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INTRODUCTION:. THE POLITICS OF SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Since 1945 the United States (US) has constructeglobal web of ‘special
relationships’ with states that share its politigalues, economic philosophy, and
security predicament. Whether we understand thesatges as ‘clients’, ‘friends’,
‘allies’ or ‘subordinates’, these relationships a&et apart from others by the high
level of cooperation and the remarkable enduraves the decades. One question
rarely asked of these relations, however, is wixglagns variation in the level of
cooperation over time. Each of the ‘special relathips’ of the US has waxed-and-
waned over the years, but the sources of this amidave not been fully uncovered.
In this thesis | argue that changes in domestitig®ithin each of the allied states
are chiefly responsible for variance in cooperatibdemonstrate how a focus on
political parties helps us to understand the effeft both political ideology and
legislative constraint in foreign affairs. Thougtepious works in the discipline have
addressed the manner in which ideology and constimpact upon state behaviour,
the approach offered here centres of iieraction between these twin-facets of
domestic politics. | show how the impact of partjeology on cooperation is
contingent upon the degree of legislative constréacing the governing party.
Specifically, |1 argue that when the governing patin two states are more
ideologically proximate than their respective poéit oppositions, low levels of
legislative constraint promote international co@pen whereas high levels
undermine it. Conversely, when the governing psrdie less ideologically proximate

than the opposition, high levels of legislative staint serve t@romotecooperation



and low levels of constraint wor&gainstit. | label this the ‘agreement through

opposition’ conjecture.

| offer two empirical tests of this conjecture. Timst is a comparative case-study of
different British governments in the Anglo-Americapecial relationship’. | present
four ‘diverse cases’ selected from different couofggions of the independent
variables of political ideology and legislative straint. The four cases | consider are:
(i) Churchill’'s Second Administration, 1953-1955dlh ideological proximity, high
constraint); (i) Macmillan’s Administration, 1961863 (high ideological proximity,
low constraint); (iii) Wilson’s First Administratg 1966-1968 (low ideological
proximity, low constraint); and (iv) the Wilson a@hllaghan Administration, 1974-
1976 (low ideological proximity, high constraintlhis selection allows for an
assessment of the relative success of the ‘agraetfmeugh opposition’ conjecture
relative to other accounts. The cases by-and-leogéorm to the predictions offered
in my argument. Though ideologically proximate be US, Churchill's government
is constrained by the ideologically disparate ojipmy and cooperation accordingly
suffers. This is not the case for Macmillan, whoaide to maintain high levels of
cooperation with the US as he is unconstrainechbyopposition and — like Churchill
— a staunch ‘Atlanticist’. Relations are at a lobkeduring Wilson’s government of
the late 1960s, but pick-up noticeably in the m&¥Qds when Wilson and Callaghan
are again in government, though this time with saigal constraints on their ability

to steer a leftist course in foreign affairs.

The second test is a quantitative analysis of cadip® between the US’ most

important allies (Australia, Canada, France, Geyndtaly, Japan, the Netherlands,



Spain and the United Kingdom (UK)) from 1945 to @Q00he aim of the statistical
analysis is to generalise the findings beyond theédiate Anglo-American case and
to control for potentially confounding variablesutilise various sources of domestic
political and systemic data to construct varialelegress the theoretical predictions of
realism, neoliberalism, constructivism, the ‘newelialism’ and the ‘agreement
through opposition conjecture’. | then regress ezdahe variables against the level of
cooperation between the state and the US for eaah ysing multiple regression
techniques. The results indicate that there isgaifstant and substantive positive
relationship between the ‘agreement through opieositonjecture and the level of
cooperation. One caveat to this finding is that tdlationship is linear rather than
curvilinear (as may have been expected), a likegult of a bias in manifesto data
which reports US party positions far to the leftlodir actual position. The linearity of
the relationship arises, | claim, because thesadlire almost always ‘to the left’ of the
US politically. The results also indicate that tiealist and constructivist predictions
are partially borne out in the data, but that thberhl and neoliberal predictions are

not.

The implications of the results for both the engali puzzle itself and for the
discipline more broadly are important. With regéwdhe politics of the US’ ‘special
relationships’ the results indicate that varianoethe level of cooperation is a
systematic phenomenon with many of its causes daoteomplex domestic political
processes. This finding has practical as well asrtttical significance. It cautions us
to recognise the naturally fluctuating pattern liklace politics and to guard against
the tendency to mistake short-term shifts in coati@n for broad structural change.

