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PSYCHOLOGICAL DIMENSIONS OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND FOREIGN POLICY   

Professor: Gülseren Kozak-Işık 
Fall Semester 2019 

COURSE DESCRIPTION   

This class studies the general conceptual and practical issues of foreign policy and international 
relations from a psychological perspective. Psychology has been an underutilized subject that needs 
to be given a more central role in international studies. Recent years, however, are witnessing a 
renewed interest for psychology in the field of international relations, which can be viewed as a part 
of broader changes that are occurring in the discipline. Earlier research has already demonstrated 
that incorporating psychological knowledge can enhance our understanding of effective leadership, 
the decision-making processes, the impact of leaders’ personalities on foreign policy choices they 
make. More recent research is indicating to the significance of emotions in foreign policy choices as 
well as the successes or failures of their implementation. Overall, scholars agree that by paying 
careful attention to the psychological dimensions of international relations, we are able to broaden 
the scope and accuracy of political analysis and enhance our understanding of foreign policy 
choices, as well as their successes and failures. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE COURSE:  
I believe that learning is a joint effort and requires active participation on the part of both the 
students and the instructor. The course employs a seminar format. Therefore, participation of the 
students in class discussions -informed by an in-depth, critical reading of the assigned texts- is a 
necessary component of this class. Students will be expected to analyze and criticize the arguments 
that were put forth in the required readings. An engaged, informed, and active participation in class 
is crucial for students’ success. For this system to work, and for students to benefit from it, each 
member of the seminar must complete all of the required reading prior to each class meeting and be 
prepared to discuss it. Each class is going to have 3 parts: 1- Student Presentations and class 
discussion of reading assignments; 2)- Lecture 3- Collaborative learning activities and/or media 
presentations. 

REQUIRED READING:  

The	reading	list	for	the	class	is	deliberately	eclectic,	drawing	on	a	wide	array	of	research	traditions,	and	
employing	a	diverse	set	of	methodologies.	You	can	access	to	the	electronic	copies	of	the	required	readings	in	the	
course	folder.	 
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COURSE STANDARD AND POLICIES:  
Attendance, active participation: According to Sciences Po policy, “Any student failing to 
attend more than two sessions of a course …  will be declared to have “failed”, whatever the 
reason for the absences. The same applies if a student fails to satisfy the assessment 
requirements for a course. This “fail” will appear on grade transcripts.” 
The use of electronic devices (smartphones, iPads, laptops, etc.): Because of the class size 
and its seminar format, the course requires your full, close attention and participation.  
Therefore, I will impose a strictly “screen-free” learning environment (no cell phones, 
tablets, computer, etc.) Students should refrain from all other computer activities, as they 
prove distracting to themselves and fellow students. Please tuck your computers and 
cellphones away before the start of each course.  
Assignment Submission and Late work: Submitting assignments on time is as important as 
doing them well. All the assignments for this course must be received on the due date 
specified for the assignment (bring hard copies to the class and email the instructor with an 
electronic copy) before the start time of class.  If you are not in class, it is your 
responsibility to get the assignment to me via another student or put it in my mailbox prior 
to the class. Lateness Penalty: Assignments received later than the due date will be 
penalized (1 grade point, e.g. A+ àA, for every day the assignment is late). Exceptions to 
the lateness penalty for valid reasons such as illness, compassionate grounds, etc., may be 
entertained by the Course Instructor but will require supporting documentation (e.g., a 
doctor’s letter).  
 

GRADING:  
Final grade will be comprised of the following elements: 
 Attendance and participation    %15     
 Oral Presentations     %30     
 Weekly questions about the required readings   %20 

Final Political Consultation Project   %35 
Sciences Po uses the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) and grades students on a scale of 0 to 20, 
with 10/20 as the lowest passing grade. If a student is awarded credits for (passes) a course, he or she will be 
graded in relation to the rest of the class: the first 10% are given an A, the next 25% a B, the next 30% a C, 
the next 25% a D, and the remaining 10% receives an E. 
 
COURSE REQUIREMENTS:  
 
Oral Presentations: At the beginning of each class, students will lead a maximum 15 minutes 
discussion of the required class readings. Depending on class size, these presentations will be either 
a group or individual presentation. For the presentation, you are expected firstly to briefly 
summarize the reading(s)’ main argument and discuss important points, then lead the class in a 
discussion of a) any questions/comments they have about the reading and b) any parallels they can 
make to some situations in your/theirs more immediate experiences. Because of the background of 
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the students, in exploring each topic, I encourage you to make explicit comparison with American 
society and institutions. Formulate 2 questions that you think will elicit such a discussion.  
It is not necessary to summarize the readings in any detail, as we can assume that everyone has 
done the required reading for the week. Rather, the emphasis should be on briefly situating the 
reading(s) in the literature, identifying their primary contributions to the literature, noting any 
theoretical or methodological weaknesses, and highlighting additional analytic questions raised by 
the reading. The 10-15 minutes time allotment is short, so time management is important. You will 
have more time to elaborate in the follow-up discussion in class. 
 
Weekly Discussion Questions on  Readings: Students, other than the presenter, will email the 
class with one discussion question of their own about the compulsory reading by 10 am on the day 
of the class (you will submit questions minimum for 9 weeks which  means you can skip 2 weeks). 
in order to get credit for your submissions, make sure the subject field of your emails clearly 
indicate “Required Reading Discussion Question for week X”. Also, bring a hard copy of your 
question to each class. The schedule for class presentations will be determined in the first day of 
the class.  

