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POL249 Foreign Policy Analysis 
2019-20 Version 
15 Credits 
 
Module convenor:  Dr James Strong 
    Office: ArtsOne 2.10 
    Email: j.strong@qmul.ac.uk 
    Twitter: @dr_james_strong 
    Office Hours:  Tuesdays 1130-1230  

Wednesdays 0930-1030 
 
Seminar tutor:  Ms Hillary Briffa 
    Office: ArtsOne 2.10 (For office hours only) 
    Email: Hillary.briffa@kcl.ac.uk 
    Twitter: @h1llz 
    Office Hours: Tuesdays TBC 
 
Overview 
 
Foreign Policy Analysis is the study of how states engage with the international environment. 
It focuses on how and why individual foreign policy decision-makers act in response to 
particular stimuli, and what the consequences of their actions are. It consequently operates at a 
different level of analysis to most International Relations sub-fields, and often pays more 
attention to the specific characteristics of events than to their general implications. For these 
reasons, FPA forms something of a bridge between the study of domestic and international 
politics. This module introduces students to FPA, and to the foreign policy analyst’s toolkit; a 
set of theories, approaches, and methods that together help us interpret, understand, and explain 
how states engage in international politics.  
 
Course aims 
 
This course aims to: 
 

1. Introduce students of Politics and International Relations to the sub-field of Foreign 
Policy Analysis. 
 

2. Provide students with a grounding in the key theories and concepts used by foreign 
policy analysts. 

 
3. Promote critical engagement with a range of scholarly literature, and with the different 

ontological, epistemological and methodological approaches involved in studying 
foreign policy. 

 
4. Develop students’ ability to make, support and defend complex arguments both orally 

and in writing. 
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Learning outcomes 
 
Students who complete POL249 should be able to: 
 

1. Understand and critically analyse the actors, structures and processes shaping state 
foreign policy-making. 
 

2. Engage in comparative and historical analyses without losing sight of broader 
international trends. 

 
3. Show knowledge of specific foreign policy decision-making scenarios.  

 
Teaching and learning methods 
 
POL249 involves twelve hours of lectures and ten hours of seminars during Semester B. In 
addition to attending and participating in all teaching sessions, students are expected to 
complete eight hours of independent study per week. Independent study should involve reading 
and taking notes on assigned academic literature, preparing to respond to seminar questions, 
and planning for and completing coursework. Students should attend office hours to get 
feedback on seminar performance and written work, and for assistance in preparing for 
coursework and the final exam.  
 
Students are strongly encouraged to focus their independent study primarily on the set readings 
provided on the reading list. Those interested in expanding their knowledge of foreign policy, 
however, should consult other editions of the journal Foreign Policy Analysis, which is 
available digitally via the QMUL library.  
 
Module overview 
 
POL249 follows a staggered structure; each week’s lecture topic forms the basis for the 
following week’s seminar topic. In order to set this structure up, there will be a two-hour 
introductory lecture in week 1, with seminars beginning in week 2.  
 
Week Lecture Seminar 

1 The Foreign Policy Analysis toolkit No seminar in week 1 
2 Context 1: Material power What is Foreign Policy Analysis? 
3 Context 2: Social role Context 1: Material power 
4 Context 3: Non-state actors Context 2: Social role 
5 Decision-making 1: What leaders think Context 3: Non-state actors 
6 Decision-making 2: How leaders think Decision-making 1: What leaders think 
7 Reading week – no lecture or seminar 
8 Decision-making 3: Groupthink Decision-making 2: How leaders think 
9 Assignment: Doing FPA Decision-making 3: Groupthink 
10 Implementation 1: Bureaucratic politics Assignment: Doing FPA 
11 Implementation 2: Domestic politics Implementation 1: Bureaucratic politics 
12 Conclusions and exam tips Implementation 2: Domestic politics 
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POL249 divides roughly into three parts. In the first part, we look at the context of foreign 
policy making; a world comprised of material power hierarchies, social roles and expectations, 
and a range of non-state actors which together set the parameters for state action.  
In the second part, we look at the human beings who actually make foreign policy; decision-
makers. We consider how the things these individuals believe, the ways in which they process 
information and make decisions, and their behavior in small-group settings influence their 
reactions to the international environment.  
 
In the third part, we consider the domestic-level structural pressures that shape, constrain, and 
facilitate the implementation of foreign policy decisions. We consider how bureaucratic roles 
and standard operating procedures shape information flows, policy proposals, and 
implementation strategies, and reflect on how domestic political structures and practices 
influence what foreign policy leaders are actually able to do.  
 
Reading list demographics 
 
For the sake of transparency and my own accountability, I like to include a demographic 
breakdown showing the gender and ethnicity of authors on my reading lists. This is an 
imperfect process; often I have to estimate an author’s demographic background from their 
departmental website photograph. But it gives a rough sense of how things look.  
 
Overall the picture is pretty good. As the chart below shows, the reading list has a 50:50 gender 
split. Things are a little less good in terms of author ethnicity. Here, 74.1% of authors are white 
and 25.9% people of colour, with five of the seven POC authors being women and just two 
men. This partly reflects the dominance of FPA by US-based and US-trained scholars, and 
partly the fact that much of the seminal conceptual work in the field emerged in the US in the 
1960s and 1970s. Things get a little more representative when we look at more recent 
publications. 
  

 

White Male
42.6%

POC Male
7.4%

White 
Female
31.5%

POC Female
18.5%

Male
50.0%

Female
50.0%
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Assessment 
 
POL249 has two types of summative assessment: a 1,500 word essay due at the end of week 
10 (40% of the module grade) and 2-hour exam in the main summer exam period (60% of the 
module grade).  
 
Students will receive feedback in a number of ways. They can expect detailed written 
comments explaining the grade awarded for their written assignment and suggesting ways to 
improve ahead of the exam. Students will also receive oral feedback on particular contributions 
to classroom discussions, and are welcome to seek further advice by attending office hours.  
 
What comes next? 
 
