0 HP RIRUS HVIHZ HY DQG (| GVRY/

" HDU( QMRUDOMDP  DQG 5 HYIHZ HY/

7KLY P HP R FRQBIQV DOXH FRP P HOW Z H UHFHYHG GXUQ) WH UHYIHZ. SURFHW GHVFUELQ] WH
FKDQIHV Z H P DGH \R \H UHYIVHG P DQXVFUSWQ UHVSRQVH \R HDFK LQALYIGXDCBRIQW

Editorial comment:

1) Sample Size Size and P-values

7 KH HAWRUDVNHG WDVWRQD S YDOHV R DQG GMW/ \R EH UHSRWMG 1Q @ KWR! \KH
UHDMYHO OU H DYDIOE®I \VDP SBI :  H KDYH DP HQGHG \WH P DQXVFUSWFFREQIO : H
DUH QRZ FROMWQ® UHSRMY S YDBHVDVIR®ZY S S S

Reviewer #2:

2) Early Elections

7 KH UHYLHZ HUDVNV KRZ \KH G QDP LIEV RN WIRRS GHS®\ P HQW FKDQI H Z KHQ HBIFIRQY RFFXU
HDUMHUWDQH SHAWG :  H DSSUHADWM WLV FRP P HOADQG \RRN KLY DV DQ RSSRUMQW R
FKHAN WH UREXEHW R RXUILQEQIV DFLRW \WHVH VSHALLIEDURQY DV Z HO)

7 KHUH DUH R SUQRISDAMVXHY (| DUD HBIPIRQY RQ.J URXQGY XQUHDWMG \R \WH Z DUP D\
SUHYHQAIRYHUP HQW IURP HQIDILQJ 1Q\WH NQG RI RSSRWWQMWIE EHKDYIRUZ H SUHGEW,|
VXFK HBIPURQV DUH SUHYDBIQWMKLY Z RX@ \MQG \R ELDV RXUWMN DI DIQAMQAQ) \WH

K\ SRKHV] HG UHOMROQWKIS 7 KH RIMHUIMVXH FRGFHLQV HBIFRQY RAFXUWIRY HDUD GXH R \WH
ZDULH Il D FRDONRQ VSEMY RYHUMH MWXHR WRRSV $VZHDUXHEHBZ WLV Z RXG

DOR WQG R GHSUHW \WWH HWP DWG FRH ILHHQW

$CAHWMQ) WHVHIWXHY ZH  XQGHWWRN GHBIBIG FDVH WG UWMHDUK R R RXU
WRRS FROMEXUQ FRXQMHY  Z H DOR XVHG \WH DYDIDEGI OUH 1 DWW RQ HDW®

HEPWRQY W IXQ DAGMRQDCHARGRP HWIE \MV

* H DVNHG RXUUHVHDUFK DWIMBIQN \R BRN IQR \WH HBIPWRQY IQ%HOIXP  &DQDAD &] HFK

5 HSXEQF ' HQP DN ( VWRQD ) IDQFH * HPDQ. \BO® 1 HKHWDQGY 1RZD. 3RDQG
6SDIQ 6ZHEHQ 5RPDQD 8.  7KH FDVHV LHGRAD YDUHW RN WRRS FROUEXVRY 1O WP V/



R Q<P EHY SROMFEDAQANARYY DQG KMRUFDCFX@MUDCEDAN LRXQGY : H DVNHG IRUEUH
FDVH WYGEHV RQ IMVXHV R HBIFURQ WP 1Q) \WWH Z DU DQG FRQARCRYHUWRRSY : H P DGH
VXUH WH 5 $V Z HIH QRADFTXDIQMG Z W RXUZ RINDQG K\ SRHVHY © H UHSRWYRP HR
\WH QLKW IDWHHGEHBZ  : H DUHKDSS\ \R IRWP DD LQFOGH \WH FDVH WYG. DV SDIWR
\WH DGEMRQDCP DIMUDY DYDIDE®! Z W \WH DFG!

2 QHBRIRQWP [Q) LQP RWIR \WH HBIPURQY Z H FRYHUHG 1Q WH | RXUWWMHQ FROUEX\RY
HOPWRQY \RRN SOFH DV P DQEDMG * RYHEGP HQW VRP HUP HY VHBIPMG UHDAYHD HDU®
CDMV ' HP DN EXWUHSRUMGD  EDVHG RQ M/XHV DQG FROMGHIDIRQY XQUHDWMG \R
WHZDU 7KXV HDU® HBFIRQY DUH QRAKDWARP P RQ VRP HKIQ) Z H UMD W QD P RUA
VA VWP DI IDVKIRQEHBZ ,Q\WH P DQXVRUSWZ H GABIOKLY RQ WH OWSDUDI UDSK RQ
SDIH

QWH FDVH R \WH 1 HMHIDQGV \WH X FRDOMRQ |HODSDWRYHUWH J RYHLOP HOWV
LOMMMQPH RONHHSIQ) ' XWWK LOYRIHP HONQ WH Z DUKLIK BDAQ) \R DQ HDUD HBIRIRQ
7R \WH H \WQAKDWKLY DQG RKHUSRTP. GHEDWAV 1Q WH SHURG XQGHUFRQUGHIDIRQ
LQYROHG JRYHP HON UMY FDO IRUGZ HUMRRS QXP EHY DQ HDU® HBIPIRQ FDXVHG
B\ JRYHIP HOWV BHXVDOR REDH DVIQWH' XWK FDVH ZRX@ DIDIQ \MQG\R SUHYHQN
\KH UVHDUFKHUILRP 11QAQ) \WH K\ SRIHM HG HIHRW 6 \WMDZ H GG QRWZ DR IQFOCH
HOPIRQY Z KHUH \WH \IP 1QJ IV DIIHPMG B\ \WH Z DU DQG VR Z H KDYH H FOGHG \KMLY FDVH
IURP \WH HVIP DIRQ :  H GVAEXW KLY FDVH [Q IXUKHUGHBIOQ IRRERM ~ SS DQG
EHBZ

&RP SGP HQIQ) RXUFDVHWHGAHY ZHXVHGWH 1 (/' $ COWVHWR HFRQRP HUEFD@® FKHAN
IRUWH P SRUBCQFH Rl HDU® HOIRMRQY :  KDWMYHUMVXH DITHRW WHUMP 1IQ) ZHP D\ Z DQAR
FKHFN \WHUSUHYDOIQFH DG IP SRUBQFH 7KHWH LV D YDUDE®I IQWH 1 (/' $ COWVHW
nelda6 \KDWARGHV \WH SUHVHQFH R VXFK HBIRIRQY  : KIB! KLY YDUDE®! P HDVXUHV Z I\
VRP H IP SUHFMRQ Z KBWZ H FDUH DERXWIWFRGHY HBIRRQY \WDWZ HIH H\WHUHDL® RUOWM
UHOMYH W Z KHQWH  Z HUH VXSSRVHG R \BNH SOFH  1Q P RVWFDVHV MDRXYD@ SIFNV FDVHV
R HDW XCH SHAMG HBRRQY : HFRGHG\W R QHZ YDUDE®W electionapproach6v6 DQG
electionapproach12v6 ZKIEK\MNHDYDGHR ZKHMnelda6 IVFRGHGDV3\HY \KDWY/
HERRQV DUH HDW DQG D JLYHQ FRXQMN \ HDUP RQK IV DSSURDFKIQ) DQ HBIFVRQ Z WIQ
RU P RQKV UHVSHAHO

7R \MAAKH HIHAWR HDUD HBIPIRQY Z H\BNH DQH WD WS : HFUDW \EZR P R
YDUDE®N early6 DQCearly12 \KDWDUH HWHQID® IQMDAYH \MP \V HTXDOR  IRU
SHURGY Z W HBIPURQY IRUKHde facto H HPX\WWH \KDWDUH DOR HDUWD * : H IRXQG \WDW
RVR WH  HBPURQY KDG REFXUHG HDUD B\ KLY P HDVXUA

7RVHH L RAUWHRY KROV IRAMHVH  HBRIRQY Z H GRS DEHBPRDCSHURGY \WDWAEG
QRARFFXUPHDUD' DQG UHJ UW ERIK RSHIMRQDE DMRQV R RXU' 9 DEVROWM QXP EHUR
WRRSV DV Z HODV \WRRSV SHUFDSMY RQearly6 DQGearly12 IQFGAQ) ERK \WH VP SGI
ELYDUDM P RGHIDV Z HODV WH FRXQW \ HDUP RQWI I HG HIHAW P RGHO:  H GRN DWERW



D DVZHODV P RQK HBRPRDCSHURG IGFH WY SOXVIEGH \WDVWD J RYHGP HOAKDWY QRW
DZDUHR DQHDW® HBRMRY P RQKV EHIRUH DQHBRIRQZ RXGEHDZDWH P RQAV
EHRWHRH : H UHSRWKHVH UVXOVIQ 7DE®! R WH RQEH DSSHQG[ 7 KHVH UHVXQV

VXJ I HAKDWRXUJ HQHUDALQEQI V DUH LREXVWIKURXI K BRNQ) DWRQD HDUD HBIRIRQY
\WRXJ K RXUMBIQEDLG HURY DUH QRZ MO K\W® KLIKHU SDW® D IXQRIRQR! \WH GHFUDVH 1Q

\WH REVHIYDMRQVY

7 KH IlQAQIV VXJ JHWKDVWKH HIIHPWEHFUHDVH 1V DRYD® O HUIRUWHVH HBIRIRQY 2 QH
SRWIE®! H SOQDMRQ LY WD RYHUP HQN IDAQ) HDUD HBFMRQY DUH WH RQHV P RANNHD
\R EH FRQFHCHG Z W DQ. SRWIEG! YDUDE®! \KDWARX@ DI I HAAKHUHBRRUDA RWNGHY

+ RZ HYHU Z H KHVVBAM \R LOMSUHVRHVH UHVXEV IXUIHUZ W RQD VXFK D GRM P HDVXUH

1 RQHWHBMW Z H EHOHYH \WDWKLY P HDVXUH GRHV SURYIGH HYIGHQRH \KDWDVWKH YHY GDVW/
HBRRUDAG. QP [EV GR QRWAJ QUIFDQU® FKDQI H Z KHQ HBIFURQY DUH HDU® 0 RUHRYHU WHVH
ILQAQIV J R FRXQMUWRZ DG \WH H SHABMRQ \KDWHDL® HBPURQY Z RXG QRADBRZ

H HPXAYHV HQRXIK WP H\R Z WGIDZ WRRSV JLYIQ) XV IXUKMHUFRQIGHQRH [Q WH LQFOMRQ
R DOHBRMRQY 1Q RXUGDWY DQDOMY

© H IFAEH QVFXWIRQ R WHVH SRIOW 1IQWH [IWMBEDUDIWSK R SDIH - DQGIQ WH
VHRRQG IX@EDWIWSK R SDIH - R WWH UHYIVHG P DOXVRUSW

3) Missing Figures

: HKDYH P DGH VXUHWDW UXWHV DQG  DUHHDW \R GFD\M
Reviewer #3:

1) FEighting Seasons

: H DSSUHFLDW \IH UHYIHZ HYY FRP P HQADERXVH 1L KM VHDVRQY $V \KH UHYIHZ HU
VXJJHW \KLY 1V D FUMFDOMVXH 1L DQ DWRFIDMRQ H M EHE HHQ WH ILJ KUY VHDVRQY DQG
WP IQJ R HBFMRQY : KIBH Z H GR QRADWP SVIR VWSB! WH TXHIRQ DERXVWZ KHWHUD
ILJKMD VHDVRQ H MW 1Q $ 1 KDQMWIEBIQ RUCRWZ HIYH \WRXJ KWDERXVWH RYHID@MWV/XH DQG
KDYH DIWP SWIG \R DEGUHW IWQ IRXUZ D\ V

The 12-month variable captures some fighting-season and non-fighting season
effects. 2 XUCDW UHHFRWGV \WH WRRS GIYHY |RUHDRK P RQKM 1URP R IRUHDFK
FROUEX\WRU : H IQAFDW Z W RXUP DIQ 3\WHDW HQNVRUIQGHSHQGHQAYDUDE®!
electionapproach12 Z KHWHUD JLYHQP RQK LV Z MIQ \WH \ HDUEH RUH DQ HEIFMIRQ Z RXG
EHKHG 3\WH HBRRQ\ HDU ) RUIQWEICHH 1QWH 8 QWG 6 \MAV \KLY YDUDE®! Z RX@
UHFRG \WDWKH 8 6 Z DV 1Q DQ HERRQ\ HDUILRP 1 RYHP EHU \WURXJK 1 RYHP EHU

7KHVH P RQKV VKRXG FDSWUH ERI \WH ILJ KW VHDVRQ RQH HQMH RQH DV ZHD
DV \KH QRQ ILJ KW VHDVRQ 1L IWH MV 7R UH XVH \IH $ P HUFDQH| DP S®I IMZ RX@ FDSWUH



\WH ILJKWQ) VXP P HUR DV Z HODV WH Z IQMUCRQ ILJ KW DAKH HQG R DQG
EHIIQQQI R 6 LOFH RXUHMIP DWWV P HFKDQIFD@ DYHUD H \WH QXP EHWY GXUQJ \KLY
HQWH SHURG Z H Z RX@ QRWH SHAVWKH H MMQFH R ILJ KW VHDVRQY R ELDV RXUILQAQIV

Year-Month Fixed Effects. : HDOR UDQ VHYHDOP RCGHY Z W \ HDUP RQK L[ HG HIHFW
VHH IRUQABCFH O RGHY  IQ7DEGI & RQAR@Y IRV HDUP RQK) ( D@ZV XV \R VHH
L RXUILQAQTV DUH LREXWWKIURXI K D@MKH P RQKV 1Q $ 1J KDQMWMEQ 1Q FDVHVRP HZ HH
VXEWBQID® ALIHHQNRUQRWXHK DV E\ EHQJ P RUH GMWDO & RQAR@Y IRUP RQN HIHRW
KDV \WWH DCEHG EHQH IR QRWDWXP 1QJ \WDWD 1L KV VHDVRQH MV EXWIDWHUH DP 1QQ)]
Z KHHURXUILQEQTV DUH LREXMAKURXI K D VHUHV R HUFXP WBQFHV IRUH DP S®I D
ARXIKWEXUQ] DVHWR P RQKV IQD JLYHQ\ HDU 7KLY FROQARCP RAW [P SURYHV \WH
HIFHGR R RXUHRWP DMV FRQILLP 1Q) \WWH XQGH®IQ] K\ SRKHVHV

