POSC 3610: International Conflict
Steven V. Miller
Fall 2018
E-mail: svmille@clemson.edu
Office Hours: TR 1:30 p.m.-3:30 p.m.
Office: 230A Brackett Hall

Web: posc3610.svmiller.com
Class Hours: TR 11:00-12:15 p.m.
Class Room: 213 Brackett Hall

Course Description
The onset, expansion and consequences of inter-state conflict lie at the heart of international relations scholarship. This class will explore these topics, highlighting what we know and what we
do not know. We will start by clarifying our concepts and what we mean when we use terms
like “dispute” and “war.” The rest proceeds as an overview of the literature in the spirit of the
Correlates of War project. We will discuss the ubiquitous and problematic issue of “power” in international relations. We will reiterate that most conflicts are between land-contiguous neighbors
and concern territorial issues between them. Thereafter, we will discuss numerous other correlates of war and peace, like alliances, joint democracy, and rivalry. We will also talk about conflict
processes like deterrence, compellence, dispute escalation and the dynamics of war. Students that
complete this class should have a broad overview of prominent quantitative scholarship on the
cause of disputes and war in the international system, situating them in scholarship in the “peace
science” field.

Course Objectives
1. Define inter-state conflict, militarized interstate disputes, and war.
2. Summarize the basic premise of why structural properties of the international system may
lead states to fight each other.
3. Grasp not just democratic peace theory, but the full implications of the central claim of the
peaceful nature of democracies.
4. Delineate why territory, as opposed to neighborly interactions, leads states to conflict.
5. Model war as a costly lottery.
6. Understand why sample selection is critical to claims about war and peace in international
politics.
7. Read research designs and interpret regression results.
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Required Readings
Vasquez, John A (2009). The War Puzzle Revisited. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.
I list this book as “required reading” despite the fact the book will be “required” for the sake of
the research paper. Almost all other readings for this class can be obtained by the student via any
one of a number of electronic storage facilities on the World Wide Web (e.g., JSTOR, Blackwellsynergy). Clemson University has subscriptions to all these services, which can be accessed
through the university’s library website. I will note when a particular reading is inaccessible for
Clemson students and make it available on Canvas.

Course Policy
This section of the syllabus details multiple policies that will be implemented in this class through
the semester. Continued enrollment in this class constitutes acceptance of the terms outlined in
this document.

Grading Policy
• 20% of your grade will be determined by your attendance and participation in class.
• 20% of your grade will be determined by a midterm to be administered on Thursday, Oct. 11
during normal class hours. There will be NO make-ups.
• 20% of your grade will be determined by a research paper you will write. The paper will
focus on the “Steps to War” argument (see: the required reading). You will summarize
Vasquez’ (2009) “Steps to War” argument and apply it to a specific war from a list of wars
that I will provide. You can choose which war you want to summarize though space is finite
and I will assign topics on a first-come-first-served basis. This paper must be submitted
through Turnitin on the Canvas module for the course before Saturday, Dec. 1, 9 a.m.1 I
will distribute more specific information about the paper and the list of wars from which to
choose through Canvas and on the course website early in the semester.
• 40% of your grade will be determined by a final exam. Clemson University has scheduled
this final exam on Wednesday, Dec. 12, 3-5:30 p.m. There will be NO make-ups.

Attendance Policy
Showing up is 80 percent of life – Woody Allen, via Marshall Brickman
Students should be wary of skipping class. I deduct all participation points for a class after five
unexcused absences and this can have important implications for a student’s overall grade in the
class. There is already a strong positive correlation between the percentage of classes a student has
attended in the course and the student’s final grade for the semester (r = 0.716) for all 481 students
I have taught since Fall 2014.
1 Allow