POL249 provides a general grounding in one of the key sub-fields of International Relations, 
and a transferrable skill-set relevant to all School of Politics and International Relations third-
year modules, as well as in the workplace.  
 
It is particularly relevant to the following third-year modules: 
 
POL317 Global Politics of Health and Disease (Professor Harman) 
POL319 Politics of South Asia (Dr Chatterjee) 
POL358 US Foreign Policy (Dr Hall) 
POL365 The Politics of the Post-Colonial Middle East (Dr Phillips) 
POL372 Africa and International Politics (Dr Brett)  
POL382 Contemporary Russian Politics (Dr Northmore-Ball) 
 
POL249 also offers a good grounding in FPA approaches for students interested in studying a 
foreign policy topic for their third-year dissertation.  
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Topic 1: What is Foreign Policy Analysis? What is Foreign Policy? 
 
Lecture: Week 1 
 
In this first lecture, we will reflect on what FPA is, and how it differs from adjacent academic 
disciplines including International Relations and domestic-oriented Political Studies. We will 
explore FPA’s role as a bridge, linking different fields of study, and as a magpie, gathering 
shiny concepts and ideas from across the social sciences and applying them to its particular 
object of analysis. We will begin to develop the idea of the foreign policy analyst’s toolkit: a 
set of theories, approaches and methods available to us as we try to make sense of how and 
why states engage with international politics in the ways they do. We will also reflect on our 
object of study itself. What is foreign policy? How does it differ from and relate to international 
and domestic politics? Who can make foreign policy? Who cannot?  
 
Seminar: Week 2 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory:  Hudson, Valerie (2005) “Foreign Policy Analysis: Actor-specific theory and the 

ground of international relations”, Foreign Policy Analysis 1(1):1-30. 
 
Case studies: Doty, Roxanne (1993) “Foreign policy as social construction: A post-positivist 

analysis of US counterinsurgency policy in the Philippines”, International 
Studies Quarterly 37(3): 297-320. 

 
 Darwich, May and Juliet Kaarbo (2019) “IR in the Middle East: Foreign policy 

analysis in theoretical approaches”, International Relations advance online 
publication, doi: 10.1177/0047117819870238. 

 
In this seminar we will do three things. First, we will discuss the arguments made in this week’s 
required readings. This week’s conceptual reading, Valerie Hudson’s detailed account of what 
FPA is, offers the most widely-cited take from one of the key figures working in the field. This 
week’s first case study reading, Roxanne Doty’s post-positivist discussion of US counter-
insurgency policy in the Philippines, identifies FPA’s shortcomings as a field of study, and 
suggests novel conceptual directions. Our second case study, by May Darwich and Juliet 
Kaarbo, considers how FPA perspectives might improve upon IR approaches in the study of 
the Middle East.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 

 
3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 

is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 



6 
 
 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, and drawing on our discussion of the readings, we will talk about what Foreign Policy 
Analysis is. We will aim to pin down exactly what foreign policy analysts do, and how their 
work differs from that of colleagues working on International Relations or domestic politics.  
 
Third, we will consider foreign policy itself. What is foreign policy? How is it different from 
domestic policy? How is it different from the things that transnational actors do?  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 2: Context 1: Material Power 
 
Lecture: Week 2 
 
In this lecture, we’ll discuss how the international distribution of material power affects what 
states are able to do. We’ll consider different ways of defining material power, reflecting on 
both latent and active power sources, and on power’s different concrete forms. We’ll also 
discuss the concept of an international power hierarchy, and define the commonly used terms 
‘great’, ‘middle’, and ‘small’ power.  
 
Seminar: Week 3 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory:  Ayoob, Mohammed (1989) “The Third World in the system of states: acute 

schizophrenia or growing pains?”, International Studies Quarterly 33(1): 67-
79.  

 
Jordaan, Eduard (2003) “The concept of a middle power in international 
relations: Distinguishing between emerging and traditional middle powers”, 
Politikon: South African Journal of Political Studies 30(1): 165-181.  
 

Case study: Hey, Jeanne (1993) “Foreign policy options under dependence: A theoretical 
evaluation with evidence from Ecuador”, Journal of Latin American Studies 
25(3): 543-574. 

 
In this seminar we’ll further explore the idea that a state’s relative material power shapes the 
kinds of foreign policy it can make.  
 
First, we’ll discuss the arguments made in this week’s required readings. Mohammed Ayoob’s 
seminal early effort to decolonize the field of International Relations problematizes what he 
describes as a Eurocentric focus on a particular conception of international order, one in which 
the ‘third world’ appears as an unwelcome intruder. Eduard Jordaan meanwhile unpacks the 
concept of middle power, distinguishing between ‘traditional’ (for which read Western 
European) middle powers, whose interests lie in the maintenance of the status quo, and 
‘emerging’ middle powers like his native South Africa, whose interests perhaps lie in a more 
revisionist approach. Jeanne Hey, finally, uses a case study of Ecuador to study the possibilities 
and pitfalls of small state foreign policy making.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 
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3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 
is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll talk about the different ways of defining power in international politics as it 
relates to foreign policy. We’ll reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of the key approaches, 
and consider how well they work in light of the readings. 
 
Third, we’ll consider whether it makes sense to try to categorize states in light of their place in 
a supposed international power hierarchy. What are the downfalls of doing this, both morally 
and empirically? 
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 3: Context 2: Social Role 
 
Lecture: Week 3 
 
In this lecture we’ll encounter the constructivist approach to FPA known as role theory. 
Derived from sociology, role theory holds that the ‘role’ a state plays in international politics 
both inclines it towards some kinds of foreign policy and directs it away from others. We’ll 
begin by exploring the concept of ‘role’, and comparing and contrasting it to the more material 
ways of categorizing states. We’ll then consider the different types of roles states can hold, and 
how they affect what kinds of policy seem ‘thinkable’ or ‘legitimate’ for them to pursue. 
Finally, we’ll consider what happens when states try to play roles that other states don’t accept 
(role conflict) or struggle to decide what role they want to play (role contestation). 
 
