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Effects of Domestic Politics on Bargaining Power in Long-Term International Cooperation

In a chapter of my dissertation, I discuss how domestic politics affect bargaining positions of military allies, and I am hoping to extend my analysis to other types of international bargaining.  I would appreciate your comments as to the potential topics to apply the following argument and how I should operationalize my variables for a large-N study.  I will first briefly discuss my argument with the alliance example; “pro-alliance” should be read pro-cooperation and “neutralist” should be read anti-cooperation.  In addition to systemic factors, allied states’ specific interests in an issue and domestic politics of the allies affect intra-alliance bargaining.  Since a state’s interest varies issue by issue, we should look for a systematic pattern in the domestic politics of the allies, which affect the sizes of the win-sets and the allies’ willingness to concede in bargaining.  
Domestic Politics of Alliance Bargaining

With case studies of the United States’ alliances with Japan, South Korea and Spain, I  demonstrate that the intra-alliance bargaining power of a state is systematically affected by three domestic variables: the presence of effective opposition to the alliance, the leader’s attitude toward the alliance, and the leader’s vulnerability.  Existing theories of international relations suggest that domestic opposition to an alliance increases a state’s bargaining power vis-à-vis its ally.  When a leader’s hands are tied by domestic opposition or lack of resources, he or she can credibly take a tough stance in international negotiations (Schelling, 1960; Putnam, 1988; Evans, Jacobson and Putnam, 1993).  Historical accounts of military alliances suggest that leaders also have significant influence on alliance relationships,
 but the theoretical literature is strangely silent about the role of leaders in alliances.  
To explore these issues, I distinguish between four types of leaders.  Leaders’ attitudes in an alliance vary from pro-alliance to neutralist.  A pro-alliance leader is a leader whose utility for cooperation in an alliance is high; a neutralist leader has low utility for intra-alliance cooperation.  Leaders also vary in their vulnerability.  I define the vulnerability of a leader primarily by the expected duration of the leader’s power and secondarily by how much the leader’s power is affected by the concessions made by the ally.  I argue that the possession of a neutralist attitude by a leader increases (and a pro-alliance attitude decreases) his or her bargaining power when the leader is invulnerable.  In contrast, a pro-alliance attitude of the leader helps (and a neutralist attitude hurts) the bargaining position of the leader when his or her hold on power is shaky (see Figure 1).





Figure 1. Domestic Politics and Bargaining Power

The vulnerability of a leader has an interaction effect with the leader’s attitude on the bargaining power of a state.  When a leader is not vulnerable, being pro-alliance decreases his or her bargaining power because the alliance partner knows that the pro-alliance leader is more cooperative and does not need to be propped up.  An invulnerable neutralist leader has a strong bargaining position because he or she is genuinely reluctant to cooperate with the ally, and yet the ally still has to keep dealing with the tough negotiator.  When a leader is vulnerable, in contrast, a pro-alliance attitude gives an advantage to the leader, because the ally has to support the leader to avoid his or her replacement by a neutralist leader.  A vulnerable neutralist leader is still a tough negotiator, but the ally no longer has an incentive to concede to him or her because the ally can withhold concessions and wait for a pro-alliance leader to emerge.  The following table summarizes the effects of the three explanatory variables on intra-alliance bargaining power.

Table 1. Domestic Politics and Intra-Alliance Bargaining Power

When a leader is not vulnerable

	
	Pro-alliance leader
	Neutralist leader

	Strong opposition to alliance
	Moderate bargaining power
	Strong bargaining power

	Weak opposition to alliance
	Weak bargaining power
	Moderate bargaining power


When a leader is vulnerable
	
	Pro-alliance leader
	Neutralist leader

	Strong opposition to alliance
	Strong bargaining power
	Moderate bargaining power

