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Chapter 1

Introduction: A Mess, a Muddle, and a Maze

In early 1997, the situation in Albania looked dii®ome two-thirds of the
country’s citizens had invested in fraudulent “pwrd” investment schemes, and the
schemes’ collapse left citizens destitute and tready-weak economy in shambles. The
government — already under pressure from inside @utdfor its blatant rigging of
elections the previous May — was implicated in fhwamid schemes. In response,
citizens in the south looted weapons from militarynories, and armed rioting ensued
around the country. Amid the opposition's callstfer president to resign, armed groups
overthrew the ruling party's officials in town aftewn and advanced steadily on the
capital, Tirana. The government declared a statenoérgency and severely restricted
civil and political liberties. In response, some® refugees crossed the Adriatic by
boat to Italy, overwhelming local social serviceoyiders, and many more arrived
elsewhere by other meahs.

The states of Western Europe faced a dilemma dimutto react to this crisis.
NATO could help coordinate a military-based crigitervention or provide airlift and
support facilities for a civilian mission, but tdestribution of capabilities within NATO
meant that this option would require US agreemertt participation. NATO or the

Western European Union (WE#ould patrol the Adriatic to intercept refugeest hot

! The Albanian crisis is substantially under-studiethe literature, but good summaries of variosieats

are Pettifer and Vickers (2007), Perlmutter (1998)vis (2000), and Vaughan-Whitehead (1999).

2 The Western European Union is a smaller militagjedse alliance whose membership is restricted to
European states. In particular, its full membeses the six founding states of the EU (Germany, Feanc
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all concerned states were members of either ofetlreganizations. Members of the
European Union (EU) had the ships to man an Adratrol themselves, but only if they
could access NATO command-and-control facilitidse UN could authorize and equip a
humanitarian mission, though such actions wererimtsly slow. Moreover, UN action
would require extensive leadership and participatay the European states, and still
risked foot-dragging by the reluctant US and otb@manent members of the Security
Council. The Organization for Security and Coofierain Europe (OSCE)could also
authorize an intervention, but getting the agrednoérall 54 members still presented a
major hurdle, and the organization itself lackeg amilitary capabilities or experience.
Finally, alongside all these institutional altemes, the states had the options to
assemble an ad hoc “coalition of the willing,” @ea to act unilaterally.

The question for the states of Western Europe fangolitical scientists, is this:
How do states choose a particular solution or nespd®o a problem when many potential
solutions exist? Choices in foreign policy are lafedo x or do nothing”; choices more
frequently resemble “da, doy, doz or do nothing,” and cooperation is only one of
those options. Other options — indeed the most comfynselected options — include
doing nothing and acting unilaterally. Scholars dhauggested a few reasons why
cooperation might emerge under some circumstartegsthey have generally failed to
specify when states might prefer cooperation tomlggad other options availabfeEven

within the single option of “cooperation” a widenge of options exist: outside of an

Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg) #me United Kingdom. Spain and Portugal joined in
1990 and Greece in 1995. Other members of the BAd hasociate or observer status, and at the tiene th
WEU had close ties to the European Union itself.

% Until 1995, the Conference for Security and Coafien in Europe (CSCE).

* See, e.g. (K. E. Smith 1999), (Ginsberg 1989)n¢6érg 2001), and the case studies in (Evans, Sagob
and Putnam 1993) and (Milner 1997).



institution or in one, and if in an institution, Wweh one? Expanding from a dichotomous
choice set (cooperate or not) to a larger poolptions (cooperate, unilateral action, do
nothing) becomes theoretically knotty, especiallgew the choices are not mutually
exclusive and can both substitute and complementonther.

Scholars have also failed to appreciate the contmexintroduced by the
existence of multiple organizations. Political stists have theorized that the choice to
cooperate in foreign policy is often driven by tfmolitics of scale,® where states
collaborate to achieve benefits or goals that ttmyd not unilaterally obtain. In theory,
such gains from cooperation do not require a forarghnization, but institutions can
help states to achieve these scale benefits thrtheghentralization and/or delegation of
tasks® By pooling resources and delegating some functiorspecialized staff, states can
capture more of the possible gains from cooperafiéms scholarship, however, either
explicitly assumes that a single focal institutiexists’ or implicitly assumes that any
existing institutions are functionally equivalemidainterchangeable — that they would all
have the same magnitude of effects on state®gain.

In the presence of multiple organizations whosesglictions overlap, however,
this straightforward set of explanations beginatter. Whichorganization should states

use? The case of Albania demonstrates that both assomspof a single focal institution

® (Ginsberg 1989).

® (Abbott and Snidal 1998).

’ (Jupille and Snidal 2006).

8 (Abbott and Snidal 1998)

°® The existence of multiple institutions with highiimilar memberships and substantive issue area
jurisdictions is in itself a puzzle to scholars iternational cooperation, and the puzzle is only
compounded by the institutions’ differing decisigmocesses and internal structures. The work of
Koremenos ( (Koremenos, Lipson and Snidal 2001yrékhenos 2005)) and her collaborators in particular
suggests that institutions in the same issue dreald look the same, but the same logic of efficieand
utility maximization that produces this result shibalso argue against the existence of competing,
substantively similar organizations. This remain®pen question for future research.
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and functional interchangeability do not hold inr&ean foreign policy cooperation in
particular’® The Council of Europe, OSCE, EU, WEU, and NATOktap the issue in
turns, and none acted for a variety of reasons.Hbeand WEU lacked the capacity to
act independently in Albania, and certain EU membeere reluctant to become
involved. NATO and the UN had the capability toeirvene but also lacked sufficient
consensus to act. Any of these would have beeropppte focal institutions, but the
lack of consensus in some and capacity in othensepted cooperation from emergity.

Adding to this, cooperation in dnstitution was not the only possible response.
States could have, and indeed did, choose to amiardinated groups outside of formal
institutions. These “coalitions of the willing,” ad hoc groupings, represent a self-
selected pool of members. This fundamental featmekes explaining cooperation
outside institutions different — and more complexhan explaining cooperation inside
institutions. Membership in the ad hoc group bec®raevariable subject to strategic
manipulation, not a given. Strategic manipulatidnneembership may be subject to
constraints imposed by the requirements of capaeikpending the political capital to
form a coalition of the willing is useless if theatition lacks the ability to achieve its
stated goals.

This dissertation presents a framework for anatyzioreign policy behavior

choices across the full set of potential outcomesaction, unilateral action, cooperation

9 The same can be said for many other regions anehdoy other more specific issue areas. For example
the Organization of African Unity (now the Africdgnion), and the UN and its agencies, were frequent
fora for African cooperation and dispute settleme@ther parts of this region had access to the
Organization of the Islamic Conference, the (BntisCommonwealth, or thédrganisation de la
Francophoniepr sub-regional bodies like the Mano River Uniancbordinate their activity.

In the end, Italy and other neighboring stateedcinilaterally to intercept refugees, while mostsférn
powers evacuated their nationals by boat and hskcoSubstantially after the onset of the crisid the
unilateral interception efforts, Italy and some HEdd non-EU states led an OSCE-organized, UN-
authorized, mission into Albania to provide humarién aid and to prepare for parliamentary elestion
Chapter 5 explores the evolution and dynamicsisfabmplex effort.
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outside institutions, and cooperation inside (ahé thoice between) institutions.
Exploring and explaining the complete range ofestathavior choices allows scholars to
begin integrating existing literatures on segmeoitsthe process to create a fuller
understanding of foreign policy behavior. | argirattby focusing on two necessary
conditions for cooperation — the existence of casge and the existence of capacity —
we can predict behavior in the absence of eithdrotin, something existing work has not
been able to do well. The remainder of this chaptesents arguments for the choices of
foreign policy as a topic of study, and Europelesfocal region. It concludes by noting

the contributions of this dissertation and presaman for the remaining chapters.

Why Study Foreign Policy?

For the purposes of this project, foreign policyoperation is collaboration by
states to enact joint or common policy on non-ecandssues of interest that generally
occur outside or across their borders. This caa takumber of forms, from enacting a
common or joint statement or conclusion, to adgpsiame form of collective action like
withdrawing ambassadors, enacting economic sarsstmnusing military force. Foreign
policy cooperation may occur within an existingeimtational institution, or it may occur
outside any standing body. Substantively, foreighcyg cooperation may include issues
of human rights promotion, humanitarian and otleeeifjn aid, issues of interstate and
domestic conflict or conflict resolution, suppodr fdemocratization, and many other
issue areas. It also includes issues of relevam@&sdnomics but not directly part of it,

like environmental protection and labor standaia auman rights issue.



Why is such a broad definition of “foreign policg’good place to test arguments
about state foreign policy behavior? Studies ofpepation behavior have normally tested
their arguments in well-defined, single-issue seld8 of foreign policy: trade and tariffs
policy, sanctions policy, standards-setting, FTAnfation, human rights behavior, or
environmental policy? Many of these studies, including most of the hjghiorous
ones, focus on issues that fall within the broat@ss of foreign economic policy.This
is unfortunate because non-economic foreign padtag three key characteristics that
differentiate it from foreign economic policy: Doste audiences rarely receive direct
gains, the benefits of cooperation are unclear imimal, and cooperation itself carries
sovereignty costs. As a result, incentives to caaipein general foreign policy are very
different from those that prevail in foreign economolicy. This section addresses each
of these substantive reasons to study foreign ypohnd then presents an additional

methodological justification for this choice.

Substantive Reasons for Studying Foreign Policy, Broadly Defined

As the section above suggested, foreign policy emjon incentives differ from
foreign economic policy cooperation incentives lmee key ways: by lacking direct
incentives for citizens to advocate cooperation, lagking clear gains for states

themselves, and by causing states to incur (oy siskstantial sovereignty costs.

12 (Busch 2005); (Busby 2007); (Damro 2006); (Da\d§); (Hafner-Burton 2005); (Mattli 2005).
13 Studies on non-economic issues are slowly incneéisi rigor but have not yet reached the same lasel
most economic work.



Few or No Direct Gains for Citizens

Studies have consistently demonstrated that sett@vior in foreign economic
policy is strongly driven by the interests of keymestic groups? Domestic advocacy or
pressure groups, acting in their own self-interbatje incentives to encourage states to
cooperate on many economic matters. The situatidioreign policy is often different,
however. Foreign policy activity itself may resirtgains in the international arena, but
no theoretical reason exists to expect cooperatmgrsay, a joint statement about human
rights in a particular country or a trans-boundarwironmental project to produce
substantially greater gains for domestic constisi¢inan acting alone may bringAs a
result of this (likely) absence of direct domegjains from cooperation itself, no self-
interested group of citizens would likely have anentive to advocate cooperation on
foreign policy issues. Without direct citizen prnessto cooperate (and the resulting lack
of constituent interest in the matter), governmeantain a high degree of flexibility in
their choice of foreign policy behavibtAs a result, domestic pressure — if any exists —
influences or constrains the goals of foreign poirca broad sense but does not typically

constrain the specific strategies used to pursosetigoals.

Unclear Gains from Cooperation for States

States’ own gains from cooperation are also uncieamany non-economic
issues, which further complicates the decisiolo use the example from the previous

paragraph, do states have a clear reason to behave joint statement about human

1 See, e.g., (Davis 2006); (Milner 1997); (Pekkar®uoiis and Katada 2006); (Limbago 2004).

!5 Indeed, citizens rarely experience direct berfedim foreign policy at all; scholars widely citeds an
example of a pure public good. The benefits acdliffesely to all, rather than to a specific groupav
might then advocate for it. On foreign policy agublic good, see (Meernik and Oldmixon 2008); (Buen
de Mesquita, et al. 2004).

18 (Aldrich, Sullivan and Borgida 1989).

7 (Davidson 1998); (Edwards 2006); (Friedrichs, Mitamd Popova 2005).
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rights is more likely to evoke a change in behavi@n a unilateral one? One claim,
which appears frequently in literature on the EO@mmon and Foreign Security Policy
(CFSP), is that more voices speaking together &nphie message and have more
influence than unilateral statements by the sanmeben of state$®> On the other hand,
one can imagine a situation where the acting $tasestrong ties — historical, economic,
ethnic, etc. — to the target state. In this sitimgta forceful unilateral statement from the
actor may actually carry more influence with thegé& than a watered-down statement
from the actor in collaboration with other statksforeign economic policy, however,
economic theory gives good reason to believe thatgains from cooperation will be
significant, divisible, and targeted. States camrege their own benefit fairly precisely,
even in situations where the agreement may defriate their own ideal point.

Two additional factors compound this situation afclkear state gains from
cooperation. First, most forms of foreign policyoperation are about sharingstsrather
than increasing and dividingenefits While the goal is still to achieve a better oueo
than would be possible under non-cooperation, theefits of cooperation typically
amount to keeping a situation from getting worse. ,(averting future higher costs) rather
than capturing explicit gains in the current periddcentives for cooperation are
dampened by the lack of any new or additional bhengd distribute. That the benefits of
foreign policy cooperation are largely in expecatcompounds this dampening effétt.

The primary benefits come from averting higher sost the future, but discounted

8 For this argument, see, e.g., (Hill 2001); (Hew03). Even if some benefit accrues from this
amplification, though, states must still incur (siimes substantial) transaction costs to negotate
unanimously-accepted text. These costs could gatgnoffset the amplification gains.

19 Cooperating can increase success in two waysndngasing the total capacity brought to bear on the
problem and by decreasing the per-state cost afraahaking a more extensive range of actions péssi
As an example, four states running separate $50mhumanitarian relief and mediation missionsain
conflict zone could provide a much more direct gffm end fighting by instead conducting a joint $2
billion peacekeeping mission.



avoided costs are not particularly motivating. e short term, cooperation can make
success more likely by increasing the total amaidnesources available and making a
wider range of options possible, but it is by ncameguaranteed. This might make states
less willing to take risks on a high-visibility,dhi-cost, high-stakes cooperative mission
and instead increase the attractiveness of lovipilityi low-cost, low-stakes unilateral
actions such as declarations.

Second, even in those cases where states choeseperate on foreign policy,
theory suggests several reasons why states migfegrprot to conduct this cooperation
through a formal international organization. If peaation is mostly a “problem of
coordination” (Stein 1990), as Ginsberg (1989) atiebrs suggest, then the main obstacle
to cooperation is informational. While institutionan help to facilitate information flow
to solve these problems, they are not necessargitomrs for cooperation. States can
overcome communication problems without institusiomore easily than they could
overcome, e.g., enforcement problems.

If, however, foreign policy cooperation involves sudibution problems
(differences between states over which outcome wstnpreferred) as well as
coordination problems, then the option of cooperathrough an institution can become
much less desirable. As Fearon (1998) demonstratggutions lengthen the shadow of
the future, and in the presence of distributionbfgms this can severely impede
bargaining. Cooperation in an institution with aagoshadow of the future may also
restrict states’ policy flexibility as conditionsnothe ground change. As a result,

cooperation on foreign policy through a formal arngation may actually be less



attractive than extra-institutional activity, eveuith the additional transaction costs the

latter option imposes.

Sovereignty Costs

Finally, Realist theory draws our attention to acams about the national interest
and sovereignty that states are thought to hawstatés are concerned about maintaining
their own sovereignty, then foreign policy is a skelbkely case for cooperatidf.
External sovereignty, or the exclusive right to mglolicy towards other units in the
international system, is a defining characterisfi@ Westphalian stafe.Foreign policy
cooperation necessarily restricts freedom of actionexternal affairs, and this is
particularly true when enacted through an institutivhere agreements are politically or
legally binding. Perhaps as evidence of state gonakout this, none of the institutions
in this study can issue legally binding foreignipplagreements, thought they all can
(and often do) establish politically binding orfédf states are quite protective of their
sovereignty — and patterns of defections from ctile agreements and of failed
attempts at cooperation suggest that they aren—greglicting and explaining cooperation
in a broad set of foreign policy issues should bey\difficult since states should have

little incentive to cooperate at all.

A Methodological Reason to Study Foreign Policy, Broadly Defined
Finally, an important methodological justificatiéor studying a broadly defined

field such as “foreign policy” exists. Most studies cooperation behavior focus on a

2 See Gordon (1997/98) on the conditions requireddiccessful foreign policy integration.

2L (Krasner 1999); see also (Koenig-Archibugi 200dsovereignty concerns as a variable, not a constan
2 politically binding agreements do not take therfaf international treaties. They do not often fiegu
ratification and are not transposed into domestig, so they are not enforceable in national courts.
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single issue, a sub-issue within the broader pbdbieign policy issues (e.g., human
rights, free trade areas or the environment). Wthie choice is defensible given the
scarcity of systematic data about international pevation, it has the unfortunate
methodological downside of producing theory anddifigs that do not necessarily
generalize well to other subfields. Single-issugdigts provide no way for analysts to
determine if the findings result from underlyingacacteristics of the issues themselves
(e.g., the relative non-salience of most UN Food Agricultural Organization decisions
or the highly technical nature and relative invig§p of national current account
restrictions)y rather than as general characteristics aboutssiatentives to cooperate.
The use of a data pool whose contents span mulsplee areas provides variation on
these underlying characteristics, and helps usnsure that the findings are about
cooperation in a general sense and are not simhgtibns of these underlying

characteristicé?

I mplications for Research

The result of these unusual substantive charatitsrief foreign policy is a
situation where non-institutional cooperation amdlateral action remain substantially
more attractive than in many economic issues. Assalt, efforts to predict and explain
foreign policy behavior, broadly defined, face arendifficult test than in narrower issue
areas. The methodological reason for studying dorgiolicy also suggests the need for
(and increased challenge of) testing on a broadmresentative sample of issues.

Arguments that withstand testing here are partituleobust and should be well-

% (de Haen, et al. 2003); (Simmons 2000); (Von S26i5).
4 (Gabel, Hix and Schneider 2002).
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supported in further studies of specific subfietdscooperation such as human rights,
trade, and the environment. To paraphrase BenndtEdman (2006), studying foreign
policy cooperation in such a broad definition aldous to make the ‘Sinatra inference’: If

the theory can make it here, it can make it anyeifrer

Why Europe?

Three reasons that address both theoretical andoa@bgical concerns support
the choice of Europe as a testing ground for tlesasf foreign policy behavior. First, the
European foreign policy space has a very high déens$institutions. At least five, and as
many as eight, different institutions or bodiesiralgurisdiction over some portion of
foreign policy issues in that region. This rangéotlies allows states the opportunity to
choose between them, as well as to choose betwstatuiional cooperation and other
outside options. Second, these organizations exw#riation on theoretically relevant
variables such as the extent of their instituticagion, their memberships, and their
substantive jurisdictions. At the same time, howetleey are similar enough to remain
comparable in a large-n framework. They fulfill dan functions in international
relations and perform the same kinds of dutiesha ihternational system that we can
plausibly treat them as similar units for companiso

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Europeartestaexhibit considerable
variation in their capacity to act independentlisTis a theoretically critical point for
evaluating a general theory of foreign policy bebawand foreign policy cooperation:
Independent activity must be a viable option folestst some members of the group.

Without viable outside options, the choice setrgtgidramatically to “do nothing” and

% (Levy 2002, 144).
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“cooperate.” For states without independent actiapacity, the incentives to cooperate
and compromise one’s ideal point may be strongan tihe choice of doing nothing.
When the ability to act without extensive suppoohi institutions or other states exists,
however, the imperative of cooperation to achievalg decreases. Indeed, European
states have a long tradition of ad hoc groupings emalitions of the willing, from
Bosnia’s “Contact Group” to the Multinational Protien Force in Albani&® Europe is
one of the few regions to have multiple states fiaate the capacity to act independently
in international affairs. This makes it a stronqdidate for evaluating a theory that

emphasizes the non-dichotomous nature of foreidjoypohoices.

An Introduction to the Consensus and Capacity Frameork

The consensus-capacity framework explains stabesign policy choices at both
the unilateral and multilateral levels as a seqaariaecisions. By treating foreign policy
as a sequence of discrete decisions, rather tisamgke dichotomous ‘cooperate-or-not’
decision, it identifies a range of other behavibyat can emerge from the foreign policy
decision-making process. The framework’s prediditinus allow us to predict when
states would choose to act unilaterally, and aldeerwthey would choose to act
multilaterally both inside and outside institutions

In brief, I argue that both consensus and capac#yjointly necessary but neither
singly nor jointly sufficient conditions for inteational cooperation. When one or both
are absent, behaviors other than may cooperati@rgeanThe absence of capacity in a
particular institution or group often results imtoesource-intensity declarations by the

institution or unilateral actions by capable stat€he absence of consensus in an

% On the tradition of ad hoc multilateralism, se@g6ut 2002, esp. 339).
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organization prohibits cooperation and can resuliinilateral actions, extra-institutional
cooperation, or decisions to do nothing. The absehbdoth consensus and capacity in an
international group or organization can only resultinilateral activity or choices to do

nothing®’

Contribution and Plan of the Dissertation

Chapter Two begins by expanding the notions of eosiss and capacity in
foreign policy behavior, and establishes how thdeas will help to predict and explain
state foreign policy behavior. It then turns to thethodological aspects of testing a
general explanation of foreign policy behavior, amgarticular the problem of how to
obtain an unbiased data set even in the presensel@&dttion effects. We cannot study
choices of foreign policy behaviors without alsadsting instances where no behavior
happened, but itould plausibly have. Negative cases or “non-events” iategral to
testing the consensus-capacity framework, and sbnte many other theories of state
behavior. This chapter contributes a strategy &w lone might obtain them in the study
of cooperation and similar topics.

Chapters Three, Four and Five are the empiricat lnéahe dissertation. Chapter
Three begins by exploring the earliest observabdeisibn in the foreign policy
cooperation process, the initial decision to coafeethrough an institution. In particular,
| study the decision to cooperate in the Europeaii) since its unlimited jurisdiction
makes it a reasonable choice for action on anyngesent or issue. In answering the
guestion “When do states cooperate?,” this chaptegrates arguments from the

literatures on European integration and the ComPRareign and Security Policy (CFSP)

27 Small ad hoc coalitions may be possible, but dreyunlikely for reasons that | establish in Chagte

14



itself with a range of other theories in the broga@itical science literature. The goal is
to understand what kinds of issues, and what kofdsther factors, prompt cooperation
through institutions — or at least through thistigafar institution. To do this, | apply
guantitative methods to a newly developed datas80® randomly chosen world events
to examine which types of events receive cooparafltnis chapter reveals the critical
role of pre-crisis preference convergence mechanisnpromoting cooperation. It also
finds, contrary to expectations in the CFSP litenat that presidency ideologies have a
notable influence under some conditions.

Armed with this knowledge, we can then examinehi#se same factors also
prompt unilateral or extra-institutional cooperaticor if the set of influential factors
differ across venues. Chapter Four considers thesstions, examining the full range of
potential foreign policy outcomes, from unilatedahavior to the use of multiple
institutions. If Realist arguments are correct,lateral action should be most likely to
occur when strong and differentiated national ggés are at stake; as national interests
get stronger and more divergent, other forms ogifpr policy activity should become
less likely. If institutionalist arguments are a@mot, the same factors should generally
predict cooperation in all institutions, and co@tem patterns across institutions should
differ systematically in relation to the instituti® values on those variables. Finally, this
chapter examines patterns of complementarity anostgution across events and
institutions In particular, | explore patterns of outcomes figns of ‘forum shopping,’ or
the strategic choice among institutions to maxingams.

Chapter Five examines forum shopping behavior imualitative manner,

exploring the dynamics of cooperation in the Allaancase which opened this chapter.
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The European response to this crisis was incredibigplex. A UN-authorized, OSCE-
organized, Italian-led ad hoc coalition went inttb@nia on a peacekeeping mission to
organize and oversee elections, while the CourfcEwope cheered loudly from the
sidelines and provided logistical support for thecgons and the constitution-drafting
process that was to follow. States can clearlyirdjsish between these institutions at a
very fine level of detail, even if — to analystdedst — the institutions appear very similar
in their membership, jurisdiction, capacity andestbharacteristics of theoretical interest.
But how do states do this, and why? This chaptkmrme to the previously-bracketed
guestion of how individual state preferences artthb®r influenced the final outcome in
this crisis by examining several states’ behavioditierent stages of the crisis, a topic
for which the methods of earlier chapters weresuilited. It reveals particularly strong
evidence of capacity concerns on the part of sdmenot all) states, and some intriguing
instances of sequential forum shopping behavista@es revealed their preferences over
the course of the crisis.

Chapter Six concludes the dissertation by evalgatime usefulness of the
consensus-capacity framework for understandinge dtateign policy behavior at the
levels of both state behavior and internationakouies. It notes gaps in the theory’s
predictions and findings that counter expectatiswh as the role of inter-temporal
linkage. Finally, it identifies particular contribans to our understanding of foreign

policy behavior and opportunities for future reshar
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Chapter 2

Theorizing and Explaining Foreign Policy Choice

The previous chapter made a case for studying cabpe in the context of
Europe and in the issue areas of foreign policys Thapter continues by presenting a
framework for understanding when states choosedperate — and by extension, when
they choose to act unilaterally — on foreign polisgues. This framework emphasizes
two important insights: that cooperation is a psscer sequence of moves with multiple
potential outcomes besides “cooperate” and “nopecate,” and that we can understand
which of these outcomes emerge by consideringdleeof consensus and capacity.

This chapter first establishes the case for trgatimoperation as a sequence of
decisions with multiple outcomes. The second sectionsiders the current state of
theory about international cooperation, and abordifin policy cooperation specifically.
It also addresses the theoretical complicationst tbeerlapping or duplicative
international institutions present. The third sactpresents the consensus and capacity
framework and establishes expectations for the ecapichapters, including when states
might choose actions other than cooperation intuigins. The fourth section addresses
methodological obstacles to studying cooperatiompigaally, namely the problems of
case selection and identifying negative cases.pEmeltimate section presents a mixed-

methods research design for solving the cooperatizazle; the final section concludes.
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Theorizing Foreign Policy Choices

Foreign policy cooperation emerges at the end ahaensive chain of decisions.
The decision to cooperate itself is a strategidaghm which states anticipate the likely
reactions of their potential partners before prompsollective activity. If states believe
that their partners are unlikely to agree, thenetvent may exit the decision process at an
outcome other than ‘cooperation.” Figures 2-1 t8 Braphically depict the decision
sequence and the alternative outcomes. To illestiia¢ complexity of this decision
process, this section will briefly review the lagure on the decision to cooperate, the

decision to do so through an institution, and teeiglon of which institution to use.

Figure 2-1. The Decision to Cooperate.
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The Decision to Cooperate
Early scholarship on cooperation focused on idginiif the conditions under
which cooperation could arise, that is, under wdwaiditions states would choose to raise

an issue at choice point(Figure 2-1) and advance to the bargaining stagbace point

2. This work primarily explained when cooperationynige possible (the dark print in
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Figure 2-1), but it generally neglected what hagpethen cooperation doest occur.
These other decisions and outcomes are gray ifigine.

These works focused on the role of payoff strugfre., interest configurations)
and power configurations in the emergence of cadjmer, and they emphasized
cooperation to provide public goods, particulargeftrade in the international syst&m.
The study of public goods issues, which have tlssit ‘prisoners’ dilemma’ payoff
structure where all actors have incentives to de@a@ntually gave way to the study of a
broader range of payoff configuratioffs.This scholarship clarified the role of
distribution problems, or differences in preferenower the set of possible agreements,
as obstacles to cooperation. Stein (1990) alsdlestad that some configurations of
interests do not support cooperation, even witleagg cooperation over time. Together,
these works created an initial understanding ofrwksues might reach outcom&sr B.

Subsequent scholarship considered the implicabbieater stages of cooperation
on the initial decision to cooperate. Fearon (198&)sidered how concerns about the
enforceability of an agreement might influence bimimg over the agreement itsélf.
Others introduced the ratification stage to considew configurations of domestic
interests or institutions influence states’ ability conclude agreements successftily.

These authors acknowledge the process or multestagture of international

28 (Keohane 1984); (Olson 1982); (Axelrod 1984).

29 (Stein 1990); (Morrow 1994).

%0 Enforcement decisions extend two choices to thiet f the “cooperation” outcomes in Figure 2-1eon
where states decide to implement the agreemena @edond where the other states then decide tocenfo
if the first state chose not to implement.

31 putnam (1988) is the best-known statement ofrtiiglern second-image approach, but see also Milner
(1997) for a formal treatment of asymmetric ratifion constraints. Tarar (2001) considers a modherey
both sides require domestic ratification. In a réqaece, Earnest (2008) uses an agent-based mittied
relatively large number of players, all of whom ugg domestic ratification, and also multiple outen
possibilities. His analysis addresses when coojperamerges rather than how states choose between t
competing (and equally valued) equilibria, butitses interesting possibilities for future research

19



cooperation, but they continue to limit the setpoksible choices to ‘cooperate vs. not
cooperate’ rather than allowing the form and veoiuhe cooperation to be a variable.

Gruber (2000) and Gilligan (2004) take some staghis direction by treating the
set of potential cooperation partners as a varidbtaber’'s argument centers around his
conception of ‘go-it-alone power,’ or the ability &lter the status quo either alone or in a
small group. Joiners, he claims, can often be ratétv not by their own gains from
participation. Instead, they join because theie tpueference — the pre-agreement status
guo — is no longer available, and the status quieuthe new agreement is better than
exclusion. Gilligan, on the other hand, consideosvlthe set of states included in a
multilateral cooperation event affects the shapthefresulting agreement. In particular,
he investigates how even large organizations camewae fairly deep levels of
cooperation over time by manipulating the set af pdayers. This n-player model is one
of few that studies how group preferences trangtatethe form of an agreemetit.

The literature thus provides a fairly clear sensetmat kinds of conditions would
facilitate cooperation and so implicitly providegpectations for conditions where it
would be unlikely. Where it is less useful, howeverin understanding the complexity of
the ‘not cooperate’ option (i.e., the gray textFigure 2-1). The ‘not cooperate’ category
masks a wide range of behaviors; these might ikchaaction (the status quo, outcome
B in Figure 2-1), or some form of unilateral acti@moice 3 outcome). The unilateral

action might be a ‘defect’ or ‘not-cooperate’ beioa\i.e., doing something other than

%2 For Gruber, the form of the agreement is a fumctibthe preferences of the go-it-alone coalitiod ¢he
potential domestic losers in each. Recent work ton& Slantchev, and London (2008) also explores th
issue of who will participate in cooperation inegpeated collective action problem. Outcomes hbmigh,
are not determined by the preferences of the ptayestead, the distribution of power in the insgional
system explains both provision of the public goad areation of institutions. Chapter 3 of this digation
contributes by considering how the group’s charésttes influence the likelihood of cooperation.
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the agreed or cooperative action). Unilateral actidght also occur, however, without
the state in question havimgnsideredcooperate’ (i.e., without opening negotiations or
approaching potential partners); both failed andp@med negotiations effectively choose
‘no’ at choice poinR. This could occur if, for example, the acting sthelieved no other
partners would be interested. This type of strateghavior truncates the set of issues on
which any attempted cooperation emerges and swgygasted for particular attention to

selection bias at very early stages in the coojperarocess.

The Decision to Cooperate in an I nstitution

The previous section discussed literature on thergemce of cooperation in
general. This section extends to the next stageaperation decision-making, the choice
to conduct the cooperation through or in a formé&trnational organization (choidein
Figure 2-2, to reach outcon®.>* As above, this collective decision is made bytlad
institution’s members, but it presumes that stdtage already reached a decision to
cooperate (choice poid).

Figure 2-2. The Decision to Cooperate in an Instition.

Use an Organization

4

Tes Inst? Cooperation

3| use the terms international institution and fin&ional organization interchangeably to refer to
intergovernmental bodies with a formal legal basid a secretariat or other minimal permanent ressur
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The properties of institutions are fairly well umst®od. Axelrod (1984) and
Keohane (1984) show how institutions can lengthea $shadow of the future and
facilitate cooperation even under less auspicioangofd structures like the prisoners’
dilemma. Institutions increase the probability epeated interaction with a partner and
thus make possible reciprocal punishment of dedfacttven when preventing defection
is less of a concern, states can still benefit fomoperating through institutions. Abbott
and Snidal (1998) explain that centralization aetegation within formal international
organizations allow states to capture more of thmgyfrom cooperation; institutions
intervene between cooperating states and the suibstassues on which the states
cooperate. By providing centralized informationleciion and distribution, and a forum
for multilateral bargaining, institutions can reduthe transaction costs of cooperation.
By delegating monitoring to the institution, states increase the credibility of reports of
compliance and defection, even when noise dismliptst state-to-state observatith.

The decision to cooperateutside of an institution, however, is substantially
under-theorized. Extra-institutional cooperatiorcws (i.e., events reach outcorDg
when a coalition of willing states coordinate pglioutside the framework of an
established formal organization. If institution® &o beneficial to cooperation, though,
why do we still observe cooperation outside of tAe@ooperation outside a formal
institution may be attractive because no additigyaahs exist, i.e., because states have
already achieved fully efficient cooperation ontttssue® In the case of some forms of
bilateral cooperation — on standards, perhaps, evidefection from the cooperative

equilibrium is not in an actor’s self-interest —cBua situation may be plausible. Extra-

3 Koremenos, Lipson and Snidal (2001) reverse thesalaarrows and explain the effect of issue
characteristics on institutional design.
% States have already captured all the availablesgadbm cooperation without the use of an instituti
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institutional cooperation may also be attractiveyugh, because states cannot access the
additional gains even with the use of an institutior because the costs of the institution
would exceed the benefits it would bring. The iased shadow of the future that
institutions provide may also create a barrierdoperation by locking states into lesser-
preferred outcomes or outcomes whose value is taicet the time of agreemetit.

For states, an additional benefit of cooperatintside a formal structure is the
ability to be selective about one’s partn&r€ooperation through an institution usually
involves all members of the institution, meaningttthe set of preferences which any
agreement must satisfy is fixed. Moreover, decisules in most formal international
organizations typically allow any member to exexasveto, which gives every actor an
opportunity to frustrate attempts at consensus.p€ating outside an institution allows
states to choose as partners only those statesevwneterred policy outcomes are similar
to their own® The benefits of a policy outcome closer to the@nadeal points may well

outweigh the gains available through an existirrgd organization.

The Decision on Which Institution to Use

As the last two sections have suggested, states alwrnative foreign policy
options besides cooperation through an institutidre least-theorized choice, though, is
how states choodmetweerthe various institutions that are available foe os any given
issue. The proliferation of international organiaas, particularly through the 1990s,

means that identifying an issue on which only alsinnstitution has jurisdiction is

% (Fearon 1998).

37 |f the benefits of cooperation through an instittare great enough, the ad hoc coalition of sthtes
the choice to create a new institution for its cargpion. The question of institutional creationweweer, is
outside the scope of this dissertation.

3 See Pekkanen, Solis, and Katada (2006) for astadg of this in Japanese trade policy.
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increasingly difficult®® The choice is no longer ‘not cooperate’ versuofrate’; it is
now ‘not cooperate,’ ‘cooperate here,’ or ‘cooperatsewhere?® Figure 2-3 shows an
expansion of what was formerly outcorBienow shown as a choice point where states
choose yes or no for each international institutioder consideration. This extension of
the figure means that strategic states must noveiden a further stage of decision-
making when they plan their own strategies.

In an early piece on how states choose betweeituinsts, Jupille and Snidal
(2006) posit that states’ choices are four-foldeytcan choose to use an existing
institution, modify an existing institution, seldm¢tween existing institutions, or create a
new institution. A key assumption of this work, rewer, is that a single focal institution
exists, against which states weigh their otheramsti But when multiple plausible fora
exist, how do states choose between them? JupitleSmidal treat this issue only in

passing and instead focus on their choices of nmdjfor creating new institutions.

Figure 2-3. The Decision on Which Institution to Us.
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% See, e.g., Raustiala and Victor (2004, 306) otitininal density in the international system.

“0 Recognition of this alternate outcome is akin t@n$s (1996) re-coding of war outcomes from ‘winda
‘lose’ to ‘win, lose, or draw.” Unlike Stam’s outemes, however, these choices are not mutually eixelus
this poses additional complications to analysis.
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Pekkanen, Solis, and Katada (2006) and Ortiz M208%5) address this question
from a different angle, presenting arguments aldotum choice rooted in domestic
politics. For Pekkanen et al., Japanese forum mebes for a trade agreement emerged
from a need to control the agreement’s contentlacgbe domestic interests while still
capturing as much of the gain from free trade assipte. The resulting bilateral free
trade agreement with Mexico continued heavy praiedbr Japanese rice producers but
obtained free access for Japanese manufactured;gsoch a partial agreement would
not have been possible in either the World Tradga@ization or regional fora available
at the time. Ortiz Mena responded to this from khexican perspective, arguing that
desires for neither gains nor control drove the ex decision. Instead, accepting a
bilateral agreement with Japan was part of the b&axigovernment's efforts to
consolidate domestic reforms by entrenching themternational law.

In a curious development, though, neither side his tdebate appears to
acknowledge that forum choice iz@allectivedecision between all of the participants, not
just the unilateral choice of one participdhtPursuing a bilateral preferential trade
agreement with Mexico was a viable option for Japaly because Mexico was willing
to accept that type of forum. This tacit consensughe appropriate forum was critical:
Had Mexico desired otherwise, Japan would not hasen able to achieve its most
preferred outcome. Achieving cooperation requil@svergence on strategies — on which
forum or type of agreement to choose — as welhasutcomes.

Other work considers forum choice from an inteal angle, with some

attention to the collective nature of forum deaisioDaniel Drezner (2003), for instance,

“1 Both papers explicitly attempt to explain only teeolution of their own side’s forum preferences.
Neither even suggests that its own framework erplttie decisions of the other party.
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provides an explanation of collective choice whiea dutcome is not in the immediate
interests of all parties. In Drezner’s study okmmational financial regulation, the larger
and more powerful states in the international systead similar preferred policy
outcomes. As a result, they all had similar forurefgrences — one where they could
achieve an outcome close to their ideal points. R&festates, in contrast, preferred to use
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), where theyuld demand concessions favoring
their own interests in return for accepting the pdw states’ preferences.

The market power of the larger states, howeveowatl them to disregard the
preferences of the developing world and establislagreement at their own ideal point
through an alternate institution where the develgpstates had no voice, the Bank of
International Settlements. Power asymmetry thendetthe weaker states’ acquiescence
to the new rules, although they themselves desw#terwise. The benefits of
participating in the new regime outweighed potdriasts and/or benefits of fighting for
their own preferred forum, especially once the grEawvers arranged for the IMF to
enforce the agreement and make access to somgassisontingent on compliante.

In an additional contribution, Raustiala and Vict(#004) study a ‘regime
complex’ of overlapping and non-hierarchical regsnre the broad field of plant genetic
resources. They find evidence about forum shopginglar to Drezner’'s: Groups of
states pushed for the use of institutions whosenifrg of common problems was
beneficial to their own interests. Raustiala anat®fi also find evidence of distinct

differences in the benefits and costs of pursugssges in substantively broader versus

“2 Gruber (2000) would posit a different explanatithat the less-powerful states joined not becabey t
saw any explicit benefits from the new regime. Bmseathe no-regime status quo was no longer avajlabl
though, the costs of being excluded outweighed/éthee of the post-regime status quo.
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narrower fora — for example, that credibility obprises matters more than issue linkage

in broader ford — and these differences may also drive state vehoiees'*

The Consensus-Capacity Framework

In this dissertation, | argue that the need fohhmminsensus and capacity shape all
forms of foreign policy behavior — including bothet choices to act alone and/or to
cooperate, and if they choose to cooperate, thesugh which (if any) institution(s).
Without consensus, agreement is impossible; witlvapiacity, action is impossible. In
this section | further elaborate on the conceptsarfsensusand capacity and explain

why both are jointly necessary but neither singly jointly sufficient for cooperation.

