting the conventional wisdom
discussed at the outset of this article. Formal modeling, while a distinct minority everywhere, is
as likely to be done at UBC, Toronto and McGill as in the US. Pure theory and policy analysis
are more popular outside of McGill, Toronto and UBC, which may support the contentions of
Boucher and Bow about traditional work still being significant. 33 The trend in experimental
work has not yet made it across the border. Overall, whatever divides exist within Canada
between the McGill, Toronto, and UBC and other Canadian schools, methodology is not one of
them. That Canadian IR scholars do much far less quantitative work may have implications for

33

Boucher, “Yearning,” and Bow, “Paradigms and Paradoxes.”
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how visible Canadian scholars can be outside of Canada, particularly in outlets that publish more
quantitative work. 34

In terms of self-identifying, the big divide between the three schools and other Canadian
schools is epistemology. There are more positivists at McGill, Toronto and UBC. There are
some differences in rationalism as there are nearly twice as many rationalists in the former
departments than the latter. Likewise, more than one third of the scholars at UBC, McGill and
Toronto do not identify as being part of any paradigm, whereas one quarter of scholars elsewhere
in Canada feel the same way. However, Canada is essentially one country of IR scholars when it
comes to methods as there are relatively minority differences. Overall, though, the differences
are of degree and not of magnitude. Both communities have significant diversity within them.
The next question is how these differences in the basic approaches to the field relate to
how Canadian IR scholars see the profession itself.

4. Canadian Rankings of Scholars, Outlets and Programs
Thus far, we have found modest but consistent differences between scholars working at
or trained by UBC, McGill and Toronto and those trained/working in other programs. The
logical question that flows from this is: do the scholars in these communities converge or
disagree on what counts as good scholarship? Which scholars are influential? Which programs
are better? How do Canadian IR scholars see the profession? How do they see as the major
influences? Are there patterns in the outlets in which they place their work? Are there
differences in how they look at hiring and promotion?

34

One way to get cited more is to develop a valuable dataset. By eschewing quantitative work, Canadian scholars
may be limiting their visibility.
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The first question focus on who are the most influential scholars in the world.
Table 4.1 Influential World Scholars 35
Non-BMT

BMT

US

Alexander Wendt

12% Alexander Wendt

19% Alexander Wendt

31%

Robert O. Keohane

8%

Martha Finnemore

7%

Robert O. Keohane

21%

Robert W. Cox

7%

Robert O. Keohane

6%

Kenneth Waltz

16%

John J. Mearsheimer

6%

Peter J. Katzenstein

5%

John J. Mearsheimer

15%

Kenneth Waltz

5%

Stephen M. Walt

5%

Joseph S. Nye Jr.

13%

Barry Buzan

4%

James Fearon

4%

Samuel Huntington

8%

Joseph S. Nye Jr.

3%

David A. Lake

3%

James Fearon

8%

Cynthia Enloe

3%

Kenneth Waltz

3%

Barry Buzan

7%

John G. Ruggie

2%

Michael N. Barnett

3%

Stephen M. Walt

6%

Peter J. Katzenstein

2%

Kathryn Sikkink

3%

Martha Finnemore

5%

504

149

3652

Bold Indicates names that appear in one Canadian list but not the other.
While scholars around the world see Wendt’s work to be influential as well as that of
Keohane and Waltz, some interesting differences emerge. More scholars in North America view
Buzan, Mearsheimer and Nye as influential except at Toronto, McGill and UBC (although the
first two are just outside the top ten). Scholars at/trained by the three programs are more similar
to Americans in that they see Fearon, Finnemore, and Walt as quite influential. The scholars
trained/working elsewhere in Canada more often cite Robert Cox, John Ruggie, and Cynthia
Enloe as influential, which speaks to the attraction of Critical and Feminist IR in much of
Canada. This does suggest that the Constructivists elsewhere in Canada may be Critical IR types
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The survey asked: List four scholars whose work has had the greatest influence on the field of IR in the past 20
years.
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who do not show up in table 3.3, and fewer constructivists trained/working at UBC, McGill or
Toronto probably consider themselves to be Critical IR people as they find more influential the
more mainstream constructivists. UBC, McGill, and Toronto, perhaps because of their greater
attraction to non-paradigmatic work and of rationalist approaches, mention Lake more often.
Finally, Canadians do not consider Sam Huntington to be as influential as American see him.
The differences may be modest ones as the number of votes separating those from 6-20 are
small.
Do we get clearer results when we look at journals? The survey asked respondents to list
the four journals that they found to be most influential:
Table 4.2: Influential Journals
Non-BMT

