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More than 20 years after scholars of international relations began studying “International  Regimes”, Scholarly interest in the “Principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures” becomes much stronger. Though the term ”regime” has lost some original charm of its own,yet the theory of international regimes still remains as one of the substantial foci of international relations. The Theory of International Regimes has been ignored and despised, some scholars raised doubts and difficult questions at the very beginning,and some scholars regarded the study of international regimes as a passing fad. Yet, it is confirmed that the theory of international regimes is not a fad, but one with its own life. The research on international regimes shows remarkable integration capacity, and the coverage of its influence is enlarging.
Critiques emerged with the theory of international regimes. Critiques in the earlier period concentrated on the concept and qualitative analysis; only when the theory of international regimes developed to a certain period, that is, the analysis on the thought schools of the theory emerged, did theoretical critiques begin. Classification of the thought schools of international regime theory had been existed for a long time. And at present, rectification and critiques of different thoughts, methodology of international regime study have been a focal point of regime theorists. Professor Volker Rittberger of Germany argues that, according to the explanatory variables that theories of international regimes emphasize, they can be classified as power–based, interest-based, and knowledge-based approaches respectively, they are the three Schools of thought within the study of international regimes: realists focus on power relationships; neoliberals base their analyses on constellations of interests; cognitivism emphasize knowledge dynamics, communication, and identities.
In the view of Rittberger, one major difference among the three thought schools is the effectiveness of “institutionalism” (the role of international regimes) that they tend to espouse. The classification analysis mentioned above has the equal effect with the paradigm analysis of the theory of international relations. In the theory of international relations, Realism, Liberalism, and Marxismare the main paradigms nowadays, and constuctivism might be the future paradigm. (It needs to be mentioned that Marxism has no integrated analysis framework on international regimes.) This article will combine Prof. Rittberger’s analysis and the paradigm analysis together, and classify the theory of internatioanl regimes into three theoretical schools: international regime theory of Neorealism (that is, the theory of hegemonic stability); the international regime theory of Neiliberalism; and the international regime theory of  Constructivism (that is, Cognitivism). Western scholars’ critiques on international regime theory are mainly concentrated on the three “thought Schools”. 

I. Critique of international Regime Theory of Neorealism 
The fundamental statements of Neo-realism (or Structural Realism) are as the follows:  international politics is “a competition of units in the kind of state of nature that knows no restraints other than those which the changing necessities of the game and the shallow conveniences of the players impose”; states must rely on the means they can generate and the arrangements they can make for themselves. Its views on international regimes areas follows: power at least plays equal key role in cooperation and conflict; distribution of power resources largely affects the emerging of certain regime, the existence of regime in certain issue-area and its nature; state must take the relative power under anarchy into account, and this consideration will place restrictions on the effectiveness of international regimes. Those views are mainly reflected in the theory of Hegemonic Stability. Rittberger regards the theory of Hegemonic Stability as “a specific theoretical account of regimes”, and Robert Crawford  argues that the theory of Hegemonic Stability is “the most parsimonious, common, and explicitly realist explanation of regime creation”.

The fundamental statement of Hegemonic Stability Theory about international regimes are as follows: the hegemon or dominant power sets up a hegemonic system of itself and determines the basic principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures of the system; the strength and prestige of the hegemon or dominant power are essential prerequisites for other countries to accept the international regimes it establishes; the hegemon or dominant power maintains its hegemonic system and makes maximum profit by exploiting those regimes; to maintain the system, the hegemon or dominant power would like to provide ”public goods” to other countries within and tolerate the free-riders; the weakening or decay of the hegemon or dominant power will arise changes of the international regimes of the hegemonic system. 

From the viewpoint of history, relationship between the Hegemonic Stability Theory and International Regime Theory is close and complicated. Yet, the Hegemonic Stability Theory emerged not for the explanation of international regimes, but for that of international economy. It originated in the well-known economist Charles Kingleberger’s analysis on “the Great  Depression of 1929 -1939. He argued that “for the world economy to be stabilized, there has to be a stabilizer, one stabilizer”.