As-if random treatment assignment ,| RXUDWXP SWRQ \KDWHBIRRQ WP 1Q]) LV

RUKRI RCDOR WRRS GIYHY 1Q$ 1JKDQWEBQ KRGV P DNQJ \WHDW HOADWAJ QP HOMDV UL
WQERP  \WHQ Z H VKRX@ H SHAVWIHDW HOAJURXSV  \WRVH 1Q HEIFMIRQ SHURGY  DQG FRQARO
JURXSV WRVH QRAQ HBIRWRQ SHIRGY \R EH EDDQFHG DRQJ D KRWR FRYDUDWV
REVHYHG DQG XQREVHYHG ICFAQ] VRP HKIQ] O\H 1L KMQ) VHDVRQ

No association between timing of elections and non-fighting season. ,Q/SIIHGE\
\KH UHYLIHZ HYV FRP P HQAVZ H Z HQNEDFN iR RXUCD\W 1Q RGHUMR H DP LCH \WH UHOMRQWKLS
ER HHQ WH QRQ UKW VHDVRQ DQG WH P 1IQ) R HERRQY ) WMWZ H FRGHGD QHZ
YDUDE®I nofightsea ZKIEKWRNRQDYDAHR GXUQJ WH QRQ ILJKWJ VHDVRQ

1 RYHP EHUWURXIK $ SUOWH \I'? H R \WH SRSS\ KDWWHWAQ $ 1IJKDQWEQ  ,QMHWMQII® ZH
AG QG WDWofightsea GRAV IQEHHG SUHARWDVXDAAV IR D VABAYAFD@ WL QUIEDQNH WIQW
DERXW  |HZ HUFDVXDAV SHUFRQAEXWUIRUHDRK QRQ ILJ KW VHDVRQ P RQK RUDQ
DYHIDIHRI DERXW  1HZ HUFDVXDARAV |RUWH HQWH P WMMRQ GXUQ WH QRQ 1LJ KM
VHDVRQHDRK\ HDU  + DY1IQ) HAREQVKHG KLY DWRADIRQ Z H FKHRNHG Z KHWHUhofightsea
SUHARWMG HBIRRQWP 1Q) : H UDQ YDURXV P RCHY IQFAQ) ALIHHQANRWP VR 2/ 6 DQG
GJ M UHJ IHWIRQ DQG GG (RWIQG DQ. WBIWYAIFD@ W QLIFDQADWRADWRQ EHE HHQ
nofightsea DQG\WH WP 1Q) R HBIFRQY P HDVXUHG ERW DV D VP SGI IQAFDWUIRUWWH

P RQK 1Q Z KIFK \WH HBIFIRQV Z HIH KHG DV Z HGbV DQ IQAFDWRUIRUWH HQWH HBIRRUDO
SHIRG RXUSUH HWHG RSHIDWRCDQ DWRQ R \WH H SOQDWY  YDUDE®! IQWH SDSHU : H
UHSRWWHWH LHVXOV IQ7DEGI IQWH $SSHQAL @ KIBH WHVH UHVXOV IQYROH CRM

P HDVXUHV R WH L KM VHDVRQV \WDWZ H Z RX@ KHVEBAM \R LOMBURWXUIKHU Z H EHOHYH
\WDVWKH  VXIFHQ® VKRZ \KH OFN Rl DWRADIRQ EHA HHQ HORRUDOP Q) \WWHDW HQWV
DWLI QP HONKH H SOQDWY  YDUDE®! DQG WH LI KW VHDVRQ

7KLV VTXDUHV Z M RXUFDVH VMG, UVHDUFK. Z KIEK FRQILUP HG WDV | KDQMEBQ GG QRW

LY OHQFH WH DRMDOIP 1Q) Rl HBPWRQY VDYH IRURQH FDVHZ H QVFXWHG  7KXV HYHQLL
D ILJKWGY) VHDVRQ H, MV DQG IWBUHAEW FDVXDEY IWGERHV CRADIIHPKH P DIQ IQ HHGAHV
P DGH 1Q RXUSDSHUMGFH \WHUH 1V QR HYIGHGFH Rl DQ DWRFIDIRQ EHE HHQ HBIFIRQ \IP LQ)
DG QRQ I KW VHDVRQ



© H SIRYIGH QVFXWIRQR! \WH [P SRUBGFH R 1LJKWZ VHDVRQ IRURXUIIQAQIV RQ SDIHV
QGSDIIWSK DQGRY RQS  WSDWDIWDSK R WH UHYIVHG P DQXVFUSW

2) 2010 Elections in the Netherlands

$V SHUWH UHYIHZ HYV VXJ JHIRQ Z H KDYH LOFGGHG D VKRWRRERM H SDIQQ) H STFM®
ZK\ ZH GG QRWGFOGH WH 1 HMHDQGY HBPIRQ IRR@RM  RQSS $VZH
H SOIQ1Q J UDWUGHEBIAQ \WDWRRERM WH IXE FRDDIRQ J RYHIP HQNVHTGDSDWARYHUD
QVDJ UHHP HQADERXVRRS FRP P WY HQW \R $ 1J KDQMIBIQ DQG HBIFIIRQY Z HUH KHG HDUD

) RUKLY UHDVRQ Z H H FOIGHG IWURP RXUDQDOMY $ 1 KDQMIEIQ LY IHDWUHG DV D SROFDO

MXHIQP DQ R WH HBPMRQV Z H DQDO] HG MZ DVVHGRP \WH IMXH +RZHYHU ZH
SRONRXVIKDWRXUIQ HUHQRH LV RQD \WUHDWQHG LL \WH \IP 1QJ R \WH HBIPURQ \WH \WHDW HOQW
DVWLI QP HQWLY HQIMHD GUYHQE\ \WWH Z DUIQ$ 1J KDQMBQ 2 QD \KLY Z RXG W\ \AWMP DIFD®
ELDV RXUUHVXAOV ;WY CRWHQRXJI K IRUS 1J KDQMBQ R EH DQ IM/XH RUHYHQWH P DIQ MXH W
P XVAMDIHPWRH FRXQW VR VHYHUHO WDWABIPIRQY Z HUH KHT DWD GlLIHHQAP H

3) Causality Language

7 KH UHYLHZ HUDVINHG XV \R GURS \WH DWHMRQ R FDXVDAGHQMEDMRQ \WURXI K D EDVIE
FRP SDIMRQR! P HDQV :  H DI UHH WDWIHDGHWY FDQ UHFRJ Q1] H DQG DSSURSUDMO P DS \WH

FRQOHPURQY EHE HHQ D SDIMFX@UUAVHDURK GHVLI Q DQG FDXVDAQHHGAH VR Z H KDYH
GURSSHG WLV UH HIHQRH

Reviewer #4:

1) Greater Troop Contributions and a Higher Risk of Casualties

7 KH UHYLHZ HUDI UHHV Z W XV \KDWDWBDVWRGH DWXP SURQ UHTXILHG | RUMH DU XP HOMR
KRG \KDWRWLY GR QRANINH FDVXDEV DSSHDWY R KRG DQG DV XV R GHP ROAMDM
EHWHUWH SOXVIEIOWN R \WH RKHUDWXP SWRQV EHKIQG RXUDUXP HQW 7 KH UHYLHZ HUDVNY
Z KHWHUFRXQREHV Z HUH UHD® FRQFHUCHG DERXWBMQ) SHRS®! RQWH EDWBILHG J LYHQ \WH
FRHIIFHQNV UHSRWGRQ7DE®  QRZ 7DE®

© HVINH LY RSSRUNQUV \R FOUL\ WDWRURXUDU XP HQAR Z RN W QRACHFHWDW WDW
FRXQUHY GVH VRGHY DOKHWP H : KDWRXQW QD F@P DM R H WHP H DYHWRQ W
FDVXDGHAV 1V Z KHWHUWHUH IV D SHIFHIYHG UMN \KDWALY P D\ KDSSHQ 7 KH GDWB RQ
GWDON IRP $1J KDQWEIQ DIBZ V XV \R KICN LQ P RUH IQRUP HG\MP V DERX\WY N : H
H DP IQHG CD\B IURP \WH:  RUOZ IGH ICAIGHOW WDFNQ) VA WP %RYH DQG* DYURYD
7DNQJ D QRASDMEXOUD GHDGD \ HDU Z H VHH \WH IRTZ IQ) SDIWATY 7 KHUH
ZHH  DWIF\VIQ IRP -DQXDN WAR' HFHPEHU  $SSWR IP DMO KDDRU



R \WHP GGCQRWFDIP Q/HV ZKIBI DUXDE® IQMQAQI R 7KHUPDQQ)  FOIP HG
EHEZHQ DG @HV ZMWDQDYHDIHR  7KH YIEWP V Z HIH FROMDPRY ALYIIDQV
FOUEV JRYHUIP HQAZ ROMHY 81 HP SB HHV 1* 2 ZRINHY DQG FROQIRQVRTHY 7KXV
(VY UHDVRQDE®! R DWXP H \WDWAYHQ LL D SDWMEXQUFRDIMRQ FRXQN GG CRAXITHU
FDVXDEHV DWD SDMEXOUSRIQAR WP H \WH RYHD@BIYHOR YIRBIGFH NHSVWKH SRMWEIDW R
GMVQ) OHV YIVIG IRUP LOBY FRP P DQEHY SROFADQY DQG GRP HVIE SXETFV IRU
FROMEX\RY : H DU XH \WDWMGQFH IVWZ RX@ EH GLIEXOWR SUHGAPWZ W DFFXUDR \WH

WP 1Q) DQG GFDMRQ R [QUXU HQADWIFNY \KH RYHID@BMWDON R \KH Z DUFBHDWG D
SHUFHSIRQ R UMN VXIIIELHQAR Z RW P RAMBDGHY R FDVXDOV JLYIQ)  FROUEXUQ) \ATAM

- HDOR FOU\ WHHAP DMVRQ7DE®I  QRZ 7DEGI  7KH UHYIHZ HUFRWHA® LOMSUHW
\KDVWKH FRH I FLHQARQ \WH HIHPWR WRRSV 1Q WH VHFRQG P RGHAQ KLY \BE®! VX J HAN \KDW
\KDWHYHU WRRS IQFUHDVH IV DWRAIDMG Z W RQH DEAMRQDOFDVXDENV SHUP RQK ) RU
VRP H R \WH O HUFRQUEXVRWY WLV ICFUHDVH LV UHDAD LOMSUHIEG DQG VIXJ JHVW KLI K
SRMQUIDAIMN ) RUH DP S®! WH 8 QWG 6 \BAMV FROMEXWMG RQ DYHUI H P RUH \WDQ

WRRSV \R $ 1JKDQMBQ $ WRRS LQFUHDVH IV QRWRQD UHDOAIF [Q WY FDVH EXVDOR
DWRFDWG Z W D \BIQJ LE®! LQFUHDVHG UMN RN FDVXDAIAV Z KIFK DV Z H GQVEXW DERYH DQG
LQWH SDSHU FDQ EH HBPRUD@® FRA® |RUD GDGHUIDAQ) DQ DXAHQFH DYHWH \R

FDVXDEV 1Q SHOFHNHHSIQ) RSHIDMRQY

+ RZ HYHU \WH UHYLHZ HUDOR FRUMA® SRIQNV RXVKDWKLY FRH I LELHQAY GLLIEXOVR LOMSUHN
IRUVP DIDUFRXQUHV Z KR P D QRAKDYH WRRSV 1Q'$ 1JKDQWMEQ 7KLY 1V DQ DWW DFW
R WH P RGHODQ RQ DEVROW QXP EHY R WRRSV DQG \WH DYHUI1Q) R \WWH HIHFWRUDO
FROUEXRY ELJ DQGVP DO ) RUKLY UHDVRQ Z HKDYH H SDQGHG7DE®N  \R IQFOIGH D

UHJ BAWMIRQ R FDVXDEHV RQWRRSV SHUP LGRQ AMY HQV DQG DSSURDFKIQ) HBIFURQY D P RUA
UHSUAVHQIBAYH UHQAMRQ R RXUGHSHQGHQAYDUDE®!  $ IQPUHDVH LQ D FRXQMN
FROMEX\IRQ RQ KLY YDUDE®! QRAXGFRP P RQLQ VP DIBURUI UDWUFRQUEXRY P SOHV
IROWHP HADQR  IQ\WWH GDW DQIFUDVHE! R WRRSV SHUP IGRQFMYHQY 3 HUWH

HP DG FRHILELHQMVXFK DQLQFUHDVH Z RX@ UHVXAQHQDERXWD  SHUIFHQWAKDQRH R
VREHUGMNQ D JIYHQP ROK | VXVABIQHG | RUWH \WH Z KRBI SUH HBRFRIDCSHURG R

P ROV VXFK DQLQFUHDVH Z RX@ UHVXEOWQ DERXW  H WD EDWBI LHT | DOV 1Q
H SHABMRQ

&ROUGHU HGP DINDVDQH DP SBI $ IWUVHEXUQ) D\KILG\MUP DV 3 UP HO IQMMUIQ \WH
1 RYHP EHU HOPIRQY $QGHY) RIK 5 DVP XWHQW JRYHOP HOAGFUHDVHG' DQVK
WRRS GHS®\ P HQAR $1JKDQMBQE\ DERXW  WRRSV P L@RQ AMY HQV RYHUWH FRXWH R
P RQNV DERXW \WRRSV P LARQ AMYHQV SHUP RQK , QMSUAMZY \WWH FRH ILFLHQW 1Q 7 DEG
ZHZ RXG H SHAWXFK DQ IQFUHDVH \R EH DWRFIDMG Z W DB RAW H WD P RQKO
FDVXDEV / RRNQI DAKH CDW IQGHHG 1URP R ' HQP DUNVXIIHBHG
FDVXD@#V P RM\KDQ WP HVDVP DQ DV IVWKDG IQ\WH  \ HDY EHIRUH \WH IQFUHDVH

,QEUH RXUDWXP HQAWXIJHW \KDVWARMAY Z RX@ UHDRPWEDVHG RQ WWH UHDDQAF
H SHAMRQ R FOVXDAAV : H DUXH \WDWKLY H SHRBMRQ LV SOXME®! 1IQ W KWR WH



RYHUD@FRXWH R WH FDP SDUIQ1Q'$ 1JKDQMBQ DQG DOR P HDQQI IXCZ W UHVSHRWR
IQAYIGXDOFRQMEX\RY [Q WP V RN WHUUHFRS [Q \WH EDWB IHG