me to reiterate what this means. A paper submitted at nine hours, zero minutes, and zero seconds is late by
this interpretation. I do not accept late work. Do not assume your laptop’s clock perfectly coincides with the system’s
time or atomic time. I do not care that you tell me you had phantom “computer” issues or that your file somehow got
“corrupted” while trying to submit your assignment at the proverbial eleventh hour. Learn to budget your time better.
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Figure 1: A Scatterplot of the Relationship between Class Attendance and Final Grade
A simple linear regression of a student’s final grade on percentage of classes attended for the
semester for all classes I have taught since Fall 2014 suggests an increase of one percent in attendance for the semester leads to an estimated increase of 0.815 in the student’s final grade.
Whereas one missed classes constitutes about a five-percent decrease in percentage attendance for
the semester, one missed class means an estimated decrease of 4.075 in the overall grade. The
effect of attendance on the final grade for the class is precise (t = 22.475) and the likelihood that
there is no actual relationship between attendance and final grade for the semester is almost zero.
This simple linear model with just one predictor (attendance) provides a good fit as well (R2 =
0.513). See Figure 1 in this document.
A student might object that attendance is partly endogenous to a grade since past classes deducted
all participation points after five unexcused absences. This is true, but the findings hold even when
I subset the data to cases where attendance is greater than 75% (i.e. roughly the threshold below
which I deduct all participation points). Students who just meet the threshold for full participation
points nevertheless get an estimated decrease of 2.86 in their overall grade for each missed class.
This effect is also precise (t = 7.275). Put another way, we would have observed this effect in my
data if there were no true effect of attendance on grades about 0 times in 100,000,000 “trials” (i.e. p
= 0), on average. That probability is effectively zero. Attend class.

Participation Policy
I want to reward each student in the class with all the participation and attendance points. This,
however, is contingent on students demonstrating in class that they have read the material and
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understand its basic ideas. Students routinely fail to demonstrate this en masse to the professor.
I have two tactics to coerce students to do the reading. One, I will cold-call students from a list
to answer a particular question. Failure to answer a question posed by me when cold-called (or
failure to be in class that day) will result in a one-point deduction of the overall grade for the
semester.
I may also assign a pop quiz for the lecture and cancel the remainder of my presentation for the
class period. Failure to be in class for a pop quiz will result in a zero for that quiz. I will grade
each quiz and weight the percentage of correct responses against the participation grade for the
semester. This means a failure to be in class for what might be the only pop quiz of the semester
would result in a zero for the participation grade for the semester. Skip class at your own peril.
Finally, prove to me you have read the syllabus by sending me an email titled “Escapade.” In that
email, copy and paste the lyrics to “Escapade” from Janet Jackson’s Rhythm Nation 1814 and send
me a YouTube link for the music video so that I may enjoy it. You will get one point of extra credit
for this exercise. This extra credit offer is valid until 9 a.m. (my Gmail time) of Aug. 29, 2018.

Cell Phones, Pagers, Laptops, PDAs
Unless Student Disabilities Services informs me that such a device is a necessary accommodation
for a student with disabilities, all laptops, tablets, cell phones, and PDAs are to be put away during
class (both in lecture and during exams). There are two reasons for this. One, you are on Facebook
or Instagram anyway when you are using them during class. Both can wait. Two, laptops are—
and I must emphasize this—terrible learning devices. Likewise, keep your phone or pager (do
people still use those?) in your bag or pocket during class. The professor reserves the right to
embarrass the student for not having a phone on “vibrate” during class. If not, the ringtone better
be something good.

Late Arrival of the Professor Policy
If, for some reason, I am more than fifteen minutes late to class, a volunteer student should check
in 232 Brackett Hall with Ms. Angela Guido. If class is cancelled, I will send an email in advance
of class.

E-mail Policy (or: Why I May Not Respond to Your E-mail)
I am usually quick to respond to student e-mails. However, student e-mails tend to do several
things that try my patience. I have a new policy, effective Fall 2016, that outlines why I will not
respond to certain e-mails students send. Multiple rationales follow.
1. The student could answer his/her own inquiry by reading the syllabus.
2. The student missed class for which there was no exam. I do not need to know the exact
reason for a missed class. Students with excusable absences are responsible for giving me a
note in hard copy that documents the reason for the missed class. An e-mail is unnecessary
unless the impromptu absence involved missing a midterm or final.
3. The student wants to know what topics s/he missed during a class s/he skipped. The answer is always “you missed what was on the syllabus.”
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4. The student is protesting a grade without reference to specific points of objection. See the
policy on protesting a grade in the syllabus. These e-mails tend to be expressive utility on the
part of the student and do not require a response from me. Students interested in improving
their knowledge of material should see me during office hours.
5. The students wants to know how many classes s/he missed at some point during the semester.
I assume the student has a better answer to that question than me until the end of the
semester.
6. The student is requesting an extension on an assignment for which the syllabus already
established the deadline. The answer is always “no.”
7. The student is proposing an excuse for why an assignment that is late on Turnitin is “not
actually late” by some flimsy pretense. I will ignore these e-mails.
8. The student is “grade grubbing” or asking to round up a grade. The answer is always “no.”
I round grades down, not up.
9. The student is asking for an extra credit opportunity, a request that amounts to more grading
for the professor. The answer is “no.”