The results also suggest the utility of theoretaradl cross-disciplinary combinations



in helping to explain real-world phenomena in intgronal relations. Using concepts
from Comparative Politics (CP) in tandem with thdeem International Relations
(IR) increases the theoretical and methodologicphsstication of our arguments and
opens up new avenues for further study. Moreovestet are implications for the
theory-history debate in international studiesthiorists have monopolised system-
level theoretical explanations whilst historiansénéaboured at describing the politics
of alliances over time, meaning the systematic neatdh domestic politics in foreign
affairs has been lost between theory and histdmg. résults here suggest that much of
what historians are studying, and IR theorists ao#, is systematic. A full
understanding of US alliance politics, then, regsiithe contribution of both history

and theory.

The argument proceeds in three distinct stagesfifdtesection outlines the empirical
puzzle and situates the research question of tésisthwithin the theoretical and
historical literature on US-ally relations. Heredstinction is made between two
patterns of cooperation — structured relationsraasted variance — the latter of which
has been neglected in studies of the ‘specialiogistiips’ of the US. This is partly, |

claim, the result of disciplinary ‘blinkers’, antig difficulty of finding a body of

literature which studies the systematic impact ahdstic political attributes on state
behaviour. The second section of the thesis seeksermnedy this situation by
developing a theory of domestic politics and iné&ional cooperation. Starting from
the necessity of cross-theoretical and cross-disay exchange, | argue that a
combination of IR and CP, and (from within IR) IreBsm and constructivism, allows
us to specify the relationship between politic&akbgy and legislative constraint and

to discern the international implications of bo#from this theoretical position |



derive the ‘agreement through opposition’ conjestwhich | specify in greater detail
in a spatial model based on the ‘two-level gamaggreach. The third section
conducts two tests of this theoretical model. luargor a mixed-methods strategy
based around a division of labour, whereby qualgatase-study methods allow for
detailed process-tracing and help to uncover caosathanisms, whilst large-n
statistical analysis generalises the model beybedcases and helps to control for
confounding variables. At the end of these threti@es | conclude by offering some

thoughts on the implications of the argument faihitbeory and policy.



[1] EXPLAINING VARIANCE IN INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

PATTERNS OFINTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

The extent of cooperation or conflict is a cruésalue in contemporary world politics.
The ‘conflict-cooperation’ dimension is one of tim@st commonly used analytic tools
for comprehending interstate relations. Thoughkinig in terms of cooperation and
conflict is useful, it is a somewhat blunt tool famalysing the nature of international
interactions. | suggest an alternative approachregron ‘patterns of cooperation’,
which understands that different types of coopeeatir conflictual interactions have
distinct causes, varying logics and a distinct tretship towards one another. |
distinguish here between two patterns; structuedations and nested variance. These
are not the only patterns it may be possible toaiig but they are probably the most
important. These ‘ideal-types’ provide a useful vedgummarising complex trends in

world politics?

‘Structured relations’ are long-term embedded i@heships of conflict and
cooperation. They persist over lengthy periodsiragt providing a relatively stable
baseline level of cooperation. There are more $8 ®operative structured relations;
some are marked by conflict or strife, others bryemarkable degree of consensus.
Both variants have as their cause predominantlycttral or systemic determinants,

whether we understand this to refer to the distidiouof capabilities, the level of

1 Weber (1947), p. 118



interdependence or the thickness of inter-subjeatimms. In other words, it is broad

global factors which are most often invoked to aeipkhifts in structured relatioAs.

‘Nested variance’, on the other hand, describesgufsrat and systematic fluctuations in
cooperation. This variation is embedded within domtours of broader structured
relations, yet operates in a largely separate nmrafdie causes of nested variance,
unlike structured relations, are less amenablptaeation by systemic factors. This
is because global change in capabilities, instiigtiand norms occurs so infrequently.
More important for explaining variance are changested in the domestic political

environments of the states themselves, as thegesysiematically and in accordance

with the appropriate time-frame.

The distinction between structured relations andtate variance highlights an
important — and heretofore underappreciated — probhith IR theory; that it has
focused overwhelmingly on structured relations et €xpense of nested variance.
Consider, as an example, explanations of the Cadd. 'R theorists understand the
Cold War, variously, as the operation of the batamé power as a ‘security
dilemma’ stemming from misperceptiéras a mixed-motives game of moderated
competition? or as an ideational construct based on ‘otheramgd inter-subjective
fear® Yet none of these accounts are able to explairirgoto explain) the varying
shifts in intensity which occurred at frequent jumes during the ‘conflict’ itself.