Hegemonic Stability Theory applies Olsen’s Collective Action theory to international regimes, asserting that regimes are set up and maintained by hegemon or dominant power and the international regimes will decline (decrease in strength or effectiveness) when power resources become equally distributed among their members. It implies that international regimes are “public goods” for the states in issue-areas. Hegemonic Stability Theory is the structural explanation on the changes (formation, decay and vanishment) of international regimes, thus can be regarded as a specific methodological analysis on international regimes. Hegemonic Stability Theory connects regime theory with the existence of  dominant powers in specific issue-areas, intending to explain when and why international regimes come into being, and how they are effective. Critiques on Hegemonic Stability are concentrated on the following aspects: 

1. Is the existence of a hegemon an essential pre-requisite? 
“Hegemon” is defined as one that “is powerful enough to maintain the essential rules governing interstate relations, and willing to do so”. He says that the Theory of Hegemonic Stability has two central propositions: the order in world politics is typically created by a single dominant power, implying that the formation of international regimes normally depends on hegemony; the maintenance of order requires continued hegemony, implying that cooperation also depends on the perpetuation of hegemony. In fact, hegemony can facilitate some kind of cooperation, but we think that hegemony is neither the necessary nor the sufficient condition for cooperation. Besides, cooperation does not necessarily require the existence of a hegemon after international regimes have been established. Post-hegemonic cooperation is also possible. According to Hegemonic Stability Theory, the hegemon is the constructor and safeguard of international regimes. The establishment of international regimes is indeed an arduous process. Most existing international regimes have been set up soon after the Word War II, the hegemon ---- that is, the United States ---- has been making great efforts to maintain the existing international regimes. But, it can not be justified to think that international regimes can neither produce nor maintain without hegemonic leadership. Robert Keohane provides most outstanding analysis in this regard. One of his books titled After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy ---- the most authoritative book in International Regime theory so far ---- bases on the critique of Hegemonic Stability Theory. Keohane acknowledges hegemon’s role in regime formation, but argues that regime can be formed without hegemon.
BImmuanuel Wallerstein argues that hegemony is “a situation wherein the products of a given core state are produced so effectively that they are by and large competitive even in other core states, and therefore the given core state will be the primary beneficiary of a  maximally free world market.” ut the given core state will begin to decline as soon as it becomes a hegemon. It is not because the hegemon loses its strength, but because other states make achievements. Will cooperation disappear after the hegemon declines? Keohane argues that the hegemonic power of the United States did decline in late 1960s or early 1970s,but the situation didn’t hinder the formation and effects of new international regimes. For example, International Energy Agency was set up after the Oil Crisis in 1973.
The hegemonic power of the United States did decline, but its legacy is still existing in a series of international regimes. For, international regimes can be regarded as information providing and transition cost-reducing entities. It survives the US hegemony. Thus, Keohane repudiates the two key theoretical points of Hegemonic Stability Theory.
2. Is international regime an independent variable? 
All thought schools of International Regimes theory regard power resources as core  variable of international regimes. Yet Hegemonic Stability Theory regards power resources as the sole and decisive variable, regime is but an intervening variable, embedded within the structure of state power, so regime is not an independent variable.   The argument above has been strongly opposed. Stephen Krasner uses “Battle of the Sexes” to describe power-based International Regime theory. He points out that, intelligence is devalued as a means of solving the cooperative problem; instead, distribution conflicts and power as a means of deciding such conflicts come to the fore in process of regime formation and reformation.
Herefore, regime displays little independence and resilience, it is considered as a key intervening variable in power distribution and interest, thus as one source of power. Hegemonic Stability Theory emphasizes the decisive role of power structure, leaving little space to regime. It argues that, with the erosion of the power structure of international regimes, the international regimes themselves will erode or become of no effect.The argument is at least partly incorrect. 