BMT

US

Intl Organization

14.0%

Intl Organization

19.4%

Intl Organization

46.9%

Intl Studies Q

9.9%

ISQ

11.0%

Intl Security

24.9%

Foreign Affairs

7.5%

Intl Security

10.5%

Foreign Affairs

24.8%

Intl Security

7.5%

EJIR

7.9%

ISQ

17.6%

Millennium

7.2%

World Politics

6.8%

EJIR

17.3%

Euro. J of IR

6.9%

APSR

6.3%

World Politics

15.7%

World Politics

5.5%

Foreign Affairs

3.7%

APSR

10.4%

RIPE

4.6%

Intl Theory

3.7%

Review of Intl Studies

7.6%

RIS

3.7%

Review of Intl Studies

3.7%

Millenium

7.2%

Foreign Policy

3.2%

Global Governance

3.1%

Foreign Policy

7.0%

Bold Indicates journals that appear in one Canadian list but not the other.
There is far more consistency than variation: Canadian scholars most commonly view
International Organization, International Security, International Studies Quarterly, Foreign
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Affairs, and the European Journal of International Relations as the most influential journals. The
best evidence that McGill, Toronto and UBC look south and other Canadian programs look to
Europe and/or the former are more rationalist and the latter more post-positivist is that
Millennium is the highest ranking journal outside of the shared top four journals for most
Canadian scholars while the American Political Science Review is near the top of the list for the
scholars at McGill, Toronto and UBC.
If one asks Canadian IR scholars where they prefer to place their work, the differences
are a little more obvious:
Table 4.3 Preferred Journals:
Non-BMT (n=365)

BMT (n=118)

International Organization

18.3%

International Organization

30.1%

European Journal of IR

13.6%

International Studies Quarterly

15.1%

International Studies Quarterly

9.9%

International Security

10.8%

International Security

9.4%

World Politics

10.8%

Millennium

8.5%

American Political Science Review

8.6%

International Political Sociology

8.0%

European Journal of IR

8.6%

World Politics

8.0%

Global Governance

4.3%

Review of Intl Political Economy

7.5%

Review of International Studies

4.3%

Review of International Studies

6.1%

Journal of Conflict Resolution

3.2%

Foreign Affairs

5.6%

American J of Political Science

2.2%

Security Dialogue

5.2%

Foreign Affairs

2.2%

Bold Indicates Those Journals That Do Not Appear on Both Lists
Asking a slightly different question makes a bit clearer the divide. More scholars at
McGill, Toronto and UBC prefer to place their work in the major journals in the US, including
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those that tend to publish more positivist research, more quantitative work, and more rationalist
arguments. Millennium, International Political Sociology and Security Dialogue are preferred by
most Canadian scholars as they seek the most visible outlets that publish post-positivist
scholarship. Also, EJIR moves up to near the top. Note that neither International Journal nor the
Canadian Foreign Policy Journal appear on either list. This belies the assertion that only the
Toronto, UBC, and McGill are more focused on American/international journals. 36 Instead,
Canadian IR scholars prefer non-Canadian journals as well, but they differ somewhat on which
ones depending on their current location and previous training.
Which presses do Canadian IR scholars view as most influential?
Table 4.4: Influential Presses
Non-BMT (n=655)

BMT (n=189)

