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Jay M. Parker, Ph.D.
ABSTRACT
Why do states contribute to ad hoc security coalitions and what factors influence
their level and composition of support? What factors influence states’ decisions to
contribute and the type of contribution? What motivated countries such as South Korea
to contribute significantly to the Iraq War “coalition of the willing” while steadfast
partners such as Turkey and Germany resisted U.S. efforts to include them as coalition
partners? Given the potential for coalition, rather than alliance military action, coalitions
are understudied as a tool of grand strategy. This research examines the conditions that
influence state burden sharing behavior for ad hoc security coalitions and examines the
decision making model developed by Andrew Bennett, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny
Unger.
In an analysis of South Korean, Turkish, and German contributions to the current
Iraq War coalition, this research tests an integrative model to explain the spectrum of
constraints and opportunities defined by the dynamics of the international system, as well
as the capabilities to account for domestic political constraints. The leaders of coalition

nations must act within the spectrum of constraints and opportunities that are defined by

each nation’s domestic political structures. When domestic political considerations are
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not included in the study of foreign policy, researchers are limited to developing a set of
necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for foreign policy decision making. Burden
sharing is an integral part of foreign policy decision making and hence requires
knowledge of the international environment in which states make decisions and the
domestic environment where policy makers translate decisions into action. As is readily
apparent in the foreign policy literature, but sometimes lacking in the greater
international relations literature, states rarely act as unitary actors. State decisions to
commit resources to a military coalition are influenced by the ability of the government
to extract those resources from the society. Incorporating state-societal measures in
theory-making allows one to gain a better appreciation of the size and composition of
state resource expenditures.

This study finds that domestic structure—in the form of the relationship between
the state executive and legislature—significantly influences a given state’s burden
sharing behavior. Executive authority and parliamentary accountability appreciably
affects the ability of a state to contribute military forces to an international coalition,
especially in instances where threat or collective action pressures are low. States with
strong executive power in the area of military oversight are less constrained in providing
military forces, while states with considerable parliamentary freedom are likely to show a
much lower level of commitment. This study fills a gap in the international relations

literature in that it explains the influence of state structure on state coalition burden



sharing decisions and formalizes the influence of domestic structure in the decision

making model.
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CHAPTER ONE
COALITIONS: ENDURING, BUT UNDERSTUDIED

Why do states contribute to ad hoc security coalitions and what factors influence
their level and composition of support? What factors influence states’ decisions to
contribute and the type of contribution? What motivated countries such as South Korea
to contribute significantly to the Iraq War coalition while steadfast partners such as
Turkey and Germany resisted U.S. efforts? This research examines the conditions that
influence state burden sharing behavior for ad hoc security coalitions. Significant
international relations scholarship has focused on burden sharing decisions; however, the
majority of this canon is based on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
experience. This highly institutionalized model may be insufficient, since Post Cold War
experience suggests that ad hoc coalition, rather than alliance, burden sharing is
becoming increasingly important. Although these terms are used interchangeably
throughout international relations literature, significant differences exist between the two
terms.' Coalitions, typically, are defined as ad hoc and temporary. This short nature of
coalitions distinguishes them from relatively permanent, treaty-based alliances or

standing international institutions.”

! Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan argue that the lack of accepted definition of alliance is an indication that
there is a lack of scholarly agreement on the characteristics of alliances, see Ole R. Holsti, P. Terrence
Hopmann, and John D. Sullivan, Unity and Disintegration in International Alliances (Lanham, MD:
University Press of America, 1985), 3.

? Andrew J. Pierre, Coalitions Building and Maintenance: The Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and the
War on Terrorism (Washington, DC: Georgetown University, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, 2002),
15.



Several factors influence the proliferation of military action within coalitions
rather than alliances. First, the United Nations Security Council has become more active
in collective security and peacekeeping operations. Since the end of the Cold War,
Russia and China have approved numerous operations that would have previously
garnered a veto.” These United Nations (U.N.) authorized security missions are typically
implemented through ad hoc coalitions since the U.N. maintains no standing security
agreement. Second, with the end of bipolarity and the superpower standoff, the United
States has been more active in its use of military power to resolve disputes. Finally, the
increasing number of democracies in the post-Cold War era may also contribute to the
use of coalitions rather than alliances. The ratification process required for democracies
to enter treaties may lead states to consider coalitions, which carry little legislative
burden compared to formal alliances.*

Given the potential for coalition, rather than alliance, military action, coalitions
are understudied as a tool of grand strategy. Most examinations of coalitions have
remained in the military realm with military officers writing operational level doctrine to
codify the tactical difficulties of multinational operations. This thread of literature

addresses the operating challenges in coalition warfare rather than the strategic

*The number of United Nations (U.N.) peacekeeping operations has increased by more than 400% since the
end of the Cold War. Since 1948 there have been 61 U.N. authorized peacekeeping operations,47 have
been authorized since 1998. United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations., United Nations
Peacekeeping Factsheet (United Nations, 2007 [cited October 1 2007]); available from
http://www.un.org/Depts/dpko/factsheet.pdf. See also Bruce M. Russett, What Price Vigilance? The
Burdens of National Defense (New Haven,: Yale University Press, 1970), 322.

* George Sprowls, "States and War Coalitions: A Study of the Gulf War" (Dissertation, West Virginia
University, 1998), 5.



motivations of why states choose to join that coalition in the first place.” However, little
scholarly research exists to address state motivation to support coalition operations.

This research seeks to fill the gap in burden sharing literature by applying the
Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger security burden sharing model to explain state burden
sharing behavior in the 2003 Iraq War coalition. Recognizing the failure of alliance
literature to explain burden sharing outcomes in the first Gulf War coalition, Andrew
Bennett, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny Unger proposed a multi-level security decision
model that considered international, domestic, and cognitive factors affecting coalition
burden sharing decisions. They argued that existing alliance burden sharing literature
failed to incorporate sub-systemic causal factors and thus lacked explanatory value. To
that end, they employed structured, focused, case studies of the policy processes of the
major contributors to the 1991 Gulf War coalition using the dominant realist, neo-liberal,
and cognitive-driven theories as an analytical framework. Significantly, they found that
no single theoretical strand could explain every state’s burden sharing motivations.
Parsimonious explanations ranging from balance of power theory to domestic

bureaucratic theory could not singularly explain state burden sharing motivations.

> For a review of the U.S. military literature see Nora Bensahel, "The Coalition Paradox: The Politics of
Military Cooperation" (Dissertation, Stanford University, 1999). See also John D. Becker, "Combined and
Coalition Warfighting: The American Experience," Military Review 73, no. 11 (1993), Patrick Cronin,
"Coalition Warfare: Facts, Fads, and Challenges," Strategic Review 22, no. 2 (1994), Jacob L. Devers,
"Major Problems Confronting a Theater Commander in Combined Operations," Military Review 77, no. 1
(1997), Thomas Durell-Young, "Command in Coalition Operations," in Problems and Solutions in Future
Coalition Operations, ed. Thomas J. Marshall (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 1997), Martha
Maurer, Coalition Command and Control (Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1994).
® Andrew Bennett, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny Unger, "Burden-Sharing in the Persian Gulf War,"
International Organization 48, no. 1 (1994), Andrew Bennett, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny Unger, eds.,
Friends in Need: Burden Sharing in the Persian Gulf War, 1st ed. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997).



Their research did not discredit any theory of alliance, since each theory
explained its most likely case. The United States case was the collective action theory
most likely case for contribution and the U.S. did commit to defend Saudi Arabia before
the international community pledged to help. Balance of threat theory helps explain the
lack of free riding from the Gulf States. Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab
Emirates, Egypt, Syria, and Turkey, all provided robust support in part due to the threat
that Saddam Hussein posed. Finally, the alliance dependence hypothesis helps explains
the participation of states that experienced no direct threat from Iraq. Germany, Japan,
and South Korea all contributed to the U.S. led coalition with expectation of support in
regional alliances.’

However, the burden sharing outcomes observed challenged the literature in that
existing theory did not adequately explain other than the most likely cases. First, though
collective action and balance of threat theories explained some Gulf War contributions,
they did not explain other key contributions from major participants. Despite a real and
proximate threat, Iran and Jordan elected not to contribute. More significantly, countries
such as Australia, Canada, Denmark, and Norway contributed to the coalition despite the
lack of any significant threat from Iraq. Second, due to the uncertainty in the
international system after the Cold War, Bennett, et al, found a very strong incidence of
alliance dependence, based on expected future benefits of being part of a U.S.-led global

bloc Instead of acting out of threat, or a need for collective action, states allied with the

7 Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, eds., Friends in Need: Burden Sharing in the Persian Gulf War, 346-48.
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United States for hedging motivations. Hedging states were showing a commitment to
the U.S. with the expectation that their support would curry favor while ensuring that
potential rivals were blocked.® Third, domestic politics theories, seldom seen in alliance
theorizing, possessed causal significance in explaining the timing and type of
contribution. Finally, systemic and state-level variables interacted to shape coalition
contributions heretofore unanticipated by existing theory.” The Bennett, et al, model thus
attempted to capture these interactions by integrating the major theoretical threads into a
single explanatory and predictive framework.
Coalitions — Many Faces, Many Motives, Differing Contributions

The military, economic, and diplomatic coalition contributions highlight the
significant differences between the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the 2003 Iraq War. The
Iraq War saw limited or no participation from states that were significant contributors to
the first effort. Additionally, a large portion of those that did participate in the second
coalition had no direct stake in the conflict. Why was the burden sharing in the 2003 Iraq
War markedly different from Operation Desert Storm? In the current conflict, Persian
Gulf War contributors were not only absent, but also actively tried to disarm the second
intervention. Typically staunch allies, Germany, and Turkey made active efforts to derail
U.N. passage of a Security Council resolution authorizing the use of force, while Japan

aggressively lobbied Security Council members for passage. What motivated countries

¥ For a discussion of hedging motivations see Patricia A. Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of
Peace, Weapons of War (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2004).
? Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, eds., Friends in Need: Burden Sharing in the Persian Gulf War, 349-51.
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such as South Korea and Poland to contribute significantly to the current effort, while
steadfast partners such as Turkey and Saudi Arabia resisted the United States? Why were
former Soviet republics unanimously in support of military intervention? This study aims
to explore state motivations to participate in the U.S. led Iraq War coalition.

In 1991, the first Bush administration led a coalition, under a United Nations
mandate, to war against Iraq after its unlawful invasion of Kuwait.'"’ The coalition that
freed Kuwait was diverse in composition and level of support. This coalition included
significant military partners such as Britain, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt, as well as partners
that contributed outside of the military realm. Financial partners such as Japan and
Germany significantly contributed to the coalition by providing financial support for the
United States and its military partners. This diversity of burden sharing support shows
the many methods in which states can and will contribute towards a security goal. Many
states contributed primarily military resources. Table 1 illustrates the top five military

Table 1. Military Contribution to Persian Gulf War, 1991

Country Troop Strength % Total Active

Armed Forces
United States 697,000 34.3%
Saudi Arabia 100,000 130.7%
United Kingdom 45,400 15.1%
Egypt 33,600 8.0%
Syria 14,500 3.6%

Note: Saudi Arabian percentages reflect the need for both nations to generate reserves for operation Desert

Storm.

Source: "Gulf War Veterans: Measuring Health" by Lyla M. Hernandez, Jane S. Durch, Dan G. Blazer II,
and Isabel V. Hoverman, Editors; Committee on Measuring the Health of Gulf War Veterans, Institute of
Medicine. The National Academies Press 1999; International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance, (London, 1992)

' United Nations Security Council Resolution 678, by a vote of 12-2-1 demanded that Iraq comply with
Resolution 660 by withdrawing its forces from Kuwait, and set the deadline of January 15, 1991 for Iraq to
comply. The resolution requested all states to use all necessary means to uphold Resolution 660.
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contributors to the Persian Gulf War. This table shows that although the United States
provided a significant element of military capability, the regional forces of Saudi Arabia,
Egypt, and Syria, as well as the United Kingdom robustly provided military capability.
In addition to military participation, the Persian Gulf War coalition displayed a
robust level of economic compensation to the United States for leading the collective

action. Table 2 illustrates the top five financial contributors to the Persian Gulf War

Table 2. Major Economic Contributions to Persian Gulf War, 1991

Pledges Receipts

Country (Millions) (Millions)
Saudi Arabia $16,839 $16,854
Kuwait $16,056 $16,059
Japan $10,012 $10,012
Germany $6,572 $6,455
UAE $4,088 $4,088

Source: Richard Darman, “US Costs in the Persian Gulf Conflict and Foreign Contributions to Offset

Such Costs, as required by Section 401 PL 102-25,” Office of Management and Budget Report to the

U.S. Senate, October 15, 1992
coalition. Japan and Germany, who were constitutionally limited from supplying military
forces, supported the coalition by underwriting a significant portion of the expenses for
military action. Tables 1 and 2 illustrate that burden sharing contributions may have
several dimensions. States that offer financial offsets to allies making military
contributions, or those that give assistance to allies that are hurt through trade disruptions
with the adversary; all make key contributions to the coalition objectives. Military
participation describes only one dimension of state support.

This robust coalition of diverse states conflicted with realist and liberal theories

concerning alliance formation and burden sharing. Realist theories of balance of power

and balance of threat predict that states would be hesitant to join U.S. efforts to check

7



Iraqi aggression.'' Since the U.S. possessed ample military capability alone to stop Iraq,
realist theory would expect rising powers such as Japan and Germany to sit on the
sidelines rather than join the U.S. effort. Britain, Germany, and Japan neither balanced
against U.S. power, nor possessed a direct reason to balance against Iraq as a threat; but
they contributed significantly to the coalition. Arab states such as Egypt and Morocco
bandwagoned with the United States although they suffered no direct threat from Iraq.
Liberal and institutional theories of alliance also failed to explain the first Gulf
War intervention. Constructivist theories argue that alliance formation is deeply related
to the ideational structure domestically as well as internationally.'” These theories
suggest that like-minded states will ally against a potential aggressor because of a threat
to international norms and beliefs. These theories however fail to explain why states with
differing norms and beliefs would participate in a security coalition. Illiberal monarchies,
such as Saudi Arabia, and dictatorships, such as Syria aligned with the democratically
liberal U.S. to reinstate an illiberal monarchy. Clearly these states joined the coalition for
different normative interests. Interdependence theories also argue that states that trade, or

have like interests such as collective security interests, are likely to ally against threats to

"' For balance of power theory see Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 1st ed. (Boston,
Mass.: McGraw-Hill, 1979). For balance of threat theory see Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances,
Cornell Studies in Security Affairs (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).

"2 Emanuel Adler and Michael N. Barnett, Security Communities, Cambridge Studies in International
Relations (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), John M. Owen, Liberal Peace, Liberal War:
American Politics and International Security, Cornell Studies in Security Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1997), Alexander Wendt, "Collective Identity Formation and the International State,"
American Political Science Review 88 (1994), Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics,
Cambridge Studies in International Relations (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

8



that trade.” Interdependence theories fail to explain why states like Syria, which had
little trade with the U.S., participated in the coalition. Overall, states that should have
supported collective security arrangements were slow to act and required U.S. pressure,
while other states that had marginal stake in the credibility of international institutions
but had significant private incentives, such as Syria, participated robustly in the coalition.
Twelve years after Desert Storm, events in Iraq precipitated an international crisis
and a U.S.-led security coalition. The coalition composition for the 2003 Iraq War
differed significantly from the 1991 Persian Gulf War. In 2003, the international
community was unified in its assessment that Iraq had violated its Security Council
mandate to disarm, but was divided on the appropriate course of action. Security Council
Resolution 1441 directed Iraq to allow weapons inspections warned Iraq that it would
face serious consequences if it continued violations of its obligations to disarm.'*
Although this resolution passed unanimously, the United States was later unable to
convince the Security Council to authorize the use of force to disarm Iraq. Coalition
patterns and burden sharing in Operation Iraqi Freedom exhibited a marked difference

from Desert Storm. The United States commenced combat operations in Iraq on March

19, 2003 with a “coalition of the willing” comprised of 40 countries that publicly

'3 Kurt Taylor Gaubatz, "Democratic States and Commitment in International Relations," International
Organization 50, no. 1 (1996), David A. Lake, Power, Protection, and Free Trade: International Sources
of U.S. Commercial Strategy, 1887-1939, Cornell Studies in Political Economy (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1988), Edward D. Mansfield and Rachel Bronson, "Alliances, Preferential Trading
Arrangements, and International Trade," The American Political Science Review 91, no. 1 (1997), Gerald
L. Sorokin, "Arms, Alliances, and Security Tradeoffs in Enduring Rivalries," International Studies
Quarterly 38, no. 3 (1994).

' United Nations Security Council., Resolution 1441 (United Nations, 2002 [cited October 12 2007]);
available from http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N02/682/26/PDF/N0268226.pdf?OpenElement.
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committed to the war effort. This coalition provided a variety of support, including
logistical and intelligence support, over-flight rights, or humanitarian and reconstruction
aid."> The support from the “coalition of the willing,” however, did not necessarily
include direct military support for combat operations. Table 3 illustrates military
contribution to the coalition for combat operations. Only six coalition members (besides
the United States) provided military support to conventional combat operations, and only
four committed troops to combat.

Table 3. Military Contribution for Combat Operations, Operation
Iraqi Freedom, March 19 — May 1, 2003
% Total Active

Country Troop Strength Armed Forces
United States 250,000 17.5%
United Kingdom 45,000 21.2%
Australia 2,000 3.7%
Spain 900* 0.6%
Denmark 300%* 1.3%
Poland 180 0.1%
Bulgaria 150* 0.3%

*Provided non-combat mission support outside Iraq such as chemical decontamination and
logistic support units.

