Introduction to Formal Theory – Political Science Y573 

Michael McGinnis

Office Hours: Tuesday 1:30-3:00 PM and by appointment

Woodburn 366, 855-8784, mcginnis@indiana.edu
Class Meets Wed. 1:25-3:20 PM, Woodburn 204

Section 3747, Spring 2004

This version revised May 9, 2004, after completion of the course.


Direct link: http://mypage.iu.edu/~mcginnis/y573_syl.doc
Goals: 

This course introduces graduate students to some of the most important uses of formal (i.e., mathematical) models in political science. Emphasis will be placed on the fundamental rationale behind the development and application of modeling techniques, and on the strengths and limitations of this general approach to research. The basic tools of game theory will be covered, but students seeking to specialize in this area should plan on taking a more advanced course in game theory (from Economics or the Business School). This course will focus on the ways in which game models can be used to represent fundamental aspects, properties, and implications of institutions of particular relevance to political scientists, specifically institutions dealing with collective decision-making, policy implementation, and dispute resolution.

Texts:

Morrow, James D. 1994. Game Theory for Political Scientists. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. ISBN 0-691-03430-3

Shepsle. Kenneth A., and Mark S. Bonchek. 1997. Analyzing Politics: Rationality, Behavior, and Institutions, New York: Norton. ISBN 0-393-97107-4

Johnson, Paul E. 1998. Social Choice: Theory and Research. Sage University Papers Series on Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences, 07-123. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. ISBN 0-7619-1406-4

Hirshleifer, Jack. 2001. The Dark Side of the Force: Economic Foundations of Conflict Theory, New York: Cambridge University Press. ISBN 0-521-00917-0

Tasks: These four assignments will be equally weighted in calculation of final course grades:

1. Class participation 

2. Homework assignments

3. Summarizing an important example of a model

4. Evaluation of a Classic Work in Formal Theory 

These tasks are explained more fully below.

Schedule of Topics and Assignments

Week 1. Jan. 14. Course Introduction; Presentation on the Prisoner’s Dilemma Game 

Week 2. Jan. 21. The Logic of Modeling 

Lave, Charles A., and James G. March. 1975. An Introduction to Models in the Social Sciences, chapters 1-3: 2-84. New York: Harper & Row. 

Richardson, Lewis Fry. 1960. Arms and Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Causes and Origins of War. Pittsburgh: Boxwood Press, pp. 12-36.

McGinnis, Michael. 1991. "Richardson, Rationality, and Restrictive Models of the Arms Race: A Return to Simplicity," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 35: 443-473.

Assignment (due 10 AM the day of class): Each student should write a short 3-4 page (double-spaced) statement of the type of model that he or she expects would be useful in his/her own research projects. Lay out what you think are the most essential components of the basic empirical situation that you would like to model, and discuss the types of implications that you would like to be able to derive from your assumptions. Don’t try to specify your model in detail at this point, although you are welcome to suggest the form of model you are inclined to build. At the end of this semester we will re-examine these initial ideas, to see if class members have developed a more accurate sense of what is and what is not possible through the use of formal models. 

Week 3. Jan. 28. Reconciling Individual Rationality and Collective Choice


Morrow, chapters 1-2, Appendix One


Shepsle and Bonchek, chapters 1-4, 8-10


Johnson, chapters 1-3


Hirshleifer, Introduction

Assignment: By 10 AM submit a brief memo (less than a page) stating a question or concern about the material that’s sufficiently important for us to allocate time to its discussion.

Chapter 2 in Morrow’s book is especially important as an introduction to basic utility theory. Try to work through the exercises he provides, except for the later exercises regarding different models of deterrence. We may return to that topic later, after we have seen some extensive game models. We should go through several of his earlier exercises during class time, especially if any of you have any questions on them.

 

The Appendix in Morrow is a reference source for future use. We will cover the techniques needed, as we go through the course of the semester.

