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Course Description and Objectives: 
 
 How do states behave in the international system? Why do they choose to respond 
one way or another to various situations in world politics? To what extent are domestic 
characteristics of states responsible for dictating foreign-policy decisions, and when are they 
ignored? What is the role of power and ideas in state behavior? Finally, how has foreign 
policymaking evolved, and what strategies do existing and rising powers as well as 
developing states pursue in an increasingly interdependent world? 
 
 This course examines theoretical approaches to studying foreign policy and applies 
them to various states and issue areas. We will examine the contribution of realism, 
liberalism, and constructivism to understanding why states behave the way they do.  We will 
analyze the extent to which these approaches provide a useful tool through which 
policymaking can be analyzed. We will study their limitations, and propose suggestions for 
innovative thinking about foreign policy. In addition, we will examine the insights from 
individual and group-level approaches to studying foreign policy and will observe how levels 
of transparency and incomplete information affect international bargaining. Finally, we will 
employ our theoretical insights to study behavior of great and emergent powers and of 
small-developing states.  
 
 At the end of the course students should be able to use and critically evaluate the 
insights from main theoretical approaches in international relations to analyze foreign 
policies of states in the areas of security, economy, and human rights. Through a variety of 
writing and thinking assignments, students will learn how to structure arguments, provide 
evidence, and evaluate contending theoretical approaches to understand and design policies. 
 
 
Requirements: 
 

• Two-short critical papers, each 15 %                  30 % 
 

 Writing assignments are the core component of this class. Students will write two 
short critical papers (3-4 pages) based on the weekly readings. In the paper, students should 
briefly explain the main debates and arguments in the readings. They should address some of 
the questions posed in the syllabus. I’m interested in critical analysis of the readings—what 
are the limitations of the points presented in the readings? How do the readings relate to 
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each other, to the broader issues in world politics and to this course? How do they differ? 
What do we make out of these similarities/differences? Finally, I’m looking for your creative 
ideas on how to expand the research or analytical problems posed in the material. The paper 
should be analytical in content rather than merely descriptive. The papers are due 24 hours 
before class—Sunday at 6 pm. Those students who wrote the papers for the particular 
week should be prepared to discuss their ideas in class. 
 

• In-class simulation participation and report      15 % 
 
Students will be divided into groups and assume the roles of various U.S. officials to 

devise a response to the crisis with North Korea. Relying on the material we learned in class, 
case description, and practical observation, students will need to analyze the costs and 
benefits of possible solutions when deciding on the most appropriate policy. Each group will 
present its policy to the class and write a brief report highlighting its response to the crisis. I 
will provide specific directions about this assignment two weeks before the scheduled 
activity. 

 
• Midterm: Analysis Paper        20 % 

 
Students will read a case study of crisis situation and will be responsible for analyzing 

and presenting the policymaker’s response to the crisis. Students will rely on theoretical 
approaches to analyze the case. I will provide further details about the paper and the topic 
two weeks before the due date.  
 

• Final: Research and Analysis Paper        30 % 
 

      Students will pick a country and analyze its response to one international issue or a 
policy it employed in response to international developments. Students will briefly describe 
the case and the issue and then rely on theoretical approaches studied in class to analyze why 
a particular response was employed. Details will be announced later in the semester. 
 
      ●    Participation            5 % 
 
      Please come to class prepared to discuss the readings so that we could have a stimulating 
session.  
 
 
Grading Distribution: 
 
 I will use the following criteria to evaluate your work: 
 
A (6 points)=Excellent completion of the assignment  
 

Student completed the entire assignment as asked in the directions. All the questions 
were answered or, in the case of short papers, some questions from the syllabus were 
addressed. The student had a good understanding of the material, was capable of integrating 
the learned material as discussed in the readings and the lectures and engaged in strong 
critical analysis. In addition to excellent comprehension and analysis, the student offered 
his/her own creative ideas to the problem addressed in the paper; an attempt was made to 
provided extension to current research and/or analytical points posed in the readings/class.  



Work went well beyond description and engaged in strong analysis.  Good writing. Paper 
was proofread for grammar, spelling, and style. 
 