Sources: Cordesman, The Iraq War: Strategy, Tactics, and Military Lessons, (Washington DC,
2003),16, 37-40; Katzmann Economic and Military Support for the U.S. Efforts in Iraq,
(Washington DC, 2007), 9-10; International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance,
(London, 2004), 353-358.

The military contribution to the 2003 Iraq War again highlighted several
anomalies not explained by existing alliance theory. Once again, since the United States
showed a willingness and capability for unilateral action, therefore collective action
theory predicts that the coalition should see numerous instances of free riding. Although

free riding was much more prevalent, some states provided significant military

1> George W. Bush, President Discusses Beginning of Operation Iraqi Freedom (The White House, 2003
[cited September 17 2007]); available from
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/03/20030322.html.
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contribution to the effort. Most significant in this regard, the United Kingdom provided a
considerable portion of its military capability to the military coalition. The British
contribution of 45,000 troops was equal to its contribution to Desert Storm. This
represented a six percent larger fraction of its total active duty armed forces compared to
Desert Storm. Significantly, this military burden was greater for the British armed forces
than for the U.S. military, in terms of percentage of active force deployed. Another
observation is the lack of direct military support from robust supporters of Desert Storm,
such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Saudi Arabia was the most significant contributor
based on economic and military contributions in the Persian Gulf War, but chose to play
at best a secondary role in the 2003 Iraq War.'°

Duration of a military conflict is likely to affect the level of burden sharing
support. Democratic states must continually justify putting citizens at risk for coalition
goals. Public support for the coalition is expected to wax and wane over the length of a
prolonged operation revealing coalition dynamics that are not present in shorter
operations. 7 One critique of the Bennett, et al, analysis of the Persian Gulf War was that
it failed to test for coalition dynamics over the length of a prolonged operation.'® The
duration of the Persian Gulf War was so short that burden-levels were relatively static

from the initiation to termination of the conflict. The Iraq war presents an opportunity for

' Madawi al-Rasheed, "Saudi Arabia: The Challenge of the US Invasion of Iraq," in The Iraq War:
Causes and Consequences, ed. Rick Fawn and Raymond A. Hinnebusch (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 2006).

' Christopher Gelpi, Peter D. Feaver, and Jason Reifler, "Success Matters: Casualty Sensitivity and the
War in Iraq," International Security 30, no. 3 (2005/6).

'8 Gerald Steinberg, The American Political Science Review 92, no. 3 (1998).
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examining the effect of war duration on burden sharing. Figure 1 presents the aggregate

military support for stabilization operations in Iraq since May 2003. These data reflect

Figure 1. Coalition Strength for Stabilization Operations, Operation Iraqi Freedom,
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coalition support to Iraq stability operations after the conclusion of conventional combat

operations and the fall of the Hussein regime. By May 2003, the United Kingdom and

the United States had redeployed significant combat strength on the assumption of a

pacific occupation. Figure 1 aggregate troop levels show the level of material burden of

the Iraq War between the United States and its coalition partners. These data show that

while U.S. forces responded to changing security conditions in Iraq, non-U.S. coalition

contributions remained relatively steady. U.S. burdens fluctuated to the security
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situation, while coalition partners were insulated from these changes and maintained a

steady level of burden.

These data also illustrate a steady decline of non-U.S. military contributions since

December 2005. As of May 2007, the number of coalition forces has declined by 47.5

percent, from a high of 24,000 in December 2003 to 12,600 in May 2007. Figure 2

shows the percentage of the military burden shared by the coalition partners. Non-U.S.

coalition contributions peaked at 17.3 percent of the total effort in February 2004 and
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Source: The Brookings Institution, /raq Index, September 10, 2007

steadily declined to 7.5 percent by May 2007. One possible explanation for this

phenomenon is that the costs of the operation were exceeding the benefits for

participating nations. An alternative explanation may be the increasing capability of Iraqi

military capabilities; however, one would also expect a drawdown of U.S. forces if Iraqi
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military capability were replacing coalition capability. If Iraqi military capability was
substituting for coalition military capability, all forces in Iraq should be drawing down.
Therefore, these data indicate that the mild support for nation building operations is
suffering under the weight of an ongoing military operation. The United States seems to
be suffering from the “classic” collective action predicament; because it has significant

military forces in Iraq, it is expected to maintain a disproportional amount of military

burden.
Table 4. Military Contribution to Stability Operations, Operation Iraqi Freedom
March 2003-March 2007
Coalition Military Contribution
Country March 2003 March 2004  March 2005°  March 2006°"  March 2007*>  Fatalities®
United States 250,000 138,000 150,000 133,000 142,000 3,461
United Kingdom 45,000 8,220 8,000 8,000 7,100 149
South Korea 675 3,600 3,270 2,300 1
Italy 3,000 3,000 2,900 0 33
Poland 180 2,500 1,700 900 900 20
Ukraine 1,650 1,500 0 0 18
Spain 900 1,300 0 0 0 11
Netherlands 1,307 0 0 0 2
Australia 2000 850 900 900 550 2
Romania 500 800 860 600 2
Denmark 300 500 530 530 460 7
Japan 200 500 600 0 0
Georgia 800 900 900 0

Source: The Brookings Institution, /raq Index, Multiple Issues

Coalition support has not only decreased over the duration of the conflict, but
coalition composition has also significantly changed. Table 4 illustrates the level military
support, by year, of the top contributors to the Iraq coalition. Appendix A shows all non-
U.S. participation to the Multi-National Forces Iraq (MNF-I), from December 2003

through May 2007.
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As evidenced by these data, the military coalition has evolved over the life of the
Iraq War. The United Kingdom rapidly downsized its 45,000 strong invasion force and
installed a relatively stable, yet significantly smaller, contingent of peacekeepers in the
south. Poland robustly supported peacekeeping operations initially-- even leading
coalition operations south of Baghdad-- but since has reduced its support to providing a
battalion sized combat element and a divisional headquarters.* Spain also initially
provided robust support to the reconstruction effort, but terminated that support following
the March 2004 Madrid train bombing when the Socialist government of Prime Minister
José Luis Rodriguez Zapatero was elected into power on a pledge to pull Spanish troops
from Iraq. South Korea has remained a firm supporter of military operations; however,
recent events suggest that their support is beginning to wane. The above discussion on
coalition contributions and timing suggest that the Iraq War should provide a robust test
of the Bennett, et al, security model due to the variation of military support over the

duration of the coalition.

' Michael E. O’Hanlon and Jason H. Campbell, Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Security in Post-
Saddam Iraq, March 17, 2004 (The Brookings Institution, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 2004
[cited September 18 2007]); available from http://www?3.brookings.edu/fp/saban/iraq/index20040317.pdf.
 Michael E. O’Hanlon and Jason H. Campbell, Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Security in Post-
Saddam Iraq, April 18, 2005 (The Brookings Institution, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 2005 [cited
September 18 2007]); available from http://www3.brookings.edu/fp/saban/iraq/index20050418.pdf.
! Michael E. O’Hanlon and Jason H. Campbell, Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Security in Post-
Saddam Iraq, April 27, 2006 (The Brookings Institution, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 2006 [cited
September 18 2007]); available from http://www3.brookings.edu/fp/saban/iraq/index20060427 .pdf.
*> Michael E. O’Hanlon and Jason H. Campbell, Tracking Variables of Reconstruction & Security in Post-
Saddam Iraq, May 31, 2007 (The Brookings Institution, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 2007 [cited
2S3eptember 18 2007]); available from http://www3.brookings.edu/fp/saban/iraq/index20070531.pdf.

Ibid.
** Anthony H. Cordesman, The Iraq War: Strategy, Tactics, and Military Lessons, Significant Issues Series
(Washington, D.C.: CSIS Press, 2003).
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Bennett, et al, found that financial support is also an essential element of coalition
burden sharing. They demonstrated that states would support military efforts financially
when they are domestically unable or unwilling to contribute military forces. During the
1991 Gulf War, Japan and Germany, constitutionally limited from deploying military
personnel, were the third and fourth largest financial contributors to the coalition,
underwriting many U.S. military expenses. Financial support by coalition partners varied
significantly in the second conflict. The limited support the United States has received
financially for the current Iraq War stands in stark contrast to the 1991 Gulf War. In that
conflict, the U.S. was reimbursed almost entirely for its military expenses. The U.S.
collected approximately $74 billion in 2007 dollars from coalition partners for U.S.
military support.”> In contrast, the U.S. is directly bearing the costs for its current
military operations in Iraq. In contrast to the first war, the U.S. is not only funding its
own operations, but it is also directly funding several coalition partners’ participation.
Table 5 presents a list of countries receiving U.S. assistance to participate in the military
coalition. These countries that provided personnel to the multinational force in Iraq were
not financially able to support their troops in the field for extended periods and therefore

required financial assistance to prepare their troops for the operation. Since 2003, the

* Congressman Bill Delahunt, opening comments; Subcommittee on International Organizations, Human
Rights, and Oversight of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Economic and Military Support for the U.S.
Efforts in Iraq: The Coalition of the Willing, Then and Now, First Session, May 9 2007, 2.
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United States has provided approximately $1.5 billion to 20 countries to support non-U.S.

coalition troops in Iraq.”®

Table 5. U.S. Support to Non-U.S. Coalition Troops

March 2003-March2007
Total

Country (Millions) Percent
Poland* $988.4 66.2%
Jordan $295.0 19.7%
Georgia $63.1 4.2%
Ukraine $12.5 0.8%
United Kingdom $5.6 0.4%
Romania $3.0 0.2%
Bosnia $2.0 0.1%
Mongolia $1.3 0.1%
Other Nations $123.3 8.3%
Total $1,494.2 100%

* Funding to Poland included funding for troops operating under its command.
Source: GAO-07-827T, Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq, (Washington DC, 2007)

The current coalition also requires a significant financial investment for the
reconstruction of the government and infrastructure of Iraq. The United States not only
had to assemble a military coalition to topple Saddam Hussein, but also had to build a
financial coalition to rebuild the war-torn state. Table 6 illustrates the major financial
donors to Iraq reconstruction. International donors other than the U.S. have pledged
approximately $14.9 billion to support Iraq reconstruction. This total is significant,
however, worldwide pledges do not even equal the $18.6 billion that the United States
alone pledged towards Iraq reconstruction, and pale in comparison to the $189 billion that

the U.S. has budgeted in 2008 for military operations and reconstruction.”’

%6 Joseph A. Christoff, "Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: Coalition Support and International Donor
Commitments," ed. United States Government Accountability Office (Washington DC, GPO, 2007), 10.
2 William H. McMichael, "Crs: Iraq War to Cost $189b in '08," Defense News, October 1,, 2007.
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Approximately $11 billion, or 70 percent, of the $14.9 billion pledged is in the form of
loans. The World Bank, International Monetary Fund, Iran, and Japan are the major
contributors of loans for reconstruction.

Table 6. Major Donor Pledges for Iraq Reconstruction

Post Madrid Pledges
Madrid Pledge and Donations
Donor (Millions) (Millions) Form of Pledge
United States $18,649 Grant
$1,500 Grants
Japan $4,914 $3,400 Loans
$5 Grant
Iran $5 $1,000 $1,000 Loan
United Kingdom $452 $198 Grant
Kuwait $500 Grant
Saudi Arabia $500 Loan
Spain $220 $28 Grant
Italy $236 Grant
UAE $215 Grant
Republic of Korea $200 Grant
European
Commission $236 $687 Grant
IMF $2,550-4,250 Loan
World Bank $3,000-5,000 Loan

Sources: GAO-07-827T, Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq, (Washington DC, 2007); The Brookings Institution, /raq Index, January 19,
2005. Note: Bolded countries also contributed troops to the multinational coalition.

Donors have provided about $2.3 billion in bilateral grants to Iraq for reconstruction.
The grants include $1 billion from Japan, $775 million from the United Kingdom, $153
8

million from South Korea, $110 million from Canada, and $100 million from Spain.2

These contributions show a high level of international commitment, but in comparison to

*¥ Christoff, "Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: Coalition Support and International Donor Commitments,"
14-15.
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the Persian Gulf War, the United States is shouldering the majority of the economic
burden.

Diplomatic support also varied across the coalition. The United Kingdom and
Spain were strong advocates in the Security Council for military intervention in Iraq.
British Prime Minister Tony Blair significantly influenced U.S. war deliberations,
convincing the Bush administration on the need for a Security Council Resolution in
order to garner domestic and international legitimacy for the use of force. British and
U.S. efforts were critical in garnering a unanimous consensus for Security Council
Resolution 1441 (November 8, 2002), which called Iraq in “material breach” of the of the
ceasefire terms presented under the terms of Resolution 687. This resolution put the onus
on Iraq to prove that it did not have Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), and warned
Iraq that it would face serious consequences as a result of its continued violations of its
obligations.” This resolution solidified international support to engage Iraq, but left
doubt on the meaning of “serious consequences.” The unanimous vote on Resolution
1441 disguised a number of fundamental policy differences among the Security Council
Members.

While the U.S. saw Resolution 1441 as a stepping-stone for military action,
France and Germany interpreted the resolution as a pretext for more aggressive weapons
inspections. In early March 2003, the governments of France, Russia, and Germany

informally rejected a second U.S.-British draft resolution advocating the use of force.

*United Nations Security Council., Resolution 1441.
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Germany initially led international efforts against a war. German Chancellor Gerhard
Schréder won reelection in national elections the previous September based on his
rejection of U.S. adventurism in Iraq. He undermined U.S. efforts to build a military
coalition by rejecting German participation in a war even with a Security Council
Resolution.”® France supported diplomatic action and weapons inspections, but
eventually joined with Germany in a diplomatic blocking effort in the Security Council,
once it was clear that war was likely.”! In the diplomatic buildup to the second
resolution, Germany and France applied significant pressure on the former Soviet states
of Eastern Europe to repel U.S. advances to participate in a coalition.

In a late January 2003 rebuke of the assertion that Germany and France were
speaking for Europe, eight NATO members issued an open letter of support for U.S.
policy towards Iraq. The eight included Great Britain, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands,
Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Portugal. The letter from the NATO-Eight
was followed by another endorsement from Eastern European nations aspiring to NATO
and EU membership. The group, known as the Vilnius 10, included Albania, Bulgaria,
Estonia, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. In an
open letter, dated February 5, 2003, the group declared, “Our countries understand the

dangers posed by tyranny and the special responsibility of democracies to defend our

% Robert J. Pauly and Tom Lansford, Strategic Preemption: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Second Iraqg War
(Burlington, VT: Ashgate Pub., 2004), 73-75.

3! Rick Fawn, "The Iraq War: Unfolding and Unfinished," in The Irag War: Causes and Consequences, ed.
Rick Fawn and Raymond A. Hinnebusch (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2006), 3-5. Pauly
and Lansford, Strategic Preemption: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Second Iraq War, 98-99.
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shared values.”>?

They claimed that it was already clear Iraq was in breach of U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1441. The Vilnius group gave the Bush administration a
diplomatic boost by stating, “In the event of non-compliance, we are prepared to
contribute to an international coalition to enforce its provisions and the disarmament of

3 The former Communist States provided necessary support to U.S. efforts to build

Iraq.
a large diplomatic coalition.

Japan was very supportive of this “second” draft resolution authorizing the use of
force against Iraq and launched a diplomatic effort to persuade undecided members of the
Security Council to support the resolution. Tokyo warned France on the dangers of
splitting the international community and the Security Council over the resolution. In an
official statement Japan warned, “[i]f the international community divides, it will not
only benefit Iraq, but also place in doubt the authority and effectiveness of the United

Nations.”*

Japan also offered financial assistance to states bordering Iraq, including
$1.3 billion to Egypt, Syria, Turkey, and Jordan.*

The second resolution became a “trial of strength” between Paris and the United

States. France went to great lengths to dissuade the U.S. and U.K. from presenting a

32 Pauly and Lansford, Strategic Preemption: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Second Iraq War, 96.

3 Ambrose Evans, Ten Eastern European States to Join in War (2003 [cited September 21 2007]);

available from

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml?xml=/news/2003/02/06/weur06.xml&sSheet=/news/2003/02/

06/ixnewstop.html.

j : Quoted in Pauly and Lansford, Strategic Preemption: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Second Iraq War, 97.
Ibid.
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second resolution to the Council.*® In the end, the diplomatic efforts of France and
Germany—and to a lesser extent Russia and China—assured that the second resolution was
not brought to a vote. The coalition formed without a U.N. mandate for the use of force
to disarm Iraq.

This summary of military, economic, and diplomatic contributions to two U.S. led
coalitions in Iraq highlights the significant differences burden sharing outcomes in the
two conflicts. The 2003 Iraq saw limited or no participation from state that were
significant contributors to the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Additionally, the U.S. gained
numerous coalition partners that had no direct stake in either conflict. Puzzling was the
drastically different coalition makeup in the second effort, even though many major
structural factors were similar to the first. A striking feature of the second coalition is the
lack of Arab participation and the limited amount of coalition military participation for
the initial invasion. Local participation from states that should be considered threatened
by Iraq was fairly absent. On the other hand, states that should have had no overt interest
in participation were partners in the second coalition. This dissertation aims to explain
these variations by the U.S.’s coalition partners.