Seminar: Week 4 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory:  Cristian Cantir and Juliet Kaarbo (2012) “Contested roles and domestic politics: 

Reflections on role theory in Foreign Policy Analysis and IR theory”, Foreign 
Policy Analysis 8(1): 5-24. 

 
Case studies: Miyagi, Yukiko (2009) “Foreign policy making under Koizumi: Norms and 

Japan’s role in the 2003 Iraq War”, Foreign Policy Analysis 5(4): 349-366. 
 

Wehner, Leslie (2015) “Role expectations as foreign policy: South American 
secondary powers' expectations of Brazil as a regional power”, Foreign Policy 
Analysis 11(4): 435-455. 

 
In this seminar we’ll develop our understanding of the concept of state role, and reflect on how 
it might help us make sense of state foreign policy.  
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Cristian Cantir and Juliet Kaarbo have helped 
drive the rise of role theory to prominence within FPA. Their discussion of role conflict and 
role contestation represents a significant conceptual advance on earlier analyses, which tended 
to see roles as determinants of action rather than influences that might matter more or less 
depending on other international and domestic-level factors. Yukiko Miyagi and Leslie Wehner 
offer two different empirical applications of role theory in their studies of Japanese and 
Brazilian foreign policy respectively – in the process giving us a chance to see how well the 
idea of roles travels beyond Western Europe.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 
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3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 
is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll discuss role theory itself. We’ll consider the idea of roles, and the implications 
roles have for how states actually act. We’ll also reflect on how helpful roles are as a conceptual 
tool. 
 
Third, we’ll look at what happens when roles begin to break down. We’ll define role conflict 
and role contestation, and try to come up with some empirical examples of both.  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 4: Context 3: Non-state actors 
 
Lecture: Week 4 
 
In this lecture we’ll talk about the other actors states encounter in the foreign policy realm. In 
particular, we’ll look at supranational, transnational, and multinational actors including 
international organizations, NGOs, and businesses. We’ll begin by reflecting further on the 
differences between states and non-state actors, and asking whether non-state actors can make 
foreign policy too. We’ll then attempt to classify the various non-state actors that states 
encounter within the foreign policy space. Finally, we’ll reflect on how those actors facilitate, 
constrain, and shapes what states are able to do. 
 
Seminar: Week 5 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory:  White, Brian (1999) “The European Challenge to Foreign Policy Analysis”, 

European Journal of International Relations 5(1): 37-66.  
 
Case studies: Haftel, Yoram (2010) “Conflict, regional cooperation, and foreign capital: 

Indonesian foreign policy and the formation of ASEAN”, Foreign Policy 
Analysis 6(2): 87-106. 

 
Caprioli, Mary and Douglass, Kimberly Lynn (2008) “Nation building and 
women: The effect of intervention on women’s agency”, Foreign Policy 
Analysis 4(1): 45-65. 
 

In this seminar we’ll conclude our study of the foreign policy context by considering how 
different non-state actors affect what states can do. 
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s readings. Brian White attempts to use the challenge of studying 
the foreign policy of the EU and its member states to unpack the conceptual underpinnings of 
FPA itself. Yoram Haftel offers a take on how and why states use the creation of supranational 
organizations as foreign policy tools, focusing on Indonesia’s role in the formation of ASEAN. 
Mary Caprioli and Kimberly Douglass, finally, trace the relationship between external 
intervention and women’s rights in six states subject to external efforts to build democracy.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 

 
3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 

is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 
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4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 
agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 

 
Second, we’ll break down the different types of non-state actor and consider how they might 
engage with states and, perhaps, make foreign policy themselves.  
 
Third, we’ll look at the particular strengths and weaknesses different non-state actors have, 
and compare them to states. We’ll consider under what circumstances states might consider 
letting non-state actors take the lead on certain foreign policy issues, and when they might 
have no choice.  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 5: Decision-making 1: What leaders think 
 
Lecture: Week 5 
 
In this lecture, we’ll shift to look at the individuals who actually make foreign policy decisions. 
We’ll begin to consider the role of individual decision-makers by studying how the things 
leaders think affect their interaction with the wider world. We’ll first consider the rational 
choice approach, with its assumption that all leaders hold similarly clear views about 
international politics, and respond similarly predictably to them. We’ll discuss the 
shortcomings of this approach, including in its more sophisticated forms (such as polyheuristic 
theory). From here, we’ll begin to introduce insights from the psychological literature, starting 
with Alexander George’s concept of the ‘operational code’. Drawing on George’s work, we’ll 
begin to show just how problematic the assumption (shared by many IR theories) that decision-
makers act rationally actually is.  
 
Seminar: Week 6 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory: Mintz, Alex (2004) “How do leaders make decisions? A Poliheuristic 

perspective”, Journal of Conflict Resolution 48(1): 3-13. 
 

George, Alexander (1969) “The operational code: A neglected approach to the 
study of political leaders and decision-making”, International Studies Quarterly 
13(2): 190-222. 

 
Case study:  Feng, Huiyun (2005) “The operational code of Mao Zedong: Defensive or 

offensive realist?”, Security Studies 14(4): 637-662. 
 
In this seminar, we’ll continue to unpack the idea that a leader’s ‘operational code’ might affect 
how they understand and respond to the wider world.  
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Alex Mintz introduces a novel element into 
a traditional rational choice account of foreign policy decision-making – the notion that leaders 
engage in a two-stage ‘polyheuristic’ process, discarding options that might be objectively 
rational in a non-rational stage one before then attempting to maximize their utility at stage 
two. Alexander George first introduced the notion of the operational code into the FPA toolkit. 
We’ll explore his definition, and in particular his distinction between the philosophical and 
instrumental dimensions of a leader’s beliefs. Huiyun Feng applies operational code theory to 
her study of Mao Zedong’s approach to foreign and security policy. 
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 
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3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 
is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll break down the rational choice and polyheuristic models of decision-making, 
identifying their key elements and implications, and considering how appropriate they are to 
the study of everyday foreign policy. 
 