A-(5 points)= Very good completion of the assignment 
 

Student completed the entire assignment as asked in the directions. All the questions 
were answered. The student had a good understanding of the material, was capable of 
integrating the learned material as discussed in the readings and the lectures, and engaged in 
somewhat good critical analysis. Work went beyond description and engaged in analysis. 
Creative ideas or extensions to problems/research were presented, but very limited or not 
developed. Good writing. Paper was proofread for grammar, spelling, and style. 
 
B+(4 points)=Good completion of the assignment 
 

Student completed the entire assignment as asked in the directions. All the questions 
were answered. The student had a good understanding of the material, was somewhat 
capable of integrating the learned material as discussed in the readings and the lectures. 
Critical analysis, however, was average. No creative ideas or extensions to problems/research 
were presented. Good writing. Paper was proofread for grammar, spelling, and style. 
 
B (3 points)=Average completion of the assignment 
 

Student completed the entire assignment as asked in the directions. All the questions 
were answered. The student had an average understanding of the material, was somewhat 
capable of integrating the learned material as discussed in the readings and the lectures. 
Critical analysis is present, but very limited. No creative ideas or extensions to 
problems/research were presented. Writing is poor.  
 
B- (2 points)=Below average completion of the assignment 
 

Student completed only parts of the assignment. Understanding of the material was 
average, limited integration of the learned material as discussed in the readings and the 
lectures. Critical analysis is absent. No creative ideas or extensions to problems/research 
were presented. Writing is poor. 
 
C+ or lower (1 or 0 points)= Inadequate completion of the assignment 
 

Student failed to answer major questions in the assignment. Poor understanding of 
the material. Writing is purely descriptive, no integration of learned material. Critical analysis 
is absent. No creative ideas or extensions to problems/research were presented. Writing is 
poor. 
 
Class Rules: 
 

You are responsible for turning in all the assignments. Failure to do so will result in a 
failing grade for the course. The policy for lateness is the following: I will deduct ten points 
from the assignment for each day that it is late. You should e-mail me your short paper 24 
hours before class and then bring a hard copy with you. Please do not e-mail me your 
midterm or final, but bring them to class. You must be present in class on the day that your 



short paper is due to present your ideas to the class. You must also come to class during 
simulation sessions. 

Please respect academic integrity and be familiar with rules on plagiarism. Academic 
dishonesty will result in a failing grade for the course. Thank you 

 
 
Course Schedule: 
 

I. January 9: Introduction: What is Foreign Policy, Why and How Do We Study It?; 
Levels of Analysis 
 
a) Evolution of foreign policy studies 
b) Levels of analysis 
c) Theory and practice: how to bridge the two 

 
Snyder, Jack (2004). “One World, Rival Theories,” Foreign Policy, 145 (Nov/Dec),  

52-62. 
 
      Hudson, Valerie M. and Christopher S. Vore (1995). “Foreign Policy Yesterday, Today, 
 And Tomorrow,” Mershon International Studies Review, 39, 2,209-238. 
 
 

II. January 16: The International Level of Analysis: States, Anarchy, and Power-
Insights from Realism 

 
a)   What is meant by a unitary, rational actor?  
b)   How important are systemic factors in understanding behavior of states in 

the international system? What are the strengths and weaknesses of these 
factors? How do various techniques in research design affect our 
understanding of international relations theories? 

c) How does anarchy constrain state behavior? 
d) What role do changes in power play in foreign policy? What implications do 

balance of power theory and power transition have for policymakers? 
e) How relevant are systemic factors in today’s globalized world, and what 

policy suggestions do they offer? 
 
    Readings: 
  
    Morgenthau, Hans (1993). Politics Among Nations: the Struggle for Power 

and Peace. Boston, Mass.: McGraw-Hill, 183-216. 
 
    Waltz, Kenneth (1988). “The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory,” Journal of  
 Interdisciplinary History, 18,4, 615-628. 
 
     Glaser, Charles L. (1994). “Realists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help,” 
 International Security, 19,3, 50-90. 
 