Security Coalitions as a Field of Study
Military coalitions are an enduring feature in international relations. From

Athenian and Spartan participation in the Peloponnesian War to American involvement

% Jolyon Howorth, "France: Defender of International Legitimacy," in The Iraq War: Causes and
Consequences, ed. Rick Fawn and Raymond A. Hinnebusch (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
20006), 55.
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in the current Iraq War, great powers have often conducted warfare as members of
multinational coalitions and alliances. U.S. military operations since World War II
demonstrate that the United States typically engages in military operations within some
type of coalition.” Recent U.S. security doctrine underscores the need for multilateral
capability to face the problems of arms proliferation and terrorism. The 2006 National
Security Strategy stresses the need to address these problems through “effective
international action,” but at the same time cautions, “the international community is most

engaged in such action when the United States leads.”®

Military doctrine also highlights
the enduring requirement to operate multilaterally. U.S. military doctrine instructs
commanders to “be prepared for combat and noncombat operations with forces from
other nations within the framework of an alliance or coalition.”* One feature of these
multinational efforts is that they are often executed in the framework of ad hoc coalitions
rather than standing military alliances. Significantly, the United States has fought only

two military actions since World War Il as a member of a standing military alliance.

Rather it chooses to engage in military action unilaterally or as a member of a coalition.*’

37 For a discussion of American coalition experience see Becker, "Combined and Coalition Warfighting:
The American Experience.", Allan Reed Millett and Peter Maslowski, For the Common Defense: A
Military History of the United States of America, Rev. and expanded. ed. (New York: Free Press, 1994).

3% United States. and George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America
(Washington: White House, 2006), 22.

%% United States. Joint Chiefs of Staff., Jp 3-0, Doctrine for Joint Operations, Joint Pub; 3-0 (Washington,
D.C.: Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2006), Il 4-8. For a argument on the dangers of automatically pursuing
coalition partners see Patricia A. Weitsman, "Fighting with Friends: The Dynamics of Coalition Warfare,"
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association (Chicago, IL: 2007).

“ The U.S. participated with alliance partners in Bosnia and Kosovo, however, even these actions were
somewhat ad hoc since Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty was not activated. Participation by NATO
states was voluntary for these military actions. Terry J. Pudas, "Preparing Future Coalition Commanders,"
Joint Forces Quarterly, no. 3 (1993/1994). In non-Article V operations no one can know with certainty the
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The termination of Cold War alignments and alliances will continue to contribute to a
less rigid and more dynamic structure of international security favoring coalition versus
alliance military action. “Coalitions of the willing” will need to be formed to answer to
security dilemmas not anticipated by formal alliance structures. When a sense of urgency
combines with sufficient international support for undertaking joint military action,
coalitions, rather than alliances are more likely to distribute costs among military
members, and politically provide a sense of legitimacy and common purpose for a given
action.!

Significant scholarly attention in international relations focuses on alliance
formation, and a smaller amount on alliance burden sharing; however, the large majority
of this canon fails to answer the question of why —and how much — do states contribute
to ad hoc coalitions. In addition, why do states fail to contribute when they have an
immediate stake in the outcome?

The inability of alliance literature to explain coalition burden sharing is partially
due to its overemphasis on capability aggregation. The capability aggregation model —
where states ally to increase power capability — dominates the theoretical focus of

literature on alliances.*? George Liska argues, “states enter into alliances with one

extent to which NATO members ultimately will contribute, see David P. Auerswald, "Explaining Wars of
Choice: An Integrated Decision Model of NATO Policy in Kosovo," International Studies Quarterly 48,
no. 3 (2004). U.S. participation in Afghanistan is separate from NATO stabilization operations.

! Pierre, Coalitions Building and Maintenance: The Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and the War on
Terrorism, 13-14.

%2 James D. Morrow, "Alliances and Asymmetry: An Alternative to the Capability Aggregation Model of
Alliances," American Journal of Political Science 35, no. 4 (1991).
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»%3 Kenneth Waltz’s structural

another in order to supplement each other’s capability.
balance of power theory argues that “imbalances” in the balance of power are corrected
through the capability aggregation of alliances. “External balancing” involves increasing
one’s overall capability by including the capabilities of an ally.** Stephen Walt further
states “The primary purpose of most alliances is to combine the members’ capabilities in

»* When studied as an aggregation problem,

a way that furthers their respective interests.
the differences between alliances and coalitions are minor. However, the capability
aggregation model overlooks the fact that that alliance and coalition membership can
serve state interests tangentially to the immediate military crisis.*® The current Iraq
conflict highlights the fact that coalitions are often formed for reasons other than
capability aggregation.

Another influential body of literature has sought to explain state alliance burdens
in terms of economic factors, particularly the economic incentives that are created when a
common interest is pursued collectively. The economic theory of alliances is an offshoot
of collective goods literature and was first used by Mancur Olsen and Richard
Zeckhauser to explain NATO burden sharing.*” The collective goods hypothesis offers

an explanation for two important aspects of alliance burden sharing. First, it explains the

tendency for the larger and wealthier members to supply a disproportionately large share

“ George Liska, Nations in Alliance; the Limits of Interdependence (Baltimore,: John Hopkins Press,
1962), 26.

“Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 161-70.

“ Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 157.

“ Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War, 1-9.

7 Mancur Olson and Richard Zeckhauser, "An Economic Theory of Alliances," The Review of Economics
and Statistics 48, no. 3 (1966).
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of the defense burden. Second, it explains the tendency against collective action unless a
powerful actor can generate initial support.** Olsen and Zeckhauser, along with
successive collective security theorists, argue that small states will tend to free ride or
contribute minimally to an alliance because their limited resources will have little impact
on the amount of security provided, while large states will shoulder the majority of
defense burdens. Additionally, they argue that no collective action is likely amongst
equals in a collective arrangement because of the large amount of resources required to
begin the collective effort.*” Pure collective action requires a hegemon that can provide
incentives or costs to encourage participation.

The existing collective security literature has two empirical weaknesses when
explaining the burdens of an ad hoc security coalition. First, the theory was intended to
describe burden sharing in the broad definition of alliances that would include ad hoc
coalitions as well as treaty-based alliances. However, empirical analysis has
concentrated predominately on burden sharing in alliances more rightly defined as
international organizations or regimes. Existing burden sharing literature is almost
exclusively based on NATO, which assumes a formal alliance structure to provide
mechanisms for sharing costs among states. Alliance structure, combined with a high
level of institutionalization, guarantees that group members make some contribution to a

common effort. They help to embed international commitments in domestic politics and

“ Wallace J. Thies, "Alliances and Collective Goods: A Reappraisal," The Journal of Conflict Resolution
31, no. 2 (1987), 298-99.
* Russell Hardin, Collective Action (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1982).
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institutionalize cooperation. They also provide a focus for pressure on reluctant
governments by agreeing to norms and targets of support. These structures provide a
means to persuade domestic political actors to provide the necessary resources.”® Burden
sharing in a coalition environment is not necessarily shaped by these same institutional
dynamics to share costs. Ad hoc coalition leaders must convince participants that the
military adventure is worth the domestic costs. Burden sharing research thus needs to be
extended into less institutionalized settings.

The second empirical weakness is that the existing burden sharing literature
examines only military defense spending and ignores contributions to distinct events.”'
Mechanisms for burden sharing are couched in an overall defense burden rather than
costs associated with a particular military operation. This anomaly exists because
collective action literature assumes that “deterrence” and “defense” are the collective
goods rather than an “offensive” goal such as regime change or Middle East stability.
Since collective action theory is based largely on the NATO experience, this assumption
is logical. However, burden sharing literature needs to account not only for alliance
defense burdens, but also for the operational burdens of a specific contingency. The
Bennett et al. security model is the first attempt to explain security burdens for specific

contingent events.

% Malcolm Chalmers, "The Atlantic Burden-Sharing Debate -- Widening or Fragmenting?," International
Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs) 77, no. 3 (2001), 570, Wallace J. Thies, Friendly Rivals:
Bargaining and Burden-Shifting in NATO (Armon, NY: M.E. Sharp, 2002).

>! Several recent efforts have aimed to expand burden-sharing to individual operations. See Auerswald,
"Explaining Wars of Choice: An Integrated Decision Model of NATO Policy in Kosovo."
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Are Coalitions Different From Alliances?

The terms alliance and coalition are often used interchangeably, which causes
confusion and misspecification when used by political science scholars for theoretical
analysis. Although these terms are often used synonymously throughout international
relations literature, significant differences exist between the two terms.>* Both terms
refer to forms of multinational military cooperation, yet neither term has a commonly
accepted definition. This section explores the differences between alliances and
coalitions and proffers the theoretical differences based on these distinctions.

Alliance study has long been a staple of international relations scholarship, but the
term describes a wide range of alignment behavior from loose security alignments to
institutionalized international organizations such as the NATO. Scholarly literature
typically highlights two commonly accepted differences between alliances and coalitions.

First, alliances are generally characterized as more formal arrangements than
coalitions. The major works regarding alliance characteristics emphasize the formal
nature of alliances. Robert Osgood in his study of alliances and American foreign policy
remarks that alliances are, “a formal agreement that pledges states to co-operate in using

9553

their military resources against a specific state or states...””” Hans Morgenthau stresses

that an alliance adds precision — in terms of a formal agreement — to an existing

>? Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan argue that the lack of accepted definition of alliance is an indication that
there is a lack of scholarly agreement on the characteristics of alliances, see Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan,
Unity and Disintegration in International Alliances, 3.

>3 Robert Endicott Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign Policy (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1968).
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community of interests. According to Morgenthau, an alliance “makes policy and action
explicit and operative.”* Osgood stresses that alliances “pledge states to co-operate in
using their military resources against a specific state or states.”” Alliances oblige one or
more of the signatories to use force, or threaten to use force, in specified circumstances.
Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan, in their exhaustive study of alliances, stress that an
alliance must be made by formal treaty so that it can be separated from accidental or
temporary coordination of foreign policy acts.’® Finally, Glenn Snyder, in his
authoritative work on alliance politics defines alliances as, “the result of a formal
agreement of some sort that makes explicit the contingencies in which military
cooperation will occur.”’ Snyder underscores that alliances must be theoretically
separate from less formal arrangements because it is useful to stipulate their different
obligations.”™ Formal alliances introduce an obligation on the signatories that is not
present in a tacit arrangement. The formalization adds elements of specificity, obligation,
and reciprocity that are lacking in informal arrangements. Reneging will severely

damage the credibility of future promises to allies.”” The political reality lies not in the

> Hans Joachim Morgenthau and Kenneth W. Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power
and Peace, Brief ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1993), 198-99.

> Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign Policy, 17.

% Holsti, Hopmann, and Sullivan, Unity and Disintegration in International Alliances, 3-4.

3" Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics, Cornell Studies in Security Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1997), 4.

> bid., 6-8.

%% James D. Morrow, "Alliances, Credibility, and Peacetime Costs," The Journal of Conflict Resolution 38,
no. 2 (1994).
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formal contract itself but in the expectations that are supported or created by that
contract.”

Other scholars conflate alliances and coalitions; coalitions are seen as the
younger, less developed sibling of the alliance. Stephen Walt, in his seminal work 7he
Origins of Alliances, defines an alliance as, “a formal or informal relationship of security

. . 61
cooperation between two or more sovereign states.”

Barnett and Levy offer a similar
definition in their study of domestic factors that influence alliance decisions.** These
scholars assume that coalition behavior is structurally similar, and therefore,
interchangeable with alliance behavior. Scant scholarly effort has been expended to
bridge the gap in theoretical reasoning and explore their differences.

One would expect the dynamics of burden sharing to be different in an ad hoc
situation compared to a highly institutionalized alliance such as NATO. NATO has
developed an accepted process for assessing burdens on member states. Although
compliance with burden assessments is somewhat questionable, NATO maintains a
formalized process to adjudicate defense burdens.”> NATO’s Defense Planning

Committee and Defense Review Committee oversee the force planning process and

coordinate national defense plans towards NATO Force Goals. Allied defense planning

% Interestingly, Stephen Walt, in one of the most notable works on alliance behavior, deviates from this
tradition and defines an alliance as a formal or informal relationship of security cooperation between two or
more sovereign states. Although he does not stress the formal nature of the agreement, he does stress that
(2’111’1 alliance assumes some level of commitment. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 1.

Ibid.
62 Michael N. Barnett and Jack S. Levy, "Domestic Sources of Alliances and Alignments: The Case of
Egypt, 1962-73," International Organization 45, no. 3 (1991).
% Thies, Friendly Rivals: Bargaining and Burden-Shifting in NATO.
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is reviewed annually and given direction by NATO Ministers of Defense in an Annual
Defense Review. The Annual Defense Review assesses the contribution of member
countries in relation to their respective capabilities and constraints in the context of the
Force Goals assigned to them. Specific defense planning targets for each member
country are developed based on this ministerial level guidance. Member states
implement agreed defense planning procedures, which provide the methodology for
determining and reporting on the forces levels necessary to implement Force Goals. The
NATO international staff monitors and assesses countries’ actions in response to the
required forces and capabilities placed on them by this force planning process and reports
to the Defense Planning Committee on state compliance.** NATO’s highly
institutionalized process insures that states have a forum for addressing defense burden
targets. Although states attempt to “burden-shift” within the NATO force planning
process, a governing process exists for addressing defense burden issues.

Ad hoc coalitions, on the other hand, have no equivalent process for establishing
defense burdens for a particular operation. In contrast to the highly institutionalized
process seen in NATO, ad hoc coalition burdens are determined as a result of a bilateral
bargaining process with the coalition initiator. Rather than addressing burdens within a
committee structure, burdens are determined individually on a case-by-case basis. Since
coalitions tend to be in response to an already ongoing crisis, potential allies will have

significant leverage against the coalition initiator to extract concessions for their support.

% North Atlantic Treaty Organization., NATO Handbook (Brussels: NATO Office of Information and
Press, 2001), 149-51.
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States bargain their support levels in a bilateral environment rather than through a
bureaucratic structure.

Second, whereas the structure of ad hoc coalitions is different from alliances, so is
their purpose. Alliances are typically formed in the anticipation of future events, while
coalitions are formed in response to a specific crisis that has already emerged. Osgood
indicates that alliances pledge state action to cooperate in circumstances that are specified
in advance.® Bueno de Mesquito and Singer extend this argument by stating that
alliances are “for the putative purpose of coordinating their behavior in the event of
specified contingencies of a military nature.”® Glenn Snyder argues that alliances are
formal agreements to use military force “in specified circumstances.”®” Common in the
definition of alliance is the assumption that the alliance function is to prepare its members
for a future contingency that may or may not occur. Alliances may be designed to deter
aggressors, to defend in the event of war, or to initiate military action; however, their
temporal function is future oriented. Alliances are considered state level “promises” or
pledges of future cooperation.®®

Coalitions, on the other hand, are by definition ad hoc and temporary. The short

nature of coalitions distinguishes them from relatively permanent, treaty-based alliances

% Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign Policy, 17.

% Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and J. David Singer, "Alliances, Capabilities, and War," Political Science
Annual 4 (1973), 241.

%7 Snyder, Alliance Politics, 4. Emphasis in the original

5 Morrow, "Alliances and Asymmetry: An Alternative to the Capability Aggregation Model of Alliances.",
Morrow, "Alliances, Credibility, and Peacetime Costs."
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or standing international institutions.”” States form coalitions to address a particular
crisis, with no expectation of broader cooperation in other areas or continued partnership
once the immediate situation is resolved. States are free to join and exit at will; therefore,
coalitions are far less restrictive or inhibiting than alliances.

Having highlighted the differences between an alliance and coalition, for the
purposes of this study, a coalition is defined as a grouping of states that provide political,
material, or military support to meet a specific contingency at a particular time in the
absence of an alliance requirement to do so, with no commitment to a durable
relationship.”

Since coalitions and alliances differ in formality and duration, the following
assumptions apply to coalitions. First, a coalition is more likely to have members enter
and exit — based on short-term costs and benefits — since transaction costs are not locked
in by a long-term agreement. A significant cost in a standing alliance is the risk of
having to come to the aid of an ally when one would not normally have done so in the
absence of commitment. Breaking an alliance commitment involves high audience costs
since treaty based alliances are formal regimes. On the other hand, it should be less

costly to break a commitment to an informal coalition since there is no formal obligation

% Pierre, Coalitions Building and Maintenance: The Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and the War on
Terrorism, 15.

" This definition incorporates the significant facets of DOD, Pierre, and Sprowls definitions. This
definition captures three critical features of coalitions for this study, (1) the arrangement is ad hoc and
temporary, (2) the main actor is the state, and (3) aid can be financial, political, or material.
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to act.”! Cooperation does not cast the long shadow of the future as in an alliance;
therefore, coalitions should be less entangling.

Second, potential coalition partners will have significant bargaining leverage over
the coalition leader due to the short timeframe generally available for coalition building.
Relative bargaining power will turn on perceptions of comparative dependence and
intensity of interest in the bargaining situation. A coalition, in most instances, will need
to be assembled quickly since it is in response to an existing crisis, therefore, a bargainer
who wants an agreement soon will be at a disadvantage in dealing with someone who has
a temporal advantage.”

Finally, since coalitions have less time to prepare, capability aggregation will be
less effective than in formal alliance. Coalitions have much less time to prepare
operational plans and train as a coherent force. As preparation time decreases, military
efficiency decreases due to a lack of time to reconcile different doctrines and coordinate
campaigns.