Make-Up Exam Policy
There are NO make-ups for missed exams. Professors are forever intolerant of weak excuses. Do
not bring them to me. Missed exams in cases of illness or personal emergency can be accommodated only with proper documentation. This does not mean a student can punt an exam to the
near future because of a headache or the sniffles, for which a medical excuse is sought several
hours after missing the exam in question. I will not accept these notes. Exams missed due to a
university-sponsored event or religious holiday may also be accommodated, provided that the
student informs me of the conflict at least two weeks in advance. Students who have valid excuses,
with documentation, for missing exam dates have one week at the most from the original date of the
exam to complete a missed exam.

Academic Dishonesty Policy
I take academic integrity seriously and will show no tolerance for any instances of academic dishonesty. The logic behind cheating or plagiarism may be self-interest, but this is too myopic.
Penalties for being caught are severe and the consequences of being found culpable will extend
well beyond the student’s time as a college student at Clemson. In the interest of clarification, I
provide the definitions of several types of academic dishonesty below, as understood by Clemson
University. Avoid intentionally or inadvertently committing any of these acts:
• Cheating: Giving, receiving, or using unauthorized aid, including the inappropriate use of
electronic devices, in any work submitted to fulfill academic requirements. In examination
situations all electronic devices must be off and stowed unless otherwise authorized by the
instructor.
• Plagiarism: The intentional or unintentional copying of language, structure, or ideas of another and attributing the work to one’s own efforts.
• Unlawful Access to Private Material: Attempts to copy, edit, or delete computer files that
belong to another person or use of computer accounts that belong to another person without
the permission of the file owner or account owner.
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Clemson University’s Academic Integrity Statement broadly defines breaches of academic integrity as “lying, cheating, or stealing in any form.” This broad definition of academic integrity
that will be enforced in my classroom.

Disabilities Policy
Federal laws mandate the provision of services at the university level to qualified students with
disabilities. If a student requires special provisions, I encourage that student to let me know
privately as soon as possible (preferably within the first two weeks of the semester). Afterward, I
am required to refer the student to the Student Disabilities Services (SDS), which will determine
the necessary provisions that I must make. SDS will give its recommendations to the student, who
must relay their recommendations to me. I, as the instructor, am responsible for providing the
necessary accommodations, but only at the behest of SDS. The student maintains privacy rights
on the matter, which I wholeheartedly will respect. That said, it is the student’s responsibility to
initiate the provision process. This can only be done, privately and securely, through SDS.
Students who require quiet test rooms or extended time for exams must take the initiative to
schedule a room at the Test Proctoring Center on campus. These rooms must be scheduled by the
student for the day of the exam as listed in the syllabus. Failure by the student to schedule a room
at the Test Proctoring Center for the day of the exam will lead to a zero on the assignment.

Disputing an Assignment Grade
I am willing to accommodate students who believe my grading of an assignment was too harsh or
misunderstanding. Students who wish to dispute a grade on an assignment must submit a onepage, single-spaced argument for a grade change before I consider the request. From there, I will
re-grade the entire assignment. The student should not assume a “ratchet effect” for disputing an
assignment as the subsequent reevaluation may result in a lower grade.
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Figure 2: A Calendar for POSC 3610 (International Conflict, Fall 2018)

Class Schedule
Students must read the following before Tuesday’s class session each week. Important: class readings are subject to change, contingent on mitigating circumstances and the progress we make as a
class. Students should attend lectures and follow the course website to keep track of any changes
to the schedule. Weeks corresponding with midterms will have the exams on Thursday preceded
by an in-class review on Tuesday.

Week 01, 08/20 - 08/24: Syllabus Day
Read all associated documents on course website.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Taking Good Notes
Set Up Google Scholar to Find Class Readings on Your Syllabus
Dos and Dont’s of Writing for Students
Assorted Tips for Students on Writing Research Papers
Exam Grading Policy
Fun with Attendance and Grades (i.e. Students Should Attend Class)
The Educational Power of Discomfort
Everybody Writes: A Web Content Approach for Students
Put Your Laptops Away, Kids (Vol. 2)
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• Reading a Regression Table: A Guide for Students

Week 02, 08/27 - 08/31: The Scientific Study of War
Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce (1985). “Toward a Scientific Understanding of International Conflict: A
Personal View”. In: International Studies Quarterly 29.2, pp. 121–136.
Bremer, Stuart A. (1992). “Dangerous Dyads: Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Interstate
War, 1816-1965”. In: Journal of Conflict Resolution 36.2, pp. 309–341.