Consensus

Consensus is necessary for cooperation both inamt® outside of formal
international organizations. International orgatiss, especially those in foreign policy,
usually have unanimity or consensus decision riesnimity requires all parties to
agree actively; consensus requires that no oneehctobject’ These strong decision
rules mean that the player who is least disadvadtdyy the status quo controls the
outcome; this actor can veto any potential agreémiar would make her worse off than
she was under the status quo. This power sevesdiriats the range of possible

agreements in a given institution. The existencéhisf veto power, combined with the

costliness of failed cooperation attempts, givéestan incentive to consider carefully

“3 (Raustiala and Victor 2004, 298).

“4 Chapters 4 and 5 extend Raustiala and Victor'skvatmout whether characteristics of institutionseoth
than the identity and/or preferences of membeisénte their attractiveness for cooperation ant foo
patterns of substitutability and complementaritsoas the available outcomes.

> Consensus is a slightly weaker decision rule boti are still very strong compared to, e.qg., ttagomity
or even supermajority decision rules in domestigslatures.
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before making a proposal in an international orgaion. In a world where multiple
international organizations exist, the strong denisules also create incentives for states
to shop for an institution whose members’ prefeesiaece distributed in such a manner
that they will accept the proposal.

In the absence of consensus, however, states nedgrpnot to approach an
institution for cooperation. If the state wishing act does not believe that consensus
exists in any of the available fora, it has twostdg choices available to it. First, it could
assemble an ad hoc (extra-institutional) coalitmnthe willing from states whose
preferences are similar to its own. As the secloove suggested, the proposing state can
assure consensus around its own ideal point bpeteliely selecting states on the basis
of their preferences. This choice of ad hoc agtjvitowever, is contingent upon the
potential group members having sufficient capacity enact their preferences
successfully. A group with inadequate capacity ¥ail, and since states prefer to avoid
incurring the costs of failure, rational states iddonot move ahead with coalition
formation if they do not expect that the ad hoaugrwill be able to achieve succéés.

Second, states may choose unilateral action, Imitab faces a similar capacity
constraint. All states have the capacity to issatements and declarations; this weak
form of action requires only a foreign ministry &peperson or even a lone ministry
official to read an approved text or respond tauasjon. Beyond this, though, national
capacity varies greatly. If neither an instituti®membership nor a cluster of like-minded

states is available to bolster capacity, then ratages will be unable to take action. States

“6 (Gegout 2002).This reliance on beliefs about cipatso explains why a state whose preferenceddvou
otherwise include it in the ad hoc group may chonseto participate. A state that believes that the
potential group’s capacity would be inadequatettiertask would want to remain out of the grougetum

to the points about capacity in that subsectionwel
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that lack the capacity to achieve their ideal poianilaterally are limited to issuing

statements at best or accepting the third optidairg nothing — at worst.

Sources of Consensus

Four prominent factors — the structure of incergtivm the issue, historical or
situational characteristics, ideology, and issuiesee — can influence the emergence of
consensus on an issue. Each can act both as arspuas an impediment to consensus
and thus to cooperation. | address each in turmwbel

The first factor that can be a source of consensufe structure of actors’
incentives (i.e., the payoff structure). Some deoss are coordination problems, where
the difficulty of consensus lies in reaching a coonnoutcome rather than in carrying it
out. When states solve this problem, coordinatiaames produce self-enforcing
equilibria: Once players achieve an agreement, siscbn the language of a common
declaration, none have incentives to deviate frioff i

Other types of issues, however, such as deployipgacekeeping mission or
giving humanitarian aid, are public goods that yamth them an incentive to defect.
Individual states believe that actions or contiidmg by their partners can substitute for

their own efforts, so an incentive to free ridesexi As a result, all under-contribute and

" Doing nothing can also be a deliberate choic¢hagigures in this chapter show. The present disiom
raises the possibility that doing nothing couldab#efault choice — one created by the absencensiecsus
and the lack of capacity — rather than one thagtter deliberately selects. | revisit this below.

8 Compare, for example, the difference in statemessging “We condemn the recent electoral
intimidation in Egypt and Zambia,” and “We condeltire recent electoral intimidation in Zambia and
Egypt.” The statements are substantively the s@ue for maximum effect, scholars and practitioners
should argue, the declarations should be idenyieedirded. Presuming that agreement exists on thigedk
degree and targets of condemnation, reaching agmeom the specific order of the states shouldbeot
difficult. In these (admittedly rare) cases, theyqfh structure facilitates cooperation. This scémapf
course, presumes that states agree on the corfteéhé aeclaration (i.e., that no distribution prerdls
exist), and that they are only uncertain aboutpitexise wording that the others plan to adopt. @/ttils
may not be an entirely accurate portrayal of thelatation drafting process, it is nonetheless arnom
belief among scholars of European foreign policyparation; see (Wagner 2003) or (Ginsberg 1989).
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the public good is poorly provided — if indeed @ncbe provided at all with the limited
resources that the states committed. States fariaguation where they believe their
partners will free-ride or otherwise shirk may lmnilling to agree to such a bargéh.

Second, some historical factors can affect consenSountries often maintain
foreign policy ties with former colonies, or hawmgstanding bilateral ties to other states
that may be the targets of cooperative actiodther characteristics of similarity, such as
sharing non-aligned status, economic interestgeographic contiguity with the target
state, may also affect states’ preferences by myakiem sympathetic to the target. These
relationships and similarities may be obstaclesotwsensus (i.e., contribute to dissensus)
if the organization’s members have ties to padiedoth sides of the dispute.

Ideology may also influence states’ ability to dfe@cconsensus. Governments of
similar ideological background may share commitrednt certain international causes.
Governments of the left may be more sympathetizatts for global redistribution, since
their domestic political systems value thispr be more attentive to labor rights, the
environment, and human rights concerns since thesaes interest their core
constituents. Cooperation allows them to commit enof their resources to domestic
priorities while still achieving desired internatal outcomes. If these governments are
more inward-focused, however, as post-materialigiment suggest, then they may be
less inclined to cooperate overall. Governmentghef right are thought to be more

internationalist, and so they might be more indine cooperate. Again, though, post-

“9(Olson 1982).

* For example, the UK has a longstanding “speciatignship” with the United States and maintainsyve
cordial ties with its former colony of Australiah& Nordic Bloc, on the other hand, comprises tliEe
members and Norway — or alternatively, two comrdifATO members and two neutrals. These ties may
pull members in different directions depending loa $ubstantive issue under consideration.

1 (Noél and Thérien 1995).

%2 (Inglehart, 1997).
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materialist arguments suggest that these partes@ncerned with national pride and
national identity; they may be less enthusiastioualpooling sovereignty in foreign
policy cooperatiori®

Finally, the salience of an issue may influence ¢chance of consensus. Media
coverage of foreign events can increase the exfevisibility and public concern about
those events at home, and thus increase theimsali® opinion-sensitive leadéfs.
Public attention to an issue may then provoke dmtisiakers to address an issue that
they otherwise might have preferred to ignore ded® Even in the absence of explicit
public pressure on a highly publicized issue, potiakers may feel compelled to react to

avoid public perceptions of incompetence.

Capacity

Capacity is the resource set available to a staseof states for use in foreign
policy that increase its chances of obtainingdatstlieir) desired outcome. To be willing
to act, states must have sufficient resources ¢éougr their desired action with a level of
probable success that they deem acceptable. Acaoirsot guarantee success in foreign
policy, even if they choose to try using force mmpel the target’'s behavior, so they
must instead have a threshold probability of suctkat makes the expected benefit of

using a given foreign policy instrument exceectist®® Capacity involves both physical

*3| thank Michael Koch for a helpful discussion bése ideas.

> All of the focal states in this study are demdctaivhich implies that their leaders must be asiea
minimally sensitive to domestic opinion, but seeo&r (2008) for a discussion of limitations on the
influence of popular opinion on wartime leaders.

5 The current crisis in Sudan is an obvious exaroptais.

* Force will remove the target’s ability to chooge own policy —if it succeeds. The current US
involvement in Iraq demonstrates that even overmh@l levels of capabilities cannot guarantee a
successful use of force.
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components (bureaucracies, spokesmen, economic railitary forces) and also
intangible elements such as legitimacy and cratibil

In the case of an individual state, capacity istre¢ély easy to determine; the
state, in theory, has access to all of its ownuess. It may use its entire diplomatic
network, all of its foreign aid budget, or the frdinge of its military capabilities, if it so
chooses. Not all forms of capacity will be relevémta particular problem or issue, nor
will states often choose to commit all of theiraesces to a single issue, but the existence
of the resources creates opportunities for the ogvetate to use them.

For an institution, on the other hand, capacitg isum of its own capacity and
some fraction of its members’ capacifyinstitutions vary in their own resourc&sSome
institutions have aid and project budgets that ardependent of member-state
contributions. Some have developed reputation®m@eful activists on particular issues,
such as the Council of Europe on human rights ss@gher times, institutions have
specific and unique capabilities that no otheritasbns have. The European Union’s
Commission has a network of delegations that rigalg great power’'s embassy network
in both number and dispersiBhNATO owns an extensive range of military capaieiit
including transport and early-warning aircraft, ahibelong to the organization itself

rather than to any specific member state.

> | address the latter in the next section.

8 This usage of ‘own resources’ or ‘own capacitytgiels the usage in the European Union, where it
refers to a designated portion of tax revenuedhatues directly to the Union, without need for rappl as

a grant in the member states’ budgets.

% Delegations are effectively embassies, with amdmims and other usual privileges, but which are sen
by a body other than a state. None of the otheitutisns considered here have delegations to citaes,
though a few have observer delegations to otherriational organizations like the UN and also tohea
other. The Commission has 104 national or regideldgations as of June 2008.
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Sources of Capacity

As the section above discussed, national capasityhé result of national
investment in various types of resources. The ainthat states choose to invest in
capacities for external action, as well as theribistion of that amount across categories
of resources, is a function of both overall budgiee and national political priorities.
States with neutral or pacifist traditions, for eyde, are much less likely to invest
heavily in military capacity. States with nationahditions of social solidarity may
project that value internationally through theingeous foreign aid budget®.

Institutions have two major sources of capacityeirthown capacities’ and
capacity seconded from member states. The prewectson discussed some sources of
own capacity, but others exist. For example, ingtihs, especially larger ones, possess a
legitimacy that lends weight to their statementeclBrations and other foreign policy
outputs from these bodies require the agreemeatarge number — and correspondingly
large range — of states, and this broad accepfgines the output greater legitimacy in
the eyes of targets or recipients. This legitim&ya form of ‘own capacity’ for an
institution, and it is not dependent on stateseigreto loan their capacity to the group.

Institutions also obtain capacity from secondedonal capacities when states
agree to provide resources in support of some ctolke endeavor. These may be troops
or equipment in the case of a peacekeeping inteorerhumanitarian aid in response to
a natural disaster, funding to support a demo@ttia initiative, or anything else.
Institutions only have access to member-state reseswvith the consent of the member-
state. Most institutions have limited resourcethefr own, which means that the primary

source of institutional capacity is seconded natiarapacity. Institutional access to its

%0 (Noél and Thérien 1995).
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own capacities is generally assured; instituticmatess to national capabilities is not.
Uncertainty about access to other states’ resotihcesgh an institution may make other
states hesitate to propose action beyond whatttiegselves can support. The choice of
forum, in other words, is contingent @xpectationsof sufficient capacity, including

political will, to implement the desired action.

Necessity, Sufficiency, and Foreign Policy Behavior

Table 2-1 below shows the possible combinationsooSensus and capacity and
summarizes the foreign policy outcomes associatiéd @ach. When neither consensus
nor capacity exists, then no collective responspoissible. When consensus exists but
total capacity is low or lacking, then states astnicted to lower-intensity activity such
as issuing declarations or statements. The exterapacity required to do this is simply
some individual who speaks to the media on behtlthe actor; all international
organizations and states meet this minimum cap#uigshold.

Table 2-1. Consensus-Capacity Expectation Matrix.

Consensus No Consensus

Cooperation, including action, Ad hoc cooperation and/or unilatefal

Capacity is possible. activity are possible.

Declarations are possible, but

No Capacity not collective action.

No collective response is possible.

When capacity exists but international consensugad&ing, however, then
national actors with sufficient capacity can respdo international events without
needing to cooperate. Most states, however, haiye aofimited capacity to influence
world affairs through unilateral action. Even theitdd States, arguably the world’s most
capable state on virtually any dimension, has ma&nbable to induce regime change in

Cuba despite nearly half a century of a unilateeale embargo. Though small states may
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try admirably, they can only leverage so much palit military, or economic capability
in support of their preferences. This capabilitpsivaint severely restricts the usefulness
of unilateral action for them, and it causes stateseserve unilateral activity for the
limited set of issues on which they feel they havparticular influence for historical,
cultural, economic, or other reasdis.

When a single national actor has insufficient cépao respond, that actor has
the option to form a group of like-minded statet® take advantage of a mini-consensus
— to cooperate outside of established organizatidim® pooling of resources by a
subgroup of states whose preferences already ialbgeases the likelihood that the states
will make their individual capacities available fibre group’s use. The (typically) small
number of states involved means that transactistsdor negotiating the specifics of an
action (or less frequently a statement) are $oihe restricted size of the group becomes
a liability, though, when legitimacy is an issued Aoc groupings' lack of association
with recognized international institutions meanattthe value of a collective statement
by these groups is only slightly more than the gabii unilateral statements by all the
members. Producing a cooperative outcome involeadesnegotiation and concessions,
but since members selected themselves into thepgoased on their preferences, the
additional signaling value of international coosion on a single policy is very little.

Finally, when both consensus and capacity exigtiwian organization or other

group of states, then states will have the fullgemf foreign policy choices at their

8% Unilateral activity is possible in all cells, htishould be most frequent in the upper right cell.

%2 The unusually large “coalition of the willing” ththe United States assembled for the 2003 Gulf i/ar
an exception here. Many of the states lent politcgport without making military contributions, igh
somewhat reduced the costs of organizing actionngntioee subgroup that was willing to act. Negotigtin
the compensatory packages these states receivieluim for their support, however, probably negated
some of the savings.
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disposal. Cooperation — and particularly cooperattake some form of high-intensity
action — is possible in this cell. Both consensnd eapacity are jointly necessary for
cooperation, but they are not singly or jointlyfsuént. Even if consensus and capacity
exist, states may decide that the appropriate fofmreaction is a low-intensity
declaration, or they may decide not to act in thstitution on that issue. The latter case
could represent either a decision not to take adataall, or it could reflect a desire to act
instead through another venue. The substantive coem of consensus — what we all
agree that we should do — can capture any of tha®®mes, and not all of them result in
cooperation. Successful international cooperatiequires finding sonthing that
everyone can agree on and that they have the mesotar do, sonveherewhere everyone
can agree to do it.

A caveat is necessary here. The various foreigitypalptions are not mutually
exclusive (with the exception of an explicit chomfedo nothing’). States may choose to
use one or more tools simultaneously if the cooddiexist — for example, unilateral
action may occur in tandem with institutional cog®n or extra-institutional
cooperation. States always have sufficient capdoitissue their own statements, and
sometimes have enough capacity to take indeperdéoh, and this capacity exists even

if consensus and capacity exist in an organizairdn an ad hoc coalition.

Theorizing the Choice Between Options

The previous section established the set of forpmjity actions that states have
and considered the necessary conditions for eaemtyge. These foreign policy actions
serves as potential strategies that states catousghieve their preferred outcomes. For
example, strategies to achieve an outcome of “redldariffs” could include unilateral
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reductions, negotiated bilateral reciprocal conoess multilateral reduction, the use of a
trade war to compel reductions by others, etc. A& gections above implied, these
choices are strategic and are conditional on peafey distributions in each of the
available venues. This subsection establishes & lexpected utility framework for

understanding the strategy choices of individuatest It then considers when states
might cooperate or take unilateral action and thddresses the role of uncertainty.

Finally, it examines implications of this framewddk the choice between fora.

Understanding Preferences over Strategies

Assume that each statéhas some most preferred outcobéor a given foreign
policy situation. The state wishes to obtain thsetlp@ssible outcome that it can, and to
do this, it chooses between doing nothing, takimgnes unilateral actiona, or
participating in some cooperative actionthrough some existing organizatihFor
simplicity, assume that the choices are evaluagpadrately as alternatives to the status
guo g and are then compared to one another. Each stdteise is a function of five
terms: the value of the status quo, the value efuhilateral actiora, the value of some
potential cooperative measuce and the probability of achieving success withheat
those instrument¥. The expected utilities for stateof taking some unilateral actian

and accepting some collective outcomeould then be:

83 Each state has its own ideal pdintbutc is the same for all states who are members obiyenization.
C is a function of the distribution dfs in an organization and the organization’s denisides; as a result,
it may differ across organizations as membershigica decision rules change. The determinationiefa
guestion of policy content and is beyond the scofpthis dissertation. The utility of actionto statei,
though, is a function of the absolute distance betwthe state’s ideal point and the cooperativeooué —
that is to say,l; —c).

% Success refers to achieving the desired changeriditions or behavior in the target country ortbe
target issue. The present form of the expectedyutikpressions assumes risk neutrality for conmece,
but this is not a necessary assumption for thdtsesu
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EUi, = Ua*p(success) — Uq(1-p(success) 1)
EUic = Uc*p(succesy — uq(1-p(succesy) (2)

Cooperation thus occurs only whenEY EUp, and EUL > EU. In an expected
utility framework, three elements can decreasdrbentives to cooperate. First, as state
preferences diverge — as their ideal points becomaee widely distributed around —
states may prefer to act alone (i.e., take adijpto achieve their own ideal point rather
than accept a cooperative outcome that deviatdsofiar their preferences. Second, as the
two probabilities of success change, the expectdaes ofa andc will shift. This may
cause states to adjust their preferred strategies some threshold is reached that makes
EUj, > EUi. Finally, uncertainty about any of the four values, c, or either probability

of success — increases, state strategies mayrasge. | address each element in turn.

Why Might Unilateral Action Be More Attractive?

Unilateral action may be more attractive to statben distribution problems are
severe. Severe distribution problems emerge unggrconditions. First, an institution's
members may have widely distributed preferences, fine variance of thias is large).
The decision rules of most international organ@ai require unanimity or at least
consensus to make a collective decision. Under itond of widely dispersed
preferences, no median preference may be able tainothe support of all members
when compared to the status quo or other reversidnome. Second, even if some
compromise position did emerge with reasonably spdead support, individual states
may still be substantially displeased with thisipos if it deviates too far from their own

ideal point (i.e.,bj — c is large). These preference outliers may prefepusue their
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outside option of unilateral action to obtain thieieal point$> This type of unilateral
action can occur with or without the formal useaofeto in the institutiof® Either of
these two problems — widely distributed preferengesndividual states with outlying
preferences — can hinder cooperation by prohibitiogsensus and also by encouraging
states to take unilateral measures.

Moreover, as suggested above, unilateralism beconues attractive for states
with greater capacity precisely because that amditi capacity increases the state’'s
probability of attainingp successfully through its unilateral actianlf stronger or more
influential states are preference outliers, their tbropensity for unilateral action may be
compounded: They have both the motive (divergeetepences) and the opportunity
(sufficient capacity) to take unilateral measures.

The option of ad hoc cooperation deserves speagition here. States always
have the option to form a ‘coalition of the willingr even to form a new organization if
existing options fail to meet their needs or desifdf a cluster of states exists whose
members have similar but outlying preferences, ghisip may choose to pursue its own
ideal point in another manner. Ad hoc cooperat®omost likely to emerge, then, when
the distribution problem is at a moderate seveaityhen the distribution of preferences
is bimodal®® In either case, state preferences may be disperseédome concentration

exists; a cluster of states have preferences sirailaugh to one another to be able to

% This is particularly true as the capabilities oéference-outlying states increase, as | elabdeltav.

% It is especially likely if the institution allowr consensus-based decision making and does adtipe
policies that are binding on all member states. @iy institution able to produce binding mandétesll
member states in the area of foreign policy isUh&ed Nations Security Council. As this body it noe

of the focal institutions of this study, | will negturn to this issue.

67 see Jupille and Snidal (2006) on the choice tateraew institutions

% perhaps the best-known example of this is whenUhiged Kingdom, Denmark, and Ireland were
reluctant to cede sovereignty to the nascent Eamo@mmunity and instead formed the rival European
Free Trade Agreement.
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reach agreement among themselves. The abilitghtmseparticipants on the basis of
their preferences is the primary attraction of ad booperation: States create a group
where consensus already exists around a particutaome. By doing this, states can still
reap (at least some of) the gains of cooperatiofevetill obtaining an outcome closer to
their own ideal points — provided, of course, tteg coalition has sufficient capacity to

execute the cooperation successfully.

Why Might Cooperation Be More Attractive?

Cooperation, or willingness to participate in sonm®perative measure even
wherec # b, is most likely to arise when either the statesdoet have strongly held
preferences on an issue, or where the state lapacity to act independenfly First, a
state may have weakly held preferences over ital ideint on a particular issue. The
utility of a state’s ideal poinb is weighted by the salience the state assignisaiigsue.
For example, geographically distant events maypnotoke a strong response, nor may
events in countries with which the state has fes’tiWeakly held ideal points are often
not worth defending; gains from obtaining that ideaint may not exceed the costs of
defending it, especially if the deviation bffrom c is minor. Consensus may thus be
possible even under conditions of mild distributiproblems, if those outlying ideal
points are not so strongly held and/or are notdistant fromc.

Second, states may also choose to pursue or alezept cooperation when they

lack the capacity to achieve their ideal pointsotigh non-cooperative means.

% Two situations exist where )(> u() is possible: first, ifa (the unilateral action to achiew is very
costly or else has a low probability of successsexrond, if cooperation itself provides a way tptaee
more gains than otherwise possible by unilatertbade.g., trade barrier reduction).

0 As an example, ltalian Foreign Minister Lambertmilpublically alleged that the Scandinavian states
had very little interest in Albania’s collapse 89/ (Bohlen 1997); few states besides South Afieae
particularly concerned by the conditions in Lesaith@998 Keesing's1998, 42476).
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Luxembourg, for example, may wish to send a sulislapeacekeeping mission to the
Great Lakes region of Africa. Its army, howevermers only 750 soldiers and it owns
only one airplane, which will not be delivered Li2017’* To achieve anything near its
ideal point, Luxembourg must partner with statesowlave more soldiers and more
transport capacity, but in return for their pagation Luxembourg may have to accept a
monitoring mission rather than peacekeeping andaler ground force than it preferred.
This illustrates how the probability of succesduahces state strategy choices, as well as

why states might choose to accept an outcome tthartheir ideal point.

The Role of Uncertainty

Uncertainty about the values ofor a, and/or about the probability of success of
each, can complicate states' decision-making caionls. As Chapter 1 suggested, one of
the defining characteristics of foreign policy ceogtion (as opposed to foreign
economic policy cooperation) is the inherent uraety about the values of outcomes.
Existing theory produces clear expectations abduatvkinds of benefits will emerge
from international economic cooperation, and hoesthbenefits will be distributed both
domestically and internationally. In foreign policlowever, neither the amount nor
distribution of eventual benefits is necessarilgacl Domestic constituencies rarely
benefit from foreign policy, let alone foreign poficooperatiorf?

If we consider the choice to cooperate in an exgukatility framework,

uncertainty would normally enter the equations digio the terms representing the

" Information from national ministry of defense witbs, accessed June 2008.

2 Occasionally, some ethnic diasporas will orgaimizpursuit of particular policy goals toward thaisme
country. Typically, their interest is in an enduksa particular policy goal or outcome, rathearttin the
means (i.e., strategy) used to achieve it. On ettlisisporas in US foreign policy, see (Rubenzei82@0
(Ambrosio 2002). Likewise, the military-industris¢ientific complex has a particular set of foreplicy
interests for which it advocates, but it usuallgslmot pursue these through advocacy of specifitegfies
of cooperation.
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probability of success fds and forc.”® Even if the utility of acting alone exceeded the
utility of cooperating (and a correspondingly lowalwe of p(succesg), a sufficiently
large probability of success for the cooperativeoacmay make iteexpectedutility
greater than that of acting alone. This draws ti@n&on again to thpint importance of
not only agreeing on what to do (i.e., achievirgpasensus), but also having the capacity
to carry out that choice, in explaining foreignipglcooperation.

In foreign policy cooperation, though, uncertaiofya different sort also affects
the values ot andb themselved? Which of these twas actually more beneficial to the
state? This answer is not always evident when sstate making decisions, nor does
current cooperation theory give much insight. Aes value(s) ot and/orb become more
uncertain, the difference in success rates must gn@portionally to compensate and
continue to make cooperation an attractive optidw. more intensive levels of
cooperation, where states take collective actibas none could execute alone, this may
occur. Larger groups may have more and/or differespurces that increase the group’s
chances of success, or they may increase the/ utfltt by reducing its cost to each state.

If both a andc are some form of declaration, which is by far thest common
form of foreign policy cooperation, then the sitaat becomes even murkier.
Declarations in general have a relatively low ptulig of success® but preferences
over the content of the declaration can be botteqlivergent and also quite indivisible.

Was an election “free and fair,” or not? Is a mautar conflict “genocide,” or not? These

3 This is true for the current risk-neutral formidat, this assumption is not, however, crucial t th
discussion that follows.

™ In the terms of Morrow (1994), states face anrimi@tion problem where they are uncertain about the
state of the world.

> This discussion presumes that the declarationénied audience is the target country and not some
domestic audience or third country. Extensiondltoafor alternate targets are left to future rasba
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terms and many others have explicit (and oftenl)Jegmnotations, and states may have
firmly held preferences on these issues (i.e., lavegh utility forb). As preferences
over collective language diverge, the incentiverieak from the group increases.

But is a statement representing the (somewhat mdddy worded) opinions of a
group of powerful states more likely to achieve tlesired effect (say, a new election),
than a unilateral declaration with a more strongbrded position? This depends heavily
on what influence the declaring state has withtéinget — a former colonial metropole, or
a major aid donor or trade partner, may be moideential than other kinds of states. In
general, larger or more powerful states are mdwlito achieve some form of success
through unilateral declaration, just as they areugh unilateral action, since they tend to
wield a large range of capacities.

And what about middle powers? Portugal still hasrgj ties to Angola; the
Scandinavian states are both major donors to tivelaj@ng world and also fierce
champions of human rights. These kinds of histbrazaother ties can influence state
preferences on particular issues, and they may wmellease the states’ perceived
probability of unilateral success by increasingirtlietangible capabilities (e.g., moral
authority/legitimacy, credibility, etc.). Statesthvistrong ties to the target or issue may
well choose to block cooperation, especially ireawe with fixed membership and where

cis likely to be far fronb, and take unilateral action instead.

The Choice Between Institutions

The expected utility framework developed above sstgythat the two biggest
influences on the choice between organizationaugsnare the set of states that are

members (and their corresponding), and the probability of success in each venhe. T
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set ofb;js represented in an institution or group substiyantributes to determining
Sinceb; —c is a major part of states’ utility for cooperati@tates should seek the forum
where the (expected) outcome is as close to therideal points as possible.

The probability of success likewise influences #ltieactiveness of a venue. The
goal of foreign policy for states is not simplyreeach an agreement with partners about
foreign policy; the goal is to influence foreignesns. If the group is unable — or
unwilling — to execute the agreement it adoptst tacks sufficient influence to change
target behavior through declarations, then coomerah that venue makes less sense.

States interested in influencing foreign outcomestbe attentive to capacity.

Obstacles to Studying Cooperation

The study of cooperation as an empirical phenomefames two major
methodological obstacles. These are the strategioa of international politics and the
resultant selection bias in observed data. | addeash in turn, with particular attention

to the importance of including negative cases ysindy of cooperation.

Figure 2-4. A Review of the Cooperation Process.
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Strategic Behavior

As Figures 2-1 to 2-3 and the discussion above esigd, cooperation results
from a multi-stage process. Figure 2-4 summarihesearlier figures for convenience.
Rational actors will try to predict the likely ootme of a course of action before adopting
it. Since the outcome will depend on the anticigdiehavior of others over the course of
the cooperation process, states will choose thairses of action on the basis of their
expectations about others’ actions. The decisiomise an issue for cooperation, and in
which forum, is a function of the actor's expeaias about both the likelihood of
consensus but also the likelihood of capacity at tbrum. Strategic actors will not make
a proposal in a forum where they expect either enosiss or capacity to be lacking. As a
result, we should (and do) observe very few catatt@mpted but failed cooperation.

Strategic behavior also produces a second comiplicafn outcome of ‘status
guo’ can emerge from two different processes: eithdecision at choice poidtto do
nothing (to outcomd), or from a failed effort to cooperate when noesthction is taken
(choice poin3 to outcomeB). The existence of ehoiceof “do nothing” illustrates how
the status quo is more than just the default ordemision outcome. A valid test of when
states choose to act in foreign policy must alem tinclude this deliberate decisinat to
act, but obtaining an unbiased sample of non-eviengs daunting task. | elaborate on

these points in the following section.

The Perils of Studying Success
By this point, the peril of studying only succedsfooperation should be clear.

Cases will have entered the sample on the basithedf values on the underlying
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variables of preference convergence (consensus)aaadable resources (capacity),
creating a pronounced bias. Studying only succesaies may be appropriate for some
research questions, but if our interest liehanv that preference convergence arises, for
example, then a sample consisting solely of subdes®operation presents only a
truncated range of the variable of inter@sthis limits our ability to generalize beyond
the set of successful cases. In addition, seleatiorthis underlying variable that is
correlated with success effectively introducesranfof omitted variable bias, which may
also mask the influence of other variables.

Scholars have attempted to address this issuensidaying prominent examples
or cases of failed or non-cooperation in their warkis does not eliminate the selection
bias, though it can help to mitigate it slightlynyAset of widely known unsuccessful
cases would be biased as well: Non-success wouldobelated with an omitted or
underlying variable of saliency or promineriéeBecause norms of secrecy and
confidentiality in many institutions prevent the joréty of disagreements from becoming
public knowledge, only cases with high politicalueaor some similar criterion would

enter public discourse through leaks or other foofijsurnalistic investigatior®

Negative Cases in Cooperation Studies

Including unsystematicallygelected negative cases is essential, then, foased

analysis. In cooperation, negative cases emergae tloee separate processes. First,

® (Geddes 2003, esp. Ch 3). Selection of only ssfekesases also poses a risk, particularly in small
samples, of leading the analyst to conclude thpirticular variable is causal even though thatalde was
present in the non-cases as well.

" Achen and Snidal (1989) provide a well-known disian of the pitfalls of prominent failures in the
small-N analysis of deterrence. In foreign policyoperation, attempted but failed cases are probably
disproportionately clustered around a 0.5 probgiilf success — success was likely but not guaednte

8 See M.E. Smith (2004) for an elaboration of themfidentiality norm in the context of the EU’s
Common Foreign and Security Policy. Similar nornfisdiplomatic confidentiality exist in virtually all
international institutions, including the set stdihere.
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states could choose to discuss a topic but thamhbble to reach agreement (outcoBne
in Figure 2-4). Collapsed negotiations leave a pdpel and public records such as
media reports and diplomatic documents. This isoltMous route to identify and select
negative cases. In more transparent or highly Misibternational processes such as
negotiations to end conflicts or WTO negotiatingnds, this is a valid approach. In these
contexts the analyst can identify the entire pajpataof cases using standard tools of
data collection, and she can analyze the full patpart rather than a biased sample.

Negative cases can also occur, though, when thee iss never raised for
discussion (choice poirt) so that cooperation is never attempted. Two sotbethis
‘non-cooperation’ exist. First, non-cooperation Idolemerge because the issue is
collectively deemed unworthy of (or inappropriabe)fcooperation. The issue is not part
of the institution’s remit, or it is insignificardr irrelevant to the members. These cases
exit the decision sequence in Figure 2-4 at outcAme

The second route involves a more insidious selectieechanism. States may
know from previous events or relationships that onenore members of an institution
would block cooperation, and so they consciouslg atrategically opt not to pursue
cooperation in that venue. This is a particulankely series of events if failed
cooperation carries substantial costs; the higherpotential costs of failure, the more
risk-averse actors are likely to be. In the caseapidly developing foreign policy crises,
failure to cooperate on the first try may have sgiesed precious time and resulted in a
substantial deterioration of the situation on tmeugd. The public defeat of a state’s

preferred policy in a cooperation forum can undeerany subsequent effort to enact that
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policy unilaterally or outside of an institutionsamework’® In both of these situations,
failed cooperation would increase the costs ofechg the desired policy goal as well as
inflict political and diplomatic costs in the failk process. In this case, the most cost-
effective route may be to forego attempting coofpemnaif it is even marginally unlikely
to succeed. These cases, t00, exit the decisiareseg in Figure 2-4 at outcome

Any study of when cooperation occurs, then, mustaga to capture all three of
these types of negative cases in an unbiased madn@artunately, neither of the two
paths leading to outcoma result in any kind of evidence that would alloweith
systematic capture and inclusion in any typicainéwsample. Importantly, this is true for
both quantitativeand qualitative work. Traditional methods of case sgta in both of
these approaches are unable to provide solutiansykiematically identifying cases of
when cooperatiorcould have happened but did not, or at least cannott daithout

reference to the outcomes. How, then, can wehlestdnsensus-capacity argument?

Solving the Cooperation Puzzle: Mixed Method Design

The two major obstacles, strategic behavior andatiltant selection bias in
observed events, pose serious challenges for amalybtaining a systematic sample of
negative cases is critical for quantitative analysince variation on the dependent
variable is necessary to obtain any sort of meduningnswer about when and why
cooperation will occur. Qualitative analysis, ore tbther hand, adds an additional
constraint of needing to select cases that spamatige of potential outcomes while still

holding other variables constant.

9 US efforts to obtain UN authorization for its imi@n of Irag, and the resultant legitimacy concehis
failure caused in the region, are perhaps the nmtsble example.
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My solution is to adopt a mixed-method design.d gaantitative methods to look
for patterns in aggregate outcomes, with a randampge of international events and
model specifications that account for interdependepetween events and outcomes. |
then conduct a case study of Albania’s collapsel®®7. By obtaining multiple
observations within this case, | can hold conssamte variables and study the effects of

changes of others. | elaborate on both of thesbadstbelow.

The Quantitative Approach

Identifying an unbiased sample of cases for codjgeraequires a solution that
allows all casesegardless of their values on the dependent vagjablenter the dataset.
This includes instances of both failed and non-eoafon, instances of unilateral action
and ad hoc cooperation. One solution is to iderttify set of all international events or
issues to which states possibly could have resmbridefortunately, no such population
census of issues and events exists.

A reasonable alternative, thoughKeesing's Contemporary Archiveaseesing’'s
is a monthly global news digest that summarizessrniegam hundreds of sources around
the world, using a consistent set of editorialeri& to guide selection and placement of
items® It thoroughly covers inter-state relations; itcat®vers domestic politics in major
states and prominent issues in domestic politicsroéll states (coups, constitutional
revision, major protests or riots, natural disastetections, cabinet changes, etc.). This
extensive and systematic coverage provides fegiiteind for capturing all types of

events of interest without introducing any delilteraias by region, issue, or outcome.

8 personal communicatioKeesing’sstaff (2007).
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In this case, | applied a double-random metholdesing’s | randomly selected
a stratified sample of pages froKeesing’sand coded these to identify qualifying
international events and issues, and then usedhdoma number generator to select a
single qualifying event from each paYelhe final dataset spans the period 1994-#903
and contains 300 observations. The events in te 8ample span the full range of
geographic locations, issue areas, degrees of imacyedr urgency, and levels of
salience. Random selection ensures that we havmatertently excluded cases based
on their values of on any variable. Appendix 1 eorg event selection and coding rules,

and descriptive statistics for the final sample.

The Benefits of Using a News Aggregation Source

Beyond its ability to identify cases independenthsir dependent variable value,
using a global news aggregator as a data souncsefsl for the study of foreign policy
cooperation for two reasons. First, the inclusibarevent irKeesing’smeans that it has
already reached some initial salience thresholdioNal and international news media
considered the event ‘important enough’ to devesources to it, and it mé&teesing’s
criteria for inclusion in a space-limited publicati The imposition of this minimum
threshold before an event potentially enters thiasgd ensures that the events in the

dataset are sufficiently ‘important’ that they abjustify an international response.

81 Because of the nature of foreign policy cooperaiinthe EU, instances of foreign economic coopenat

or issues of economic policy were not coded. Is@idereign economic cooperation (trade agreements,
loans and grants from international financial insibns, etc.) are addressed in the EU throughPiliar
I/EC processes and require cooperation betweerCthencil and the Commission. My interest here is
primarily on Pillar II/CFSP cooperation betweentasaonly. Other sets of non-qualifying events ideld
state and official visits, military aid, and milifeequipment sales. Additional details are in Apgign.

8 These dates reflect the creation of the EU’s Comrfioreign and Security Policy and the year
immediately prior to the EU’s “Big Bang” enlargem¢a central and eastern Europe. | further disthss
causes and effects of this decision in Chapter 3.
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The second reason that the usé&eésing’sis helpful is because it allows a rare
glimpse into sub-treaty level cooperation. Studyihi ‘second-order cooperation,’” or
cooperation on issues within an established irgiriy has three distinct advantages over
studying treaty-level bargaining. First, secondeorcooperation differs from treaty-level
(‘first-order’) cooperation in that the agreemeatsthis lower level neither persist for
long periods of time nor, generally, form the basisfuture negotiations. Sub-treaty
cooperation is an iterated game with a lower valuthe shadow of the future. Actors are
not bargaining over the design of an institutioat twill then set future policies; they are
bargaining over the substance of policy itself.del; and as a result, studying second-
order cooperation allows us to hold the institusidixed during the study. This isolates
the effects of changes in the content area undaenbon, in institutional membership,
or in other factors, from changes in (or debate=)athe institution itself.

The final reason to study second-order cooperasitinat treaty-level cooperation
is costly. It requires a substantial and public ootment of resources over an extended
period, and collapsed negotiations cause all ganieolved to lose face with domestic
and/or international audiences. This results itestaeing highly selective about opening
treaty-level negotiations; doing so requires a heytel of confidence that they can reach
an agreement on issues that are likely to be highlient. Second-order cooperation
carries less visibility and less prestige, and thlightly lower costs for failure. Together
these should make states more willing to take mgélls with the issues they raise in

existing institutions.
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Cooperation In and Across Institutions

This dissertation contains two complementary quainte chapters drawing on
the random events dataset. Chapter 3 is an in-dgptly of cooperation in a single
institution, the EU’s Common Foreign and Securivfiéy (CFSP). This chapter uses a
relatively large dataset with nearly 300 evettscapture a wide range of variation in
substantive content, issue prominence, and otharacteristics that might influence a
group’s propensity to cooperate. Using the insigbtsthe consensus and capacity
framework, this chapter begins to answer the qoesif when states choose to cooperate
in international institutions at all, using the B9 a most-likely forum and foreign policy
as a least-likely subject matter to test theseragyis.

Estimating the likelihood of cooperation within iagle forum, however, without
considering the other choices and outside optioneans that we have artificially
truncated the dependent variable by ignoring otakvant alternatives. The choices are
not “cooperate” and “not cooperate.” They are “cergpe,” “not cooperate,” and
“cooperate elsewhere.” As the sections above maeke,cthis insight has important
implications for both theory and empirical analysis

This insight forms the basis for Chapter 4’'s analyd patterns of cooperation
across and between four institutions, and decismtgo cooperate as well. Chapter 4
expands from studying outcomes in CFSP to inclindeQrganization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCB)the Council of Europe (CE), and the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). These institutions vagross a number of dimensions and
allow us to analyze the effects of variation intitagional design across an identical set of

issues. It explores not only patterns of coopenatioeach institution, but also patterns of

8 This organization was the Conference for Secuanity Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) until 1995.
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cooperation across them. When do states use thsiitions in combination with one
another, and when do institutions substitute foe @nother? When do states use
unilateral activity or extra-institutional coopeoat as a replacement for institutional
cooperation, and when do these outcomes occureigel he increased data demands of
this chapter restrict analysis to a subsampleefittaset, but the gains in complexity and
nuance of the analysis more than outweigh thedbsbservations.