Third, we’ll look at the operational code itself, reflecting on the different elements George 
originally identified and considering how well they fit together – especially in light of the 
empirical application in Feng’s article.  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 6: Decision-making 2: How leaders think 
 
Lecture: Week 6 
 
In this lecture we’ll build on our discussion of the operational code last week to introduce some 
additional insights from political psychology to our growing toolkit. We’ll begin by 
distinguishing between two aspects of how leaders think that look particularly relevant for our 
purposes; the way they process and interpret information, and their broader style of leadership. 
We’ll then consider the paradigmatic approaches to studying both aspects as they exist within 
the FPA literature. First, we’ll consider how leaders use cognitive shortcuts (known as 
‘schemas’ or ‘heuristics’) to make sense of the complex situations they face. In particular, we’ll 
consider the role of historical analogies in shaping leaders’ responses to novel situations, and 
how mistaken analogizing leads to misperception. Second, we’ll look at the distinct traits that 
different leaders exhibit, and the impact these have on their interactions with subordinates and 
counterparts. We’ll conclude by reflecting on how and why these psychological tendencies 
matter, and how they further undermine the idea that foreign policymaking is a rational process. 
 
Seminar: Week 8 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory: Hermann, Margaret (1980) “Explaining foreign policy behavior using the 

personal characteristics of political leaders”, International Studies Quarterly 
24(1): 7-46. 

 
Vertzberger, Yaacov (1986) “Foreign policy decision-makers as practical-
intuitive historians: Applied history and its shortcomings”, International 
Studies Quarterly 30(2): 223-247. 

  
Case study: Breuning, Marijke (2003) “The role of analogies and abstract reasoning in 

decision-making: Evidence from the debate over Truman’s proposal for 
development assistance”, International Studies Quarterly 47(2): 229-245. 

 
In this seminar, we’ll further unpack the ways in which individual leaders’ psychological 
tendencies shape how they make foreign policy. 
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Margaret Hermann introduces the concept of 
‘leadership traits’ to the FPA toolkit, and talks about how decision-makers’ tendencies can 
possibly be measured at a distance. Yaacov Vertzberger offers a psychological take on the 
adage that ‘we learn nothing from history’. He argues that foreign policy decision-makers 
regularly attempt to apply what they believe to be the ‘lessons of history’ in seeking to 
understand and respond to new circumstances and events. Marijke Breuning’s case study of 
US decision-making during the Truman administration applies some of these insights in 
making sense of a decision driven more by a desire to avoid past mistakes than by a rational 
consideration of national interest.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
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2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 

 
3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 

is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll analyse the concept of leadership traits, drawing on some of the module 
convenor’s own research on UK foreign policy to test how much insight the model grants us 
into decision-making. We’ll also reflect on the opportunities and limitations of studying leader 
personality remotely.  
 
Third, we’ll talk about heuristics and biases. We’ll note the general focus in the FPA literature 
on historical analogies as a key form of cognitive shortcut often used by decision-makers, and 
consider whether this focus really is warranted, and what it might tell us about how foreign 
policy works. 
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 7: Decision-making 3: Groupthink 
 
Lecture: Week 8 
 
In this lecture we’ll conclude our study of the role of human psychology in foreign policy 
decision-making with a discussion of the concept of groupthink. Originally introduced to the 
FPA toolkit by Irving Janis in 1982, groupthink occurs when members of a decision-making 
inner circle – whether a formal cabinet or an ad hoc committee – prioritize reaching agreement 
among themselves over making the best possible decision. What results tends to be a failure to 
consider all possible alternatives, deliberate efforts to limit the information considered as part 
of the decision-making process, and self-censorship on the part of group members who might 
otherwise speak up against a growing consensus.  
 
Seminar: Week 9 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory: t’Hart, Paul (1991) “Irving Janis’ Victims of Groupthink”, Political 

Psychology 12(2): 247-278. 
 
Case studies: Badie, Dina (2010) “Groupthink, Iraq and the War on Terror: Explaining 

US policy shift towards Iraq”, Foreign Policy Analysis 6(4): 277-296. 
 

Dodge, Toby (2010) “The ideological roots of failure: The application 
of kinetic neo-liberalism to Iraq”, International Affairs 86(6): 1269-
1286.  

 
In this seminar, we’ll break down the concept of “groupthink” to reflect on how small-group 
dynamics affect the foreign policy decision-making process. 
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Irving Janis never really condensed the ideas 
set out in his seminal text Victims of Groupthink into a form suited to this sort of study. But 
Paul t’Hart’s review of Janis’ contribution highlights its key components, while also offering 
some additional reflections. Dina Badie applies the groupthink framework in her analysis of 
US policymaking towards Iraq during the War on Terror period, including the 2003 invasion 
and desposition of Saddam Hussein’s Ba’athist regime. Toby Dodge, finally, offers a distinct, 
more ideologically-focused take on the same story; offering the possibility of integrating 
insights directly inspired by groupthink with those drawing on other psychological variables.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 
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3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 
is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll talk about groupthink itself. What is it? What causes it? What are its key 
components? 
 
Third, we’ll consider ways of avoiding groupthink. Janis, for example, suggested the use of a 
“devil’s advocate” to disrupt group consensus. What challenges do you think this strategy 
holds? How realistic is it? 
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 8: Assignment: Doing Foreign Policy Analysis 
 
Lecture: Week 9 
 
In this lecture, we’ll discuss how to approach your written assignment. We’ll consider question 
choice, answer strategies, and how to deploy evidence effectively. We’ll also talk about how 
to find your own case study material to support your arguments.  
 
Seminar: Week 10 
 
The week 10 seminar takes the form of an essay-planning workshop. Please make sure you 
bring a hard copy of your draft essay plan to this session so you can work on it in collaboration 
with your classmates.  
 