Firstly, as mentioned above, the decline of hegemonic power does not lead to erosion of international regimes, international regimes contain power structure or even become a main part of power structure sometimes. Keohane’s analysis on the relationship between American hegemony and international regimes since 1970s can confirm this argument. 
Secondly, international regimes can be regarded as information-providing and transition cost-reducing entities with life of its own, can even impose restrictions on the use of state power.
Regimes are not just abstract codes of conduct for certain issue-areas set up and enforced by hegemon, but sometimes quite elaborate institutions which reduce informational asmmetries by helping states to monitor each other’s behavior. Regimes do not only de-legitimize certain forms of behavior, but also legitimize, under specified conditions, sanctions to discourage such forms of behavior.
Thirdly, Hegemonic Stability Theory can not explain the disparity existed between changes of power structure and regime changes; it can not explain the difference in duration of international institutions in certain issue-area; it can not explain why more international regimes arise nowadays. 
Fourthly, power structure and regimes are not only contradictory, but also complementary. For example, the United States enjoyed largest financial and production capacities and had the ability to provide hegemonic leadership soonly after the World War II. The United States realized that, to improve the prosperity of world economy conformed to its interest, it had the will to improve cooperation by using the power resources. For the fear of Soviet, the capitalism world accepted the American hegemony. American hegemony established on the consistency of anti-Soviet interest, thus with high degree of interdependence; to enhance this kind of consciousness, the United States set up relevant international regimes to provide special interest to its alliances, to reduce unstability and improve cooperation. Hegemony itself reduced uncertainty and cost of transaction. The international regimes could ensure legitimacy of America’s hegemonic actions. 
The United States did not only ask its alliances to follow, but sought common interest and made corrections of its own. International regimes delay the decline of American hegemony, thus become the instrument of hegemonic maintenance. International regimes restrict the evil of American hegemony and its implementation. After the decline of American hegemony, the international regimes established by the United States are still existed, create more beneficial organizational environment than ever. Maintenance and innovation become the road of development and change for regimes to follow.
3. Does hegemonic structure restrict the future of international cooperation? 
The theory of Hegemonic Stability implicitly denies the ability of states to engage in large-scale collective action: no regime emerges in an issue-area, unless the group is privileged such that the collective good can be supplied by independent action. This skepticism about international cooperation is one of the two features of the theory, which place it squarely into the realist tradition (the other being its reliance on the distribution of power as its central explanatory variable).
Obviously, Hegemonic Stability Theory does not eliminate the possibility that states can endure short-term large damage to consist with regimes in international level, the formation and decline of effective international regimes mean the possibility of states’ cooperation in certain issue-area. As one school of international regime theory, Hegemonic Stability Theory does not and cannot claim that states are unable to cooperate. But the theory does believe that hegemonic system constrains international  cooperation, thus it takes a pessimistic view to the future of international cooperation. In fact, the nature of hegemonic stability is a combination of cooperation and control, to get cooperation out of hegemony is somehow idealistic. Robert Keohane argues,  “Institutionalism emphasized the role of interest created by economic interdependence and the effects of institutions; Realism stressed the impact of American hegemony. Both perspectives are valuable but incomplete. A synthesis of Realism and Institutionalism is necessary. ”
It means that both the views of hegemonic supremacy and regime supremacy are incorrect. Robert Keohane has analyzed sufficiently the international cooperation in the period of American hegemony and its process of decline. He believes that, America was not able simply to dictate terms to the world, but it had multiple ways of providing incentives to others to conform to its preferences. In short or intermediate term, this strategy worked; but in the long run, its success was thwarted, since it neither institutionalized an international regime. Keohane argues that the United States began to decline since 1967, that the United States contracted a disease of the strong: refusal to adjust to change. America’s strategy of hegemony leadership shows that hegemony and cooperation are often complementary rather than incompatible. 