Final Political Consultancy Project:  
This is the final requirement of the course. For this assignment you will be giving political 
consultation on an international issue you will choose. Explain what strategic actions would you 
recommend to this nominal client in making a foreign policy decision/negotiating an agreement/ 
resolving a conflict /maintaining peace etc.? Reports should be structured as follows:  

1- Specify the issue e.g. the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict; Maintaining Peace between Serbia and 
Kosovo; Nuclear Arms negotiations between Korea and the U.S. etc. Then, explain the 
significance of the issue and provide a brief history of the issue and summarize long-range 
historical developments until the present day. 

2-  Specify your nominal client, such as the UN, European Union, Palestinian Authority, Boris 
Johnson negotiating the Brexit etc.  

3- Briefly summarize how the issue has been dealt with so far and what the results are. In 
discussing this section make sure to give references to topics we covered in class e.g. 
various emotions, different perceptions, changing metaphors, different/similar motivations, 
believes, and values of the parties; characteristics of the leaders making the foreign policy 
choices etc.  

4- Explain clearly the desired outcome e.g. ending the war, preventing escalation of the 
conflict, accomplishing peaceful withdrawal of foreign military powers; coming to a binding 
agreement among nations on global warming etc. Note that the desired outcomes can be 
different for the different parties involved. Indicate the desired outcome for the party you are 
giving consultation to but also at least other two parties involved in the process.  

5- Explain what strategic actions you recommend to the party requesting your consultation 
service. (3-4 major recommendations).  Justify your recommendations with reference to at 
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least 3 required class readings, 3 outside sources and optional references to lecture notes or 
class discussions.  

6- Conclusion: Explicitly state the recommended 3-4 next steps for your client based on those 
recommendations.  

The written project is expected to be around 5-7 pages long double spaced at 12-point font. The 
due date for the policy consultancy project is the last day of the class, Friday 29/11/ 2019. Bring 
a hard copy of the project to the class and also send the project via email before the class start 
time with the subject heading: “Final Project: Business Consultation”.  You can work on the 
assignment individually or in groups. The format of the project is flexible, and you can be as 
creative as you want.  However, if you plan to prepare the project in a format other than the 
written report please consult with the instructor in advance to discuss the length and form etc. 
Nevertheless, regardless of the format of the assignment you need to refer to at least 3 class 
sources e.g. readings/lecture notes and 3 outside sources for this assignment. 
 

WEEKLY SCHEDULE:  
 

Session 1 (09/06):  Introduction:	International	Relations,	Foreign	Policy	and	Diplomacy	in	
the	21st	Century:	Challenges	and	Prospects		
Required Reading: Heine, Jorge. 2013. “From Club to Network Diplomacy.” In Andrew F. Cooper, Jorge Heine and 
Ramesh Takur. The Oxford Handbook of Modern Diplomacy, 54-69 Oxford: Oxford University Press.   
 
Session 2 (09/13): Theories	of	International	Relations	
Required Reading: Fearon, James and Alexander Wendt. 2002. “Rationalism v. Constructivism: A Skeptical View.” In 
Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse and Beth A. (Eds.). Handbook of International Relations, pp. 52-72.  

Session 3 (09/20): Cognitive	Revolution	and	Psychology	in	International	Relations	
Required Reading: Hafner Burton. Emile, Alex Hughes and David G. Victor. 2013. The Cognitive Revolution and the 
Political Psychology of Elite Decision Making. Perspectives on Politics, 11(2):368-386.  

Session 4 (09/27):	Cognitive	Revolution	and	Beyond		
Kertzer, Joshua D. and Dustin Tingley. Political Psychology in International Relations: Beyond Paradigms. 2018. 
Annual Review of Political Science, 21:1-23.  
 
Session 5 (10/04): Emotional	Turn	in	International	Relations	
Required Reading: Mercer, Jonathan. 2014. Feeling Like a State: Social Emotion and Identity. International Theory, 
6(3): 515-535. 
Reus-Smit, Christian. 2014. Emotions and the Social. International Theory, 6(3): 568-573 
 
Session 6 (10/11):	Psychoanalysis	and	International	Relations	
Required Reading: Luxon, Nancy. 2015. Psychoanalysis and Politics. Contemporary Political Theory, February 2015: 
1-20  
Levine, Howard B. 2014. “Psychoanalysis and Political Conflict: Is Psychoanalysis Relevant?” In Psychoanalysis, 
International Relations, and Diplomacy. London: Routledge Press.  
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Session 7 (10/18): Role	of	Ethics,	Values,	Believes,	Ideologies,	and	Norms		
Nardin, Terry. 2008. International Ethics. The Oxford Handbook of International Relations, August 2018: 1-18.  

Session 8 (10/25): Populist	Turn	and	Foreign	Policy	
Verbeek, Bertjan and Andrej Zaslove. 2017. Populism and Foreign Policy. The Oxford Handbook of Populism, October 
2017.  
 
Session 9 (11/8): Negotiations,	Bargaining,	Mediation,	and	Crises	and	Conflict	Management	
Carlsnaes, Walter et al. 2002. “Diplomacy, Bargaining and Negotiation.” Handbook of International Relations, 1-29. 
London: Sage Publications.  

Session 10 (11/15): Wars,	Terrorism	and	Trauma	
Horgan, John G. 2019. Psychological Approaches to the Study of Terrorism. The Oxford Handbook of Terrorism, 
March 2019: 1-18.  
 
Session 11 (11/22): Leaders	and	Foreign	Policy	Decision	Making	
Dyson, Stephen. 2006. Personality and Foreign Policy: Tony Blair’s Iraq Decisions. Foreign Policy Analysis, 2: 289-
306.  
 
Session 12 (11/29): Conclusion	and	Future	of	Psychology	in	International	Relations	
Kertzer, Joshua and Dustin Tingley. 2018. Political Psychology in International Relations: Beyond the Paradigms. 
Annual Review of Political Sociology, 21: 1-23.  
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