	Weak opposition to alliance
	Moderate bargaining power
	Weak bargaining power


I conducted case studies on the domestic politics of U.S. allies rather than on those of the United States; this limits the complexity of the analysis and is justifiable in several ways.  First, although one might think that domestic politics of stronger states should matter more, what I analyze here is the strength of weakness as per Thomas Schelling (1960, 1966).  The weaker actor can more credibly threaten non-cooperation with this strategy, because “the power of a negotiator often rests on a manifest inability to make concessions and meet demands” (Schelling, 1960, 19).  Second, my argument works well when a state’s concessions make a real impact on its allies’ domestic politics.  Clearly, U.S. concessions have made a bigger impact on its allies than vice versa.  Third, at least in the past, domestic politics in the United States have been more stable than those of its allies in terms of the three variables discussed.

The argument presented above should be applicable to other international bargaining situations; we simply need to look at domestic opposition and leaders’ attitudes toward a different kind of international cooperation.  The argument should work well when it is applied to relations that are expected to continue for a sufficiently long period—for instance, trade partnerships between economically interdependent states, relations between long-term donors and recipients of foreign aid or international oil contracts.
  In other contexts such as arms control negotiations and crisis bargaining between adversaries, the applicability would be limited because the actors have strong uncertainty about the continuation of the bargaining in future.  
To complicate this matter, I assume in the chapter that domestic politics of the United States did not have strong impact on the intra-alliance bargaining of the three alliances.  For my cases, simultaneously accounting for domestic politics of two states will hurt more than it will help the analysis (the number of cells in Table 1 will increase from 8 to 64), but the benefit of a more complicated model might exceed the cost for other cases.  I also assume in this chapter that actors do not discount the future benefits from an alliance too much—a reasonable assumption for my cases.  In other cases, however, the assumption may not hold for one or both of the negotiating parties.  What matters to a leader may be the benefit he or she receives from the ally during his or her time in power rather than what the leader’s state would gain in the future.  Then, the strategic calculation about making concessions would be much more complicated as the future benefits get discounted by the leader and as the ally interact with the leader with its own discount rate.  

What topic, and how to operationalize?


Ideally, I hope to find a topic where the assumptions discussed above can be reasonably maintained.  I list below the potential topics and operationalizations for quantitative analysis.  I would very much appreciate your comments on them or suggestions for other routes.
Trade Negotiations (pro-cooperation = pro-free trade/pro-trading partner?)

DV: 
Shifts in trade restrictions.
IVs: 
Domestic opposition to free trade (survey data?)/Domestic opposition to cooperation with the trading partner.
The leaders’ attitude toward trade (Would it be problematic if I use party affiliation as a proxy?)/the leader’s attitude toward the other country (sometimes trade concessions are made on a political basis), relative to the predecessor and the successor
The leader’s vulnerability (use the time in office as a proxy for expected time in office?).

Foreign Aid (pro-cooperation = pro-donor country)

DV:
Shifts in the amount of foreign aid.
IVs: 
Domestic opposition to cooperation with the donor state (survey data?)

The leader’s attitude toward the donor state (any good proxy??), relative to the predecessor and the successor.

The leader’s vulnerability (use the time in office as a proxy for expected time in office?).

Oil contracts (pro-cooperation = pro-oil company)

DV: 

Terms of contracts/Shifts in the terms of contracts.
IVs: 

Domestic opposition to cooperation with foreign oil companies.

The leader’s attitude toward the oil companies, relative to the predecessor and the successor.
The leader’s vulnerability (use the time in office as a proxy for expected time in office?).
Ally’s support for pro-alliance leader
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� See for example Kataoka and Myers (1989), Buckley (1992) and Schaller (1997) on the U.S.-Japan alliance, Hong (1999) and Oberdorfer (2002) on the U.S.-South Korea alliance, Rubottom and Murphy (1984), Pollack (1987) and Viñas (2003) on the U.S.-Spain alliance. Leeds, Mattes and Vogel (2009) analyze the effects of changes in domestic political leadership on premature alliance termination.


� Because my argument assumes that the actors have mutual dependence, I might want to focus on foreign aid among military allies.