     Organski, A.F.K. and Jacek Kugler (1980). The War Ledger. Chicago: The University 
 Of Chicago Press, 13-28 
 



     Schroeder, Paul (1994). “Historical Reality vs. Neo-Realist Theory,” International 
 Security, 19:1 (Summer): 108-148 (skim) 
 
      DeSoysa, Indra, John R. Oneal, and Yong-Hee Park (1997). “Testing Power-Transition 
 Theory Using Alternative Measures of National Capabilities,” The Journal of  
 Conflict Resolution, 41, 4, 509-528 (skim) 
 
       Waltz, Kenneth (1999). “Globalization and Governance,” PS: Political Science and  
 Politics, 32,4, 693-700. 
 
 
       III.          January 23: The International Level of Analysis: The Role of International    

Organizations in Shaping State Behavior-Insights from Neoliberalism 
 
                     a)   In what ways can international organizations constrain state behavior? 
                     b)   How does compliance with international regimes vary depending on issue  

area (e.g security, human rights, trade)? 
                     c)    Are international organizations more effective in shaping foreign policy of 

small, medium, or great powers? Do we see any specific patterns? 
                     d)   How has the influence of international organizations evolved and how  

strong is it today? 
                     e)   How does a focus on institutions differ from realist insights in 

understanding state behavior? What implications does this have on the 
world today? 

 
      Readings: 
 
       Karns, Margaret P. and Karen A. Mingst (1987). “International Organizations and  
 Foreign Policy: Influence and Instrumentality,” in Charles F. Hermann, 
 Charles W. Kegley, Jr., and James N. Rosenau (eds.). New Directions in the 
 Study of Foreign Policy. Boston: Allen & Unwin, 454-474. 
 
       Lipson, Charles (1984). “International Cooperation in Security and Economic Affairs,” 
 World Politics, 37, 1-23. 
 
       Gruber, Lloyd (2000). “NAFTA and Beyond: Is Free Trade Contagious?” in  
 Lloyd Gruber. Ruling the World: Power Politics and the Rise of  
 Supranational Institutions. Princeton: Princeton University, 122-169. 
 
        Mearsheimer, John J. (1994). “The False Promise of International Institutions,” 
 International Security, 19,3,5-49. 
 
 
      IV.             January 30: The International Level of Analysis: Social Interactions, Ideas, 

and Identity- Insights from Constructivism 
 

                        a)   What role does identity play in shaping states’ foreign policy? Where   
does state identity and ideas about the world emerge from?  

             b)   How do the constructivist, realist, and neoliberal approaches differ in 
their suggestions for the way we analyze foreign policy? 



                        c)   How applicable are constructivist insights in understanding foreign policy 
of various states and change in policy? What are the strengths and 
weaknesses of this approach? 

                        d)   How can various theoretical approaches help us understand the behavior 
of parties involved in the Iranian nuclear crisis? What are the stakes? 
What would these approaches suggest about the future of the crisis? 

 
      
       Readings: 
 
        Checkel, Jeffrey (1998). “The Constructivist Turn in International Relations Theory,” 
 World Politics, 50,2. 
 
        Katzenstein, Peter and Christopher Hemmer (2002). “Why Is There No NATO in  
 Asia? Collective Identity, Regionalism, and the Origins of Multilateralism,” 
 International Organization, 56,3, 575-609. 
 
         Jervis, Robert (2002). “Theories of War in an Era of Leading-Power Peace,” 
 American Political Science Review, 96,1,1-14. 
 
         Pollack, Kenneth and Ray Takeyh (2005). “Taking on Tehran,” Foreign Affairs, 
 March/April. 
 
         “Iran Lashes Out at Bush,” (2002). BBC News, January 31. 
 
 
          V.                 February 6: Domestic Level of Analysis: Regime Type 

 
a)  Does the existence of democratic regimes facilitate peaceful 

resolution of crisis with other states? Which elements of democratic 
institutions prevent democracies from bluffing? 

b)  Why are democracies peaceful towards each other? What logic 
underlines the democratic-peace arguments? What are the strengths 
and weaknesses of the cultural and structural arguments for 
democratic peace?  

c)  What types of regimes are most war-prone? 
d)  What is the implication of focusing on regime type versus on 

systemic factors when thinking about behavior of states?  
 