This section is not intended to build a comprehensive theory of coalitions; rather
it is to highlight the critical distinctions between alliances and coalitions. For the
purposes of this dissertation, these distinctions between alliances and coalitions are

crucial. The factors which influence burden sharing, in a time critical crisis situation, are

! For alliance reliability see Brett Ashley Leeds, "Alliance Reliability in Times of War: Explaining State
Decisions to Violate Treaties," International Organization 57, no. 4 (2003), Brett Ashley Leeds, Andrew
G. Long, and Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, "Reevaluating Alliance Reliability: Specific Threats, Specific
Promises," The Journal of Conflict Resolution 44, no. 5 (2000), Alan Ned Sabrosky, "Interstate Alliances:
Their Reliability and the Expansion of War," in The Correlates of War II: Testing Some Realpolitik
Models,, ed. J. David Singer (New York: Free Press, 1979).

2 Snyder, Alliance Politics, 75.
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expected to differ from those that influence standing alliances. Leaders in democratic
states may find it easier to commit their armed forces to coalitions rather than alliances.
Even though leaders must still legitimize their decisions to the public, media, and
government, the deployment of armed forces is likely through an expedited process
compared to treaty ratification. Coalition burden sharing becomes an area of negotiation
between states that is not governed by a standing agreement. Burden sharing behavior
should be different based on the formality of an agreement. Finally, coalitions form for
more than aggregated military capability. The U.S. coalitions of the last two decades
were influenced more by the political need for legitimacy rather than inherent military
capability of any individual coalition partner. The addition of the Egyptians and Syrians
to the Desert Storm coalition had less to do with capability and more with the political
goal of participation. In this instance, the level of burden sharing is less important than
the legitimizing effect of claiming coalition partners.
Summary

This dissertation is aimed at discovering if the Bennett, et al, security model is
generalizable to situations in which international support was lacking and the United
States was willing to act more unilaterally. The 2003 Iraq War provides a unique
opportunity for testing the security decision making model. In both the 1991 Persian
Gulf War and the current Iraq War, the U.S. was the hegemonic leader of a coalition, but
U.N. approval and war legitimacy differed. In both conflicts, the U.S. military possessed

enough military power to pursue objectives unilaterally, but the current conflict showed
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many more instances of free riding. The dependent variable — amount of material,
financial, and diplomatic support to the coalition — varies from the first to second conflict
among the major contributors and varies longitudinally across the Iraq War. The Iraq
War coalition provides an excellent situation to test the robustness of the Bennett et al.
security model in explaining coalition burden sharing decisions. As there were
significant cases of non-participation and “free riding,” along with different political
motivations for participating in the coalition, I expect different causal paths to be excited
in the model, testing its explanatory power and validity.

Chapter two presents the theoretical framework for analyzing ad hoc security
coalitions. It traces the development of the burden sharing canon with a literature review
of the existing economic theory of alliances. Once the limitations of an economic only
approach are illustrated, the chapter continues with a wider review of alliance and
coalition literature and demonstrates that the existing theoretical structure makes
unjustified assumptions about the similarities of alliances and coalitions. Finally, the
chapter proffers an integrated solution to studying coalition behavior, which explains
divergent state motivations for burden sharing choices, where international pressures are
influenced by domestic politics.

Chapter three then presents a detailed discussion of the Bennett, Lepgold, and
Unger security decision making model. The theoretical foundation and contingent
predictions of the model are explored. Alternate predictive frameworks for analysis as

well as limitations to the Bennett, et al, model are also discussed. Chapter three
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concludes with a methodological discussion about the cases selected for detailed analysis.
This discussion includes a methodology for determining the influence of international
legitimacy on the model assumptions.

The next four chapters provide an empirical analysis of the security decision
model. Chapter four presents an analysis of South Korea’s support of the coalition. The
Republic of Korea (ROK) was the third largest provider of military forces for a
significant portion of the stabilization effort. Korea’s economic participation was also
significant. Korea’s contribution of over $250 million to the Iraq reconstruction fund
marked it as a significant donor, within the top ten states providing monetary support to
Iraq.

Chapter five presents an analysis Turkey’s decision to remain on the sidelines of
the Iraq War effort. The Turkey case provides a robust test to coalition burden sharing
theory because its contribution to the Iraq War was markedly different from the Desert
Storm coalition. Turkey was a key state in the U.S. strategy for regime change in Iraq;
however it maintained preferences opposite of the first war under intense pressure from
the U.S. The Bush administration’s inability to win Ankara’s approval for a northern
front in the Iraq War significantly affected U.S. Iraq war plans and dealt a serious blow to
U.S.-Turkish relations.

Chapter six analyzes the German decision to lobby against the U.S. position
concerning Iraq. Within a year of declaring Germany’s unqualified support to the U.S.

global war on terrorism, he became the first Western leader to issue a categorical “no” to
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the Bush administration for participation in the Iraq War. The Schréder government not
only declined to make a direct German contribution to the war in 2003, but moreover
engaged in active counter-coalition-building by lobbying France and Russia to support
Germany’s resistance to the U.S. “adventure.” Germany abandoned its traditional policy
of balancing between Washington and Paris, and instead created a counter-coalition with
Russia and France against the United States. Germany’s refusal to support the U.S. led
coalition, regardless of the Security Council’s position, seriously undermined the
diplomatic position of the Bush administration in building an effective coalition against
Iraq.

Finally, Chapter seven discusses the major theoretical implications of this
research. The evidence provided in the empirical chapters demonstrates that the Security
Decision Model is a valuable tool for analyzing coalition burden sharing decisions. This
research had two significant findings. First, state burden sharing decisions are influenced
by a complex interaction between international and domestic factors. Burden sharing is
an integral part of foreign policy decision making and hence requires knowledge of the
international environment in which states make decisions and the domestic environment
where decisions are translated into action. Second, as is readily apparent in the foreign
policy literature, but sometimes lacking in the greater international relations literature,
states rarely act as unitary actors. State decisions to commit resources are always based
on the ability of the government to extract resources from the society. By incorporating

state-societal measures in theory-making one can gain a better appreciation of the size
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and composition of state resource expenditures. The Security Decision Model is a useful

tool for determining the significant elements that affect burden sharing behavior.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING COALITION BURDEN SHARING

A profusion of scholarly attention focuses on alliance formation —a smaller
amount on alliance burden sharing — yet the vast majority of alliance theory fails to
answer the question of why and how much states contribute to security coalitions. This
chapter summarizes the common theoretical arguments concerning alliances and
coalitions. Each school of thought has important insights regarding alliance formation
and burden sharing, however, this dissertation argues that understanding coalition burden
sharing behavior requires an integrative theory that draws on the insights of these
competing research programs, specifying the contingent conditions when each research
program provides explanatory power for predicting and explaining outcomes. Integrative
models, arguably, better reflect the complexity of real-world decisions. They provide the
means to advance theoretical debates by building bridges across existing theories. This
integration of theories provides a more accurate means for explaining coalition dynamics
and provides a predictive framework for policy decision and analysis.

I start with a review of the burden sharing literature and argue that the dominant
collective action -- or economic approach — to explain alliance burden sharing
fundamentally ignores other causal factors that influence a state’s level of burden in
security operations. This discussion highlights the tendency for economic approaches to
assume a formal alliance structure containing treaty or institutional mechanisms that

affect state burden sharing levels; mechanisms that may be much different in less
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formalized security arrangements. In order to provide a more complete picture of the
influences on state burden sharing behavior, I then examine the broader canon on
alliances — based primarily on realist assumptions of power, threat, and material
capability — that characterizes alliances as a means to manage anarchy in the international
system. The discussion of realist approaches illustrates the role of threat on state
motivations for forming and participating in security arrangements. However, due to the
realist overemphasis on material capability motivations for alliance behavior, the realist
argument overlooks other motivations for coalition formation and participation, such as
international legitimacy. Another weakness of the realist approach is its relative
ignorance of domestic factors that serve as important influences on coalition behavior.
The review of realist theory demonstrates the need to account for these weaknesses to
explain state-level decisions on burden sharing. I then review the emerging literature on
the influence of domestic politics and decision making influences on foreign policy
outcomes. This theoretical review challenges the traditional chasm between international
and domestic theoretical approaches and demonstrates that international and domestic
politics are intertwined; each contributes to state foreign policy making. I argue that no
single theoretical approach is sufficient to explain state-level policy and a multi-causal,
integrated model is necessary to explain the complexities of state burden sharing
decisions. Finally, since critics of the Iraq War coalition claimed that legitimacy,

provided by a U.N. Resolution, was an essential influence in coalition decisions I review
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the literature on legitimacy in order to develop a research method to determine the
influence of legitimacy on state burden sharing decisions.
Systemic Theories of Alliance and Burden Sharing

Economic Theory and Burden Sharing

While the issue of cost distribution has always existed in alliance relationships,
the burden sharing debate emerged in the wake the aftermath of World War II. The
creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), followed by U.N. military
operations in Korea, prompted a debate on the uneven distribution of security burdens
within alliance systems. The theoretical foundation for collective action theory — and
hence burden sharing theory — is Mancur Olson’s collective goods theory, which seeks to
explain how groups unite to fulfill a common action. In his 1965 seminal work, The
Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups, Olson contends that
although groups do join collective agreements striving for a common purpose, there is no
shared perspective on how to distribute the costs of their collective action. Ultimately, a
small group of states assumes the majority of the burden, or the collective action is never
initiated due to the high initiation costs.

Olson’s findings suggest that large organizations tend to assume a significantly
larger burden providing public goods than smaller organizations." Public goods are
marked by two identifying factors: the benefits must be non-rival and non-excludable.

Non-rivalness implies that one person’s consumption of the good does not reduce the

' Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action; Public Goods and the Theory of Groups, Harvard
Economic Studies, V. 124 (Cambridge, Mass.,: Harvard University Press, 1965), 21.
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amount available to anyone else. For instance, one’s use of the public good “clean air”
does not reduce the amount available to other members of an alliance. Non-excludability
suggests that it is impossible to prevent relevant constituencies from consuming the
good.” Similarly, one cannot easily exclude another from gaining the public benefits
from “clean air.” As no organization can reap all the benefits of a collective, or public,
good that they have produced, insufficient incentives exist to produce it voluntarily.

First, consumers can take advantage of public goods without contributing sufficiently to
its creation. Second, small groups are more likely than large groups to undertake
collective action. Because free riding is easy and collective goods are non-excludable,
large groups require separate and selective incentives to stimulate individuals to act in a
group-oriented way. Individuals in large groups will gain relatively less per capita of
successful collective action, whereas individuals in small groups will gain relatively more
per capita through successful collective action. Hence, in the absence of collective
incentives, the incentive for group action diminishes as group size increases, so that large
groups are less able to act in their common interest than small ones.

One year after The Logic of Collective Action, Olson — along with Richard
Zeckhauser — specifically addressed issues of collective action in the security realm.
They proffered a model of security cooperation integrating Olson’s economic theory with
an empirical analysis of NATO defense expenditures. Their work employed a simplified

economic model that characterized nuclear deterrence as a pure public good and alliances

2 Hardin, Collective Action, 17-18.
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as the main vehicle for providing that good. Although they admitted that alliances have
some private benefits, they state, “above all alliances provide public goods.™ As
expressed earlier, to qualify as a pure public good, deterrence must satisfy two
requirements, non-excludability and non-rivalness. Non-excludability in this context
means it is impossible to prohibit any alliance members from enjoying the benefits of
deterrence, even to those alliance members that do not contribute. For example, France
continued to enjoy the benefits of NATO deterrence even after it resigned from the
Integrated Military Command in 1966. The public good must also be non-rival, meaning
that one individual may consume the good without preventing simultaneous consumption
by others. In the case of NATO, West Germany’s deterrence of the Soviet Union was not
diminished by Denmark’s deterrence under the NATO nuclear umbrella. Thus,
according to Olsen and Zeckhauser, NATO’s deterrent effect met the requirements of a
public good.

Since spending on collective defense competes with other spending priorities,
Olson and Zeckhauser argued that states have incentives to underpay for a public good if
another provides it in adequate supply. Since the benefits of any collective action such as
defense also goes to others, states acting independently do not have an incentive to
provide optimal amounts of defense, but have an incentive to wait for others to provide
defense for them. Contributing to a collective defense effort requires a reprioritization of

funding for participating states. A state contributing to an alliance must determine the

? Olson and Zeckhauser, "An Economic Theory of Alliances," 272.
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value it places on collective defense as well as the value of other non-defense items that
must be sacrificed for the collective defense. As spending on collective defense
competes with other spending priorities, Olson and Zeckhauser argued that states have
incentives to underpay for a public good if another state provides it in adequate supply.
Since defense outlays in a collective action goes to all states in an alliance, states acting
independently have no incentive to provide optimally to a collective defense, but rather
have an incentive to wait for others to provide defense for them. Using empirical data
from NATO defense contributions, Olson and Zeckhauser demonstrated that individual
states acting independently would not promote their common interest optimally. This
tendency to rely on other states for a public good is known as the “free-rider” problem.
They found that wealthier allies assumed a greater defense burden than poorer allies, as
measured by the ratio of military expenditure over gross national product (GNP). Thus,
their research empirically confirmed the hypothesis that, within the NATO alliance
structure, a consistent tendency existed for exploitation of the “great states” by the “small
states.” To confirm that these “exploitation” effects were a result of alliance burden
shifting, these results were also tested against defense burdens of non-alliance states.
Olson and Zeckhauser found that non-aligned states did not share a similar exploitation
effect.* They concluded that larger actors placed a greater value on collective defense

because they had more to lose if collective defense failed.

* Gavin Kennedy, Defense Economics (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1983), 45-70.
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In 1970, however, Bruce Russett observed that the “exploitation effect” seemed to
be diminishing; smaller states appeared to be assuming a larger share of the NATO
defense burden in the late 1960s.” This change in correlation between defense
expenditure and GNP suggested that NATO no longer conformed to the original
assumptions specified by Olson’s collective action theory. Successive scholars
postulated a joint product model when appraising NATO defense burdens, which refined
collective action hypothesis by relaxing the assumptions of non-excludability and non-
rivalness.® The joint model would account for the decline in free riding by arguing that
defense expenditures by military partners could accrue both public and private benefits.
Assuming “publicness” as a key tenet of the original theory, joint product theory argues
that by relaxing the public good assumption one could explain increased spending ratios.
Two possibilities emerged for the apparent decline in free riding; the goods provided by
NATO may be either exclusive or rival. The first explanation for the decline in free
riding is the possibility that defense expenditures may increasingly reflect exclusive
benefits withheld from the alliance as a whole. State defense expenditures were
producing military power that was either partially or totally private and not shared by the

alliance. Some defense expenditures were totally private; Portugal funded colonial

> Russett, What Price Vigilance? The Burdens of National Defense.

® See Ibid. Francis A. Beer, The Political Economy of Alliances: Benefits, Costs, and Institutions in NATO
(Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1972). Todd Sandler and Jon Cauley, "On Economic Theory of
Alliances," Journal of Conflict Resolution 19, no. 2 (1975). John R. Oneal, "The Theory of Collective
Action and Burden Sharing in NATO," International Organization 44, no. 3 (1990). Glenn Palmer,
"NATO, Social and Defense Spending, and Coalitions," The Western Political Quarterly 43, no. 3 (1990).
Todd Sandler, Collective Action: Theory and Applications (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1992).
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occupation forces that privately benefited Portugal, but provided no benefit to the NATO
alliance. Some defense expenditures provided multiple benefits to both the state and the
alliance. For instance, funding for NATO infrastructure would benefit both the alliance
and the host nation. A significant infrastructure improvement, such as building additional
airbases would provide a public benefit to the alliance and private benefit to the host
state. Alternately, a second explanation for diminishing free riding may be that the
alliance was producing products that were rival. Alliance forces — especially ground
forces — stationed in one geographic area are unable to defend against aggression in a
geographically separate area of the alliance. A state’s peace resulting from nuclear
deterrence did not reduce its benefit to others, but the actual defense of territory required
that forces be deployed to one geographical area, inherently meaning they were not
available to physically defend other areas of the alliance. In this case, the product of
defense was not purely public, but rather “impure,” meaning that it possessed qualities of
both public and private goods.” The alliance in later years may have been supplying a
good that had characteristics of both a private and public good. In essence, deterrence
violated the assumptions of non-excludability and/or non-rivalness.

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, Todd Sandler and several associates refined

Olson’s original argument by relaxing the assumptions of the pure public good model in

7 John R. Oneal and Mark A. Elrod, "NATO Burden Sharing and the Forces of Change," International
Studies Quarterly 33, no. 4 (1989), 440. See also Russett, What Price Vigilance? The Burdens of National
Defense, 96-99.
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favor of impure public goods and joint products.® They developed a joint product model
that describes products that provide both public and private benefits. These scholars
argued that military expenditures provided multiple benefits including deterrence,
damage limiting protection in wartime, and nation specific interests. According to
Sandler, the changed emphasis in NATO from nuclear deterrence to territorial defense
invalidated Olson’s assumptions of “publicness.” In contrast to nuclear deterrence,
conventional territorial defense is joint public good for which the allies gain partly
private benefits. Joint products explain a state’s motivation for higher levels of defense
spending. State defense expenditures in the NATO alliance thus could have an element
that is excludable and rival between alliance partners. Although Olson recognized this
distinction in his initial formulation, his empirical analysis assumed the effect on defense
expenditures was negligible.’

Sandler and his colleagues attribute the decrease in free riding to joint products to
the strategic doctrine of NATO. After 1967, the shift from the mutually assured
destruction (MAD) doctrine to the flexible response doctrine made collective defense a
more private product, invalidating some of the original assumptions of the Olson-
Zeckhauser model. During 1949-1966, NATO ascribed to a strategic doctrine of MAD in

which any Soviet aggression involving NATO allies would trigger a devastating nuclear

¥ Sandler and Cauley, "On Economic Theory of Alliances." Todd Sandler, "The Design of Supranational
Structures: An Economic Perspective," International Studies Quarterly 21, no. 2 (1977). James C.
Murdoch and Todd Sandler, "A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis of NATO," The Journal of Conflict
Resolution 26, no. 2 (1982).