From their broad vantage point IR theorists tendedview these changes as

2 Where domestic political causes are involved,dtiead to be ‘revolutionary’ and infrequent.
% Gaddis (1986); Waltz (1979)

* Mearsheimer (2001); Schweller (1994)

® Lipson (1984), p. 13

® Buzan & Waever (2009); Weldes (1996), pp. 295-39@ndt (1992)

" Cox (1990); Gaddis (1982); Lebow (1999)



harbingers of the end of the Cold War (or the emecg of a wholly new structur),
but in truth they were nothing of the sort. Rathkey are better understood as short-
term derivations from a conflictual mean, the searof which were as much about

domestic politics as anything else.

There are several reasons why IR has neglectecechesdriance. One is the
assumption that day-to-day politics is ‘not fRAnother reason is that some view
short-term change as random ‘noise’ somewhat akn visual representation of the
error term in statistical models. Finally, some #esse issues lying at the margins of
international affairs within ‘low politics’. On cker inspection, however, these
reasons do not stand up to scrutiny. Even relgtiwghor shifts in cooperation can
have important consequences. For example, decgeasioperation may result in
lower international standing, the inability to riealmutual-gains, a weakened security
position and a lack of moral or electoral suppoteinationally. If variance is random,
then it is of course difficult to theorise; but tlpeoblem is that in ignoring the
empirical issue we have not even begun to lookHersystematic causes of variance.
What is required is a reformulation of IR’s anatgi tools in order to account for
nested variance; after all, to the extent our tiesao not match the world we see, the

onus is on us to change théM.

8 Halle (1967); Halliday (1984); Seabury (1967)
° Waltz (1986), p. 343; Waltz (1996)
19 strange (1994), p. 209



THE ‘SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS OF THEUNITED STATES

IR’s inability to account for nested variance ist hionited to a small sub-set of
examples. It pervades the discipline. In this thésioncern myself with a distinct, yet
important, empirical example; the ‘special relagbips’ of the US. As is well-known,
the US has — since the end of the Second World Wamassed an unprecedented
collection of allies within the ‘West’, states whdhe US considers friendly, and with
which relations are consistently high. There areess attributes which unite the US’
postwar allies; they are almost all democratic, tmasre firmly on the US’ side
during the Cold War, they are clustered around peirand the Americas, and they
tend to be culturally similar. These relations ianportant, particularly given the US’
predominant position in the international systemcsiat least 1945, and almost
without question from 199%. In particular, the level of cooperation betweea WS
and its allies has important distributional imptioas, is of prime importance for the
security of the allies themselves, confers accesmdtitutional and market-based
‘public goods’ provided by the US, and — finallyhelps to determine the expected
behaviour (both domestic and international) ofdhg in question. In short, the level
of cooperation between the US and its allies ipasbmount importance for both the

study and conduct of international affairs.

The academic literature on this topic reflects thisel of importance. Scholars have
provided a myriad number of analytical interpretati of US alliance politics. For

some they take the form of ‘patron-client’ relasbips,™ for others a complex form

1 Cox (2001), p. 314
12 Krauthammer (1990)
13 Sylvan & Majeski (2009)



of ‘binding’,** and for some they are just ‘alliancé3Some view the relationships as

‘special’'® whilst others more pejoratively assert that theg dmperialist’’ or
‘hierarchical’® Recently the idea that these relations are besterstood as
‘tributaries’ has come to the fof@In spite of their differences, these accountsiafi

to explain thenatureof US alliance$? They want to account for the remarkably high
level of cooperation withessed. In doing so, theyy ron a variety of causal
mechanisms, each of which resonates with a paatidhleoretical tradition in IR.
Realist accounts focus on the role of power, singsthe need to balance the Soviet
Unior® and the role of US hegemony in underpinning tisétitional bedrock of this
cooperative relatiof® The neoliberal story, in contrast, points to tiéetiest in
achieving Pareto-superior gainshe role of institutions in promoting the necegsar
trust and cooperatioff,and the tendency for democratic regimes to fasieperation
amongst themselvés.Constructivists also stress the importance of &uaiuiberal-

democraticidentity’® and the importance of feedback from shared pesfiand

reciprocal interactioff in grounding the relationship.

In the parlance of structured relations and nestmiance, these explanations fit

squarely within the former. They aim at explainitige broad contours of these

 Deudney (2007)

15 Walt (1985)

16 Dumbrell & Schafer (2009)

" Ferguson (2005); Johnson (2001); Lundestad (1986)

18 Lake (2007); Sharman (forthcoming)

¥ Khong (2013)

% How one labels these relationships is importartrdd such as ‘empire’, ‘ally’ and ‘special’ do not
carry neutral meaning. Yet for the purposes of éisisay | do not wish to become bogged down in the
politics of semantics, and | use such terms mecetgfer to the relation in question.