The most important collective good provided by American hegemony was the increased  certainty about future patterns of behavior that hegemony brought. Hegemony tends to reduce such uncertainty in two ways: the hegemon is likely to be more willing to enter into agreements in which it makes initial sacrifices for future gain, and other countries wish to cooperate with the hegemon; hegemony can provides what otherwise has to be constructed more laboriouslythrough such multilateral regimes as standards for conduct, information about others; likelypatterns of behavior, and ways of providing incentives to states to comply with rules. These effects of hegemony can be reinforced by international regimes. But, if the hegemony were sufficiently one-sided, formal inter-governmental regimes would not be essential. As realismemphasizes, the operation of international regimes is conditioned by the distribution and exercise of power.
This should be the hegemonic cooperation: the hegemon establishes codes of conduct and encourages others to follow. In the view of Robert Keohane, Hegemonic Stability Theory can not explain why formal oil international regimes did not set up before 1974,  nor can it explain sufficiently the change of international monetary regimes. The theory of Hegemonic Stability is deficient in three respects. Firstly, it focuses on changes in tangible resources as the predictor of change. But America’s most important capacity of maintaining the regimes was intangible or symbolic resources (confidence, information). Secondly, it cannot capture the dual nature of American power position in 1971: on one hand, America’s hegemony was eroding; on the other hand, to a considerable extent America’s weakness was an artifact of the rule of the old regimes, only by breaking the rules explicitly could the United States improve its bargaining position and make its creditors offer concessions of their own. The United States had strong incentive to smash the specific rules of the old regimes, though it had equally powerful desire to maintain the essential principles. Increased discord was a precondition for cooperation on the special terms of the United States. Thirdly, it cannot explain sufficiently the change in the international monetary system. The reason why Hegemonic Stability Theory cannot explain clearly the change of international economic regimes is that it did not take into account the international institutions’ role in cooperation formation and reformation. Keohane argues that hegemonic cooperation is not the only possible way, post-hegemonic cooperation does exist in reality.
The oil crisis of 1970s was the symbol of American decline. As we have een, there were no explicit oil inter-governmental rules governing the behavior of states before the signature of the Agreement on An International Energy Program and the founding of International Energy Agency (IEA) in 1974. Keohane regards it as the formation of post-hegemonic cooperation. It substituted the functions of hegemony in decreasing cost of transaction, uncertainty, and providing principles. Both hegemony and international regimes can contribute to cooperation, but neither one is necessary or sufficient conditions. But the oil crisis of 1973-1974 suggests that, if there is neither a hegemonic leader nor international regimes, the future of cooperation will be bleak indeed.It is not surprising that, after  hegemony, states still persist in trying to build variable international regimes. 
4. Is moral foundation necessary to international regimes? 
In the view of Hegemonic Stability Theory, international regimes are the result of power operation, moral foundation has no substantial meaning in analysis. Realistic theorist E. Carr argues that international order is shaped not by morality but by the reality of world powers.The argument is the foundation of all schools of realism. In the eyes of realists, conflict in interest is unavioded, and moral principles have never been implemented, so the latter cannot guide the behavior of states. But the point should be open to discuss. 
First of all, international regimes should have  their moral foundations, the values of international regimes do not confine within the intention of its builders, and the orientation of present regimes towards the interests of the rich countries is morally questionable.
Secondly, international regime itself isn’t only an instrument to decrease cost and uncertainty, but also principles to create responsibility. To violate regimes will damage the arrangements of reciprocity and the reputation of the violator, thus damage its capability of formulating agreements in the future. What should be mentioned is, the moral inadequacy of the principles on which international regimes rely is a reality, but it does not imply contemporary international regimes themselves should be abandoned or overturned.
Although the critiques on Hegemonic Stability Theory above are quiet strong, but to eliminate it out of the theories of international regimes would be wrong. But, logically, its applied scope is limited in certain issue-areas. 