? Olson and Zeckhauser identified the private benefits inherent in collective defense, but argued that
predominately public goods were produced. Olson and Zeckhauser, "An Economic Theory of Alliances,"
272.
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retaliation by the United States, Britain, and France. The alliance depended on nuclear
deterrence for collective security and, as such, shared mostly purely public benefits,
supporting the Olson-Zeckhauser model. During the late 60°s, however, NATO altered
its strategy to flexible response, in which a Soviet aggression would be met with a
commensurate response. The measured response would be conventional or nuclear based
on the type and scope of Soviet aggression. Because of this doctrinal change,
conventional forces became a much more important deterrent and defensive force. The
shift from nuclear deterrence to conventional defense changed the “publicness” of the
NATO defense posture, as conventional military forces were excludable and rival.
NATO allies on the Warsaw Bloc periphery failing to deploy sufficient conventional
defense forces would likely become the point of a Soviet attack; therefore, states
increased their individual conventional defense spending. Flexible response’s reliance on
conventional and nuclear forces meant that defense activities within NATO yielded joint
products with varying degrees of publicness. "

John Oneal and Mark Elrod in 1989, however, offered conflicting interpretations
on the decline of free riding in NATO. Their critique of Sandler argued that little
evidence exists that the European allies adjusted to the changes in NATO nuclear
doctrine. Instead, they suggested that two other influences were responsible for the

apparent decline in free riding. First, they argue that the greater pursuit of private

' Todd Sandler and Keith Hartley, "Economics of Alliances: The Lessons for Collective Action," Journal
of Economic Literature XXXIX (2001), 879.
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interests by Portugal, Greece, and Turkey skewed NATO defense expenditure data. "’
Portugal’s colonial wars, and the rivalry between Greece and Turkey, drastically
increased these states’ defense spending, which — in aggregate — appeared in the burden
sharing analysis as a willingness of smaller states to contribute larger burdens to the
NATO alliance.'? Second, regional economic independence caused an increase in
cooperation among European allies. Oneal argued that a shift occurred in NATO from a
competitive allocation process that incentivized free riding to one of cooperation and
more equal defense burdens for European allies. Wallace Thies disputes this hypothesis
and argues that the private benefit arguments more adequately applied. According to
Thies, NATO members attempted to shift burdens for public goods to other partners
while concentrating on maximizing their defense budgets on supplying private benefits."
Mark Boyer broadened the scope of the burden sharing debate in his
reformulation of the economic theory of alliances. Boyer developed a model that
accounts for burden sharing across multiple issue areas and therefore accounts for
multiple public goods. Boyer’s analysis suggests that nations specialize in the production
of those alliance goods (diplomatic, economic, or military) for which they possess
comparative advantage. Therefore, state alliance contributions will tend to be in their
areas of specialization. For example, the United States will tend to contribute military

forces, while Japan leans to economic support for international efforts. Although a nation

" Oneal and Elrod, "NATO Burden Sharing and the Forces of Change."
'> Oneal, "The Theory of Collective Action and Burden Sharing in NATO."
' Thies, Friendly Rivals: Bargaining and Burden-Shifting in NATO.
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appears to be free riding on security contributions, that nation may not be free riding due
to its contributions in the area of foreign aid.'* This hypothesis seems to be born out in
recent coalition operations. In the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the United States and United
Kingdom undertook a large military burden, while Japan and Germany shouldered a
larger economic burden.'> Boyer’s analysis suggests that burden sharing initiatives that
attempt to force all nations to increase contributions in a particular category are
counterproductive for alliance efficiency. Security provision is likely to be optimal when
alliance nations specialize rather than when forced to contribute in one security
dimension. In light of this research, burden sharing initiatives should focus on
discovering and utilizing the comparative advantages of each individual alliance member.
Although Sandler, Oneal, and Boyer disagree on the causal mechanisms behind
decreased free riding, their research confirms that states have conflicting interests
between private interests and the collective goods, and states have an interest to
contribute in areas where they have a competitive advantage. Additional research
suggests that the pure public model is inaccurate and that “impurities” will always exist
in the public good model that lend more credence to the joint model formulation in which

states are motivated by private and public incentives.'® For collective action theory, the

' Mark A. Boyer, "Trading Public Goods in the Western Alliance System," The Journal of Conflict
Resolution 33, no. 4 (1989).

' Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, "Burden-Sharing in the Persian Gulf War."

'® Goldstein argues that due to the anarchic nature of the international system, second-rate powers
developed nuclear capability even when under the collective umbrella of great power sponsors. This
strategy hedged against the risk of a totally “free-ride.” Avery Goldstein, "Discounting the Free Ride:
Alliances and Security in the Postwar World," International Organization 49, no. 1 (1995). For a
discussion of the impurity of public goods in UN peacekeeping operations, see Davis B. Bobrow and Mark
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joint product model suggests different hypotheses compared to the pure public goods
model.!” First, the joint product model predicts defense burdens sharing more in
accordance with the private benefits received. The model suggests that the more private
benefits alliance nations receive because of their contributions to the collective defense,
the more they will tend to contribute to the alliance. The presence of ally-specific private
benefits, and excludability, motivates allies to share defense burdens based on self-
interest as well as collective interest. Small allies that receive substantial excludable
benefits may assume a large burden despite their wealth position.18 Second, alliance
membership restrictions based on rivalry of benefits received become relevant. If rivalry
is not an issue, alliances can continue to add members since new members will not
exhaust the public good. If rivalry is an issue, however, then alliances have a size
limitation. Additional alliance members decrease the amount of collective good for each
individual member; therefore, pressure will exist to exclude new allies that do not
enhance the alliance’s defense capability. The individual incentive not to contribute

increases with group size, therefore a minimum willing coalition must be found." Third,

A. Boyer, "Maintaining System Stability: Contributions to Peacekeeping Operations," The Journal of
Conflict Resolution 41, no. 6 (1997).

'" Van Ypersele de Strihou pointed to specific defense benefits that are private to a specific ally and do not
support the public good. For instance, defense expenditures used to maintain control over a state’s colony,
provide purely private benefits to the state, but yield little or no benefits to the other allies. Jaques van
Ypersele de Strihou, "Sharing the Defense Burden Among Western Allies," The Review of Economics and
Statistics 49, no. 4 (1967). See also Todd Sandler, "The Economic Theory of Alliances: A Survey," The
Journal of Conflict Resolution 37, no. 3 (1993).

'8 John R. Oneal and Paul F. Diehl, "The Theory of Collective Action and NATO Defense Burdens: New
Empirical Tests," Political Research Quarterly 47, no. 2 (1994).

' This is commonly known as the “size principle.” Assuming private incentives, side-payments will need
to be made to entice coalition members. Therefore, participants will create coalitions just as large as they
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burden sharing initiatives should focus on specializing in areas of comparative advantage
of each individual alliance member. Security provision and defense burden is likely to be
optimal when alliance nations specialize rather than when forced to contribute in one
particular security dimension. Finally, an ally's demand for defense may depend on
factors not applicable to the pure public good model.*

Although the security burden sharing literature has matured significantly since
Olson and Zeckhauser’s original formulation forty years ago, the economic theory of
alliances currently contains two significant weaknesses. First, it remains somewhat
disconnected from other areas of international relations research in that the collective
goods model, the joint production model, and the comparative advantage model are all
somewhat apolitical. All of these economic models of alliances assume that alliance
agreements are, in an important sense, enforceable contracts guided by the “invisible
hand” rather than political through political maneuvering. These models fail to account
for ally shopping, bargaining, and motivations for support other than economic
efficiency. Second, as the bulk of alliance economic theory is based on the highly
institutionalized NATO, the ally does not account for security options outside the

alliance.”’ Burden sharing literature almost exclusively models static behavior within an

existing formal alliance structure rather than the dynamic nature of bargaining for

believe will ensure winning and no larger. William H. Riker, The Theory of Political Coalitions (New
Haven,: Yale University Press, 1962), 32-46.

20 Sandler, "The Economic Theory of Alliances: A Survey." Sandler and Hartley, "Economics of Alliances:
The Lessons for Collective Action," 878-79.

*! Songying Fang and Kristopher W. Ramsay, "Burden-Sharing in Non-Binding Alliances," Midwest
Political Science Association Annual National Conference (Chicago: 2004), 2.
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coalition partners. Most efforts to test the efficacy of economic theory have empirically
relied on the highly institutionalized alliances formed after World War II, particularly
NATO. Because NATO is the most significant alliance in recent history, and due to the
ready availability of defense spending data, most empirical studies of burden sharing
have focused on it. Due to questionable economic data from the former Soviet Union,
significantly less research examines the Warsaw Pact.”? Scant analysis exists on the
security burden sharing decisions outside the realm of highly institutionalized alliances
such as NATO. Scholarly research exists on peacekeeping burden sharing, but this
literature still typically explains NATO contributions within a peacekeeping context.”
The focus on the highly institutionalized NATO in the burden sharing literature
overlooks the possibility that burden sharing motivations may be different for ad hoc
coalitions. The coalition leader has the option of shopping for coalition partners, and
potential partners may join the coalition for a variety of private and/or public motivations.
The initiator of an allied action can search for ad hoc partners in the international
community if contributions from alliance partners are too expensive, or insufficient for a

given action. In addition, the coalition building process becomes a “two front”

2 John A. C. Conybeare, "The Portfolio Benefits of Free Riding in Military Alliances," International
Studies Quarterly 38, no. 3 (1994), William M. Reisinger, "East European Military Expenditures in the
1970s: Collective Good or Bargaining Offer?," International Organization 37, no. 1 (1983), Harvey Starr,
"A Collective Goods Analysis of the Warsaw Pact after Czechoslovakia," International Organization 28,
no. 3 (1974).

2 Jyoti Khanna, Todd Sandler, and Hirofumi Shimizu, "Sharing the Financial Burden for UN. And NATO
Peacekeeping, 1976-1996," The Journal of Conflict Resolution 42, no. 2 (1998), Sandler and Hartley,
"Economics of Alliances: The Lessons for Collective Action.", Hirofumi Shimizu and Todd Sandler,
"Peacekeeping and Burden-Sharing, 1994-2000," Journal of Peace Research 39, no. 6 (2002). Auerswald,
"Explaining Wars of Choice: An Integrated Decision Model of NATO Policy in Kosovo."
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bargaining problem for the initiator with the existing allies on one side and potential new
partners on the other. The “bargaining” view of alliance initiation highlights several
weaknesses of economic theory to explain coalition burden sharing decisions. First,
states may assume a level of burden in exchange for future private benefits.”* Second,
coalition leaders may offer incentives outside of the security domain to participate in a
coalition. Incentives may be in an area that is difficult to quantify as defense related for
an economic analysis. For instance, a coalition leader may offer trade benefits in
exchange for military participation in a coalition. Finally, geostrategic position should
affect a states level of burden for a particular operation. States that are threatened
directly are expected to contribute more to a coalition than those that are relatively safe
under a collective action umbrella. This discussion highlights the need for a wider
theoretical approach to explain state burden sharing decision.

The following sections outline the wider motivations for participating in a
security coalition missed by the economic models. Although economic benefits are
important, states also join coalitions for reasons of threat, interest, and domestic concerns.
The following theoretical discussion aims to provide greater context and explanatory
power to explain state burden sharing decisions. Most importantly, the degree of threat
by a potential adversary greatly influences a state’s burden sharing motivation. The

section begins with a discussion on the influence of power and threat on alliance

 Patricia Weitsman discusses how states will hedge their alliance choices in the expectation of future
potential benefits, see Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War. Glenn
Snyder discusses the bargaining element of alliance formation in Snyder, Alliance Politics.

55



decisions, followed by analysis on the strengths and weaknesses of a threat-based
approach as an analytical construct. Finally, the theoretical debate will be extended to the
influence of domestic factors on burden sharing outcomes.
Realist Approaches to Alliances

As discussed earlier, the collective goods theory of alliances explains why some
states are tempted to “free ride” on the efforts of others. Realist theory, however, suggest
that states will experience strong countervailing pressures to avoid this alliance
dependence. Rather than “ride free,” states in an anarchic international system must
balance against large power concentrations as a matter of survival. Classical realism
emerged after World War I as a set of theories associated with a group of thinkers who
aimed to distinguish themselves from Wilsonian idealists. The basis of their belief was
the centrality of power for shaping international politics and the danger of basing foreign
policy on morality. Hans Morgenthau and E.H. Carr argued most influentially that
foreign policy is based on interest and power than moral and ethical considerations.”
The realist paradigm refers to the following shared assumptions. The first assumption is
that nation-states are the most important actors in international relations. Second,
international relations take place in a state of anarchy. Third, power is the fundamental

feature of international politics. Finally, politics are a function of power rather than

25 Edward Hallett Carr and Michael Cox, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introduction to the
Study of International Relations (Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire ; New York: Palgrave, 2001),
Morgenthau and Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace.
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ethics or morality.”® In the realist approach, international relations is largely a realm of
power and interest alliances are traditionally imagined as tools for a state to augment its
power capabilities.27

According to realists, the interstate system is anarchic, and thus lacks the ordering
mechanisms of a domestic government. Thus, states must rely on self-help mechanisms
to ensure their own survival. In an international system where there is no reliable
authority to enforce contracts, commitments are inherently uncertain, and states who
would depend on others must worry about the risks of abandonment.”® In an anarchic
system, the state is the final repository of political power and there is no authority above
the state capable of imposing a system of morality, rules or norms on the state.”’
Therefore, states must always prepare for the possibility that others may use force against
them in the pursuit of their national interests. Because states have to be prepared to
defend against the use of force, they are preoccupied with issues of security and survival.
Imbalances in the distribution of power push states to develop either additional military
capability or to seek allies. State behavior is thus a consequence of state desire to

maximize material capabilities as a method to gain their security in an anarchic world.

26 Randall L. Schweller, "New Realist Research on Alliances: Refining, Not Refuting, Waltz's Balancing
Proposition," in Realism and the Balancing of Power: A New Debate, ed. John A Vasquez and Colin.
Elman, Prentice Hall Studies in International Relations: Enduring Questions in Changing Times (New
York: Prentice Hall, 2003).

*7 Jack Donnelly, Realism and International Relations, Themes in International Relations (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), 9.

% For a review of the realist view of anarchy see Kenneth N. Waltz, "The Anarchic Structure of World
Politics," in International Politics: Enduring Concepts and Contemporary Issues, ed. Robert J. Art and
Robert Jervis (New York: Pearson/Longman, 2005). See also Goldstein, "Discounting the Free Ride:
Alliances and Security in the Postwar World," 39.

¥ Carr and Cox, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International
Relations, 160-61.
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The quest for power, and therefore alliances, is central to this concept. Since building
internal capability is time consuming, external balancing through alliances is the most
expedient method to counter an imbalance of power. Consequently, alliances form
because they are security-maximizing tools. The primary function of an alliance is to
maintain the stability of a particular balance by deterring or defeating any challenger(s).
Realism — and its balance of power theory — has been the most dominant
theoretical thread in international relations theory, since the first historical account of
warfare, for explaining alliance formation and behavior. Realist theories of alliances
claim that international competition in the form of balance of power — or more recently
balance of threat -- provide the motive for state alliance action. In the seminal account of
the Peloponnesian war, Thucydides describes the conflict between Sparta and Athens as a
result from a power imbalance, “What made war inevitable was the growth of Athenian

»3% With this balance of power outlook,

power and the fear which this caused in Sparta.
alliances become an invaluable tool for maximizing a state’s security. Building on the
arguments of Thucydides, Hans Morgenthau articulates the role of alliances to balance
power. In Politics among Nations, he describes alliances as “a necessary function of the

931

balance of power.””" In his classic work on alliance politics, Robert Osgood further

argues that alliances are “one of the primary means by which states seek the cooperation

%% Thucydides, Rex Warner, and M. 1. Finley, History of the Peloponnesian War, [Rev. ed.
(Harmondsworth, Eng., Baltimore]: Penguin Books, 1972), 49.
3! Morgenthau and Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 197.
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of other states in order to enhance their power.”* According to these classical realists,
states ally to enhance their power position relative to other states. Anarchy, or the lack of
an international ordering principle, requires states to balance power in order to ensure
their security.

It follows from the realist understanding of the anarchic system, and role of
power, that alliances do not arise from an economic conception of “community of
interests,” but rather from the need to ward off common threats to state security.
Alliances are merely strategies used to enhance one’s material capabilities to counter an
imbalance of power. Reliance on “community” or “morality” for security is dangerous
for without power, a community of interest cannot survive.” Alliances then become
“against, and only derivatively for, someone or something.”** According to Morgenthau,
the purpose of an alliance is to aggregate capability to counter an imbalance: “A nation
will shun alliances if it believes that it is strong enough to hold its own unaided or that the
burden of the commitments resulting from the alliance is likely to outweigh the
advantages to be expected.”>

When alliances do form, classical realists expect them to be a temporary
phenomenon. An alliance is most likely to emerge to counter a power or threat

imbalance and is thus most likely to endure when the interests underlying it are

2 Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign Policy, 17.

33 According to realists, since there is no coercive institution above the state, the rule of law must be
guaranteed by the powerful. See Carr and Cox, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introduction to
the Study of International Relations, 162, Morgenthau and Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace, 253-56.