Together, these two chapters provide both a deelp &b a narrow slice of the
institutional system, and a broad overview of aevgban of the outcome space. They
also allow us to study the effect of estimating thBuence of various factors on
cooperation without considering the interdependesfcastitutions. By comparing the
estimated effects in both the EU-alone models &edBU-as-part-of-a-system models,
we can identify the bias created by ignoring stibistble outcomes. Creating this explicit
link between substantive findings and the methaskduo obtain them is an important

step in the empirical study of cooperation.

The Qualitative Approach

Quantitative approaches emphasize the search fugrglepatterns, trends and
regularities across large numbers of cases, atdbe of the details of specific cases.
Quantitative analysis can identify correlations anbder relationships between putative
causal and outcome variables, but verifying hypsittesl causal mechanisms is difficult.
Qualitative methods, on the other hand, often oelyhe in-depth examination of one or a
few cases to trace causal mechanisms. They mayegfgore outlier or poorly predicted
cases to see why the case diverges from predictien used in tandem, the two

methods buttress each other's weaknesses and pnovite confidence in the analysis.
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Chapter 5 extends the consensus-capacity framefork examining overall
outcomes to examining the behavior of individuales. | use an in-depth study of the
collapse of Albania in early 1997 to explore whethates actually expressed concern
about the kinds of things the consensus-capaaindivork would have expected. This
particular case is understudied in the literatuargenerally, but it is useful for this
project for two main reasons. First, the crisislitss protracted. Events of interest to this
study occurred over the six month period from Jant@mJune 1997. Second, during this
period, at least five distinct phases of the crgisur; these stages vary across a range of
other variables such as issue area of the moshsaliisis elements and the likely degree
of crisis externalizatiofi* This multiplies the number of in-case observatiand allows
us to test the hypotheses against more data pwitiisdifferent values on variables of
interest. At the same time, though, using multipteservations in the same case holds
constant key variables such as geographic locateative power and capabilities of all

the participants, and the structure of the inteonad system.

Conclusion

This chapter has summarized major strands of relsear cooperation, focusing
on the decisions to cooperate, to use an institytamd to choose between existing
institutions. These literatures focus on one of binenches leading from their choice
points, the positive (‘yes’) one, to the excluswinstudying what happens when states

decide, for exampleyotto cooperate, or to cooperate outside of existsgtutions.

8 |ssue areas differ in the extent and depth of/eglenorms, in payoff structure to actors, anchigirt fit’
with national roles and identities. All of thesemkents are of key interest in their ability to ufhce
consensus. Thus, variation in issue area is usefabts of the consensus-capacity framework.
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The consensus-capacity framework, and its extemilad of cooperation as a
multi-stage process, helps to fill this gap. It\pd@s predictions of when foreign policy
behaviors including, but not limited to, institutel cooperation will emerge. States use
unilateral action, ad hoc cooperation, and comimnat of response tools to address
foreign policy, and the consensus-capacity fram&wetps to account for the full range

of behaviors.
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Chapter 3
When Do States Cooperate? The Case of the EU's
Common Foreign and Security Policy

Chapter 2 established a framework for understanftirgjgn policy behavior. Its
key insight is that cooperation emerges from ingths only when both consensus and
capacity exist together. This chapter begins tggstie consensus and capacity framework
by examining states’ choices to cooperate through European Union’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). It emphasizesofs that might facilitate or inhibit
consensus, including characteristics of cooperatianstitutions more generally, and of
the European Union (EU) in particular. This allowgsto begin to answer the question of,
“When do states cooperate through internationaitin®ns?”

EU foreign policy is an appropriate locus for tegttheories about cooperation in
institutions for two reasons. First, the EU has wamher of similarities to other
organizations active in foreign policy cooperatidaring this era. Its membership
represents the core of all other foreign policytitnons, and CFSP - like other
international organizations — is fully intergoveremtal and allows national veto®s.
These elements suggest that theories predictingecabon in the EU will also have

some success in other organizations as well.

% The supranational elements of the EU, specificdily Commission, the European Parliament, and the
European Court of Justice, are excluded from ppéiion in the foreign policy cooperation process.
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Second, the EU differs in key ways from the otherdpean foreign policy
cooperation bodies, and these differences helpaierthe EU a particularly appropriate
test for arguments about cooperation. The foreignisters of the EU meet more
frequently than in any other institution, and prhoes exist for cooperation between
meetings. Moreover, the EU’s jurisdiction is unlied; it is not confined by geographic
region or issue areas. These two characteristuestge Union the best possible chance of
reacting to foreign policy events. A theory tham gaedict cooperation in the most-likely
venue will then have justification for testing iarmower circumstances.

This chapter first draws on the existing literattmeestablish hypotheses about
cooperation, and more specifically about coopematim formal international
organizations. It considers characteristics of epafion as a general phenomenon,
characteristics of foreign policy as an issue aaed, characteristics specific to the EU as
a forum for cooperation. The second section addsesssues of research design,
including sampling methods and the importance oluiing all types of negative cases
in the analysis. The third section tests the hypsd#l and discusses the results. The final

section concludes.

Explaining Cooperation

As Chapter 2 suggested, extant scholarship idestifionditions that facilitate
cooperation; these conditions usually relate toieawhg consensus in the group. The
literature does not, however, go on to test ittntdaagainst an unbiased dataset. In this
chapter, | identify variables that the consensymcry framework argues would

facilitate cooperation in formal institutions. Senthe existence of consensus and capacity
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cannot be measured or observed directly, thouggtertify and measure variables that
theory presumes would affect the existence of eitbesensus or capacftyIn the case
of foreign policy cooperation, these variables uide factors related to cooperation in
general (regardless of issue area), and issuelspéactors related to foreign policy
cooperation. Finally, since | test these hypothes#sg the EU’'s CFSP as a forum, we
must also consider characteristics of the EU asstitution that might influence the

choice to cooperate.

Characteristics of Cooperation in General

Previous studies of international cooperation ageaeral phenomenon have
identified a number of factors that influence stasility to achieve cooperation. Four
are relevant to this study: centralization, disttibn problems, institutional socialization
processes, and the number of members in an institutaddress each in turn.

Abbott and Snidal (1998) argue that states chomgmitsue cooperation through
formal international institutions at least in paecause of the centralization benefits that
these institutions provide. Centralized informatmovision and distribution, bargaining,
monitoring, dispute resolution, enforcement, arteotsimilar features increase benefits
to states by decreasing the costs of cooperatiaiitiidteral bargaining facilitates issue
linkage®” and increasing the amount of common knowledge gnpamticipants can help
to decrease information problems. By doing thes®gg# institutions can help to improve
the chances that the members will reach consemsagarticular agreement that benefits

all of them. Since this dissertation addresses itond that lead to cooperation, rather

8 C.f. (Ehrlich 2007).
87 (Sebenius 1983).
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than the phases after cooperation itself, the Hngsi$ only addresses benefits of
institutions that accrue before or during cooperatf

H1: Measures that promote centralization of bargadn decision-making and
information provision should increase the probdkibf cooperation.

A second prominent factor that can impede statefityato reach a consensus on
cooperation is the existence of distribution praide Distribution problems occur when
the actors hold different preference orderings dfterset of possible outcomes — they
disagree on which outcome is most desirable. Ch&ptemphasized that international
organizations decide by unanimity or consensusikgniost domestic legislating or
decision-making bodies, outliers in internationaganizations have the ability to veto
any form of cooperation that would be worse fornththan the status quo or other
reversion outcome. Additionally, the cost to otktates of buying off or compensating
outliers rises sharply as the outliers become neoteeme, so that strategies of issue
linkage or side payments may no longer be viabbgether, these factors suggest that the
probability of achieving consensus, and by extenstooperation, is less likely as
participating states’ preferences diverge.

H2: Increases in the magnitude of the distribuiwaoblem should decrease the
probability of cooperation.

A third element that may influence states’ likebldo of cooperation is the

existence of socialization processes within insots. Socialization is the process by

8 In other words, | set aside the compliance dehate. As one justification for this decision, Ginspe
(1989) and others argue that foreign policy coot@nds generally a coordination problem, in whiad or
few incentives to defect exist. In this case, comsebout compliance and enforcement are minimal an
should not influence behavior substantially. In tcast, a second argument from Axelrod (1984) and
Fearon (1998) claims that concerns about the fueum®rceability of particular bargains can impede
reaching agreement at the bargaining stage, whighests that institutional enforcement powers shoul
influence the initial decision to cooperate. Astinei the EU nor the other institutions considered i
Chapter 4 have formal enforcement powers, any fotae my exclusion of enforcement concerns should
be constant across all cases and institutions.
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which states internalize the norms and roles aasstiwith membership in a particular
group® This process occurs over time as actors come ¢erstand the expectations
associated with their roles and react to sociaguee to conform to these expectatighs.
We should expect, then, that as time passes antsagdin experience both in their roles
and in the institution, consensus and therefor@erdion should become more likély.

H3: Increased time of exposure to an institutionldes and norms should
increase the probability of cooperation.

Finally, changes in the institution, particulamhgcreasing the number of members,
may affect cooperation. Enlargement of an insttutbrings, at a minimum, increased
transaction costs of bargaining with a larger numifestates. Additionally, the new
member(s) will alter the preference distributiontiké membership, so that the median
preference of the group is likely to change. The nesult of more members, though,
regardless of their preferences, should be a deedezhance of cooperatidh.

H4: An increase in the number of members shouldedse the probability of
cooperation.

Enlargement may also have some social effects. batedy after enlargement,
the new members require time to adjust to their meles and to complete their
internalization of the organization’s norms of babg and the old members must adjust
to the new dynamics of the enlarged group. As statmplete these adjustments,

however, the immediate impact of enlargement shdatdine and the rate of cooperation

8 (Johnston 2003); (Bearce and Bondanella 2007).

% Even if rates of internalization differ acrosstesa the hypothesis should hold so long as the afte
internalization is positive in all states.

91 A parallel rationalist argument exists for sodation effects. States update their perceptionsitalecg. ,
the distribution of member state preferences aerdeffects of institutions through each additioretl af
interactions. Socialization, then, is nothing mtiven the process by which the marginal change &aoh
round of updating reaches some low and stable.level

%(Koremenos et al. 2001).
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should stabilize at some new equilibrium level. Boeial effects of enlargement, then,
should be especially pronounced immediately aftéargement but dissipate with time.

H4a: After a membership change, the probabilitg@fperation should decrease
sharply and then move back towards its previousl! lafter some time lag.

Characteristics of Foreign Policy

Issues of security and conflict resolution oftenalve crisis management and
rapid decision-making, or what Wagner (2003) déswias “fast coordinatioi* These
events in many ways demand a response from thenatienal community; conflict and
instability spread without regard for borders. Ri#ypmoving events on the ground leave
small windows of opportunity where a collectiveipglhas some chance of achieving its
goals. Under these conditions of minimal bargainiimge, even a small distribution
problem can potentially block cooperation in orgations with unanimity voting rules.

This brief bargaining window, however, perhaps msask underlying consensus
on the need for cooperation on these kinds of s&ssliee EU’'s members are for the most
part small and medium-sized states. None of themitk the potential exception of
France and the UK — have the capacity to influeficeign conflicts and emergent

conflicts independently, and even those two greawgss have limited independent

% A parallel rationalist argument exists here aslwlggesting that states instead need to updete th
perceptions of member preferences and to identéw potential coalition partners in the changed
bargaining space. Perhaps the only difference ipigeal predictions between this hypothesis and the
social effects of enlargement one above is thatworld of full rationality actors should calculatpdated
perceptions with very little time lag. As a resule should not see an effect of enlargement far rigson

— there should be no shock-and-dissipation effaay the permanent effect of the increased distidiou
problem and greater numbers of members. A findinggignificance on the coefficient testing Hypasie
4a would suggest support for this alternative arguim

% Michael E. Smith, however, explicitly contends ttiZFSP is “not explicitly designed .... [for] quick
crisis management using military means.” SinceBhketakes no military action on events in this sampl
and since all events had equal opportunity for military responses such as declarations and thpatdis

of assistance, this should not be an issue. Incasg, fast coordination can involve non-militargpenses.
(M. E. Smith 2004, 196).
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operating capacity’ This leaves the EU’s member states with no chiiteo cooperate
if they wish to influence most global events. Thambination of lack of individual
capacity and a consensus on the importance of piiegethe spread of violence should
make crisis issues more likely to receive some tffresponsé®

H5: Crisis issues are more likely to result in cegtion.

That said, a variety of types of crises exist, difterent kinds of crises carry
different effects on the probability of cooperatidior the purposes of this project, crisis
issues include incidents that threaten internatiseaurity, domestic security within a
non-EU state (e.g., large-scale rioting, hostageasons involving foreign nationals or
armed combatant groups, civil conflict), and efBotb resolve ongoing domestic or
international conflicts (e.g., peace talks, deplepmof peacekeeping missions). Given
differences among the EU’s member states aboutisepolicy, as | address below, we
might expect these three groups of conflicts toehdifferent response patterns.

First, all groups of states in the EU agree thatflai resolution is desirable;
indeed, this priority is enshrined in CFSP’s foungdiTreaty. A second consensus may
also exist that international security crises, vehe&ar is imminent (or may have already
occurred), deserve a response calling for peaaefsblution of the situation and/or
condemning the use of force. These two points sighat both conflict resolution and
security issues amorelikely to receive CFSP responses.

A third possibility, though, is that differencestiveen member states on the

optimum institution for creating cooperative seturpolicy would result inless

% Both states have only minimal long-range transpagability, in particular, and lack deployableldie
command centers.

% The Union itself lacked military (or civilian) @ik response units until the creation of the 199&fean
Defense and Security Policy. The resultant “Rapéadion Force” was not operational until late 2604

did not deploy in response to any of the eventhimsample.
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cooperation on security issues than on other tghessues. Some member states of the
EU, as | discuss below, have a strong preferencaising the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). Exploring possible substitutieeffects between the EU and
NATO is the focus of Chapter 4, but we must ackmalgke that under the EU’s
unanimity voting rules, these NATO-preferring statenay block security policy
cooperation there in favor of pursuing it elsewhere

H5a: Issues of conflict resolution are more likeyreceive a response.
H5b: Issues of international security amorelikely to receive a response.

H5c: Issues of international security desslikely to receive a response.

Event salience may also play a part in provokingpesative responses. Salience,
or “the extent to which an issue is temporally ceftipg to policymakers® can affect
policymaking by helping to define the set of issoaswvhich actors consider cooperation
appropriate or useful. Media coverage also plaisyarole here. Highly salient events on
which no reaction is forthcoming may trigger disont at home for governments;
citizens become aware of salient events througin tiwen news media and may pressure
the government to respond.

H6: Events that are more salient should be moreyiko receive a response.

Finally, geographic proximity should affect coogera. Nearby events have the
potential to spill over into the territories of tlaeting states. The risk of this kind of
contagion should prompt cooperation from potentiaffected states to try to prevent it.

Moreover, the EU’s move towards open internal bardéhe Schengen Agreement) at

7 (Busby 2007, 252).
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the time could lead contagion to spread widely mpidly*® The possibility of contagion
should attract more EU attention to its geograpégion than elsewhere.

H7: Events in nearby states should be more likehgteive a response.

EU-Specific Characteristics

Three features of the EU itself may influence th&bgbility of CFSP cooperation
on an issue: devices within the Union’s policymaksystem that create an underlying
consensus on some issues, the existence of twodthen bodies that also act in foreign

policy, and the EU’s strong internal leadershipeys | address each in turn below.

Pre-Existing Consensus

Two structures allow the EU to create underlyingngamsus on issues before
specific events occur. First, the EU has estaltigeyeral priority issue areas for CFSP.
The Treaty on European Union (Article 11, ex Jdgnitifies these as the promotion of
human rights, democratization, regional integratioernational security, and conflict
resolution. The inclusion of these issues in thaty implies that some baseline degree of
consensus exists about the importance of Uniorvigctin these issue areas, which
should increase the probability of CFSP activitiieTprior section addressed activity on
security and conflict resolution issues. As addiioexamples, the EU conditions a range

of development, pre-accession, and other aid onréogient state’s human rights

% At the same time, many states in the EU’s geodcapéighborhood were applying to join the EU. The
EU’s “Copenhagen criteria” placed strict elemenfsconditionality on accession, including that the
candidates respect human rights, protect culturialorities, and conduct politics democratically. The
enlargement process created a strong system otariogi for all states that expressed interest inifg,
which should also increase the EU’s attentiongwivn neighborhood. This element of concern abwat t
region is perhaps more a characteristic of the Elarainstitution rather than foreign policy as asue
area, but detangling the two effects is not poeditdre. See also (K. E. Smith 1999) on enlargem®emrt
form of foreign policy.
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behavior and on progress towards democratizatidn.addition, the Union frequently
takes positions and introduces resolutions in maj@rnational human rights bodi€s.
These patterns should carry over into the EU’s biehanore generally.

H8: Events in issue areas specified by the Treatyprority areas should be
more likely to receive a response.

Second, the EU may have previously developed compadiny on an issue that
establishes a level of consensus about policy. artiqular, the EU’s Treaty of
Amsterdam (1997, in force 1999) took steps to askdm@oblems of policy coherence
across time and issue areas by creating a newdlypelicy instrument, the Common
Strategy. Common Strategies adopt a holistic viewhe EU’s activity on a particular
issue (e.g., environmental protection in the Medieean), or relations with another
country (e.g., Russia), and are the basis fou#liré policy on that issue. These Common
Strategies presumably represent the establishnientieanimously agreed set of foreign
policy objectives® If so, then after the EU adopts a Common Stratagy,issues that
arise under its purview should have an increasetgtility of cooperation, since the
Common Strategy negotiations would have resolveukesof the distribution problent§?

H9: Events on which the Union has already establislhn Common Position
should be more likely to receive a response.

% (Williams 2004).

1% aren E. Smith (2006) also introduces data showfiagithe member states are still individually aefiv
these fora, alongside their collectively introdugeakitions. This raises interesting questions almuty
states weigh the benefits of unilateral actionhis tontext, where they clearly also perceive s¢jmiat
and/or individual) gain from collective activity.

101 (Ginsberg 2001, 48).

1021 ignore the problem of which issues or topicsefee Common Strategies for now. The extended
negotiations on the small number of Strategies Were adopted suggest that the choice of issues was
based on substantive relevance or political impaea rather than a ‘low-hanging-fruit’ approach. If
Common Strategies were only adopted where consahsady existed, then negotiations would not have
been as protracted as they were. Also, if the dedrtargets of such strategies were going to lessen
which consensus existed, then little reason woalkklrexisted for the creation of such a policy unsient.
The desired policy coherence would have alreadstedias a function of the consensus.
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Substitutability

CFSP, however, is not the only branch of the EUW &lcts in foreign and security
policy. In particular, the European Commission &uwlopean Parliament (EP) both play
roles in the EU’s external policy. First, the EW»uncil of Ministers has delegated
certain tasks, particularly the allocation and adstiation of humanitarian aid, to the
Commission. As a result of this delegation, Commaissactivity may be a possible
substitute to or complement for Council actionhie CFSP.

Second, while the EU’s founding treaties make rferemce to EP in foreign
policy, the Parliament has carved out its own rdlee Parliament’s activity mainly takes
the form of passing a substantial number of regwisteach year to state its reaction to
world events. It is particularly vocal about humaghts abuses, with the rhetoric of its
statements often going far beyond what the Couasila body composed of states and
their representatives, might otherwise be willirgy say'® This suggests a possible
substitute or complement relationship here as walgd one might surmise this is
particularly true in human rights issues. The Cdungght consciously or unconsciously
defer to Parliament to say things that it carifibt.

H10: Activity by other EU institutions may subdttufor CFSP action and
decrease the chance of a CFSP response.

H10a: European Parliament activity on an event dtlaeduce the chance of a
CFSP response.

H10b: European Commission activity on an event khoeduce the chance of a
CFSP response.

193 For an example of the Parliament’s outspokennedsuman rights matters, see their 2001 resolution o
the sexual abuse of women, especially Catholic bynsriests. (European Union. 4-2001, 1.2.1).

194 Unfortunately, this dataset does not allow testifighe latter conjecture; an interaction term B
activity andHuman Rights Issuesas too collinear to include in any models.

66



Institutional Leadership

Finally, the leadership of the EU may also affembperation. Leadership in the
EU, and most particularly in CFSP, emerges fromrasigency that rotates among
members every six months. The presidency has aasuiad amount of influence over the
agendas of Council meetings, including those thapprave CFSP documents; its
representatives also chair drafting committees w&atk groups. Presidency staff draft
and circulate statements to other member statesrftien approval between meetings.
The presidency state can also use its positioheasxternal ‘face of the Union’ to direct
attention to issues it considers important. Thevaiwoving nature of the policy process
tempers the presidency’s ability to shape the Urigolicy agenda somewhat, but the
presidency does have some influef€e.

These institutional prerogatives of the presidesioguld allow a state to amplify
the influence of its preferences during the termwhich it holds the presidency’ We
might expect this tendency to be particularly pramzed for states whose foreign policy
preferences are not near the middle of the grodistsibution. These states are able to
use their vetoes to block unacceptable policy, ljstall other states, but they also have
the ability to prevent undesirable items from reaghthe agenda, to create texts in line
with their own preferences that may not be accdéptabthe rest of the group, and to
convene working groups on issues of importancedmt If states are as attentive to their
own interests during their term in the presidensyheey are at other times, these abilities

should generally result in less cooperation asotitéier presidencies make use of their

195 (Duke and Vanhoonacker 2006, 172).

1% (Duke and Vanhoonacker 2006, 166-67).

197 (Edwards 2006, 55); Schalk et al. (2007) providiglence of presidency effects in Pillar | (economic
affairs) bargaining.
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temporary powers. Even though norms in the EU eragmi the state holding the
presidency to act impartially and in the Union’temests rather than its own, setting aside
some deeply ingrained preferences may create mdgonestic costs for outlier
presidencies and so encourage them to violatedite 11°

H11: Events during the presidency of a state that preference outlier should
be less likely to receive a response.

In European foreign policy, the primary dimensionvehich states can be outliers
is security policy. Two distinct European secuidgntities exist: formally neutral states
and states with an “Atlanticist” orientation in theecurity policy*®® Formal neutrality is
a fairly extreme position in that its formality mexk it a more rigid form of non-
alignment, which is more extreme than a policy thikaws for flexible or short-term
alignments. When security issues arise, a neutitd folding the presidency may prefer
to step aside and defer to another security-ornieimstitution or ad hoc grouping in
which it does not participate, rather than to tryetad cooperation itself.

On the other hand, Wivel (2005) argues that thegfearesolution of disputes is
often a critical component of security policy idgntfor small and neutral states. We
might expect, then, that neutral states would becorare involved in conflict resolution,

particularly by offering mediation or other “carsbtto support conflict resolution

1% puke and Vanhoonacker (2006:176) argue that tlsigency’s strong “brokerage” role in CFSP
demands impartiality to be successful. My argurmgrggests that outlier presidencies are less inabarti
than more centrist states (and thus less effeetivachieving cooperation) as a result of domestiatioer
pressure on them to protect their relatively extgmeferences.

199 chapter 4 provides a more extensive discussidghasfe identities. All states who are not Atlanticis
neutral in this context are described and codetbasommittal.
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processes. Neutral presidencies should preside mwes foreign policy cooperation in
conflict resolution issues than other types of joierscies:°

Similarly, we may expect that states with an Atieat foreign policy orientation
— those with a strong and persistent preferencs@dNATO as the primary institution for
security issues — would be more likely to defeN®TO or some other institution to act,
and thus would be less likely to use the EU foséhissues during their presidencies.

H1la: Security events during the presidency of sanficist state should be less
likely to receive a response than other types ehtsy

H11b: Security events during the presidency of atmaé state should be less
likely to receive a response than other types ehes/

H11c: Conflict resolution events during the presice of a neutral state should
be more likely to receive a response than othezgygf events.

Research Design

In the preceding subsections | established a sehypbtheses about when
cooperation should occur in CFSP. This section esdis the methodological obstacles
to studying the question affhen cooperation happens, particularly the importante o
studying unsuccessful cases and the challenge tafnifig a sample of events chosen
without reference to their outcomes.

The quantitative study of EU foreign policy actwipatterns dates back to
Ginsberg (1989), who examined whether a range reidga policy actions from 1958 to
1985 were prompted by pressures associated widrdependence, externalization of

internal policies, or a “self-styled” logic related then-EC’s conception of its place in

110 A neutral presidency might also make a particyladtive effort to exert leadership during its tento
demonstrate that its neutrality was not going tgede the development of CFSP. Several observers
believe that this occurred during the initial pdesicies of Austria, Sweden, and Finland. Thesestaad
repeatedly declared during the accession procasshi#y would participate fully in the CFSP, indhuglin

its security components. (Ferriera-Pereira 2004).

11 Conflict resolution is not a salient componentAdianticist security identities, so no hypothesisses

for the conjunction of those two characteristics.

69



the world. In explaining the causes of the EU'sand, however, Ginsberg's research
design reveals a critical gap: an inability to knalaout what causes an action to occur in
the first place. The study of only successfullydaded instances of cooperation, and the
relative frequency of causes associated with sgesestells us nothing about what
prompts action — only about the characteristicsumfcessful actioht? The proportion of
successful cases that result from externalizateset pressures, for example, tells us
little about the incidence of externalization press in world events more broadly.
Without knowing this, we cannot understand whethdernalization pressures are more
likely to produce cooperation than are other pasémiauses. Ginsberg reports (number
of successful cases under one particular logicumper of successful cases under all
logics). Making the claim about which of Ginsberdpgiics is most likely to result in
cooperation requires knowing something about thentity (number of successful cases
under this logic) / (total number of cases wheegesicould havecooperated under this
logic even if they did not). This limits Ginsbergenclusions to stating that “the logic of
x is the most common reason for cooperation” raten making claims about causality.
Ginsberg’s choice to study only successful outcomas a reasonable first cut at
the study of EC/EU foreign policy activity, givemet paucity of existing data and
computing resources at the time. Unfortunatelyugfmit introduces an issue of selection
bias into the analysis. When success (cooperationjd result from any of several

causes, we can only distinguish between the caa#trns by studying cases where

12 A similar statement would describe the current plance literature — we know when states will
comply with the agreements they have made, buttilidave little sense of when they would have made
an agreement in the first place, let alone why igped the agreement that they did. As Chapteges,
the sample of successfully completed agreemeritsitiself a biased sample; the agreements thasstiitl
not sign cannot be enforced, nor would states have liedy to comply with them had they been signed.
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these causes are bgilesentand absentin different combinations, and whevariation
in outcomes exists> Negative cases are thus essential to unbiased|@nalysis**

The practice of looking for (and looking at) theog$ that did not bark’ is
common in large-n empirical political science. Sah® of international conflict, for
example, have often assumed that states havepti@n to go to war with one another
every year. This assumption allows them to appra@rthe population of all possible
cases of war — both negative and positive — byystigcall dyad-years in the international
system™ But how do we identify cases where foreign polemoperation potentially
couldhave happened, but did not?

Rather than a dyad-year strategy or another apipribat attempts to approximate
the population of cases, | have instead createxhdom sample of international events
that represent the plausible targets of foreigncgatooperation by states and/or one or
more European foreign policy institutions. To budddataset that represents the full
universe of cases, | first took a random samplpagfes fronKeesing’s Contemporary
Archive a monthly global news digest, and used a randomber generator to select
which qualifying international event from each eatethe final sample. The resulting

double-random sample of 300 events is broadly sspative of the types and

113 By not including negative cases, Ginsberg is éffety trying to explain a constant — cooperatiowith

a variable (type of “logic”). If externalization gses cooperation, and interdependence causes atioper
then what causes non-cooperation?

114 Geddes (2003) and Achen and Snidal (1989) makeegolcases for careful case selection. Studying
only the ‘success’ cases involves an implicit agsion on the analyst’s part that the relationstepaeen
outcome and independent variables is the samesatttesndependent variable’s full range of valuex]
this can be dangerous — and sometimes misleadifighe variable that causes ‘success’ correlateh wi
another underlying variable.

15 Lewis and Lewis (1980) establish a typology of atég cases and argue for their inclusion in data
collection and analysis projects.
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distribution of issues that states confront in iignepolicy**° It contains events in a wide
range of issue areas and at varying levels of prende and urgency.

The dataset spans the period 1994 to 2003, repnegéhe first full year of CFSP
operation to the last full year before the EU’saegément from 15 to 25 members. The
exclusion of the earliest post-Cold War years hash bpractical and theoretical
justifications. First, in practical terms, the CF&R not exist until November 1993. Prior
to this, European foreign policy cooperation ocedrunder the rubric of “European
Political Cooperation.” This system was explicitigt institutionalized; it existed outside
the treaty frameworks with the exception of theéhga small) Council Secretariat being
charged to support EPC as well as Council activityC matters.

Second, theoretically speaking, the earliest padtt@Var years were a time of
great change when state interests were uncértaifvents in this period are not likely to
reflect the same kinds of dynamics as during pseraid(increasing) preference stability.
This uncertainty and fluctuation in preferenceshe early post-Cold War period would
confound the causal patterns that the consensaitagramework tries to explore by
increasing the difficulty for states of estimatihg preferences of their partners.

Theoretical and practical reasons also prevenexitension of the dataset beyond
2003. First, the accession of 10 states to a bbdy previously contained only 15
represents an enormous shock to the system. Degisaiing dynamics changed
substantially as the new member states joined eated coalitions on various issu&s.

The foreign policy backgrounds of these new statesincredibly different from older

16 The sample excludes foreign economic policy issidse Appendix contains further details and
justifications about the sample selection processading rules.

17 (Ginsberg 2001, 16).

18 (Edwards 2006).
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member states, to the point where we might expelbstantially different theoretical

models of preference formation and policy beha¥iom them. These factors likely

make pooling pre- and post-2004 events inapprapridbreover, in practical terms, few
of these new member states have widely accesslententation of their foreign policy

during the earlier part of the study period. Thiswd result in substantial amounts of
non-random missing data, which would underminestbdy’s analysis.

The sample used here consists of 300 observatiébnsarmomly selected
international events. The EU’s norm of not addregsvents that involve its member
states or that occur on members’ territory (i.be horm ofdomaines réservésheans
that the eighteen observations occurring insideBhledrop from the sampfé? This
leaves 282 observations for analysis in this chiapigure 3-1 displays the distribution of

these remaining events by region of oritfih.

Figure 3-1. Distribution of Events by Region.

m Africa

W Asia
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M International

= Middle East
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19The dropped intra-EU observations return to theyais in Chapter 4.

120 The category of “International” iKeesing’sclassification for events, issues, or developmémas are
global in scope. Examples of this (not all of white in the sample) include the entry into forcahef
Chemical Weapons Convention, the crisis in the tenaindustry after 9/11, the opening of a new UN
General Assembly session, an FAO report on thenerfeworld hunger, etc. They have no target oiaeg
of origin, so in any models where “Greater EuropRagion” is variable, these observations are cddéd
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Understanding Patterns in EU Foreign Policy Cooperion

The following subsections test the hypotheses dgeel above on the effect of
variables related to cooperation in institutiormefgn policy as a broad issue area, and
EU-specific characteristics. In all models thatdal, the unit of observation is an event
from the random event dataset described abovewlisiee the dependent variable in all
models is whether the EU made any type of formapeoase: issuing a statement or
declaration, or conclusions; passing a Common Basior undertaking a Joint Actidi®
Table 3-1 shows the distribution of EU cooperabesr time on events in the sample.

Table 3-1. CFSP Activity by Year.

% Successful

No Activity Activity Total Cooperation
1994 20 7 27 29.3%
1995 22 5 27 18.5%
1996 20 6 26 23.1%
1997 15 12 27 44.4%
1998 20 8 28 28.6%
1999 22 7 29 24.1%
2000 16 8 24 33.3%
2001 21 10 31 32.3%
2002 21 9 30 30.0%
2003 23 10 33 30.3%
Total 200 82 282 29.1%

The decision to code declarations and conclusiandoeeign policy activity
deserves some discussion, especially in light batks in the CFSP literature on whether
these rhetorical moves actually represent coomerdieyond what the states themselves
would have done individuall?® First, both rationalist and constructivist arguisen

suggest that public statements serve a functidor@ign policy. For constructivists, such

2L Eor our purposes, differentiating between thesgsups is not necessary. Statements, declaraiuhs
conclusions pool as low-cost rhetorical behaviargl Joint Actions and Common Positions pool asdrigh
intensity behaviors that require resource commitsien

122 gee, e.g., Davidson (1997/98); Hoffmann (2000)effact, these authors argue that CFSP serves more
as a forum for foreign policgoordinationthancooperation as Keohane (1984, 51-52) defines it.
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statements can contribute to creating or shapieggtbbal discourse about a particular
issue; they can also be part of a process of ‘ngramd shaming,’ in which states and
international organizations try to use social pues$o change the target state’s behavior.
For rationalists, public statements can generadéeaae costs and serve as costly signals.
Not all statements will have this effect — many prebably cheap talk — but where the
statement makes a threat or promise, the audievgts of the statement may help the
actors commit to that path of action and signair teedibility to the target®® Neither of
these functions requires that states commit thamselo anything beyond what they
would otherwise have done.

As additional justification for treating declarai® and statements as forms of
cooperation in this project, consider the followitwgo arguments. If declarations are
cheap or costless, then states or internationanmgtions should issue them on more —
or even all — events. But at the same time, iftjaieclarations are simply what states
would do anyway and are thus unlikely to have adgitaonal effect (i.e., have a low
probability of achieving success when used alotie@y why do states use them at all?
The existence of 80 instances of declarationsatestents in the dataset poses a puzzle,
especially since 70 of those instances occur wheréorm of higher-order (resource-
committing) cooperation occurs. In these argumethis, content of the declarations is

beside the point; their meexistencds the puzzlé®*

123 5ee Morrow (1994) on cheap talk and Fearon (188®ostly signals. The possibility exists as wedtt
the actor's intended audience for the statememthers beside the target state: other states, dimmes
publics, other international organizations, etc.

124 The other two instances of EU activity in the dataare ones with higher-order but no lower-order
cooperation: a Common Position on the opening ¢érvegistration in what was widely expected toabe
fraudulent election in Nigeria, and a Joint Actimated to the postponement of municipal elections
Bosnia as a result of irregularities in registratio
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Declarations and statements are actions that eeqgoensensus among the
participants but only a minimal level of capacitynfortunately, these events comprise
the majority of cooperation successes in the datasesting hypotheses related to
institutional capacity is not possible in this &t since it includes only twelve instances
of higher-order cooperation involving the commitrhen resources (i.e., Joint Actions
and Common Positions). This is insufficient vaoatito obtain reliable estimates in
ordered models. Similarly, the institution’s mendsep, structures and/or resources do
not change substantially during the period of st#i994-2003), so testing capacity
arguments is not possible in this context either aesult, | defer discussion of capacity

variation to Chapter 4.

Cooperation in Institutions

Hypotheses 1 through 4 consider characteristic®operation in institutions that
should affect the probability of observing it: distition problems, socialization, the
number of members, the effects of membership chaage the centralizing role of
institutions. Variables to capture these concemewoded especially for this study.

| measure the severity of the distribution problemsing the Comparative
Manifesto Project’s Left-Right orientation scalehel Government Orientation scale
weights the preferences of the parties in goverirbgrtheir share of the government’s
parliamentary majority, then sums the weightedypsebres. The emphasis here is on the
dispersion of preferences, rather than their precise locat&m | take the standard

deviation of the mean EU member government preteremeasured monthly. This
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coding accommodates changes in government durengeérr and is reasonably reflective
of the Council’s composition at each meeting.

Left-right preferences are a crude proxy for fonepplicy preferences, since we
might expect that ideologically similar governmewmsuld share at least some common
preferences in foreign policy? use the left-right ideological positions rathban the
positions on European integration measure becaadmg of the latter conflates all
dimensions of European integration into a singl@idator (“all positive references to
European integration” — “all negative reference&twopean integration”). The left-right
variable includes positive and negative codingshimeen different elements®

Socialization is a process with few overtly obseteacharacteristics. By
definition it is a process of internalization ofrms and roles or identities, meaning that
the key elements of the process occur inside thedsnof participants. What we can
observe, however, is the occurrence of events drawers that scholars theorize
contribute to socialization. Chief among thoseeigeated exposure to or participation in
the desired behaviors, and/or extended periodsasftiping a given rol&*’ To capture
this, | use the time in months between the evedttha creation of the CFSP. The data
sample used here, 1994-2003, begins just aftecrdegion of CFSP in November 1993,

and so this captures almost the entire extent ate stxposure to and activity under

125 Whether governments of the left or right are mimained to international cooperation is an open
empirical question beyond the scope of this chapiter use of the standard deviation of mean pretas
renders the point irrelevant. Chapter 4 addressstigations for and objects to the use of manifetata

in more detail.

126 (Marks, et al. 2007). Coding all European issuesisingle variable conflates issues of economic
integration (often favored by the right but oppodsdthe left) with issues of social integration téwf
favored by the left and opposed by the right) antitipal integration (where party orientation pretgi
irregularly). As a result, the European Integratianiable is very noisy, and so | opt not to udeeite. See
also (Aspinwall 2007).

127 (Johnston 2003); (Bearce and Bondanella 2007).
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CFSP’s rules and structur€8. Since CFSP functions through a series of (typjiall
monthly meetings on a range of professional levitls,use of a month-based indicator
measures exposure to these rules and expecteditashava fairly direct manner.

As an indicator of the number of members, | userardy variable coded 1 for all
events that occur after the EU’s “Northern Enlargath on January 1, 1995. This is
functionally equivalent to a variable that indicatbe number of members and changes
from 12 to 15 on that date, but the dichotomousgabde facilitates interpretation.

To capture the social effects of enlargement —tth@glteration in membership is
a shock to the established social system in theipgre | use three indicators with
differing rates of decay. Table 3-2 displays theges of decay. This allows me to vary
the shape of the decay function (linear in Enlargein2 and Enlargement 3; nonlinear in
Enlargement 4), the rate of decay (slopes of -GrRFEnlargement 2 and -0.33 in
Enlargement 3), and also the time required for dffect to dissipate (24 months for
Enlargement 2; 18 for Enlargement 3 and Enlargemgnthe six-month intervals each
correspond to a term of the presidency in the'®rhe varying shapes of the decay
functions are all monotonically negative, but thagyfer in the distribution of that

dissipation over time.

Table 3-2. Values of Dissipating-Enlargement-ShocKariables.

Term (Presidency State)

Enlargement 2

Enlargement 3

Enlargement 4

Jan-Jun 1995 (France)

1.0

1.0

1.0

Jul-Dec 1995 (Spain) 0.75 0.66 0.5
Jan-Jun 1996 (Italy) 0.5 0.33 0.25
Jul-Dec 1996 (Ireland) 0.25 0 0
Jan-Jun 1997 (Netherlands 0 0 0

128 The creation of CFSP codified EPC but added foiimgtitutions and new policy tools, including tools
for action as well as declarations.