II. Critique of International Regime Theory of Neoliberalism 
Neoliberalism sprang up in challenge of neorealism. The fundamental statements of Neoliberalism are as follows: international society is in the state of anarchy, yet not in the state of chaos, and with certain institutional forms and codes of conduct; nation-state is selfish, rational and gain-seeking actor; its aim is absolute gain; interest conflicts exist among nation-states, but they will pursue cooperation for their interest; reciprocal cooperation is the result of games among nation-states; to realize the aim of absolute gains, nation-states should pursue effective regimes for collective gains, and to set up international regimes become an effective means of international cooperation. In the last decade, regime analysis has become the theoretical flagship of Neoliberalism.
The regime theory of Neoliberalism (or theory of International Institutions) represents the mainstream approach to analyzing international regimes. Its fundamental statements are as follows: states are self-interested, goal-seeking actors whose behavior can be accounted for in terms of the maximization of individual utility; it acknowledges power’s role in international regimes, but regards international regimes as independent variable in international relations; states can realize common interest in certain issue-area only by cooperation; regimes are developed in part because actors in world politics believe that with such arrangements they will be able make mutually beneficial agreements that would otherwise be difficult or impossible to attain. 
The International Regime theory of Neoliberalism combines realism with liberalism by the concept of interdependence, with important significance in theoretical integration, and makes a breakthrough in theoretical development. The theory also makes a breakthrough in methodology by putting forward systematic level and deductive method in regime analysis.
Robert Keohane, the most important theorist of this school, co-edited a book titled Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change surpassed the traditional 

rationalism in the analysis of ideas, reflecting the new development of the school. In short, the regime theory of Neoliberalism is by now the most systematic and integrated one, representing the development level of international regime theory.Yet, the regime theory of Neoliberalism is not perfect, but one in the developing process.
In the earlier stage, realism made critiques on the regime theory of Neoliberalism,  constructivism began to criticize it since 1990s. What should be mentioned is, constructivism argues that rationalism is the common nature of Neorealism and Neoliberalism, Constructivism originates from the fight against traditional rationalism. So Constructivism’s critiques are  aimed at both Neoliberalism and Neorealism. Critiques on the regime theory of Neoliberalism are concentrated on the following aspects: 
1. How to define the role of power in international relations? 
Keohane argues that Neoliberal Institutionalism is not simply an alternative to Neorealism, but, in fact, claims to subsume it. But the regime theory of Neoliberalism reduces the position of power resources under the condition of interdependence, argues that it is difficult or impossible for states to realize their objectives through power structure and power resources. Yet it is a dangerous game to deny power’s key role in international relations. For, power distribution is still one essential factor in international relations nowadays, information hegemony or uncertainty is but the outer reflections of power resources. International regimes have been developing under the shadow of great power hegemony, and in the context of a bipolar configuration of the international system.
Power is an essential variable in the formation, scope and effects of international regimes, their effectiveness and resilience have been limited by power resources. Actually, power becomes a decisive variable in game rules or even its consequences. 
2. Is absolute gain the aim of state?
The basic assumption of the regime theory of Neoliberalism is that, states are rational  selfish actor in the anarchic international society, they cooperate for absolute gains. It inherits the views of liberal economics, regards each state as the absolute gain seeker and is uninterested in the gains of other states. Cheat is the greatest obstacle against cooperation among states, and international regimes can help to solve this situation. In the view of realists, other states’ gains should be taken into account. They find there are two types of obstacles against cooperation: cheat and other states’ gains (that is, the relative gains). Neoliberalism shows no concern to the latter factor. Realists argues that friends will become enemies tomorrow under anarchic world, cooperative gains could be the greatest potential threat, thus state must take the gains of its partners into account. Neoliberalism overlooks the relative gains, thus ignores an important obstacle to cooperation.
Realists argue that state is the core actor in international affairs, it is “highly sensitive to cost”, anarchy is the main strength to shape state dynamics and conduct, state pursues power and security, sometimes cannot cooperate for common interest. State must concern relative gains, international regime can only affect international cooperation marginally.
In the view of Kenneth Waltz, international regimes partially affect the future of international cooperation, so regimes are not independent strength for cooperation. The consideration in relative gains will substantially reduce international regimes’ effects on international cooperation, and becomes an important obstacle to cooperate. From the viewpoints of absolute and relative gain, “Realism provides more complete theory of international cooperation”.