Cambridge University Press

20%

Cambridge University Press

23%

Oxford University Press

17%

Oxford University Press

19%

Routledge

13%

Cornell University Press

15%

Cornell University Press

8%

Princeton University Press

12%

Palgrave MacMillan

7%

Routledge

7%

Lynne Rienner

7%

Columbia University Press

5%

Princeton University Press

6%

Harvard University Press

5%

Columbia University Press

4%

Palgrave MacMillan

2%

Polity

3%

Stanford University Press

2%

SAGE

2%

Lynne Rienner

2%

Harvard University Press

2%

MIT Press

2%
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MIT Press

2%

Polity

2%

Stanford University Press

2%

SAGE

2%

University of Toronto Press

2%

University of Michigan Press

2%

U of British Columbia Press

1%

Ashgate

1%

Yale University Press

1%

Duke University Press

1%

University of Chicago Press

1%

McGill-Queen's U Press

1%

McGill-Queen's University Press

1%

University of Toronto Press

1%

Scholars trained by and/or working at McGill, Toronto and UBC do not list the
commercial presses as frequently as scholars in the rest of Canada, which puts Princeton and
Cornell at the top of the lists of influential presses behind Cambridge and Oxford for scholars
at/trained by UBC, Toronto, and McGill. Critical IR scholars may find Routledge and Palgrave
friendlier to their approach. Still, the differences among preferred or valued presses is not that
distinct, compared to the journals or scholars. Notably, for all Canadian IR scholars, Canadian
presses are at the very bottom of the lists, even below the lesser commercial presses.
Which Canadian scholars and programs are most highly ranked?
Table 4.5 Most Influential Canadian IR Scholars:
Not BMT (n=349)

BMT (n=118)

Robert Cox

24.5%

Emanuel Adler

18.6%

Kim Richard Nossal

14.6%

Janice Gross Stein

9.7%

R. B. J. Walker

12.0%

Louis Pauly

7.1%

Emanuel Adler

11.5%

Robert Cox

7.1%

Eric Helleiner

8.3%

Kal Holsti

6.2%

Stephen Gill

6.3%

Richard Price

6.2%
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Janice Gross Stein

6.3%

Vincent Pouliot

6.2%

Michael Williams

6.3%

Mark Zacher

4.4%

Kal Holsti

5.2%

T. V. Paul

4.4%

Roland Paris

5.2%

Eric Helleiner

3.5%

Bold indicates scholars appearing on only one list.
It should not be that surprising that Toronto, UBC and McGill scholars do well when
ranked by scholars trained at and/or working at those schools. The decline of Robert Cox and
increase in Emanuel Adler’s rankings (and the appearance of Price and Pouliot) as we move
from the responses of most Canadian scholars to those at/trained by UBC, McGill, and Toronto
indicates a distinct difference in preferences of what kind of post-positivist work preferred on
either side of the Canadian IR divide. This again underlines the general pattern—that while there
are only modest differences in how Canadian IR scholars identify themselves, there are
differences in what they value.
This, of course, leads to the ranking of PhD programs. Canadian IR scholars were asked
to name the top three PhD programs for students seeking an academic career:
Table 4.6 PhD Programs:
Most of Canada (n=296)

BMT (n=103)*

University of Toronto

27.4%

University of Toronto

36.9%

University of British Columbia

21.3%

McGill University

27.2%

McGill University

17.2%

University of British Columbia

25.2%

York University

9.1%

University of Montreal

3.9%

University of Ottawa**

6.1%

BSIA, University of Waterloo

2.9%

Carleton University**

6.1%

McMaster University

4.4%
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Queen's University

4.4%

BSIA, University of Waterloo**

4.1%

* There are only five schools listed in this column, as the remaining answers were
recommended by only a single scholar each.
** Carleton has two distinct PhD programs—Political Science and NPSIA; Ottawa has multiple
programs producing PhDs in IR-related areas, and Basillie/Waterloo/Wilfred Laurier responses
were combined as it is not clear to which the respondents are referring.

There is consensus in Canada: that Toronto, UBC, and McGill are generally seen
byCanadian IR scholars as the best places to pursue an academic PhD. On the other hand, York,
Ottawa, and Carleton 37 are seen by many scholars as being a good place to do a PhD, but none
was listed by any respondent trained by and/or working at the top three ranked graduate
programs. This may be a case of narcissism. 38 However, it might also be that the scholars at
these schools favor PhD programs that are a mix of positivist and post-positivist scholarship, and
the stereotype of York is that it is largely, if not entirely, a home to post-positivists. This is
buttressed by the relative rankings of University of Montreal versus the University of Ottawa,
where the former is seen as more positivist and the latter more post-positivist. 39 Finally, this set
of findings justifies the use of the UBC, McGill, and Toronto category in this article, as both
communities see these programs as distinct.