** Liska, Nations in Alliance, the Limits of Interdependence, 12.

% Morgenthau and Thompson, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 197.
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significantly stronger than the underlying threat.”® The natural conclusion to classical
realist thinking is that an alliance cannot outlive a significant change in the balance of
power. When a powerful threat recedes, states begin to pursue self-serving policy
interests and the balance of power dictates that alliances will realign. Classical realists,
such as Hans Morgenthau and E.H. Carr, acknowledge that other factors influence
international behaviors, but they concentrate primarily on the role of state interest
through power as the determinate of state behavior.

Structural realism emerged in an effort to add theoretical rigor to the historicism
of classical realism. For structural realists, international structure, rather than human
nature, forces states to pursue power. Neo (or structural) realism is guided by an attempt
to make the study of international relations more scientific and theory-driven.
Additionally, it was an attempt to simplify the complexity of classical realism. Kenneth
Waltz, the foremost structural realist, argues that a theory must simplify complex
phenomena to further understanding of essential elements in play and indicate the
necessary relation of cause and interdependency. Structural realists identified the
distribution of power as a major factor determining the stability of the international
system. They strengthen the balance of power argument by positing that most
international behavior can be explained and predicted based on the distribution of power

capabilities across states in the international system. Since the distribution of power is

36 Arnold Wolfers, Douglas T. Stuart, and Stephen F. Szabo, Discord and Collaboration in a New Europe:
Essays in Honor of Arnold Wolfers (Washington, D.C.: Foreign Policy Institute, Paul H. Nitze School of
Advanced International Studies, 1994), 29.

60



the key consideration for structural realists, domestic politics within states is seen as
largely irrelevant to international politics.”’ By assuming that the state is the central actor
— and that it is unitary and rational — structural realism argues that domestic factors are
significant, but do not dictate international political outcomes.*® Structural realists
discount factors essential to classical realism such as the role of public officials, elites,
and bureaucracies. Since states are considered undifferentiated units, they are considered
to be driven by external “market forces” rather than internal dimensions.®® In this sense,
states are governed by balance of power politics, as they must balance against the
strongest potential rival in order to survive.

The tendency to balance poses analytic challenges for realist arguments since
bandwagoning behavior, the behavioral opposite of balancing, is also common in the
international system. Bandwagoning is siding with the actor who poses the greatest
threat or has the most power.40 This behavior is deviant according to realist theory since
an alignment with one’s potential adversaries threatens state survival, and to the extreme
would promote the creation of world hegemony. Since the international system is a
competitive realm, once cannot align with a stronger power due to the risk to survival.

By aligning with the weaker side, a state is protected against being exploited by a

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 10.

¥ Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, "Neorealism's Logic and Evidence: When Is a Theory Falsified?," in Realism
and the Balancing of Power: A New Debate, ed. John A. Vasquez and Colin Elman (New York: Prentice
Hall, 2003), 167-69.

¥ Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 61.

Y Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 21-22, Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 79.
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stronger ally.* One significant weakness of realist literature based on balance of power
is that it fails to explain why states failed to balance against, and in many cases
bandwagon with, the United States at the end of the Cold War.** To explain
bandwagoning behavior, realist arguments typically dismiss it as a tool for small, weak
states to gain security® or as a means for states to make temporary gains.** These
arguments undercut the central realist premise that balancing is the dominant tendency;
powerful states should provoke others to align against them.

In Origins of Alliances, one of most significant modifications to the structural
realist framework, Stephen Walt, alters the structural realist argument by offering an
innovative solution to the bandwagoning observation. Walt argues that alignment
decisions are not based on the distribution of capabilities or power, but rather on
imbalances of threat. According to his balance of threat theory, aggregate power is only
one of several factors that make a particular state or coalition threatening. Additional
considerations for Walt include geographic proximity, offensive power, and aggressive
intentions.” States are more threatening if they have significant military power massed
on the border, rather than around the world. Treat requires more than an imbalance in

military and material capability. Walt finds that when an imbalance in threat exists — or

*! Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 126-27.

2 Some realist scholars argue that balancing is in progress, see Kenneth N. Waltz, "Structural Realism after
the Cold War," International Security 25, no. 1 (2000).

“ 'Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 125-26, 73-78.

“ Schweller argues that states bandwagon when the status quo starts to deteriorate causing states to align
with the new winning coalition in the international system. This argument is in direct conflict with the
realist paradigm that states will balance against a rising power. Randall L. Schweller, "Bandwagoning for
Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In," International Security 19, no. 1 (1994).

* Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 21-26.
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is perceived to exist — states will form alliances or increase internal efforts to reduce their
vulnerability. With balance of threat theory, Walt explains bandwagoning behavior by
arguing that states do not balance if not threatened. Applying Walt’s approach explains
why balancing behavior was not seen at the end of the Cold War; as long as the United
States is not perceived as threatening, states are not motivated to balance against it. In
this manner, Walt introduces domestic influences such as the role of threat in determining
national interests.*®

Patricia Weitsman, in Dangerous Alliances, extends the threat perception debate,
initiated by Walt, by arguing that bandwagoning behavior is generated by asymmetric
threats. States that bandwagon are allying with their enemies because they cannot
overcome the extreme level of threat. Similar to Walt, the domestic perception of threat
provides explanatory power to the theory; state’s alliance behavior and level of
commitment are attributable to threat perceptions in the domestic realm.*” As the
structural realism research program on alliances evolved, it included domestic theoretical
perspectives such as domestic perceptions to explain foreign policy outcomes.

In summary, Waltz’s structural theory provided a parsimonious theory for
predicting and explaining state behavior based on the power structure of the international

system. Neo realism provides a theory of alliance that argues that systemic conditions

% One critique of Walt is that by combining exogenous changes in power and state perceptions of the
intentions of others into a single variable, Walt’s “balance-of-threat” approach excludes virtually no
potential cause of rational

balancing short of irrational, altruistic, or incoherent state action and therefore becomes a source of
fundamental indeterminacy. See Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew Moravcsik, "Is Anybody Still a Realist?,"
International Security 24, no. 2 (1999).

T Weitsman, Dangerous Alliances: Proponents of Peace, Weapons of War.
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motivate states to enter alliances. According to these structural perspectives, states form
and dissolve alliances due to changes of power or threat within the system. Once a
preponderant threat or power is eliminated, states are expected to disband their alliance
relationships. Structural realists have no explanation for alliance persistence unless a
new threat emerges. Unfortunately, NATO’s persistence at the end of the Cold War
provides a significant theoretical challenge to structural realism. From a structural realist
perspective, the transition from a bipolar to hegemonic power structure should be
accompanied with balancing behavior against the United States. Instead, NATO remains
a robust alliance contrary to neorealist predictions.

Neoclassical realist viewpoints emerged in the early 1990s in response to the
limitations of a purely structural focus to explain state behavior.*® Realist scholars
recognized realism’s inadequacy to explain foreign policy decisions and argued that
realism must be revised so that it would “pay more attention to interactions between

international and domestic politics.”*

Neoclassical realism emerged because structural
realism is strictly a theory of international politics, and thus makes no claim to explain

foreign policy.” This literature attempts to reintegrate some of the sophistication of

classical realism while also achieving a more rigorous and systematic body of theory. It

“ Although the term “neoclassical realism” was not coined until 1998, the structural realist research
program began accounting for domestic influences in the early 1990s. I mark this as a divergence from the
neorealist research program and the beginning of a new theoretical brand of realism.

¥ Jack L. Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition, Cornell Studies in
Security Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1991), 319.

%% Randall L. Schweller, "The Progressiveness of Neoclassical Realism," in Progress in International
Relations Theory: Appraising the Field, ed. Colin EIman and Miriam Fendius Elman (Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press, 2003).
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seeks to bridge the gap between classical and structural realist theory. Neoclassical
realism, like previous forms of realism, contends that state foreign policy is primarily
driven by its relative material power. Yet the theory contends that the influence of power
capabilities on foreign policy is indirect and complex; systemic pressures are influenced
by unit level variables such as statue structure and leader preferences. For neoclassical
realists, understanding the relationship between power and policy requires examination of
both the international and the domestic contexts where foreign policy is formulated and
implemented.’ ! Fareed Zakaria, an early neoclassical realist suggests, “a good account of
a nation’s foreign policy should include systemic, domestic, and other influences,

32 Neoclassical

specifying what aspects of policy can be explained by what factors.
realists claim that power directly shapes only the generalities and not the specifics of
foreign policy, and that the theory is therefore loose enough to make mid-range
theorizing practicable.

The neoclassical cannon is limited, but it provides insight to alliance motivation
previously unexplained in the realist tradition. By borrowing from the liberal,
institutional, and constructivist research programs, they aim to explain the influence of

factors such as domestic politics and ideology on foreign policy behavior. In “Chain

Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity,” Thomas

> Some have coined the term “Neoclassical Realism” to capture the influence of domestic influences,
although it is still considered part of the neorealist research program. Gideon Rose, "Neoclassical Realism
and Theories of Foreign Policy," World Politics 51, no. 1 (1998), Glenn H. Snyder, "Mearsheimer's World
- Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security," Infernational Security 27, no. 1 (2002), 149-50.

>2 Fareed Zakaria, "Realism and Domestic Politics: A Review Essay," International Security 17, no. 1
(1992), 198.
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Christensen and Jack Snyder argue ultra parsimonious systemic theories need to be cross
fertilized with other theories to make determinate predictions at the unit level. They
contend that state perceptions of offensive or defensive military advantage give rise to
either chain-gang or buck-passing foreign policy behavior. They introduce domestic
variables when they argue that these perceptions are rooted in patterns of domestic civil-
military relations and the engrained lessons of formative experiences.” In his
comprehensive study of alliances, A/liance Politics, Glenn Snyder maintains that
systemic variables such as the distribution of capability and conflict determines the
inherent worth of prospective alliances to their members, while who aligns with whom
and under what terms is ultimately decided by a bargaining process significantly
influenced by state perceptions of value and credibility. According to Snyder, alliances
are best considered relationships that are affected by international structure, but that have
other quasi-structural effects based on internal variables such as interests and
interdependence.”® Finally, in Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler’s Strategy of
World Conquest, Randall Schweller builds on realist theory by incorporating the
influence of interests on alignment behavior. He extends beyond Walt’s balance of threat

theory by more openly addressing domestic influences on intent such as ideology and

>3 Christensen and Snyder attribute the differing pre-1914 and pre-1939 alliance patterns to different
perceptions

about the inherent superiority of the offense or defense. Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, "Chain
Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity," International Organization 44, no.
2 (1990).

> Snyder, Alliance Politics.
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goals on foreign policy actions.”® These scholars highlight the role of domestic audiences
and decision makers in both assessing and adapting to systemic changes. Their
propositions have extended structural realist arguments by specifying and developing the
causal processes, and linkages at the domestic and international levels that influence
foreign policy behavior.

Neoclassical realists highlight the problems experienced by decision makers in
assessing and adapting to structural changes. Their theoretical insights do not generally
contradict the propositions of structural or classical realism but rather complement and
extend realist arguments by specifying causal processes and contingent conditions at the
domestic and international level implied by structural theories such as balance of power
or balance of threat. Neoclassical realist scholars aim to explain how domestic factors
such as social cohesion, elite politics, and elite-mass linkages impede or further states’
efforts to fit their behavior to the predictions of systemic theory.”® Criticism of the
neoclassical approach is that other analytical paradigms such as liberal and constructivist
approaches explain the same phenomena without resorting to ad hoc explanations. The
new variables are not drawn from the core assumptions of realism but rather are
borrowed to explain deviant outcomes resulting in a patched-up development rather than

a coherent positive heuristic.”’

> Randall L. Schweller, Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Strategy of World Conquest (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1998).

%6 Schweller, "The Progressiveness of Neoclassical Realism," 341.
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Realist theoretical developments share two analytical themes in regards to
alliances. The first premise is that alliances are formed due to the consequences of
anarchy. Anarchy is a persistent condition that cannot be transcended and that states will
continue to develop internal capability or ally to provide security. Coalitions or alliances
exist to balance against a growing power or threat. Although bandwagoning
circumstances occur, they evolve due to the lack of threat, or a continuity of interests.”®
In response to an asymmetry, states will look for alliance choices to balance with other
states to counter the threat posed by that power. The second premise is that military
alliances form for capability aggregation. Alliances combine the military capabilities of
member states, thus making them more capable and more secure. The central value of
alliances is from the enhanced defensive, or offensive, capability inherent in the
aggregated capability. The need for alliance ends when the threat passes.

The majority of realist literature treated the state as a unitary and rational actor in
the attempt to explain alliances as a response to imbalances of power or threat.
Simplification of state influences allowed the development of system level theories that
explained macro level systemic behavior. Stephen Krasner in 1978 argued that societal
cleavages are unimportant in “foreign political policy-making” because of the

“independence of decision makers from particular pressures” within that realm.” One

Theory: Appraising the Field, ed. Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
2003).

3% Schweller, Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Strategy of World Conquest, Snyder, Alliance
Politics, Walt, The Origins of Alliances.

% Stephen D. Krasner, Defending the National Interest: Raw Materials Investments and U.S. Foreign
Policy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1978), 70,346.
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weakness of this approach, however, is that assessments focused narrowly on structural
and material factors do not accurately account for state behavior.”” Therefore, the realist
literature generally provides an overly narrow explanation for why states choose to form
alliances. The capability aggregation assumption overlooks the fact that alliance
membership can serve other state interests, such as legitimacy benefits, foreign policy
objectives, or organizational doctrines and routines that call for international military
cooperation.®’ Another disadvantage of the aggregation focus is that it has difficulty
explaining neutrality, or instances in which states prefer not to align at all. Finally, the
aggregation focus does not address issues of burden sharing. For most quantitative
capability assessments, the entire state military defense outlay is assumed to benefit the
alliance. National and alliance power comparisons of A.F.K. Organski, Jack Kugler,
Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, assume that the majority of alliance capability is predicted on
the overall material capacity of member states, but this view does not address the issue
that significant levels of capability may be reserved for future use, or situated in an
entirely different theater of operations.®> Realist alliance literature does not address how
much of a state’s capability will be committed to a given contingency. Although

neoclassical approaches are a step in the right direction for explaining foreign policy

% Richard N. Rosecrance and Arthur A. Stein, "Beyond Realism: The Study of Grand Strategy," in The
Domestic Bases of Grand Strategy, ed. Richard N. Rosecrance and Arthur A. Stein (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1993).
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Chicago Press, 1980).

69



behavior, this area of scholarship is limited in its view that domestic audiences respond to
external conditions. Additional theoretical approaches are necessary to explain how
domestic influences constrain or influence the international environment.
Bringing the State Back In -- State-Level Theories

In contrast to realist theories, classical liberal theories of international relations
rely on the core assumption that domestic actors or structures strongly influence foreign
policy interests as well as foreign policy behavior. Liberal approaches consider domestic
properties as crucial explanatory variables that determine policy outcomes. This is
reflected in the outlook of Peter Katzenstein, “the consistency and the content of foreign
economic policies result at least as much from the constraints of domestic structures as

63 Domestic structure and

from the functional logic inherent in international effects.
coalition-building approaches have proven useful and are well established in the study of
international political economy, but they are far less common in the area of security
studies.®* Liberal approaches provide a means to explain the influence of domestic
constituencies on foreign security policy. These methods tend to be second image

approaches, in that explanations for international outcomes are located at the level of the

state, rather than the system. Each type of liberal theory explains international politics

% Peter J. Katzenstein, "International Relations and Domestic Structures: Foreign Economic Policies of
Advanced Industrial States," International Organization 30, no. 1 (1976).
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Hudson (Boulder: Westview Press, 1993), 36.
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through the influence of domestic and transnational actors and group on underlying state
preferences.

Although there is no one single theory of liberalism, these theories share the core
assumption that the crucial variables that explain state behavior at the international level
reside at the domestic level. The liberal research program contains three common
assumptions. The first assumption is that the fundamental actors in international politics
are individuals and groups who organize to promote their interests. This view promotes a
“bottom-up” theory of politics where the demands of individuals and societal groups are
the causes of state interests. Second, rather than being a unitary entity, the state
represents some segment of domestic society, whose preferences constitute the state
preferences that officials pursue in their foreign policy. Domestic institutions and
processes represent the method for transmitting social preferences into state policy. The
third core assumption is that the configuration of state preferences shapes state behavior
in the international system. Liberals view the distribution of preferences, rather than
capabilities or information as the systemic characteristic that shapes foreign policy
strategies.”> The liberal research program emerged to explain the relationship of public
opinion, institutional structure, pressure groups, and culture as a cause of variation in

state foreign policy outcomes.

% Andrew Moravcsik, "Liberal International Relations Theory: A Scientific Assessment," in Progress in
International Relations Theory: Appraising the Field, ed. Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2003), 161-67.
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Domestic Structural Approaches

Structure-centered liberalism emphasizes in institutional features of states in order
to explain international behavior. Domestic structure theories focus on the domestic
polity, or the influence of society on policy based on the domestic structure.®® These
approaches examine the nature of the political institutions constituting the “state,” basic
features of the society, and the institutional and organizational arrangements linking state
and society and channeling societal demands into the political system. Domestic
structures determine how the state responds to societal demands.®” The primary
assumption of the domestic structural approach is that domestic political processes are so
ingrained in foreign policy decision making that it encroaches significantly on the
international system.68

Early structural approaches highlighted the degree of centralization of policy
making processes. In Between Power and Plenty, Peter Katzenstein developed the notion
of “weak” and ““strong” states to represent the influence of society on government
decisions. The more fragmented the policy-making apparatus and the more unified the
society, the weaker the state relative to society. Fragmented policy institutions allow the
government to be open to pressure from societal interest groups and political parties.