Week 03, 09/03 - 09/07: Identifying Wars and MIDs
Diehl, Paul F. (2006). “Just A Phase?: Integrating Conflict Dynamics over Time”. In: Conflict
Management and Peace Science 23.3, pp. 199–210.
Jones, Daniel M, Stuart A. Bremer and J. David Singer (1996). “Militarized Interstate Disputes,
1816-1992: Rationale, Coding Rules, and Empirical Patterns”. In: Conflict Management and Peace
Science 15.2, pp. 163–213.
Sarkees, Meredith Reid, Frank Whelon Wayman and J. David Singer (2003). “Inter-State, IntraState, and Extra-State Wars: A Comprehensive Look at Their Distribution over Time”. In: International Studies Quarterly 47.1, pp. 49–70.

Week 04, 09/10 - 09/14: Formal/Bargaining Models of Conflict
Snyder, Glenn H. (1971). “‘Prisoner’s Dilemma’ and ‘Chicken’ Models in International Politics”.
In: International Studies Quarterly 15 (1), pp. 66–103.
Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce (1988). “The Contribution of Expected Utility Theory to the Study of
International Conflict”. In: The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18.4, pp. 629–652.
Fearon, James D. (1995). “Rationalist Explanations for War”. In: International Organization 49.3,
pp. 379–414.
Recommended Reading
Wagner, R. Harrison (2000). “Bargaining and War”. In: American Journal of Political Science 44.3,
pp. 469–484.
Filson, Darren and Suzanne Werner (2002). “A Bargaining Model of War and Peace: Anticipating
the Onset, Duration, and Outcome of War”. In: American Journal of Political Science 46.4, pp. 819–
837.

Week 05, 09/17 - 09/21: Contiguity and Territory
Quackenbush, Stephen L. (2006). “Identifying Opportunities for Conflict: Politically Active Dyads”.
In: Conflict Management and Peace Science 23.1, pp. 37–51.
Vasquez, John A (1995). “Why Do Neighbors Fight? Proximity, Interaction or Territoriality?” In:
Journal of Peace Research 32.3, pp. 277–293.
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Week 06, 09/24 - 09/28: Power and Structural Theories
The Forsberg (2011) book chapter is available on Canvas
Forsberg, Tuomas (2011). “Power in International Relations: An Interdisciplinary Perspective”.
In: International Studies: Interdisciplinary Approaches. Ed. by Pami Aalto, Vilho Harle and Sami
Moisio. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.
Waltz, Kenneth N. (1988). “The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory”. In: The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18.4, pp. 615–628.
Evera, Stephen Van (1998). “Offense, Defense, and the Causes of War”. In: International Security
22 (4), pp. 5–43.
Sample, Susan G. (2017). “Power, Wealth, and Satisfaction: When do Power Transitions Lead
to Conflict?” In: Journal of Conflict Resolution. http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/
0022002717707238.

Week 07, 10/01 - 10/05: Alliances
Lai, Brian and Dan Reiter (2000). “Democracy, Political Similarity, and International Alliances,
1816-1992”. In: Journal of Conflict Resolution 44.2, pp. 203–227.
Gibler, Douglas M. and Meredith Reid Sarkees (2004). “Measuring Alliances: The Correlates of
War Formal Interstate Alliance Dataset, 1816-2000”. In: Journal of Peace Research 41.2, pp. 211–222.
Johnson, Jesse C. and Brett Ashley Leeds (2011). “Defense Pacts: A Prescription for Peace?” In:
Foreign Policy Analysis 7.1, pp. 45–65.
Kenwick, Michael R, John A. Vasquez and Matthew A. Powers (2015). “Do Alliances Really Deter?” In: Journal of Politics 77.4, pp. 943–954.
Scholarly Dialogue
Kenwick, Michael R. and John A. Vasquez (2017). “Defense Pacts and Deterrence: Caveat Emptor”. In: Journal of Politics 79.1, pp. 329–334.
Leeds, Brett Ashley and Jesse C. Johnson (2017). “Theory, Data, and Deterrence: A Response to
Kenwick, Vasquez, and Powers”. In: Journal of Politics 79.1, pp. 335–340.
Morrow, James D. (2017). “When Do Defensive Alliances Provoke Rather than Deter?” In: Journal
of Politics 79.1, pp. 341–345.