 

For Johnson, do not spend too much time trying to understand his presentation of the proof of Arrow’s Theorem (pp. 16-20). This is very technical, and we will not cover it in any detail in class. (I think he is dead wrong in saying that the proof is elegant, but that’s a matter of taste! The important thing is that you really don’t need to know that proof at this stage in your training.) You should, however, spend particular attention trying to understand the meaning of the assumptions of fairness and consistency used in Arrow’s Theorem, as explained both by Johnson and in the Shepsle and Bonchek book. 

 

Chapters 8-10 of Shepsle and Bonchek can be deferred until later in the course, specifically for the March 24 session.

 

Week 4. Feb. 4. Spatial Models of Voting: Basic Concepts


Shepsle and Bonchek, chapters 5-7


Johnson, chapters 4-7

Week 5. Feb. 11. Spatial Models of Institutions: A Quick Overview


Shepsle and Bonchek, chapters 11-17

Assignment: By 10 AM submit a brief memo (less than a page) stating a question or concern about the material that’s sufficiently important for us to allocate time to its discussion.

Week 6. Feb. 18. Game Models: Basic Concepts


Morrow, chapters 3-4

Homework Assignment: 

Given the nature of these exercises, most of you will find it easier to actually put pen (or pencil!) to paper rather than using a word processor or other computer software. So if you have a hard copy (i.e., handwritten on paper) version of your homework, please turn it in to my mailbox in the political science department, Woodburn 210, by 10 AM on Wednesday, at the very latest. Feel free to turn your completed homework assignments in even earlier than that, to maximize the chance that I might actually be able to look at them before coming to class.

 

I encourage you to complete as many assignments as possible, with the following exceptions. You can safely skip all exercises dealing with zero-sum games, since we virtually never have such games in political science applications. Also, if you run short of time, you may skip the calculations of the Nash bargaining solution near the end of chapter 4. We won’t cover that topic this week, although we may come back to it later in the semester. 

 

For purposes of grading, and of assessing your comprehension of the material, I would like to see legible versions of the way in which you answered the questions listed below. Please show as many intermediate steps as is necessary for me to follow the sequence of steps through which your analysis progressed. Seeing how you work your way through each problem is more important than whether or not you come up with the right answer as given in the appendix. 

CHAPTER 3: Since the appendix to Morrow’s text includes answers to all of the questions in chapter 3, let me assign you the following question for this homework. 

 

Consider the following game. There are three individuals, 1, 2, and 3. Player 1 gets to propose whether an available pot of money will be spent to build a bridge (B) or a protected park (P). However, any spending proposal must be supported by at least one other player. After 1 selects a proposal, player 2 can vote in favor of that proposal or against it. If 2 votes yes, then 1’s original proposal has been accepted and the game is over. If 2 votes no, then player 3 gets to make the final decision. A yes vote by 3 implements that proposal, but a no vote kills that proposal. (For future reference, the reversion point is to return the money to the local taxpayers in the form of a tax rebate; sound familiar? But for now you do not need to know how the players’ preferences over these three outcomes.)

 

Your assignment consists of two parts:

 

1.      Draw the extensive form of this game.

2.      Try to draw this game in normal form. This will not be easy to do on any two-dimensional surface, unless your artistic skills are highly developed. At the very least, specify how many strategies each player has, and then calculate the number of cells that would have to be included in the normal form game.

 

 

CHAPTER 4: Please show how you would answer the following exercises:

 

Exercise 4.1, part c only.

Exercise 4.2, part d only.

Exercise 4.6, part b only.

Exercise 4.7.

Exercise 4.9

Exercise 4.10. In addition, apply this same method of iterated dominance to the game matrix used in Exercise 4.1, part c (Figure 4.3c on p. 79). How many Nash equilibria remain after you implement this procedure?

  

Feel free to ask me any questions about other assignments in the textbook, but I only want to grade the ones listed on this sheet.