Weak states ability to impose policies on society and to extract resources from it is fairly

% Panke Diana and Risse Thomas, "Liberalism," in International Relations Theories: Discipline and
Diversity, ed. Timothy Dunne, Milja Kurki, and Steve Smith (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press,
2007).

%7 Thomas Risse-Kappen, "Public Opinion, Domestic Structure, and Foreign Policy in Liberal
Democracies," World Politics 43, no. 4 (1991).

% Joe D. Hagan, "Domestic Political Systems and War Proneness," Mershon International Studies Review
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limited. Conversely, strong states exhibit the reverse tendencies; the state may make
policy choices while ignoring the influences of society. They are able to preserve a high
degree of autonomy and resist public demands.®” David Auerswald incorporates the
strong versus weak state distinction to predict burden sharing outcomes in wars of choice.
By limiting himself to wars of choice, Auerswald is able to isolate the influence of
domestic structure from other independent variables such as threat. State decision to
support a coalition is based on the influence and independence of the executive in the
burden sharing decision. Auerswald finds that institutionally weak executives are
reluctant to use join coalitions requiring force because of domestic political calculations.
On the other hand, strong states do not need to factor in domestic circumstances such as
public opinion into their decision calculus. Strong executives will base their decisions on
international factors.”” However, the parsimonious “strong” and “weak” state distinction
is too simplistic to account for the variations between domestic structures. Weak states
like the U.S. are sometimes able to conduct highly efficient policies, whereas strong
systems might not always pursue coherent and potent foreign policies.71

Thomas Risse-Kappen refined the “strong versus weak state” approach by
incorporating coalition-building processes within the state strength analytical construct.
He focuses on “policy networks,” that allow representation by political parties and

interest groups to link the societal environment to the government. His research shows

% Peter J. Katzenstein, Between Power and Plenty: Foreign Economic Policies of Advanced Industrial
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that domestic structure and coalition-building process influences the impact of domestic
public opinion on foreign policy decisions. Previous research on the policy impact of
public opinion treated the domestic decision making process as a black box by directly
comparing opinion polls with policy outcomes.”” Risse-Kappen’s findings, on the other
hand, strongly indicate that domestic structures predict the influence of public opinion on
foreign policy.”

In Interests, Institutions, and Information: Domestic Politics and International
Relations, Helen Milner constructs a model of the interaction between domestic and
international politics in formulating trade agreements. Milner’s model incorporates the
literatures on strong and weak states, presidential versus parliamentary systems, and the
importance of societal actors versus political institutions. Her model specifies the
contingent conditions and causal mechanisms through which legislative and societal
actors influence foreign policy. It presents a theory of the interaction of domestic and
international politics through the use of “two-level games” pioneered by Robert
Putnam.”* Milner demonstrates that societal preferences and legislative cleavages affect
the ability of the executive to enter into cooperative agreements. The main disadvantage

of Milner’s model, however, is that it is difficult to operationalize. Its level of

> Benjamin Ginsberg, The Captive Public: How Mass Opinion Promotes State Power (New York: Basic
Books, 1986), Benjamin 1. Page and Robert Y. Shapiro, "Effects of Public Opinion on Policy," American
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abstractness and technical sophistication do not generate sufficiently different
observations compared to approaches that are more parsimonious.

In an effort to capture the influence of domestic influences, while maintaining a
parsimonious theory of domestic influence, domestic structure theory emerged. An
extension of the work of Katzenstein and Risse-Kappen, domestic structure theory argues
that domestic structure affects the states’ capacity to mobilize resources based on the
influence of society on government and of leaders on legislatures.” Elements of
international theory, state strength, government influence, and state society relations are
encompassed in domestic structure theory. It allows simplifying assumptions concerning
the interaction of the executive and the state, and the state and society, to predict likely
foreign policy outcomes. These structural approaches fundamentally seek to explain the
role of the interaction of state political institutions with a given state’s society. Harold
Miiller and Thomas Risse-Kappen suggest that, “Domestic structures determine the

selectivity of political systems with regard to societal demands.””®

" For the influence of domestic structure on foreign policy and vice versa see Peter Gourevitch, "The
Second Image Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic Politics," International Organization 32,
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Domestic structure analyses present parsimonious hypotheses for explaining state-
societal interaction. Statist and societal approaches portend differing expectations
regarding the interests that drive foreign policy. Statist approaches assume that national
interests — whether derived from systemic or domestic cultural sources — provide the
primary criteria for judging policy choices. Societal approaches, however, assume that
foreign policy is the product of particular societal interests.”” Mixed approaches account
for both institutional structures and coalition-building processes, combining the
influences of policy structures, coalition processes, and societal influences.

In his study of anti-nuclear movements, Herbert Kitschelt formalized a typology
on the relationship of political opportunity structures based on the degree of state
centralization and societal interaction with government. According to his typology, states
differ significantly with regard to the government’s autonomy within the political
systems and their societal environments. Kitschelt finds that political opportunity
structures — and protest strategies — differed in the anti-nuclear movement according to
domestic political structure. A decentralized political system combined with an active
societal structure allows societal actors significant influence over policy because political
movements can work through established institutions. Since decision making is
decentralized, society can access the policy process through multiple points of access. In

contrast, centralized political structures have considerable capacity insulate themselves

Foreign Policy Formulation, ed. David Skidmore and Valerie M. Hudson (Boulder: Westview Press,
1993).
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from societal threats because access to the decision making structure is limited. Kitschelt
shows that government policy reaction to nuclear protest movements was shaped in
certain pre-established ways by the channels and opportunities that political regimes
offered to policy opponents.”®

Andrew Cortell and James Davis extended Kitschelt’s typology to explain the
influence of domestic structure in embedding international norms into state policy. Table
7 illustrates the Cortell and Davis typology of pattern of state society relations versus
state structure. They argue that the domestic impact of an international rule or norm is
highly contingent on the domestic structure affecting the policy debate and the domestic
salience of the norm or rule. In Type I or Type II structures where government decision
making is centralized, government officials’

Table 7. Cortell and Davis Typology

Pattern of State Society Relations
Structure of Decision

Making Authority Distant Close
Centralized Type 1 Type 11
Decentralized Type 11 Type IV

Source: Cortell and Davis, “How Do International Institutions Matter? The Domestic
Impact of Rules and Norms,” International Studies Quarterly (1996)

78 Herbert P. Kitschelt, "Political Opportunity Structures and Political Protest: Anti-Nuclear Movements in
Four Democracies," British Journal of Political Science 16, no. 1 (1986).
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preferences are likely to translate into policy outcomes. The former Soviet Union
represented an extremely state-controlled domestic structure with a highly centralized
decision making apparatus. Its top leadership controlled which voices it wanted to listen
to domestically; therefore, policy reflected the leadership’s preferences.”” In contrast,
when decision making authority is decentralized, the impact of individual appeals on
policy choice will depend on the domestic salience of the international rule or norm.
When state-societal relations are close, such as a Type 1l state, societal appeals are
expected to influence decision makers’ policy preferences; conversely, when they are
distant, as in a Type III state, bureaucratic battles ensue.*® In a type III structure, decision
making authority is dispersed across functionally differentiated arms of the government.
Since state-societal relations are distant in this structure state behavior is contingent on
the actions and interests of government officials. One advantage of Cortell and Davis’s
typology is that it is not limited to liberal democratic states. Autocratic regimes are also
represented in their analysis by their degree of centralization and openness to societal
demands. Research by Daniel Thomas, Jeffrey Checkel, and Matthew Evangelista affirm

that structural approaches that link domestic salience to regime type are applicable to

" Andrew P. Cortell and James W. Davis, "How Do International Institutions Matter? The Domestic
Impact of International Rules and Norms," International Studies Quarterly 40, no. 4 (1996), 455-56.
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both democratic and non-democratic regimes.®' Domestic structural analysis is a useful
tool for mapping the influence of executives, elite coalitions, the legislature, and society.

Later, Susan Peterson and David Auerswald extended Cortell and Davis’s
research to demonstrate the direct influence of state structure — and society’s influence
thru that structure — on international security outcomes.® Peterson argues that the
international bargaining and negotiating process is influenced by domestic political
factors determined by the state structure. Her model of domestic influence is measured
across two dimensions. The first is the ability of the state to respond to a conflict

83 This dimension defines the

depends on the “structure of the foreign policy executive.
executive’s autonomy from the government bureaucracy. Executive autonomy affects
the freedom of action of the executive; the greater number of government offices with a
decision making role, the less freedom of action of the executive. The second dimension

— the “degree of executive autonomy from the legislature” — defines the organization of

foreign policy authority. The legislature exerts influence in two ways. National

#! Thomas states that the human rights component of the Helsinki Accords empowered societal groups in
Eastern Europe during the Communist era, in Daniel C. Thomas, "Human Rights Ideas, the Demise of
Communism, and the End of the Cold War," Journal of Cold War Studies 7, no. 2 (2005).. Checkel argues
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country’s domestic structure, in Jeffrey T. Checkel, "Norms, Institutions and National Identity in
Contemporary Europe," International Studies Quarterly 43, no. 1 (1999). Evangelista finds that variations
in Soviet Union and Russian domestic structure account for differences in the impact of the Antiballistic
Missile Treaty on security policy, in Matthew Evangelista, "The Paradox of State Strength: Transnational
Relations, Domestic Structures, and Security Policy in Russia and the Soviet Union," International
Organization 49, no. 1 (1995).
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legislatures may possess the authority to make foreign policy during a crisis. The
legislature also exerts control over the executive through the executive’s dependence on
the legislature for tenure in office. In this manner, the legislature serves as the conduit
for societal pressures on the executive. Although this seems to be an ineffective measure
of societal influence, Peterson argues that in the area of crisis decision making private
actors can only exercise binding influence through the national legislature.**

The significant feature of Peterson’s work is that it makes specific determinations
of state policy processes based on a state’s typology. She distinguishes four types of
domestic political structures, each producing a different kind of bargaining behavior. By
distinguishing between types, she predicts when cognitive or bureaucratic theories should
dominate the domestic debate. Peterson’s theory convincingly demonstrates the
influence of domestic political structure and processes on foreign policy formulation.

One key point inherent in domestic structural theorizing is that variation in
structural context will exist based on the policy debate. For instance, in the American
case, foreign security policy reflects a fairly centralized structure while U.S. trade policy
reflects a more decentralized structure with more congressional and special interest group
participation.*® Accordingly one must identify the proper domestic structure for the

given policy debate.

 Ibid., 27-28.

% Cortell and Davis, "How Do International Institutions Matter? The Domestic Impact of International
Rules and Norms," 458. G. John Ikenberry, "Market Solutions for State Problems," in The State and
American Foreign Economic Policy, ed. G. John Ikenberry, David A. Lake, and Michael Mastanduno
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988), Lake, Power, Protection, and Free Trade: International Sources
of U.S. Commercial Strategy, 1887-1939.

80



Domestic structure research convincingly argues that states’ foreign policies are
not simply the result of international constraints defined by power, but also vary with
regard to the executive’s willingness and political ability to respond to systemic
necessities. The research demonstrates that domestic political processes help to shape a
state’s definition of the national interest and its ability to implement it. Content and
consistency of foreign policy result as much from the constraints of domestic structures
as from international systemic influences. One must determine the influence of both
international and domestic factors for an adequate analysis of international political
interaction. Domestic and international analyses are complementary in explaining
international outcomes. The political causes and consequences of international problems
should be explained from the perspective of domestic politics, as well as from the
perspective of systemic influences.

The discussion of structural approaches highlights the need to understand the
beliefs and biases of key leaders. As shown in Peterson’s typology, the beliefs and
interests that are shared by a state’s leaders — and its support groups form an important
motivational basis for the overall direction a state will take in its foreign policy. One
cannot understand a state’s foreign policy only through structures, but must also
understand the biases and influences of key constituencies in the foreign policy process.

Structure determines the key constituencies for a given issue.
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Bringing the Man Back in — Individual Influences on Foreign Policy
Most scholarship on alliances and burden sharing assume a homogeneous unit of
action or — if heterogeneous units are posited — assume a rational actor as decision maker.
However, the images that elites and publics hold of other actors, and about ends, means,
and effective strategies, are important sources of international behavior.*® This argument
extends the cognitive arguments first proffered by Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin that
recognize that state outcomes are actually the result of the sequential decisions of leaders
who actually constitute the state. Rather than assume that states are monolithic and have
well-defined interests, Snyder, et al, called for an “examination of the beliefs, values, and

»87 Instead of

goals of decision making elites who act as the state in foreign policy.
international outcomes, one must look at actual foreign policy decisions to determine
why states behave as they do. Foreign policy, in this view, can best be described as an
unending sequence of problem-solving tasks accomplished by goal-oriented elites who
operate within organizational and cognitive constraints. This problem-solving
perspective implies that decision makers consider goals, policy alternatives, and a
feedback or monitoring system to estimate progress toward achievement of those goals.

Due to their complex nature, foreign policy problems are rarely if ever “solved,” but

rather produce consequences that serve as the seed of new problems.® Additionally,
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14, no. 3 (1993).
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decisions are not rational, but rather a collection of biased decisions. In this view, the
appropriate means of achieving a particular foreign policy objective is influenced by
decision maker beliefs of other actors, ends, means, and effective strategies. Since
national elites are influential in determining courses of policy, the influence of cognition
and historical learning are critical to understanding nation-state foreign policy decisions.
Developments in political psychology and learning theory can inform systemic and state
level arguments on the influences of cognitive constraints on rational decision making.®
Cognitive Influences — Historical Analogy and Learning

The effect of historical learning and cognition has received increasing attention in
international relations literature.”® The psychology of analogical, or historical, reasoning
begins with the recognition that human beings are cognitively limited when trying to
reason through complex situations. Leaders often face considerable uncertainty and
complexity when trying to predict the outcomes of foreign policy actions. In order to
understand how leaders make foreign policy, it is necessary to address how leaders deal
with uncertainty.

A growing body of scholarship is emerging to understand elite beliefs through the
role of learning and historical analogy. Learning in this context means the application of

information from past experience to facilitate understanding of a particular policy
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question.”’ This scholarship posits that national security and foreign policy decisions are
influenced heavily by the formative experiences of key policy makers.”> Policy becomes
the product of individual political actors who influence government decisions through
their roles and influence in the decision making structure. Decision makers learning from
similar or analogous situations provide insight into their beliefs and their view of the
international system.

Robert Jervis highlighted the need to incorporate cognitive learning into the
analysis of decision maker policy choices. By illustrating that decision makers are
influenced by historical events and cognitive biases he demonstrates that the rational
assumption of economic and realist approaches is somewhat questionable.”” Leaders

often face considerable uncertainty and complexity when trying to predict foreign policy
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outcomes. In order to understand foreign policy behavior, one must address how leaders
and elites deal with uncertainty. The cognitive influence through learning literature
provides a means for determining the influence of decision makers’ experiences on
foreign policy processes and outcomes.

The cognitive influence literature shares one core assumption, that decision
makers use mental knowledge structures — or schema — to cope with incomplete
information and complexity. A schema is a person’s individual theory about how the
social or political world works. It is typically derived by generalizing across experiences.
This schema provides the knowledge structure where decision makers sort and interpret
information. Schemas are necessary for interpreting information and for forming
understanding from that information Schemas not only allow decision makers to
interpret incoming information, but they also allow him to go beyond the information
given, and “fill-in” for missing information allowing a more complete picture.”*

Schemas explain how decision makers reduce complex cognitive tasks into more
manageable set of diagnostic tasks. The complexities of the international environment
place heavy information processing demands on decision makers. Decision makers are
hampered by too little information, or a blizzard of information on which they must make
inferences. Information is never perfect with regard to the motives or intentions of other

actors, and therefore decision makers are forced to draw inferences from available
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information.”” Decision makers’ limited capacities for processing this conflicting and
ambiguous information lead them to become cognitive misers in that they tend to resort
to cognitive “shortcuts” to understand their environment. This process tends to order an
otherwise incomprehensible mess of information and experience. Decision makers
develop shortcuts, rules of thumb, and “heuristics” from their schema for organizing mass
amounts of information into a usable form.” They allow one to analyze a phenomenon,
extract cues from the environment, and then develop an explanatory framework from
based on analogy.”’

Historical analogy is the method that decision makers build and test these
cognitive schemas. Decision makers tend to draw lessons from experience to help cope
with difficult choices.” Learning and attribution theory contends that previous
experience in similar circumstances affects learning behavior shaping future

perceptions.” Individuals tend to rely on historical analogies, a comparison of some past
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experience with a current decision problem, so that some important aspect of the past
experience may lend insight into the current problem. Experimental studies have found
that, when faced with complex situations requiring significant cognitive effort, subjects
will use analogy to a previous significant event to facilitate generalization.'” Analogies
become intellectual devices called upon by policy makers to perform a set of diagnostic

tasks relevant to political decision making.'"'