: HKDYH QVAXWHGWHVH SROVRQSDIHV  DQG 2 IVFXWIRQ” IQWWH UHYIVHG
P DQXVFUSW

2) Use of force as a signal of competence

© H\KDQN WH UHYIHZ HUIRUWWH RSSRUMQUV R FOUL\ \WH QDWUH R RXUFRQUEXWRQ \R \WH
GHEDW RQWH WSH R VLJQDOKH XVH R IRUFH VHQGY \R YRMY ) RUFDUW Z H IRFXV RQ
6P LK W VHP ICDOFROMEXURQ IQWH $365 6 P W P RGHAY VP IOUWR + HW DQG
2 IBKDQGHV DQG EXI@V DOR [Q SDWWRQ) HDURQY Z RINRQFUMY EDUDIQQ) : H
VHHNR GUDZ \KH SDUDEY DQG \WH GlLIHUHQRHY EHE HHQ WH 6 P W P RGHIDQG RXU
DSSURDFK

/ INH6P MY Z HDWXP HWDWBDGHY KDYH VRP H XQREVHYDE®! FKDUDPMUMIF YRWY FDUH
DERXW 9 RMY Z DQAR UH HBFWFRP SHMQABDGHY DQG UHSOFH LQFRP SHMOARGHY |, Q\WH
6 P W P RGHO®DGHY FDQ DQG VRP HIP HV GR \KUHDWQ\R XVH IRUH D WU-DWKDWP D\
GDGWZDU $ ZDUV P RH@HO \REHZRQE\ FRP SHMOABDGHY 9 RMY REVHYH \KH
\MUHDWDQG WH Z DURXRRP H L WWHUH IV Z DU 7 KH \MUHDWR \WWH XVH R IRUFH LV P RUH
DMDRYH |RUFRP SHIMQABDGHY ZKRP D\ GHP ROAMDW \WHUZ R 1L \KH \WUHDWIHVXEV [Q
ZDU'S . H 1Q\WLY P RGHQY \WDWKVIQJ [RUFH FDQ BDG\R YIERY RYHUD VXIIEHQ®
VKRWMP H KRUJ RQ IRUYRMY \R DD \WDWIRRY IV DWKDQG DQG\R XVH KLY [QRUP DURQ
Z KHQUH DSSRIQIY ®DGHY

© H DU XH WDWRND@XVHV R [RUFH DUH \WH VDP H 3 HDFH NHHSIQ) RSHUDIRQY GLIHUIURP
\WH DERYH P RGHOQFXFIDXZ DV KHQWRRSV DUH IQFUDVHG \WH SUREDEIDIV R YIEVRUY
JRHVXS EXWRQD IQWHBQ) \WMP  : KDWERHV FKDQIH IQ \WH VKRWIMUP 1V \KH FRAWSDIG
/ RUQ) VRGIHY 1QWH EDWBIIHT LV DQ 1P P HADM® REVHYDE®! YDUDE®! ,Q D SUH HBPURQ
\ HDU BMQ) H WD VRTIHY 1O \WH EDWE IHG IV HDVI® REVHYDE®! \WH XE@P DM EHQH VW
\KH Z DUHIRWGQRWDV P XFK  7KXV Z H DU XH \WDWARP SHIMRQ \R GHP ROADWM

FRP SHMQPH Z RUW GLHHQ® . HHSIQ XS WH ILJKWZ KI®! GHP RQOMDIZ) \KDWANFDQ EH
GRQH DD BZ HUFRWMLY WH GMIQI XIVKIQI FKDUDPMUMIF RN FRP SHMGFH

© HDOR VHHN\R WHRUL H Z KDWNQGY R IDRRWY DUH P RUH @HO \R P DNH VRP H XVHV R
|RUFH VXEMPWR \WH BJIE ZH @\ RXVWDV RSSRVHG R \WH VW QD) P RGHODIG RXVE\ 6P W

© H DU XH \WDVWKHVH FKDUDPMUMIFY DUH P RUH @HO R EH SUIVHQAQP DQ. FRQMP SRUDUY
SHDFH NHHSIQ) RSHUDMRQY DQG WXV \MQG \R VXEMPWBIDGHLY \R \WH NQGV R G QDP IFV ZH
IGHQM



Success is a long-run objective. ,| DEXIG XS R IRUFHV FDQ SURGXFH D VXGEHQ TXIEN
DQG UHVRGW YIERY  Z H DUH GW @\HO R VHH \WH ®JIF Z H DGYRFDWM IRU : KHQ VXFFHW
LV KDUHUMR P HDVXUH HVSHAD® 1QWH VKRWXQ VXFKDV P RQKV ZHDUWHOQ\HO W
VHH \WH ®JIF Z H RXMIEH

Uses of force are multinational. : KHQVXFFHW FDQ EH DFKIHYHG RQD Z M \WH

SDWFISDIRQ R RWHY D VXU H LQ IQAYIGXDOFRQUEXURQY IV XQINHD \R VZ D\ WH
IP P HADW FKDQFHV R VXFFHW  7KH ®JIE Z H RAEZH IV P RUH @HO R EH DWZ RN

Domestic sensitivity to casualties is high. ,| YRMY FDQWOUDW FRW Z H DUH GBW
O\HO \R VHH SRADQV Z RWY DERXWKH VKRWMUP FRW R FRP P W) H WD WRRSV
$SUXDE® FRQMP SRIDY : HWMQ SXEQFV KDYH D JURZ 1Q] LHYXOIRQ W CEGHAQ) ™ 1Q \WH
EDWBIIHG ,QVRP HFDVHV WKLY UHYXOIRQ FDQ EH FRXQMWHG W GW @\NHO \RR EH HDVIO
FRXQMUHG 1Q WH FDVH R SHDFH NHHSIQ) RSHUIDWRQY  Z KHUH \WWH EHCHIW Rl XQP D
YIRVRY DUH VHHQ DV DFRXIQ) SUP DU R \WWH SRSXOMRQ R DQRWHUFRXQN DQGWR
SRWE® EHQH MAVSURSRMRCDWO RKHUSO\ HY/ 1QZ RUG SR 7KHUH LV D SXETQF
JRRGV TXDOQV W P DQ SHDFH NHHSIQ) RSHUIDMRQV \WDVWMQGV R XQGEHMIH \WH GUDZ EDFNV
R lQAYIGXDAFRWV DJ DIOWAKH CRQ H FGEDE®! FR®FYH EHCHIW R YIRRY
7R 1GMIDWM \WH ®J IF R RXUDW XP HOVFROMGHUZ KDWL RZ D\ FDQ JHWL MERXE®BN IW
MRRSV IQWH IIHG 1Q$ IJKDQWWEQ | ZH Z DQMG R DSSO \WH ®JLE D P RGHIDNQ W 6 P MW
Z H VKRX@ SUHAFWKDW UHDWMUMIRRS QXP EHLY Z LGKHS FROVICQFH YRWMLY \WDVWKDVWKHU
GDGHY DUH FRP SHWMQW < HMWY CRWFEDUNMWWZ KDAREVHYDE®! IDRARUV  RKHUWKDQ \WH
LQFUHDVH DVHD YRMY FDQXWVH 7KXV Z H Z RX@ (R SHRVWRGIGFH W GDP DIFD@ RU
TXIEND DEDM : HP D H SHAWLRZ D\ \R JHWBWDIVHGE\  IW FRDQIRQ SDUNGHY EXVWKDWE\
MWHOP D\ EH IQMSBUHWMG DV DMIQWDWL RZ D\ IV IJIMQ) WR P XFK |RUVRP HRCQH HOHYY
SURWWY 3 HURXUDW XP HQMKDVKLI KHUQXP EHY Z RX@ IP P HADWO H SRVH \WH
JRYHOP HQAR D KL KHUFKDQFH Rl JIYIQ) FDVXDAGHV DQGHYHQD ®Z QXP EHUR
FDVXDARAV FDQ UH GRPARQ IW GRP HAF WBQEQ)  7KH ®JIF Z H RAMIEH Z LOFRP H R
GRP ICDM 7 KHVIWWDMRQP D\ EH ALIHHQM 1 RZ D\ Z HH ILJKVQ) RQ W RZ QD Z DUIW
FRX@ FRQFHYDE® TXIEND Z1Q

2 XUP RUH J HQHUDCFRQUEXWRQ 1V \KHQ WDWEL HUHQMWAYDMRQY J HOHIDW A \AMP DIFD@®
QLIHHOACFHQYHY 7 KH AWKPUMUH R \WHVH LOFHQIYHY FDQ H SOIQ GLLIHHOWFRQUPNUAY
RUWHRUHV 1Q WH QMIDXUH RQ VHRXUMY DQG HBIRIRQY ) RUH DP S®! RIILFH P IQGHG BDGHY
FDQ UHVRWAR Z DUP RQIHUQ) Z KI®! 1Q D GLIHHQNFRQM WEHQ) UMFHQAR VHQG WRRSV \R
SHDFHNHHSIQ) P MRQ 7 KUDWIQQ) Z DUP LJKWEH EHQH IEIDAQ \WH VKRWAXQ Z W \WH
EHCHIW R VDEWH DM UHDX HG 1P P HADWMO  Z KIB! \WH FRVW DFFUXH SUP DUD 1Q\WH
IXMUH LH SRMHBRIRQ 0 DQQQ) DQRQIRIQ) SHOFHNHHSIQ) P MRQ RQWH RKHU
KDQG UMNV FDVXD@N + DQ XCQBRSXOURXWWRP H DQG D SRIMQUDO) URXQG | RUDM DURQY R
LOFRP SHWIQFH + Z IKRXRITHUQ) P P HADW CDMRQDOMHFXUM UHZ DBV

,Q\WH SDSHU Z H RITHURCH VSHHLIE HP SIUFDOMANRI \WWH P RGHZ H RXMIEH 7 KH GMICRRQ
Z H SURSRVH DOR VXJ JHVW DYHQXHV Rl EXUKHUWHRUAWDADQG HP SIUFDOHVHDUK



7KHRUAFD® P RGHY FDQ VHHN W LQMJ UDM 3XQGHUWH VDP H URR” FRP SDUDWYH \ABMEV

WDWHHN VR VKRZ. W RUIRXVD WH UHOMRQUKISY EHVE HHQ VKRWDQG BQ) WP FRWV DQG

EHCHIW DV\WH UHDWM \R SROIFIDQV 1Q SUH HBIFURQ\ HDWY Z KR FROUGHUWH XVH R IRUFH
( P SILED® MNNH VKR KDYH VRXIKWR GHS® VXUYH H SHUP HON \R XQGHIABQG
KRZ YRMY DWHV FUMY EHKDYIRUE\ \KHUBDGHY Z H FDQ HQVMRQ WH ®J IF Z H RAIEH

JHQHDW DWHP SW DAV SHUP HQBOMAN R \WH YIHZ YRWMY KRG R \WHUGDGHY 1Q

SHDFH NHHSIQ) RSHUDWRQY

- HKDYH LQFRUSRUDMG \WHVH SRIQN LQWH P DQXVAUSW :  H KDYH U4 RUDQ HG DQG
UH Z UMIKQ SDUW R \WH , QRRGXPURQ W [P SURYH \KH IWDP 1Q) R \WWH SDSHU DQG \R WL QDOR
UHDGHY EHWHUKRZ RXUDU XP HQW IIW 1O \WH OU HUGMDWW :  H KDYH DOR UH GIPWG WLV
1Q FKDQIHV R \WH \WHRUAFDOGHYHBSP HQWRQ SDU HV DQG

3) Choosing Troop Contributions

,QDQHIRWYR FOUL\ \WH P SRUBQAHDMRQUKLS EHE HHQ VHRXUW SRTR DQG
UHSUAVHQEBAYH LOAMAMRQY Z H UHHUWR HYIGHQRH IURP RXUDGRMRQDOMVHDUK IQR
FDVHV %HOXP &DQDAD &] HAK 5 HSXEQE ' HQP DN ( WRQD ) DGFH * HPPDQ. ,\BIO

1 HMHDQGY 1RZD. 3RDQG 6SDIQ 6ZHGHQ 5RP DQD DQGWHS. $VGHVFUEHGIQ
\WH EHJIQQQ) R KV P HP R WH FDVH VWG, UMVHDURK UM GFW \WH YDUHW R WRRS
FROMEX\RY 1Q\MP VR QXP EHY SROFDAQAMMRQY DQG KMRUFDOFXGMUDO
EDFNJURXQGY :  H QG CRNCFOIGH \WH 8 QMG 6 \BAMV EHFDXVH WH FDVH 1V UHDMYHD EHWHU
XQGHWARRG RXUIIQAQIV JHQHD@® FRP SRWZ W \WH 8 6 FDVH DV Z HD

2 XUDUXP HQAY \KDWERMFDQV Z KR DUH XS IRUH HBIFURQ FDQ P DQUSXOW WH QXP EHUR!
WRRSV RQWH JURXQG ,Q DAR RXUFDVHV Z H FROMWMWQ® IRXQG

FROAMAIRCD® P DQEDMG Z D V IQ Z KIFK \KY FDQKDSSHQ ,Q) UDGFH D VHP L3 UMGHQIDO
VWP 1Q Z KIFK \WH 3 UMVIGHQWDQG KLY RUKHUSDUY SRZ HUKDV H SDQGHG 1Q UHFHQW

\ DY/ \WH 3 UMGHQR KDV D Z IGH P DQEDW R UHGXFH RUIGFUHDVH WRRSV 7 KH H HEX\WYHIY
P DQEDW IV VRP HZ KDWFXUBABIG LQ SDUDP HQBW VA AMP V DQGLQP I HG A VWP V

3RDQG EXWAMDSUHVHOW, WY CRAKQFRP P RQ IRUERW 3 UMVIGHQIDADQG 3 DUDP HOBY

VA VWP V IRUWH BU VDML \R SO\ VRP H URBH O \WH SIRFHW 2 \MQ Z KHQIMERHV SO\ D
URG! IWAMHUKDV \IR DSSURYH D P MRQLQ WH IWAMBOFH RUDSSURYH \WH P D[ P XP

QXP EHUR VRTIHY GHS® HG RUERK 7URRS GHSE\ P HOADX\KRUM UMV VL QUIEDQW® Z W
\WH H HPX\WYH IQ%HOXP ' HQP DN &DQDED \WH 1 HWHDQGY 6 SDIQ DQGWH S .