 

Week 7. Feb. 25. Game Models: Solution Concepts I


Morrow, chapter 5

Homework Assignment: 

Exercise 5.1 (a, b, c)

Exercise 5.2 (b, c, e)

Exercise 5.3 (Feel free to interpret x,y,z in terms of our recurring example of Bridge, Park, and Tax Rebate, in that order.) 

Exercise 5.4 (Again, Bridge, Park, and Tax Rebate can be used)

Exercise 5.9

Please skip the Rubinstein Bargaining Model section (pp. 145-156) for now. We may return to this issue later in the course, but not right now. Also, make sure you do read the remainder of that chapter, pp. 156-159, for some insights into the problems of backwards induction.

Later Clarification: Exercise 5.9 turns out to be more subtle than I first realized, and I apologize for any misleading clues I may have given those of you who have sought my advice on this problem. Let me make the following suggestions and/or clarifications. First, the object of the exercise is to determine which values of the status quo would remain as the outcome under the specific rules specified in the text. Yes, you do need to know the value of the status quo to determine what the outcome will be, but the point of the exercise is to detemine the circumstances (i.e, the range of SQ values) for which the SQ will remain the outcome. Second, Morrow assigns particular roles to the committee chairs and floor leaders, and these roles must be included in your analysis. Third, the logic of backward induction definitely works in this case. In effect, the last choice is made by the median voter on the floor, the next to last choice by whoever can offer amendments to proposals, or proposals, and so forth, back to the initial move, which is always made, in this model, by the relevant committee chair.

 

I hope these clues help you work your way through this problem. But if you are having problems with this one, or with the earlier ones, do not despair. Now that I have gone through all the problems in detail myself, I suspect that we may not get all the way to this problem in this week's session. The earlier problems are useful illustrations of several useful points, and I will want to go over them in great detail (as well as some of the unassigned problems). It is clear that Morrow has selected his exercises with considerable care, to serve pedagogical purposes that may not be immediately apparent.

Week 8. March 3. Game Models: Solution Concepts II


Morrow, chapters 6-7

Homework Assignment: 

It turns out that David was correct to point to a mixed strategy equilibrium for player 2 in the game used in Exercise 5.2, part e. By my calculations, the strategy combinations (U; ½ u, ½ d; U’; u’) and (U; ½ u, ½ d; D’; d’) are also Nash equilibria to this game. Note, however, that player 1 plays a pure strategy and that this mixed strategy for player 2 does not work as part of any Nash equilibrium if players 3 and 4 adopt their mixed strategy equilibrium. You should be able to calculate the mixed strategy equilibrium for players 1 and 2, assuming that the strategies of players 3 and 4 are fixed as U’;u’ or D’,d’. But this demonstration does not need to be included in the homework you submit. 

 

As stated in class, begin by taking a second shot at two questions from chapter 5. 

 

Exercise 5.4, p. 135. 

Exercise 5.9, p. 145.

 

Then move on to chapter 6. (For good news concerning chapter 7, read on.)

 

Exercise 6.1, p. 165. For this assignment, you need to know that tossing a coin repeatedly consists of a series of independent trials of a random process, which means that the probability of observing n heads in a row is found by multiplying p, the probability of getting heads on any one toss, times itself n times (that is, taking p to the nth power). If the coin is “fair,” p=.5. The question implicitly asserts that there are 999 fair coins in the bag, and only one “loaded” coin, for which p=.75. Thus, the probability of picking a loaded coin from the bag is .001. This should give you enough information to complete all parts of this question.

 

Exercise 6.4, p. 173. Note that this question only asks you to verify that (D;a;R,L) is a subgame-perfect equilibrium. Thus, you don’t need to bother finding all the Nash equilibria but can instead move directly to determining the status of this particular strategy combination. 

 

The example beginning at the bottom of p. 171 is critical to this chapter, and I would like you to complete a few of the steps that Morrow skips in his presentation. First, Morrow gives you one pure-strategy Nash equilibrium to the game in Figure 6.1, but there is also a second pure-strategy Nash equilibrium. What is it? (Be sure to show how you found it.)