          Readings: 
 
          Russett, Bruce M. and Harvey Starr (2000). “From Democratic Peace to Kantian 
 Peace: Democracy and Conflict in International System,” in Manus I. 
 Midlarsky (ed.). Handbook of War Studies II. Ann Arbor: University of 
 Michigan Press, 93-129. 
  
          Fearon, James (1994). “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of 

International Disputes,” American Political Science Review, 88, 577-592. 
 
          Cowhey, Peter (1993). “Domestic Institutions and the Credibility of International 



 Commitments: Japan and the United States,” International Organization, 
 47,299-326. 
 
           Rosato, Sebastian (2003). “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory,” 

American Political Science Review,97,4,585-603. 
 
           Snyder, Jack (2000). From Voting to Violence. New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 
 15-43. 
 
 
           VI.            February 13: Domestic Level of Analysis: Bureaucratic Processes and     

Organizational Structure 
 

a)  When are insights from bureaucratic and organizational processes 
useful in understanding state behavior? 

b)  How do differences in these processes affect policymaking? 
c)  Are bureaucratic and organization models more useful in foreign 

policy analysis than the rational actor model?  
d)  How do bureaucratic and organizational models’ explanatory power 

compare to other approaches in foreign policy analysis we studied 
thus far? 

 
 
          Readings: 
 
          Allison, Graham (1969). “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,” American 
 Political Science Review, 63, 689-718. 
 
          Haley, John O. (1987). “Governance by Negotiation: A Reappraisal of Bureaucratic  
 Power in Japan,” Journal of Japanese Studies, 13,2,343-357. 
 
          Kraser, Stephen (1972). “Are Bureaucracies Important? (Or Allison Wonderland)” 
 Foreign Policy,7 (Summer).  
 
 
 
 VII.      February 20: Domestic Level of Analysis: Public Opinion and Interest 

Groups 
 

a) Does public opinion influence policymaking? How and under what 
conditions? Who influences whom? 

b) How important are interest groups in affecting policymaking? Has the 
influence of interest groups changed over time? How does the impact 
of interest groups compare to that of the general public? 

c) How do domestic constraints of policymakers affect his/her ability to 
strike international deals? Do domestic constraints send any signals to 
the other party in the negotiations about bargaining on issues? Does 
such signaling complicate or facilitate agreement on international deals? 

 
 



       Readings: 
 

            Powlick, Philip J. and Andrew Z. Katz (1998). “Defining the American Public  
Opinion/Foreign Policy Nexus,” Mershon International Studies Review, 42, 29-61. 

 
            Risse-Kappen, Thomas R. (1991). “Public Opinion, Domestic Structure, and Foreign 
    Policy in Liberal Democracies,” World Politics, 43,4,479-512. 
 
            Putnam, Robert (1988). “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics,” International Organization,   

42,427-460. 
 
            Jacobs, Lawrence R. and Robert Y. Shapiro (2005). “Who Influences U.S. Foreign  

Policy?”American Political Science Review, 99,1(February),107-123. 
 
  
           VIII.        February 27: Individual Level Analysis: Psychological and Rational   

Explanations  
 
                           a)   What are the strengths and weaknesses of the psychological and           

rational explanations for foreign policy conduct? How do they differ? 
b) How do explanations at the individual level compare to those at the 

domestic and international level in their ability to predict behavior of 
states? 

 
          Readings:  
      
          Hermann, M. (1980) "Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior Using the Personal 

Characteristics of Political Leaders." International Studies Quarterly, 24: 7-46. 
 
          Maoz, Z and Astorino, A. (1992) "The Cognitive Structure of Peacemaking: Egypt 

and Israel, 1970-1978." Political Psychology, 13: 647-663. 
 
          Rasler, K., Thompson, W. and Chester, K. (1980) "Foreign Policy Makers, Personality 

Attributes, and Interviews: A Note on Reliability Problems." International Studies 
Quarterly, 24: 47-66 

 
           Levy, Jack (2000). “Loss, Aversion, Framing Effects, and International Conflict:  
 Perspectives from Prospect Theory,” in Manus I. 
 Midlarsky (ed.). Handbook of War Studies II. Ann Arbor: University of 
 Michigan Press, 193-218. 
 