They help policy makers perform critical
diagnostic tasks crucial to the political decision making process. These tasks include
helping to define the nature of the situation, helping asses risk, provide prescriptions,
predict chances of “success,” evaluating moral “rightness,” and warning about the
dangers of other options.'” These decision making heuristics can be both a powerful
means of dealing with a complex environment and a major source of misperception and
error.'®

In the first major work on the use of analogy, Thinking in Time: The Uses of
History for Decision Makers, Richard Neustadt and Ernest May discovered that major
U.S. governmental decisions of the past fifty years revealed a chronic avoidance or
misuse of historical precedents. Drawing upon knowledge derived from a decade of

teaching a course titled “Uses of History,” they proffered a primer on analogy for

decision makers. Through process tracing and case study evidence, they observed that

1% Stephen J. Read, "Once Is Enough: Causal Reasoning from a Single Instance," Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 45, no. 2 (1983).
to1 Khong, Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and the Vietnam Decisions of 1965, 12-14.
102 11

Ibid., 10.
19 Richard E. Nisbett and Lee Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1980).
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good historical analogy was presented in policy debates but was eventually ignored or
misused by senior decision makers. To more correctly implement analogy in policy
discussions, they focus on a set of analytical techniques for separating known facts from
presumptions. Their observations claim that presumptions, rather than facts, all too often
become the determinants of government policy. To correct this problem they argue for a
rigorous methodology that make these presumptions explicit, allowing analytical
exploration.'™ Decision makers should use history to visualize issues as time-streams
rather than isolated events. Seeing the numerous historical events that influence a current
event can reframe the decision maker to see “other possible futures.”'® This work
provided an excellent tool for helping decision makers sharpen their use of analogy, but
falls short in providing a theoretical framework for understanding how to predict the
influence of analogy on decision making.

Yuen Khong, in Analogies at War, demonstrated that historical lessons are used
for more than advocacy. Khong finds that analogies — regardless of whether they are
correctly drawn or not — matter greatly. Historical learning and analogy provides an
influential methodology for individual and group decision making in the selection and
rejection of policy options.'® Khong analyzes in detail the influence of analogy on
Johnson administration selection and evaluation of Vietnam policy options. Khong

extends the arguments of Neustadt, May, and Jervis on how policymakers misuse the

1% Neustadt and May, Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision-Makers, 232-46.
' Ibid., 247-70.
1% Khong, Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and the Vietham Decisions of 1965, 253.
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“lessons of history” by showing convincingly showing how analogies enter into the
decision making process and more importantly by providing a theoretical explanation.
Khong uses cognitive theory to show that the same analogical reasoning that produces
gross policy error enables people to comprehend and process information about the world
in complex situations. When no knowledge structure fits observed events, decision
makers may invoke close matches to understand the situation. Khong directly confronts
the counter-argument that analogies are merely post hoc justification of policy options.
Using public and private deliberations of the Vietnam policy debate, he convincingly
finds that officials repeatedly used analogies in private, even when others challenged
their relevance.'”” Although Khong provides an excellent framework for explaining the
use of history — especially poor uses of history — in the policy process, however, this
framework provides no predictive capability to highlight which historical events would
be salient to decision makers.

Dan Reiter further extends early learning theory into the alliance realm by
developing a theory of learning that assists one’s understanding of how and why small
states make the alliance choices they do. In Crucible of Beliefs, Reiter advances three
learning propositions: 1) lessons are drawn infrequently; 2) they are most often taken
from high-impact, politically significant events; and 3) when drawn, lessons reflect the
desire to repeat past successes and avoid past failures.'” He argues that a state’s

individual experience in a formative event (in this case major wars) often determines

"7 1bid., 251-63.
198 Reiter, Crucible of Beliefs: Learning, Alliances, and World Wars, 3.
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alliance choices in future years. Small states, especially, will learn from alliance
successes and failures — previous “success” causes a state to maintain a course of action
(alliance or neutrality), while “failure” will change their course of action. Reiter
supplements learning theory by developing parameters where historical learning will
translate into policy outcomes. He maintains that high-impact — vivid -- formative events
shape decision makers beliefs to the point where they strongly influence thinking about
international relations and foreign policy behavior.'” He argues that a state’s political
system and domestic structure has a significant effect on the influence of formative
events on foreign policy decisions.'"’ Like Khong, Reiter finds that use of past
experience does not necessarily make better policy, only that policy dilemmas are framed
as repetitions of past formative experiences. Using past experience is often disastrous
due to unrecognized changes in pertinent political or military factors. Reiter adds a
predictive element to learning theory by teasing out the elements of formative events.
Events significant in political and human terms are more likely to be formative.'"!

The dominating effects of a formative experience on alliance policy can last for
decades after the formative event. Unfortunately, framing a current decision problem
based on past experience can be disastrous because of unrecognized changes in important
political or military factors. Not only is analogous learning dangerous, but states do not

seem to learn from others' experience. While states draw heavily on their own individual

199 1bid., 35.
"0 Ibid., 183-202.
" bid., 210.
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experiences, they pay little attention to those of other states in the same formative event.
In effect, decision makers ignore pertinent information that does not accrue from their
own collective experience. ''* These findings have important implications for
international relations scholarship. If formative events do drive beliefs, then our theories
should account for the role of beliefs and learning in forming foreign policy. Reiter’s
analysis provides a predictive framework for predicting the effects of learning. Vivid,
recent, formative events are likely to frame foreign policy decisions.

Although a significant contribution to learning theory, Reiter’s analysis contains
several weaknesses. One significant weakness of his learning hypothesis is that he does
not thoroughly explain his unit of analysis. Reiter’s analysis of learning suggests that it is
the state that learns lessons from formative experiences rather individuals. He makes this
assumption to provide a parsimonious theory of historical learning, however, this
assumption begs the question of what happens when decision makers within a state learn
divergent lessons from a formative event. Missing in his analysis is a causal mechanism
through which diverging lessons are aggregated into foreign policy. Additionally,
Reiter’s learning theory only applies to small powers. Although he posits that this theory
ought to apply to great power interactions, Reiter provides no analysis of this
hypothesis.'"” Additionally he fails to specify when systemic, or state level factors,

would influence decision makers more than learning. Reiter fails to specify when

"2 1bid., 203-04.
3 Ihid.
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external factors, such as level of immediate threat, may overcome decision maker bias
based on learning.

Scholars who work with cognitive approaches contend cognitive and attribution
theories explain outcomes that cannot be explained only by systemic factors.'"*

However, neither of these cognitive approaches proves adequate to provide a theory of
foreign policy behavior individually. Instead of replacing the realist or liberal paradigms,
cognitive theories more stringently specify the conditions in which realist or liberal
predictions should dominate. The learning thesis helps explain why like states react
differently in similar circumstances. Each largely explains decision making behavior in
the context of existing systemic and unit level constraints. The results of the cognitive
research tradition encourage the conclusion that one must account for decision makers
experiences and beliefs to explain state foreign policy behavior.

The scholarly literature examining the interaction between domestic politics,
foreign policy, and international relations indicates a growing consensus emerging among
scholars on the need to integrate individual-level, unit-level, and systemic-level variables
to understand state actions in the international environment. Most existing empirical
research does not incorporate multi-level methodology but rather chooses the
international environment, domestic politics, or decision making processes as the primary
frame of reference to explain foreign policy behavior. As a result, parsimony is valued

over decreased explanatory power. The process of learning makes strategic assumptions,

"% Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics.

92



historical analogy, or beliefs a potentially relevant intervening variable for the study of
coalition burden sharing behavior.
The Role of Legitimacy

Concerns about international legitimacy play an integral role in burden sharing
decisions. For example, legitimacy concerns dominated the criticisms of the U.S.
involvement in the 2003 Iraq war; critics of the intervention argued that the U.S. failure
to gain legitimacy in the form of a United Nations Security Council mandate to use force
resulted in an unacceptable aggression on the part of the United States. The argument
continues that military participation was limited—compared to the 1991 Persian Gulf
War—due to the influence of legitimacy, as states did not want to participate in an
illegitimate military intervention. Though this argument has received robust attention in
popular media circles, however, it fails to sufficiently explain the instances participation
in the Iraq coalition. If legitimacy concerns dominate a state’s decision to enter a
coalition, this research should find that decision making elites were concerned with
gaining international sanction. Based on this assumption, one would expect to see greater
participation in the Iraq War coalition once the UN Security Council approved
international participation. This section probes the influence of legitimacy on multilateral
coalitions. I first review the relevant literature defining legitimacy and its influence on
state interaction. I then outline an analytical approach for determining the influence of

legitimacy on foreign policy outcomes. The aim of this section is to separate the
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influence of legitimacy concerns from other influences such as material interest and
power.

For the purposes of this research, legitimacy refers to the normative belief by an
actor that a rule or institution should be obeyed.115 Legitimacy may gain its influence
from the substance of the rule, termed substantive legitimacy, or from the procedure or
source by which it was constituted, termed procedural legitimacy. Substantive legitimacy
reflects the belief that international norms are an important element of social behavior.
This social theory of normative influence emerged in the wake of the Cold War to
understand the social dimensions of international relations and the possibility of change.
Constructivism extends the social theory argument by focusing on the constitutive role of
norms and shared understandings, as well as the relationship between agency and
structure.''® According scholars subscribing to the substantive argument, states abide by
international norms because those norms reflect and constitute acceptable behavior in a

society of states.'!”

Martha Finnemore, a proponent of the idea of substantive legitimacy,
argues that a norm is emerging requiring the multilateral use of military force.
Finnemore equates unilateral use of force with naked aggression; wide collaboration with

a community of states is necessary to ensure that force is used responsibly within the

international community. International politics expects that states ought only to use

"> This definition contains several critical aspects which separate legitimacy from other motives for state
behavior. Essential is the distinction that a rule OR institution may provide the normative belief. See lan
Hurd, "Legitimacy and Authority in International Politics," International Organization 53, no. 2 (1999),
381.

" Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics.

""" See Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (London: Macmillan,
1977).
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military force with the approval and participation of other states, or they will likely face
condemnation from other states.''® Essential in Finnemore’s distinction is that the
unilateral use of force for interventions is normatively rejected. This model of action
recognizes that a state’s participation in a coalition reflects their approval of the military
action. This normative argument, however, is undermined if those norms and ideas are
simply the beliefs and dictates of the most powerful states in the international system.
Empirically one must separate normative interests from material interests to argue the
strength of normative beliefs. Policy responses perceived as legitimate may be guided by
considerations of relative power and national interests rather than genuine normative
beliefs. Additionally, normative arguments suffer when prevailing norms in the
international system conflict with each other.

In contrast, procedural legitimacy arguments reflect the neo- liberal
internationalists’ view point that behavior is legitimated when it is approved by legitimate

international institutions.'"

Inis Claude, Jr. argues that international institutions such as
the United Nations provide political authority through collective legitimization. In this

school of thought, states are keenly conscious of the need for consensus by a large and

impressive a body of other states to provide multilateral endorsement of their positions

"8 Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force, Cornell
Studies in Security Affairs (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003), 81.

"9 G. John Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order after
Major Wars, Princeton Studies in International History and Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2001).
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providing collective legitimization.120 According to Claude, “the world organization
[United Nations] has come to be regarded, and used, as a dispenser of politically
significant approval and disapproval of the claims, policies, and actions of states,
including, but going far beyond, their claims to status as independent members of the

international system.” 121

U.N. Secretary Kofi Annan reflected this view when he
declared, “When states decide to use force to deal with broader threats to international
peace and security, there is no substitute for the unique legitimacy provided by the United

Nations.”'??

In terms of procedural legitimacy, however one must again separate
interests based on power versus interests based on legitimacy. The policies and
procedures necessary to gain procedural legitimacy often amount to little more than
ceding individual power to others. Analytically, one must separate power motivations
from those based on the legitimating effect of the process. Does the U.N. provide
legitimacy because of an internationally recognized process for approving force, or
because it constrains the great powers?

Though substantive and procedural legitimacy are not mutually exclusive, they do
invoke different arguments to justify the use of force and therefore should influence

burden sharing differently. The use of military force in Kosovo highlights the significant

differences between these two ways of thinking about legitimacy. NATO’s military

120 1nis L. Claude, Jr., "Collective Legitimization as a Political Function of the United Nations,"
International Organization 20, no. 3 (1966), 370.

! Tbid., 367.

122 United Nations., Press Release Sg/Sm/8378 Ga/10045 (2002 [cited October 25 2007]); available from
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2002/SGSM8378.doc.htm.
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action in Kosovo was legitimized primarily on substantive grounds under the argument
for human rights and self-determination; however, it lacked procedural legitimacy since
the intervention never garnered the endorsement of the United Nations Security Council.
The Kosovo scenario highlights that sources of—and arguments for—legitimacy must be
unpacked to determine the causal role of legitimacy on influencing state behavior.
Understanding the causal role of legitimacy arguments is essential to understanding the
bargaining behavior and ultimately the burden sharing behavior of states. If legitimacy
arguments are truly normative, one should not expect any support for a security coalition
deemed illegitimate. On the other hand, if legitimacy arguments are instead intended to
increase audience costs, then illegitimacy merely increases the bargaining stakes.

The role of legitimacy rests on the foundation of state motivation for action: do
states support coalitions because of the legitimacy that it provides, or do they support for
state material interests? Realist scholars argue that state behavior is most often
influenced by narrowly defined self-interests and that legitimacy arguments are intended
to bind the power of stronger nations through the controlling authority of international

125 To determine the influence of legitimacy on burden sharing, one must

institutions.
examine state motivations for supporting or opposing a given coalition effort.
The idea of social control is central to understanding the motivations for

legitimacy arguments. Social control refers to the social mechanisms that regulate

behavior, leading to conformity and compliances to the rules of a given society or social

12 Robert Kagan, "America's Crisis of Legitimacy," Foreign Affairs 83, no. 2 (2004).
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group. Max Weber introduces the influence legitimacy on social control and order.'**
For Weber and later social theorists, political authority is strengthened by a population’s
belief that the authority is legitimate. In the absence of legitimacy, political actors have
to rely on more costly social control mechanisms as a means of control. Social control
literature outlines three motivations for rule following:

(1) The actor fears the punishment of rule enforcers;

(2) The actor sees the rule as in its own self-interest; and

(3) The actor feels the rule is legitimate and ought to be

obeyed.”'?

Each of these motivations activates a different compliance mechanism with distinct
distinguishing characteristics.

The first motivation for compliance identified in social control literature is fear of
punishment from the stronger power; in the absence of legitimacy, political actors have to
rely on more costly methods, such as punishment, to encourage participation.
Punishment is the use of asymmetrical power, or threats, to change the behavior of
weaker states. A state obeys a rule because it is motivated by the fear of punishment
from the stronger power. The rule itself is irrelevant except as a signal for what
behaviors will and will not incur a penalty. This conception of authority is paramount in

Steven Waltz’s conception of the international system. According to Waltz, “states

nevertheless set the terms of the intercourse, whether by passively permitting informal

124 Max Weber, Guenther Roth, and Claus Wittich, Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive
Sociology, 2 vols. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978).

' Hurd, "Legitimacy and Authority in International Politics," 379. See also Robert F. Meier,
"Perspectives on the Concept of Social Control," Annual Review of Sociology 8 (1982), Edward Alsworth
Ross, Social Control; a Survey of the Foundations of Order (Cleveland,: Press of Case Western Reserve
University, 1969).
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rules to develop or by actively intervening to change rules that no longer suit them.”'

Strong states set the rules and coerce weaker states to comply due to power asymmetries.
Coercion is a simple form of social control; however, it is inefficient because it does not
provoke voluntary compliance. Empirically, compliance based on coercion should be
easy to observe. In coercive situations, one should see threats to generate compliance.
For example, Soviet control of the Warsaw Pact was based primarily on the threat of
punishment rather than legitimacy.

The second possible motivation for compliance with rules in social control
literature is the belief that compliance promotes one’s self interest. This view suggests
that rule following is the result of an instrumental and calculated assessment of the net

benefits of compliance.'*’

The task of governing authorities is to structure incentives so
that members comply because it is the most attractive option. If the system correctly
manages incentives, self-interest should encourage rule following. Social interaction is
seen as an exchange and social obligations as contracts; the fundamental political act is
consent to a contract. Self-interest needs to be carefully defined so that it does not

subsume all other categories of social control. Self-interest motivations differ from

coercive motivations in that self-interest is a positive incentive where coercion is a

120 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 94.

127 Self-interest is the basis of rational choice theory. All rational choice theories assume individuals
choose the best action according to stable preference functions and constraints facing them. See Ferejohn
John and Debra Satz, "Unification, Universalism, and Rational Choice Theory," Critical Review 9, no. 1/2
(1995), Robert O. Keohane, "Rational Choice Theory and International Law: Insights and Limitations," The
Journal of Legal Studies 31, no. 1 (2002), Alexander Thompson, "Applying Rational Choice Theory to
International Law: The Promise and Pitfalls," The Journal of Legal Studies 31, no. 1 (2002). For a critique
see Donald P. Green and Ian Shapiro, Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory: A Critique of Applications
in Political Science (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1994).
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negative incentive. A self-interest perspective leaves the actor better off by taking the
rule obeying path, while coercion leaves the actor worse off for deviating from the
desired rule. Self-interest involves self-restraint while coercion requires external
restraint.'”® Actors making decisions based on self-interest will exhibit certain
characteristics. Actors will constantly assess the costs and benefits of a system and will
stand ready to abandon it immediately should some alternative provide greater utility. In
this sense, self-interested actors are inclined towards revisionism rather than the status

129
quo.

David Beetham highlights the weakness of the self-interest approach: “To
explain all action conforming to rules as the product of a self-interested calculation of the
consequences of breaching them is to elevate the attributes of the criminal into the
standard for the whole of humankind.”'*

Finally, compliance with a rule may result from the belief in the normative
legitimacy of the rule, or in the legitimacy of the organization that generated the rule.
Compliance becomes voluntary when an actor believes that the rule itself is legitimate.

Compliance is no longer motivated by fear of retribution, or