1291 discuss the presidency and its role in greatsaitibelow. For purposes here, the presidencyés t
common time unit for understanding EU activity. Bese each presidency enters with a policy agenda,
each six-month period is effectively a distinctipplcycle, even though completion of some initiavmay
well continue for a year or more afterward.
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Finally, Hypothesis 4 suggested that institutiofesdtures that led to increased
centralization should improve the chances of coatpmr. In 1999, the EU’s Treaty of
Amsterdam came into effect, bringing with it seVezahancements to the CFSP that
increased centralization. The Treaty of Amsterdaeated a “High Representative” for
the CFSP, who is a proto-Foreign Minister; thiswdtlial serves as the EU’s mediator in
a variety of global crisis situations and also veotk increase the public visibility of
CFSP' The Treaty also created the Policy Planning andyB&arning Unit, which
assembles senior foreign service officers of thenber countries to generate common
strategic analyses and policy papers. It aims tprawve the chances of consensus by
creating a unified understanding of ‘the problembabefore its emergence, rather than
waiting for states to develop their own positions avorking backward to a consensus.

| test these hypotheses using a probit model, stéimdard errors corrected for
clustering on major groups of events (i.e., MidBkst peace process, Bosnia, €t As
the results in Table 3-3 show, none of the hyp@sebout characteristics of cooperation
in general receives even mild support in the ddtaspecification produces a significant
coefficient, even under the more generous onedtaibsts presented in the table.
Hypotheses from both the rationalist and constvigtti‘conventional wisdom about
cooperation are equally unsupported by this mdéessible reasons for this include the
somewhat simplistic measurement of most variables the admittedly partial model

specification.

130 The presidency serves as the public face of CBGRyith the presidency rotating between statesyeve
six months, the EU’s leaders felt that a permarffece would help personalize and personify CFSHéo t
ordinary citizen.

131 probit specifications are appropriate becauseld¢pendent variable is binary (cooperate or not);
clustered standard errors allow for possible natefgiendence of events in clusters. 72 cases ofsicce
appear across the 288 observations. Rare eveiittsragimizes its usefulness with a ratio of 1 sssc® 2
failures; the current specification is approximatel3. Thus, the rare events procedure is unlitely
produce substantially different results than theent estimations. See King and Zheng (2001).
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Table 3-3. Probit Model of EU Activity and Characteistics of Cooperation in General.

]

Model A Model B Model C Model D
Robust Robust Robust Robust
Coeff SE p Coeff SE p Coeff SE p Coeff SE p

Preference Dispersior -0.050 0.058| 0.19% -0.050 0.056 0.186 -0.045 0.05®.212 | -0.038 0.077 0.310
Socialization (Time) 0.006 0.006| 0.162 0.006 0.007 0.203 0.0p4 0.007 640.2 0.005 0.006 0.225
Centralization -0.430 | 0.429| 0.158 -0.431 0.448 0.168 -0.399 0.458.192 | -0.392| 0.454 0.194
Enlargement -0.034 | 0.417| 0.468 -0.041 0.31% 0.449 0.062 0.322.4360| 0.014 0.509 0.489
Enlargement 2 -- - -- 0.011 0.524 | 0.492 -- -- -- -- - --
Enlargement 3 -- - - - -- - -0.152| 0.507 0.382 - - -
Enlargement 4 -- - -- - -- -- - -- -- -0.161| 0.427 0.354
Constant 0.095 0.942| 0.460 0.10( 0.901 0.456 0.028 0.903 880.4 -0.080 1.24 0.475
Log pseudolikelihood -169.30 -169.300 -169.21 -169.22
Pseudo-R 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.005
N 282 282 282 282

Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue grougp-values represent one-tailed tests.




Characteristics of Foreign Policy

Foreign policy as an issue area includes manynf@stng events with broad
ramifications for the international system. Thig#ticularly true for wars and conflicts,
which cause avoidable death and suffering and winalg spread to neighboring states.
The variableAll Crisis Issuescaptures all issues with security ramificationgluding
issues classified as both domestic and interndtipeace and security, and issues of
domestic and international conflict resolution.

A second factor that may affect foreign policy cergtion is the event’s level of
salience. Highly salient events — those obtainingcstmmedia coverage and that other
members of the foreign policy community (includithg media) perceive as important —
should also be more likely to receive a responsecdpture salience, | use the word
count of the article inKeesing’'s Contemporary ArchiviEom which the event was
selected. These word counts are logged to redecmfllence of outliers; in addition, all
entries over four pages long have an arbitrarighhword count of 1000. Figure 3-2
displays the distribution of (logged) saliencehre sample.

Figure 3-2. Frequency Distribution of Salience (Loged).
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Finally, geographic proximity may affect foreign ligy cooperation behavior
since many forms of crisis and conflict spreadlgasier national borders. In the case of
the EU, the variablé&reater European Regionaptures all events in non-EU Europe
(including Turkey) and the former Soviet UnibfA.

Table 3-4. Probit Models (Minimal) of EU Activity and Foreign Policy Characteristics.

Model A Model B
Coeff | Robust SE P Coeff | RobustSE| p

All Crisis Issues 0.396 0.137 0.002 0.321 0.141 0.012
Greater European Regiop 0.123 0.140 0.191 0.077 0.134 0.284
Salience (logged) - -- - 0.491 0.112 0.000
Constant -0.767 0.167 0.000 -3.203 0.650 0.000
Log pseudolikelihood -166.75 -157.66
Pseudo-R 0.019 0.073
N 282 282
Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue grougp-values represent one-tailed tests.

Table 3-4 provides a preliminary test of hypothesdated to characteristics of
foreign policy as an issue area. Model A is a edimodel, examining only Hypotheses
5 and 7All Crisis Issuedhas a positive and significant relationship withSP responses.
In this limited specification, geographic locatios not related to EU cooperation.
Overall, the model performs poorly.

Model B expands the set of explanatory factorshllygoy addingSalienceto test
Hypothesis 6Saliences highly significant, with a large and positiviégeet. With all else
held at its median value, movii@aliencefrom one standard deviation below its mean to
one standard deviation above increases the pratyabfl cooperation by 21.76%All
Crisis Issuesretains its positive and significant relationshipthis specification, but

Saliencealone accounts for some 5.2% of the model’s exgitag power.

132 A longstanding norm prohibits the EU from usirgfibreign policy mechanism to address or respond to
events in the EU itself; these observations aréuded from the dataset, and so coding them asopane
“Greater European Region” is not necessary in¢hapter. Ordomaines réservésee, e.g., (M. E. Smith
2000).
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The models in Table 3-5 disaggregaté Crisis Issuesnto its component parts
and examine them separately to test HypotheseSkband 5c. Model A examines the
combination ofAll Security Issuegboth domestic and international) aAdl Conflict
Resolution IssuedFirst, disaggregation improves the model’'s fit &y additional 2%.
This represents a substantial increase over thieregty low level of variation explained
by Table 3-4’s models, though the overall variaegplained remains low. Second, the
model suggests that the EU is significantly mokelli to respond t&€onflict Resolution
Issuesbut no relationship appears to exist betwakisecurity Issueand CFSP activity.
This suggests that two different causal processeatavork in these sub-issues.

Model B continues the disaggregation process byidenng onlyinternational
Security Issueswhich are the primary focus of the hypotheses, @onflict Resolution
Issues The results, however, parallel the findings inddbA; Conflict Resolution Issues
andSalienceremain significant, anGreater European Regiaand International Security
Issuesare not. Model C, which reintroduc&omestic Security Issuess a separate
variable, produces comparable results. Neits&curity Issuevariable approaches

significance at conventional levels.
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Table 3-5. Probit Model of EU Activity and Characteistics of Foreign Policy.

N

Model A Model B Model C

Coeff | Robust SE P Coeff Robust SE| p Coeff | RobustSH p
All Security Issues 0.158 0.156 0.15%  -- - - - -- --
All International. Security Issueg - -- -- 0.059 0.129 0.328 0.063 0.132 0.31]
All Domestic Security Issues - - - - - -- 0.124 0.166 0.22
All Conflict Resolution Issues 0.603 0.177 0.001 0.583 0.178 0.001 0.602 0.177 0.00
Greater European Region 0.057 0.116 0.317 0.056 0.115 0.313 0.055 0.116 0.31]
Salience (logged) 0.487 0.114 0.000 0.496 0.114 0.000 0.489 0.114 0.00
Constant -3.201 0.653 0.000 -3.206 0.667 0.00Q -3.207 0.653 0.00
Log pseudolikelihood -155.00 -155.30 -155.10
Pseudo R 0.088 0.087 0.088
N 282 282 282

Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue grougp-values represent one-tailed tests.




To summarize, the models in this section produamgtsupport for Hypothesis 6
on the role of event salience in predicting CFS#poases. Salience alone accounts for a
substantial portion of the model’s explanatory povwypothesis 7 on geographic
proximity, however, receives no support here. N&ifhooled indicators of all crisis
issues, nor disaggregated variables reflectingnatenal and domestic security issues,
have significant relationships with CFSP activiypotheses 5b and 5c thus both lack
support. Hypotheses 5a, however, gains considesaipleort; conflict resolution issues
are a significant predictor in all models in whitley appear. Moreover, disaggregating
the crisis issues in this manner explains lesstian than the pooled model, which is

unexpected since conflict resolution and secusisyieés appear to behave very differently.

EU-Specific Characteristics

Specific characteristics of the EU as a venue shalgio influence cooperation.
First, the Treaty on European Union, which cre@&®&P, specifies five priority areas as
“objectives™* international security, conflict resolution, decratization, human rights,
and regional integration. Because these are pahneofreaty, and the Treaty required the
unanimous consent of the member states, we shapktethat a greater underlying
consensus exists on these issues and that we sfemildore cooperation on théffiThe
following models reflect two codings of the issueas. Model A in each table shows the

treaty issues pooled into a single varialdl# Treaty Issues Model B disaggregates the

issue areas into separate variables.

133 (European Union 1991, Art 11, ex J.1).

134 Each event may code as up to two issue areasexaonple, violence erupted at the opening of the
Haitian Legislature in 1994. As this was both astamce of substantial domestic unrest, it codea as
(domestic) security issue, and since this was itis¢ democratically-elected legislature, it alsales as
democratization issue.
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Second, and for similar reasons, we might also @dpsues on which the EU has
established a Common Strategy to be more likehgteive responses from the Union.
As | discussed above, the negotiations to prodoe€ommon Strategies should have
helped to resolve many of the underlying distribntproblems on that issue and to
establish a basis for future policy. Because a Com8trategy is both fairly recent and
also fairly detailed, we would expect its effecb® stronger than that of treaty issues; it
would both reflect current member state governmeméserences and also have
addressed distribution problems on more speci$igas. To capture this, | create a
dichotomous variable where events on which the hiad established a Common
Strategy have a value of 1.

Third, CFSP is not the only component of EU extkat#ivity. Two other EU
bodies, the European Commission and the EuropediarRant (EP), make statements,
and the Commission also acts in international effas the discussion above suggested,
the behavior of these two bodies may either suhstibr or complement CFSP activity.
The dichotomous variablé@ommissiorandEP capture action by these bod{és.

Finally, Hypothesis 11 proposed that the prefersméehe state holding the EU’s
rotating presidency should influence the Union'sgansity for cooperation. The powers
of the presidency may allow the state holding kxpress its preferences more fully
during its term in office than it might otherwigereference Outliecaptures whether the
presidency state has a constitutional or othelliebanding commitment to neutrality or
nonalignment in its security policy (Ireland, Finth Sweden, or Austria), or a

historically Atlanticist security policy orientatio(the UK, Germany, Spain, and

135 | do not test Hypothesis 11 (the general subsiitomplement hypothesis) directly with a varialiiatt
captures action by either body. The different penaand resources granted to the two bodies wouldemak
pooling inappropriate as it would conflate the vdifferent processes underlying each body’s belavio
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Denmark). These states have distinct preferene¢sth far from the median preference,
and we might reasonably expect them to behaverdiftly. ThereforePreference

Outlier codes both of these types of presidencies as alhathers as 6*°

Table 3-6. Probit Models of Cooperation as a Funaiinh of EU-Specific Variables.

Model A Model B
Robust Robust
Coeff SE p Coeff SE p
All Treaty Issues 0.475 0.121 | 0.000 - -- -
All Security Issues -- -- -- 0.213 0.219 | 0.165
All Conflict Resolution Issues - -- - 0.756 0.194 | 0.000
All Human Rights Issues -- -- -- 0.080 0.225 | 0.362
All Democratization Issues - -- - 0.396 0.158 | 0.006
Regional Integration -- -- -- 0.228 0.197 | 0.1238
Common Strategy 0.845 0.350 | 0.008 0.931 0.356  0.005
European Parliament 0.958 0.280 | 0.001 0.984 0.281 0.000
Commission 0.132 0.324 | 0.342 0.053 0.352 0.441
Pref. Outlier Presidency -0.100 0.142 | 0.241 -0.1438 0.142 0.159
Constant -1.046 0.168 | 0.000 -0.986 0.19¢ 0.000
Log pseudolikelihood -155.64 -151.79
Pseudo-R 0.085 0.107
N 282 282
Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue grougp-values represent one-tailed tests.

Table 3-6 shows two probit models of EU cooperatMadel A pools all the
Treaty-specified issues into a single variable; Bld#l disaggregates them. In Model A,
strong and significant effects appear for bathTreaty IssuesandCommon Strategies.
Being a treaty issue increases the probability GF&P response by 13.33% over the
baseline of 15.00%; having a Common Strategy resulan increase of 27.61%
percent®’ Given the rather low baseline, these increasesudrstantively significant as
well — nearly doubling for treaty issues and ne&mypling for issues with a Common

Strategy. Thé&uropean Parliamerd behavior is also a significant predictor of

1361 ater models disaggregate this variable into Nesiand Atlanticists.

137 All other variables held at their medians (0);cc#dtions performed in Stata 8.0 using CLARIFY
((King, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000); (Tomz, Wittenpp@nd King 2001)). Baseline represents all vargble
set to O.
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cooperationfg < 0.000), though its sign is positive. This stigrguggests that a CFSP
response and EP behavior are complements rathestitstitutes>?

Model B’s picture is more nuanced, showing the sspeeffects of the
component issue areas in the Treaty. The bulkeoftleaty’s influence appears to come
from two issuesConflict Resolutior{p < 0.000) anddemocratizatior(p < 0.006)**°
Regional Integratiormarginally misses conventional levels of statadtgignificance in a
one-tailed test< 0.123), even with a control for Commission atyiwon that event.
SecurityandHuman Rightsssues, however, are insignificapt< 0.155 and 0.362,
respectively)-*° European Parliamenéctivity continues to have a strong and significan
positive relationship, though as before, the cogiiragedures prohibit any causal
conclusions from this finding. The influenceRreference Outliepresidencies,
however, becomes substantially more certain, thaugio still fails to reach
conventional levels of statistical significange<{0.159, one-tailed test).

Table 3-7 extends the analysis by disaggregatiagtaference outliers into
neutral and Atlanticist states. Model A, with theofed treaty issues, suggests that the
two types of outliers do indeed behave differerltyanticist Presidencieappear less
likely to cooperate, though the coefficient jussg@s conventional levels of statistical
significance jp < 0.107, one-tailed testlleutral PresidencieBave an unexpected

positive sign though they are nowhere near stedilssignificance.

138 The coding of the data does not, however, allovtoudetermine whether EP behavior leads to CFSP
action, or vice versa. Coding procedures capturbdther the EP or Council made any reactions to the
event/issue within a standard time frame of two therbefore the event to one month after. It did not
capture the specific dates of the reactions. In@®se, these dates would be influenced by presetinge
schedules to an extent where the enactment dagesséives are fairly meaningless unless they are
separated by some significant span.

139 That the EU is more likely to act on conflict regin issues is no surprise to EU scholars and
practitioners. Hill (2004155) notes, “The EU is doat the theory of conflict resolution, if nothietse.”

140 The lack of significance ofSecurityis perhaps not surprising given the range of sgcuolicy
preferences in the EU, as | discuss below.
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Table 3-7. Probit Models Disaggregating Preferenc@utliers.

Model A Model B
Coeff | RobustSE P Coeff Robust SH p

All Treaty Issues 0.498 0.125 0.00(¢ - - -

All Security Issues -- -- -- 0.239 0.218 0.136

All Conflict Resolution

Issues -- -- - 0.771 0.196 0.000

All Human Rights Issues  -- -- -- 0.104 0.228 0.325

All Democratization

Issues -- -- - 0.413 0.158 0.006

Regional Integration -- -- -- 0.285 0.213 0.091
Common Strategy 0.827 0.347 0.009 0.914 0.347 0.004
European Parliament 0.959 0.282 0.001 0.984 0.285 0.001
Commission 0.150 0.330 0.325 0.066 0.353 0.426
Atlanticist Presidency -0.192 0.155 0.108 -0.228 0.157 0.074
Neutral Presidency 0.048 0.184 0.397 -0.006 0.176 0.486
Constant -1.069 0.171 0.00( -1.010 0.201 0.000
Log pseudolikelihood -155.15 -151.40
Pseudo-R 0.087 0.110
N 282 282
Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustemrissue grougp-values represent one-tailed tests.

Model B disaggregates both the outliers and tregyrissuesSecurity and
Human Rightsssues remain insignificant, aRkgional Integratioomoves from
marginal to significanty < 0.09, one-tailed test). Common Strategies antdtravior
remain significant while Commission activity contas to be insignificant. Turning to
the preference outlier presidencies, Model B prisselear evidence that the two types of
outliers do indeed behave differenthtlanticist Presidencieare now significantly less
likely to preside over cooperation than states withmedian (noncommittal) security
policy preferencep(< 0.074), as theory predicts. Holding all othefiafsles constant at
their medians (0 in this case), moving from a nomeattal presidency to an Atlanticist
one decreases the probability of cooperation b2%.Meutral Presidenciesemains
highly insignificant; this suggests that theseestdiehave in a very similar way to states

with median preferences.

89



Table 3-8 presents tests of interaction hypoth&%as11b, and 11c. These
hypotheses relate presidency security identitgsae area and allow for a more refined
test of the argument that the reactions of theduttier security identities, Atlanticist and
neutral, are different from both other (non-comaljtstates and also from each other.
The models in Table 3-8 include variables interagboth neutral and Atlanticist
presidencies with security issues and, for negir@sidencies, with conflict resolution
issues:*! Both security identities contain clear predictiab®ut their expected behavior
on security issues — Atlanticists should preferoacthrough NATO and neutrals should
prefer no action. Only the neutral identity consa@xpectations, though, about behavior
on conflict resolution issues. Support of activitythis field is a significant part of the
neutral identity, at least as practiced by theestat this sample, and so we should expect
a positive effect of the interactidf?

Table 3-8 shows the by-now standard pattern ofifsignce acros€ommon
StrategiesEP activity, andCommissiorbehavior. Among the issue aredsiman Rights
andRegional Integratiomemain clearly insignificant aridemocratizatiormremains

significant and positive.

141 The tacit interaction oNeutral Presidenciesind Atlanticist Presidencieslrops as the categories are
mutually exclusive.

142 switzerland, whose neutrality is perhaps most lgasinderstood, does not typically act on this
component of the ‘neutral’ identity. This is perkapecause its confederal system of government pesdu
only a weak prime minister who may lack the intéioraal credibility to be an effective global presen
While none of the other neutral states here — mklaAustria, Sweden, and Finland — are particularly
powerful or strong states, each of their prime sigrs has engaged in international mediation atesom
point, and all four contributed to a range of UNapekeeping missions during the period of interest.
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Table 3-8. Interaction Effects in EU Cooperation.

Coeff Robust SE p
All Security Issues 0.332 0.264 0.10%
All Conflict Resolution Issues  0.469 0.273 0.043
All Human Rights Issues 0.074 0.241 0.38(
All Democratization Issues 0.397 0.161 0.007
Regional Integration Issues 0.203 0.236 0.195
Common Strategy 1.000 0.355 0.0043
European Parliament 1.033 0.260 0.00(
Commission 0.133 0.363 0.357
Atlanticist Presidency -0.080 0.140 0.284
Neutral Presidency -0.338 0.240 0.08(
Neutral Pres. * Conflict Res. 1.431 0.524 0.0043
Neutral Pres. * Security 0.070 0.450 0.439
Atlanticist Pres.* Security -0.428 0.346 0.10¢
Constant -0.996 0.207 0.00(
Log pseudolikelihood -147.14
Pseudo-R 0.135
N 282
Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue groump-
values represent one-tailed tests.

From there, however, the results begin to divergmfearlier models.
Considering first the components of the interactemms,Securityis borderline
significant < 0.105) in the presence of the interaction tesuggesting that states with
no distinct security identity (the noncommittaltssg who comprise the excluded
category for this variable) are more willing to ke EU for security matters than the
outliers are. The positive and significant coeéidi onConflict Resolutiorsuggests that
the marginal effect of conflict resolution issu@scemg non-committal and Atlanticist
states is positivéAtlanticist Presidencieare negatively related to cooperation (though
the coefficient is insignificant)Jeutral Presidencieare now significant and negatively
related to cooperation. Both of these findingscamsistent with Hypothesis 11.

The interactions, though, tell another story. laténgNeutral Presidencieand

Securityissues produces no significant effect, but a lengye positive effect appears on
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the interaction oNeutral PresidencieandConflict Resolutionssues. As Table 3-9
shows, a non-conflict resolution issue with a nongottal presidency has a 16.42%
chance of receiving a CFSP reaction (Cell A); thia baseline probability of cooperation
for most events. As we vary the two elements @ragt, for example to a non-committal
presidencywith a conflict resolution issue (Cell B), we observeear doubling of the
probability of cooperation, to 30.33%. Alteringstaad, to a conflict resolution issue and
a neutral presidency (Cell C) producedegreasef 6.49%, thanks to the negative
coefficient onNeutral Presidencied=inally, when we observe both a neutral presigenc
and a conflict resolution issue (Cell D), the probty of a CFSP reaction jumps by an
astounding 53.77%, to a total 70.19% probabilitg@dperation.

These strong results fdleutral Presidenciefail to emerge for other outlier
presidencies. In contrast to the models in TableMAHanticist Presidencieare no longer
significantly related to cooperation. Their intdran with security issues produces a
negative coefficient, though, and is marginallyngiigant (p < 0.108, one-tailed test).

The cumulative effect of a security issue with alaticist presidency is to reduce the

baseline in Cell A of Table 3-9 by 3.21%, to a katal3.21% chance of response.

Table 3-9. The Effects of Neutral Presidencies andonflict Resolution Issues.
Conflict Resolution | ssue

Neutral Presidency No Yes
No A. 16.42% B. 30.33%
(baseline) (13.91%)
Yes C.9.93% D. 70.19
(-6.49%) (53.77%)
Notes: Top entry is total probability, bottom entry isactye from baseline value (Cell
A). Predicted probabilities generated using CLARI&M coefficient estimates from
Table 8, with the exception of clustered standardrs. Cell entries may not sum
precisely due to rounding.
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Taken together, the models in this section sugbestpresidency effects do exist,
with neutral and Atlanticist presidencies both lissly to preside over foreign policy
cooperation. The exception to this negative trentbinflict resolution issues, where
neutral presidencies demonstrate a marked willisgt@ engage in foreign policy
cooperation. The finding of presidency effects FSP cooperation contradicts repeated
evidence in the EU studies literature — and inddezlCouncil’s owrPresidency
Handbook- on the norm of presidency neutralif§ During a period when the state holds
the presidency, it is expected to set aside it®maltinterests and work in the interests of
the Union. The bulk of the evidence for this prapos comes from “Pillar I”
(EC/economic) issues, however, and the findinge heay be evidence of a different

dynamic operating in CFSP (Pillar ff}!

A Consolidated Model

The models above segregated variables into coralgptalated groups. What
does a consolidated model tell us? The model spatidn in Table 3-10 includes all of
the variables used in previous models. The inctusitthe security interaction terms
precludes the disaggregation of security issuestirdir domestic and international
components (as in Table 3-5); instead, we must fh@oh intoAll Security Issues

The results differ strikingly from the segregateddals. The baseline probability

of cooperation now is 10.97%, which is notably lowen in most prior modefé> None

143 (European Union. General Secretariat of the Cdwrfid¥linisters. 2001).

144 Schalk et al. (2007) and Dirr and Mateo (2004) eskipresidency norms and treaty-level bargaining.
Edwards (2006) provides evidence from elite intamg that national interests regularly influence BEFS
1451 all predicted probability reports in this sectj Salience, Socializatioand Preference Dispersioare

at their means. All other variables are held airthedians, which is 1 foEnlargementand Amsterdam
and O for all others. As with all other CLARIFY isates, robust standard errors are omitted.
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of the variables reflecting ideas about ‘cooperatiogeneral’ were significant in the
earlier specifications; her8pcialization(time in months) has a significantly positive
effect. MovingSocializationfrom its median (64 months, reflected in the baselalue)
to its 78" percentile (93 months) increases the probabifigooperation by 5.65%. As
discussed above, the process driving the chanlgehiavior may be more of a rationalist
perception updating one rather than a socializaiio) but the model here is unable to
distinguish. At a minimum, this model clearly sugigethat some form of learning —
either an individual form or a social form — occoxgr time, so that the group finds
reaching consensus easier as time passes.

The variables capturing characteristics of forgaghcy as a broader issue area
produce largely the same results as in the eangatels.Saliencecontinues to have a
strong and positive relationship to cooperationd@€onflict Resolution Issugmoving
Saliencefrom its mean (reflected in the baseline) to cla@dard deviation above its
mean increases the probability of cooperation B8%. Geographic location continues
to be insignificant. Given the context of the EWats immediate interests in its
neighbors, both as sources of potential instaldlitgt as candidates for EU membership,
this insignificance is somewhat surprisitfgThis model is unable to test arguments
about all crisis issues, or about domestic ananatenal security issues, but it does

produce a positive significant effect fall Security Issuedomestic and international).

148 The EU may convey its interest in events in thetages through channels other than the CFSP, such a
the quarterly Accession Councils held with prospecinembers
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Table 3-10. Consolidated Probit Model of EU Activiy.

Coeff Robust SE p
Preference Dispersion -0.050 0.108 0.323
Socialization (time) 0.011 0.007 0.048
Centralization -0.598 0.503 0.117
Enlargement -0.116 0.554 0.417
Enlargement 4 -0.319 0.497 0.261
All Security Issues 0.346 0.234 0.070
All Conflict Res. Issues 0.511 0.269 0.029
Greater European Region 0.048 0.141 0.367
Salience (logged) 0.472 0.140 0.001
All Human Rights Issues 0.118 0.207 0.285
All Democratization Issues 0.435 0.180 0.008
Regional Integration 0.301 0.144 0.019
Common Strategy 0.815 0.360 0.012
European Parliament 1.120 0.254 0.000
Commission 0.117 0.397 0.385
Atlanticist Presidency -0.084 0.177 0.317
Neutral Presidency -0.363 0.174 0.019
Neutral Pres. * Conflict Res. Issues 1.450 0.463 0.001
Neutral Pres. * Security Issues 0.168 0.450 0.355
Atlanticist Pres.* Security Issues -0.394 0.372 0.145
Constant -2.951 1.402 0.018
Log pseudolikelihood -136.48
Pseudo-R 0.197
N 282
Notes: Probit models with robust standard errors clustereissue grougp-values represent one-
tailed tests.

SecuritylssuesandConflict Resolution Issuemprise two of the five issue areas
that the EU’s founding Treaty specifies as its Clp88rities. Of the restiuman Rights
Issuescontinue to have no statistically significant tielaship to cooperation. Given the
amount of literature on the EU’s activity in thssue area, both through CFSP and other
tools, this finding is somewhat surprisitfj. The coefficients oemocratizatiorand
Regional Integratiorare both significant and positive. This is trueRegional

Integrationeven in the presence of a control for Commissuiividy, where much of the

14735ee, e.g., (Williams 2004), (K. E. Smith 2006).
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practical support for regional integration elsevehemerge$?® EP activity and the
existence of &ommon Strateggontinue to have their usual strong and positffects.
Issues or events on which the EP has acted aré6%Intore likely to receive a CFSP
response than those with no EP attentfSin this consolidated model, both the short-
term/recently-generated consensus of a Commore§yraind the long-term/underlying
consensus of Treaty inclusion appear to increasehhnces of a CFSP response.
The variables reflecting presidency security pobcigntation also continue to
have similar effects as abovalanticist Presidencieare no more or less likely than
noncommittal ones to preside over cooperation.i@rother hand\eutral Presidencies
are significantly less likely to preside over co@i®mn — the probability of observing a
CFSP response decreases by 4.71%, or nearly hidflmdseline value. As preference
outliers, these states appear to use their ageswlero take advantage of the lack of
consensus and obtain outcomes nearer their owhpdeds. On conflict resolution
issues, however, the neutrals continue to be weiyea A neutral presidency facing a
conflict resolution issue increases the probabdita CFSP response by an enormous
48.92%, even in the presence of all the variablepgsed by other hypothesg8.
F-tests oNeutral PresidengyNeutral * Security IssyeandNeutral * Conflict
Resolution Issushow that the three terms are jointly significgn& 0.015). This
indicates that in general, neutral presidenciesat@ave differently on all forms of
security and conflict resolution issues. Atlantictates, however, show no such pattern.

Joint tests oAtlanticist PresidencyndAtlanticist Presidency * Security Issuend of

18 The effect ofCommissioractivity itself continues to be insignificant, tigh.

149 Again, coding procedures prohibit conclusions alwawsality.

150 This predicted probability hold3alienceat its mean. Since most crisis issues HBakencdevels above
the mean, however, the true increase is probalay &arger.
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Atlanticist PresidencyndSecurity Issugboth fail to reach conventional levels of
statistical significancep(< 0.257 ang < 0.230, respectively, two-tailed tests). These
states do not behave differently in any statidigadistinguishable manner from non-

committal states.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored factors that drive statesoperate in foreign policy in
a formal international organization, and in pafacut studies those factors influencing
when states choose to cooperate within the EU’'sr@omForeign and Security Policy
framework. The answer to “when do states coopéhateigh international institutions?”
involves a number of elements related to instihal@and issue area characteristics.

Several variables clearly affect states’ abilitygach consensus on a common
response. In particular, salience has a substaafteadt. Highly salient or prominent
events have a much greater chance of obtainingSPCG&sponse. This effect is
consistent across all models. Events that can @p-axisting consensus, whether from a
Common Strategy or from the EU’s Treaty basis, Absee a significantly higher chance
of cooperation. Human rights is the only issue apecified in the Treaty that never
attains statistical significance; this is perhapsause the current measurement conflates

both positive human rights developments and negaties->*

31 Running Table 3-10's consolidated model with sefindicators for positive and negative human
rights developments does not substantially impriinee model’s fit (model not shownositive Human
Rights Issuess just barely significantp(< 0.100, one-tailed test) and positively signedt Kegative
Human Rights Issues nowhere near significanp (< 450, one-tailed test). Most EU human rights
proponents would have expected a reverse effeth, stiong positive effects fddegative Human Rights
Issues
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Distribution problems themselves, as measured éyetit-right preference
dispersion of member governments, fail to predictperation in any model
specification. Other indicators related to disttibn problems, however, perform
somewhat better. An indicator of whether an Atlaististate holds the presidency is
negatively related to cooperation, though in sonoéeis it fails to reach statistical
significance even in the more generous one-tadstst Atlanticist states holding the
EU’s presidency are somewhat less prone to coaperdiut the finding is not robust.

Indicators of neutral state presidencies performenconsistently, producing
negative and significant effects in all models. Efffect is reversed, however, on conflict
resolution issues. In these cases, neutral preseteare operating on issues that are
consistent with their self-perceived security idgnand the interaction term produces a
statistically significant and substantively quidede positive effect.

The EU, however, is not the only institution forrBpean foreign policy
cooperation. Several others exist, and their ex¢gtenay influence decisions to conduct
cooperation through the EU. The use of an instituis a choice, as is the decision on
whichinstitution to use. We are also unable to testbées related to capacity in the
context of a single organization, since the EUasuonly slightly in both membership
and “own capabilities” over timE? Chapter 4 examines these effects by considering

variables about both capacity and consensus afmos&uropean foreign policy venues.

132 “Own capabilities” are capabilities of the instian itself rather than of its member-states. Ext@sp
include NATO'’s ownership of several AWACS planesd @s own situation center. The EU later acquires a
satellite center (inherited on the dismantling e Western European Union), but it continues t& katy
non-bureaucratic capabilities of its own other ttsenCommission’s pool of foreign aid money.

98



Chapter 4
The International Politics of Forum Choice:
Foreign Policy Behavior In and Out of Institutions

The previous chapter explored the determinants awperation through an
institution, and in particular through the Europednion’s Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP). As Chapter 1 suggested elvew the choice to cooperate is not
the only foreign policy option states have. A numdbieother outcomes are possible: the
status quo (do nothing), unilateral action, coopenaoutside institutions, or cooperation
through a different institution. Compounding th@lgem, these options (other than ‘do
nothing’) are not mutually exclusive.

How, then, do states decide which option — or aoytie they will select? This
chapter explores the international politics of pplchoice by studying characteristics of
institutions, issues, and states. In particularexamines how these characteristics
influence which kinds of foreign policy outcomeseasge — status quo, unilateral action,
institutional cooperation, and extra-institutiormaloperation — using a subset of Chapter
3’s random events dataset. As in Chapter 3, thesfbere continues to be at the level of
international outcomes, rather than the level dioas or preferences of individual
states->* In addition to studying patterns of event outcorimeseveral institutions, | also
examine these international outcomes in the comtieon-exclusivity: which institutions

or outcomes occur in which combinations for whissuies?

153 Chapter 5 addresses state-level hypotheses iseastady of the Albanian collapse of 1997.
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This chapter first establishes claims from therditere on cooperation, and
foreign policy cooperation in particular, that hetpexplain the range of outcomes we
observe in foreign policy. It emphasizes the rdletaracteristics of institutions, such as
their membership, and characteristics of statesh si3 security policy preferences, that
may influence perceptions about consensus and itapabe first section also suggests
hypotheses to this effect. The second sectionvsllithe general line of existing literature
on cooperation and tests only hypotheses that ssldmhen states should choose to
cooperate through institutions. This narrow focyseaks clearly to our current
understandings of cooperation. It also, howevetablishes baseline expectations for
comparison with models that treat the full rangéoéign policy outcomes jointly.

The third section examines patterns of substititpbtand complementarity in
foreign policy outcomes. When does unilateral astioccur alone, and when does it
occur alongside other forms of behavior? Whichitagbns are complements and which
substitutes? This section contends that existiggraents about ‘forum shopping’ fail to
predict international outcomes well because thewttoutcomes as mutually exclusive
and they neglect both non-cooperative and extrigtutional options. The consensus-
capacity framework treats foreign policy as a sededecisions and relates all of these
options to one another. The empirical models i3 gection thus treat the full set of
foreign policy options as interconnected rathentimautually exclusive.

The final section compares the third section’s ipldtoutcome analysis with the
institutional-cooperation-only models of the sec@edtion. This comparison provides a

clear picture of the effect of ignoring other fgmipolicy choices in the study of
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cooperation. It ends by assessing the contributwinshis chapter’s analysis to the

consensus-capacity framework.

Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior

In this section, | hypothesize that the consensuaiscapacity framework leads us
to focus on three sets of variables to explainrimggonal cooperation: characteristics of
the institutions, characteristics of states that@msidering cooperation, and interactions
of the two. These characteristics influence whetlo&peration is attractive for states in

any given situation. | address each set of varsaiole¢urn.

I nstitutions and Cooperation

Organizations and groupings differ in four wayst thfluence their attractiveness
as cooperation fora: the number and preferencéseaf members, the existence of tools
and resources, the enforceability of agreements] #&nally, the organization's
jurisdiction. Number and preferences of members guadsdiction affect the
organization’s ability to reach consensus on ae&gent; concerns about enforceability
and the organization’s resource pool influencediganization’s capacity to execute the
agreement successfully. | illustrate the importasicthese factors by first comparing the
advantages and disadvantages of large and smaétuimmns in terms of membership,

resources, and enforceability. | then address whgdiction is important.

Enforceability and the Number and Preferences ohidler States

The number and preferences of members both infeieme organization's

attractiveness for cooperation since both affeet tinganization’s ability to achieve
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consensus. Large organizations, like the UnitedoNator the OSCE, have problems on
this front. As the number of states increases, nmber of preference points also
generally increases, which potentially hinders tinganization’s ability to agree on a
single course of actioh’ Since international organizations generally ometatder either
consensus or unanimity decision rules, reachinggaeement will become more difficult
as the number of members increases. The preseneseof one extreme preference
outlier can be fatal to cooperation if the instdats decision rules allow that actor to
exercise a veto. Large organizations implicitly ramkledge this problem in their
institutional design and in their activity by tradiunanimity decision rules for consensus
ones, allowing abstention, and producing non-big@igreements>®

Larger groups also have difficulty providing publgoods, of which foreign
policy is a classic exampte® Under typical conditions states have strong irigentto
free-ride on others’ contributions, and monitorargl enforcement instruments are weak.
Lack of enforcement is a vicious cycle. If actomslidve that other actors will not
contribute, and that the public good is not likedybe successfully provided as a result,
then they themselves have no incentive to congibaihd then the public good is even
lesslikely to be provided or to succeed. Consequeinthgrnational public goods such as
international security or environmental protectawa often underprovided.

Compared to smaller groups, large organizationgag@agn high-intensity actions

much less often. Instead, they frequently use levell resolution-making, such as

134 The UN's decision-making institutions reflect thignamic If the 192-member UN required unanimity
or consensus among all of its members to adopkaayof text, action would be slow indeed. Instethe,
most rapidly moving and sensitive issues go tobsauof the membership, the Security Council.

135 These two characteristics, the veto and the afisterare in large part why the predictions of the
median voter theorem do not hold in internationgbaizations.

156 (Olson 1982).
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‘Hallmark diplomacy*>’

(the issuing of congratulatory, sympathetic, ond@mning
statements or resolutions) or other weak coursexctdn. This kind of activity carries
very low costs, and participants normally have vigtle incentive to defect. Even if
states did have incentives to do so, the effeqiasticipating states’ expected utility from
the declaration is small. The probability of a deation alone achieving the desired
outcome is very small, and the utility from the dsnof watered-down language that
compromise among large groups usually producesnsntbat the effect of most kinds of
defection would be minimaFf® Because of their large and diverse membershipteeid
non-majoritarian decision rules, these organizatiorust settle for a ‘lowest common
denominator’ response. Put another way, largeitinisins usually sacrifice depth of
cooperation and instead privilege breadth of mesttpr>°

Smaller organizations do not often share these lgmd Typically, smaller
institutions are “clubs,” formed of states that &dike interests on issues under the
organization's jurisdictioi?® The deliberate selection of members on the béstheir
preferences enhances the group's ability to reacisensus. The smaller number of
preference points that must be accommodated irdaaigion also contributes by limiting
the quantity of potentially divergent preferenceing® where concessions might be
required. Smaller organizations may also have nsoiEess at enforcing agreements.
Monitoring costs are proportionately less, and baputation effects and a credible

threat of punishment in a future round are morelyikwithin a smaller group that

57 sarah Croco coined this term for the practice.

138 | conceptualize defecting from a declaration atesnent as issuing a statement or taking an attan
differ from the common policy agreed in the colieetstatement.

139 Gilligan (2004)presents an alternative perspectimethe number of members and the outcomes of
cooperation; in particular he argues that the ‘devaleeper’ tradeoff does not formally exist..

180 (Drezner 2003).
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interacts repeatedy’ Informal agreements and agreements at less tratrehty level
can be buttressed by the threat of peer sanctidoindeviation, even if the agreement
itself contains no official sanctioning procedufe.Though none of the institutions
considered here have the ability to pass legalhdibg foreign policy agreements,
agreements that are socially or politically enfatdle should have a higher probability of
success — after all, if states do not do as theseal) the action cannot possibly succeed.

One of the potential drawbacks of a small orgaioenathowever, is the pool of
resources that group of states possesses. Co@dlifatign policy action - as opposed
to joint declarations or statements - requirespih@ing of resources. Depending on their
membership, smaller institutions are more likelyhtve access to shallower pools of
resources® All other things equal, organizations with deefgsource pools should have
the capacity to support more cooperation and shi@icfore be more attractive as fora.

Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 about organization size, raeprieferences, and resources
follow from the discussion above.