 

Second, on p. 172 Morrow states that “[another] Nash equilibrium to this game is {A;a;[pL,(1-p)R]}, with p < ¼.” Please verify this statement. I suggest that you give this problem some thought before writing some long verbal explanation; the key to a succinct answer lies in the direct application of the basic definition of a Nash equilibrium. (In other words, do not even try to determine all of the possible Nash equilibria, just check to see why this strategy combination satisfies the conditions.)

 

Third, give some thought to how Morrow’s equilibrium is related to the second pure-strategy Nash equilibrium you found earlier. What is this relationship? 

 

Exercise 6.6, p. 179, which is another look at Exercise 5.2. Answer only parts b and e. 

 

Exercise 6.7, part a only.
 

Now for the good news. You do not have to complete any homework problems from the Nuclear Deterrence section of chapter 6 or from any of chapter 7. I encourage you to read as much of this material as possible, especially chapter 7, if only to get a sense of some of the complexities we will not be able to cover in this course. The concept of a “trembling-hand equilibrium” is especially useful, but it is computationally too complex for our current needs. 

Week 9. March 10.  Game Models: Solution Concepts III


Morrow, chapter 8

Homework Assignment: 

Exercise 6.6, part e. I gave you some clues on how to solve this in class.

Exercise 6.7, part a only.
 

To understand chapter 8, we need to cover one of the sections in Chapter 7, specifically pp. 199-211. Feel free to skim from the bottom of p. 207 to the bottom of p. 209, but the rest should be read more carefully. In order to induce the appropriate preferences, please also complete Exercises 7-7 and 7-8.
 

For Chapter 8, complete Exercise 8.1 as well as Exercises 8.3, 8.4, 8.5. 

 

Read the remainder of chapter 8, but there will be no more homework assignments from that chapter.

SPRING BREAK
Week 10. March 24. Game Models: Repeated Games


Morrow, chapters 9-10

McGinnis, Michael. 1986. "Issue Linkage and the Evolution of International Cooperation," Journal of Conflict Resolution, March 1986, 30:1, 141-170.

Homework Assignment: Exercises 9.1 through 9.5.

Week 11. March 31. An Example of How A Basic Misunderstanding Can Generate a Controversy

Tsebelis, George, "The Abuse of Probability in Political Analysis: The Robinson Crusoe Fallacy,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 83, No. 1. (Mar., 1989), pp. 77-91. 

Bianco, William T., Peter C. Ordeshook, and George Tsebelis, "Crime and Punishment: Are One-Shot, Two-Person Games Enough?" American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 2. (June 1990), pp. 569-86 (in Controversies).  


Hirshleifer, chapter 8 (with Eric Rasmusen), from JTP, 1992.

Assignment:

Any remaining questions about homework assignments or other material covered in the Morrow text can be covered during the session for March 31. I would like us to discuss the Rubinstein bargaining model, which is covered by Morrow on pages 145-149.

It looks like the following sequence of topics (all from Morrow’s textbook) will cover nearly all of the concerns that were raised by you. 
 
pp. 170-180: perfect Bayesian equilibrium, specifically as a set up for the next topic:
pp. 192-196. trembling hand perfect equilibrium (and its relationship to other solution concepts)
pp. 199-207, example of deterrence model and the many parameters generated in the process of solving it.
 
I will try to hit the highlights of each of these topics, rather than go through each one in detail. Feel free to push me on any details that you find particularly confusing.
Week 12. April 7. Group Presentations on Formal Models of Institutional Processes


Readings to be determined by class members.

No written report is required, but members of each group should be prepared to help focus our attention on the most important aspects of the reading they selected. Distributing a one-page handout summarizing these points would be useful.