3 DUDP HQBW DSSWRYDAY RIFID® QHHEHGIQ* HPDQ. +XQIDU XS \R DQG,\DO
QLRZD \WHQXP EHUR WRRSV IV BIVWR EH VHVWE\ 3 DUDP HQA< HWHYHQ LQ VXFK FDVHV
\WHUH IV D GMIGRIRQ EHE HHQ P DQEDWA RUZ KDVWD G IMDWUH DX\KRUL HV DQG \WH DRXDO
QXP EHUR WRRSV Z KIFK Z H DUH DVMUFRGFHSWD® DQG [QWUP V R RXUP HDVXUAV

* RYHUP HQW FDQ DQG GR GHYIDM IURP \WH P DQEDIM  HVSHAD® (Q D GRZ (Z DU ALHAIRQ
FOIP [Q) @I MIFDCRURKHUIURXQGY ) IQD®  HYHQ IO \KH FDVH R UHDMYHO® VAARQI HU



SDUDP HQBY FRQAROZ H VKRX@ HP SKDMI] H \WDWI RYHUGP HON UHSUAVHQASDUAV 1O
FRQOARCR SDUDP HQW 7KXV \KH FDQ DVNWH SDUDP HQAR SDW UAVROMRQY DQG \KH
FDQUAWDIQIRP DWVNQJ IRURRS IQFUHDVHY FEVH R HBPIRQY ©  H H SHAVWKH DELONV R

P DQISXOW \WRRS QXP EHWY/ \R DI HPWKH REVHYHG EHKDYIRUR! SRIMFADQY FEVH R
HOPIRQY : KIBI WP D\ EH GHVLDE®I R P HDVXUH WH HIHFW R GlLIHIHQNGHP RAUDWFE
LOAMMRQY RQ RAFRP HV RXUVDP SBI FRXQN ZIVH IV QRADUH HQRXIK \R D@BZ XV \R GR
VR HFRQRP HWEFD®

7 KH UHYIHZ HUDOR VXJ J VIV WDVWRXUILQEQ) P D\ EH GXH \R ®DGHY EHQ) GMADAMG E)
HOPRQ FDP SDUQQ) 7KHZ D\ ZH VHH IWGHS® P HQN DU XQE\ KLIK® VSHADD HG
EXUDXADAHY - 3 ROFDQV SURYIGH ALHAIRQY DQG VXI JHVIRQY VRP HKIQ) \KDWHT XILHV
RQD D VP DAQYHR HOAR WHUMP H | SROIADQV Z HIH GWVDRNG ZHP D\ HTXD®
SOXVE® H SHPIR I1QG QR UHDMRQUKLS \R WRRS GHS® P HQN' DV EXUDXFUDAHY DQG

FRP P DQGHY FRQIOXH R XQWH RSHIDMRQ  7KXV Z H GR QRAEHMHYH CQRUKDYH Z HVHHQ
DQ HYIGHQAH LQ RXUFDVH WXG. Z RIN WDVWEHIQ) EX\VA Z W HBIPIRQ P DAY 1V UHVSRQOVE®!
IRUWH HIHPW Z H VHH

: HFOW\ \WHVH SRIQV RQ SDIH QGSDUDIWSK R \WWH P DOXVRUSW

4) 12-Month Window

: HXQ RXUUHI UIHWIRQV Z W D QLIHHQANQAFDWUYDUDE®! electionapproach6 Z KIEK
[QAFDWV Z KHWHUD JLYHQ P RQK LV Z MIQV[ P RQKV R DQHBRRQ : H UHSRWWKH
UHVXOV R \WWHWH BHHBHWIRQVIQ7DE®I  DQG7DEG 2 XUHVXGV KRG DEHW W
KL KHUMBQEDUG HURY/ Z KIFK P DNHV VHOWH JLYHQ WH [HZ HUDP RXQW Rl P RQKY ZH DH
RZ DDA 1Q) WDWZ RX@ EH FROVMGHHG *HBIFVRQ SHURGY ™ : H P DIQMIQ \KDVWKH

P RQK G&Q HBRRQ SHURG P DNHV P RUH VHOVH IRUGHP RAUIDU¥F SROFDAFRP SHIMRQ
+RZHYHUWH P RQK IlQAQIV VXJ I HVAKDVWKH \WWH GOV DDOWY LV BREXVWWKIURXIK D
VKRWUHBRRUDCSHURG DV Z HO 7 KH FRHIFIHQW IRUWH P RQK DUH DOR VP DU \KDWY/
GHRUHDVHY DUH WP DU Z KIFK P DNHV VHOWH  J LYHQ \WDWZ H EHIHYH \WDWD UHDMYHO
G HUZIQGRZ IV UHTXWHG R SXWRUEHY/ WURXI K IRUGZ HUOWMRRS QXP EHY/ DQG \WH
P RQN Z IQGRZ SUREDE® WKLW SDWR \WH DOHDG. &Z HUIHG WRRS QXP EHLY/ W \WKH FRQIRO
JURXS

© H DGGHG D IXUKHUFOULIFDWRQ R WH HBPRUDCBHURG Z IQGRZ IWXH IQIRRERM  RQ
SDIH R \WH P DQXVFUSW

5) Democratic and Nondemocratic Contributors

© HWDQN WH UHVIHZ HUIRUWH RSSRWMQWY \R FOUL\ \KH DSSEFDMRQ R RXUKWHRY DQG
HP SILFDAIQAQIV R QRQGHP RADWF MY ,Q JHQHDOZ H UABAGHG WH \ABMY 1Q RXUGD\D
EHFDXVH Z H DWXP H WDWRQHBPRIDCSHURGY [Q GHP REUDAHV Z RX@ EH VP LOUWR



QRHERRUIDCEHURGY 1Q QRQGHP RADAHVY IQWWP VR \WWHUH IHRARQ VHREXUWWY SRTR DQG 1Q
KLY FDVH WIRRS FROQUEXMIRQV R $ 1 KDQMEBQ 7KDWY GHP RAIDMF H HPXWWYHV Z RX@ EH DV
XQHVDICHG DV GRQGHP RAUIDVF H HRXWYHV 1Q VHQAQ]T WRRSV GXUQ) QRHBRRUDO
SHUIRGV 6 lQFH RXUGDIVHWY FRQARKRMG iR UHGIRAZ KHQ D J LYHQ FRXQW \ HDUP RQK LV
1Q DQ HBRRUIDCSHURG electionapproach12=1 DQGZ KHQ WMWY 1Q D QRQ HERRIDCEHURG
electionapproach12=0 ZH DWXP HG\WDWKH SRR R GHP RADMY DQG QRQGHP RAUDM¥F
FRXQAHV Z RX@ VWOBSURICH XV \KH GHMUHG HAP DVRQ R \KH HIHRARI DQ HEIRRUDCSHURG

+RZ HYHU IRBZ 1Q) WH UHVIHZ HYV VXI JHWIRQ Z H FRQGXPMG RXUDCDOVHY VHSDUDWO RQ
\WH \® R SRSXOMRQY GHP RFUDWE \ADWY DQG CROGHP RADWE WMWY 2 XWR \RBO
FROUEXUQ) AWMV \R WH ,6$) RUWH 2 SHIDURQ ( QGXUQJ ) BHERP P MRV IQ
$IJKDQWEQ  Z HIH QRQGHP RAUDWE DFFRWEQ] \WH' HP RADA DQG' IFBARWAKLS GDMIVHW
&KHEXE H\DO 0 ROMQHI LR %RVQD DG+ HJ HIRYICD $] HEEDINAQ - REDQ \WH

8 QWG $ WDE ( P LDWV 0 DD\ VID 6IQIDSRH DQG7RQID DFFREQ) WWH' ' DI

* HRU D WDQUMRQY R D GHP RADR GXUKQ) KLY SHURG EXVWRQD FRQUEX\MV WRRSV Z HD
DIMUWH WDQUMRQ KDV EHHQP DCH  : H LQAFDW WHVH ARV Z WK D GDJ JHUM P ERAQ
7DEG  Z KIFK DOR FRQEIQV IQAYIGXDOGHVFUS\YH ABAYARF | RUKIHVH \ABAMY 7 DEGI
QAVSO\ V \WH \RBOGHVFUSWIYH ABMYANFY | RUD@GHP RADAHY DQG DOIGRQ GHP RADAHY $V
\KLY \BE®I VKRZ V' GHP RAUDFIHY FDUY \WH EXQAR WH $ 1J KDQWBIQ EXUEHQ

© HUDQ HJ KWRBCP RGHOVSHALLIEDWRQY |RUD@GHP RADAHY IRXUXMIQ) QXP EHUR WRRSV
DVWH' 9 DQGIRXUXMIQ) \WH WRRSV FDSMI P HDVXUHDVRXU' 9 : H UHSRWAKHVH UHVXQOV
IQ7DE® 2 XUILQAQIV UHP DIQ UREXVKURXJ K \WHVH VSHALLEDWRQY DQG DV ZH Z RX@
H SHAWDUH VXEABIQAYHD J UHDWUWDQ RXUILQAQ)V IRUDDARMMY GHP RAUDIE DQG
QRQGHP RADIF  SRRBIG R HKHU 7 KHVH UHVXEOV DUH XQUXISUMQ) J LYHQ RXURWHUILQAQIV
DQG WH H SHABMRQV R RXUWHRY  \KDWHBIRRUDCSHURGY DUH DWRFIDIMG Z W GHRUHDVHV
RWRRS GHSB\ P HOW  $V/ \WH UAYLHZ HUQRWMY P RAWR WH LI QUEDQAGHP RAUDWF
FROUMEXWRY DUHIQ1 $72 DQG DV VXFK \WH UHVXOV KHUH P LWRURXUILQAQIV IRUWH

1$72 QRQ1$72 AYMRQ

6) Source of Predicted Changes and Scale of Contributions

7 KH UHYIHZ HUFRUWHRA® SRIOQWV RXVWKDWKH O H FRH ILFIHQW 1Q RXUUHI BHWIRQY Z KIFK

FRUWHVSRQG W \WH VDP H UHJ UWMRQV Rl DYHUIDIH QXP EHURI WRRSV nfroops) RQDQ
IQAFDWUYDUDE®!I R Z KHWKHUD VWM Z DV Z WKIQ P RQKYV RI DQ HBIRWRQ
electionapproach12) DUH GLIIEXOWR IOMBSUHNRUMEMAY \KDWKDYH VP DADEVRGWM \WRRS

FROUEXURQY

7 KH ELYDUDW WLHIIHWIRQ RIntroops RQelectionapproach12 DV Z HGDV \KH WV DUH

XVH XA LWYANDCDOWDOFXW DWKH GO\ : H IGFAGH \WHVH VSHALIFDWRQV W VKRZ \KH

P DIQWCGH R WH HIHRWR DSSURDFKIQ] HBIFMIRQY RQ WWH WRRS GHS® P HOWV \R
$IIKDQWMEQ WDWY MY QRADQ LOVXEMBQUWDOGEHRUHDVH GXUQ] HEIRWRQ SHUIRGY  + RZ HYHU



\KH P HDVXUHV FDQ EH GLLILEXOWR [QMSUHDY DSSTHG R IQAYIGXDOAMMA 7 KH BDVRQIRU
\KLY DQG \WH UHDVRQ |RUWH LI H SUHARWMG FKDQI HV 1 \WDWKHVH VSHALLEDRQY SRRO

\RIHWHE FROMEX\WRY OU H DQG VP DODQG DYHU HY RAKH HIHAW R \WH HBRRUDO
SHURGY 7KH VKHHUP DIQWGH R VRP H R \WH QU HUFRQUEXWRY HJ \WH &DQDAD 8.
86 VH7DEGN DQG EUQ) XS WH DYHDIH IRUDDABMY Z KIFK 1V Z KDAKHVH QU H

FRH I LELHQWV DUH FDSWMUQ]

6 LOFH WWHVH P HDVXUHV FDSWUH \WH VRRICH T HRNEXWP DNH IWALIEXOWR DSSO R IQAYIGXDO
VWV ERK RYHIHIP DI \WH GHRUHDVHY |RUVP DOFROAMEXWRY DV Z HOGDV
XQGHHWP DI WH GHRUHDVHV IRUOU H FROQUEX\VRY/  Z H \IINH \&Z R DGAWRCDOAMSY ) IV
ZHWXQWH VDP HP RGHY DRRW DOVXEIURXSY EXWZ W FRXQW IIf HGHIHFW 2 XU
UHVXOV DUH UREXWIKIURXJ K WWIHVH | RXUDGEMRCDOVSHALIEDIRQYY HH 7DEGN  DQG

+ RZ HYHU DV \WH KLI KHUUHDMYH ABIQEDUE HURWY VX J HAWZ H ADKDYH \WH SUREGP R
KWK YDUDQFH DFURW \WH GLLIHUHQWARAMY  DQ MVXH P DGH HVSHAD® REYIRXV 1Q\KH
FRXQW 11 HG HIHFW P RGHY' Z WRXD \IP H WHQG FRQRRO 0 RUHRYHU Z KIGB! \WH

|1 HG HIHPW HIP D\M IQFOGHV D VHSDUDM FRH I LELHQARUHDFK FRQUEX\RU D Z HBRP H
DGR HONRUM] H Z H\MOKDYH WH SUREGP R D VIQ) ®f FRHIIFHQADYHUDI HG IRUD VHWR
QVSDUDM IQAYIGXDOFRQUEXRY  %4HFDXVH R LY DQG \WH VAMBSUHVHQAYDUDGQRH MVXH

Z H DOR (XQD@R RXUUHI LAWIRQY Z W WRRSV P I@RQ FMYHQV DVWH' 9 7R\KRZ
JUDSKIFD® Z K\ ZH KDYH FKRVHQ\R GRVR ZHKDYHDGGHG) UXWH  : HQRZ VKRZ RQ
\KLY JUDSK GHOW SBW R \KH RYHIDOGMUEXURQY R \WH\ER IRWP V R WH GHSHQGHQW
YDUDE®! WH WRRSV SHUP RQK DQG \WH WRRSV SHUP LGRQ R SRSXOMRQ SHUP RQK 7KH
JUDSKV KHS FOUL\ \WDVWKH DEVROMM WRRSV GMMEXWIRQ IV WWHZ HG IQD Z D\ \WH WRRSV SHU

