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— ~ How umportant is “informatien” in a democracy? Please at least adopt the
perspectives both from Anthony Downs’ ““An Economic Theory of Democracy”™

{1957) and from Robert Dahl’s “Polyarchy™ (1971} to answer this question, It is
also welcome to discuss some other publications that menlion about the roie of

information in a democracy. {Please answer anly it English) (30%)

= > Please explain the following terms (not translation enly) and offer some examples

1o support your explanation of a term.
1.wtelage democracy (5%}
2. adversary democracy {5%)
3.real democracy {5%)

4.dual demacracy (5%4)

£ ~ How would you propose we advance our understanding of  “political
development™ H20%) (R M E)
v -

PEEERSB LT - 45 7B 488 4 £-H(state relative autonomy) | 7
"E F4& At (state embedded autonomy) | 7 T B 3Rk L[4 (state
capacily’ ; 2(10%)
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1. What is “Globalization™? Piease use structural realism, nee-institutionalism, and
critical theory respectively to intetpret the implications of globalization. (Please
answer only in English} {25%)
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3. Please analyze the connection between international organization and domestic
affairs in the era af plabalization with one example. (30%) (Please answer the
guestion in Englishy,

4. Please analyze the regional order in East Asia in the era of globalization in term of
security community. (20%) (You may answer this question ether in English or in
Chinese).
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1. What were the chief characteristics of the philosophical movement known as
logical positivism? {25%)

2. Grve a brief account of Karl Popper’s idea of {alsification. {25%)

I BB R BUTRRXFOARERER oM (30% 2% ¢ oo

ERBFEHEE ) ER-ERRAIXFETRANRG (20% 2 & ¢ 45
BEABERT) FHRPLES) -
Rational cheice theorists are not the first to believe that the way to place the study
of politics gn the secure path of a science is to embrace a new paradigm, outlook,
approach, or general theory At different times, systems theorists,
structaral-functionalists, and Marxists, among others, have all harbored
comparable theoretical ambitions. Although it 15 always possible that an
architectonic effort of this sort will bear fruit, the history of accumulated failures
leaves us skeptical In our view, advances in political science are more likely to
come at the level of the hypothesis or middle-level generalization than at that of
the grand theory or paradigmatic innovation, and the energy thar is poured into
developing new theories and paradigms, translating the existing stock of
knowledge inte them, and defending them against all comers, would be better
spent on problem-driven research. As we have sought to establish in the preceding
pages, this stance is not borne of any particular animus toward theerizing, Rather,
it rests on the pragmatic judgment that empirical sustainable general theories
about pelitics are unlikely to be formulated in any other way.

Nor does this stance place us at odds with the interdiseiplinary cutloak with which
rational choice scholarship is often advertised. Problem-driven research payvs no
particular heel to existing disciplinary divisions. Whether the tools of economcs,
psychology, soviology or some other discipline should be brought to bear in the
study of 4 yiven problem is ways an open question, depending on the nature of the
problem and the prior history of attempts to study it in these and other disciplines.
Unlike many of aur critics, we see no more reason to suppese that economic
models will be successful across the Loard than lhose drawn from psychelogy or
sociology. To assume the contrary is to clothe what is actually a parochial, not to
say myopic. outlaok in an interdisciplinary spirit i1s seen by others as intellectual
imperialism. Rational choice theorists will encounter less resistance when they
supply a satisfactory answer to the question: what has been leamned from rational
choice theory? The present response to Diermeier and others, that its empirical
accomplishments will be judged “eventually,” while true, is net enough