37

It is not clear how distinct the subunits at Ottawa are, but much might be conflated in the Carleton outcome, as
NPSIA’s relatively new PhD program is quite positivist while the Political Science department has long
been viewed as a leading center of Critical IR.
38
It is almost certainly not driven by size of program. Of the BMT programs, only Toronto is very large. Due to
concerns about protecting identities, the dataset does not have individual university affiliations, but a study
of the websites of the listed PhD programs shows that Toronto is the outlier with more than 140 IR
professors. McGill and UBC have fewer permanent faculty than Basillie, Carleton, Ottawa and York, even
before one considers the graduate IR policy programs at Carleton and Ottawa. Of the programs listed in
Table 4.6, only McMaster and Queen’s are smaller than McGill and UBC.
39
I am grateful to Jérémie Cornut for pointing this out.
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Before moving on, another way to consider whether Canadian IR is divided or not is to
consider the conferences scholars attend. Conferences are, after all, where much socialization
and networking develop. While there are many choices, three fora stand out: the annual meeting
of the Canadian Political Science Association [CPSA], the annual meeting of the International
Studies Association [ISA], and the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association
[APSA]. 40
Table 4.7 Conference Attendance

CPSA
ISA
APSA

Non-BMT
46%
61%
15%

BMT
29%
75%
44%

The differences are significant as McGill, UBC, and Toronto scholars are correlated with
attending the CPSA less than most Canadian scholars (-.13, p < .05), more attendance at ISA
(.13, p <.05) and at APSA (.30, p < .001). Simply put, scholars at the big three programs rely on
and dwell in different networks as they attend the CPSA less and the American-based
conferences more. Why do these scholars tend to avoid the CPSA? This is debated at every
CPSA (as this author witnessed again at the Ottawa 2015 conference). They report that their
kind of IR is not welcome, as the CPSA IR program tends to favor topics (Canadian Foreign
Policy) and approaches (Critical IR) that are not as attractive. 41

40
41

I considered European conferences and found little difference among Canadian IR scholars.
Based on informal (not systematic) observations and conversations. Nossal notes that McGill, UBC and Toronto
scholars do not focus on Canadian Foreign Policy, “Home-Grown IR, 105-6. I have not tried to perform a
content analysis of the titles of panels and papers at recent CPSAs, as the scope of this article is limited.
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Overall, the rankings of scholars, outlets and programs, as well as conference attendance,
demonstrate that there is much in common among all Canadian IR scholars, but the divide is real
as there are some consistent differences—that the small but real differences in epistemology and
paradigm ultimately produce significant differences in which outlets, programs, and conferences
are valued. Given that Nossal and others focus on hiring patterns as the source of these
differences, this article turns to perceptions and realities of hiring.

5. Canadian Career Dynamics
In this section, I focus on the questions relating to career dynamics and largely on the
most controversial issue—hiring. Are the divisions within Canada reflected in how Canadians
do IR and value scholarship reflected in what they value when they participate in hiring?
The first question that always comes to mind is whether it is better to get trained in the
United States. Cox and Nossal argued that with increased hiring of Canadian PhDs, “the
attraction of going to the U.S. for the doctorate will diminish.” 42 Respondents were asked
whether they believed that a job candidate who completed his or her Ph.D. at a U.S. university is
generally advantaged on the Canadian job market compared to someone who completed his or
her Ph.D. in a Canadian university.
Table 5.1 American PhD Advantage (n=247)
Non-BMT

BMT

Yes

48.2%

58.9%

No

31.9%

23.2%

Don't Know

19.9%

17.9%
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Nearly a majority of IR scholars in much of Canada view an American PhD as an
advantage in getting a job in Canada and nearly sixty percent at McGill, Toronto, and UBC feel
the same way. This contradicts Cox and Nossal, as nearly half of those scholars in other
Canadian schools view an American PhD as an advantage AND the scholars at/trained by UBC,
McGill and Toronto favor American PhDs but not as unanimously as averred. The difference of
ten percent is not as extreme as Cox and Nossal indicated.
How does it work in practice?
Table 5.2 Country of Ph.D. (n=251)
Non-BMT