For this essay, please write 1,500 words in response to one of the following questions: 
 

1. What is the difference between Foreign Policy Analysis and international relations? 
2. Can non-state actors make foreign policy?  
3. Which has a greater impact on a state’s foreign policy: its material power or its social 

role?  
4. Does the polyheuristic model of foreign policy decision-making work? 
5. “The only thing we learn from history is that we do not learn from history”. How 

accurate is this as a description of the role of analogical reasoning in foreign policy 
decision-making? 

6. “Great minds think alike”. Why might this be a bad thing in a foreign policy decision-
making context?  

 
When writing your essay, pay attention to the following top tips: 
 

1. Make sure you answer the specific question set. Don’t make up your own question. 
Don’t write everything you know about the topic. Answer the question clearly and 
directly in your first sentence, then spend the rest of the essay explaining and justifying 
your position. 

2. Aim to give three to four supporting reasons that explain your answer. Again, tell the 
reader what your reasons are in your introductory paragraph. Then use your reasons to 
structure the rest of your essay, writing 1-2 paragraphs for each reason. 

3. Refer to at least four academic articles in your essay. Three of these should come from 
the reading list, with the fourth being a case study article you have chosen from the 
back catalogue of Foreign Policy Analysis. Do not use other source material.  

4. Make sure you justify your arguments with reference to at least one case study, drawing 
on the academic literature but applying your own analysis.  

5. Use the SPIR style guide (appendix B) to guide your writing and to ensure your 
referencing and bibliography are correct.  

 
 
 
  



20 
 
 

Topic 9: Implementation 1: Bureaucratic Politics 
 
Lecture: Week 10 
 
In this lecture we’ll encounter the bureaucratic politics model of foreign policy decision-
making. First introduced by Graham Allison in his study of US actions during the Cuban Missle 
Crisis, the bureaucratic politics model posits that the structure and nature of state bureaucracies 
affect how they make foreign policy. In particular, Allison argued that bureaucratic standard 
operating procedures shaped how decision-makers at different levels understood their 
environment, identified possible responses, selected among competing policy options, and 
interacted with each other. He argued, further, that foreign policymaking inevitably created 
incentives for different branches of bureaucracy to prioritize their own particular interests over 
the general interests of the state as a whole.  
 
Seminar: Week 11 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory: Kaarbo, Juliet (1998) “Power politics in foreign policy: The influence of 

bureaucratic minorities”, European Journal of International Relations 4(1): 67-
97. 

 
Weldes, Jutta (1998) “Bureaucratic politics: A critical constructivist 
assessment”, Mershon International Studies Review 42(2): 216-225. 

 
Case study:  Smith, Steve (1984) “Policy preferences and bureaucratic position: the Case of 

the American hostage rescue mission”, International Affairs 61(1): 9-25. 
 
In this seminar, we’ll assess the strengths and weaknesses of the bureaucratic politics model 
itself, and attempt to get to grips with its different elements.  
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Juliet Kaarbo looks at power dynamics 
between different bureaucratic players in her discussion of how minorities use the assets 
available to them to promote their own interests and influence foreign policy. Jutta Weldes 
meanwhile takes on the ideational dimension, looking at how bureaucratic actors socially 
construct their relative positionalities within a state superstructure. Steve Smith, finally, offers 
a case study of bureaucratic failure in his account of the failed US attempt to rescue American 
hostages from Tehran using military force. Smith’s work also touches on questions of 
groupthink, highlighting the close links between the different dimensions we are studying.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 
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3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 
is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 

 
4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll talk about bureaucratic politics from an ideational perspective. To what extent is 
it true, in the context of foreign policy decision-making, that “where you stand depends on 
where you sit”? Can we predict how different bureaucratic actors will respond to novel foreign 
policy scenarios by assuming their preferences from their bureaucratic position? 
 
Third, we’ll consider bureaucratic politics in terms of internal power struggles within a state. 
We’ll discuss how far it makes sense to think of bureaucracies as autonomous actors within a 
system as opposed to discrete components of a single, broader, actor. We’ll also discuss reasons 
why bureaucratic competition might undermine foreign policy coherence and rationality.  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 10: Implementation 2: Domestic Politics 
 
Lecture: Week 11 
 
In this lecture, we’ll discuss how domestic political structures shape the sort of policy decisions 
that leaders consider desirable and possible. In particular, we’ll talk about three dimensions of 
foreign policy that interact with domestic politics; the need to extract resources, the need to 
secure formal approval for certain foreign policy acts, and the need to maintain the consent of 
actors capable of removing the government from power. All of these dimensions exist within 
the foreign policy of different states, whether democratic or autocratic. But exactly how they 
operate, and exactly which factors matter most, varies widely.  
 
Seminar: Week 12 
 
Required readings: 
 
Theory: Foyle, Douglas (1997) “Public opinion and foreign policy: Elite beliefs as a 

mediating variable”, International Studies Quarterly 41(1): 141-169. 
 

Taliaferro, Jeffrey (2006) “State building for future wars: Neoclassical realism 
and the resource-extractive state”, Security Studies 15(3): 464-495. 

 
Case study: Giacolone, Rita (2012) “Latin American Foreign Policy Analysis: External 

influences and internal circumstances”, Foreign Policy Analysis 8(4): 335-354.  
 
In this seminar, we’ll discuss how decision-makers construct foreign policy in light of their 
domestic political circumstances. In particular, we’ll consider which actors or institutions have 
power over foreign policy, and how they work together (or against each other) to produce 
policy outputs. 
 
First, we’ll discuss this week’s required readings. Douglas Foyle explains the interaction 
between public opinion and leader psychology with his typology of how different decision-
makers respond to the prospect of public opposition. Jeffrey Taliaferro considers the role of 
the state in extracting resources for foreign policy purposes, highlighting how differences in 
state structure and legitimacy constrain or facilitate different levels of resource mobilization. 
Rita Giacalone, finally, looks at how the domestic context in which Latin American foreign 
policy analysts operate affects their accounts of foreign policy itself.  
 