2 Mearsheimer (1990)

2 Kindleberger (1981); Krasner (1976); Webb & Krasfi989)

% Nye (1988); Powell (1991); Snidal (1991)

24 Axelrod & Keohane (1985); Fearon (1998); Keohat®8@); Goldsteiret al (2000)

% Doyle (1986); Dunne (2009), p. 109; Leeds (1989991; Maoz & Russett (1993)

% Buzan (1993); Jackson (2003); Kahl (1998): Riss@en (1995); Wendt (1994)

27 pdler (2008); Williams & Neumann (2000)

2 Miiller (2004); Risse (1999); Risse (2000); Werdd&92), Wendt (1999), pp. 170-171

10



relationships, which essentially constitute a coafpee structured relation; various
systemic factors have pushed these particularsstate a relation of continued and
sustained cooperation. But although these reldtipasmay be ‘special’, they have
never been perfect; indeed, the level of cooperdietween the US and its clients has
waxed-and-waned over the years. Occurring withie tontours of the broader
cooperative structural relation in which it is emdted, the nested variance in the
relationship has introduced substantial deviatioos the baseline over time. Figure
1 below illustrates both the structure and varratiothese relations; the high level of
cooperation is testament that these interstat¢iortareally are ‘special’ whilst the

variance points to the tendency for the strengttooperation to oscillate over time.

Yet the question of what explains the ups-and-dowint)S-ally cooperation over
time has rarely been addressed. Instead, schaagggements with changes in the
level of cooperation have tended to mistake daglatp-shifts for broad structural
change$? This tendency has resulted in near-endless pratians of major
‘schisms’ within the West® Needless to say, insofar as they have been based o
misunderstanding, these prophetic claims have aehtborne out. The aim of this
thesis is to provide an explanation for the nestaiance in the level of cooperation
between the US and its allies. In doing so, theehispghat we will be better placed to
understand why this variation occurs and what theans for our understanding of
international politics. It is worth stressing ththe aim is not to account for what
makes these relationships special in the firstgylactask already well-accomplished,
but rather to ask what explains cross-temporalatian from the already high

cooperative baseline.

29 Wobhlforth (1999), p. 37
30 E.g. Asmus (2003), p. 20; Chace & Ravenal (19Z8)pzza (2009); Coker (1992); Cox (2005);
Dahrendorfet al (1986); Kagan (2003); Schaetzel (1975)

11



Figure 1 Level of cooperation between the US and selectax$al 945-2000, measured as a proportion
of UN voting similarity. (Note that the gradual diee in cooperation over time is likely a
structural phenomenon. The nested variance is ifige in the frequent up-and-down
movements in each country’s line).

12



PROBLEMS WITHEXISTING APPROACHES

In seeking to explain variance in cooperation iimgortant that the theoretical tools
utilised are suited to the task at hand. Therettamee elements of any inquiry into
nested variance which are required in order to gaiull understanding. The first is
explanation. The theoretical framework must be &bléo more than simplgescribe
variation over time; it must also be ableeiplainit. Though this does not mandate a
‘covering law’ approach to social inquiry, it doesquire that any account provides
not only narrative, but is also able to accounbth@cally for variation. The second
element concerns politics. There are two reasonexfmect changes in domestic
political attributes to be particularly importamt explaining nested variance: First,
historical and journalistic accounts of shifts imoperation often centre on domestic
political change as the proximate cause (but doseetk to theorise it). Second,
domestic political change co-varies with frequeliarce in structure which is
unattributable to infrequent systemic causes. Adiogty, our theoretical account
must feature an adequate account of domestic gmlifihirdly, cooperation is itself a
necessarily relational dependent variable. Thusawe no explanation in the absence
of a corresponding account of the role which dorogstlitics plays in international

affairs, that is, one which is able to ‘internattise’ domestic politics.

The reason for outlining the theoretical requiretaeaf explaining variance in
cooperation is that it highlights the issues facaxisting theoretical and historical
accounts of US-ally relations. Here | discuss faistinct literatures allied to the study
of international politics; mainstream IR theorycaed-image IR, historical accounts,

and CP. My claim is that none of these literatuasdsne is able to fulfil the

13



requirements listed above for explaining nestedawae, and that this goes some way

in explaining why it has seldom been studied updw.