H1: An increase in the number of member states ldhdecrease the rate of
cooperation.

H2: As an organization’s resource pool grows, tlaerof cooperation should
increase.

H3: Increased dispersion of member preferences ldhdacrease the rate of
cooperation.

181E g. (Axelrod 1984).

162 Germany extended diplomatic recognition to Croafaier than an EU agreement had specified, and
faced a substantial amount of peer displeasuraesuét. (Ginsberg 2001, 7)

183 The Benelux countries may wish to deploy peacedeepomewhere, but according to their Defense
Ministries’ web sites, between them they have elgHicopters currently in service and two planesctvh
will not be delivered until 2017 and 2018n the other hand, a three-member grouping of desan
Germany, and the UK would have a much larger pdaksources, including aircraft carriers and long-
range transport aircraft. As the consensus andcigpleamework suggests, though, such a great-power
grouping is unlikely to form for anything but théghest-intensity types of cooperation; the parttipg
states have sufficient independent capacity touteeznything else unilaterally.

104



Jurisdiction

The final factor that may affect the probability @poperation is the range of
issues over which it has competence. Jurisdictioag derive from formal international
law (the organization's charter), or it may emeargermally from a perceived sense of
the legitimacy of the organization's action on tiesue. An example of jurisdiction
emerging from perceived legitimacy among the mestibproccurs in the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). NATO was originally &otized to operate defensively on
the territory of member states in case of a diegtack. After the demise of the Soviet
Union, however, and the abrupt abolition of a néadthis type of action, NATO's
members confronted the decision whether to go tdudrea or out of business.” They
chose to reconceptualize the institution as a lmoaelgional security organization and
began to act in peacekeeping and conflict resalufinctions outside of NATO’s
original region of jurisdiction.

As the NATO case illustrates, cooperation is tythycaot limited toonly issues in
the institution’s jurisdiction. States can and thoa@se to act on issues not formally in the
institution’s jurisdiction:®* Cooperation should be more likely in institutiotisat
formally or informally claim jurisdiction over a gacular issue or region. Because formal
jurisdiction provides an explicit legal basis fatigity, it should have a larger effect than
informal jurisdiction. Hypotheses 4 and 4a sumn&tiis section’s conjectures.

H4: Issues within an institution’s jurisdiction shid be more likely to receive
cooperation than issues on which it has no jurigsdic

H4a: The effect of formal jurisdiction on the radé cooperation should be
stronger than the effect of informal jurisdiction.

184 Few international organizations have explicit pioitfons on their areas of activity; the most prosmit
one of which | am aware excludes the EU’s econataimsion-making structures from acting on any issue
with national defense or security implications (eng regulation of defense industries).
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Characteristics of States and Cooperation

Apart from the characteristics of the institutiohsp key sets of member state
characteristics can also influence the organizaipropensity for cooperation. The first
set affects cooperation through institutional leadg structures, which allow the state
holding the leadership position an opportunity xpress its preferences more fully than
it might otherwise. These state preferences aumetibn of historical and situational ties
to other states that may be the targets of poter@sponses. The second set of factors
affects cooperation through the set of ‘outsideiam®,’ or non-cooperation response
choices, available to states. When member states kmmble outside options, then
cooperation at a point other than the state’s igeait becomes much less attractive. |

address each of these sets of factors in turn.

State Preferences and the Role of Leadership Siest

First, a range of situational or historical factoes affect state preferences, either
by influencing the location of the state’s idealirpp or by causing it to hold its
preferences more strongly than one might otherveispect. Among the situational
factors, geographic proximity is central. Stategsehancentives to be more attentive to
their neighbors since instability spreads easilpthBrefugees and rebels often cross
borders, creating both domestic and internatiohallenges for the neighboring state.
Other concerns such as contagious diseases (SAR®, fau, etc.), illicit narcotics, and
some forms of economic disruption also flow easilgr borders.

Among historical factors, colonial relationship® ajuite important. France, the
UK, and Portugal all have associations of theimfer colonies, and these associations

often act to exert influence on other members. Bhtgsh Commonwealth has suspended
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members with flagrant human rights violations orvesal occasions and has sent
investigative missions in other cases. These palsth@l ties can also shape trade, as the
so-called “Banana War” between the US and EU att&sFrance and the UK continue
to maintain military bases in a number of theimfier colonies, which makes them both
more attentive to issues there and also bettertald&ecute a higher-intensity response.
Therefore, all else equal, European states shoelldnbre attentive to affairs in their
former colonies than in states with which noneheit have historical ties.

A state’s traditional orientation in foreign andcsety policy is also a major
determinant of its preferences. Over the cours¢hefpost-war period, a number of
European states have developed longstanding pattdrpreferences in security and
defense policy; indeed, several states have emshtimeir preferences in their national
constitutions®® Four distinct profiles exist here, ranging fromlahticist to European,
neutral, and post-Communist. These profiles orridies” shape state preferences both
over policy content and also over which forum (fyais appropriate for cooperation on
security and conflict issué8’ As a result, we would expect that when a statdihglan
institution’s leadership position has a relativektreme preference security policy (i.e.,
the state is a preference outlier), the institutiorless likely to cooperate. The state
holding the agenda power probably does not havéengmces that are similar to the
majority’s. This should be particularly true forsiges with security and defense

implications, but it should hold more generally.

185 The “Banana War” explicitly questioned the legalinder WTO rules of the EU’s preferential pricing
schemes for banana-producing former colonies ofni#inbers, versus its less preferential schemes for
“dollar-denominated” bananas from areas formerlgarJS influence. (Alter and Meunier 2006).

1% |reland, Finland, Sweden and Austria have legatfiyenched neutrality provisions, though the ford a
precise content of those statements vary.

167 Atlanticists, for example, prefer the use of NAT™Der any other available institution. No identity
contains a general preference for cooperation;eidda key difference between them is which instituts

the preferred venue. | elaborate on these categbelw in the empirical tests.
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One caveat applies to expectations about the imfli@f state characteristics on
cooperative outcomes in institutions. Because bse@ce of cooperation can result from
various factors, we are generally unable to detegmusing qualitative or quantitative
means, which particular state “caused” the failoireooperation. Indeed, as Chapter 2
established, the absence of cooperation can enfrengea failed attempt at cooperation,
from a decision not to pursue cooperation afterissussion, or from self-censoring
caused by knowing that one’s partners in an ingtituwill never agree to such a
proposal. As a result, our only opportunity to ekamwhere the preferences of a specific
state matter is through organizations that corgdame type of rotating internal leadership
structure. When a state holds the chair of an azg#on, institutional rules such as
agenda powers or control over draft text allow ttate to express its own preferences
more fully than it might at other times. HypotheSeand 6 summarize expectations about
historical and situational characteristics of stateadership, and cooperation.

In institutions with leadership structures, anderét paribus,

H5: Leadership by a state with strong historical sstuational ties to the target
state will increase the probability of cooperation.

H6: Leadership by a preference-outlying state wicrease the probability of
cooperation. This should be especially true ifdbdier also has high capacity.

Outside Options and Foreign Policy Cooperation

The second state characteristic that influencegeldo cooperate is whether the
states in question have sufficient capacity toiagépendently. Outside options always
exist in foreign policy cooperation. Indeed, urelal state action is the default expected
action — this ability is a key component of the Wgeslian definition of statehodd®

States also retain the opportunity to engage i@zl cooperation outside of existing

168 (Krasner 1999).
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institutions or to form new institutior’§? The persistent availability of these choices —
even when/where institutional options for cooperatiexist — can decrease the
attractiveness of cooperation, at least for sttas have sufficient capacity to achieve
their ideal points through unilateral or ad hoc &ebrs. As the attractiveness and
feasibility of these outside choices grows, statilsincreasingly have incentives to hold
out for their ideal points in cooperative behavior.

Conversely, as the capacity and consensus framewadgests, capacity
limitations may prevent states from taking someioactstrategies that they might
otherwise prefer. All states have sufficient diplimo capacity to issue declarations and
statements, though national predilections for daingvary’® In many cases, though,
higher-order responses such as military interventibe granting or withholding of aid,
or even the expulsion of diplomats may not be fbssWeak or smaller states lack the
budgets, militaries, or diplomatic leverage to ewecthem:’* As states’ national
capabilities decrease, their propensity for nonpeoative responses should also decrease
as these outside response tools become unavatablkeem. The hypotheses below
summarize this section’s arguments.

H7: States with greater capacity are more likehetmage in unilateral actiot?

H8: States with greater capacity are more likelyptoticipate in ad hoc (extra-
institutional) cooperatiori’®

189 (Jupille and Snidal 2006).

0 The cause is not entirely clear; at a minimumamet political culture (or the institutional culipf the
government) exerts influence.

"1 Most pairs of weaker states lack reciprocal enibas§or example, Finland accredits 104 ambassadors
meaning that some ninety states lack representtiteye and thus cannot have their diplomats exgelle

172 As an additional implication, this should be patarly true for actions as opposed to statemémisall
forms of activity should be more likely and theyosld not be conditional on collective activity. Rat
limitations, however, prevent the testing of tmgplication in this dissertation..

13 These hypotheses speak to the behavior of indivistates and so is tested in Chapter 5.
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Testing Hypotheses About Foreign Policy Choice

This section tests the hypotheses presented alimue foreign policy behavior
choices. This chapter's data are a subset of thdora international events dataset
introduced in Chapter 3. In particular, | analybe sixty most salient events in the
dataset. Using only events that received a substaatmount of coverage in the
international press maximizes the probability tha¢se events will be of sufficient
interest to states that we obtain some form of rimgdu variation in reactions™®
Reactions include official statements, informaltest@ents from authorized figures
(spokesmen, secretaries general, etc.), formalbptad actions, and informal missions
and delegations. In addition to the data on EUiforeolicy behavior presented in
Chapter 3, | also test these hypotheses on thevioelat three other European foreign
policy institutions: NATO, the Council of EuropeE; and the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE, formerly the Camfee/ CSCE).

As Table 4-1 shows, responses varied widely for dix¢y events represented
here. Panel A shows that as Realists would expmitateral action remains the most
common way for states to conduct foreign policyafTéaid, the EU responded to nearly
half the total sample of events, and to a majasityevents to which its foreign policy
mechanism was eligible to respond (28 of 54, 51.9%)e EU’'s 28 instances of
cooperation are more than three times greater thamext most frequent responder,
NATO. Overall, institutions responded 56 times e 60 events in this sample. Even
when we restrict the set of events to the greatgofean region (Table 4-1, Panel B),

where NATO and the other institutions are on m@®use jurisdictional footing, the EU

174 Early efforts to collect data on EU responsesdatdid a high probability that a random sample ehées
would produce a sample with few or no successfaksaf cooperation in some of the institutions. The
distribution of observed successes in even this-Bajience sample suggests that this intuition ceaect.
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responds to half of the events, whereas the CEBnelspto about 62% and NATO and the

OSCE only respond to 25%. Unilateral behavior wagks more frequent than EU

responses, both within the region and elsewhere.

The patterns in Table 4-1 are not a function oftlad institutions responding to

the same events. Table 4-2 shows the distributibmesponses, separated by total

responses (unilateral, ad hoc, and from each uistit), and institutional actions only.

Table 4-1. Behavior Across Outcomes.

A. All Events, All Regions BEvents in Greater European Redfor,
Institution  Activity No Activity Total Institution ~ Advity No Activity Total
EU 28 27 58 EU 6 5 12
NATO 8 52 60 NATO 5 11 16
OSCE 4 56 60 OSCE 4 12 16
CE 6 54 60 CE 5 11 16
Other Inst 10 50 60 Other InSt 2 14 16
Subtotal 56 239 Subtotal 22 53
Unilateral 39 21 60 Unilateral 12 4 16
Ad-hoc 7 53 60 Ad-hoc 3 13 16
Total Total
Activity 102 313 Activity 37 70
Notes: One observation is a qualifying international évieam a random sample; entries indicate
whether that reaction occurred on that is§ti€reater European Region” includes EU Europe, non-
EU Europe, and the former Soviet Uni8fEU norms prohibit addressing events inside theitEIf
through its foreign policy mechanisnfs:Other institutions” includes reactions by otherdies in
which European states form a notable body of mesnltee OECD, the UN, and the G-7/8.

A. All Forms of Response
Total responses$ Freq. Pct.

0 14 23.3
1 14 23.3
2 21 35.0
3 5 8.3
4 3 5.0
5 1 1.7
6 1 1.7
7 1 1.7

Table 4-2. Total Amounts of Cooperation Per Event.

B. Institutional Responses Only
Total responses Freq. Pct.

0 28 46.7

1 23 38.3

2 4 6.7

3 3 5.0

4 2 3.3

Note: Maximum of 7 in Panel A represents possible respsnof unilateral action, ad hoc
cooperation, four European institutions (EU, NATOSCE, CE), and non-European institutions.
Maximum of 4 in Panel B represents only the fourdpgan institutions.

The modal event receives two responses (Panew&nty-one cases are in this

category. Closer inspection of the data suggeststtie most likely combinations are the
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EU and unilateral. Only one event, Russian effddsnegotiate a ceasefire and
peacekeeping arrangement in Kosovo, received edinséorms of response§ Panel B
shows that the modal event — and very nearly thdianeevent — did not receive a
response from any institution. Among institutioresponse from a single institution is by
far the most common form of response. Only ninenesveeceived a response from more
than one institution. Two events — creation of Aliaégs national reconciliation
government and Russia’s efforts to end the Kosomisereceived reactions from all four

institutions; these two events alone representthalbbserved total of OSCE activity.

Characteristics of I nstitutions
This section tests the influence of four sets dftifational characteristics on

cooperation: members and resources, dispersiorenflyar preferences, and jurisdiction.

Members and Resources

Hypothesis 1 suggested that institutions with nmaembers should produce less
cooperation; Hypothesis 2 suggested that institstizvith greater capabilities should
produce more cooperation. Unfortunately, capabsditind number of members variables
are endogenous, both theoretically and by consbructAs the number of members
increases, by definition the amount of potentialyailable capabilities must increase as
well. As a result, these independent variables aaappear in the same equation.

| use two indicators of capabilities - logged GDBni the World Development

Indicators and the Correlates of War Composite Gifipas Index — in separate

75 The return of Kosovar Serbs to their homes afierpieace settlement received responses from all but
the OSCE; the creation of a government of natisaabnciliation in Albania in early 1997 received no
responses from non-European organizations and ea#l hoc activity.
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models’’® The models include activity by the EU, NATO, Coilnaf Europe, and
Conference/Organization for Security and CoopenaitioEurope, over the period 1994-
200377 Since the unit of analysis is the institution-yéaith a maximurm of 40), these
values are summed for all members of an instituiod lagged one year to reflect the

minimum capabilities available to the group atshet of the yeat’

Table 4-3. Poisson Models of Cooperation by Year, 8asured as Count.
Model A Model B Model C
Coeff | SE p Coeff | SE p Coeff | SE p

No. of Members | -0.050| 0.015 0.001 ~- - -~ - ~- -
COW Capabilities, || _ | 7361| 1.60| 0.000

lagged = - --
Log GDP, lagged - - - -- - - -0.002) 0.001 0.00p
Constant 1.469 | 0.662 0.014 1834 0.4%9 0.000 1.684 0)659060.0
Lo

Peaudolikelihood -55.097 -45.010 -55.049
Waldy? (p-value) 10.65 (0.001) 18.99 (0.000) 13.75 (0)00

N 40 36 40

Poisson goodness
of fit X2 (p-value) 51.09 (0.076) 29.39 (0.241) 51.00 (0.077)
Notes: Poisson models of number of instances of coomeratbserved per year in EU, NATO, OSCE
and CE; standard errors clustered by institutioadjust for other unobservable institution-specific
characteristics.

Tables 4-3 and 4-4 below examine Hypotheses 1 angsilg two different
measures of the dependent variable, cooperatigpqubuthe Poisson event count models
in Table 4-3 consider theumber of instances of cooperatiger year in a given

institution, over the set of events in the sample OLS regression models in Table 4-4

176 (Bennett and Stam, 2000): (Singer, 1987); (Worahlg 2006). Efforts to obtain measures of diplomati
capacity such as number of representations abm@dranumber of diplomats were unsuccessful.

1" See Chapter 2 for justification of this time periand set of institutions. Because the COW datairend
2001, models with the lagged composite capabilitidgator drop each institution’s 2003 observation

178 Using an organization’s budget allocation as aticator of capacity would be problematic for atsiea
two reasons. First, most of the organizations is #tudy have minimal budgets for their day to day
operations (and sometimes for continuing programdividual programs and efforts that occur during a
year are funded by either special GDP-based leieall states (e.g., the EU, some NATO activity)bp

the participating states (e.g., OSCE, some NATQviagt Using their annual budgets would miss the
component of seconded national capacity that themal contributions represent. Second, using the
organization’s end-of-budget-year total expendguneuld be inappropriate not least because ofangtr
element of endogeneity. Total annual spending walkah include contributions to fund the events and
activities that comprise the dependent variable.
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correct for the unequal number of cooperation opmities per year in the sample by
using as the dependent variable peecentage of events receiving a respomseof the
total number of events in the sample for that y@dirPoisson and OLS models present
robust standard errors clustered on the institutmrcapture unmodeled features that
would plausibly influence cooperation rates (freggyeand timing of meetings, etc.).

Table 4-4. OLS Models of Cooperation per Year, Meased as Percent.

Model A Model B Model C
Coeff.| SE P Coeff. | SE p Coeff. SE p

No. of Members | -0.009| 0.006 0.104 -- - -- -- -- --
COW Capabilities,

lagged - - - | -1.405| 0.669 0.064  -- - -
Log GDP, lagged | - - - - - - | 0.0005/ 0.000 0.000
Constant 0.499 | 0.263 0.077 0.586 0.234 0.044 0.5417 0/090730.
R 0.292 0.368 0.294
N 40 36 40

%)

Notes: OLS regression models of OSCE, CE, EU and NATO eoaijpn behavior; responses to eligible
events measured as annual percentage.

Poisson models of cooperation counts present atimegand significant
coefficient for the number of members in an insio: Larger institutions produce less
cooperation. Both measures of capacity also exhigily significant effects, but their
signs contradict the theory’s predictions. To s@rtnt, as | discussed above, this may
be a result of construction: With an additive iradar, capabilities must increase as the
number of members increase. This mathematical elerm&ompounded further, though,
by the nature of membership variation across thestgutions. The European states with
the most capabilities — France, Germany, the Unkedydom, and perhaps Italy and
Spain — are members of all four institutions. Viaoia in capabilities, then, comes from

combinations of smaller states whose capabilitéeb ta some (relatively high) constant
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base'’® The combination of minimal variation across ingtiins caused by the core
membership and the additive structure of the irdicareate a situation where the
number of members and their pooled capabilitievary- and are likely capturing the
same concepts rather than different ones.

The regression results in Table 4-4 paint a sinplature, with the dependent
variable in these models being the percentage efitsvin the sample to which an
institution responded in a given year. In a onkthtest, the number of members in an
institution falls just below conventional levels sthtistical significancep(< 0.104). Its
substantive significance is less clear; each amditimember decreases the percentage of
events receiving a response by just less than 18é. GDP and military capabilities
variables, on the other hand, are both statisgicathd substantively significant in
bivariate models, but they are again incorrectgned. The most likely reason for this

continues to be the additive nature of the cagasiimeasures?

Preference Dispersion

Hypothesis 3 argues that as the dispersion of r@edes increases, cooperation
should be less likely. Dispersion of preferencesehs one aspect of measuring the
severity of distribution problem$' Preferences may differ and still be fairly closely

clustered in space; under these circumstances,ecatqn is typically possible. As

179 Russia is the only state with significant capébii that is not a member of all four institutioltsis a
member of the C/OSCE for the whole period and jdims Council of Europe in 1996. These two
institutions have the largest number of membera bybstantial amount (the EU has 15, NATO hashi9, t
CE has 45 and the OSCE 49), and so the indicatoflates Russia's capabilities with the substantial
number of additional members.

180 Given the structure of membership in the fouriinons — that Russia (and its capabilities) bgoio
both large institutions — how this might be reetifiis unclear.

181 The salience of the issue to each actor is thense@s this would require state-level data, | kétvto
further research.
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preferences diverge, however, actors’ utility fdretmore distant points drops
substantially, and finding an agreement that i€ptable to all becomes more difficult.

Attempting to collect reliable data on how fifty-ebdtates would have preferred to
respond to sixty different events would be an oveiming and time-inefficient task.
Even if we could obtain multiple interview sourdes each state on each event, verifying
their accuracy and placing the preferences relativane another would be difficdit? In
general, we cannot measure preferences directly;care only use post-revelation
evidence (actions, statements) to estimate prdatwe ‘true’ preferences.

Because capturing information on specific (androfia-revealed) preferences for
this many governments and events is infeasiblelyl here on a general estimate of
government preferences as revealed through the rgoeat’s election campaign
promises. Such measures are appropriate for twesomsa First, the preferences are
revealed prior to the initiation of the event ifseheaning that to the greatest extent
possible these capture underlying preferences warehthen applied to the event of
interest when it occur$® Second, ideological proximity may indicate a seofsshared
goals and similar set of foreign policy objectivesen though no theoretical consensus
exists about whether parties of the left or rigindidd be more interested in international
cooperation, a focus on dispersion of preferenediser than their absolute location

makes this criticism is less relevdfit.As this second component suggests, measures of

182 (Dorussen, Lenz and Blavoukos 200B)ropean Union Politic$6,3)is a special issue devoted entirely

to evaluating the use of expert interviews. See @lfilomson, Stokman and Koenig 2006) for an example
of the use of expert interviews to generate largdabhsets.

183 On manifestos separating preferences from behaséer (Marks, et al. 2007). Few events in the datas
occur in a manner where the event’s occurrenceXpectation of it) precedes elections so that trente
might affect parties’ platforms. These are essiyntianited to the two 2003 Iraq observations ahé two
1997 Albanian observations, and observations m&katéhe ongoing conflict in the Middle East.

189See Chapter 3 for a further discussion of thisdssu

116



government preferences via party manifesto codiegnat without weakness&¥. For
the purposes of this dissertation, however, mogpmneaitiques do not apply.

The use of manifesto data, and in particular then@arative Manifesto Project
data!® creates an unfortunate restriction on testing thgses about international
cooperation. Manifesto data are only available Hayhly developed countries and a
subset of Central and Eastern European countries.ohly European foreign policy
organization for which all member countries havenNisto data is the European Union.
As a result, we cannot compare the effects of peafee dispersion across institutions

with different numbers or compositions of membeave;can only study it in the context

of the European Union.

Table 4-5. Probit Models of EU Cooperation and Prefrence Dispersion.

Coeff. SE p

Preference dispersion | -0.078 0.104 0.22(Q
Salience (logged) 1.906 0.631 0.002
Gr European region 0.896 0.461 0.417
Constant -10.197 4.104 0.0071
LR y° (p-value) 0.1671

Log likelihood -31.745

N 55

Table 4-5 shows the results of a probit model erargi the probability of any
EU reaction as a function of preference dispersithe event's salience, and its

geographic location. Preference dispersion is nmredsas the standard deviation of EU

185 The Manifesto Project’s left-right government meascodes the election manifesto of each political
party to establish a percentage of manifesto seésnthat are left-oriented and a percentage right-
oriented. These are subtracted to obtain a singikcator of party placement. The ideology of a
government, then, is a sum of the component pant@ghted by each party’s share of the parliamgntar
majority. A number of scholars have raised objedito this approach, arguing that the measure ezptu
salience of issues rather than ideology (i.e., timégsing elements are nonrandom); that the items
composing the left and right indicators themseklesincomplete and inaccurate (Aspinwall 2007 hait

the proper weighting should be seats in the caliatter than the legislature. All of these are dvali
criticisms of the Manifesto ideology measure; Vaoigg2007) provides an extensive discussion of fall o
these critiques. My use of the standard deviatioa measure of relative position rather than absolut
position — mitigates their effect somewhat.

186 (Budge, et al. 2001); (Klingemann, et al. 2006).
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member government preferences on the Manifesteeétisjleft-right scale, calculated
monthly. Salience, or “the extent to which an isssetemporally compelling to
policymakers,*®’ parallels its usage in Chapter 3; it is the loggestd count of the
original Keesing’sarticle. Finally, geographic region is a dummy iable indicating
whether the event occurs in the greater Europegionménon-EU Europe and the former
Soviet Union). The model shows, as expected, thktrsee has a strong and positive
effect on cooperation; events which receive moreage inKeesing'sare notably more
likely to receive a response from the EU. Surpgbinevents in the EU’s geographic
region are not more likely to receive a responseyugh this may be because most of the
European events in the sample are also highlyrgafieDispersion of preferences, on the
other hand, is not significant in a one-tailed tgsk 0.182). In the presence of this
restricted set of controls, and on this study’sitieeh sample, the spread of ideological
positions among EU member states does not appé&dtuence cooperation behavior.
The EU is an unusual institution for several reasamt least of which are the
breadth and depth of its foreign policy cooperatsond the fairly homogenous set of
states that compose it. These two elements restiicability to generalize from the EU
to the other institutions examined here. NATO’s ma@tion is very deep but very
limited in scope, the OSCE has member states thay in their commitment to

democratic principles, and the Council of Europse aaliverse membership with a weak

187 (Busby 2007, 252).

18 The European events in the truncated 60-observatimple used in this chapter are related to Athani
Bosnia, Kosovo, Gibraltar, and Northern Irelandlofgstanding norm prevents the EU from acting on
issues inside or between its member states thrthegforeign policy mechanism, however, and as altres
the Gibraltar and Northern Ireland observations dn@pped from the sample for EU models only. The
remaining events on Albania, Bosnia, and Kosovoadiref very high salience. All models for institos
other than the EU include these observations.
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institutional structure. Hopefully, future developnts in data collection will allow

testing of these hypotheses on a broader settebstad institutions..

Jurisdiction

Hypotheses 4 and 4a spoke to the role of an itistifs jurisdiction in its
attractiveness for cooperation. Peculiarities of tBuropean foreign policy system,
however, complicate testing somewhat. The Treatyeoropean Union, which created
the CFSP, explicitly gives the EU jurisdiction #spond to any event of any type, in any
region® The EU thus lacks variation on this variable.

NATO lacks variation as well, but for a differeneason. NATO’s formal
jurisdiction is direct attacks on the territory itd member states. The only event of this
type occurred during the sample period of 1994-2@08 attacks of 11 September 2001
on the United States, were not selected for thase&t formal jurisdiction is therefore O
for all cases in the sample. Moreover, during thésiod NATO constructed its own
informal jurisdiction by extending its mandate tsis management on its borders. This
includes its activity in the Bosnian and Kosovo ftiots. The dataset contains only
events related to these two conflicts, and two tveelated to the Albanian crisis of
1997, as events in NATO’s informal jurisdiction. N@’'s informal jurisdiction
correlates nicely with its activity simply becaube activity captured here is precisely
the activity NATO used to define its informal judtistion. Finally, in the current sample

of events the OSCE acts only on events in its gici®n, meaning that it too lacks

189 The Treaty does specify a set of priority issu@sapter 3 tests whether these issues receive atiffer
treatment than others and finds that some, butaliptof the Treaty-specified issues have statifilica
significant results. These effects, however, amngly dependent on model specification.
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variation on this independent variable. The resgltperfect prediction means that
multivariate analysis is not possible.

To summarize, the EU always acts in its formalsgdigtion because its formal
jurisdiction is universal. NATO only acts in itsfammal jurisdiction because it has been
successful as a deterrent and has not faced artteek &rom outside its borders. The
OSCE has not acted outside of its formal jurisdictiThe only institution for which
adequate variation exists to study the effect oggliction conditional on other factors is
in the Council of Europe. Of the 60 events in thmple, six receive some reaction from
the CE; three of those are in the institution’srial jurisdiction.

Model A of Table 4-6 shows a probit model of CE\att on formal jurisdiction.
As expected, formal jurisdiction has a strong angniBcant positive effect on
cooperation. A similarly salient event inside the'€jurisdiction is 37.9% more likely to
receive a response than one outsie.

Table 4-6. Probit Model of CE Cooperation.

Model A Model B
Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p

Log salience 1.563 0.683 0.011 2.130 0.960 0.01
Formal jurisdiction 1.672 0.619 0.004 2.554 0.934 0.00
Informal jurisdiction -- -- -- 1.919 0.938 0.021
Constant -11.303| 4.342 0.005| -15.627 6.409 0.00
Pseudo R 0.319 0.462
Log likelihood -13.280 -10.488
N 60 60

Hypothesis 4a suggested that having formal jurigdicshould produce a larger
effect on the probability of cooperation than imfal jurisdiction. Model B of Table 4-6

adds a variable for events that occur within thstitation’'s self-defined informal

19 predicted probabilities generated with CLARIFY Kirfg, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000); (Tomz,
Wittenberg and King 2001)).
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jurisdiction. The effect of informal jurisdictiors ialso strongly significant and positive,
with an event in the CE’s informal jurisdiction 88 more likely to obtain a response
than one outside of it. As Hypothesis 4a preditts,effect of formal jurisdiction appears
larger than that of informal jurisdiction, but te of the two coefficients cannot rule out
equality < 0.394).

These models represent only a partial test of §potheses about jurisdiction.
While testing this argument against other institasi would be ideal, none of the other
organizations in this study are suitable for langaralysis, as | discussed above. Instead,
Table 4-7 below shows the distribution of activitgr NATO under its informal
jurisdiction (Panel A), and the OSCE under its infal and formal jurisdictions (Panels
B and C, respectively). As we can see, both NAT® thie OSCE are more likely to act
when they have jurisdiction. Chi-squared tests sagthat the distributions are unlikely
to occur by chance; in the case of NATO at leasst ith largely by construction since

NATO was defining its informal jurisdiction by ieetions on the events studied here.

Table 4-7. NATO and OSCE Cooperation by Jurisdictia.

a. NATO
Informal Response
Jurisdiction No Yes Total
No 50 2 52
Yes 2 6 8
Total 52 8 60
Pearson?(1) = 30.3772 Pr = 0.000
b. OSCE c. OSCE
Informal Response Formal Response
Jurisdiction No Yes Total Jurisdiction No Yes Total
No 47 0 47 No 52 0 52
Yes 9 4 13 Yes 4 4 8
Total 56 4 60 Total 56 4 60
Pearson® (1) = 15.495 Pr = 0.000 Pearg@{l) = 27.857 Pr = 0.000
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Characteristics of States and Leadership

Hypotheses 5 and 6 speak to the role of leadenghtipin an institution in
encouraging or hindering cooperation. This secpamarily tests Hypothesis 6, which
examines the effect of having preference-outliatest in the leadership positioH.

Three of the four institutions in this study hawéernal leadership structures that
rotate among member states. NATO lacks such atstajats day to day leadership and
public face are provided by the Secretary-Genddélthe three remaining, the EU’s
presidency is most powerful. The state holdingpghesidency has the ability to set the
agenda, to draft all texts and preside at all warkgjiroup and other meetings, and to
speak to the press as the ‘face of the Union’ betwaeetings. The OSCE and CE, in
contrast, have much weaker presideri¢fesboth presidencies usually require
authorization from the group to make statementheqoress, and have little control over
the text drafting process or meeting agendas.

Institutional positions such as leadership maticause these roles potentially
allow for the amplification of any extreme prefetea the leader may have. The
presidency’s agenda and drafting powers allow ttegesholding it to express its
preferences more fully than it can when it does hotd the presidency® Data
EJ:94

limitations restrict the current analysis to the Bod C The notable differences

91 Events in the subsample of data used here hauffigient variation on historical ties to allow tasy of
Hypothesis 5. Of the 60 events, about one-thirdheftarget countries have at least nominal tiethéo
United Kingdom. One has ties to France, and depgnain the extent of historical ties allowed, ons tias

to Portugal and up to two have ties to Spain.

1921 use the term ‘presidencies’ generically to contke sense of leadership. In the CE, the foreign
minister of the country holding the leadership posiis officially the “Chair of the Council of Misters”;

the OSCE's title for the same position is the “Cimain-in-Office.”

193 gpain, for example, chose to prioritize relatiovith Latin America during its 1995 presidency oéth
European Union.

194 \While the OSCE does have a presidency of sortsontprehensive list of its presidencies existsten i
website; the Information division has not respondedequests for this data. Moreover, unlike most
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between the two organizations and the roles of th@sidencies mean that pooling the
observations for a single analysis is inappropridiee EU’s president (and the High
Representative for foreign policy) may make inforsiatements on the Union’s behalf
without additional authorization; the CE’s cannand its meetings are much less
frequent than the EU’s. Because of this, | anagaeh institution separately.

For the purposes of this project, national secuidigntities are a key set of
preferences to study. Most European states hausestecurity policy profiles or
identities, adhering to one of four durable patdeshbehavior and expressed preferences
in security policy. These identities largely aligm a single dimension, the role of
military power in security policy, and | summarilgem as neutral, post-Communist,
Atlanticist, and Europeanist. Formally neutral etasee the role of military power as
minimal and are generally unwilling to use it (heneutral states include Switzerland,
Ireland, Finland, Sweden, and Austria. Atlanticsséates have a strong and sustained
preference that favors NATO as their primary folamsecurity policy coordination, and
they see the United States as an appropriate a@ed okcessary actor in European
security. Atlanticist states include the United ¢diom, Germany, Spain, and Denmark,
as in Chapter 3, and also Iceland. Poland, the ICRspublic and Hungary join this
group after their accession to NATO in March 18%9A general consensus exists in the
literature that following the collapse of the Sdvlgnion, many central and Eastern

European states turned to NATO, and particularlyhto United States, as guarantors of

international organizations which rotate in alphatad order, the OSCE'’s rotation order is irregul@his
means that reconstructing the list on the basikefew available data points is not possible.

195 Staff at the Atlantic Council of the United Statdentified these states, along with Turkey and a@ian
as having Atlanticist policy orientations (using thefinition provided above) through the early pdrthe
1990s. Canada is not an European state and saligded from this study. Turkey does not hold thaich
of any institutions during the period of the study.
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their security. As a result, these states fall ketwthe non-committal states and the
Atlanticist ones on the security orientation diniens®®

The remaining category of states are the non-cotaimithese states have not
consistently espoused a pattern of behavior camtistith a single security identity; their
policy profiles have been unstable and frequerttignged with each new cabinet. Here,
consistency of preferences over time is key. Asstautivists argue, state identities
change slowly. To qualify as either Atlanticist, rBpeanist, or neutral requires a
sustained pattern and national consensus aboapfitepriate form of security policy for
the state. Various ltalian governments, for examplkeve alternately leaned towards
NATO or towards the budding EU security policy sture, but this very malleability of
national policy signals that the state does not-idehtify its overall security policy
stance as part of a national policy tradition.

Table 4-8. Council of Europe Cooperation by Presidecy Security Identity.

CE Presidency Response by CE

Security | dentity No Yes Total
Neutral 7 2 9
Noncommittal 20 1 21
Post-Communist 17 0 17
Atlanticist 10 3 13
Total 54 6 60

Table 4-8 shows CE cooperation behavior on theasupke of 60 events studied
in this chapter. Two striking observations emenmgenf this table. First, the CE produced
a very small number of instances of cooperationtetal of 6 — even on 60 of the most

prominent global events of the period 1994-200308d, five of the six instances of

19 The fifth security identity, Europeanist, is gealgr comfortable with the use of force, but prefére
exclusion of the United States and other non-Ewnpstates from European security affairs. Becduse t
only state with a consistently Europeanist policgatation is France, including a category for idisntity
would effectively dummy for France. | thus pool kea with the non-committal.
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cooperation came under the leadership of states arkopreference outliers. This

bivariate analysis clearly discredits Hypothesis 6.

Table 4-9. Probit Model of CE Preference Outliers ad Cooperation.

Coeff. SE P

Preference outlier presidency 1.167 0.719 0.052
Gr European region 1.937 | 0.8422 0.011
Salience (logged) 2.276 1.058 0.016
Constant -16.982| 7.075 0.008
Pseudo R 0.5151

Log likelihood -9.457

N 60

Table 4-9 shows a probit model of CE cooperation salience, geographic
location, and presidency security identity. For@igity, | pool both kinds of preference
outliers — states with constitutional neutralitydahose with Atlanticist leanings - since
the prediction is the same for bdfff. These results confirm the intuition suggested by
Table 4-8: Hypothesis 6 lacks support. All threelependent variables are highly
significant, with preference outliers notalohprelikely to preside over cooperation.

Two explanations for the unexpected sign on prefsgeoutliers exist. One
possibility relates to the very small number oftamces of cooperation in the sample.
Even a casual glance through the CE’s archives stiaw its level of output is
substantially higher than the observations hereldvaad us to believe. The events in
this model are a subsample of a set of randomhsamavorld events, however, and
European affairs form only a small part of the semphe six instances of cooperation
here were under the leadership of six differentestafive of whom — Finland, Ireland,

Hungary, Iceland and Germany — are preference eositi® The combination of a

197 Models entering the two groups (neutral and Attast) separately produce substantively similanliss
1% Finland and Ireland are constitutionally neutr@ermany, Iceland, and Hungary (after its 1999
accession) are strongly pro-NATO during this period
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relatively small sample with a very small numbeso€tcesses could mean that the results
are simply a statistical fluke.

A second possibility acknowledges that the outcaouing here reflects only the
existence of a response and not its content or.fdine CE’s responses include four
actions — higher-order cooperation — and four states'® but what did the statements
say? Perhaps the preference outliers are usinggbeiers during their presidencies to
produce minimal outcomes that suit their prefereree a way to preempt efforts from
the floor that may be less to their liking. Thissu#t suggests that the presidency’s
drafting power, or perhaps the agenda power monergy, may be driving the result.
Explaining this relationship is grounds for futuesearch.

Table 4-10. Cooperation by EU Presidency Securitydentity.

EU Presidency Response by EU CFSP

Security | dentity No Yes Total
Neutral 3 6 9
Noncommittal 17 15 39
Atlanticist 7 7 14
Total 27 28 55

Tables 4-10 and 4-11 show a similar pattern with Buropean Uniof° As in
Table 4-8 above, Table 4-10 shows that the non-attadrstates (those without distinct
security identities) lead cooperation at the lowase, despite having the largest number
of opportunities. Table 4-11 presents multivarifitelings. As expected, salience is
positive and highly significant; geographic regimninsignificant, as we might also
expect from a body that explicitly claims univergaisdiction. Preference outlier status

remains positive, but it is no longer statisticalignificant under a one-tailed test.

199 Two of the observations received both a stateraadtan action. The dependent variable here codes
only that one of these happened.

20 The number of cases for the EU is smaller thannimaber for the CE, NATO and OSCE because

events inside or between EU member states are dedlfirom discussion or response under CFSP
mechanisms.
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Table 4-11. Probit Models of EU Preference Outlierand Cooperation.
Coeff. SE p
Gr European region 0.079 0.458 0.432
Salience (logged) 1.894 0.623 0.001
Preference outlier
presidency 0.159 0.371 0.334
Constant -11.414 | 3.706 0.001
Pseudo R 0.1621
Log likelihood -31.935
N 55

Complementarity and Substitutability in Foreign Policy

Like many issue areas in international affairs, pgyation on foreign policy
occurs in a dense institutional environment. A mrg appropriate fora exists for
addressing any given issue or concern. Theseutistial options sit alongside the ever-
existing options of unilateral activity and extresiitutional cooperation. The existence of
multiple possible response options gives statesarticplarly those with outlying
preferences — incentives to choose strategicaltwd®n the institutions or to involve
multiple institutions in complex ways to obtain ocoines closer to their ideal points. The
overall foreign policy outcome of a situation isfanction of the various separate
responses. Strategically-minded states can mamgtifeese separate responses to tap
synergies between the responses and thus ampdifyptal effect of responding.

