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Crisis in Ukraine
• Build-up of Russian forces along 

border with Ukraine


• Russia ultimatum to USA


1. Ban Ukraine from NATO


2. Pull all troops and NWs from 
former Soviet republics


• USA rejected key demands but 
ongoing negotiations

Will bargaining succeed or fail?



Verbalize: Bargaining model of war

• Assumptions


- States are rational actors with complete information


- Fighting a war is costly 


• The bargaining range is a set of deals that states mutually prefer to war


- Size of bargaining range increases with the costs of war


- Probability of victory (relative power) influences how much one can get
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Visualize: Bargaining model of war
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Visualize: Application

Source: Helene Cooper, NYT, https://www.nytimes.com/
2022/01/14/us/politics/russia-ukraine-biden-military.html (1/14/22)

Draw two bargaining models: one 
before and the other after a warning 
indicating support for an insurgency.


Would committing to back a potential 
Ukrainian insurgency affect the 
bargaining range? If so, how?

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/01/14/us/politics/russia-ukraine-biden-military.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/01/14/us/politics/russia-ukraine-biden-military.html


Mathematize: Bargaining model of war

• Scenario: In bargaining, Russia demands x from USA. There is 1 unit of resource 
at stake. If USA rejects the demand, Russia will invade Ukraine, which is won by 
Russia with probability p. In the event of war both Russia and the USA pay cost c. 


• Will there be war?


- Condition 1: x > p - c (Russia prefers deals at least as valuable as war)


- Condition 2: 1 - x > 1 - p - c (USA prefers deals at least as valuable as war)


- Condition 2 (simplified): x < p + c


- If x ∈ [p - c, p + c], both sides accept, o/w one side rejects and war

Adapted from MD Mangini



Inefficiency Puzzle of War
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1. Describe the explanation 
for war.


2.What does your 
explanation predict about 
what we might observe in 
the crisis in Ukraine?

See Fearon 1995



Explanations for war
Description Potential Applications

Incomplete information

Commitment problem

Indivisible territory

Description Potential Applications

Incomplete information

States have private information 
about resolve and incentives to 

misrepresent this info; this can lead 
states to make demands that are 

outside of the “true” bargaining range

Austria-Hungary and Serbia/Russia in 
July 1914, Iraq War of 2003
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misrepresent this info; this can lead 
states to make demands that are 

outside of the “true” bargaining range

Austria-Hungary and Serbia/Russia in 
July 1914, Iraq War of 2003

Commitment problem
State cannot credibly commit to not 

taking advantage of a potential 
power shift

Germany and Russia in 1914, Iraq 
War of 2003, crisis in Ukraine (?)

Indivisible territory

Description Potential Applications

Incomplete information

States have private information 
about resolve and incentives to 

misrepresent this info; this can lead 
states to make demands that are 

outside of the “true” bargaining range

Austria-Hungary and Serbia/Russia in 
July 1914, Iraq War of 2003

Commitment problem
State cannot credibly commit to not 

taking advantage of a potential 
power shift

Germany and Russia in 1914, Iraq 
War of 2003, crisis in Ukraine (?)

Indivisible territory
Actors can’t bargain b/c there’s no 

way to divide up the pie for symbolic 
(?) reasons

Jerusalem, Ulster

See Fearon 1995
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