BMT

Canada

62.2%

27.6% 43

US

21.2%

72.4%

UK

8.6%

0.0%

Other

8.1%

0.0%

In table 5.2, BMT refers to those who work at McGill, Toronto and UBC (in the rest of
the tables, BMT also includes those trained at these three schools). The perception of the higher
value of an American PhD is only actually accurate for British Columbia, McGill and Toronto as
they are much more willing to hire those with American PhDs. 44 Nearly three quarters of the
respondents from McGill, Toronto, and UBC were trained in the United States. On the other
hand, over sixty percent of scholars in the rest of Canada were trained in Canada. It turns out
that the big perceived advantage for American PhDs illustrated in Table 5.1 is a real advantage

43

Re-running the data for Table 5.2 with only respondents with Canadian PhDs reveals that as many Canadian PhDs
with non-BMT training are working at McGill, Toronto and UBC as those trained at the Big 3 belying the
perception that these schools only hire from their fellow programs (about half of the Canadians with
degrees from other Canadian schools working at the BMT programs are adjuncts/post-docs). .
44
Nossal, “Home-Grown IR,” 105-6; and Cox and Nossal, “Crimson World,” 297-8.
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only at three schools and not nearly as helpful at other Canadian programs. There is one other
difference as UBC, McGill and Toronto do not seem to be fond of British PhDs while scholars
with British degrees as well as from other parts of the world are welcome elsewhere in Canada.
How do these patterns mesh with the policy that Canadians are supposed to be
prioritized? The law requires that Canadians and Permanent Residents be given priority unless a
case can be made that an American (or other non-Canadian) is significantly more qualified. As
with many laws, there can be differing interpretations, which seems to be the case given the
outcomes. For instance, for much of the first decade of the 21st century, nearly all of McGill’s
IR profs were Americans when they were hired. So, it makes sense to examine how Canadian
scholars view the Canadian priority law. While Canadian IR scholars are not legal experts,
many, if not most, have participated in hiring processes at their schools, so it would be
interesting to learn how they viewed the process.
Table 5.3 Canadian Priority in Practice (n=214)
Most

BMT

6%

4%

My department always gives Canadians higher priority.

36%

14%

My department sometimes gives Canadians higher priority.

22%

22%

My department rarely gives Canadians higher priority.

2%

22%

12%

12%

Citizenship is entirely irrelevant for our processes.

10%

6%

I don't know what my department's practices are on this matter.

12%

22%

My department always hires Canadians.

This issue is only invoked by members of the department
strategically.
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There are some significant differences in how Canadian IR scholars see the policy in
practice. At most Canadian schools, over forty percent of the respondents viewed their
departments as prioritizing Canadians and permanent residents. This may be less than expected,
as the law is exactly that—a law. It may be the case that university administrations vary in how
willing they are to make the case that non-Canadian candidates are more qualified (or that there
are no qualified Canadians in the pool of candidates). As expected, scholars at McGill, Toronto,
and UBC do not believe that their schools are as bound by the regulation: the categories of
Rarely, Strategically and Irrelevant sum to forty percent. Less than twenty percent of McGill,
UBC and Toronto scholars believe that their department always hires Canadians or give them
priority. Twenty-two percent of the respondents at these programs do not know, which seems
quite higher than one would expect, but might be an artifact of the size of Toronto’s program—
that their hiring process may be more mysterious to those who do not participate on hiring
committees.
What would our respondents prefer to see?
Table 5.4 Canadian Priority Preferences? (n=215)

It is a very important requirement that should be strictly enforced.

Most

BMT

11.6%

11.8%

36.0%

25.5%

23.8%

31.4%

10.4%

13.7%

It is an important requirement that should determine a choice in a
tie between two candidates.
It is a requirement of limited importance that should be
considered, but not strictly enforced during a hiring process.
It is not an important requirement, which can be easily invoked or
ignored if need be.
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This requirement should be abolished.

12.2%

13.7%

I have no opinion on this requirement.