P LGRQ AMMEXWIRQ IV CRW

- HDGGHGIRRERM  RQSDIHV  UHHUWIQ) \R \KH VHFRQG SDUDI WDSK RQ\WDVWEDUH \R
FOU\ WLV IQ\WHO 6

7KXV ZKHQZ H UHSRWIHVXEV [URP HMIIP DMV EDVHG RQ\WH ILIAMANHZ HG GMMEXIRQ
Z KHWHUMWY D GLIHHGFH R P HDQV RUUHI IMWMRQ FRHIIEIHON  \WH Z LOEH KDUGHUWR
UHOW \R 3\WH DYHIDIH FRQUEXVRUWDQ HP DMV EDVHG RQ\WH P XFK P RUH CRUP DO
QVWIEXVIRQ [RUMRRSY SHUP IGIRQ FMYHQY :  H KDYH P RYHG \WH UHJ UMVMIRQ UHVX@V XMQJ
\WH QXP EHUR WRRSV\R\WH DSSHQE[ QRZ 7DE®  IQRUEHUWR HP SKDV] H RXU

SUHHUHQRH [RUWH WRRSV P IGRQ RSHUIDWRQDE) DIRQ RQ JURXQGY R IW P RUH UHSUMVHQUBAYH
TXDDIHV

,QWH WRRSV SHUFDSMY P RGHOZ H VHH \WDWARAMY GHFUHDVH \WHUWRRS FROMEX\IRQY B\
DERXW WRRSV P LGRQ AMY HQV GXUQ) HBPMRQ SHURGY VHH7DE®I  $GKRXIK VRP H
VHBFWHZ FROUEX\RY VIDSIRYIGH BWWDQ  WRRSV P [ARQFMVHQY RQD  RXVWR
FROMEX\RY  \KLY SUIRYIGHV XV D P XFK P RUH HDVI® IQMBUABE®! FRHILFHQW) RUH DP S®!
IRUWH 8 QIMG 6 \BAMV Z KIFK FROMEX\WMV DERXW  WRRSV P I@RQ FAMY HQV RQ DYHIDIH
\KV P DUV D GHFUDVHR DERXW ~ GXUQ) HBIRIRQ SHURGY ) RUD P HAXP BIYHO



FROMEX\RUQH $ XVADID Z KIFK FROMEXWMY — \WRRSV P LGRQ AW HQV RQ DYHDIH \KLY
VXJIJHVWD GHFUHDVHR DERXW ) RUD VP DIUFRQUEX\RUQH * UHHFH Z KIEK

FROMEX\MY  WRRSV P I@RQ AMY HQV \KLY 1IQEQJ VXJ JHWW D GHFUHDVH R DERXW
,Q JHQHDORXUIQEQIV VXJ I HANKDWARMA RQ DYHII H FRONEX\M ~ \WRRSV P I@RQ
FMY HQV GXUQ) HBRIRQ SHURGY DQG WRRSV P LAIRQ FMY HQV GXUQ) GRQ HBRIRQ
SHIRGY DERAWDQ  QlUHHH WHWRZ R 7DE®

© H EHOHYH WDWKHVH YDOHV HQFDSVXOW \WH HIHPWR HBFRUDCBHURGY RQWRRS
GHS® P HQN RQWH P MMRQIQ$ IJKDQMEBQ : HVHHN\R P RUH FEDW® H SOIQWHVH
SRMQNDAQMSUATMRQY 1O \WH OWSDUIDIWDSK R SDUH R WH P DQXVRUSWAKLMY VRP H

R \WH QVPXWIRQW IRRGRM  RQSS : HDOR DEGHG D P RUH H WQUYH
IQMBUHIMRQ R RXUIIQAQIVRQSDIH  FRFXAQJ SDUDJUWDSK \WDWIH BFW \WH
FRQFHWDQY \WH UHYIHZ HUUDIVHG

%% ,2* 5$3+<

Y%RYH 9IQFHQ R DQG( YHID * DYURYD ,QFRP HDQG/ LYHIKRRGV IQWH :  DUIQ

$IJKDQWEQ : R@G' HYHBSP HQV

&KHEXE - Rvp $QRQR - HQQUHU* DQEKL DQG- DP HV'5 D\ P RQG 9 UHHDQG ¢ HP RADA
DQG' IPDWRUKIS 5 HYMIMG  3XETF&KRFH YRO QR SS

' HZIQ) 0 F RQDG 3,QMODIRCDO HS® P HQAR &DQDADQ) RUFHV 3 DUDP HQW/ 5 RBI ™ / IEWDY
R 3 DUDP HOMKWB ZZZ SDUDIF FD FRQMQW 2 3 5 HVHDUFK3 XEGFDURQY SLE HK\W

9DOL / DV RIQ32 G ( XURSH 1 HZ ( XURSHDQGWH 86 5 HQHIRIMQ 7 IDQVDMBQIF 6 HEXUMW 1Q
WH3RW (WD (G B 7RP / DOVIRWE DQG %DJRYHW DVKHY $EIQIGRQ 2 [RQ * %6
$VKIDW 3 XEQKIQJ

* URXS s

KWB ZZZ UWHSXEEWD IW WH IRLHMULDIJKDQWEQ  OXWD UQRY LOUXWD UQRY LKW
PO

) L\MHQA UHSRWWR! WH 94IMYK 3 DDP HQBWY &RP P WH RQ & ROAMAIRQ
KW ZZZ SXEGFDURQY SDUDP HQAXN SD @ CVHBPWIFRQM K\W

3ROMHQ (7KRIIQJ 6 FKP LGN SHADO) RIFHV\R $1JKDQMBQ$V 6 RRQ$V 3 RME®I 10 D\

$) 3 |1 DQVK 3 UREH %DP HV Y4MYK 7 URRSV IRU) UHQGED ) WH' HDWV ' HAHP EHU



$)3 31 HNHDQGY: LOL R HQG ( [ WD 7URRSV\R $ 1JKDQMBQ 0 IOMMU™ 6 HSWP EHU

3+ DMRY DQG5 XBV ™ 6 SDQWK 3DUDP HQV: HE 2 FW
KWB 777 FRQIWHVR HY SRIWUIGSDI H SRR RQJ UHVR & RQIUAVR + MB1 RP DV') XCARCHY ) / HJ

33 RDQG R UHGXFH P LMY SUAVHQAH 1Q$ 1JKDQMBQ” * D] HWWB: \ ERWF] D 6 HSWP EHU
1 RZ HJIDQ & ROAMANRY $ W

3$1J KDQMBQ ( LQVDIV YRU] HKQ - DKUHQ EFVAFKBWHR ' HXWFKHUIXQGHWED : HE 2 FW
KWB ZZZ EXQGHWEU GH GRNXP HOM \M \BURKLY B\Z B BUKUWBMI IQCH KWO


http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.congreso.es%2Fportal%2Fpage%2Fportal%2FCongreso%2FCongreso%2FHist_Normas%2FFunciones1%2FFLeg&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNGL4ewGmg9D6aocmubL8h4YWnITqA

Does Electoral Proximity Pect Security Policy?

November 24, 2014



Abstract

How do approaching elections aect the security policy states conduct? We build
on classic political economy arguments and theorize that one problem likely faced
by democratic policy-makers near elections is that of time-inconsistency. The time-
inconsistency problem arises when the costs and benebts of policy are not realized
at the same time. We develop an application of the argument to the case of allied
troop contributions to Operation Enduring Freedom (OOEFQ) and the International
Security Assistance Force (OISAFO) mission in Afghanistan. In that case, we argue the
expectation should be one of fewer troops committed close to elections. The exogenous
timing of elections allows us to identify the € ects of approaching elections on troop
levels. Our Pnding of signibcantly lower troop contributions near elections is the prst
arguably identibed € ect of electoral proximity on security policy.



Introduction

Political-business cycles are studied profusely in economics. For reasons thatediby per-
spective, manipulating macro-economic policy close to elections is said to benebt the re-
election prospects of incumbents. We build on some of the arguments advanced in the
literature for the case of security policy. Specibcally, we suggest that many security policies
may present a time inconsistency problem for elites: optimal policies may not be pursued
when proximity to elections creates an incentive to show, in a costly manner, the benebpts of
retaining a particular incumbent leader.

While such arguments have been applied before to security policy, our contribution is to
suggest that election incentives dier by the type of security policy. When the benebts of
the policy can be realized and revealed to voters quickly, leaders would seek to over-invest
in such policies in the run-up to elections. This type of argument is relatively well-known.

A stylized example is a leader initiating a crisis, or undertaking a quickly winnable war
close to elections. When, however, the benebts of a security policy are only realized in the
long-term, whereas the costs are realized in the short-term, we argue leaders would have
an incentive to underinvest in such policies. Competent incumbents will have an incentive
to signal their ability by keeping costs low, while still meeting the larger national security
goals. We argue that the case of case of peace-keeping operations bts the second logic we
describe. Democratic leaders have an incentive to underinvest in troop-contributions close
to elections.

To test our argument, we examine a case in which a large panel of observational daitars
us a rare opportunity to identify econometrically the &€ects of approaching elections. We
examine the changes in troops committed to Afghanistan from October 2001 through October
2011, exploiting the leverage provided by a total of 157 elections in 50 contributing states.
The exogenous timing of elections in the data allows us to identify the impact of electoral
proximity: a fairly substantial, 10 %, average drop in the pace of troop contributions in the
year preceding the polls.

Our contribution to the literature is threefold. First, our argument is close to the signaling
argument developed byHess and Orphanideg19950s seminal application of the political
business cycle framework to Presidential uses of force in the U.S. context. But our main



prediction is diametrically opposed. While we agree that incumbents seek to demonstrate
their ability to conduct security policies more competently than their challengers, it does
not need to generally follow that incumbents will always escalate the use of force close to
elections. In some cases, we would expect uses of force to communicate precisely the opposite
information.

The reason for that has to do with what is observable to voters in the short-run. This
varies by the type of security operation. In a war of choice, for example, a quick victory
can conceivably communicate higher competence in time for voters to decide on re-election.
In peace-keeping operations, where victory is elusive and long-term, domestic publics are
highly sensitive to casualties, and often thel@rt is a coalition one, a troop build-up close to
elections does not dramatically Bect winning the war. It does, however, lead to casualties

if violence is expected. Our Pndings echo earlier worédubatz 1999, albeit the theoretical
motivation, rooted in a signaling argument, and a novel distinction, diers.

Second, the evidence we use to identify the ects of approaching elections improves in
a number of ways on the current standard. We do not use a disparate group of events,
such as militarized-interstate disputes, which may be heterogeneous, poorly measured and
strategically-timed, but monthly data on troop deployments to the same war theater.

Third, the larger picture of security policy responding to time-inconsistent incentives, even

if it did not ultimately undermine the operation we study, remains a worry. While the ex-
istence of elections generates a welcome mean-shift toward greater accountability in demo-
cratic states} the periodicity of voting creates a secondary problem, the implications of
which should be of concern to voters in democratic countries and to scholars of electoral
accountability and international politics.

!Classic work on audience costs and international conf3ict Byearon (1994 is now sup-
plemented with work on the importance of electoral institutions for terrorist attacks Aksoy
and Carter 2019.



Time Inconsistency of Security Policy, Competency Sig-
naling, and Political Business Cycles

The notion that political parties compete over foreign policy and that elections, as a result,
may be accompanied by shifts in the security policy of democracies is sometimes taken for
granted and, at other times, disputed. Realists may argue that security policy is above
the usual partisan fray of elections. Yet, time and again leaders and op-eds bemoan the
difficulties electoral cycles create in the way of pursuing a coherent, consistent security policy
in democracies. Does electoral proximityfect security policy?

Realism, with its minimalist emphasis on fundamentals, remains a good starting point when
it comes to setting out some theoretical expectations on the security policy states pursue
close to elections. For realist scholars, elites make security policy based upealpolitik,
developments on the battlebeld, or international commitments, even as dissenters have called
attention to domestic factors and considerationsMearsheimer2001, Waltz 1979 Ostrom
and Job 1986 James and Oneall99]). Moreover, states have long-term obligations to
international organizations and alliances that they feel they must maintain regardless of
what domestic public opinion dictates in the short term. As Sherard Cowper-Coles, the
former British ambassador to Afghanistan put the OrealistO view, OHow would you explain
[troop reductions] to our NATO partners? We would do severe, perhaps fatal, damage to the
international alliance. No responsible British prime minister could support such a policyO
(Stewart and Knaus2011 p. 63).

More recently, scholars have applied political economy models and models of elite-lead
decision-making to support the expectation of no variation around elections. Thus, Saunders
argues for the U.S. case that commitments to the same fundamental foreign policy interests
lead elites from both sides of the aisle to forge a consensus that makes security policy less
vulnerable to shifts in public opinion Saunders2013. While it may be difficult to predict

how elites will react to every setback or success, we can surmise, based upon this logic, that
elections will not factor into the troop commitment calculus signibcantlyGowa (1999 has
applied a model from Alesina to the case of US security policy to argue that parties can
collude and implement durably the same foreign policy, regardless of approaching elections
and turnover in office.



We argue that incumbents will make pre-election policy decisions that they believe will give
them an electoral boost. We do not disagree that it is possible in some cases, such as the U.S.
case, to achieve a durable pact or a model of foreign policy formation that places security
beyond the waterOs edge. However, we question the degree to which such an outcome may
obtain in di! erent areas of security policy and in dierent cases, given the time-inconsistent
nature of re-election incentives.

We argue that if the costs and benebts of a policy are realized at the same time, then no
reason exists for engaging in opportunistic behavior (adjusting policy strategically before
an election). However, when the costs (or benebts) of a policy are paid at tirhdi.e.,
before an election) and the benebts (or costs) occur at time+ 1 (i.e., after an election),
incumbent politicians have a reason to refrain from (or engage in) the policy in the run-up to
the election. This type of time inconsistency is emblematic of the issues facing accountable
elites making policy where costs and benepts of policies do not occur contemporaneously.

The intuition behind our theorizing derives from insights on political business cycles in the
political economy literature. According to this logic, incumbent politicians will recognize
that proximity to elections inRuences the optimal policy they should set. Traditionally,
economists argued that incumbent governments could engage in inf3ationary monetary policy
prior to elections in order to lower unemployment lordhaus 1975 MacRae1977).