David Schwab

Saks, Michael J., and Thomas M. Ostrom. 1975. "Jury Size and Consensus Requirements: The Laws of Probability v. the Laws of the Land," Journal of Contemporary Law, vol. 1, pp. 163-173.

Hye Yun Park

Ostrom, Elinor, Roy Gardner, and James Walker. 1994. Rules, Games, and Common-Pool Resources. University of Michigan Press, chapter 3, "Games Appropriators Play," pp. 

Pam Jagger

Gardner, Roy, and Christopher J. Waller. 2002. "Incentives in Strategic Interactions Involving an International Development Cooperation Agency," Appendix B in Elinor Ostrom, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivakumar, and Krister Andersson. Aid, Incentives, and Sustainability: An Institutional Analysis of Development Cooperation, Sida Studies in Evaluation # 02/01:1. Stockholm, Sweden: Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), pp. 301-329. Available online (http://www.sida.se/Sida/jsp/Crosslink.jsp?d=583).

Diego Pacheco 

Coleman, James S. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory, pp. 674-5, 681-7, 829-873 (chapter 31, "Indivisible Events, Corporate Actors, and Collective Decisions,"), Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press.  

Jennifer Clark

Miller, Gary, and Norman Schofield. 2003. “Activists and Partisan Realignment in the United States,” American Political Science Review 97 (2), 245-260. http://journals.cambridge.org/bin/bladerunner?REQUNIQ=1080066972&REQSESS=2971282&118200REQEVENT=&REQINT1=152180&REQAUTH=0
Mike Faber

Ting, Michael M. (2003) "A Strategic Theory of Bureaucratic Redundancy." American Journal of Political Science  47 (2), 274-292. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/1540-5907.00019/full/
Week 13. April 14. Models of Conflict, Anarchy, and Governance


Hirshleifer, chapters 1-7, 14

McGinnis, Michael D., 1990. "A Rational Model of Regional Rivalry," International Studies Quarterly, March 1990, 34:1, 111-135.

Assignment: By 10 AM submit a brief memo (less than a page) stating a question or concern about the material that’s sufficiently important for us to allocate time to its discussion.

Week 14. April 21. Ongoing Research: Networks and Cooperative Game Theory

Assignment: 
As benevolent dictator of this group, I have made a change in our reading assignment for next Wednesday’s class, April 21. I originally planned to have you look at some of my own efforts to incorporate some cooperative game models into my own research. However, I now think it would be a better idea for us to discuss two articles that first specified some of the tools I hope to be able to put to us in my own subsequent work. (Yes, this means that I am not as far along in these projects as I planned to be by this time, but still, looking at these source documents should be a useful exercise for you. Over the years I have tried to monitor selected economics and other technical journals to get an advance peak at some models and methods likely to turn up in the political science journals a few years down the road.) 

These works are pretty technical, but I think you should have the tools to understand most of what the authors are trying to do. To help give some background, I have also included a few pages from a recent textbook that covers more cooperative game theory than does Morrow. (You should review the few pages in Morrow’s text on cooperative games, pp. 111-119.) Attached are copies of the readings for next week’s session. Complete references are given below:

Dixit, Avinash, and Susan Skeath. Games of Strategy, New York: Norton, “The Core” (pp. 560-567) and “The Shapley Value” (pp. 572-577).

Bienenstock, Elisa Jayne, and Phillip Bonacich.1997. “Network Exchange as a Cooperative Game,” Rationality and Society 9:37-65; as reprinted in Bhaskar Dutta and Matthew O. Jackson, eds. 2003. Networks and Groups: Models of Strategic Formation, Berlin: Springer, pp. 429-452.

Slikker, Marco, and Anne van den Nouweland. 2000. “Network Formation With Costs for Establishing Links,” Review of Economic Design 5: 333-362; as reprinted in Bhaskar Dutta and Matthew O. Jackson, eds. 2003. Networks and Groups: Models of Strategic Formation, Berlin: Springer, pp. 233-262.

