
POLI	754:	Formal	Models	of	International	Relations																										 Spring	2017	
	

Prof.	Stephen	Gent		� 		gent@unc.edu	
	
Class	Meets:		 	Thursdays	3:30-6:30pm,	New	East	305	
Office	Hours:			Thursdays	9:30-11:30am,	2:00-3:00pm	Hamilton	352	
Sakai	Website:	https://sakai.unc.edu/portal/site/poli754-sp17		

Course	Description	

This	course	is	intended	for	graduate	students	who	are	interested	in	the	formal	analysis	of	
international	relations.	The	goal	of	the	course	is	to	familiarize	students	with	the	use	of	game	
theoretic	techniques	to	develop	theories	to	explain	political	phenomena	in	the	international	
arena.	In	this	course,	students	will	(1)	derive	or	prove	results	presented	by	the	various	authors,	
(2)	identify	ways	to	improve	upon	previous	research,	and	(3)	develop	the	skills	necessary	to	
develop	their	own	game	theoretic	models.	This	course	is	not	meant	to	be	a	survey	of	the	formal	
literature	in	international	relations.	Instead,	we	will	look	at	a	limited	number	of	representative	
readings	that	will	allow	you	to	learn	about	how	formal	models	are	used	to	construct	theories	of	
international	relations.	
	
This	course	concentrates	on	formal	IR	research,	and	we	will	spend	much	of	our	time	working	
through	game	theoretic	models.		While	we	will	spend	the	first	session	reviewing	the	basic	
concepts	of	game	theory,	it	would	be	beneficial	if	students	have	already	taken	a	course	in	game	
theory	(e.g.,	POLI	789).	
	

Requirements	
	

Participation	(10%):	Students	are	expected	to	complete	the	assigned	reading	each	week	
according	to	the	topic	covered.	Discussion	of	the	readings	and	models	will	occur	in	class.	
	
Presentations	(30%):	For	most	class	sessions,	one	student	will	be	responsible	for	presenting	and	
critiquing	the	assigned	article.	The	presenter	should	prepare	a	short	handout	(~3	pages)	that	will	
be	distributed	to	the	class.	This	handout	should	consist	of	(i)	a	summary	of	the	article's	main	
points,	(ii)	an	explanation	of	the	main	proofs	and	the	intuition	behind	them,	(iii)	an	evaluation	of	
the	substantive	importance	of	the	contribution,	and	(iv)	a	critique	of	the	paper.	The	presenter	
should	post	the	handout	on	the	Sakai	website	by	Wednesday	night	before	class.	Everyone	will	
be	expected	to	have	read	the	article	and	the	summary	before	coming	to	class.	Presenters	must	
be	prepared	to	lead	an	in-class	discussion	of	the	article.	
	
Referee	Report	(20%):		Students	will	write	a	formal	referee	report	on	a	published	article	in	
international	relations	that	includes	a	game	theoretic	model.		I	will	provide	more	information	on	
the	requirements	for	this	assignment	later.	The	referee	report	will	be	due	March	2.			
	
Research	Paper	(40%):	Students	will	also	be	expected	to	complete	a	research	paper	in	which	
they	develop	their	own	original	game	theoretic	model	to	examine	a	question	of	interest	in	
international	relations.	We	will	have	an	in-class	workshop	on	April	6	for	students	to	get	
feedback	on	their	models.	I	will	provide	more	information	on	the	requirements	of	the	research	
paper	(and	workshop	presentations)	at	a	later	date.	The	research	paper	will	be	due	on	May	4.			



Schedule	of	Readings	

	
INTRODUCTION	
	
January	12	–	Introduction	and	Overview	of	Game	Theory	
	
Recommended	Readings	on	the	Use	of	Formal	Models	in	IR	
	

• Lake,	David	A.,	and	Robert	Powell.		1999.		“International	Relations:	A	Strategic	Choice	
Approach.”		(Strategic	Choice	and	International	Relations,	Ch.	1)	

• Walt,	Stephen.	1999.	“Rigor	or	Rigor	Mortis?	Rational	Choice	and	Security	Studies.”	
International	Security	23	(4):	5-48.	

• Powell,	Robert.	1999.	“The	Modeling	Enterprise	and	Security	Studies.”	International	
Security	24	(2):	97-106.	

• Goemans,	Hein,	and	William	Spaniel.	2016.	“Multimethod	Research:	A	Case	for	Formal	
Theory.”	Security	Studies,	25(1):	25-33.	

	
	
INTERSTATE	CONFLICT	
	
January	19	

• Slantchev,	Branislav	L.		2011.		Military	Threats.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press,	
Ch.	1-2.	

	
January	26	

• Carter,	David.	2010.	“The	Strategy	of	Territorial	Conflict.”	American	Journal	of	Political	
Science	54(4):	969-897.	

	
February	2	

• Schultz,	Kenneth	A.	1999.	“Do	Democratic	Institutions	Constrain	or	Inform?”	
International	Organization	53(2):	233-266.	

	
February	9	

• Spaniel,	William,	and	Bradley	K.	Smith.	2015.	“Sanctions,	Uncertainty,	and	Leader	
Tenure.”	International	Studies	Quarterly	59	(4):	735–749		

	
	
THIRD	PARTY	DYNAMICS	
	
February	16	

• Yuen,	Amy.	2009.	“Target	Concessions	in	the	Shadow	of	Intervention.”	Journal	of	
Conflict	Resolution	53(5):	745-773.	
	



February	23	–	ISA	(No	Class)	

	
March	2	

• Fang,	Songying.	2010.	“The	Strategic	Use	of	International	Institutions	in	Dispute	
Settlement.”	Quarterly	Journal	of	Political	Science	5(2):	107-131.	
	

• Referee	Reports	Due	
	
March	9		

• Favretto,	Katja.	2009.	“Should	Peacemakers	Take	Sides?	Major	Power	Mediation,	
Coercion,	and	Bias.”	American	Political	Science	Review	103(2):	248-263.		
	

March	16	–	Spring	Break	(No	class)	
	

March	23	

• Bapat,	Navin	A.	2012.	“Understanding	State	Sponsorship	of	Militant	Groups.”	British	
Journal	of	Political	Science	42(1):	1-29.		
	

March	30	
	

• Gent,	Stephen	E.	2008.		“Going	in	When	it	Counts:	Military	Intervention	and	the	
Outcome	of	Civil	Conflicts.”	International	Studies	Quarterly	52(4):	713-735.	

	
April	6		

• In-Class	Workshop:	Student	Models	
	
	
INTRASTATE	CONFLICT	
	
April	13		

• Kydd,	Andrew,	and	Barbara	F.	Walter.	2002.	“Sabotaging	the	Peace:	The	Politics	of	
Extremist	Violence”	International	Organization	56(2):	263-296.	

	
April	20	

• Zhukov,	Yuri	M.	2015.	“Population	Resettlement	in	War:	Theory	and	Evidence	from	
Soviet	Archives.”	Journal	of	Conflict	Resolution 59(7)	1155-1185.	
	

April	27	

• Paine,	Jack.	2016.	”Rethinking	the	Conflict	‘Resource	Curse’:	How	Oil	Wealth	Prevents	
Center-Seeking	Civil	Wars.”	International	Organization	70(4):	727–761.	

	
May	4	

• Research	Papers	Due 