MAINSTREAM IR THEORY
Mainstream IR theories — specifically realism, mggralism and constructivism — can
explain structured relations remarkably well, afigrexplanations based on power,

interests and identity respectively.

Realists view states as security-seeking actorsaim anarchic international
environment where the only means of survival i®tlgh the adoption of ‘self-help’
strategies. Relations of enmity are, for realigh® natural state of affairs, as the
condition of anarchy prevents any guarantees toempid trust and cooperation
between nations. This leaves states to adopt gteateof balancing and
bandwagonintf to counter emerging threats, strategies which seking off a
spiralling race to develop the greater number dénsfive capabilitied® Though
realists are open to the possibility of cooperasirategies emerging out of common
threats®* these are transient in nature; once the threappesars, so too does the
illusion of cooperatiori® For realists, then, cooperative structured retetishould be
brief and transitory, or at least embedded withiimternational configuration of

power which prevents shifting balances or rivallitioms from emerging?®

3 Waltz (1979), p. 117

32 Mearsheimer (2001), pp. 34-36

%3 Herz (1950)

3 Glaser (2010), pp. 57-59

% Mearsheimer (2001), pp. 51-52

% Brooks & Wobhlforth (2008); Gilpin (1981)
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Neoliberals explain structured relations in terrhthe interdependence of preferences
and the potential for states to achieve mutualr@sts through cooperation. When
Pareto-superior outcomes are possible, and whdatenal defection is not an issue,
cooperation is likely to emerge as the most ratiaion for states. Long-term
cooperative relations generally result from a laggtshadow of the future’, the
presence of trust, and a degree of certainty ahedntentions of other statdsin
many cases these functions are provided by registemed-standards, and formal
international organizatiors.More process-oriented scholars writing in thislitian
also stress the role of increasing gains in pramgopath-dependent outcomes of
increasing cooperation, thereby discerning the t@md$ under which cooperation is
likely to ‘snowball’*® Such accounts help explain how we may move framasons

of conflict into more cooperative relations.

Constructivists, in contrast, seek to place idgntiéntre-stage. Overlaps between
history, culture and identity buttress cooperatik@ations, whilst significant
divergences tend to promote confftétn this vein, Wendt claims that power politics
does not follow from the assumption of anarchy, utitself produced by the
‘symbolic interaction’ of states through a processembling ‘mirroring’, which
results in the emergence of stable structures ofitgror affinity.** Other scholars
point to similar processes, but stress the rolagga by the embedding of practices

and norms of appropriaten&ssind the use of rhetoric, argument and persuasion i

37 Keohane (1984)

38 E.g. Abbott & Snidal (1998); Axelrod & Keohane @B); Krasner (1982)
%9 pierson (2000)

0 Checkel (1998); Finnemore & Sikkink (2001), pp83£00

L Wendt (1992), p. 402

“2 Miiller (2004); Neumann (2002), p. 632

15



transforming the nature of structured relati®hhough constructivists sometimes
eschew such terminology, the primary explanatoryat¢e in these forms of analysis
are the macro inter-subjective structures whicheoetaround different configurations

of identity and distinct patterns of interactidfis.

Mainstream IR theory is thus able to explain thestmenduring patterns of broad
competitive and cooperative relations witnessed contemporary international
politics. Yet mainstream approaches struggle tdagxmested variance as they are
unable to establish variation on the most importadépendent variables on the same
temporal scale that nested variance exhibits. Putplg, the extent of
institutionalisation, the distribution of capabés and overlaps in identity do not
change frequently enoughMoreover, when mainstream theories introduce autsou
of change into their models, these tend to be tengr and directional, and cannot
account for the peaks-and-troughs pattern of nestdadnce. The ‘security dilemma’,

‘increasing-gains’ and ‘symbolic interactions’ dissed above are cases in point.

SECOND-IMAGE IR APPROACHES

Unlike their state-centric counterparts, secondgeneesearch in IR begins from the
assumption that state behaviour is (at least it) pietermined by factors emanating
from the domestic political environment of the stiself*® This means that, in theory
at least, the second-image is better placed toigwogxplanations of shorter-term
changes in cooperation. Yet, as | shall demonstisgeond-image accounts have

struggled to develop an accurate understandingoaiedtic politics, undermining

“3 Checkel (2001), p. 562; Risse (2000)

“ E.g. Buzan & Waever (2009); Reus-Smit (1997); Wéhe92)
> Milner (1992), p. 481

“® Singer (1961); Waltz (1954), pp. 80-81
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their ability to provide a fully-fledged account oksted variance. | consider four
examples here; neoclassical realism, Foreign Polowplysis (FPA), the ‘new

liberalism’ and ‘political’ constructivism.