Week 15. April 28. Reports on Evaluation of Classic Works

Reports due by 10 AM on the day of class (or earlier). 

Pam Jagger: Becker, Gary S. 1976. The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. 

Hye Yun Park: Buchanan, James M., and Gordon Tullock. 1962. The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Constitutional Democracy. 

Diego Pacheco: Coleman, James S. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory
Jennifer Clark and Mike Faber: Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. 

David Schwab: Ordeshook, Peter C. 1986. Game Theory and Political Theory
NO MEETING FINALS WEEK

EXPLANATION OF ASSIGNMENTS

CLASS PARTICIPATION: Self-explanatory.

HOMEWORK: For those weeks covering more technical material, students will be asked to complete some homework exercises, to be turned in before the beginning of that class session.

SUMMARY PROJECT: Each student will propose one article or book chapter that includes a formal model that those students believe would be worth examining in more detail. Once these selections have been approved by the instructor, these papers will be made available to all students. Each student will prepare a brief presentation (to the class as a whole) of the most important components of that model. They should also point out particular aspects of the model for which they have questions or lingering confusion, for discussion in class. Students are encouraged to focus their presentations on the most important and/or controversial elements of that model, according to criteria that should become clear during the course of the semester. (Note: Although originally designed to be a group project, the group size was defined to be 1.)

Here are the types of articles or books that I suggested as possible topics: 

Busch, Lutz-Alexander, and Ignatius J. Horstmann, 2001. “The Game of Negotiations: Ordering Issues and Implementing Agreements,” Games and Economic Behavior, 41, 169-191.

Chandra, Kanchan. 2001. “Ethnic Bargains, Group Instability, and Social Choice Theory,” Politics and Society, 29(3), 337-362.

Epstein Lee, and Shvetsova O. 2002. “Heresthetical Maneuvering on the US Supreme Court,” Journal of Theoretical Politics, January 2002, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 93-122.

Ferreira, José Luis Ferreira, 1999. “Endogenous Formation of Coalitions in Noncooperative Games,” Games and Economic Behavior, 26, 40-58.

Gardner, Roy, and Christopher J. Waller. 2002. Technical Appendix in Ostrom, Elinor, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivakumar, and Krister Andersson.. Aid, Incentives, and Sustainability: An Institutional Analysis of Development Cooperation.: Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), pp. 301-329.

McGann, A. J. 2002. “The Advantages of Ideological Cohesion: A Model of Constituency Representation and Electoral Competition in Multi-Party Democracies,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 14 (1), 37-70.

Miller, Gary, and Norman Schofield. 2003. “Activists and Partisan Realignment in the United States,” American Political Science Review 97 (2), 245-260.

Ray, Debraj, and Rajiv Vohra. 1999. “A Theory of Endogenous Coalition Structures,” Games and Economic Behavior, 26, 286-336.

Slantchev, Branislav L. 2003. “The Power to Hurt: Costly Conflict with Completely Informed States,” American Political Science Review, 97 (1), 123-133.

Tsebelis, George. 2000. “Veto Players and Institutional Analysis,” Governance, 13 (4), 441-474.

For another good source of important models, consider the chapters that specify the models underlying more general assertions in the following books:

Coleman, James S. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory, Harvard Univ. Press.

Knight, Jack. 1992. Institutions and Social Conflict. Cambridge University Press.

Miller, Gary J. 1992. Managerial Dilemmas: The Political Economy of Hierarchy, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Tsebelis, George. 2002. Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work, Princeton University Press.

There are many, many other examples that we might cover, and I am relying on each of you to suggest models that you would particularly like to see us cover in some detail. 

I have also gathered some references to survey articles that you might find useful in helping track down a model that you think would be worth our closer examination. 

Bender, J., A. Glazer, and t. Hammond. 2001. “Theories of Delegation,” Annual Review of Political Science, 4, 235-269.

Diermeier, Daniel, and Keith Krehbiel. 2003. “Institutionalism as a Methodology,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 15 (2), 123-144.