Problematically, such an approach assumed that voters are myopic and retrospective; car-
ing only about employment in the present and not about the deleterious nature of inf3ation

in the long-term. In recent years, scholars have! ered two types of rationalist alterna-
tives. On one hand, the Omoral hazardO approach suggests that rational audiences might
still vote retrospectively for two reasons. First, high growth and low unemployment ref3ect
competence, which voters assume to be lasting and, with regards to monetary policy, fairly
static. Second, voters only observe employment and other output during election years;
they do not actually observe inf3ation or policy. Thus, during an election period, voters
cannot distinguish between a competent incumbent producing growth and an incompetent
incumbent engaging in inRationary monetary policy designed to lower unemployment in the

2Empirical evidence remains mixed about whether this phenomenon occurs at all, in the
United States (Tufte 1978 Grier 2009, developed countries Alesina and Roubini 1992
Canes-Wrone and Park012, developing countries §chuknecht1996, or not at all.



short run (Persson and Tabellini2002. On the other hand, adverse selection models (also

called rational opportunistic models) posit instead that political business/budget cycles are

the result of informational asymmetries that exist between governments and voterRd-

gd and Sibert 1988. Incumbents want to signal high competence, debned as the ability

to enact policies with the minimal revenue necessary, through monetary policy. However,
competent incumbents can send such signals at a lower cost (that is, lower inf3ation) than
incompetent incumbents. Thus, these authors argue that a separating equilibrium emerges
where competent incumbents engage in cyclical policy-making but incompetent incumbents
do not?

In this paper, we build on these rationalist perspectives to study security policy. We suggest
that security policy di! ers from monetary and Pscal policy in the following ways. First, there
exist greater informational asymmetries in security policy than in pscal policy. As such,
elites will be especially concerned with signaling their competence in matters of national
security. Critically, even as governments have become more transparent in their dealings in
general, national security policy remains tightly guarded. Second, there can be two types of
security policies, based upon the time inconsistent distribution of their rewards: one provides
benepts in the long term and costs in the short term, the other vice versa. Since our signaling
argument presents an application of already available political economy formal models such
as those cited, we do not loer a formalization here. Instead, we explain carefully the steps
we go through to adapt the argument.

We assume that voters, all else equal, prefer a government competent in dealing with matters
of national security. To this end, we recognize that governments vary in their degree of
competence but argue that incumbents face similar incentives regardless of type. During
non-election years, incumbents have the time to invest in policies that may not yield positive
national security benebts immediately. During election years, however, incentives change and
incumbents focus on policies the benebts of which accrue immediately with costs that occur
after elections.

The structure of these incentives can explain berent predictions in the literature on security
and elections, and may depend on the security policy in question. For examplé,ae-minded

3For adverse selection theories, electoral cycles may be a normatively positive phenomenon
in so far as they allow competent incumbents to signal their ability.



leaders can resort to war-mongering (Smith 1998) while, in a different context, being reticent
to send troops to peacekeeping mission. Winning a war of choice might be beneficial in the
short run, with the benefits of saber-rattling realized immediately, and outweighing the
immediate costs. Increasing contributions to an ongoing peacekeeping mission, on the other
hand, risks casualties — an unpopular outcome and a potential ground for allegations of

incompetence — without offering immediately visible payoffs.

In peace-keeping operations, changes in the forces committed to an operation produces
relatively few observables in the short-term. Governments enjoy an informational advantage,
voters cannot immediately detect if a policy is successful or not. Instead, in the short term,
voters must rely on casualties figures. Competent incumbents can largely achieve national
security goals with lower numbers and will want to signal their ability by keeping casualties
low. Incompetent incumbents, on the other hand, will try to imitate this but are unlikely
to achieve lower casualties without pushing troop levels to a degree that jeopardizes the
operation and invites accusations of mismanagement. While both types will aim to keep
casualty figures low before elections, the competent types is more likely to achieve that
without inviting allegations of compromising the longer-term security objective. In effect,
this results in both types of governments to some (and different) degree underinvesting in

the type of security policy that pays off only in the long run.*

We agree that it is precisely the elitist or unobservable nature of the benefits of key security
policies that can motivate incumbents to signal their ability to deal with them, and we would
see the implied tendency to adopt “risk-free” policies as one manifestation of underinvestment

in costly policies close to elections.

Our work is also in broad agreement with Gaubatz’s pioneering work on electoral proximity
and war ° We agree on the fundamentals that war is costly and electorates will try to

discourage it. We provide an explanation rooted in rational expectations and signaling, and

40ur theory also provides a rationale for why an office-minded government might prefer to
start larger scale wars earlier in the electoral cycle (Stoll 1984). Wars that drag on become
very costly, electorally and resource-wise, in the long run, even if they had been popular
initially. If wars linger, the structure of their electoral payoffs begins to resemble that of

peacekeeping missions.
SGaubatz (1991)’s and Gaubatz (1999).



so, not one relying on the short memory of the electorate.

Our work also speaks to diversionary war theory about the! ects of political competition

on security policy. These authors suggest that democratic leaders utilize war-making as a
diversionary political tool to gain votes before an electioh. Formal approaches to diver-
sionary war have argued that incumbents may use war to signal foreign policy competence
in the run-up to elections (Smith 1996% In a recent application, Zeigler, Pierskalla, and
Mazumder (2014 focus on term limits to argue that term-limited leaders will be free of the
need to appease the median voter and will pursue more wars in their last term ifi ce.
While we see much in common with such works, we argue that incumbents facéetent
incentives with respect to di erent security operations and that models and stylized facts
should pay closer attention to these dierences.

Finally, our work is closest to the political economy model itHess and Orphanide$1995,

in which voters need to choose whether to retain an incumbent for another period, and the
incumbent sometimes pursues (successful) wars of choice to inform voters that they could
deal well with a war should one arise in their next term. We do not see much empirical

6Qur argument here captures some of the tensions observed in early work Quandt

(1986 826-827), who wrote: OBut there is still a constitutionally rooted problem that se-
riously al ects the conduct of foreign policy. It derives from the structure of the electoral
cycle...The price we pay is a foreign policy excessively geared to short-term calculations, in
which narrow domestic political considerations often outweighs sound strategic thinking ...
Not all observers would agree that this is a serious problem. Some would like to see foreign
policy closely tied to public opinion. ... But few would take this point to the extreme of
saying that foreign policy should be conducted by referendum or public opinion polls. If
diplomacy and national security planning are accepted as inevitably requiring a degree of
both expertise and conbdentiality, foreign policy decision making will always be somewhat

elitist.O
"Morrow (199) bnds only mixed evidence in favor of the main hypothesisGaubatz

(199) pbnds that democracies tend to bPght wars more often early, rather than late, in their
electoral cycles. For an extensive literature review and explanation for this uneven pattern,

seeTarar (2009.
8SeeBueno de Mesquita and Smith(2012 for a recent, much more detailed review of

domestic explanations of international outcomes.



support in peace-keeping operations for a key stylized fact in that model: increased use
of force as an observable signal of the quality of a leader. We thus formulate the following
more general hypotheses, that scholars should apply depending on the structure of incentives

inherent in the security policy under investigation:

Hypothesis 1 FElections will produce variation in security policy when the costs and benefits

of a policy do not accrue at the same time:

(i) As elections near, decision-makers will underinvest in security policy with short-term

costs and long-term benefits

(ii) As elections near, decision-makers will overinvest in security policy with short-term

benefits and long-term costs.

An Application: Troop Contributions to Peace-Keeping Operations

The problem of election security cycles may be di! erent depending on the specific type of
security policy. We focus on one type below, which, for us, is the general problem of elec-
toral business cycles in peace-keeping operations.® In the case of troops on a peace-keeping
mission, achieving peace is a long-term objective. Individual increases in troop contributions
are unlikely to make success dramatically more likely, especially in multinational operations
with many contributing states. Domestic publics are highly sensitive to the risk of casualties,
given the asymmetric public goods nature problem in peace-keeping operations - the risks
are born by the contributing states but the benefits, if ultimately realized, accrue dispropor-
tionately to the target state (Fearon and Laitin 2004). Thus, in peace-keeping operations,

we would expect to see evidence of the first part of Hypothesis 1.

In the case of Afghanistan, for example, outside decision-makers have long considered the

stability and relative of peace of Afghanistan to be of critical importance to the long-term

“We follow Fortna and others in the peace-keeping literature who use the term peace-
keeping to encompass various types of international operations designed to maintain peace
after a conflict, including both more traditional, consent-based peace-keeping as well as

enforcement operations. See the conceptual discussion in Fortna (2008, pp. 4-8).



interests of countries everywhere. For this reason, Western governments and their allies have
committed a significant number of troops. However, while more troops would tend to build
trust with the allies and facilitate the success of the mission, these effects are only felt in the
long run. Improvements in the security situation in Afghanistan have been patchy, and have
followed troop build-ups with a long delay. Up until 2011, coalition casualties climbed each
year. Only in 2012 did they come down. In the short term, troop commitments may result
in losses. By reducing (or failing to meet a needed increase in) troops during an election

year, incumbents may hope to avoid the negative signal conveyed by more casualties.

Our null hypothesis in the case of contributing troops to peacekeeping operations is formu-

lated as a testable proposition below:

Proposition 1  Elections will not produce variation in troop levels because elites determine
troop commitments based on factors independent of elections

The alternative hypothesis, based on the logic of political business cycles in security policy,

gives rise to the following proposition:

Proposition 2  Incumbents will commit fewer troops to peace-keeping operations in the run-
up to elections compared to other periods

We also formulate two propositions that may confirm our hypotheses indirectly, by testi-
fying to the link between election year troop draw-downs and public opinion/ casualties
respectively. We clarify that the effect we posit should apply more strongly to states which
could plausibly incur casualties but not to other states. Once the immediate cost of troop
deployments is reduced, we do not expect to see as much sensitivity in election years. We
also formulate in testable form the proposition that public opinion toward sending troops

should sour in the wake of incurring casualties.°

Proposition 3 Contributors su ering casualties are more likely to reduce their troop com-
mitments in the run-up to elections than contributors that do not dier casualties.

10See Kreps (2010) on the relationship between public opinion and the war in Afghanistan

in general.



Proposition 4 Public support for the war is negatively associated with the number of casu-
alties a state stiers

Research Design

We look at troop commitments to the war in Afghanistan from October 2001 through Oc-
tober 2011 made through two mechanisms: Operation Enduring Freedom (OOEFQ) and the
International Security Assistance Force (OISAFO). We collected monthly data on troops in
Afghanistan in two ways, producing an original dataset of troop commitments to Afghanistan
from October 2001 through October 2011. First, we scraped the monthly contributions to
ISAF from the o! cial ISAF archive for January 2007 through October 2011. Second, we
complemented these numbers with data from individual communication with foreign and
defense ministries in each of the contributing states. A list of available communications is
available from the authors upon request. This was particularly important for the US and
the UK, for which the ISAF record lists only incomplete information since it excludes OEF
contributions. In total, we gathered data on 50 dierent states. The ISAF mission is distinct
from OEF and not all the contributing countries to Afghanistan are NATO members. Our
study explores both ISAF and OEF contributions. OEF is a United States and United King-
dom operation that began when the brst combat operations in Afghanistan were launched
on October 7th, 2001. OEF also involved the Northern Alliance in the early stages of the
war and the d cially recognized government of Afghanistan in the latter stages. Outside of
Afghanistan, OEF also includes a variety of other countries, mostly NATO member states,
engaged in other theaters of the war on terror. The ISAF mission has existed since December
2001 with NATO assuming full control on August 11, 2003. Shortly thereafter, ISAFOs UN
mandate was expanded to include all of Afghanistan. Since then, ISAF has proceeded out-
ward from Kabul in four stages: to the North, to the West, to the South, and since October
2006, to the East (and the entire country):

Troop levels to a single conf3ict area by multiple contributors provide a concrete operational-
ization of security policy in a way that allows us to more precisely test the implications of
our theoretical framework. This also highlights our empirical contribution. The existing lit-

1For more details on the ISAF mission, sekttp://www.isaf.nato.int .
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erature has looked, almost exclusively, at wars, or militarized interstate dispute&¢chman
and Maoz 1984. As an empirical illustration, those datasets have at least the following
limitations. Wars are, fortunately, relatively sparse in the empirical record, but this does
limit substantially the power of any test involving war initiation or escalation. Militarized
interstate disputes are a very disparate aggregation of disputes { drent contexts, dl erent
initiators, di! erent expectations by the domestic public on appropriate response by their
leaders. Working with such heterogenous data to test a model that usually includes a pre-
diction based on a very well-dePned crisis context introduces noise, which, with a limited
dependent variables is always a concern. The binary nature of the dependent variable (war
initiation) limits or makes more problematic the use of techniques such as country-level bxed-
el ects or instrumental variables. Finally, the strategic selection of time to start a dispute
and target of dispute threatens the assumptions behind most specibcations.

The strength of the design is augmented by the as-if-random assignment of elections to the
progression of the war. To draw an analogy from the experimental literaturé, the idea

is that states in election periods (Othe treatment groupO) possess, on average, the same
observed and unobserved characteristics as those states outside of the election periods (Othe
control groupO). The reason for this is simply that since election timing occurs exogenously
to the war in Afghanistan, we can say that the treatmentNwhether a state bnds itself in an
election period or notNis as-if randomly assigned. This allows us to identify the! ect of
elections in our data'®

Troops

Table 1 summarizes the totals for six dierent and potentially theoretically-relevant groups
of contributing states: all contributors, non-US contributors, NATO, non-NATO, states that
experienced casualties, and states that did nét.

2SeeTomz and Weeks(2013 for recent experimental work in international relations.
130n the importance of causal identibcation as a means of making progress on intractable

problems in international relations, sedeber (2010. N 3
4Tables6 and 7 in the online appendix list the descriptive statisticsNmonthly averagesN

for NATO and non-NATO contributors respectively.
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[Table 1 about here]

Two patterns emerge from the data: NATO dominates troop contributions to Afghanistan
and the United States dominates troop contributions among NATO states (see Figuig.'®

For these reasons, we complement our analysis of the contributions of all allies with a separate
analysis of non-US NATO contributions and non-NATO contributions.

We use population data from the World Bank to calculate the per million citizens troop
contributions of each state'® The subsetting and per capita transformations leectively
normalize the distribution of troops commitments.’ allowing us to be more conbdent that
our Pndings would not be driven by outliers.