In preparing for this discussion, you should do the following things: 
 

1. Read the three articles. 
 

2. When reading, take notes to help you prepare both for the seminar discussion and for 
the assessments. Your notes should identify the key argument(s) of each piece, explain 
the reasoning behind each argument, highlight the evidence each author offers, and 
contain a small number of illustrative quotes (remember to note down page numbers). 

 
3. Identify what you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of each piece. How clear 

is the argument? Are you persuaded by the author’s reasoning? Why/why not? Do they 
offer appropriate evidence? What makes it appropriate/inappropriate? 
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4. Identify the key similarities and differences of the three pieces. To what extent to they 

agree/disagree? Why do you think that is? 
 
Second, we’ll talk about domestic decision-making structures, and the critical question of 
which actors have the power to influence foreign policy within a state. 
 
Third, we’ll look at relationships among those actors, and how they vary between different 
leaders, political circumstances, constitutional orders and regime types.  
 
In preparing for these discussions, you should refer to the lecture slides as well as to your notes 
on the required readings. 
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Topic 11: Conclusions and exam preparation 
 
Lecture: Week 12 
 
In this final lecture, we’ll discuss how to use the foreign policy analyst’s toolkit in the round. 
We’ll break down its component parts, and consider how they fit together – looking both at 
analytical synergies and conceptual compatibilities. We’ll also talk about how to prepare for 
the exam in the summer, focusing on both revision and exam technique.  
 
Since POL249 is new this year, there are no previous exam papers available. You can however 
find a practice exam paper attached at Appendix A. The questions on the actual exam will be 
different, but you can use the practice exam to get a feel for the way the exam will be structured 
and the sort of questions you will need to answer.  
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Appendix A – Practice POL249 Exam Paper 

 
 

Practice Examination Paper – Not for Actual Examination Use 
 
POL249 Foreign Policy Analysis      Duration: 2 
hours 
 

YOU ARE NOT PERMITTED TO READ THE CONTENTS OF THIS QUESTION PAPER 
UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO BY AN INVIGILATOR 

 

Answer TWO questions 
 
If you answer more questions than specified, only the first answers (up to the 
specified number) will be marked. Cross out any answers that you do not wish to be 
marked 
 
Calculators are not permitted in this examination.  
 
Complete all rough workings in the answer book and cross through any work that is not to be 
assessed. 
 
Possession of unauthorised material at any time when under examination conditions is an 
assessment offence and can lead to expulsion from QMUL. Check now to ensure you do not 
have any notes, mobile phones, smartwatches or unauthorised electronic devices on your 
person. If you do, raise your hand and give them to an invigilator immediately.  
 
It is also an offence to have any writing of any kind on your person, including on your body. If 
you are found to have hidden unauthorised material elsewhere, including toilets and 
cloakrooms it will be treated as being found in your possession. Unauthorised material found 
on your mobile phone or other electronic device will be considered the same as being in 
possession of paper notes. A mobile phone that causes a disruption in the exam is also an 
assessment offence.  
 

EXAM PAPERS MUST NOT BE REMOVED FROM THE EXAM ROOM 
 
Examiner: James Strong 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© Queen Mary, University of London, 2020 
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Page 2        POL249 (Practice) 
 
Answer TWO questions 
 
Question 1 
 
What is foreign policy? 
 
Question 2 
 
Is there such a thing as middle power foreign policy? Answer with reference to at 
least ONE case study. 
 
Question 3 
 
What is the difference between role conflict and role contestation? Answer with 
reference to at least ONE case study. 
 
Question 4 
 
How rational is foreign policy decision-making? Answer with reference to at least 
ONE case study. 
 
Question 5 
 
Which exerts a greater influence over foreign policy: WHAT leaders think, or HOW 
leaders think? Answer with reference to at least ONE case study. 
 
Question 6 
 
Is it possible to avoid groupthink in making foreign policy decisions? Answer with 
reference to at least ONE case study. 
 
Question 7 
 
Does public opinion shape foreign policy? Answer with reference to at least ONE 
case study.  
 
Question 8 
 
What is the difference between the Organisational Process Model and the 
Bureaucratic Politics Model of foreign policy decision-making? Answer with reference 
to at least ONE case study.  
 
 

 
End of paper 
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Appendix B: SPIR Style Guide for Coursework  
 
1. Introduction  
 
All coursework submitted in SPIR must be formatted using the “Harvard style”, as described 
below. Failing to conform to these guidelines will result in lower marks for the “representation 
of sources” and “presentation” criteria of assessment (see section 4.9). Furthermore, inaccurate 
or incomplete references could be instances of plagiarism, a serious assessment offence (see 
sections 5.4, 5.5 and appendix D). For further help the QMUL Library’s module on research 
and referencing: http://qmplus.qmul.ac.uk/course/view.php?id=4370.   
  
2. General Format  
 

• All coursework must be word-processed.  
• Use a clear font like Times New Roman or Arial in at least size 11. 
• Type MUST be double-spaced throughout, with normal margins, to give markers space 

to add comments. 
• The title must be written at the top of your work. It does not count towards the word 

limit. 
• Paragraphs should be clearly separated, either by adding an empty line between them 

or indenting each paragraph’s first line (except the very first one). 
• Acronyms must be spelled out in full on their first usage followed by the abbreviation 

in brackets, which may be used thereafter. E.g. “The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
(NATO)”.  

• Do NOT use informal or colloquial terms, or contractions (e.g. don’t, isn’t) in formal 
academic writing. Equally, do not use fancy or complicated language merely to make 
your work “look better”. Write formally, but clearly and simply. For guidance, see 
George Orwell’s essay, “Politics and the English Language”: 
http://www.orwell.ru/library/essays/politics/english/e_polit. 

• All sources cited in your work MUST be listed in the bibliography. Do not include 
works you have not cited in your bibliography. 