Neoclassical realists argue that structural cawsesmediated by such domestic
political variables as ideology, perception andidiegive constraintd’ They ask

traditional realist questions but find the rootsaun a combination of structural
pressures and domestic politics. But there are nmuse problems with the

understanding of domestic politics offered. For dmag domestic politics is given a
very narrow scope; viewing political processes @igrvening variables between
structure and outcome serves to undermine theisatapower. An unintended
consequence of this is that these processes atbawised in any great detail. Thus,
explanations treat domestic politics as a residatgory, useful for rescuing realist
explanations of international politics, but essahtiad hoc when considered as

accounts of domestic processes.

FPA work addresses the ‘ground’ of internationahtrens, focusing on the inputs
behind individual state behaviour, be they pollticAureaucratic, societal or
economic®® In this manner the approach would appear partigutgell-suited to the
analysis of the domestic political determinantstate behaviour. But here again there
are problems. Some — predominantly Brittsh approaches stress the specificity of
individual countries and accordingly shy away fraheoretical generalisatio.

These accounts give us little more than a focusstrical overview of the politics

*" Copeland (2000); Rathbun (2008); Snyder (1991y08n(1996); Walt (1987); Zakaria (1992)
8 Hudson (2005), p. 2

9 Smith (1983)

0 E.g. Adomeitet al (1979); Northedge (1976); p.561; Wallace (19¥V8}itz (1967)

17



underpinning a particular nation’s foreign poli€ther FPA accounts have prioritised
theory development from the beginnitigret few of these are ‘political’ in nature. A
focus on the immediate decision-making contexthematthan the slightly broader
political environment, has kept FPA rather discatee from the study of domestic
politics>® Those works which have discussed parties andigmlitave been heavily
based around the political institutions and actorthe US and therefore somewhat

bereft of generalisable theoretical claims.

The new liberalism asserts that the state acts @gplaer for sub-state interests, the
sum-total of which constitute the level of ‘poliayterdependence’ in international
politics and set the boundaries within which ini&tes bargaining occuré.Success in
the bargaining arena depends on the combinatiopoafer and preferences, with
international outcomes largely endogenous to thp@seerns> From an initial focus
on sub-state interest groups, new liberalism ham bextended to consider more
explicitly political determinants of state behaviour, where the focas heen
concerned with the impact of domestic political swaint>® But the new liberalism’s
preoccupation with domestic constraints and forraéfication procedures comes at
the expense of the more informal party politicsaséign policy. The theory’s ‘thick’-
rationalist ontology obscures the role played Boldgy and party politics in foreign
policy decisions’ Where ideology and parties do appear, it is oftea functional

sense as ‘organizing devices’ and ‘social ageespectively’®

> Allison (1971); Hill (2003), pp. 224-230

2 Schuster & Maier (2006), p. 237

>3 Dueck (2010); Khong (2008); Schmidt (2008); Trulitaw1998); Trubowitz (2011); Zelizer (2010a)
>4 Moravcsik (1997), pp. 517-521; Moravcsik (20Q8)234

5 Moravcsik (1993a), pp. 496-507

%% E.g. Milner (1997); McGillivray (1998); Putnam @8); Stein (1993)

> Miiller & Risse-Kappen (1993), p. 48; Pechova (90p2781

%8 E.g. Bearce (2003); Goldstein (1988); RogowskB{@)9
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The constructivist variant of the second-imagedrasrged far more recently. Though
the emphasis has been on political ideoldgparties have been brought into the
picture largely as a result of the ideological facWork in this tradition stresses the
importance of ideology in determining foreign pglipositions and the role of
political parties as carriers of these id&h¥et the constructivist account of politics is
also incomplete in a fundamental way. In postutatiirect links between ideology,
party preference, and government policy, constisttischolars miss the important
constraints on political action which inhibit thestantiation of preferred policies.
Governments appear as relatively free agents riagaref their domestic political
situation. Not only do opposition policies not neat(as they are not included in the
analysis) but there is also no attempt to estalthehdegree of opposition influence.
By neglecting the political context and downplayihg role of legislative constraint
constructivist scholars cannot account for theitgbdf governments to implement

their ideological programme.

HISTORICAL ACCOUNTS

Over the decades a substantial historical liteeahas emerged on the US alliance
politics. In particular, much has been written dme tmost important ‘special
relationships’, particularly in regard to US retats with Australid® Britain?