Elections

For information about elections during this period, we utilized the National Elections Across
Democracy and Autocracy (NELDA) database® This provided us with data on elections

as well as the conditions under which elections were held. This was critical for establishing
the exogeneity of the call for elections to the commitment of troops in Afghanistafi. Be-
cause of the unilateral ability of governing elites to send troops and withdraw to Afghanistan
in presidential systems, we only considered leadership (i.e., executive) elections in the con-
tributing states. For parliamentary systems, we looked at national legislative elections; for

5Non-NATO states account for less than three percent of the total contributions to OEF
and ISAF and the vast majority of non-NATO states contribute fewer troops on average
than the number by which NATO stateslower their contribution in the run-up to elections.
Moreover, not only are these states fewer in number (22 to NATOOs 28) but they have also
provided troops in Afghanistan for a shorter time, resulting in about third of the number of
country-year-month observations for these states. Moreover, non-NATO contributors tend
to undertake the missions with the fewest risks and lowest short-term costs, something to

which the null casualtiestotal for all such states can attest.
16See Appendix for further graphical representations of this data, specibcally Figuie
7See Figure6 in the Online Appendix.
18Hyde and Marinov (2011J).
19See Table8 for a listing of each election event.
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presidential systems, only presidential elections; and for mixed systems, both legislative as
well as presidential elections’

Our argument posits that politicians who are up for re-election can manipulate the number
of troops on the ground. While this statement is plausible, to strengthen our conbdence
that this is the case we conducted case-studies of 15 of our troop contributing countries, se-
lected for the variety of institutions they feature?* In all of our cases, we consistently found
constitutionally-mandated ways in which this can happen. In France, a semi-Presidential
system in which the PresidencyOs power has expanded in recent years, the Presidency has a
wide mandate to reduce or increase troops. The executiveOs mandate is somewhat curtailed
in parliamentary systems and in mixed systems (e.g., Poland) but still present. It is not
uncommon in both Presidential and Parliamentary systems for the legislature to play some
role in the process. Often, when it does play a role, it has to approve a mission in the brst
place, approve the maximum number of soldiers deployed, or both. Troop deployment au-
thority rests signibpcantly with the executive in Belgium, Denmark, Canada, the Netherlands,
Spain, and the UK. Parliamentary approval is 6 cially needed in Germany, Hungary (up

to 2003), and Italy. In Norway, the number of troops is left to be set by Parliament. Yet,
even in such cases, there is a distinction between mandates, or what a legislature authorizes,
and the actual number of troops (which we are after conceptually, and, in terms of our
measures). Governments can and do deviate from the mandate, especially in a downward
direction, claiming logistical or other grounds. Finally, even in the case of relatively stronger
parliamentary control, we should emphasize that governments represent parties in control
of parliament. Thus, they can ask the parliament to pass resolutions, and they can refrain
from asking for troop increases close to electiofs.

In total, there where 157 leadership election events across all contributors. Our unit of
observation is the country-year-month, with troops and elections measured at that level,

20\We used the Democracy-Dictatorship dataset, to separated elections into those held in

parliamentary, mixed (semi-presidential), and presidential systems (Cheibub et al. 2008).
21\We studied closely the elections in Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,

France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Romania, UK.
22\While in principle it may be desirable to measure the"eects of dI'erent democratic

institutions on political cycles, our sample is not large enough to allow us to do so econo-
metrically.
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and the data spans October 2001 through October 2011. According to the conceptualization
described in the previous section, we note whether a country had a leadership election by
assigning a value of 1 to an indicator variableglectionapproacti2, if a country-year-month
belongs in the twelve-month period leading up to a countryOs election (Othe election yearO).
For robustness checks, we also code whether a country is in the six-month period leading up
to an election (lectionapproaclt®), with few changes for the results.

Estimation Strategy

What happens to troop contributions for peace-keeping operations as elections near in the
contributing countries? We leverage the exogeneity of elections in two ways: Prst, we uti-
lize basic dl erence-of-means t-tests to compare states inside and outside of the run-up to
elections and second, we conduct ordinary least squares regressions with minimal controls to
correct for possible weaknesses of a basic comparison of means. Whilerdnce-of-means
t-tests are transparent, they are vulnerable to skewed distributions, a particular concern with
the case of troop commitments to Afghanistan. We!eer three solutions to this issue: (1) we
look at absolute troop levels as well as per capita Pgures, which approximate much better
a normal distribution; (2) we conduct analyses on six Herent subgroups to see how the
Pnding holds across theoretically and empirically relevant distribution of states (all allies,
non-US contributors, NATO states, non-NATO states, states that experienced casualties,
and states that did not experience casualties); and (3) we conduct OLS regressions with
controls for time trends as well as country and year-month Pxed ects to demonstrate that
our bndings hold even if we relax strict exogeneity assumptions.

Figure 3 in the appendix provides a quick validity check of the assumption that elections are
not systematically related to the progress of the security operation. Some countries have a
pPxed electoral calendar, in other countries the timing of elections can vary somewhat. For
example, a government may fall or call for snap elections. We checked our cases for the
general prevalence of early elections, and for the war in Afghanistan as an issuecing
timing. With the exception of one election, our case study work suggests that the timing of
elections is independent of the confRict in Afghanistan. All the election dates are either bxed
or triggered by the government because of an unrelated issiie.

230ne notable exception is the NetherlandsO 2010 election, which we excluded from our
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We recognize that relatively early elections, even on unrelated issues, may bleedent. We
used the NELDA dataset to econometrically code for such everits.We found that 34 out

of the 157 elections had occurred early by this measure. We discuss the importance of these
elections in the section with regression results.

It might the case that our exogeneity assumption does not apply due to a set of country
or time period specibc characteristic that would invalidate our inference. For example,
NATO contributors might hold more frequent elections than non-NATO contributors. Or,
contributors might face stronger incentives to withdraw toward the latter half of the war.
Country- and time-pxed ¢ ects allow us to make valid inferences under a weaker set of
assumptions. That is, as-if-randomness is conditional on country- or year-month-specibc
covariates.

analysis for this reason. In this election, NATO requested that the Dutch increase and
extend their troop deployment to the more dangerous southern provinces of Afghanistan.
The ruling coalition fell apart when Deputy Prime Minister Wouter Bos, the leader of the
second largest party (the Labour Party), withdraw from the coalition government led by
then-Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende. The Labour PartyOs withdrawal forced early

elections.
24\ariable nelda6 codes the presence of such elections. While this variable measures with

some imprecision what we care about (it codes elections that were either early or late rel-
ative to when they were supposed to take place), in most cases it actually picks cases of
early/unexpected elections. We coded two new variableslectionapproach6véand election-
approach12v6 which take a value of 1 whemelda6is coded as OyesO (that is, elections are
early) and a given country-year month is approaching an election within 6 or 12 months, re-
spectively. We further created two more variablesiarly6 and earlyl2Nthat are essentially
interactive terms, equal to 1 for electoral periods with elections for thée facto executive
that are also early.
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Findings

Comparison of Means

We begin by conducting a basic t-test comparing the troop commitments by governments in
the pre-election period. More informally, we compare the mean number of troops deployed
in each pre-election month to those outside of the pre-election period entirely. For each
subgroup we compare a year-long pre-election period with non-election periétiswe use
both the absolute troop numbers and the (essentially normalized) troops per million citizens
variable.

[Table 2 about here]

The results of the t-tests speak against Propositioh (no pre-election variation) and in favor

of the alternative Proposition 2, approaching elections tend to induce signibcantly lower
troop commitments. Using both absolute troop numbers as well as troops per capita, we
Pnd a statistically and substantively signibcant negative! @ct of approaching elections for
all allies, NATO states, and contributors that experienced casualties. That is, all allies
tend to have, on average, about 1,350 troops fewer troops per month committed during the
election period. The éect is the largest for contributors with casualties, which decrease
their troops by an average of more than 2,200 troops during election periods. We can say
with some conbdence that this leect is not driven solely by the United States since non-
American states lowered their contributions by about 200 troops during a given election
period and NATO member states, as a group, lowered their contributions by more than
2,000 troops. The kects hold across the dierent subgroups and t-tests using the troops

\We conduct robustness checks with a six-month election period. Results change only
slightly for this measure of election period length, with the twelve month period exhibiting
a slightly larger € ect. This makes intuitive sense: if one accepts our argument that in the
full year leading up to elections, governments scale down the number of troops they have
committed to Afghanistan, then the six month measure will miss half of this period. See
Tables 11 and 12 in the Online Appendix.
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per capita measure. That is, states commit fewer troops per capita to Afghanistan in the
run-up to elections.

This el ect does not apply to non-NATO states and states without casualties, for which
we Pnd, instead, a statistically insignibcant or borderline signibcant positiveé ect. The
Pndings for non-NATO states remain noisy. The conbdence intervals are large and the p-
values are quite high, making it dl cult to draw further conclusions from the non-NATO
results. The results of the t-tests support, to a degree, Propositiah- security cycles apply
more strongly to cases where policy-makers run non-trivial risks by deploying troops (i.e.,
they face potential casualties). When troops abroad are going to be safe, there is little reason
to mind the approaching ballot.

We add that, since most of the period we study features rising troop levels, what that
means in practice is that close to elections, countries tend to increase their troop levels
less. This makes sense: faced with a demand for more troops necessitated by the operation,
policy-makers respond by postponing the real increases for when elections are not around
the corner.

Regression Results

If our exogeneity assumption holds, a basic comparison of means between treatment groups
should be st cient for causal inference. The as-if random treatment assignment assures us
that observed as well as unobserved covariates are balanced between groups. For this reason,
we do not need to control for observed terences parametrically using a host of familiar
control variables such as GDP, population, and others.

To improve the €' ciency and reliability of our Pndings, we also conduct a series of regressions
of our outcome of interestNtroops per million citizensNon whether a country is within twelve
months of an election. We hone in on troops per million citizens here in order to focus our
interpretation of the co€' cients on each individual contributor, something that is made
easier with a measure of the dependent variable that is readily applicable to all states, as is
the case with troops per million citizeng® For each of the six subpopulations of interest we

% Although the large coé cients when we operationalize troops as absolute number of
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run bve di erent model specibcations on the outcome variable (i.e., troops per millions of
citizens)?’

Troops: = !¢+ ! 1ElectionPeriod ;; + "j; (1)
Troops: = ! o+ ! 1ElectionPeriod ;; + #.+ "i; (2)
Troops: = ! o+ ! 1ElectionPeriod ; + #.+ #y + "j; (3)
Troops: = !¢+ ! (ElectionPeriod ;; + #.+ #, + "i¢ 4)
Troops: = ! o+ ! 1ElectionPeriod ;; + ! ,LogUSTroops i + #c+ "j; (5)

The Pbrst model is simply a bivariate regression of the outcome measures on the election-
period indicator, producing the same results as the t-test Pnding but are worth repeating
here to provide a baseline by which to compare the other model specibcations. In models 2
through 5, we include country bxed-eects, denoted above by the tern#. in which ¢ stands

for every country analyzed in the given subpopulation. Country bxed-ects let us account

for country-specibc decisions to contribute troops at a certain level that are constant over
time.

We control for time trends in three dl erent ways. First, we include year bxed!@cts in
model 3, denoted by the term#, in which y represents year. Second, we add, instead, year-
month bxed & ects represented by#,, in model 4. Third, we index each countryOs troop
commitment by the number of US troops in Afghanistan in model 5. The idea is that the

troops are useful for examining the average and total troop deployments to Afghanistan,
as we do in our discussion of the Herence of means, these cbeients can be di cult to
interpret when applied to individual states. The reason for this is that these specibcations
pool together all contributors, large and small, and average out theirl ects. The large
decreases during the electoral periods of larger contributors bring up the average for all
states, which is what these large cOecients are capturing. Nonetheless, we report these
regression results in TablelO of the Online Appendix. Results are robust to various model

specibcations and suggest the same patterns of troop deployments as discussed above.
2’Because model 5 uses US troops to index a time trend, we do not run it for the subgroups

that include the United States.
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level of US troops may serve as a useful proxy for the troop requirements of the operation.

The regression results mirror the Pndings of the t-tests. For all contributors, NATO states,
and states with casualties the lead up to an election year leads to a statistically and sub-
stantively signibPcant decrease in troop levels, robust to the addition of country bxelegts
and time trend controls. Table 3 shows the results in tabular form. Figure2 illustrates
graphically the coé cient estimates.

Results hold across specibcations. Again, the conbdence intervals increase and we become
less conbdent in the precision of the estimates of théext of the run-up to elections for

the bxed & ects model. Nonetheless, all cbeients remain negative. For non-NATO states

and states without casualties, the election period is associated with a small or insignibcant
decrease in the number of troops per million citizens. Compared to the full sample of states,
the magnitude of the é ect is smaller. As in the case of the basic t-tests, the regression
results reject the null hypotheses of no variation (Propositiori) in favor of the alternative,
looming elections cause a drop in troop in contributions (Propositiof).

[Table 3 about here]

[Figure 2 about here]

The large-N analysis discussed above provides evidence in favor of the proposition that
contributors that su! ered casualties during the mission in Afghanistan are more likely to de-
crease their troops and to a greater extent than states (Propositids). States that su ered
casualties committed more than 8 fewer troops per million citizens during election years
compared to other periodsf§ < 0.01). By contrast, states that did not su er casualties
committed slightly more troops during election years, though this estimate is statistically
indistinguishable from zero at conventional levels. To concretize, the median state which
sul ered casualties contributed about 55 troops per million citizens. Election years, then,
produce a decrease of about 15% on average for these states. This suggests large electoral
decreases for both large and small contributors. Even for the United States, the largest con-
tributor in absolute terms, this represents a substantial predicted decrease during electoral
periods: from 116 to 108 troops per million citizens, or a 7% decrease.
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The intuition is that contributors that su ! ered casualties have their troops stationed in more
dangerous areas, at constant risk of more casualti€s For states that do not expose their
troops in a way that puts their troops in jeopardy, the war in Afghanistan is a far less costly
enterprise. That is, the time inconsistency problem that fuels cyclical behavior in our theory
simply does not apply. The principal bndings hold across models that control for unique
features of contributors and time trends.

We have also checked the robustness of our Pndings against the Obghting seasonO in Afghanistan.
It is sometimes argued that the months of November through April see little bghting. If an
association exists between the bghting seasons and timing of elections, we may need to
consider it more carefully.

We Prst note that our 12-month variable, by construction, captures some Pghting-season
and non-Pghting season!@cts. A 12 month period before an election should capture both
the bghting season (one entire one) as well as the non-bghting season, if it exists. Since our
estimates mechanically average the numbers during this entire period, we would not expect
the existence of bghting seasons to bias our Pndings.

We also point out that Models 3 and 4 in Table3 include controls for year-month pxed-

el ects. Controlling for year-month FE allows us to see if our Pndings are robust through
all the months in Afghanistan, in case some were substantially!ddrent or not, such as by
being more lethal. Controlling for month é ects has the added benebt of not assuming that a
Pghting season exists but rather examining whether our Pndings are robust through a series
of circumstances (for example, a drought during a set of months in a given year). This control
mostly improves the & ciency of our estimates, conbPrming the underlying hypotheses.