• Pages must be numbered. 
• Your work must always be accompanied by a completed coversheet. Ensure you 

correctly identify your student number and seminar tutor: this is critical for assigning 
the work to the correct marker. Your name should NEVER appear on assessed work to 
enable anonymised marking. 

• ALWAYS proof-read your work before submission to remove typographical errors and 
ensure the presentation is fully consistent with this guide. 

 
3. Citations  
 
As stated in the guidance on plagiarism (sections 5.4, 5.5), all of the words and ideas contained 
in your coursework must either be: (a) your own, or (b) someone else’s, in which case a citation 
to the original source is ESSENTIAL. See sections 5.4 and 5.5, and Appendix D, for guidance 
on when you need to cite sources. 
 
Whenever you use an idea or a quotation from another author, you MUST ALWAYS insert an 
in-text citation, REGARDLESS OF THE TYPE OF SOURCE. This includes websites. Every 
citation must identify: a) the author; b) the year of the publication; and c) where 
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available/applicable, the page number. This is called the “Harvard” system of referencing. The 
format should always be as follows: (Author, Year: Pages). The pages you cite should be those 
that contain the ideas, information or text you are using. You do not need to include page 
numbers if you wish to cite the entire source. 
 
For example, say you want to quote a sentence from page 167 of Andrew Heywood’s book, 
Political Ideas and Concepts: An Introduction, published in 1994. You would do this is as 
follows: 
 

“The term democracy and the classical conception of democratic rule are firmly rooted 
in Ancient Greece” (Heywood, 1994: 167). 

 
Note that the in-text citation ALWAYS comes BEFORE punctuation (here, the full stop), NOT 
after it; nor is there an extra full stop before the citation. Also note the citation is ALWAYS in-
text, NOT in a footnote. 
 
You can also insert the citation next to the name of the author in your text, and omit their name 
in your citation: 
 

As Heywood (1994: 167) notes, “democracy and the classical conception of democratic 
rule are firmly rooted in Ancient Greece”.  

 
You can abbreviate quotations by using an ellipse (…), and you can alter quotations to improve 
the flow by adding text in square brackets [  ], though take care that by so doing you do not 
misrepresent the source. E.g.: 
 

As is well known, the idea of “democracy… [is] firmly rooted in Ancient Greece” 
(Heywood, 1994: 167). 

 
If you need to cite several pages, you can separate numbers with commas, e.g. (Heywood, 
1994: 123, 89). To indicate a range of pages, use a hyphen, e.g. (Heywood, 1994: 123-133).  
 
Regardless of whether the source is a book, journal article, webpage or whatever, the format is 
ALWAYS the same: Author, Year: Page(s). If a work lacks a clear author, use the term 
“Anonymous”. If there is no year, use “n.d.” (no date). If page numbers do not exist, e.g. on a 
webpage, you may omit them.  
 
If you quote directly from a source, you must ALWAYS surround the quoted text using 
quotation marks: “like this”. Failing to do so is technical plagiarism, even if you include a 
citation!  
 
ALWAYS use double quotation marks (“ ”) to identify the start and end of quotations. Do NOT 
use “ ” and ‘ ’ interchangeably. Use single quotation marks ONLY to identify quotations within 
quotations. For example, we might want to quote a textbook by Smith that discusses and quotes 
the work of Thomas Hobbes. We might write:  
 

In a state of anarchy, “Hobbes argued that life would be ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, 
and short’, and many real-world examples like Somalia support this claim” (Smith, 
2000: 11).  
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Here, the whole sentence from “Hobbes” to “claim” comes from Smith’s book, and so it is 
surrounded by “ ”. But Smith herself is also quoting from Hobbes – the ‘ ’ identifies that part. 
By using different quotation marks, we clearly identify which text is which.  
 
If you want to directly quote an author whose work is cited by another author, you do so as 
follows: 
 

Hobbes characterised life without government as “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and 
short” (Hobbes 1651, cited in Smith, 2000: 11). 

 
This tells your reader that you have not read the original source by Hobbes – you have only 
read it as quoted in a secondary source. Do not quote the original directly unless you have 
actually read that source. 
 
Very occasionally, you may need to cite multiple texts by the same author, published in the 
same year. In this case, add a letter “a” to the year of the first citation, a “b” to the second, and 
so on. E.g.: 
 

It is simple to cite authors who publish a lot of articles in one year (Smith, 2000a). You 
simply add letters to the year (Smith, 2000b). You can go on like this forever (Smith, 
2000c). 

 
In your bibliography, you will need to identify which source is a, b, c, etc, by adding the letter 
to the year there, too.  
 
Even more rarely, you might need to cite different authors with identical surnames who have 
published work in the same year! In order to clarify which one you are citing, add the author’s 
first initial. For example, imagine two articles published in 2015 by Mark Smith and Jane 
Smith: 
 

You would just add the initial of the author to make it clear which one you are citing 
(M. Smith, 2015: 1). Add a different initial for the second one (J. Smith, 2015: 59). If 
the year is different, you do not need to include the author’s initial (Smith 2000: 12).  

 
4. Footnotes 
 
Note that, as the name suggests, in-text citations should ALWAYS appear in the text itself; 
they should NOT be placed in footnotes. Footnotes should be used ONLY to provide additional 
information that is important to include, yet is somewhat peripheral and might interrupt the 
argumentative flow if included in the main body of the essay. For example, you might consider 
it important to identify the members of an international organisation, but adding a sentence on 
this would disrupt the flow of your argument. You could therefore put this information in a 
footnote. If a citation is required to support what you write in the footnote, you should add it in 
the normal way. This is the ONLY time in-text citations should appear in footnotes. E.g.: 
 

The contribution of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) to regional 
order is hotly disputed among realist and constructivist authors.1 While realists see 
ASEAN contributing little, with balance-of-power politics predominating, 
constructivists are more positive, citing processes of normative socialisation.  
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______ 
 

1. ASEAN was founded in 1967 by Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore and the 
Philippines. Brunei joined in 1984, followed by Myanmar and Laos in 1997 and 
Cambodia in 1999 (Acharya, 2001: 59). 