Epstein, Lee, and Jack Knight. 2000. “Toward a Strategic Revolution in Judicial Politics," Political Ressearch Quarterly 53 (September): 625-661.  http://www.artsci.wustl.edu/~polisci/epstein/research/PRQ00.pdf
Gotts, N.M, J.G. Polhill, and A.N.R. Law, 2003. “Agent-Based Simulation in the Study of Social Dilemmas,” Artificial Intelligence Review 19, 3-92.

Krehbiel, Keith. 1988. “Spatial Models of Legislative Choice,” Legislative Studies Quarterly 13 (3), 259-319.

Laver, Michael. 1998. “Models of Government Formation,” Annual Review of Political Science 1, 1-25. 

Oliver, Pamela E. 1993. “Formal Models of Collective Action,” Annual Review of Sociology 19, 271-300.

Powell, Robert. 2002. “Bargaining Theory and International Conflict,” Annual Review of Political Science 5, 1-30.

Schofield, Norman. 2001. “Constitutions, Voting and Democracy: A Review,” Social Choice and Welfare 18, 571-600.

Thomson, William. 2001. “On the Axiomatic Method and its Recent Applications to Game Theory and Resource Allocation,” Social Choice and Welfare 18, 327-386.

EVALUATION OF CLASSIC WORKS ASSIGNMENT

Each student will write a report on ONE of the following classic works in formal theory. (Other selections are possible but must be approved in advance.) In a paper of less than ten pages (double-spaced), students should complete the following tasks:

1. How is this book used in the current literature? What research programs still consider this work to be a foundation for their ongoing work? For what purposes is it still cited? Or has it become so well-entrenched that many researchers no longer bother to cite it explicitly?

2. Re-examine the original text and determine which aspects of the original argument seem to have been lost or overlooked in the subsequent development of this research program. Why do you think these aspects have been given less attention in subsequent works?

3. To what extent should contemporary researchers try to incorporate these overlooked insights into their future work? How would doing so improve the prospects for subsequent advances? 

Becker, Gary S. 1976. The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. Univ. of Chicago Press.

Boulding, Kenneth 1962. Conflict and Defense: A General Theory. New York: Harper and Row.

Buchanan, James M., and Gordon Tullock. 1962. The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Constitutional Democracy. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Coleman, James S. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory, Harvard University Press.

Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper & Row.

Howard, Nigel. 1971. Paradoxes of Rationality: Theory of Metagames and Political Behavior. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Luce, R. Duncan, and Howard Raiffa. 1957. Games and Decisions. New York: Wiley.

Niskanen. W. A., Jr. 1971. Bureaucracy and Representative Government. Chicago: AVC.

Ordeshook, Peter C. 1986. Game Theory and Political Theory. Cambridge Univ. Press.

Raiffa, Howard. 1968. Decision Analysis. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Richardson, Lewis Fry. 1960. Arms and Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Causes and Origins of War. Pittsburgh: Boxwood Press.

Riker, William H. 1962. The Theory of Political Coalitions. Yale University Press.
Riker, William H. 1982. Liberalism Against Populism. San Francisco: Freeman.

Riker, William H., and Peter C. Ordeshook. 1973. Introduction to Positive Political Theory, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Schelling, Thomas C. 1960. The Strategy of Conflict. New Haven: Harvard University Press.

Sen, Amartya K. 1970. Collective Choice and Social Welfare. San Francisco: Holder-Day. 

Snyder, Glenn H., and Paul Diesing. 1977. Conflict Among Nations: Bargaining, Decision Making, and System Structure in International Crises. Princeton University Press.

Tullock, Gordon. 1965. Politics of Bureaucracy. Washington, DC: Public Affairs Press.

________. 1971. The Logic of Law. New York: Basic Books. 

von Neumann, John, and Oscar Morgenstern. 1944, 1947. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, Princeton University Press.
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