Canadd&® France®® Germany’” and Japaf® Whilst impossible to summarise each

*9E.g. Cassels (1996); Carlsnaes (1986)

€0 Calin (2010); Haas (2005); Rathbun (2004); Rath{@i1b); Rathbun (2012a); Rathbun (2012b)
®1 Bridge (1991); Harper (1987); Phillips (1988)

62 Baylis (1981); Dumbrell (2001)

%3 Craig (1968); Martin (1982); McDougall (2006)

6 Creswell (2006); Duroselle (1978)

% Gatzke (1980); Junker (2004); Mauch & Patel (20M)ller & Schweigler (1992); Smyser (1993);
Trommler & Shore (2001)

% Emmerson & Holland (1988); Frost (1987); Krausslgblade (2004)
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distinct literature, there are notable commonalisbared by each of these historical
accounts. The first is the explicit attention te trariance in the relationship(s) over
time. Even the broad historical accounts have elatte waxing-and-waning of the

various interstate relations over time. Secondreths a shared focus on the
importance of domestic political attributes astfeg very least) a partial explanation
for the divergent levels of cooperation evidenceerdime. Though in some accounts
this is supplemented by structural or individuaiséxplanations, most historical

accounts explicitly foreground the importance ofmgstic politics. Indeed, in at least
half of the referenced works above, it is exphlcitlolitical variables — changes in

party, ideology or government — which provide thexipdization strategies for the

structuring of the chapters. Third, and finallye thistorical accounts eschew explicit
theorising; they present US-ally relations in tbhenf of a descriptive narrative, one
which seeks to explain particular occurrences loaittimeir theoretical underpinnings.

When theoretical claimare made, they tend to be inductive and post-hocootg

on from the facts and the narrative.

These works have much in common, predominantlyrélsalt of the historical mode
of inquiry itself, but this also results in commproblems when the explanation of
nested variance is concerned. First, in tracing gheximate causes of shifts in
cooperation inductively historians tend to conflatgh systematicand unsystematic
variables. This prevents the emergence of a getteraty of variance, because not all
factors transpose well to other cases. Secondoriugt accounts operate in the
absence of an explicit theoretical vocabulary; ith theory ‘lurking in the

background’ the risk is that certain factors areertboked or that incompatible
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assumptions become melded togeffieFhird, the laudable historical attention to
detail places natural constraints on the duratinod aumber of cases that can be
studied, thereby hindering the identification ofttpes across time and across

countries.

COMPARATIVE POLITICS

CP scholars study precisely the independent vasahécessary for explaining nested
variance. They seek to infer the causal impactabtipal institutions and behaviour
on various political, economic and social outcoffeget by and large they have been
unwilling to engage with the explanation of interonal issues, and there have been
remarkably few ‘cross-border’ studies seeking tgage CP and IR. Comparative
Politics scholars who have extended their disogdinnsights into the international
realm have tended to suffer from an ‘institutiogtlbias by focusing on the politics

of statecraftvithin formal intergovernmental organisatidtis.

One field where much cross-border research betuReand CP has taken place is
within the field of European Studies, where thentlef intergovernmental bargaining
and the dense institutional framework create gilound for theoretical exchanfe.
The debate which brought CP firmly into Europeards&s was a contest between the
recognition of the EU’s increasingBui generisinstitutional architecture on the one
hand, versus acknowledging the power of the mersta¢es to determine and control
the agenda on the oth@r.Yet this debate relied on the dubious premise that

explaining the foreign policy behaviour of statesler anarchy required the adoption

" Trachtenberg (2006), p. 30

% Rodden (2009), p. 334

%9 E.g. Boockmann (2006); Hix (1999); Het al (2006); Wittkopf (1973)
°Pollack (2005)

" Hix (1994); Hix (1996); Hurrell & Menon (1996)

21



of a third-image theoretical lens. But becauseitf@duction of CP into European
studies occurred in the manner it did, it has bessumed that CP approaches to IR
only work within dense institutional structures.i§hs despite the fact that many
European studies scholars are developing, whektgsr riealise it or not, models of
state behaviour that are more sophisticated thatyroé those presently on offer in
IR.”? Yet so entrenched has the myth of ‘European eiargdtsm’ become that
attempts to build bridges between European studies IR have made this

engagement contingent upon the emergence of afatisinal’ IR

The point worth stressing is that although CP smisohave developed a sophisticated
body of literature devoted to explaining the sysigm determinants of different
domestic political conditions, structures and bemas, these have seldom been
applied to the question of interstate behaviourough there are some notable
examples of cross-paradigm exchange, particulaitifinvrationalist theorie? the
extent to which convergence has occurred has beenplayed. As such, though CP
works hold a comparative advantage in explainirggdperation of domestic politics,

they are unsuitable for explaining variance in U@ce politics.