Week 08, 10/08 - 10/12: MIDTERM
Week 09, 10/15 - 10/19: Democratic Peace
Maoz, Zeev and Bruce Russett (1993). “Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace,
1946-1986”. In: American Political Science Review 87.3, pp. 624–638.
Rousseau, David L, Christopher Gelpi, Dan Reiter and Paul K. Huth (1996). “Assessing the Dyadic
Nature of the Democratic Peace, 1918-88”. In: American Political Science Review 90.3, pp. 512–533.
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Benoit, Kenneth (1996). “Democracies Really Are More Pacific (in General): Reexamining Regime
Type and War Involvement”. In: Journal of Conflict Resolution 40.4, pp. 636–657.
Dixon, William J. (1994). “Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict”. In:
American Political Science Review 88.1, pp. 14–32.

Week 10, 10/22 - 10/26: Escalation of Disputes to War
Reed, William (2000). “A Unified Statistical Model of Conflict Onset and Escalation”. In: American
Journal of Political Science 44.1, pp. 84–93.
Senese, Paul D. and John A. Vasquez (2003). “A Unified Explanation of Territorial Conflict: Testing
the Impact of Sampling Bias, 1919-1992”. In: International Studies Quarterly 47.2, pp. 275–298.

Week 11, 10/29 - 11/02: The Evolution of War
Altfeld, Michael F. and Bruce Bueno de Mesquita (1979). “Choosing Sides in Wars”. In: International Studies Quarterly 23.1, pp. 87–112.
Siverson, Randolph M. and Harvey Starr (1990). “Opportunity, Willingness, and the Diffusion of
War”. In: American Political Science Review 84.1, pp. 47–67.
Bennett, D. Scott and Allan C. Stam (1996). “The Duration of Interstate Wars, 1816-1985”. In: The
American Political Science Review 90.2, pp. 239–257.
——– (1998). “The Declining Advantages of Democracy: A Combined Model of War Outcomes
and Duration”. In: The Journal of Conflict Resolution 42.3, pp. 344–366.

Week 12, 11/05 - 11/09: NO CLASS
Fall Break is Tuesday. The professor will be at the 52nd Peace Science Society International North American
Meeting in Austin, TX on Thursday.

Week 13, 11/12 - 11/16: War Termination and Consequences
The Thompson (1993) reading is available on Canvas.
Reiter, Dan (2003). “Exploring the Bargaining Model of War”. In: Perspective on Politics 1.1, pp. 27–
43.
Slantchev, Branislav L. (2003). “The Principle of Convergence in Wartime Negotiations”. In: American Political Science Review 97.4, pp. 621–632.
Ramsay, Kristopher W. (2008). “Settling it on the Field: Battlefield Events and War Termination”.
In: Journal of Conflict Resolution 52.6, pp. 850–879.
Thompson, William R. (1993). “The Consequences of War”. In: International Interactions 19.1-2,
pp. 125–147.
Organski, A.F.K. and Jacek Kugler (1977). “The Costs of Major Wars: The Phoenix Factor”. In:
American Political Science Review 71.4, pp. 1347–1366.
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Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, Randolph M. Siverson and Gary Woller (1992). “War and the Fate of
Regimes: A Comparative Analysis”. In: American Political Science Review 86.3, pp. 638–646.
Koubi, Vally (2005). “War and Economic Performance”. In: Journal of Peace Research 42.1, pp. 67–82.

Week 14, 11/19 - 11/23: THANKSGIVING BREAK
Week 15, 11/26 - 11/30: Recurrent Conflict and Rivalry
Quackenbush, Stephen L. and Jerome F. Venteicher (2008). “Settlements, Outcomes, and the Recurrence of Conflict”. In: Journal of Peace Research 45.6, pp. 723–742.
Frazier, Derrick V. and William J. Dixon (2006). “Third-Party Intermediaries and Negotiated Settlements, 1946-2000”. In: International Interactions 32.4, pp. 385–408.
Goertz, Gary and Paul F. Diehl (1992). “The Empirical Importance of Enduring Rivalries”. In:
International Interactions 18.2, pp. 151–163.
Thompson, William R. (2001). “Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics”. In: International
Studies Quarterly 45.4, pp. 557–586.
Klein, James P, Gary Goertz and Paul F. Diehl (2006). “The New Rivalry Dataset: Procedures and
Patterns”. In: Journal of Peace Research 43.3, pp. 331–348.

Week 16, 12/03 - 12/07: What Have We Learned About Disputes and War
Week 17, 12/10 - 12/14: FINAL EXAMS
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