Responses from different institutions or states rbay complements in this
fashion, but they can also be substitutes. If FeaBscalready conducting an evacuation
from Congo-Brazzaville, then perhaps arrangingyfmur handful of citizens to exit with
the French makes more sense than conducting yonremacuation or trying to get an
international organization to coordinate it. A NATf@acekeeping mission obviates the

need for the EU or UN to send one. Even declaratioray have this property — a
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declaration from an institution may reduce the mies for the member states to issue
their own unilateral statements.

As a result of these complementary and substiteteddationships, foreign policy
behavior cannot be studied as a series of indepérdkxisions that result in single
outcomes. The existing literature on foreign poli®havior fails to capture this insight.
Davis’s (2006) study of trade dispute settlemerd isase in point. She evaluates what
conditions lead the United States to pursue a thsgbrough the World Trade
Organization (WTO) or through the North Americare&rTrade Agreement (NAFTA).
These two fora are clearly substitutes for onelarotut Davis overlooks the decision to
pursue the case at this level in the first placan& other disputes were submitted to
arbitration or settled informally. These are alsbstitutable responses, and the choice to
pursue settlement in a formal institution is itstie product of a selection process
between these substitutes. As a result, the ol$@oel of dispute cases in either or both
of these bodies is biased. Likewise, Jupille anddl&n(2006) allow states to choose
between using existing institutions, modifying ¢ixig institutions, and developing new
institutions. They neglect, however, the options doing nothing, acting alone, or
cooperatingwithout using an institution, and they fail to considee tpossibility that
states may pursue more than one of these optidns.

Because foreign responses are neither mutuallyusixel (with the exception of
‘do nothing’) nor independent of one another, tike of a multinomial probit model or

similar large-n estimation strategy is inapprogiatultinomial probit accommodates

201 perhaps the best example of this is the Kosowiscof 1999, where NATO, the EU, the UN, and the
OSCE attempted to mediate simultaneously. The US,Rdance, and Russia created an informal ‘Contact
Group’ to continue and coordinate their high-leurilateral efforts, all while they continued to ficipate

in institutionally-coordinated efforts. On the Cact Group, see (Gegout 2002).
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mutually exclusive but unordered outcomes. It falt@ this particular case because of
the non-exclusive outcomes. Even if each exclusategory referred to a combination of
outcomes, rather than to a single outcome, the hstidlldails on two accounts. First, the
number of categories still exceeds the model's mealble maximum of approximately
five outcomes. Approximately 17 different combioas of outcomes appear in the data,
and most of those appear only a very limited nundfeiimes. Second, such a model
almost certainly fails to satisfy the Independentédrrelevant Alternatives assumption
that multinomial probit requires. The institutiothemselves are both potential
complements as well as potential substitutes. Aesalt, the probability of choosing the
option “unilateral + EU” is not independent of thebability of choosing “unilateral +
EU + CE.” This violates the model's assumption ttiegt probabilities of observing the
possible outcomes be independent of one another.

Instead, simultaneous estimation of a set of modksvs for the occurrence of
multiple outcomes on any given event, and it alé@mans for the non-independence of
observations across modé¥8.Each model represents a different possible outc@me
the simultaneous estimation adjusts standard efmrghe non-independence of the
observations. Model A in Table 4-12 below estimates influence of all available
variables on each outcorfi® and it adjusts for non-independence in this marinethis
model, the variable “Non-European institutions”emsf to action by a body outside the
sample group here: the United Nations, the Associabf Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), the Group of 7/8 (G-7/8), etc. This coidtoat least partially, for action by

groups other than the bodies of interest.

292 (Greene 2003).
203 An event for which “do nothing” was the observesponse has 0 as its dependent variable in all six
equations.
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Table 4-12. Simultaneous Estimation of Probit Model, by Outcome.

Model A Model B
Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p

Unilateral Action
Salience (logged) 0.164 0.572 0.387| 0.165 0.572 0.387
Greater European region 0.211 0.401 0.300| 0.211 0.401 0.300
Any European institution 0.937 0.398 0.009| 0.937 0.398 0.009
Any non-European institution -0.159 0.607 0.397| -0.159 0.607 0.397
Constant -1.140 3.376 0.368| -1.140 3.376 0.368
Log likelihood -34.452 -34.452
LR y* (p-value) 8.79 (0.067) 8.79 (0.067)
Ad Hoc Cooperation
Salience (logged) -0.137 0.546 0.401| -0.137 0.546 0.401
European region 0.418 0.435 0.169| 0.418 0.435 0.169
Any institution -0.009 0.556 0.494| -0.009 0.556 0.494
Any non-European institution 1.292 0.540 0.009| 1.292 0.540 0.009
Constant -0.737 3.060 0.405| -0.737 3.060 0.405
Log likelihood -18.577 -18.577
LR »* (p-value) 6.07 (0.194) 6.07 (0.194)
EU Cooperation
Salience (logged) 1.740 0.495 0.000| 1.625 0.539 0.002
European region 0.112 0.416 0.394| -0.246 0.465 0.299
EU Neutral presidency 0.313 0.517 0.273] 0.307 0.509 0.273
EU Atlanticist presidency -0.222 0.450 0.311| -0.238 0.459 0.302
Any non-European institution 0.758 0.679 0.132| 0.726 0.661 0.136
Institutions other than EU - -- -- 0.700 0.614 0.127
Constant -10.525 2.966 0.000| -9.859 3.215 0.001
Log likelihood (p-value) -30.752 -30.240
LR y* (-value) 14.72 (0.012) 15.75 (0.015)
NATO Cooperation
Salience (logged) 1.372 0.673 0.021| 0.972 0.638 0.064
European region 1.176 0.521 0.012| 1.116 0.495 0.012
Any non-European institution 0.484 0.530 0.181| 0.315 0.501 0.265
Institutions other than NATOQ - -- -- 0.633 0.601 0.146
Constant -10.061 4.247 0.009| -7.944 3.860 0.020
Log likelihood (p-value) -17.531 -17.020
LR 5 (-value) 12.06 (0.007) 13.08 (0.011)
OSCE Cooperation
Salience (logged) -0.445 0.444 0.158| -0.445 0.444 0.158
Any non-European institution 0.612 0.710 0.195| 0.612 0.710 0.195
Constant 1.070 2.580 0.339| 1.070 2.580 0.339
Log likelihood (p-value) -14.254 -14.254
LR y* (-value) 0.88 (0.643) 0.88 (0.643)
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Table 4-12, Continued.
CE Cooperation

Salience (logged) 2.171 1.022 0.017| 1.942 1.024 0.029
European region -2.002 0.809 0.007| -1.355 0.806 0.047
CE informal jurisdiction 3.545 0.590 0.000| 3.209 0.818 0.000
CE neutral presidency 0.828 0.728 0.128| 0.702 0.770 0.181

CE Atlanticist presidency 1.137 0.561 0.022| 1.197 0.619 0.027
Any non-European institution 0.927 0.582 0.056| 0.658 0.553 0.117
Institutions other than CE - - - 0.981 0.713 0.085
Constant -16.369 6.453 0.006| -15.719 6.510 0.008

Log likelihood (p-value) -8.461 -8.135
LR 5 (-value) 22.09 (0.003) 22.74 (0.004)

The simultaneously estimated probit models in Ta#bl#2 suggest that the
mechanisms driving unilateral and ad hoc respodsis from one another and from the
other forms of institutional cooperation studiedreneThe action ofnon-European
institutions (the UN, etc.) substantially increati®es probability of ad hoc cooperation by
European states. Unilateral action, on the otherdhas related to the activity of
Europeaninstitutions; the positive association suggesés thnilateral action serves as a
complement to cooperative action for European sfafeThese results hold in both
Models A and B, since the ‘institutions other thasriable does not enter for these
dependent variables. Salience and region are ifisgnt in both models; this generally
conforms to expectations, especially in the uniddtenodel, where the dependent
variable captures action by the United KingdomnEea Germany, or Italy.

For the institutions, salience is regularly sigrafit and in the expected direction.
In the OSCE model, jurisdiction and region varigbge not included as a result of
perfect prediction, so perhaps the OSCE resultsrgamat least in part from omitted

variable bias. Intriguingly, only salience is sigrant in the EU model. The

24 The interpretation of the positive coefficientmsn-European institutional activity for ad hoc
cooperation is unclear from the present codingshdVit knowing which organization(s) and states
responded, we cannot determine whether the posélationship indicates action by states uninvolved
with the collective response, or additional actiyrstates who are already part of the collectispoese.
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insignificance of region is perhaps expected, sitice institution claims global
jurisdiction. Additionally, all of the European titstions except for the Council of
Europe appear indifferent to (or at least unafiédby) the action of non-European
institutions; the cause of this effect is not clear

Model A allows for weak interdependence among thécames, with a tie
through the error term but no direct effect of aore the other. This is statistically
defensible, but it almost certainly underestimakteseffect of the substitutability and/or
complementarity among the outcomes. Even a casading of cases shows that states
perceive a heavy degree of complementarity betwastitutions, with the EU, for
example, often funding initiatives of the CE andCES Ignoring dependency of this
nature, where one institution’s behavior explicithfluences the behavior of another,
would lead to omitted variable bi&%. Model B (Table 4-12 above) allows for a much
stronger degree of interdependence by explicitjuiding in each institution’s equation
an independent variable indicating whether anyhefdther institutions in the study had
acted on the event.

These variables are not unproblematic. In particidace the outcome in each
institution influences all other institutions, iatlucing these “Institutions Other Than”
(I0T) variables creates a distinct case of endagen€&he outcome in one institution
affects the probability of cooperation in the setahird, etc., institutions, but in turn we
want to use the outcomes in institutions 2, 3, 4rtd predict cooperation in the first.
Endogeneity of this nature leads to the endogearpkanatory variables being correlated
with the error terms. The typical solution to thedegeneity problem is to use an

instrumental variables framework, in this case watbpropriate instruments for the

2(Franzese and Hayes, 2007).

132



behavior of the other institutions, so that therumments are not correlated with the error
terms. If only a single variable were endogenohis, would likely be a viable strategy.
Unfortunately, this case would require instrumefds several jointly endogenous
variables. Finding an instrument that is exogertous| four institutions but still predicts
the activity of one is a daunting prospect — fimdifour such instruments is likely
impossible.

Instead, | mitigate this problem somewhat by codimglOT variables as whether
any of the remaining institutions acted, rather thacluding separate variables for
whether each acted. To take the case ofglQTor example, three sets of independent
variables — those explaining whether the CE, OS®H,NATO reacted — are involved in
determining whether the value of 1QTis 1. The EU’s own outcome is in each of those
sets, but the number of other variables cushioasetfect of the EU. Moreover, since
only one of those components needs to be a success (prodoperation) for I0dy to
equal 1, the total effect of the EU’s implicit gntin the right hand side of its own model
is smaller than if each of the institutions wergeparate variabf®°

Model B presents the results of a second simultahesstimation that now
includes the (endogenous) 10T variafi®Even though the 10T variables fail to attain
statistical significance in their own right, severatable differences emerge between this
model and Model A. For the EU, the sign on geogi@pdgion has reversed, though the
coefficient itself remains insignificant; salien@mains the sole significant predictor. For
NATO, salience loses some significance; the sanppdras for action by other non-

European institutions in the model of CE behavioerthe Council of Europe as well, the

208 Models which included the responses of each ofdtieer than’ institutions separately collapsedaas
result of collinearity and perfect prediction.
27 The model for OSCE activity does not include aifé@variable as it predicts perfectly.
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effect of non-European institutions becomes insicgmt in the presence of the 10T
control. The model for the OSCE remains unchangedcantinues to perform poorly.

The models in Table 4-12 describe relationships/éen the predictive variables
and institutional output. While the 10T variablesladhe seemingly unrelated probit
framework allow the coefficients to reflect intepg@dent relationships between the
outcomes, Table 4-12 does not allow us to makedo@nclusions about complementary
and substitutable relationships between the availaltcomes. Table 4-13, on the other
hand, allows us to draw these conclusions. It srmwelations between the residuals
generated by Models A and B from Table 4-12 in fmAeand B, respectively. These
correlations capture unmodeled relationships beattiee different outcomes; by
comparing these directly across the models, weobsain estimates of the relationships
between the outcomes. Positive correlations indase reflect a complementary
relationship between outcomes; the use of one nmtakesccurrence of the other more
likely. Likewise, negative correlations reflect stibutable relationships, where the
occurrence of one outcome makes another less likely

Table 4-13. Residual Correlations from Seemingly Uelated Estimations

A. Modd A Unilat. Ad Hoc EU NATO OSCE CE
Unilateral 1.0000

Ad Hoc 0.2727 1.0000

EU -0.0838 -0.0384 1.0000

NATO 0.1848 0.0661 0.0356 1.0000

OSCE 0.1086 0.0164 0.1123 0.4184 1.0000

CE 0.0241 0.0883 0.0232 0.4434 0.4585 1.0000
B. Moddl B Unilat. Ad Hoc EU NATO OSCE CE
Unilateral 1.0000

Ad Hoc 0.2727 1.0000

EU -0.0976 -0.0373 1.0000

NATO 0.1958 0.0714 -0.1522 1.0000

OSCE 0.1086 0.0164 0.0377 0.3500 1.0000

CE -0.0127 0.0642 -0.0589 0.3962 0.3841 1.0000
Notes: Cell entries are correlations of residuals fromddis A and B of Table 4-12.
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Model A does not contain the ‘institutions othearthvariables. The unexplained
portions of the observations are thus somewhaefdhgn in the Model B because the
variance captured by the IOT variables remaind@résiduals in Model A. As a result,
most of the correlations are larger in absolutengein Model A. Substantively, Model A
suggests two important things. First, unilateraicgiccomplements ad hoc activity,
though the relationship is only moderately stroligo, a slightly weaker relationship
exists between unilateral behavior and NATO acttbis, deserves further investigation.
Second, a strong complementarity relationship sxistween NATO, the OSCE, and the
CE ( > 0.4), but none of these bodies has a strongjoeship to the EU. This is perhaps
a function of the institutions’ substantive juristitbons; the three institutions’ jurisdictions
overlap substantially, and the EU’s jurisdictiomtaons a number of issues that are not
part of these three bodies’ remits. This findingéshaps more intriguing in light of the
extensive formal ties and coordination structuretsveen the EU and the OSCE and CE,
which we might have expected to produce strongtipestorrelations between them. The
EU's residuals correlate to the OSCE’s at0.11, suggesting a mild complementarity,
but this value is not particularly large relatigethe values for the OSCE and CE.

Model B, on the other hand, contains the 10T vdesin the institutions’ models.
The models for unilateral and ad hoc behavior metechanged, so the moderately
complementary relationship of Model A persists resavell. The moderate relationship
between unilateral and NATO activity has strengéaeas well, though it still falls short
of the relationship between unilateral and ad hefwabior. The OSCE, CE, and NATO
continue to be strongly related, though to a ledsgree now that the behavior of the

other institutions is directly modeled in the sitanleous estimates. The most intriguing
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difference between the two models appears heteinelationship of the EU and NATO.
These two institutions go from having a positiveé substantively insignificant relation
ship in Model A ¢ = 0.0356, panel A) to having a moderately streunlgstitute
relationship in Model Br(=-0.1522, panel B). When the models allow for enexplicit
interdependency between the outcomes, we see ttgtis relationship emerge. This is
perhaps suggestive of the ‘division of labor’ ttted organizations sought to reach at
various points during this period. While the memdtates never reached a formal
agreement on a division of labor between the twaidx) some informal jurisdiction
splitting did occur, at least on a case-by-casesb@kis relationship deserves further
investigation, perhaps through detailed policymaktrviews, to elucidate how the two

bodies interact and whether this relationship tesged over time.

A Precautionary Note About Statistical Power in Small Samples

This chapter has explored relationships betweendaf foreign policy behavior
using a series of increasingly complex econom&ots on a relatively small sample of
60 cases. The limited variation contained in thezses has severely restricted the set of
possible analyses and has most likely affecteditidengs. The OSCE is a case in point.
Across the 60 events, it responds to only 4; thdik&vise responds to only 6 of 60. The
resultant constraints on the dataset — particutagylimited set of contexts in which
‘success’ occurs — almost certainly weaken the medbility to find statistically
significant relationships. These constraints alg oragnified as the complexity of the
model being estimated increases. Thus, some afé¢la& findings, particularly in the

seemingly unrelated simultaneous models, are piploahb so much a function of the
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weakness of the theory as they are a functioneoibakness of the data. Further work

will expand the dataset and re-test the hypothaesesore diverse data.

Conclusion

This chapter has examined patterns of outcomesoiieigh policy behavior,
focusing on the role of variables related to cayaamnd consensus in determining which
outcomes emerge in international events.

Indicators of consensus, or an institution’s likalylity to achieve it, include the
distribution of member preferences, the number eimtoers, the institution’s formal and
informal jurisdictions, security policy orientatiorof institutional leadership, and the
event’'s overall salience. Salience is a fairly apredictor of cooperation, with
increased salience leading to increased probasiliof cooperation. The number of
members has a strong and negative effect on antuiimt’s ability to achieve
cooperation, as measured by the institution’s anragperation output. Models
examining distribution problems, measured as dsperof government preferences,
consistently have the correct sign though theyttaihttain statistical significance; data
limitations restrict this finding, however, to mdsief the EU only.

Indicators of capacity are fewer and less informeafior two reasons. First, the
institutional capacity needed to act in this stuslyhe ability to pass a declaration. No
variation exists on this variable: All of the irtgtions and individual states considered
here have that capacity. Second, the two primamgsores of capacity used here are blunt
and, partly as a result of their construction, patticularly informative. Capabilities,

measured as both (logged) GDP and as the Corradtégar Composite Capabilities
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Index, produce significant effects on an institat®o annual amount of cooperative
output. Because both are constructed as additissunes of member state capabilities,
though, these measures by definition have to isereas the number of members
increases. The negative coefficient most likelyultssfrom the positive correlation
between number of members and the capabilitiesuness

The analysis in this chapter leaves open a numbguestions, however. The role
of capacity is still unclear, particularly in explag unilateral behavior and extra-
institutional cooperation. When states have decidedse an institution, how do the
kinds of general capacities examined here relatadfitution-specific capacities such as
particular aid programs or access to particularipggeant or expertise? Do states
deliberately try to maneuver around potentiallytalagionist states by choosing fora that
exclude, marginalize, or disenfranchise the prefezeoutliers? Why do states choose to
use multiple forms of response - and in particskweral institutions - simultaneously
when this imposes higher coordination costs witlpatucing a clear benefit?

In-depth examination of a single case can helphtd dight on these questions.
Chapter 5 returns to the case of Albania’s collaipsearly 1997, when the states of
Europe enacted one of their most complex and dm@wnresponses ever. This case
affords a range of outcomes — from unilateral stat&s and actions by some but not all
actors, to statements and independent actionsrhg &ait not all institutions, and finally
to a coordinated action. It also includes a ranfepatential motivating factors —
geographic proximity, cultural differences, seagurdaspects, and human rights and
economic concerns. The combination of these fachaises it a rigorous and challenging

test for explaining foreign policy behavior at state level.
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Chapter 5

Preferences, Strategies, and Outcomes in Albania997

“To be frank, we do not know what to do.”
- Swedish Foreign Minister Lena
Helm-Wallen, March 15, 198%

The previous chapter explored patterns of outcoraesoss events and
international institutions using quantitative teicjues. At the outcome level, we observe
no association between unilateral activity anditusbnal actions. This suggests that
states treat most forms of foreign policy cooperatas complementary to, rather than a
substitute for, their own foreign policy activityhe focus on outcomes, however, masks
important variation in how individual states treabperation.

This chapter expands the test of the consensusitageamework beyond the
level of outcomes by providing preliminary tests hyfpotheses about the behavior of
individual states in pursuit of the outcomes stddie Chapters 3 and 4. Do states
explicitly strategize about venue choice with canseabout consensus and capacity in
mind? Under what conditions are states willing t autside institutions, either
unilaterally or collectively?

The collapse of Albania in early 1997 provides anedent opportunity to test

hypotheses at the level of individual states. Wéetensive Ponzi (pyramid investment)

208 Quoted in (MacKinnon 1997).
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schemes collapsed, ties between the pyramids anailing party turned economic chaos
into political breakdown. The government refuse@deq either to suppress the pyramids
or to protect its already-impoverished citizensifrthe scams. Citizens in the hardest-hit
areas took up arms and eventually marched on thiéatarhe country hovered on the
brink of civil war for several weeks until a beldtdecuropean diplomatic mission
successfully negotiated a solution. Over a montbrlaa peacekeeping force finally
deployed to facilitate weapons collection and néctens.

This complicated scenario engendered an even nmrplex set of responses
from other European states. Over the course ottises, we see issues of humanitarian
relief, democratization, economics, domestic (ma¥ security, and international
security. The final foreign policy outcome of theists involved a range of both
institutional and unilateral actions. Unilateraltieity ranged from declarations to
military deployment; institutional responses in&@dda number of declarations of concern
and support along with a UN-authorized, OSCE-orzzahi Italian-led ad hoc military
intervention.

Examining an extended, multifaceted crisis withuamced and highly-contested
outcome is advantageous because it provides anrtopgyg to extract multiple
observations from this single “case.” By identifyidiscrete events or phases within the
crisis and studying the responses of multiple stdtexpand the number of observations
within the case to reduce overdetermination whdé&limg other factors about the crisis
constant across all phases. While the evidence isepreliminary and drawn from

secondary sources, it nevertheless provides a plieture of states evincing explicit
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concern about capacity and contesting the defmitibthe issue to obtain action in their
preferred venue.

From an empirical standpoint, the Albanian casa good focus for testing these
hypotheses for several reasons. First, it is gaffity after the substantial preference
upheaval and institutional redesign that accomuhtiie end of the Cold War. By 1997,
states’ preferences had begun to stabilize, angl hbhd begun to acclimate to the new
dynamics in the various institutions. Second, thlkaAian crisis contains several non-
conflict-oriented elements. The economic elememtgkample, triggers different sets of
interests and concerns among other states whibeealsanding the set of institutions that
states would consider as part of their respéfisEinally, the crisis was unexpected:; it
was not something for which states had had préskesited policy or pre-drafted
response plane® The lack of prepared policy or anticipated respsnforced states to
enact the entire policy planning process in puirli@a short period of time. This allows
observers to obtain a fuller picture of the crthisn might otherwise be possifife.

This chapter first discusses consensus and capasistate-level concerns and
hypothesizes about how they would affect individstates’ behavior. The second section
presents a brief background to the crisis and ansany of events during the crisis itself.
The third section presents evidence about statavitmhon two key issues in the crisis
and analyzes this data in relation to the hypothe3ée final section concludes by

assessing the usefulness of the consensus-cafraaigwork at the state level.

29 NATO, for example, is much less of an appropriastitution for the crisis in its early economicgste.

210 Kosovo, in contrast, was something that policymskead begun to expect even as early as 1997;
several sources speak of concerns that civil wadliania would give ethnic Albanians in Kosovo reas

to take up arms against the Serbs.

21 The Bosnian crisis of 1993-95 is less appropmateach of these counts. The OSCE did not even exis
in its current form during this period, and the BWCFSP was in the process of being completed. &sssi
likely response was very uncertain, and the relegaf the crisis to some great powers was alsocless.
Finally, the strongly military nature of the criseduced the set of potentially relevant institagio
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Consensus and Capacity as State-Level Concerns

Two main sets of hypotheses exist about how comseasd capacity should
matter in individual states’ decision-making pra=s They address the distinction of
preferences over outcomes versus preferences tageges: Who should be willing to
act outside institutions, and who should preferchtof the venues for cooperation.

The distinction between preferences over outcomed preferences over
strategies is important here. States have prefeseocer the set of possible outcomes in
any situation. Outcomes are final conditions or-stades such as the cessation of
hostilities, a fresh election, a clear military teigy for one side, an end to the refugee
flows, etc?'? Because the events under consideration are fagnmand constitute
second-order cooperation, however, | assume thesethpreferences are generally
exogenous and fixed in the short Adn.

The first subsection below presents hypothesestakbich states should prefer
extra-institutional strategies of ad hoc cooperato unilateral action, and under what
circumstances. The second subsection discussestheges for how states choose
between the institutional venues available to themen they decide to pursue

cooperation in an existing group.

%12 | dentifying the sources of state preferences y®bé the scope of this dissertation.

213 states could, however, perceive cooperation asndnin itself, as an outcome over which they hold a
preference. Several lines of thought, including omethe ‘coordination reflex’ in studies of the BU’
Common Foreign and Security Policy, suggest thelh supreference exists. These authors believenatio
preferences are malleable through interaction acthkzation, but they acknowledge that such charge
likely to be slow, measured in decades rather tharnandful of months the Albanian crisis persisigen

for states who have a preference for cooperats®ifjttheir observed strategy/outcome preferencelldh
not change over the course of the two or three hsoot this crisis. These states, however, shouldeg
unlikely to propose unilateral action, and they idtobe unlikely to propose any action outside of an
institution. See (M. E. Smith 2004) and (Glarbo 9Pfr prominent examples of this cooperation-as-a-
preference argument in the context of CFSP asasedl good review of similar literature.
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Acting Outside | nstitutions

Two forms of activity occur outside of institutianad hoc cooperation and
unilateral activity. The consensus-capacity framgwsuggested that extra-institutional
cooperation should occur when a cluster of statils like preferences exists, but a
general consensus in existing institutions does Aauster’'s similar preferences allow
the members to reach a consensus among themseha&palicy response. That cluster
of states, however, must have sufficient capadityridertake the desired action with an
acceptable probability of success. Because thacyamts in an ad hoc action must
generate all of their own required capacity fromoam themselves (no institutional
capacity is available), adding many low-capacitgted increases transaction costs
without substantially increasing the available teses.

Hla: Participants in ad hoc cooperation will belotwa preference cluster.

H1b: States with moderate to high capacity are nii@sty to participate in ad
hoc cooperation.

Ad hoc cooperation thus requires consensus on Besreeale and some degree

of capacity pooling. On the other hand, consen$asy variety is not a necessary
condition for unilateral activity. Unilateralism rcarise under conditions of consensus or
dissensus, though the theory suggests it is mkebylunder the latter. Actors choosing to
take unilateral action generally are not satisVigith either the non-cooperative status quo
or the new potential cooperative outcome. Therdafteup are easy to identify as
preference outliers within a given group or orgatian'* The former group, those
unhappy with non-cooperation, may be more diffitalspot, however; their stated

preferences could be anywhere on the policy dinoentiat is not the status quo. The

214 preference outliers have preferred outcomes ithé&ad from the group’s median.
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identifying feature for this group is the differenisetween their (stated) ideal outcomes
and the status quo.

The necessary condition for unilateral action ipacaty, but a caveat applies.
Because all states have the minimum capacity nee¢degdroduce declarations or
statements, we must distinguish here between amdllatstatements (low-intensity
behaviors) and unilateral actions (high-intensghéviors). Hypotheses 2a and 2b reflect
this logic:

H2a: Preference outliers with moderate to high czipashould be willing to act
unilaterally. High and low intensity behaviors goessible. At moderate levels of
capacity policymakers should evidence some corafgsnt capacity constraints.

H2b: Preference outliers with low capacity may hbing to act unilaterally but
will only be able to take low-cost actions. Poliakars will be concerned with
capacity constraint§®

Direct evidence of concern about capacity conssaiauld take the form of
policymaker statements about inability to do patic tasks, lack of resources, or

possibly requests for help from states who do p@argcular forms of capacity.

Venue Preferences

The second set of hypotheses addresses how stat@secbetween existing fora.
Even when stateslo decide to cooperate, amdb decide to cooperate through an
institution, they still face the decision whichinstitution to use. In the case of European
states and the Albanian crisis, options includesl Wmited Nations, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO), the European Union (Ethe Western European Union
(WEU), the Organization for Security and Cooperaitio Europe (OSCE), and for some

aspects of the crisis, the Council of Europe (CE).

2> Similar ideas appeared in Chapter 4 as Hypotheses 8, but testing was deferred to this chapter.
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The membership, capacity, substantive jurisdictiamsl decision-making rules of
these institutions vary dramatically. The combioatiof these elements will alter the
likely type of cooperation that the institution camroduce. Differing preference
distributions and decision rules will shape outcenmaitcomes will interact with capacity
to produce an estimated net benefit of cooperatiah states can compare to the status
quo and to their own ideal poirftS. Thus, these institutional differences should allow
states to discriminate between them.

H3: Preference outliers should express prefererfogsinstitutions or venues
where they are pivotal voters, as determined by\haue’s voting rule.

H4: States should base their venue preferencehen ¢stimation of the likely

cooperative outcome and the estimated deviationthef from their ideal

points?*’

In previous chapters, a state’s security identiyved as a crude proxy for
preference outlier status since it was availabtssnationally and had a definition that
was invariant to the issue under considerationthie case of the Albanian crisis,
however, more nuanced measures are possible. trcysar, we can identify single
policy dimensions at several points in the crisigl aorder states by their policy
preferences on that dimension. By studying sevaies that invoke different policy
issues, we can vary the set of states that areemutb see if this affects their stated
preferences or behavior. This also allows the sutise content of policy to re-enter the
picture; data constraints led previous chaptergytore this in favor of simply noting

whether any cooperation occurred.

218 This paragraph summarizes the conclusions ofxtpeated utility framework in Chapter 2.
27 |n the terms of Chapter 2, these a@nd b, —c)
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Background to the Albanian Crisis and Brief Chronolbgy

This section provides a brief overview of the &igi Albania to set the stage for
discussions of state preferences during the crisisegin by discussing prevailing
economic and political conditions in Albania in fheriod leading up to the crisis itself. |
then discuss the transformation of the situatimmfran economic crisis to a political
disaster and the efforts by other states and unistits to resolve the crisis. The final
subsection addresses the implementation of the eagnet, the deployment of
peacekeeping forces, and the election itS&lf.

Figure 5-1. Map of Albania.
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Prelude
Even prior to the collapse of Communism in late @,98lbania was one of the

poorest countries in Europe. Its longtime dictatmver Hoxha adopted autarkic

218 This account is based heavily on Pettifer and ®lisk(2007), Vaughan-Whitehead (1999), and
Perlmutter (1998). As most of the basic details @emon knowledge, | cite only specific facts not
ordinarily found in multiple sources.
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economic policies through much of the 1980s, pritinidp not just trade with the outside
world but virtually all other contact with it as ikeAfter Hoxha's death in 1985 and the
fall of his handpicked successor Ramiz Alia in 198banians entered the transition to a
market economy even more ignorant of its workifgstother former Communist states.

The combination of desperate economic conditiorts ignorance about market
economics made Albanians very susceptible to a eraofy fraudulent investment
scheme$!® Ponzi (pyramid) schemes swept through most Eagiemcountries at some
point in the early 1990s, but in Albania they foypatticularly fertile ground® By late
1996, some twenty pyramid schemes operated in dhatiy, taking in $3-4 million a
day??* and some had existed for half a dozen y&arExperts later estimated that the
total investment in the schemes exceeded $2 bifiarhich is no mean feat in a country
with a GDP around that amodfit — and that some half or more of the population
received a regular income from the scheféfespite warnings from the International
Monetary Fund, the pyramids continued to operagnbpthrough late 1996.

Meanwhile, on the political front, hard-fought ratal parliamentary elections in
May 1996 drained both parties’ treasuries. Bothtigarturned to various pyramid

schemes to raise additional funds. The ruling Deatac Party (DP) was quite overt

219 (Jarvis 2000, 46).

220 pyramid schemes pay exorbitant rates of “interest’investments; the ‘pyramid’ structure emerges
because early investors must recruit additiondigpants. Pyramid funds may invest in some proigect
activity, but crucially, though, the bulk of theinterest” payments come from the principal paynseoit
later depositors. As a result, these schemes atleematically unsustainable. Once the pyramid exisaus
the supply of gullible investors, it loses the atreof income by which it paid interest to earlietrants.
Only early entrants can possibly profit from theshemes +# the scheme survives long enough to repay
their investment. Later participants will lose thieivestment entirely; their principal was not isted but
was instead used to pay interest to early entrants.

221 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 194).

222 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 4).

223 (Economy's losses caused by schemes estimatéuh aloflars - Koha Jone 1997); (Vaughan-Whitehead
1999, 192); see also (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 5)

224 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 204); Jarvis (2000, #485dMF statistics suggesting that two-thirds o t
population had invested in the schemes.
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about their ties. Posters everywhere proclaimedtivithe DP, Everyone Wins” and
showed a photograph of the DP’s local candidateosnded by the names of major
pyramid companie¥’® Despite equally heavy (and equally suspect) spendiy the
Socialists, the election was a landslide; the D Ww@2 of the 140 parliamentary seats
and handily re-elected the DP prime minister. Ebdeobservers confirmed widespread
electoral fraud, and the Socialists boycotted #e Rarliament?®

October’s local elections were an even bigger 6a3tie Democratic Party, upset
by the fraud pronouncements in May’'s election, setlito accredit a group of OSCE
observers for the local elections. The West saw disia clear signal that the DP, under
Prime Minster Aleksander Meksi and President Salidha, intended to win this election
by fraud as well. They were probably right; the @®n 86.9% of the country’s
mayorships and communal counéi$.The shunning of observers, however, and overt

fraud made continued support of Berisha’s regimeendifficult for Western state$®

Collapse and Crisis

The first pyramid to collapse was a smaller Tirblaged scheme run by an
illiterate Gypsy named Sudja, who had made her’tufilancial decisions by consulting
her crystal ball. Sudja’s bank closed in Decemi®#96] Sudja herself was arrested in
mid-January for fraud. More seriously, two of tleger funds (Xhaferri and Populli)

stopped paying interest in mid-Janu&yWhen the government arrested leaders of these

5 gee, e.g., (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 197); thiscpéar element of the campaign is widely noted in
accounts of the crisis.

226 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 206).

227 (Biberaj 1998, 313).

228 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 6-7).

22 gjgnificantly, both of these pyramids had closs to the opposition Socialist Party.

148



schemes for fraud, citizens believed that the gowent had done it to steal their
money?*® and the demonstrations outside the kiosks andifan@ began to include

slogans of “down with dictatorship” as well as “w&nt our money®*! In a desperate

attempt to prevent further collapses, the goverrnnfi@ze the two schemes’ deposits
(some $255 min), began rationing bank withdrawasd created commissions to
reimburse those funds’ investors and to investig@eaemaining pyramids?

The government’'s attempts to stem the economi@gedl and placate citizens
failed. January 22 saw thousands of demonstrafmyistihg a pitched battle” with police
in the streets of Tirana, demanding that their stvents be repafd: Five thousand
citizens rampaged in Lushnja on the™2&urning the city hall and destroying most
government offices in their dissatisfaction withvgonment policy. When the foreign
minister visited Lushnja the next day, to try t@agdte the citizens, he was beaten and
stoned by a mob** By the 28", fourteen cities were reporting rioting and vialefi*> On
January 27, an estimated 35,000 citizens clashédl mat police in Tirana’'s central
Skanderbeg Square, calling for the government'gmesion®*® The same day, in the
face of DP supporters marching in Tirana and ptet@s DP-loyal cities, the DP-

dominated Parliament buckled and granted Berishergency powers®’

230 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 11). The Albanian awities closed Xhaferri largely at the insistende o

Western governments, who had evidence that theenag®sovo Liberation Army (KLA) had deposited
substantial amounts of funds there. Xhaferri's a#pos, however, were heavily concentrated in the
southern city of Lushnja, where support for BerisHaemocratic Party was weakest. This had important
consequences later.

21 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 10).

232 (Standish 1997).

233 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 10).

234 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 210).

235 (Robertson 1997).

3¢ (Dhimgjoka 1997).

7 (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 11).
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The rosy picture of Albania as the showcase econofriyastern Eurog® fell
apart rapidly after that. Almost all of the majontls had fallen by February 5, and the
largest of all dangled by a thread. Around twoehkirof the population had money
invested in the pyramid schenfé@$ A large number had sold their land or farm animals
to invest additional money in the pyramids, and ynhad encouraged their relatives
working abroad to send back larger remittanceshigrpurpose too. The Southern part of
the country was home to a number of the longestliand widely-subscribed schemes;

citizens and the local economy were particularlyasd¢ated by the collapses.

Government Incompetence and the Escalation of Miele

The sheer extent of the crisis was compounded bygtvernment’s refusal to
take responsibility for allowing the pyramids torgst and to capture gullible investors.
On January 30, the largest scheme placed a lettdeiFinancial Timesdenying that it
was a pyramid, apparently at the urging of the guwent. One pair of observers
describes this as “a complete divorce from reatityhe Albanian fiscal world,” and the
currency plummeted as citizens tried to traeles (the local currency) for dollafé?
Berisha did not admit any responsibility or miswlk®n his part until February 15, and
even then he insisted that most responsibilitysregith the citizens and that the
government would not compensate them for theirie®s

In the face of this government refusal to addrbssproblem of the pyramids or

the devastation they caused, violence escalated@rtthued to spread through February

238 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, Chapter 1).
239 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 217).

240 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 12-13).

241 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 210).
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and into March. Berisha sacked Meksi's governmemtMarch 2*% but the DP-
dominated parliament re-elected Berisha to andikieryear term on March %2 This
prompted the now-unified opposition to call for mgrotests, and even DP supporters
were beginning to question why the government fegaied blind to the schemes for
several years. In the South, anti-Berisha forceseweghly displeased with the re-
election, and they seized small arms and light weagrom army weapons depots on
March 324

By mid-March, the insurgency had taken on a pdlitglant that had very little
connection to the original pyramid scheme crislse €conomic crisis may have provided
the initial impetus, but the primary emphasis noaswn removing the DP government.
‘Salvation committees’ in the south, largely usi@@mmunist-era political actors and
political and military structures as a basis, betgking cities and re-establishing order;
rebels controlled fourteen southern cities by Maréf*

As the boundary of rebel-controlled territory creposer to Tirana, insurgent
groups in the north also armed themselves and dusheth. The north was traditionally
a bastion of DP strength, and Berisha himself chora there; the south was a Socialist
stronghold. But because regional lines in Albaracded with party lineand with

ethnic lines, and because a large number of loatgpons were now easily available,

242 (State of Emergency Called as Albania on the B1ia@7).

243 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 212). In a belated shbwisapproval, ambassadors from EU member
states declined to attend the swearing-in cerem@mox 1997).

244 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 20).

245 (US employees, citizens ordered to leave AlbaBi@7). The Partisan popular army tradition was a key
element of Albania’s World War Il experience; itieel on all citizens having a basic knowledge dedse
and community-based defense practices. This cadiiuthe formal “civilian military education progs

of the Hoxha era, where among other things alkeits were drilled in how to improvise defensive
strategies against potential invasion and werengbasic training in the use of small arms. SeetifBet
and Vickers 2007, 26-27).
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outside powers became very concerned about thefiskil war?*® At a minimum, the
looted weapons could easily find their way acrdss lhorder into neighboring Kosovo

and destabilize the situation there further.

Threats to the Outside

Beyond the risk of exacerbating tensions in Kosewprospect which Germany
desperately wanted to av6td— the Albanian crisis created at least two otheedts for
the international community. These were the neeg@rtidect and evacuate their own
citizens from the strife-torn country, and the mrgumbers of refugees fleeing the
economic and/or political consequences of therisi

By March 11, Western states had begun to evachetenationals from Tirana.
By this point, though, the chaos in Albania wadaoalong that the evacuation process
was a mess. Civilian flights from Tirana airportdheeased a week earlier, forcing
embassies to make alternate plafiswell over a dozen naval vessels from seven
countries gathered in the Adriatic, patrolling thaters and serving as landing pads for

helicopter evacuatiorfé? American helicopters came under fire near therirairport,

248 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 27-28). Ethnic Ghegs @oncentrated in the northern part of the country

and typically vote for the DP (or other partiestioé right), and the southern Tosks support the&listi
Party and its Communist predecessor, the Peopéaty Bf Albania. In hindsight, Greco disagrees with
immediacy of the civil war threat (2001, sec. 2pugh contemporary commentators appear to belteve i
quite plausible. (e.glrish IndependentMarch 1997, various issues). He also cites desgent (2001,
sec. 3) on the risk of the crisis spilling ovelkiosovo and Macedonia.