          George A. Quattrone and Amos Tversky (1988) “Contrasting Rational and 

Psychological Analyses of Political Choice. American Political Science Review 82 
(September):719–36 

 
 
           IX.         March 13: Foreign Policy Decision-Making: Group Dynamics and  
                          Intelligence Failures 
  

a) What is the impact of groupthink on policymaking? 



b) What are the different decision-making frameworks and what 
implications do they have on the way foreign policies are made? Are 
some frameworks better than others? In what ways? Do issue areas 
matter at all in this context? 

c) What role does intelligence play in foreign policymaking? How can 
intelligence failures be minimized? Why are adaptations in intelligence 
community so slow? 

 
  MIDTERM HANDED OUT 
 
          Readings: 
 
          Mitchell, David (2005). Making Foreign Policy: Presidential Management of the  
 Decision-Making Process. Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 5-31, 141-173. 
 
          Betts, Richard K. (1978). “Analysis, War and Decision: Why Intelligence Failures are 
 Inevitable,” World Politics, 31,1,61-89. 
 
          Betts, Richard K. (2004). “The New Politics of Intelligence: Will Reforms Work This 
 Time?” Foreign Affairs, May/June, 2-8. 
 
          Zagart, Amy B. (2005). “September 11 and the Adaptation Failure of U.S. Intelligence 
 Agencies,” International Security, 29,4,78-111. 
 
 

X. March 20: Foreign Policy Decision-Making: Strategic Interaction and 
Bargaining 

   
a) What is the difference between static and dynamic approaches to 

analyzing foreign policymaking? How do rationalist approaches to state 
behavior vary from the previous one we discussed? 

b) Does the severity of commitment problems vary depending on the 
issues at stake (security, human rights, trade)? If so, why and how? 

c) What are some ways in which commitment problems could be 
overcome? How do domestic and international factors alleviate, or 
alternatively, increase the extent of the problem through the signals 
they send to the negotiating parties? 

d) What are the limitations of the strategic approach to foreign policy 
analysis? 

 
              Readings: 
 
              Lake, David A. and Robert Powell (1999) “International relations: a strategic-choice  

approach.” in David A. Lake and Robert Powell (eds). Strategic Choice and 
International Relations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 3-38. 

 
              Fearon, James (1995). “Rationalist Explanations for War,” International Organization, 
       49,379-414. 
 



              Morrow, James D. (1999) “The strategic setting of choices: signaling, commitment, 
and negotiation in international politics.” in David A. Lake and Robert Powell 
(eds). Strategic Choice and International Relations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 77-114. 

 
Stein, Arthur A. (1999) “The limits of strategic choice: constrained rationality and 

incomplete explanation.” in David A. Lake and Robert Powell (eds). Strategic 
Choice and International Relations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 

       197-228. 
 
 
Case Studies 
 
  MIDTERM DUE 
 

XI.    March 27: New Thinking in Soviet Foreign Policy- 
    Policies of Great Powers  

 
a) How do various theoretical approaches to analyzing foreign policy 

explain the change in Soviet policy under Gorbachev? 
b) What are the strengths and weaknesses of various approaches in 

addressing the change? 
c) Which of the approaches do you find most compelling in explaining 

transformations of Soviet policies? 
d) Are power-based and ideas-based explanations mutually exclusive? 

 
 
              Readings: 
 
              Herman, Charles F. (1990). “Changing Course: When Governments Choose to   

Redirect Foreign Policy,” International Studies Quarterly, 34,1,3-31. 
               
               Brooks, Stephen G. and William C. Wohlforth (2000/2001). “Power, 

Globalization, and The End of the Cold War: Reevaluating a Landmark Case for 
Ideas,” International Security, 25,3,5-53. 

 
             English, Robert D. (2002). “Power, Ideas, and New Evidence on the Cold War’s 

End:A Reply to Brooks and Wohlforth,” International Security, 26,4,70-92. 
 
             Larson Welch, Deborah and Alexi Shevencko (2003). “Shortness to Greatness: the  

New Thinking and the Revolution in Soviet Foreign Policy,” International  
       Organization, 57,77-109. 
 