3. Do states emerge before regimes? 
Rationalism regards the power and interest orientation of states as the startingpoint to analyze international regimes, which means that states emerge before regimes, and establish, maintain, comply to or ignore regimes according to the interest consideration of their own. In short, rational method regards international regimes as the product of “instrumental ration”, their emergence and function depend on the wills of states.
This view was fierily against by Wendt and other constructivism scholars. The constructivists think that rules structure should not be regarded as the prerequisite of the behaviors of states and any social conducts. Analysis should start from regimes themselves, not from the state actors.
4. The limits of international regimes and regime theory of Neoliberalism
Neoliberal regime analysts, by stressing the importance of convergent expectations as a  regime characteristic, tend to limit regime studies to genuinely cooperative arrangements. Most of those arrangements emerge in non-security areas, international political economy becomes reservation of Neolieralism.
Indeed, regime theory of Neoliberalism applies skillfully to international trade and economy, which is the reason why it is conspicuous under the background of globalization. Yet, it cannot apply to every area (for example, security area). Regime theory of Neoliberalism provides answers for problems in a lot areas. The end of Cold War revived liberal internationalism, whose design for future world order is worthy of our quest.
Desire for cooperation of the regime theory of Neoliberalism has rational magnificence. We should review Keohane’s remarks on the relationship between cooperation and regimes: “cooperation is not always benevolent, but we will lose without cooperation; we hardly cooperate without regimes.”
III. Critique of International Regime Theory of Constructivism 
Constructivism is regarded as the future paradigm of the theory of international relations. It develops in the reflection and critique on traditional rationalism. In ontology, Constructivism disagrees with the concept of humanity and behavior in the mainstream of western international relation theories, and deems international relations as social construction; it emphasizes the subjective variable’s effects to state behavior and the role of process. In methodology, itemphasizes pluralistic academic paradigm and pluralism of theoretical explanation. In epistemology, it emphasizes the ever changing of the meaning of international relations. In axiology, it emphasizes the importance of international ethics and the roles of culture, identity and norms in adjusting relations and interests among states. As a new paradigm, Constructivism enlarges the scope and dimensions of the research of international relations. 
Constructivism puts forward ideas different to traditional theories on international regimes. Firstly, it values the roles of subjective factors (such as culture, norms) in the formation and changes of international regimes. Secondly, it stresses the significance of process, thinks that process values equally as structure and even “structure depends on process”. Thirdly, it emphasizes the analysis on identity of state and national interest. The most outstanding achievement of Constructivism on international regimes is Cognitivism. 
Cognitivism is the “derivative” of Constructivism on international regimes. It emphasizes knowledge, ideas, value and other subjective factors’ importantance to international regimes, and regards no regime as a given variable, but one in a dynamic, evaluating and studying process. There are two schools of Cognitivism: Strong Cognitivism and Weak Cognitivism. Weak Cognitivism focuses on the prevailing forms of reason by which actors identify their preferences, and the available choices facing them, so it is regarded as complementary to mainstream rationalist accounts of regimes. Strong Cognitivism makes the case for an alternative rather than a supplement to extant theorizing about regimes. 
Weak Cognitivists emphasize that “between international structures and human volition  lies interpretation. Before choices involving cooperation can be made, circumstances must be assessed and interests identified.” Interpretation is assumed to depend on the body of  knowledge that actors hold at a given time and place. Hass says, decisionmakers experience enduring uncertainties about their interests and how to realize them.
Weak Cognitivism stresses orientations of actor identity and selective inference form, thus it is seen as the complementary of rationalism theory. In the final analysis, Weak Cognitivists are still comfortable with a conceptualization of states as rational utility-maximizers.