6.1%

3.9%

The responses here are mostly quite similar. Canadian scholars outside of McGill,
Toronto and UBC feel that Canadians should be preferred more than those at McGill, Toronto
and UBC, but this law receives more support among scholars trained by/working at the latter
than conventional view would suggest. 45 This leads to an interesting contradiction—McGill,
Toronto and UBC scholars do not think the Canadian preference matters as much in their hiring
even though they value it almost as much as scholars elsewhere. In turn, the popularity of
American PhDs at UBC, McGill and Toronto is suggestive: that the scholars at these programs
let their shared values about which journals and presses matter more, which affects which
candidates are seen as most qualified, over-ride their weak but real support for the preference
law. Of course, the difference between hiring practices and these values may be due to the
distinction between hiring American PhDs and hiring Americans. In any case, the results imply
that whatever the scholars at the top three programs say they value in terms of nationality of
those they hire and the law regulating these matters, in practice, they value American PhDs
more.

6. Conclusion
The purpose of this article is to identify both how Canadian IR scholars view the
discipline and whether the perceptions of a divide within Canadian IR have a basis in reality.
We find that there are some key differences between the top three PhD programs and the rest but

45

Nossal, “Home-Grown IR,” Cox and Nossal, “Crimson World,” and de Larrinaga and Salter, “Cold CASE.”

Unified, Divided or Diverse, p. 29

perhaps more similarity than was expected. As noted in earlier work, the big difference between
UBC, McGill and Toronto is the willingness to hire American PhDs. These American-trained
scholars are not that different in terms of epistemology, theoretical inclinations, or methodology
as often averred but they do tend to value different scholars, seek to publish in different outlets,
and go to American-based conferences.
Perhaps the perception that American-trained scholars are more alien—more quantitative,
more rational choice, more Realist, etc.—is the result of Canadian IR scholars over-estimating
the homogeneity of American IR. The reality is that both Canadian and American IR are
diverse. Nossal argues that “And the huge proliferation of scholarly journals in the last
generation has also helped: with the expansion of the number of specialized peer reviewed
journals, it is now possible for scholars with markedly diverse intellectual perspectives to find
quality outlets for their work.” 46 This boom in additional outlets fosters diversity both north and
south of the border.
There are some interesting contradictions in these results. The first one is that Canadian
IR is unlikely to ever be that distinct from the IR elsewhere if Canadian IR scholars prioritize
publishing outlets outside of Canada. Cox and Nossal criticize the focus of McGill, Toronto and
UBC on American journals as due to the desire of adminstrators: “to claim their institution is
‘world-class’ in various bean-counting exercises,” 47 yet scholars in the rest of Canada are as
focused on journals outside of Canada including many of the same ones that the big three
value—International Organization, International Studies Quarterly, International Security, and
the European Journal of International Relations. The respondents did not list any major
Canadian journals as preferred or influential outlets. The Canadian presses were rarely
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mentioned by scholars as desirable outlets for their books. It is unlikely that publishing outlets
outside of Canada will be conducive to the development of a distinctly Canadian form of IR.
This is neither necessarily good nor bad but simply the reality of today’s IR.
The second paradox is that in most of Canada, they hire Canadian PhDs, yet they think
that programs that rely on American PhDs are the elite programs. Consider this quote: “some
top-tier schools, such as Universities of Toronto, McGill, and UBC, try to hire non-Canadian
doctorates to demonstrate that their own program is the best in Canada.” 48 Looking at these
results suggest that this strategy, whether it really is intended or not, works. Of course, it is
probably the case that McGill, Toronto and UBC hire American PhDs precisely because they
share the same values: they go to the same conferences, seek to publish in the same journals and
presses, lean more positivist, and so on.
Ultimately, we cannot make too much of the differences because both communities are
diverse. There are many positivists in Canada and not just at the most prominent PhD programs.
Neither group has a singular theoretical approach to IR, as there is plenty of non-Critical IR
outside of McGill, Toronto and UBC and some Critical IR inside. Maybe it is precisely this
shared diversity that facilitates the ranking of these three as the top PhD programs. This might
be a paradox worth further exploration.
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