 
Footnotes are included in towards your word limit, so use them very sparingly! Do NOT use 
endnotes: they are inconvenient for the reader. 
 
5. Bibliography 
 
Every piece of assessed work MUST include a full bibliography listing ALL of the sources 
cited in your work, even if you have only cited one text. The purpose of the bibliography is to 
allow the reader to identify (and possibly consult) the work cited in your essay. It should 
therefore include ONLY those sources cited, not just a list of everything you have read. The 
bibliography is NOT included in the word count. 
 
General Pointers:  

• Different sources require different presentational formatting, but EVERY entry begins 
as follows: 

 
  Author Surname, Author First Name (Year) 
 

• The bibliography should be sorted alphabetically according to author surname. If you 
have multiple sources by the same author, sort those according to year, starting with the 
earliest one.  

• Do not use bullet points or numbers. Do leave a blank line between each bibliography 
entry.  

• If you have cited multiple sources by the same author published in the same year, do 
not forget to add a letter to the year and ensure this matches your citations. 

• The authors and editors for each item should be listed in the order given in the original 
source. 

• If multiple places of publication are listed, just include the first one. Ensure you identify 
a CITY, not a county, state, country, etc. 

• If data required is unavailable (which is rare), make that clear. E.g. if no author is 
identifiable, substitute “Anonymous”. If the date is not known, write “n.d.” (no date). 
If there are no page numbers, omit them. 

• ALWAYS proof-read your bibliography prior to submission to ensure it conforms to 
the style guide below.
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Examples 
 

Publication 
Type 

Format Example 

Books and 
Reports 

(Monographs) 

Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) Title, edition (Place 
of Publication: Publisher). 
 

Note: Book/report titles are 
ALWAYS italicised. Page 
numbers/chapters are NOT 
included, even if you only read 
certain pages/chapters: because the 
book is a coherent whole, written 
entirely by one author or group, the 
ENTIRE book is the source. If the 
edition is not given by the source, 
exclude it. 

Heywood, Andrew (1994) 
Political Ideas and Concepts: An 
Introduction, 1st edition 
(Basingstoke: Macmillan). 
 
World Bank (2015) The World 
Bank Annual Report 2015 
(Washington, DC: World Bank). 
 

Chapters in 
Edited Books 

Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) “Title of Chapter”, 
in Editor(s) (ed.)/ (eds.) Title of 
Edited Book, edition (Place of 
Publication: Publisher), Pages. 
 
Note: Unlike monographs, edited 
volumes contain several chapters by 
DIFFERENT authors on 
DIFFERENT topics. If you only 
cite the editors and book title, the 
reader cannot know exactly where 
you took ideas/ quotations from. 
Thus, you MUST give the FULL 
details of the specific part you have 
read and cited. Note that the book 
chapter is in quotation marks while 
the title of the edited volume as a 
whole is italicised. Use “ed.” for 
one editor, and “eds.” where there 
is more than one. 
 

Koslowski, Rey and Wiener, 
Antje (2002) “Practising 
Democracy Transnationally”, in 
Ferguson, Yale H. and Jones, R.J. 
Barry (eds.) Political Space: 
Frontiers of Change and 
Governance in a Globalizing 
World (New York: SUNY Press), 
281-296. 
 

Journal 
Articles 

Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) “Title of Article”, 
Journal Name Volume-
Number(Issue-Number): Pages. 
 
Note: As with chapters in edited 
volumes, the article title is in 
quotation marks while the volume 
in which it is contained (the name 

Orbell, John M. and Rutherford, 
Brent M. (1973) “Can Leviathan 
Make the Life of Man Less 
Solitary, Poor, Nasty, Brutish and 
Short?”, British Journal of 
Political Science 3(4): 383-407. 
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of the journal) is italicised. The 
logic is similar: journals are divided 
into volumes (one for each year), 
with volumes further subdivided 
into issues, and issues divided into 
separate articles by different 
authors. Again, the full information 
is required so the reader can locate 
the article you are actually citing. 
Note that you do NOT include 
details of the editor, publisher, etc. 
NEVER include a URL, even if you 
accessed the journal using the 
Internet. 
 

Newspapers Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) “Title of Article”, 
Newspaper Name, Date of 
Publication. 
 

Hopkins, Katie (2015) “On the 
Art of Trolling”, Daily Mail, 2 
February, 14. 

Webpages Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) “Title of Webpage”, 
Name of Website, Date of 
Creation, accessed at URL, Date 
of Access. 
 
Because webpages can change, you 
must describe the date of the source 
itself AND report where and when 
you accessed it. Webpages vary 
hugely in quality and reliability and 
so should be used with discernment. 
E.g. never cite Wikipedia pages: 
since they are editable by anyone, 
they are unreliable. 
 

Marcus, Jonathan (2014) 
“Pentagon Ex-Head Gates 
Criticises Obama’s Afghan 
Tactics”, BBC News, 8 January, 
accessed at 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
politics-34980504, 2 December 
2015. 

Official 
Documents 

Author Surname, Author First 
Name (Year) “Title of 
Document”, Source of Document, 
Date of Document. 
 
Official documents (e.g. internal 
governmental or organisational 
documents found in archives), vary 
enormously. The key is to: include 
as full a reference as possible, such 
that anyone wishing to locate the 
item could do so; and present it in a 
format consistent with the rest of 
your bibliography. The relevant 

Smith, John (1979) “Afghanistan: 
Soviet Troops Massing on 
Border”, Cable from the British 
Embassy in Moscow to the 
Foreign Office, FCO 17/450/1, 21 
December. 
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repository (e.g. the National 
Archive), will often provide helpful 
advice on how to cite their material. 
 

Podcast Author (year of broadcast), 'title of 
episode', title of podcast, date, 
URL, date accessed. 
 

 

Radio 
Broadcast 

Title of programme, (Year of 
original transmission), Name of 
radio station, Day and month or 
original transmission, Available 
at: URL, Accessed: date 

 

 
 
 