Strong Cognitivism makes the case for an alternative rather than a supplement to extant  theorizing about regimes. It argues that knowledge should be regarded as fundamental dynamics and variable to construct country. It stresses the sociological turn in the research of international regimes, and provides new interpretation about the meanings of the rules in international life ---- including those of international regimes. From the viewpoint of Strong Cognativism, international regimes are necessary characteristics of international politics, for international regimes are prerequisites (not consequences) of rational choice. It emphasizes that state identity and cognition depend on international regimes, and connect the formation & maintenance of certain international regimes with earlier identity. As a result, the robustness of international institutions would seem to be considerably greater than Neoliberals suggest, who could not to appreciate the repercussions of institutionalized cooperation on actors’ identities.
In general, Constructivism (Cognitivism) criticizes fiercely the traditional rationalism theories, and puts forward its own views on international regimes. Yet, it develops in the criticizing process of traditional rationalism, pays most attention to criticize rather than to construct its own theoretical system. So the regime theory of Constructivism has its own defects. 
1. Fundamental opposition against Constructivism 
In the view of rationalism, Constructivism was formed in criticizing traditional theories, querying all theories and methods based on traditional logic. So it has the orientation of skepticism, and denies some useful and explanatory theoretical models. Constructivism overstresses the sociological methodology and the role or importance of discourse, construction and identity, thus broken away from the reality. In fact, Constructivism is the negation of negation on rationalism, but with some defects in ontology.
2. Incomplete theoretical system of Constructivism 
In essence, Constructivism is a criticism theory, its foundation is to criticize rather than 

construction, so it has not set up its own theoretical system. In Cognitivism, “it lacks

independent and systematic research principles, belonging to the criticism or disclosal of 

mainstream theories.”
3. The Role of principles and norms 
In the view of Cognitivists, it is not enough to understand why states cooperate, “how could cooperation among states be possible” is equally important and more fundamental. The key task of international cooperation study is to reveal the characteristics & formation of  principles and norms. The complete content of international regimes should include standardized characteristics of international life. But, Keohane argues that state shaped by principles and norms does not contradict with state as the utility-maximizers, “international cooperation does not necessarily depend on altruism, idealism, person honor, common purpose, internalized norms, or shared beliefs in a set values embedded in a culture. At various times and places any of these factors of human motivation may indeed play a role in processes of international cooperation: but cooperation can be understood without reference to any of them.” 
4. Evaluation on the role of international regimes 
Strong Cognitivism exaggerated international regimes’ automatic effects on national  policies. So, the role of international regimes is highly restricted by reality. Besides, the existing principles and norms are vague, and the explanation is careless. Some scholars argue that the institutionalized degree of international politics is by now low, without striking effect on the interest and identity of actors.
IV. Conclusion 
In the developing process of International Regime Theory, there are two theoretical  orientations: one stresses ration; the other stresses socialized choice. Both Neorealism and Neoliberalism belong to the dimensions of rational theories: Neoliberalism emphasizes that interest is the dynamic of cooperation among states and the formation & accordance of international regimes; while Neorealism emphasizes power & power position’s effect on the content, strength, and fragility of international regimes. Cognitivism argues that identity of  interest and the role of power depend on causality and social knowledge. Fierce disputes exist between Neorealism and Neoliberalism, between Cognitivism and Rationalism. Weak Cognitivism may be used to fill ---- frequently admitted ---- gaps in rationalist explanations of international regimes.
We believe that a fruitful dialogue can be, and is already being, entertained among rationalism and Strong Cognitivism in the study of international regimes. Thebook titled Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change is the result of combination of traditional rationalism and Constructivism, reflecting the development  trend of international regime study. Actually, power, interest and knowledge are all core concepts of the study of international regimes, no single one can explain all essential problems in international regimes study. From the viewpoint of theoretical nature, rationalism and socialized choice are the different “texts” of the same thing. 
We believe that there is not only one way in the theoretical development of international cooperation and international regimes. Concerning the theoretical integration in future, quintessence of each school of international regime theories will be a part of the new  theoretical format. The new theoretical format must use Neorealism, Neoliberalism and  Constructivism for reference and integrate traditional rational approach with sociological  approach.