247 (Barber 1997).

%8 |n one widely reported incident, a British evadoatconvoy’s vehicles had a pile-up accident agy the
neared the port at Durres; the missionaries andnaiders were stranded overnight on the beach with
armed gangs firing shots into the air all arourehth

249 (Greece moves to evacuate nationals from Albacégital - ER Radio 1997); (U.S. Marines in Tirana
to provide security for evacuation 1997); (Mille99); (European countries speed up evacuation work
Albania 1997); (Greek Navy conducts evacuation imis$n Albania 1997). Sight of the ships often led
citizens in areas of mixed political affiliation tbink that the ships were an international forgervening

on behalf of the DP government, as the governmadtrbquested, and as a result the ships’ appearance
often triggered more looting and violence. Irorligathis destruction was usually led by DP suppwsrte
who thought that if the situation could be madétik worse such an intervention would in fact ocGee
(Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 44).

152



and the evacuation was suspended until the aiged was more secure. A German
helicopter was also the target of hostile fire votang the soldiers aboard to fire shots on
foreign soil for the first time since World War’f°

Meanwhile, as conflict in the south became moreese\VAlbanians began to flee
in larger numbers. The south had suffered more thamorth from the collapse of the
pyramids, at least in part because more southewmnised abroad and had invested their
earnings in the schemes. It was also much lessostiing of the DP than the north, it was
home to the largest bases of the Albanian Mafid,iawas closest to Italy. Anyone who
could afford to do so paid the Mafia or other epitising boat-owners to cross the narrow
Strait of Otranto to Italy>*

The situation in Italy rapidly became dire. On Maf&news sources reported that
the flow of illegal immigrants “has not exceededrych the scores that normally try to
make it to Italy on average weeks?By March 15, though, the Italian navy and coast
guard had intercepted some three thousand refdgeasd another thousand arrived by
the evening of the 16%°* Altogether, over 11,000 refugees arrived in southely over
the course of less than a weédkutterly overwhelming Puglian social service preril

and prompting the Italian government to declareatgef emergency on March 19.

20 Comments in the press speak of the UK effort dagbthe center of evacuation efforts for all EU
citizens. Meanwhile, a US Department of State spwmien describes the whole evacuation as “a
coordinated NATO military action.” (Burns 1997).eSalso (North Atlantic Treaty Organization. North
Atlantic Council. 1997).

1By March 20, the going rate was between 1£1004400nston 1997).

%2 (Jtaly sends back 38 Albanians to homeland 1997).

253 (Thomas 1997).

%4 (Ulbrich 1997). The refugees included the crewthoge Albanian naval ships (along with many ofrthe
family members), the crews of at least three araiicbpters, and a MiG plane whose two pilots landed
a NATO airstrip in Italy and asked for politicalyism. Berisha's two adult children also fled tolytan
one of the last commercial ferry departures. Sealk&V, Amnesty bid ... 1997, 11); (Pettifer and Vicke
2007, 37); (Italy fears refugee influx as two ofrBha's children arrive in Bari 1997).

25 (Perlmutter 1998).

2% (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 213).
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Efforts at Settlement

Amid this context of escalating violence and risergigration, Europe belatedly
tried to intervene. Both the Italian and Greek mriministers telephoned Berisha on
March 5, urging him to compromise with the oppasitt demands. A mediation
delegation from the Council of Europe arrived imahia on March 6, but its meetings
produced littlé”®>” A second delegation, headed by the PresidenteoEti's Council of
Ministers, Dutch Foreign Minister Hans van Mierlyived in Tirana on the™7for a
fact-finding missiorf> Yet a third delegation, this time from the OSCH &eaded by
former Austrian Chancellor Franz Vranitsky, arrived the &, after a delay caused by
Berisha’s threat to refuse to receive the deleg&fioOn March 10, an Italian warship in
the Adriatic hosted talks with the rebels, tryimgcbnsolidate the government’'s amnesty

%0 while Italian Foreign

offer and plan for a Government of National Rechbaiion,
Minister Lamberto Dini met with Berisha in Tirarmdangle aid as a carrot.

Berisha finally consented to appointing a Sociafisime minister and named
Bashkim Fino to the post on March 9th, but this htlé effect on the violence. As the
situation continued to deteriorate and fightingchesa the outskirts of Tirana, European
organizations played a game of ‘hot potato’ witle flea of an intervention. NATO

Secretary-General Javier Solana bluntly statedAtbania at the moment, politics has to

be done; diplomacy has to be done. It is not famiitary operation by NATO or

%7 (EU delegation arrives in Albania 1997); (CouniEurope delegation arrives 1997).

%8 See (EU delegation arrives in Albania 1997), dreléxtensive statement issued that night. (European
Union. Presidency. 1997). Berisha categoricallysefl all outside intervention in the early stagethe
crisis, hoping to delay it until he had strengtreehés position by regaining control of key southeities

and ports. (Walker, Fighting grows as Albania claigptens 1997).

%9 (OSCE envoy in talks with Albanian opposition 1297

20 (1taly mediates in Albanian crisis 1997).

%1 (Prime minister, Italian foreign minister discissiation, aid 1997).
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anybody else?**> NATO’s ambassadors discussed and formally rejettedidea on
March 11, calling only for the appointment of Gawaent of National Reconciliation as
soon as possibfé® The European Parliament passed a resolution ugginigternational
military response on the $2and the Western European Union began to plarstfoh
action. The OSCE debated sending a small policirggion to buy weapons back from
the population and dispatched yet another reprateato Berisha to discuss the id&4.

On March 13, OSCE mediator Vranisky returned t@ila for a second round of
talks?®® That evening, Berisha and Prime Minister Fino falfjnasked the Netherlands,
which held the EU presidency, to intervene milliaff® By the next morning, the
OSCE'’s chair (held by Denmark) publicly describedeivention as “probablé®
though he did not specify which institution woul@dd it. Amid calls from French
President Jacques Chirac for the EU to respond €guodl opposition to the idea from
German Chancellor Helmut KoHl$® the WEU met at French insistence to discuss the
situation and recommended that planning contffitie.

The OSCE meeting on the ", 5however, nearly derailed the emerging plans by
passing a resolution “insisting that it was not #ygropriate forum to decide on a

potential troop deployment® Amid public statements from the United States and

22 (Pettifer 1997).

263 (NATO voices concern over Albanian crisis 1997)gévernment of national reconciliation, sometimes
called a government of national unity, intentiopaticludes all major political and/or violent faartis.

%4 (France tells its people in Albania to get out 29gPettifer and Vickers 2007, 44).

255 (OSCE envoy to head back to Albania to media&ifi997).

256 (URGENT Albania lodges formal request for militangervention 1997).

%57 (Choppers under fire as foreign police mootedAitrania 1997).

268 (Choppers under fire as foreign police mootedAitiania 1997).

29 (URGENT Albania lodges formal request for militangervention 1997).

270 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintfoate 1997).
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Germany favoring Berisha’s removdf, the EU’s foreign ministers gathered at
Apeldoorn. The Albanian situation dominated theraigeof the scheduled meeting, but
the results disappointed most observers. The EWmiper states could only agree to
send a high-level advisory mission to study thaeasion?’> While they had cautiously
accepted the possibility that any humanitarian eili@n assistance mission would
require a small protection force, they insistedt taay such intervention would first
require approval from the UN Security Courféil.

Somehow — none of the sources are very sure homd-after ten more days of
additional confusion and shuttle diplomacy, the @Sfihally voted to organize an
intervention on March 27. That afternoon, the #aland Albanian Ambassadors to the
UN jointly requested a meeting of the Security Goluto obtain a formal authorization
for the missiorf’* In a meeting hastily convened before the Eastegs® the Security
Council approved a three-month mandate for the iNatibnal Protection Force (MPF),
which Italy would lead and organize within an OS&&mnework’’> The mission was

charged with protecting and providing humanitaraad and helping to organize new

parliamentary elections in June.

The Aftermath
By April 8-9, the Italian parliament approved disgang troops to Albania until

one month after the elections; the Turkish and Roamaparliaments followed within the

"1 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintdoate 1997); (No German troops sent to Albania:

Kinkel 1997).

212 (Albania back from the brin, as EU despatchessadyimission 1997).
273 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintfoate 1997).

274 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 213)

27> (Italy mediates in Albanian crisis 1997).
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next several day<?® Troops began to arrive in Albania on April 98.0Over the course of
the next month, more than 6300 troops from overcadntries deployed as part of

‘Operation Alba.’ Table 5-1 shows known force cdmitions.

Table 5-1. Contributions to the Multinational Protection Force, as of 21 May 1997.

Country Forces

Italy 3068

France 952

Greece 802

Spain 340*

Austria 110*

Denmark 59*

Turkey 774

Romania 100

Portugal

Slovenia 100

Belgium

Total: 11 states 6556 — 7215)
Source: (Greco 2001) * initial
deployments fronfPettifer and Vickers,
The Albanian Question: Reshaping the
Balkans 2007, 68).projected
contributions from (Graham 1997). No
estimates of Belgian or Portuguese
contributions exist.

OSCE-organized national parliamentary electionsuoed under the supervision
of MNF troops and outside observers on June 29.leMmeither the setting nor the
conduct of elections were perfect, the Alba troal$ at least ensure a reasonably
peaceful environment for the conduct of an electids expected, citizens removed the
DP from office and replaced it with a solid So@alimajority. In mid-June, Italy
organized a multilateral donor conference, inclgdiepresentatives of both interested

states and international organizations, for theitding of Albania.

27 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 214). Greco (2001) sugghewever, that Italian approval occurred only

“only after a harsh political debate that almosiught [Prodi's government] down.”

217 pettifer and Vickers (2007, 70-71) discuss thigusece of events as occurring in March. All other
sources, including all available news reports araughan-Whitehead (1999), concur that the events
occurred in April. The March timeline seems un&ai as on March 15 the OSCE declared itself an
inappropriate venue for troop deployment decisiamd the EU ministers had not yet met at Apeldoorn t

discuss the possibility of a deployment.
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Evaluating Hypotheses About State Behavior

This section presents evidence about two episaddaba Albanian crisis: the
outflow of refugees in early March, and Europeaenvention efforts in early and mid-
March. While much of the evidence is anecdotal &min secondary sources, it
nevertheless allows us to provide at least a pnefing test of the hypotheses. The final

subsection evaluates the evidence against the lingpes.

| ntervention

At the onset of the crisis, the Europeans (andtliat matter the Americans as
well) exhibited an all-around aversion to intervent in the region, with one
commentator describing it as a kind of “Balkan da&™’® following so close on the
conclusion of the Bosnian conflict. As one souroged, “No one is at all keen on wading
into such a confused situation,” not even the stéat favored an interventift In
some part conditions on the ground influenced tlekictance. As Italy argued,
intervening while Berisha still held power would thee equivalent of “pick[ing] sides
inside Albania,” and this view “was widely sharedite the EU2*°

Developments in the European Union at the time ssigthat the EU’'s CFSP
would have been the logical center for any reactaomd numerous evaluations of the

press and public agree with this as well. Despteesal attempts, though, the EU was

unable to agree on a response. The primary foctisstection, then, is to explore why

278 (Bohlen 1997).

219 (EU and NATO rule out Albania intervention 199&s Pettifer and Vickers note, “there was veryadittl
sense of any agreement [among European statespwrtchdeal with [the crisis]. In a way this was not
surprising, as the rebellion was turning into ameat uprising of the people against a repressive
government along lines that had not been seeniiopg€wsince the nineteenth century” (2007: 33).

280 (Barber 1997).
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major European states prefernedt to use the European Union for this task, and how

they then established preferences for other siesteg achieve their preferred outcomes.

Venue Preference

The consensus-capacity framework predicts thaé siegferences over potential
venues should be related to their position in tieégpence distribution in each venue, and
to the venue’s potential ability to succeed with groposed or desired action. In the case
of the Albanian crisis, determining the states’iposs in the preference distributions is
complicated: The parties were slow to reach conseren a venue because they
disagreed on the nature of the crisis ité&ifWas this a humanitarian situation, or a
conflict prevention situation? An effort to prevenfailed state, or to rebuild a collapsed
economy? An effort to prevent the resurgence oflimbmn the recently-pacified Bosnia,
or to prevent it from spreading to neighboring Kas® States formed their venue
preferences at least in part on the assumptiomsfferent underlying issue areas. Since
preference distributions are issue-specific, theaghof underlying issue has implications
for how states conceptualized the role and funatibany intervention and thus for the
creation of consensus on the issue. It also inflednthe set of institutions states
considered, since not all institutions had juriidit on all issues.

Pro-Intervention States

Decision-makers in Italy and Greece generally peeckthe issue as one of

threats to their own internal stability. For theoeentinued economic crisis in Albania

would lead to an influx of poor migrants, many diam would probably be armed with

21 Greco (2001) in particular emphasizes this as jamabstacle to achieving any form of response.
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looted weapons, and possibly to the entry of irdligls connected with organized crime
Neither of these situations was particularly attvec

From there, though, their treatment of the situatdiverged. Greek officials
originally preferred that NATO address the situatiand spoke openly of this possibility
as early as March 10 though NATQO’s secretary geriexd publicly ruled out such an
intervention the week before. At a special meethdNATO’s North Atlantic Council
(NAC) convened for discussing the Albania crisiswkver, the NAC was only able to
agree to a statement calling for a Government dioNal Reconciliation as soon as
possible; they made no reference to an intervertfoltaly continued to call for NATO
intervention even as late as March®!3even though the NAC again said in its March 13
statement that it supported the actions of all othstitutions and member states in the
situation, and that it urged them to continue amandbre?®*

NATO, however, does not appear to have been Itahahcymakers’ first
preference. Early comments by Prime Minister RomBnodi and others suggest that
Italian diplomatic effort was first directed at tlitJ. On March 6, however, Foreign
Minister Dini noted disagreement among EU membémuathe urgency of the crisis,
saying “We cannot hide the fact that in the unisig][are Nordic countries that look on

185

what is happening in the Balkans with a certairad@&mnent.” When a joint Greco-

ltalian initiative in the EU in early March appatignfailed to reach fruitiof® the

282 (NATO voices concern over Albanian crisis 199 Nof(th Atlantic Treaty Organization. North Atlantic

Council. 1997).

283 (Italy calls for NATO role in Albanian crisis 1997

284 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization. North AtlantCouncil. 1997).

285 Quoted in (Bohlen 1997).

286 (Premier favours political solution to crisis 199The failure of this initiative and of other eattalian
bilateral efforts also led Greece to become operitical of Italy’s management of the crisis, thereating
another breach in the EU’s efforts to present diathiface to the world. Perlmutter (1998) arguest th
Italy’s efforts to take the lead in this crisis wean effort to demonstrate its ability to perfotme kind of
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Italians refocused on NATO. NATO was the Italiamstond choice, but when the NAC
again declined to intervene on the"1&alian policy once again made a tactical shift.
Prime Minister Prodi began backing off his previtnsistence on a military intervention
and calling for OSCE involvement inste&d.
The Naysayers

Germany’s opposition to intervention was strongbhntingent on the proposed
venue; in particular, its preferences for the ELhagnue appear to be centered squarely
on capacity concerns. Kinkel’'s main argument alwdut the OSCE was appropriate was
because this body — unlike the other two orgaromatunder serious consideration at the
time, the EU and the WEU — included both the Uni&dtes and Russi& Kinkel and
other German policymakers feared that the situataarid turn into Bosnia, where the EU
attempted to act alone with an unclear missiony poiitary planning, and inadequate
coordination. The resulting policy disaster wasedaasis blow to the confidence and
prestige of the fledgling CFS®? German aversion to sending troops also echoed this
Bosnia argument, with Kohl stating “If we send setd, what are we going to give them
for a mission?**® Outside of this, available evidence suggests @gimany primarily
saw the situation as an issue of refugee or bamfetrol; | return to this point belo®/*

In summary, German preferences for using the OS&€eced on two capacity-

based elements. First, the OSCE had a higher ¢ggdaciaction than the EU because it

foreign policy leadership appropriate to its sedfgeived role as a regional power. Despite thisyewver,
Greek diplomats — including particularly the foriginister himself — were able to capitalize on the
situation and substantially enhance their influeimséde the new Albania political structure. (Fettiand
Vickers 2007, 39).

%7 (Italy fears refugee influx as two of Berisha'ddten arrive in Bari 1997); (Pina 1997).

288 (Berger 1997)

289 (Dje EU will Albanien helfen 1997).

29 (Kohl dubious about military intervention in Albian1997).

291 (Barber 1997). The possibility of refugee moveriata Kosovo, and particularly the possibility diet
movement of weapons, raised strong fears for Geyrfaat the crisis could spread there as well.
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could draw on the capabilities (and influence) othbthe United States and Russia.
Second, as German policymakers argued, the OS@BE agganization had task-specific
capabilities that it had used successfully in presisimilar conflict$?? This preference
persisted well after the initial OSCE declaratibattit was not an appropriate place for
troop deployment decisions.

British policymakers perceived the situation verffedently than their German
counterparts. For the UK, the evidence suggests ttlea Major government saw the
Albanian crisis as an internal problem, for whichternational intervention was
inappropriaté’® That said, internal politics in the UK itself eveally led to a slight
weakening of that resistance. John Major's ConseevaParty had close ties to the
Berisha’s DP, but in early 1997 two scandals ablo@tTories and the DP broke into the
British media and further weakened Major's governni®' In the face of domestic
political challenges, and with a general electigopraaching, Britain's policy of
unconditional support for Berisha and unconditiamgbosition to intervention weakened
slowly. In early March, Foreign Secretary Malconfkitid threatened to block foreign
aid in response to Berisha’s anti-democracy mavesthe threat was widely believed to

be non-crediblé®®

292 gee, e.g. (EU-Aussenminister erortern Hilfsaktiim Albanien Einzelne Mitgliedstaaten bieten
militarischen Schutz an 1997). Which conflicts #hesere is not entirely clear. To the best of my
knowledge, the OSCE had not been substantiallylwegbin administering or organizing any internatibn
peacekeeping or crisis management efforts dursgGSCE” phase (pre-1995), and the Bosnian conflict
was almost exclusively an EU effort.

293 (MacKinnon 1997).

294 One involved Berisha’s gifts to the Queen and Brivinister on a recent state visit, which he likeid
taken illegally from the Albanian State Museum, dinel second involved illicit (and under Albaniamw]a
illegal) election assistance from the Tories durAibania’s openly fraudulent 1996 elections. Seall(B
1997); (Bevins 1997); (Alderman 1997).

29 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 25). Indeed, no recexists of Rifkind or Major actually suspending or
limiting aid in any way, though Berisha’s fall mhgve occurred too rapidly to allow them to takecact
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The ruling parties in these two intervention-resiststates, Germany’s Christian
Democratic Union (CDU) and the UK’'s Tories, had leamong Berisha's strongest
supporters® At least part of the reason that these governnparties opposed
intervention, then, was probably because any ietgren was almost certain to end with
Berisha losing office. The aforementioned ltaliaefprence to avoid “pick[ing] sides”
within Albania was a common sentiment in the EU,ameg that no intervention to
“stabilize the situation” — i.e., to restore thelerity of the current government — would
be approved. The German concern over refugees Meowseems to have made it willing
to sanction an intervention, even if Bosnian ghksfst it from participating itseff’’

The In-Betweeners

Three other states are of interest here: The Natias, Denmark, and France,
who held leadership positions in the EU, OSCE, WigaU, respectively. Briefly, the
Netherlands held the EU’s rotating presidency attitme. No evidence exists in available
press sources that the Netherlands made any eftoqsish the EU as an appropriate
venue for an interventionist response, even thougborts of Dutch support for
intervention ranged from “moderate” to “strorfy> Dutch policymakers did appear to
believe, however, that the EU needed to offiemetype of reaction or response to the

crisis, and they pushed for conclusions on theeissuhe Apeldoorn meetifg’

2% (Owen 1997).

297 Greco disagrees, identifying the major deterrerisiepticism about the effectiveness of any niijita
involvement and ...the fear that foreign peacekeepimgps could become hostage to the domestic

political struggle and hence contribute to exackerlsic] it rather than facilitate national recdiation.”

(Greco 2001, sec. 3).

29 (MacKinnon 1997); (Ulbrich 1997).

29 «Conclusions’ in the EU are summaries of meetiiggassions and of any policy consensuses reached
during the talks.
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In the OSCE, evidence does suggest that Denmaikhwield the organization’s
chair at the time, pushed mildly for the “strikede” option that circulated ther&? How
this proposal for a military “strike force” relatéol the OSCE’s declaration that it was not
an appropriate venue for military troop decisiossuinclear, however. The Danish
position on an intervention force — and quite pagsihe Danish proposal for it — gained
additional support from a number of other statesrnian leaders seemed to see it as an
alternative to the EU, though the German pressesigghat Kohl and Kinkel supported
the proposal less for the OSCE component and nuoriésf Danish origir®* Additional
reports suggest that Spain and Austria also “sup@ddhe Danish position” even as early
as March 15, when the OSCE passed its resolutiobjettion®®

Finally, France was the most active of presidenalgihg states during the crisis.
In addition to a number of unilateral stateméfitst made several proposals inside the
EU for intervention forces. One joint proposal withly explicitly allowed for a non-
military intervention®®® In its role as the presidency of the Western EeaopUnion,
however, French policymakers called extraordinagetimgs of that body’s Council to
discuss the situation. They also tasked the WEW with beginning intervention plans.
Nothing ever came of this planning, but it was atra®rdinarily active response
nonetheless, even when compared to typical Fremaigh policy behavior in regional

crises®®

300 (Berger 1997); (Ulbrich 1997). Only German sounpesvide discussion of this OSCE proposal prior to

its enactment; their term is “Schutztruppen.”

301 See, e.g., (Inacker 1997); (Berger 1997); (Die &l Albanien helfen 1997); (Kein militaerisches
Eingreifen in Albanien Die EU schickt Berater nddrana 1997).

392(EU divided on calls for Albania military intervéon 1997).

33 3ee, e.g., (Albania: plea for European Force 19%6x and Rhodes 1997).

304 (MacKinnon 1997).

305 pettifer and Vickers (2007, 69) also claim thaln“the early weeks of the crisis the Italian amdrieh
governments had put pressure on the EU and NAT@ganise a military intervention on Berisha’s béhal
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In a final odd development, some evidence exisés the neutral states were
among the strongest supporters of military intetieen particularly within the EJ%
The source of this preference is not clear, and/ Wwile confirmatory evidence is
available from these states in their own natiomakpes®’ Perhaps the most plausible
explanation for such a preference, if indeed tlponts are accurate, is that these states
defined the situation in Albania as primarily a ranarian or human rights issue. Even
so, why the EU would be the best available venueafbumanitarian or human rights
intervention is not particularly clear. Ascertaigithis motive, however, will require
policymaker interviews and/or access to documentaecyrds of the crisis; the available

secondary literature and contemporaneous newsagees insufficient.

Unilateral and Ad Hoc Behavior

The consensus-capacity framework suggests thasstath greater capabilities
are more likely to participate in ad hoc cooperatio unilateral activity. Here | assess the
available evidence about states’ rationales fotatemal or extra-institutional activity
during the crisis.

Unilateral Activity
Unilateral intervention activity was mostly diplotita Both the Italians and the

Greeks sent their foreign ministers to Tirana t@nveth Berisha, and both capitals were

While French rapprochement with NATO in 1997 sliglihcreases the plausibility of a French prefeeenc
for a NATO response, the claim is suspect for teasons. First, Pettifer and Vickers also state {206)
that the majority of French policymaker (“Balkafijsipinion at the time was anti-Berisha Second hsaic
intervention would be a blatant instance of ‘pigkisides’ in the crisis, and a substantial amount of
additional evidence supports the claim that Italparticular was reluctant to pick sides.

3% (Ulbrich 1997).

397 The Irish press, for example, is silent on theegnment's preferences for response. Neithetrtsie
Timesnor thelrish Independentontain any mention of national preferences origbee during March or
April 1997. The closest is an op-ed in thdependenby the minister of state for European affairst tha
crisis itself posed a threat to European securiiyenbroadly. (Mitchell 1997).
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in regular telephone contact with Berisha and Bffidespite the close ties that both of
these states had to Albania — Italy at one poidtdantrolled it as a colony and was its
current largest source of foreign investment, anekeGe was its largest source of migrant
employment and remittances — neither were partiguleffective either as bilateral
negotiators or as mediators.

Ad Hoc Cooperation

Ad hoc cooperation occurred on several levels dutive crisis; here | focus on
the decision of states to participate in the Malfional Protection Force (‘Operation
Alba’). While technically this intervention was @mgzed by the OSCE, sources agree
that at a practical level it was an Italian-led m@pien>°° The lack of any permanent
military structures in the OSCE meant, in any cabat the military coordination
occurred among states that were not members adralisg group, entirely outside of
formal OSCE-supported channels.

None of the parties had a stated preference forgusi‘coalition of the willing’
model to respond to the Albanian crisis. It appéadse, instead, the fallback option after
the other institutional choices were exhaustdn February 1998, the Balkan Director
of the Italian Foreign Ministry stated that “[w]ealy, fell back on it because of the lack
of response from the established institutions shauld have had primary responsibility,

NATO, EU, UN, WEU, OSCE, you name it The ordering of the institutions is

308 See, e.g., (EU presidency banks on political-aaiution for Albania 1997), (Premier asks Albanian
government to protect Greek minority 1997), (Primi@ister, Italian foreign minister discuss situatiaid
1997), (Greek foreign secretary of state to visifestorn Albania 1997), (Greek mission aims tdnca
Albania crisis 1997). Italian prime minister RomaRoodi also made several trips, though these were
mostly towards the end of the crisis, to help pregaolitically for the Operation Alba troops. (Védam-
Whitehead 1999, 213).

399 (Greco 2001); (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 67, fesf).

319 (Greco 2001).

311 Quoted in (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 69).
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somewhat telling — even the UN and the largely inacWEU come before the
institution that eventually organized the intervenf? Italy desired an intervention
enough to bear the brunt of the costs, but theepgate for a coalition over unilateral
action suggests that it believed it lacked suffitieapacity to intervene effectivel}’

The countries that chose to participate in theitoalare an odd group. Table 5-1
showed the participating states and their troogrdmutions. Italy was the overwhelming
provider, with only French contributions signalirgnything near the same level of
commitment. Danish commitment appears token — poresbility of (as well as a link
to) the OSCE's presidency. No available sourcesl dight on the Austrian or Belgian
decisions to participate; neither have any knowadtiinterest in Albanian affairs, nor do
sources suggest that either saw the interventigmiasrily humanitarian.

The cases of Slovenia, Romania, and Poland areydarty interesting. All three
participated in the eventual ad hoc group. Romeagpeatedly expressed its willingness
to participate in an intervention even before itl i@en agreett* and both it and Poland
actually created crisis teams at their foreign stités®'> The most plausible explanation
for this behavior centers on another internatiooganization, NATO. NATO was
scheduled to extend membership invitations to @csgroup of countries at its summit in
July 1997, and all three of these countries (alith Hungary and the Czech Republic)

were widely seen as top candidates for invitatiShslone of these states had immediate

%2 Indeed, the speaker does not seem to acknowledgéhe OSCE responded at all or was even involved
in coordinating the response.

313 The missing capacity may have been as much miliis military; no sources suggest that Italian

military forces themselves were inadequate.

314 (Romania Ready to Join Satabilization [sic] ForicesAlbania 1997).

315 (Albania anti-crisis team set up in foreign minysl997); (Embassy begins evacuating Romanian
citizens from Albanian capital - Romanian Radio 709

3% |n this context, the lack of any reported resperfsem Hungary is somewhat surprising. No evidence
exists in the English or French language mediatttetHungarian foreign ministry even issued statéme
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interests in Albania, but demonstrating their &pilo interoperate with NATO forces and
their willingness to participate fully in regionalecurity activity would likely have

augmented their cases for membership.

Refugees

The issue of intervention is primarily concernedhwissues of international
security. To vary the issue dimension, | examirgisisue of refugees and asylum-seekers
during the crisis. This issue involves more aspefthumanitarian concerns. It also,
however, engages some elements of internal (dochestcurity for the receiving states;
the easy availability of weapons and the strendtthe Albanian Mafia in the heaviest
refugee-sending regions were serious concefnas above, | first review preferences

over venue among major actors, and then addrekeral and ad hoc activify®

Venue Preference

In 1997, no European institution had explicit jdrction over refugee and asylum
policy3'® Among European institutions, the organization wi#thaps the best claim to
refugee concerns would be the OSCE, through themamdimension’ of the Helsinki

Final Act. Even there, though, no explicit claim jarisdiction on refugee issues

The Czech foreign ministry made several statemants expressed willingness to consider a military
intervention. (Military Interventionin Albania Pdlass Just Now - Zieleniec 1997).

317 Following the fall of Albanian army arms depotdta end of February, the going rate on the stfeets
Kalashnikov rifles fell to as little as $4 (Pettifand Vickers 2007, 46). An open-air arms market
(frequented by representatives of the Kosovo Liti@maArmy) developed on the docks of Viora (Pettife
and Vickers 2007, 37). Both elements made acceseapons very easy, even for the poorest Albanians.
318 | separate the refugee issue from the provisiohushanitarian aid for the southern part of Albania.
Many commentators conflate the two (e.g., Pettifed Vickers 2007:37), since the desperate condition
the south often increased the pressure to fleghkeubhternational responses were quite distinct.

319 At this time, the 1992 Treaty on European Uniowvegoed EU jurisdiction; the “Justice and Home
Affairs” pillar (Pillar 11l) primarily addressed @ies of police and judicial cooperation. The Unliater
gains some jurisdiction over refugee and asylunicpah the Treaty of Nice (European Union 1999, in
effect 2002).
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emerged® This absence of jurisdiction helps to explain thek of any clear venue
preference among key actors during the AlbaniasitriThe only discussions of
Albanian refugees in European fora seemed to bwvincontexts: repeated German
insistence that it would not take any, and latequests from Italy for assistance in

providing for them.

Unilateral and Ad Hoc Behavior

Most of the states bordering Albania took unildter@ions to control potential
refugee flows. Macedonia, Montenegro, Greece, &g Mmobilized their militaries to
seal their borders against potential immigrafitdnilateral military action is typically
highly resource-intensive. In this case Macedomnid @reece both lacked the resources
to block their own borders effectively; press sesrspoke openly of gaps in border
coverage or of insufficient amounts of troops auipment to block small passes through
the mountains. For these two states, even unilaetian that was not entirely successful
was better than either the status quo (do nothalgprnative, in which substantial
numbers of refugees would probably arrive. Grebosyever, took the additional (and
somewhat unusual) step of increasing its numbelegél entrance visas during the
crisis®?? This had the advantage of both easing the refpgessure at the border while
also allowing it better control over which indivials entered the country.

Italian interdiction efforts were substantially rmaiobust. The Italian coast guard
and navy patrolled the Adriatic and interceptechrgeé number of vessels. Intercepting

the vessels while they were still at sea helpedntsure that the refugees came ashore

320 At the broader international level, the UN and khiernational Committee of the Red Cross had some
minimal authority in the area, but neither weredked during the Albanian crisis.

321 (Fox 1997).

322 (Greek mission in Albania to ease crisis by gramtnore visas - ATA News Agency 1997).
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under the control of Italian authoritids. Still, the situation overwhelmed Italian
authorities. The arrival of nearly 11,000 refugeesix days:2* with around 14,000 total
arriving since the fall of the pyramids in Janu#iprompted Italy to declare a state of
emergency and call for international assistangeawiding for them.

The German reaction to the entire Albanian crismuéed almost exclusively on
the issue of refugees. In the absence of a landeber or even a sea one — with Albania,
and with the suspension of commercial flights ofitToana, the source of German
policymakers’ fears is unclear. No obvious ratienakists for why Germany would be
the preferred destination for Albanian refugees Vefiothe immediate geographical area,
or for why Albanian refugees would be resettled Germany. The only piece of
information cited in the media to help explain thigiation is that Germany had recently
absorbed some 320,000 Bosnian refugees, subshamtiate than any other European
state, and it was not pleased about this situafibthe EU meeting in Apeldoorn, Kinkel
estimated that the Albanian crisis would resulsame 120,000 additional refugees. On
March 16, he bluntly told the media, “With the @nt situation we can’t take any
mentionable number of refugees. Our boat is fiifi.German fears about Albania
following the path of Bosnia probably also includssues of refugee resettlement as well

as EU military incompetence.

323t also helped to reduce the number of refuge¢hdean the unseaworthy ships the Albanians used to
make the crossing. As the number of ships remaiminglbania shrank, this became an increasingly
important issue. (Peacemaker backs off to aveittwar 1997).

324 (perimutter 1998, 203).

325 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 214).

3% (Foreign Minister Says Germany Can't Take Any MBefugees 1997). The source does not state
clearly whether these 120,000 included all Albanmiefugees to all states, or whether this entire lmem
was expected to flee to Germany.

170



Analysis
This section evaluates the evidence for the hypethestablished above about
consensus and capacity as state-level conceregin lvith the hypotheses about activity

outside of established institutions and then cardiypotheses about venue preference.

Extra-Institutional Activity

The refugee case results in no ad hoc activity,@moceed directly to hypotheses
about unilateral action. For the most part, behawahis case supports Hypothesis 2a
and 2b about the relationship of capacity to uerkdt action. Greece, Macedonia, and
Italy were preference outliers in the sense they fireferred to act promptly on the issue
to avoid any direct effect on themselves. Most o8tates had no borders with Albania
and few interests there, and so they were muckeictoandifferent on this issue.

Italy is likely a moderate-to-high-capacity state this context, and Greece
probably has moderate capacity, and so their behaslates to Hypothesis 24. This
hypothesis expected that high and moderate capsteitys would be willing to act alone
and to take high-intensity actions like military bilzation, and that states with more
moderate levels of capacity would do so but expcesserns about their own capacity to
do so effectively. As the evidence above showedialt sources clearly expressed both
willingness to act unilaterally and constraintstbair ability to do so. While no reports
exist of Greek policymakers expressing capacityceams, media reports documented
above suggest that it was an issue.

Hypothesis 2b relates to low capacity states, siscMacedonia. It expected that

these states would only be able to take low-intgresstions. Macedonia provides mixed

327 These are my global assessments of capacity irpeoents relevant to refugee control, based on my
knowledge of these states’ militaries and goverrtsjeand on contemporary media reports.
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support for this hypothesis, but its behavior deapport the consensus and capacity
framework more generally. Macedonia also mobiligednilitary to seal its border with
Albania. Few outside actors had any confidencenenMacedonian military’s ability to
do this effectively, and indeed media reports altisutveak coverage surfaced along with
Greece’s. The issue of refugee control, howeveis ghly salient for Macedonian
policymakers. Even though the likely success ofdboroperations was fairly low, the
utility of that action was weighted by the high ééwf salience. The net result was a
willingness to take high-intensity forms of uniletbaction even under conditions where
the action was not likely to achieve the actor&aldpoint.

The intervention case showed the opposite patteextoa-institutional activity:
very little unilateral activity (Hypotheses 2a a2ll), and substantial amounts of ad hoc
coordination (Hypotheses 1a and 1b). In the intetiga case, we see some support for
Hypothesis 1a, which suggested that participanglihoc cooperation would be part of a
preference cluster, and moderate support for Hgsishlb about the expected capacity
of acting states.

The bulk of the states who participated in the Malional Protection Force
(MNF) were moderate to high capacity states. Frasagearly high-capacity, and Italy
and Spain are moderate-to-high capacity. These thiaes account for close to three-
quarters of the MNF troop commitment. Turkey anded€ge probably classify as
moderate capacity; Portugal, Belgium, and Denmarkersmall but well-equipped and

highly trained militaries, which probably puts theémthe moderate category as well. All
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four of these moderate capacity states are higitggrated into NATO’s interoperable
command structure, which may reduce or discountisparities in capacity’®

One unusual case of a state in the outcome preferetuster who did not
participate in the ad hoc group deserves some sBgmu The intensity of Germany’s
preferences not to see Albania collapse into agesftgenerating civil war might have led
us to expect its participation in the interventforce, particularly since Germany would
under most circumstances be a high-(or high-to-madde capacity actor. Its absence
from the coalition is somewhat difficult to explaon the basis of available sources.
Media sources, particularly in the German pressyycaepeated statements by
policymakers that they ‘did not want this to tuma Bosnia,” but the meaning of this
comparison is not cledf’ It may have referred to the refugee costs imposed
Germany, to the lack of confidence and credibilitythe CFSP that the crisis caused, to
German psychic pain that resulted from inabilitystop the genocides in the former
Yugoslavia, or something else entirely. Whateves #imalogy meant to Kohl and Kinkel,
it was sufficiently negative to block German invedeent in the intervention.

Finally, some patrticipation in the ad hoc intervenmtgroup appears to have come
from states outside (or only marginally in) thefprence cluster and seems unrelated to
issues of consensus or capacity for the intervaentself. Instead, the actions of Slovenia,
Poland, and Romania — all of whom are moderatextodapacity actors —reflect some
type of cross-institutional, inter-temporal signagli Their actions appear to be motivated

by some discounted hope of future benefits in aroitistitution rather than by benefits

328 pustria, however, is clearly a moderate-to-lowarity state. As | am not able to locate justifioas for

its behavior in the available sources, | relegafdamations for its participation to later work.

329 An informal poll of several dozen Germans providedghly equal levels of support for each of these
three arguments.
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from Operation Alba itself. By participating in ti¢banian intervention, they (probably)
hoped to shift NATO members’ beliefs about theilimgness and ability to participate
in regional security efforts. These altered belief®uld in turn influence the
establishment of consensus in NATO about theirinesd for membership.

The consensus-capacity framework does not anteipattheorize about cross-
event — and so implicitly inter-temporal — logrolii or signaling™® It treats each event
that emerges as reasonably separable from othetsev@ne of the ways in which the
consensus-capacity framework improves on earliderstandings of state foreign policy
behavior is that it explicitly relates the full g of possible foreign policy outcomes on a
particular event or issue to one another. Thish&dxlose the gap between policymaker
behavior and scholarly treatments of the foreighcgoor cooperation decision making
process. This case study draws attention to thel neeexpand the framework to
accommodate the shadow of the future. States expeice relationships with each other
in these various contexts. Concessions with imgliture reciprocation are a normal part
of diplomatic life; future studies of foreign poficcooperation in particular should

address this fact.

Venue Preference

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 speak to different factmasihfluence states’ decisions as
they from preferences over existing institutionakaf Hypothesis 3 suggests that
preference-outlying states should pursue theireprefl policies in institutions where
their votes are pivotal. In the case of intervemiio Albania, German resistance to action

through the EU appears to have been critical irsicgustates to consider seriously a

330 within each event or institution, however, the o$eide payments to influence consensus would not
conflict with the framework’s logic.
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different venue. The existence of both a formalniméy decision rule and an explicit
national veto in CFSP meant that German thredtéottk cooperation were credible.

The UK'’s behavior provides somewhat contradictosydence. The Major
government was adamantly against interventionadt $everal opportunities to block an
intervention, notably the EU, NATO, and the UN SiéguCouncil®*! If it were that
strongly against intervention, why did it not ube tveto available to it in the Security
Council? The OSCE decision rules are largely cosniseiased, meaning that so long as
no state openly objects, a decision passes. Otjeati this forum, too, would have
reached the UK'’s ideal point, yet it declined to slm In short, the UK could have
obtained its ideal outcome through unilateral actioa veto — in any of the institutions
that considered the matter. Instead, it allowed itltervention decision to pass from
NATO and the EU, where its veto power was firmlyrenched, to the OSCE, where
veto power is weaker. The most likely explanationthis behavior is that Berisha'’s hold
on office had weakened to the point where no Britisilateral action could obtain the
ideal outcome of keeping him in office. In that text, a veto would be obstructionist
and unproductive, if not even counter-productiVéhe crisis developed further.