We also examined the relationship between the timing of the non-bpghting season and the
timing of elections. First, we coded a new variableyobghtseawhich took on a value of 1
during the non-pghting season (November through April, the time of the poppy harvest in
Afghanistan). Interestingly, we did bnd thatnobghtseadoes indeed predict casualties to a
statistically signibcant extent (about 1 fewer casualty per contributor for each non-bPghting

2\We also Pnd no evidence that states relocate their troops to safer areas or change the
orders troops are given close to elections. If these alternative avenues for lowering casualty
rates existed, they would tend to depress the strength of the bPndings we expect.
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season month or an average of about 300 fewer casualties for the entire mission during the
non-bPghting season each year). Having established this association, we checked whether
nobghtseapredicted election timing. We ran various models, including tlerent forms of
OLS and logistic regression and did not Pnd any statistically signiPcant association between
nobghtseaand the timing of elections (measured both as a simple indicator for the month

in which the elections were held as well as an indicator for the entire electoral period, our
preferred operationalization of the explanatory variable in the papery. Thus, even if a
Pghting season exists, there is no evidence of an association between election timing and
non-bghting season so its existence should not threaten our inference strategy.

In another check, we turned to the importance of early elections. We looked at troop
contributions during election periods preceding early or unexpected electiofis.We bnd
that whether we look at six- or twelve-month electoral periods preceding early elections, the
general magnitude and direction of our bndings hold. This suggests that even when elections
occur early, elites attempt to decrease troop deployments abroad.

Since our analysis is based upon troop mandatesNthe maximum number of troops a gov-
ernment is allowed to commit abroad by domestic policyNrather than actual boots on the
ground, it is likely that this is a conservative estimate. Governments may actually be send-
ing even fewer troops to the battlepeld than they are allowed to commit in order to avoid
casualties.

2\We report these results in Tablel5 in the Online Appendix.
30To see if our theory holds for the 34 elections coded as early, we drop all electoral periods

that did not occur early and regress both operationalizations of our DV (absolute number
of troops as well as troops per capita) on the variable for early elections, including both the
simple bivariate model as well as the country-year-month bxed ects model. We look at
both a 6 as well as 12 month electoral period since it is plausible that a government that is
not aware of an early election 12 months before an election would be aware 6 months before
one. We report these results in Tabl® of the online appendix. These results suggest that
our general bPndings are robust through looking at only early elections, though our standard
errors are now slightly higher, partly a function of the decrease in the observations. We bnd
no changes with respect to elections that are not early.
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Discussion

Next, we explore these troop variations further. In particular, we show that casualties decline
in the run-up to elections, and that fatalities help drive public attitudes toward the military
operation, toward government competence and awareness of the war in predictable ways.

If our argument is correct, we would expect in the run-up to elections to see fewer casualties,
and we would expect this kect to be attributable to lower troops numbers in the Peld. Table

4 shows two regressions that are consistent with this argument. The Prst column shows that
approaching elections (in 12 months or less) tend to reduce casualties in the full sample by
I 0.42 per month. The statistically signibcant eect, however, washes out when we control
for the number of troops in the battlebeld. The second column shows that troop presence is
in fact a strong predictor of fatalities, but approaching elections on their own are not.

To make the interpretation of this coé cient easier for small contributors, who may have
fewer troops altogether, the last column includes a regression of casualties on troops per
million citizens and approaching elections. A 10% increase in a countryOs contribution on
this variable (not uncommon in smaller or greater contributors) implies, for the median of 40
in the data, an increase by of 4 troops per million citizens. Per the estimated ¢o&ent, such

an increase would result in about a 50 percent chance of 1 soldier lost in a given month. If
sustained for the the whole pre-electoral period of 12 months, such an increase would result
in about 6 extra battlebPeld casualties in expectation.

The two sets of results, in combination, suggest that the casualty-mitigatind ect of elections
works via the reduction of troop numbers as balloting nears. If one of the goals of lowering
troop levels before voting is to have fewer fatalities in the battlebeld, we would expect to
Pnd empirical evidence along the lines identibed on Table

31We should clarify that we do not necessarily disagree with arguments such as those by
Feaver and Gelpi(2009 on public support for a war € ort in spite of casualties. What we are
claiming is that in ongoing security operations, elected leaders will aim for fewer casualties

as elections approach, relative to at other times.
$2Both regressions include country and year-month Pxed ects to adjust for changing

battlebeld dynamics and dierent country casualty levels.
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[Table 4 about here]

We also add that for our argument to work, it is not necessary that all countries lose soldiers
all the time. What counts, in a climate of extreme aversion to casualties, is whether there
is a perceived risk that this may happen. The data on lethality from Afghanistan allows us
to think in more informed terms about this risk Bove and Gavrilova2014. Taking 2004,

a not particularly deadly year, we see the following patterns. There were 151 attacks in
2004, from January 1st to December 31. Approximately 1/2 or 75 of them did not claim
lives (while arguably intending to). The remaining 76 claimed between 1 and 16 lives, with
an average of 3. The victims were contractors, civilians, clerics, government workers, UN
employees, NGO workers, and coalition soldiers. Thus, it is reasonable to assume, that even
if a particular coalition country did not su! er casualties at a particular point of time, the
overall level of violence kept that possibility vivid.

Furthermore, we would expect public attitudes toward the war eort, the government and
general awareness of the operation to follow specibc patterns if our argument is correct.
Specibcally, we would expect to Pnd that casualties tend to depress support for the war and
to increase calls to bring the troops back home.

We have data from two surveys, the Pew Global Attitudes Survey and the Transatlantic
Trends survey, that give us a reasonable cross-sectional, over-time variation in a score of
troop contributing countries, including the main contributors and covering mostly countries
that su! er casualties.

The Prst two columns of Table5 show a regression of respondentsO desire to withdraw a
countryOs troops on a countryOs casualties in the operation. We run two types of regressions,
one on a simple one-period (one month) lag of fatalities, and one on a lagged six-month
average number of troops lost. The more complicated lag probes for the lingeririgeet of
casualties. We control for country and year bxed! ects (the data coverage is too sparse

to allow for year-month bxed &ects). As the table illustrates, casualties are a signibcant
predictor of public attitudes to withdraw. The el ect is stronger when casualties are averaged
over a longer period of time: one additional casualty, on average, for the six-preceding months
tends to increase by about a third of a percent attitudes favoring withdrawal. Given that
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about half of the domestic publics, on average, want withdrawal to begin with in the sampig,
this tends to weigh measurably on an already sensitive public mood.

Thus, if domestic publics use casualties as a litmus test for successful policy, pursuing lower
casualties, whenever possible, can be one way in which incumbents can win domestic support
for the operation. In election years, domestic publics may use this measure of how the
operation is succeeding to judge the competence of a leader, yielding re-election incentives
to lower costs. Being able to lower casualties without bringing in accusations of placing the
operationOs success at risk is a capacity some incumbents possess to a greater degree than
others.

[Table 5 about here]

The third column of Table 5 shows how respondentsO perception of whether the government
is winning the war in Afghanistan changes with casualties for the one country for which we
were able to identify such polling data, the United Kingdom. The percent of respondents who
believe the war is being won declines with casualties. The decline is statistically signipcant
in the case of the averaged casualties lag.

The last column identibes the set of voters reporting some knowledge of the peacekeeping
operation using polling data from the Netherlands. One casualty, in the month before or on
average for the past six months, increases the percentage of voters reporting knowledge of
the operation between approximately 5 and 10 per ceft. Furthermore, in the 12 months
preceding the election voters in this survey reported knowing more about the operation,
by close to 7 percentage point, than outside of it. This would be expected if domestic
political debate is especially sensitive to casualties as elections near, and the competence of
the government becomes an issue of special concern.

Thus, local awareness of the war!@rt, and assessment of the operation, changes with
casualties. To the extent that these judgments are!a&cted by battlepeld fatalities, it is
more likely that incumbentOs capacity to lead is judged partly based on their ability to
minimize the costs of the operation.

33About 50 % in the Pew survey and 38 % in the Transatlantic Trends one.
34Respondents were not told how many casualties the country has had as part of the polling.
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Conclusion

Our bPndings suggest that a traditional realist account in which elites determine security
policy independent of electoral results may not explain the RBuctuations in policy for cases
like the war in Afghanistan. Our theory holds that competent incumbents, interested in
re-election, can signal competency by achieving security goals while keeping casualties low
by lowering troop levels. We also argue that the incentives of leaders with respect to security
policy close to elections dier by the type of security operation and depend, specibcally, on
the time-horizon over which costs and benebts are realized.

It is possible that alternative mechanisms may also be able to explain some of our results.
For example, it might be the case that voters are myopic; that what type incumbent is
making policy does not matter since voters do not foresee that an incumbent may lower
troop levels before an election only to raise them after the election again. At present, we
cannot adjudicate between an argument suggesting that voters are myopic and one that
suggests incumbents are aiming to convince skeptical publics of their skill by seeking to
minimize foreign policy costs around election time. We can imagine survey-experiments, in
the lab or in the beld, as promising ways to arbitrate among competing micro-foundations
of the time-inconsistency logics we outline.

Ultimately, the best security policy is probably not far from the realist OidealO when it
comes to variation around elections. This is also not to say that the citizens of democracies
do not benebt from the electoral accountability imposed on incumbents. In some ways, our
argument reinforces this theme: voters may be able to select better leaders, at a cost, by
observing policy choices.
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Group | Troops Troops/mil Casualties/Month Data Months # Elections
All Contributors | 67031 2380 39 3199 157
All Contributors (no US) | 31765 2264 10 3078 155
NATO | 63815 1368 39 2415 102
Non-NATO | 3215 1012 0 784 55
Experienced Casualties 63037 1189 39 1831 79
No Casualties| 3994 1191 0 1368 41

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for total contributors to Afghanistan, by group: average number of troops/month, average
number of troops/month for every million citizens of the state, average number of casualties/months, number of months
for which data is available, number of election events in the data.



All contributors (troops)

All contributors (troops per capita)

Non-US contributors (troops)

Non-US contributors (troops per capita)

NATO (troops)
NATO (troops per capita)

Non-NATO (troops)
Non-NATO (troops per capita)

Experienced Casualties (troops

Experienced Casualties (troops per capita

No Casualties (troops)

No Casualties (troops per capita)

Election Period Out of Election Period Di I . of Means p-value
1225 2575 -1350 0.000
42 a7 -5 0.008
(N=2126) (N=934)
657 864 -206 0.000
41 43 -2 0.295
(N=2029) (N=910)
1477 3508 -2031 0.000
44 52 -8 0.000
(N=1530) (N=746)
224 180 45 0.116
33 33 0 0.929
(N=596) (N=188)
1947 4232 -2284 0.000
49 57 -8 0.001
(N=1259) (N=548)
199 169 31 0.066
32 32 1 0.808
(N=867) (N=386)

Table 2: Di! erence between the mean number of troops committed to Afghanistan between 10/2001 and 10/2011 inside
of election periods (within twelve months of an election) and outside of election periods.




1: Bivariate 2: Country FE 3: Country, 4: Country, 5: Country FE,
Year FE Year-Month FE US troop control
All contributors

Election Period (12mo) | -4.6* -0.83 -3.41** -3.41** -3.63***
N=3060 (2.07) (1.34) (1.05) (2.07) (1.07)

Non-US contributors

Election Period (12mo) | -1.73 0.85 -1.41 -1.35 -1.61
N=2939 (1.91) (1.09) (0.85) (0.87) (0.88)
NATO

Election Period (12mo) | -7.72*** -1.12 -3.82%** -3.76** -3.95%**
N=2276 (2.04) (1.56) (1.16) (1.19) (1.18)

Non-NATO

Election Period (12mo) | 0.35 0.36 -2.03 -2.33 -1.67

N=784 (5.7) (2.55) (2.41) (2.5) (2.43)
Experienced Casualties

Election Period (12mo) | -8.05** -2.74 -5.93*** -6.12%** -6.1%**

N=1807 (2.49) (1.93) (1.45) (1.51) (1.47)
No Casualties

Election Period (12mo) | 0.64 2.14 -0.01 0.08 0.34

N=1253 (3.41) (1.67) (1.45) (1.52) (1.45)

Table 3: Regressions of troops per million citizens on indicator variable for whether an election would beheld within a
year. E! ect of elections (co€ cient and SE) reported, remaining cdecients suppressed.!'!'! = p <.00L!! = p <
.04! = p<.05.



Troop Reductions and Casualties

Independent Casualties

Variable

(1) (2) 3)

£l ect of {25 Election; (. ) -0.423 0127  -0.120
(Standard Error) (0.206) (0.139) (0.224)
E! ect of Troops; (10000s) 0.885"
(Standard Error) (0.010)
E! ect of Troops; (per million citizens) 0.130"
(Standard Error) (0.004)

country year-month FE

N 3930 3084 3084

Table 4: Ordinary least squares estimates of ects of approaching elections and troop levels
on countryOs casualties in Afghanistah!! = p<.00L!! = p<.0L! = p<.05.
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Public Opinion and Casualties (Monthly Data)
Dependent % want withdrawal % want withdrawal % believe UK % Dutch aware of
Variable (Transatl. Trends) (Pew) gvt winning Afghan mission
(Yougov) (Dutch MoD)
Effect of Casualties;;_1) 0.217* 0.132* -0.075 4.980*
(Standard Error) (0.073) (0.043) (0.049) (1.703)
Effect of! ?:1 sCasualties; ;—j) 0.331* 0.279* -0.165 9.539
(Standard Error) (0.090) (0.058) (0.064) (5.44
Effect of oo Election; ., 6.846
(Standard Error) (3.348)
country-year FE country-year FE
Countries 13 14 UK Netherlands
Year-Months 62 115 21 48
N 62 115 21 48

Table 5: Ordinary least squares estimates offects of countryOs casualties in Afghanistan on respondentsO views of whether
country should withdraw troops, on opinion of government winning the war, and on awareness of waffdet of a countryOs
approaching elections on voter awareness of war also showh! = p <.00L!! = p <.013! = p < .05.
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Figure 1: (a) Distribution of average number of troops per month for all contributors to Afghanistan from October 2001
through October 2011. United States contribution not shown to scale. (b) Distribution of average number of troops per

month per million citizen for all contributors to Afghanistan from October 2001 through October 2011.
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Figure 2: Coefficient plots of OLS regressions. In each panel, points indicate regression coefficients of approaching elections
on troops per capita and line segments 95 % confidence intervals for each group analyzed.