 

XII.    April 3: Terrorism and U.S. Foreign Policy after 9/11-Policies of Great  
    Powers 
 

a) How have threats to U.S. security changed since the end of the Cold 
War? 

b) How do terrorism and globalizations affect U.S. foreign policy? 



c) What are the roots of terrorism?  
d) How useful are various theoretical approaches in understanding the rise 

of new security threats and in explaining the changing nature of U.S. 
foreign policy? 

e) How and when do policymakers in democracies “sell” foreign policy? 
Has the need to “sell” policy changed at all since the end of the Cold 
War, that is are leaders more accountable to the public now? If so, 
why? 

f) What is the link between democracy, power, and nationalism as the 
central focus of U.S. foreign policy? Where has this focus come from?  

 
               Readings: 
 
 
               Barber, Benjamin. 1992. “Jihad Vs. McWorld,” The Atlantic Monthly, March. 
 
               Walt, Stephen M. (2001/02). “Beyond bin Laden: Reshaping U.S. Foreign Policy,” 
         International Security, 26,3,56-78. 
 
               Monten, Jonathan (2005). “The Roots of the Bush Doctrine: Power, Nationalism,    

and Democracy Promotion in U.S. Strategy,” International Security, 29,4,112-156. 
 
               Kaufmann, Chaim (2004). “Threat Inflation and the Failure of the Marketplace of  

Ideas: The Selling of the Iraq War,” International Security, 29,1,5-48. 
 
  

XIII.   April 10: Foreign Policy of Rising Powers-China  
 

a) How do we explain the growing international influence of China? 
b) How do liberalism, realism, and constructivism explain the rise of this 

state and its foreign behavior? What predictions would these theories 
make about foreign policy goals of the state? 

c) How does foreign policymaking of rising states differ from those of 
existing great powers and developing states? How do interests and 
constraints of these different set of states vary? How are they similar? 

d) Is foreign policy of rising powers always incompatible with the existing 
great powers? How can conflict be avoided? 

 
               Readings: 
 
               Spence, Jonathan (2005). “The Once and Future China,” Foreign Policy, January/ 
         February. 
 
               Brzezinski, Zbigniew and John J. Mearsheimer (2005). “Clash of the Titans,”  

Foreign Policy, January/February. 
 
               Tells, Ashley (2005). “A Grand Chessboard,” Foreign Policy, January/February. 
            
               Christensen, Thomas J. (1999). “China, the U.S-Japan Alliance, and the Security  
          Dilemma in East Asia,” International Security, 23,4,209-231. 



 
               Gill, Bates and Evan S. Medeiros (2000). “Foreign and Domestic Influences on 

China’s Arms Control and Nonproliferation Policies,” The China 
Quarterly,161,66-94. 

 
 

XIV.     April 17: Foreign Policy of the Developing Countries: the Role of Power,   
and Identity in the Age of Globalization 

 
a) How does power and identity affect foreign policy of the developing 

world? Which of these two explanations provide a stronger explanatory 
power and in which contexts? 

b) How important are domestic factors in affecting foreign behavior of 
developing countries? How do these explanations compare to systemic 
factors? 

c) How does policymaking of the developing world differ from that of 
the great powers? How, if at all, have foreign policy concerns of the 
developing world evolved? 

 
 
                Readings: 
 
                Ngolle, Elvis (1996). “Democratic Change and Foreign Policy in Africa: the case     

of Cameroon,” Working Paper, 1-15. 
 
                Sick, Gary (1987). “Iran’s Quest for Superpower Status,” Foreign Affairs, 65,4,697- 

715. 
 
                Maloney, Suzanne (2002). “Identity and Change in Iran’s Foreign Policy,” in 

Shibley Telhami and Michael Barnett (eds). Identity and Foreign Policy in the Middle 
          East. Ithaca: Cornell University, 88-117. 
 
                Saideman, Stephen (2002). “Thinking Theoretically About Identity and Foreign 

Policy,” in Shibley Telhami and Michael Barnett (eds). Identity and Foreign Policy 
in the Middle East. Ithaca: Cornell University, 169-201. 

 
 

XV.    April 24: Simulation Activity: North Korea and Nuclear Crisis 
 
            Group Policy Design 

 
 
XVI.     May 1: Simulation Activity: North Korea and Nuclear Crisis 
 
             Group Policy Presentation 

 
 
Final Exam: Date to be announced 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 