Hypothesis 4 argued that states will prefer thditiitgon where the expected
cooperative outcome deviates the least from their imeal point. We see some evidence
for this in Germany’'s behavior. German policymakevanted an outcome where
someoneintervened but they themselves were not obligatedict. An intervention

organized through the EU would not have had thesditees. Germany would have faced

%1 The UK is a permanent member of the UN Securityr@d, and as such it has the ability to veto any
Council decision.
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strong pressure to participate in any CFSP-bastdvantion, and the EU’s budgeting
rules would have assessed all member states tfop#ye intervention.

Italian behavior, on the other hand, does not fallpport this hypothesis. Italian
preferences for which institution should interveshéted several times over the course of
the crisis. For Hypothesis 4 to be supported is thstance, Italy would have had to be
very uncertain (or else poorly informed) aboutptatners’ preferences. It would have
had to mis-predict probable outcomes in not oneppoibably three institutions (NATO,
EU, WEU), so that as states revealed more infoonadibout their own preferences, it
could update its perceptions enough that the peddestrategy changed.

Shifting Italian venue preferences and willingnessact unilaterally do, however,
cast doubt on the existence of an underlying peefe for cooperation among European
states’®® While the foreign ministry official quoted aboveentified a number of
European institutions that Italy would have preddrto see act, Italian officials did not
hesitate to threaten unilateral action during theeke of frantic but ultimately
unsuccessful diplomacy preceding the interventiodeed, Italy’s decision to mount
naval patrols in Albanian territorial waters wasiastance of unilateral action during this
period that sent a strong signal to other stategsodvillingness to act in Albania. For
Italy, cooperation in an institution seems to haeen a preferred strategy rather than an
end in itself. The most preferred outcome was grwention, but with whom and under
what flag was an open questidH.

Mixed support for these hypotheses probably resaltdeast in part, from the

absence of primary source material. The contenhegfotiations inside international

332 For this claim, see (M. E. Smith 2004); (Glarb®ap
333 |n short, the question about Italy’s behavior hito why it did not anticipate the difficulties NATO
and the EU, and go straight to the OSCE instead.
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organizations rarely becomes public. Without acce&sspolicymakers’ privileged
knowledge, establishing firm support for some & kblypotheses is quite difficult. Future
research should attempt to draw on these sources.

Finally, in the refugee policy issue, we find ewnde of a different factor
operating in states’ preference formation procegsesdiction. At the time of the crisis,
no European organization had formal jurisdictiorerovefugee and asylum policy. We
observe no efforts by states to coordinate thdicyon this issue: The preferred venue
was no institution. While drawing inferences from silence the historical record is
difficult, the very strong results of the statisfi@nalysis in Chapter 4 suggest that such
an inference would be appropriate in this case, (see, Table 4-6). An institution’s

jurisdiction appears strongly related to statesiglens to use it.

Conclusion

This chapter used the case of Albania’s collaps&9@7 to examine the foreign
policy behavior of individual states. It drew hypeses from the consensus-capacity
framework about how states form preferences owesét of available venues, and about
who should participate in extra-institutional fapeipolicy activity. It examined two
issues within the case, refugee policy and the topresf intervention, to multiply the
observations and provide variation on the indepethdariable of issue area.

Support for the capacity hypotheses is fairly gtoBtates of moderate capacity
did express concerns about the ability of variowslitons to achieve specified
cooperative goals, and they also expressed comtxut their own inability to carry out

high-intensity unilateral actions satisfactorilyower-capacity states, however, did not
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publicly make these kinds statements on their oamalf, though press accounts include
statements to that effect. Lack of evidence fos thay be as much an issue of media-
source-induced selection bias as it is an issu@ooi-behavior by the weak states.
Contrary to expectations, lower capacity stateseweilling to take higher-intensity
actions with even a low probability of successyvpded that the issue’s salience was high
enough to compensate for the low success rate.

Somewhat less support exists for some of the ceusepased arguments,
however. At least in part, this seems to come feoraluctance on the parts of the British
or Germans to exercise a public veto in the EUrothe case of the UK, the UN Security
Council. Other states, though, did act strategicallthe pursuit of their most preferred
outcomes. France, for example, tried to maniputhe&e issue of intervention into the
jurisdiction of a smaller organization in whickcitrrently held the chair. Using the power
of the chair could have helped France to obtairdéal form of intervention.

Evidence from these cases suggests that being @enesha preference outlier
cluster is neither necessary nor sufficient fordprng participation in high-intensity
extra-institutional cooperation. German non-pagpation shows that cluster membership
is insufficient, and the participation of NATO cadates Poland, Slovenia, and Romania
shows that it is not necessary either.

This chapter has explored the underlying politi€gh® institutional outcomes
examined in Chapters 3 and 4. The hypothesized anéans of the consensus-capacity
framework generally appear to operate as expectetha case of the 1997 Albanian
intervention. In the absence of primary sourcesugh, and in particular without

interviews with involved policymakers, showing ditecausal connections is virtually
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impossible. Future work should aim to incorporéite type of data into the existing case,

and to test the model in other cases.
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Chapter 6

Cooperation as Just One Foreign Policy Option

As Chapter 5 showed, the international communitgsponse to the Albanian
crisis was a complex and multi-layered effort. dimtbined elements of unilateral action
with deliberate unilateral non-action, and with peration both inside and outside of
institutions. International cooperation was just af the many foreign policy options
states chose to manage this multidimensional crisy theory of cooperation or of
foreign policy behavior more generally must ackremige and accommodate these
alternatives. States choose foreign policy actiom® a buffet, not a fixed menu.

This dissertation proposed and tested a framewmrkxXplaining states’ decisions
to cooperate that also explained states’ decismwigo cooperate or to choose other
options instead. It establishes two necessaryisuifficient) conditions for cooperation
— the need for consensus and the need for capaaityl uses their presence or absence to
predict the types of outcomes that are likely terge in response to international events.
Consensus without capacity leads to collective atatibbns but no action. Capacity
without consensus often results in unilateral dgtior extra-institutional cooperation.
Finally, when neither are present, no collectivsposse occurs.

This chapter summarizes the findings of this dissien by first reviewing the

main components of the framework and establisitgwgigjor claims. It then summarizes
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the evidence for the consensus-capacity framewadkagsesses the overall support. The
third section considers my findings in the contefxiarger debates about cooperation and
forum shopping, and the fourth section discussexctions for future research. The final

section concludes.

The Consensus-Capacity Framework: A Summary

The consensus-capacity framework explains statpezation on foreign policy.
Foreign policy cooperation is collective reactidagor attempts to manage) issues and
events that occur outside or across the statesidaries. Explaining foreign policy poses
a challenge to arguments about the causes of catopebecause it includes a range of
substantive issue areas, because its gains faer#iand/or states are unclear, and
because states are protective of their soverefjfigurope is an appropriate region for
testing the consensus-capacity framework becausastmultiple established foreign
policy cooperation venues with overlapping jurisidics and memberships. These
maximize variation on key institutional variablesile still holding important elements
like geographic region and key member-states cohskarope is also the only region
that contains multiple states with sufficient capad¢o act independently in world
politics. A framework that predicts institutionabaperation opposed to other options
such as unilateral action and ad hoc cooperatiost rnave actors that are capable of
choosing from the full range of possible outcomes.

The consensus-capacity framework considers coaperas one of many options
that states can choose from in their foreign potiegisions. States can choose unilateral

activity, cooperation outside of an institution, oooperation inside one of several

334 0n the bias induced by single-issue studies, Gagdl, Hix and Schneider 2002).
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institutions. The latter two forms of cooperatiore &ollective decisions made by the
entire (or proposed) membership. Under the ruleaast international organizations, this
requires unanimity oconsensusmong the members> Because resources are scarce,
states prefer to take actions for which they expeetgreatest probability of successfully
achieving their desired ends. Resources that ingptbg ability of states or other actors
to achieve their desired goals are elementapécity

Capacity, then, is the ability to execute policyrniternational affairs; consensus is
the collective decision on what policy should beaxed. Both of these elements are
necessary — but not sufficient — for internationabperation through an international
institution. When one or both are absent, alteroateomes emerge. Unilateral action is
possible under all combinations; extra-institutionaoperation occurs where capacity
exists but consensus among all members of anutistitis missing. Where consensus
exists but capacity is missing, an institution’s mbers will often resort to issuing
collective declarations, but they will not be atdananage higher-intensity responses.

The consensus-capacity framework improves on ndexstanding of cooperation
in two ways. First, it considers outcomes as irgpahdent, such that both substitute and
complementary relationships are possible. Stated net — and indeed, usually do not —
restrict themselves to using only one form of res@ofor a given event or issue. Second,
the framework allows for decisions to occur at npldt points. Cooperation is a process,
not simply an outcome. Reaching agreement reqgsuresessfully navigating a series of
other steps where the process could have collapBgd.treating outcomes as

interdependent (rather than mutually exclusive)d dy including multiple decision

335 Abstention may be possible in some institutions.
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points in the sequence, the consensus-capacityefwank brings the study of cooperation
and of foreign policy more in line with practice.

The multi-stage nature of cooperation, and the r@efor failure at so many
points, draws our attention to the need for infeatrstrategies that accommodate this
complication. At a minimum, the pool of only sucsfes cases of cooperation is a biased
sample; only those cases in which conseasulkcapacity existed could have reached the
success point, so all success cases will be abowethreshold on those variables.
Correcting this requires a case identificationtstyg that does not rely on the value of the
dependent variable (or of any independent varialfies selection into the dataset. |
achieve that here using a newly developed datds#i0randomly selected international
events.

The second inferential complication that the cossercapacity framework
highlights is the need to accommodate the rangealrnatives that states face.
Cooperation is not simply “d& or do nothing”; it is “dox, doy, do z, or do nothing.”
Failure to allow for possible substitution and céenpent effects risks biasing the
analysis by omitting a causal factor, action in)¢dmer venue(s). | do this here by
modeling each outcome separately by simultanecestiynating a series of seemingly
unrelated probit models. The simultaneous estimaiows for interdependence among
the error terms of the separate models, thus atioguior — but not coercing — substitute

or complement relationships among the availableaues.
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Summarizing the Evidence

Chapter 3 inquired into the conditions that ledestdo cooperate through formal
international organizations. It specifically coresied the case of the European Union’s
Common and Security Policy (CFSP). CFSP is a mkslyl venue for cooperation
because of its unlimited jurisdiction, but the s foreign policy itself is a least-likely
issue area. The combination suggests that thisfaraest of the consensus-capacity
framework. The lack of substantial variation in @eipy measures in the EU during this
period precludes testing hypotheses about capthate, but hypotheses about consensus
do quite well. In particular, Chapter 3 shows tlhth long-term and short-term
consensus-building devices increase the probalafityooperation. Most, but not all, of
the issues that the Treaty on European Union specdis priorities of CFSP are more
likely to receive cooperation than non-treaty issukreaty inclusion is an indicator of
long-term preference convergence that occurred wiiate prior to the period under
study. After 1999, the EU began adopting Commoat8gies, which are medium-term
statements of policy objectives and guiding pritesp The adoption of a Common
Strategy on an issue also significantly enhancegptbbability of that issue receiving a
CFSP response; the magnitude of this is simil#nab produced by Treaty inclusion.

Perhaps the most surprising finding in this chapgethe evidence that states
holding the EU’s presidency do not always adherta@onorm of presidency impartiality.
A strong norm in the EU’s Council of Ministers &fbr the presidency-holding state to
act in the Union’s interests rather than its owrirdpits term>° Instead, and contrary to
much of the CFSP and EU studies literature, Chegpfards strong evidence of distinct

patterns of behavior during the presidencies destthat are foreign and security policy

33¢ (European Union. General Secretariat of the Cdufidvlinisters. 2001).
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preference outliers. Neutral states in particula lass likely to act in foreign policy
overall, and they are even less likely to do seecurity issued®’

On issues of conflict resolution, however, the @ffes entirely reversed, with
neutral presidencies showing a marked improvenmetita probability of a response. The
combination of a neutral presidency and a confsblution issue can result in as much
as a 50% increase over non-committal presidencigshan-conflict resolution issué®
The difference between neutral behavior on confisilution and on other issues is a
strong indicator of the strength of the presidesagle in CFSP. Where the presidency
disagrees with the majority, it has a distinct ibilo block policy. When it agrees with
the majority, however, as neutral states do on limbesolution issues, a substantial
increase in probability of response results.

Chapter 4 then expanded the analysis to includeetither European foreign
policy institutions, the OSCE, Council of EuropadaNATO, and unilateral and ad hoc
activity. Adding these dependent variables alloweel to test hypotheses about when
cooperation should occur, and also to study howotiteomes relate to one another. In
testing the hypotheses about cooperation in ingtits, models examining the role of
capacity (as the pool of member-state resourcets ahainstitution could potentially
access) were mixed. The number of members had a&inegnfluence, as expected. The
influence of greater capabilities — measured dseeitogged GDP or the Correlates of

War Capabilities Index — were both highly signifitand negative in OLS and Poisson

337 Atlanticist states, those with a sustained prefesefor using NATO to coordinate foreign and sefguri
policy, have no consistent relationship betweemessduring their presidencies (no matter the issune)
CFSP cooperation.

3% See Table 3-9.
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models. The hypotheses expected greater capabildieesult in more cooperation, not
less, and it warrants further investigation witlitébemeasures of capabilities.

When we model the full set of foreign policy outasnsimultaneously, several
intriguing results appear. In models of CounciEofrope activity, jurisdiction (formal or
informal) strongly and significantly predicts resigses. When other alternative responses
are included in the simultaneous model, howeveisdiction is no longer a significant
predictor. Additionally, the Council of Europe’shaior is related to whether any non-
European institution acted — but strangely, nonsgean institution activity means that
CE activity is muchmore likely. A similar positive effect holds for ad hdextra-
institutional) cooperation among European stafasoh-European institutions are acting,
then extra-institutional cooperation is substahtiadore likely3*°

Finally, Chapter 5 explored the consensus-capd@tyework’s predictions for
state-level behavior and preferences. A qualitastedy of the 1997 Albanian crisis
provided an opportunity to leverage the advantamesixed-method research, namely
the ability to identify causal mechanisms in actemmd to look for their existence in
broader patterns. Unlike Chapters 3 and 4, the rAdbatudy was able to look for
evidence of states’ concern about capacity to d@redesired foreign policy operations.
Italy, a middle power, expressed willingness teinéne unilaterally in Albania, but it
also actively sought assistance from internatiamghnizations. The refusal of German
policymakers to organize an intervention through BU stemmed at least in part from
concerns about the EU’s capacity to manage suchnt@mvention, and from the

possibility of obtaining Russian assistance inrgdaorganization like the OSCE.

339 Limitations of statistical power probably alsolirgnce results in this chapter.
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This chapter also identified two important addisgbmsights for the consensus-
capacity framework. First, issue definition is ical when states form their preferences
over the available strategies and institutionsudsdefinition matters for two reasons.
Because institutions differ in their issue jurigdia, the definition of the issue can help to
create focal points or to exclude certain insting. Also, states use their definition of the
issue to calculate the likely position of the othmembers or participants (i.e., to
determine the preference distribution), and theg tlgs to determine the probable
outcome in each venue. States that define the idgtezently may thus see different
institutions as the appropriate forum, and/or magebtheir preferences and expectations
on different preference distributions.

Second, the behavior of Romania, Slovenia, andnélalaises the issue of cross-
temporal or cross-venue behavior. These statestsdleéheir response to the Albania
crisis not on the basis of the crisis’s likely effen them, but on the likely effect of their
response on their chances of obtaining NATO menhigersThese states identified a
component of their utility for action that the census-capacity framework did not
anticipate. While their behavior is not inconsistenith the consensus-capacity
framework — the framework does not, after all, predational preferences for outcomes,
only for strategies — it does raise further questiabout the value of foreign policy

behavior for signaling to third-party audiences.

Contributions of this Dissertation
The consensus-capacity framework and the testsppésented here contribute to

several different dialogues in the scholarly comityinncluding current debates on
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‘forum shopping’ in international relations. Chap8makes an additional contribution to

the literature on European foreign policy integrati

Forum Shopping in International Relations

The concept of “forum shopping” first emerged ie thork of Baumgartner and
Jones (1993). Advocacy groups seeking domesticypohange sought venues at various
levels (local, state, national, international) whéhey felt their cause would obtain the
most sympathetic hearing. By manipulating the frahmeugh which relevant actors view
the issue, advocacy groups can reassign the issuebre favorable venue.

As Baumgartner and Jones importantly note, “thepknexistence of alternate
policy venues is more important than the distriutiof advantage conferred by a
particular venue3° Actors who find themselves disadvantaged in omeigecan push to
define the issue as something appropriate for tamnate venue where the structure or
decision-making rules are more favorable. Simil@cpsses are at work in international
politics, as Chapter 5 showed. States defined ghweblem’ of the Albanian crisis
differently and had different response prefererasea result. With no institution claiming
formal jurisdiction over refugee policy at the tijstates defining the problem in this
manner often chose unilateral action. Those who isas a regional security concern
often leaned towards NATO or the EU/WEY.

This process of issue definition is currently netge in studies of forum

shopping in international relations. Existing argums about how states choose between

340 (Baumgartner and Jones 1993, 35).

341 At the time the WEU was formally tasked with exiy EU CFSP activities involving military force.
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fora have focused on the role of legal preced&rhe influence of domestic politics’
and the effect of international pow#f.In these cases, consensus already exists on the
nature of the issue: trade dispute, free tradeecageat, standards-setting. When the issue
definition is contested, however, as it was in thse of Albania, actors consider (and
bargain over) a far wider range of fora than inroaer, issue-defined cases. This
dissertation contributes to the literature herejost in examining cases with contested
issue definitions, but also by explicitly includiaglarger number and range of fora than
most other studies consider as potential choices.

In addition, the consensus-capacity framework cakarpredictions abouwthich
of the available fora (or forms of non-institutibrectivity) states are likely to prefer,
given their definition of the issue. Institutiorddcision-making rules influence the state’s
preference formation process: The distribution o#fgrences within an organization
interacts with the existence of veto players to enstrme fora more preferable than others
for actors who want — and whdp notwant — a response. By explicitly considering the
effect of collective decision-making under condigoof preference dispersion, this
dissertation returns to a more practical consicradf forum choice than most scholars

have previously uself’

342 (Alter and Meunier 2006).

343 (Pekkanen, Solis and Katada 2006), (Ortiz Men&p0@avis 2006).

344 (Drezner 2003).

345 For example, Drezner’s (2003) powerful states halkeady converged on a desired form and venue for
response. Pekkanen et al. (2006) and Ortiz Men@5(2@reat venue or strategy choice as effectively
unilateral, etc.
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Foreign Policy Integration in the European Union

This dissertation also contributes to the literatan foreign policy cooperation
and/or integration in the European Union. Indeatk of the main debates is whether
what occurs in CFSP is actuatigordination(states doing what each of them would have
otherwise done, but doing it in a concerted manmegperation(states adopting policy
measures that differ from what they would have daomiéaterally but still thinking about
policy separately), ontegration (states actively thinking about foreign policy asinit
and working together to create common poli)Chapter 3's findings about the
influence of presidency preferences on cooperatsomarticularly important in this
regard. The persistence of presidency effects -sistamt ones for neutral states and
sporadic ones for Atlanticist states — and theigmitaide strongly suggests that states are
still seeing foreign and security policy as seleated rather than collectively oriented.
As the UK'’s behavior in the Albania case suggeats] Michael E. Smith’s (2004)
detailed study supports, the behavior of all statesot just presidencies — in CFSP
includes strong elements of self-interest. Thigdar supports a “cooperation” view of
CFSP3*’

Existing literature on CFSP fails to find any pdesicy effects. This dissertation’s
findings suggest that the no-effect conclusion mesult from the CFSP scholarship’s
intense focus on cases efliccessfulcooperation. Very few case studies of non-

cooperation or failed cooperation exi&.As Chapter 2 established, the study of only

346 (Gordon 1997/97) (Hoffmann 2000).

347 Smith does find evidence, though, for a “coordimareflex” in which states consult with their paets
almost automatically before taking their own urglal action. Whether their responses change asudt re
of the consultation, though, remains an open questi

348 |n his evaluation of the “effectiveness” of EU dagn policy, Ginsberg (2001) examines several daile
cases. His definition of a “failure” includes bd#ilures to create policy as well as failures oa ¢nound
of the policy itself. Ginsberg’s case selectioméver justified, though: why are some instancesa-
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successful cases produces a distinctly biased san@mitting unsuccessful cases
artificially truncates the sample on the basisahs underlying variable that correlates
with success.

In the case of CFSP cooperation and presidencytsffénis selection bias has
particularly unfortunate consequences. The seledaitects argument is compelling for
the presidency findings precisdbhgcausehe direction of effect is negative. Presidency
effects producdess successful cooperation. This means that casesewprasidency
effects would be most pronounced are cases thatyatematically less likely to be the
focus of scholarly inquiry. The empirical strategged here deliberately includes
negative cases in approximately their true popataproportion. When these cases are
included in the model, strong, negative presidesftgcts appear. In earlier studies, these
effects are masked by other variables associatddokiserving positive outcomes. This
reinforces the importance of studying cooperatioross the full sample of cases rather

than only on successful cases.

Directions for Future Research

Research on forum shopping in foreign policy coapen, and in foreign policy
behavior more generally, is still at a very eatBge. By linking the study of cooperation
to the study of foreign policy, the consensus-capdamework is able to draw on the
contributions of both to explain a range of behessionder a single overarching set of

principles. Additional work should draw more on dhe developed in foreign policy

discussion (no attempted cooperation) countedilsda, and not others? The same is true for itstsiof
non-cooperation (failure to reach agreement). Aeesult, the non-cases that kiees capture are a
systematically biased subset of the true population
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analysis on issue linkage, and it should also wrkimprove measurement in its

empirical testing.

Theory Development

As is the case in most of the scholarship on i@tgonal cooperation, theory
development in forum shopping more broadly lagsrzths empirical application¥' In
some part, the absence of many studies examinagnttial decision to cooperate, and
then to use an institution, probably hinders thievedlopment. Without a solid
understanding of the dynamics of intermediary pbasaplaining later steps will be
difficult. The consensus-capacity framework conités here by linking the phases both
theoretically and empirically in a way that allotte explanation of forum choice to be
part of a larger process of cooperation rather Hrarsolated decision.

Despite this focus on the broader process of cabipe; the consensus-capacity
framework continues to treat events as discreteelated occurrences. With the
exception of some formal elements of EU cooperatibgenerally ignores the role of
policy legacies generated in previous interactiéinalso does not recognize the potential
for issue linkage across foreign policy eventsacnoss foreign policy events and other
forms of cooperation. Development along these limesld allow the consensus-capacity
framework to explain a broader range of behaviochsas linkage behavior across time

as well as across issues.

39 ¢ f. (Martin and Simmons 1998)
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Empirical Testing

Three prominent issues remain for future reseacchaddress, all related to
measurement. These are the need for better measutrefrcapacity, better measurement
of presidency interests and their relationship $sué dimensions, and better data on
policymaker and national preferences for statetlrypotheses.

First, the need for more refined measures of capacevident. Current measures
are noisy and unreflective. National GDP and ther&ates of War Composite
Capabilities Index reflect nonspecific forms of geal capacity rather than issue-specific
capacity. Iron and steel production capacity, fearaple, is part of the Index, but it is
probably not a relevant resource when encouragthgrcstates to democratize. These
broad, general measures are also not reflectitleeofapacities available to the institution
for action at a given time. States are usually anliing to commit a certain fraction of
their resources to foreign policy and an even smaftaction to foreign policy
cooperation. Moreover, no reason exists to belibaethese fractions are the same for all
states, or for all types of resourcds.States’ willingness to second capacity to
international institutions and the amount they wairking to second are very different
concepts than the sum of all resources availabddl the institution’s members.

Even with better measurement of capacity itselfyvdner, the endogeneity of
institutional capacity to the institution’s membags (both the number and identities of
members) will continue to present difficulties flarge-N testing. Small-N work with

more refined indicators of issue-specific capawgtynore likely to be useful in this task,

%01t the belief that all states contributed at tlans rate on each type of capability were plausitis,
criticism would be less relevant. Including theienGDP, for example, would then be a linear fumttdf
the true value, and linear permutations would nfiiénce large-n results.
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particularly in a cross-institutional context. Teestudies would also allow investigation
of how uncertain access to seconded national dggatiuences behavior.

Second, Chapter 3 found strong presidency effected EU. These effects hold
for some groups of states using very blunt indisateuch as the state’s historical
orientation to security policy. These measures Beariant to the issue under
consideration, they capture only a small range efate’s foreign policy interests, and
they do not vary over time. More refined measurepresidency interests and their
relation to issue dimensions would allow for moocewaate testing of presidency effect
hypotheses. In addition, these tests should algarek to other institutions to see if
similar effects exist there. The EU’s presidencydure is quite strong; do the observed
effects result from peculiarities of the Union’sdiership structure, or do similar effects
exist even where leadership structures are nobvasiul?

Finally, tests of hypotheses about state prefese@cel behavior call for state
level data. National security interests and strangms of confidentiality in interstate
negotiations mean that very little data is publielyailable, nor do researchers have
access to internal documents about recent ev&nMixed support for the state-level
hypotheses in this dissertation probably resultseast in part, from the absence of
primary source material. Without access to polickens’ privileged knowledge,
establishing firm support for some of the hypotlsesequite difficult. In the Albania
case, for example, the meaning of the “Bosnia” @gato German policymakers cannot
be obtained from secondary research. Tests of-lstadé hypotheses will require

substantial fieldwork, especially policymaker inviexving, to be credible.

%1 Most foreign ministries have a 30-year embargothen declassification of even minimally sensitive
documents.
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Conclusion

Pettifer and Vickers bluntly describe the Albaniensis that motivated this
dissertation by saying, “The political incapacitydainternal divisions in the EU over the
crisis ... led to the OSCE taking on a leading cohffesolution role” (2007, 39). The
lack of capacity — both political and, though Hettand Vickers do not state it, military —
in the EU resulted in the Union producing only wigakorded declarations about the
crisis rather than decisive action.

The framework developed in this dissertation aimsexplain this behavior by
focusing on the two necessary conditions for irdgamal cooperation: the existence of
consensus about a policy to enact and the exiswisefficient capacity to execute that
policy with an acceptable probability of succeske Tconsensus-capacity framework
treats cooperation as one of a series of poss#siglts of state foreign policy behavior.
Other possible outcomes include unilateral actexira-institutional cooperation, doing
nothing, and acting through any of a set of alterr@ganizational venues. By linking
cooperation to the broader process of foreign potliecision-making, the framework
generates hypotheses about both individual stdtevioer and preferences and also about
patterns in international outcomes. Cooperatiamotsa yes/no decision; it is the product
of a lengthy selection process that involves chapdietween a set of interdependent,
nonexclusive outcomes.

To test this argument, | developed an extensivasagatof 300 observations that
accommodates the many layers of selection biassthategic state interaction generates.
| then employed theoretically appropriate modelsnes that allow for interdependence

across the possible foreign policy outcomes andhfemon-exclusivity of outcomes — to
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test the framework’s hypotheses. This strategywalléor a more complete and more
accurate test of cooperation arguments than thmodeicurrent literature.

A number of consensus-based arguments gained guipptite qualitative and
guantitative analyses conducted here. Saliencdgislyhconducive to states reaching
consensus; having a preference outlier state imstitution’s leadership position often
reduces the chance of cooperation. Capacity argisnvegre more difficult to test for a
number of conceptual and methodological reasonsietlheless, they too gained some
support from the evidence presented here. In peaticqualitative evidence about
German preferences in the Albanian crisis (Chap}esupported these claims. German
concern about the incapacity of the EU — and cawelgr about the capacity of the
OSCE, in which the United States and Russia ppaied — were influential in its
preference for the latter body to organize an vetion.

To revisit the Albania case a final time, two unkexped elements remain: why
states tried to act in the EU at all, and why tH&OB became the lead actor instead of
another organization. Future research in this caise,in others, should prioritize better
measures of institutional capacity, state interemtsl policymaker preference formation.
Several states pushed initially for the EU to I¢lagl response to the crisis in Albania;
why did they attempt to organize cooperation th#éré&erman preferences to act
elsewhere made consensus in the EU impossible? d¢hyhe OSCE, which had no
standing military structures or intervention expade, end up taking the lead on this
multifaceted crisis? In a more general form, howstiites choose between institutions?
Do they choose sequentially, or simultaneously? [Wweferences rely on general

properties of the institution (such as the OSCHgall membership and presumably
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greater legitimacy), or from specific capacities tbé institution itself? How do the
differences between consensus and unanimity decisies influence decision-making?
The consensus-capacity framework here gave sontienprary hypotheses about some

of these elements, but much more remains to be.done
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Appendix

Event Selection Process

This appendix describes the multi-stage processvitigh observations entered

the main dataset used in Chapter 3.

Fully Random Sampling for Pages

The initial method of page selection was a fullwdem sample of pages.
Microsoft Excel generated six sets of 400 randommimers between the page numbers
comprising the first substantive page of the Jand&d4 issue and the last substantive
page of the December 2003 issue. Ideally, a fulydom sample would produce some
but not excessive variation in draws across moatitsyears. The initial criteria were 45-
55% of valid page observations before December {®@@8chronological midpoint of the
sample), not more than ten months lost for no ofadlens drawn, and also having
moderate variation across months and years. Malgeatation here meant a ratio of not
more than 1:1.5 between the lowest and highest mhomean (across all years), and
between the lowest and highest yearly mean (aalbssonths).

These criteria reflect the realities of both intgronal cooperation and data
analysis. The meetings of many international bodies highly cyclical. Oversampling

particular months, or having too many months fait of the dataset, risks biasing the
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data in unpredictable ways. European vacation pattsean that European institutions
act much less frequently in August than in any otimenth; only the highest-profile
items seem to disrupt the vacation period. In rsastmers, the primary CFSP decision-
making body only meets two out of three months, @neh then with an distorted agenda
of high-profile items and items related to the ad®of presidencies which occurs each
year on July 1. The EU’s highest body, the Europ€amuncil, meets in June and
December, and frequently in March and Septemb&abober, so that meetings leading
up to these summits are often occupied with prepgranatters rather than substance.
Other international organizations have similar iroesg.

In addition, issues themselves may be cyclical. fl@nnitiation is much less
likely in the winter than in other seasons; humigs, cyclones, and other natural disasters
which may require humanitarian aid are more likalyhe summer months than at other
times of the year. Coefficients related to insting§ whose mandate or other
characteristics make them more likely to responthése types of cyclical events would

be affected by samples which over- or under-samcyatécal events.

Selecting a Sample

As mentioned above, | initially generated six fulgndom samples (FRS). To
select the random sample with the best propeltisceeded by determining how many
months from each sample contained no observatibms.fully random samples had a
median of 4.5 months where no pages drawn felliwiie month (range: 1 — 6). As this

was promising, | began by investigating months Wwhmontained only one page
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observation. The median number of months lackingeolations rose to 9 (range: 5 —
11), but some samples were still promising.
| then proceeded to discriminate among the six BiRE&xamining the distribution

of their observations more closely. FRS 6, whicH lwst the fewest months for lack of
observations, had only 41% of its observations feefoe chronological midpoint. Since
several hypotheses rely on the duration of memp@srticipation or the sequential
joining of members, this amount of deviation seemedcceptably high, and the sample
was eliminated from contention. The two FRS with tbwest average variation across
both months and years were FRS 5 and 1 (1.81 &% fespectively), and these were
subjected to further analysis. The selected pagesanths with only two observations
were coded to determine how many of these pagdsaioed no observations and would
thus risk eliminating the month from the sample.tifi¢ stage, the samples began losing

months very rapidly, and the random sampling sgrateas abandoned.

Stratified Sampling of Pages

The failure of fully random sampling strategies gmduce reasonably good
samples led to the adoption of a stratified sangpkeheme. This scheme relies on
thousands of pages as the stratification Uf#esing’sdoes not have a set number of
pages per month or year; indeed, the number ofsppgemonth varies from 30 to 78,

and the number of pages per year varies from 56318 Since thousands of pages do

%2 Total pages are always in multiples of four foblishing purposes, including the table of conteid
index, which double as the front and back covespeetively. Here | count only substantive pages
containing news briefs; this excludes the contantex, and any advertising for oth€eesing’sproducts
that the company inserts to reach the necessaryphaudf four pages.
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not coincide with chronological units, samplingthpusand achieves a fairly even spread
of observations without forcing a specified numbkeobservations per month or year.

Stratification occurred by having Microsoft Excekrgrate 450 three-digit
random numbers (instead of the five-digit fully dam but bounded values of above).
Each of these values was assigned an ‘observatiatber.” The three-digit numbers
were then assigned sequentially to the thousandevacluded in the 1993-2003 range
— 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45 — to create a ositefive-digit numbef>® This results
in an equal distribution of observations across tieusands. Because the relevant
Keesing's page range was 39798 to 45762, however, some eofcttmposed page
numbers fell outside the range and were discarded.

While the two samples are not precisely comparéalgely as a result of the
decision to include 1993 in the stratified sampid also to discard composed pages out
of the desired range), the properties of the izdtsample were substantially better than
those of the fully random samples. The stratifiaghgle ties with FRS 2 for fewest
observations lost as invalid pages. Observatiotilligion over the duration of the year
was the best value of all seven samples. Distobudicross years for a given month had a
suitably low ratio of averages, though the preserigcaore observations in the later years
increased the ratio of standard deviations. Bec#usewumber of pages thKeesing’s
devotes to a year generally increases over times#itond half of the dataset contains
approximately 52% of the observations. Eight momitistain no observations. Since the

within-month deviation exceeding desired levels barexplained largely as a function of

353 1993 was included for future use in a study of tvbe the change in institutions in November 1993
produces any effect on the probability of cooperatilt also ensures that the full range of 1994epag
included in the center of the page range and doesgk truncation.
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the thousands-based stratification scheme, andh&w oriteria were substantially outside

the tolerable ranges, this sample became the foasall further data collection.

Coding Rules for Qualifying International Events

The purpose of the sample is to identify eventsssues to which states or
international organizations might respond by chaogdio cooperate on foreign policy.
The coding rules for identifying ‘qualifying inteational events’ (QIEs) reflect this
purpose. | briefly describe the major coding ridefow.

Instances of violence between states constitu@daas do efforts to settle such
conflicts. Interstate tension of a political/milyanature (i.e., not trade disputes) also
gualifies as potential conflict. Strong norms fagapeful resolution of conflicts in the
international system, and particularly among thgesyof international institutions studied
in this project, make these prime targets for coaien.

Internal conflicts qualify as well. Civil war, whedr declared or undeclared, or an
effort to settle such conflicts, constitutes a Qfmilarly, | code reports of refugee
flows, or efforts by the international communityitdervene. Domestic unrest at a scale
less than civil war can qualify as a QIE if riotimg demonstrations (related to non-
economic issues) occur in which

a) more than 25 people were killeat,

b) the media present extensive reports of brutalitptber human rights abuses

by the authoritiesor

c) major political opposition figures are harmed, s@sped, or otherwise abused

by the authoritiesor
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d) the non-democratic government is reported to déenstale and scope of the

demonstrations or riots to be a threat to its Btabi

National strikes are not QIEs unless they havesarlyt non-economic motivation
(i.e., they are political in nature) and meet ohéhe domestic unrest criteria outlined
above.

Many of the institutions of interest in this prdjedaim a particular interest in
human rights. Major reported human rights violasidius constitute QIEs. | particularly
code for reports of media suppression or violabbrireedom of the press (Yugoslavia
revokes all foreign journalists’ visas, 1994; Indians six Urdu-language newspapers,
1995), and reported violations of religious freedommportant developments in church-
state relations (e.g., Tajikistan bans religiougigs, 1998). | also code instances of state
behavior which indicate widespread lack of obseceaof human rights, particularly in
the realms of due process and law enforcementares{e.g., the unprovoked killing of
peasants by Brazilian and Mexican law enforcemefficess in 1996 and 1995,
respectively$>* In addition, this category includes allegationsa@ir crimes and crimes
against humanity, and action on the basis of thhaeges in domestic courts.

Natural and man-made disasters also constitute.Qlfs includes humanitarian
situations such the situation of refugees, famaras epidemics, earthquakes, hurricanes
and floods, and the like, and also man-made disastech as air or sea transit disasters
killing more than 25.

Finally, QIEs include action by institutional bodihen those actions are not the

result of direct interstate cooperation. This ides reports released by the Inter-

%4 Genocide is usually in the context of more widespr fighting and so entered the dataset under the
internal conflict rules rather than human rightiesu
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governmental Panel on Climate Change, the Worldlthlgarganization, and the UN
Food Program. It also includes indictments froneilinational criminal tribunals and
decisions from other international judicial bodidReports from other blue-ribbon
commissions are included if they have a distinctliernational component. In this
dataset, that includes the Vatican’s report on €inudsehavior during the Holocaust
(1998) and the Volcker Commission’s report on thee sand disposition of dormant
(Holocaust-era) Swiss bank accounts (1999).

Keesing’'sentries do not conform to a uniform length. Longeticles have a
greater probability of having their topic enter tetaset. That said, however, individual
Keesing’s entries can contain more than one QIE. &ample, the seven-page entry
about the start of the 2003 US-Iraq war contaimasste QIEs about the US buildup in
the Middle East, the formation of the ‘coalitiontbe willing,” Hussein’s missile launch
that initiated ground combat, and several othemelds. This strategy of locating
multiple QIEs within a single entry helps to mitigahe effect of article length on the

probability of a QIE entering the dataset.

What isNot a QIE?

Economic events, including budget announcementggengand acquisitions, and
military purchases or contracts do not constituiEsSQNone of these types of news items
are likely to provoke any response fromy otherestat. oans from international financial
institutions are excluded as well. These repregenbutcome of cooperation already, and
one which is filtered through an extensive chairdelegation, rather than an event or

issue for potential response. Trade disputes aule iagreements are excluded as well.
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Finally, diplomatic visits and the extension of Idipatic recognition do not
constitute QIEs. These are most often bilateragradtion, and are also unlikely to
provoke cooperation or, in the majority of cases; gaction at all, from other states. A
few high-profile exceptions may exist — for exama Arab state recognizing Israel, or
the North Korean leader visiting the United Staie&urope — but no event which would
strain this coding rule occurred on the sampledepagiikewise, summits (bilateral or

multilateral) are excluded.

Distribution
The minimum number of QIEs on a page was 0; themax number was 7. The

median page contains two QIEs.

Event selection

Pages containing no QIEs were dropped from the marages with only one
QIE automatically had that QIE included in the dataFor all pages with more than one
QIE, Microsoft Excel generated lists of random nensbcorresponding to the total
number of QIEs on the page. Pages were then adsigreerandom number in the order
in which the page observations were drawn (nobtder in which the pages occur). This

ensures the preservation of the initial random attaristics.
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Example

Pages with 2 observations Pages with 4 obsengtion | Pages with 7 observations
Rand | Obs#| Pg# Rand Obs|# Pg# Rand Ohs# Pg#
2 8 39339 3 1 39586 5 37 40154
1 12 43179 2 5 43065 6 97 44088
2 13 44316 1 7 45175 4 236 43036
1 23 40028 1 18 42677 7 268 40259
1 25 42550 4 19 43290

2 26 43797 4 22 39722

The final sample used for analysis contains 30Gisvirom 1994-2003>° This

represents 37.68% of the 796 qualifying events mieskin the initial sample.

3551993 observations are not included in this ansjytey will form part of a future project.
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