SUMMARY

To conclude this section, it is worth briefly restg the issues with the different
historical and theoretical accounts of US-ally cargpion discussed above. To put it
bluntly, but clearly; historical accounts show emce but do not explain general
patterns across cases, mainstream IR theories ttaddeess frequent instances of

change in cooperation, second-image IR accountsndb have an adequate

"2 E.g. Pahre (2001); Slapin (2006)
3 Warleigh (2006)
" Caporaso (1997); Milner (1998)
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conceptualisation of domestic politics, and CP flschave not addressed questions
of international cooperation and state behaviotirs point is summarised in Figure 2
below. In their current form neither discipline rela ready to provide us with a
systematic account of the domestic political deteamts of variance in international

cooperation.

Mainstream  Second- History CP Ideal
IR Image IR
Theoretical
explanation? Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Cooperation
as de[.)endent Yes Yes Yes No Yes
variable?
Realistic
account _of No No Yes Yes Yes
domestic
politics?

Figure 2 Properties of existing literatures allied to intetional studies compared with those of the
‘ideal’ account required for the study of nestediaace.
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[2] THEORISING THEDOMESTICPOLITICS OFCOOPERATION

THEORETICAL AND DISCIPLINARY COMBINATIONS

The existing theoretical tools from both IR andeall disciplines have been found
wanting in their ability to explain variance in gmration between the US and its
allies. For each discipline the problem was différand related to missing elements
which other disciplines possessed. This holds lmipbssibility that a combination of
disciplinary assumptions, methods and theories help us to adequately explain
nested variance in cooperation. | argue that afodbeombination of IR and CP, and
(within IR) of liberalism and constructivism, carropide the most appropriate
theoretical backdrop. Only this set of theoreticaimbinations can help us to
adequately conceptualise the detailed workinghefdomestic realm and the impact

this has on interstate relations. Figure 3 dethéscontribution of each element in this

combination.

Literature Explains

CP Relation between ideology and constraint
Liberalism (IR) Internationalising of legislative constraint
Constructivism (IR) Internationalising of political ideology

Figure 3 Contribution of the different theoretical approashesed
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Before we proceed to outline the theory itselfsitvorth addressing the potential for
incompatibility between these approaches. Althomgh well-known that disciplines
and contending research programmes are not bouredncommensurable
philosophical and ontological barriershis does not mean that any combination of
disciplinary assumptions makes sense. In the fatigvgection | offer a rationale for
each of the combinations in turn, arguing that theke sense, and do not introduce

any incoherence into the analysis.

COMPARATIVE POLITICS AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

The intuitive distinction between IR and CP is ttieg former studies the interactions
of states (as actors) whilst the latter studiesojmeration of politics within states (as
units of analysis). There has been demand for Meinfluence in IR for many
decades. In 1988 Putnam argued that a “more adeqeaiount of the domestic
determinants of foreign policy and internationdltiens must strespolitics...not
simply executive officials and institutional arramgents” Almost a decade later
Eberwein claimedthe discipline needed *“greater attention [to] sue$s and
processes of foreign policy decision-making”. Tdihis list for greater attention was
‘parties and foreign policy’, on which, he notedyrdctically nothing has been
published on...over the last 10-15 yedatsTen years later still, Cantir and Kaarbo
have decried the fact there is such ‘little reseaotn partisanship and political

ideology in foreign policy™

! Jackson & Nexon (2009)

2 putnam (1988), p. 432

% Personal correspondence with Professor Williaml&¢a| 23 January, Halliday Papers
* Cantir & Kaarbo (2012), p. 14
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There are four ways an engagement with CP cantbetpprove our understanding of
the domestic political determinants of state behavi First, CP can provide new
variables and concepts linked to domestic politipabcesses which have been
overlooked in IR. This can help us overcome IR’sgacupation with regime types
and interest group politics. Second, the theoreticals necessary to understand
domestic structures and political behaviour are pheserve of CP. Theories of
partisan politics in particular can help to overeoiRR’s antiquated preoccupation
with pluralist accounts of the state. A third cdmition is the introduction of greater
rigour into the discipline’s methodological founidais. Statistical tools and spatial
modelling techniques from CP can help us to acctarthe complex relations which
constitute the domestic politics of foreign poli€ourth, CP scholars have developed
many important and far-reaching datasets whichwaftr the exploration and testing
of many interesting hypotheses concerning politicagjime-type, party-systems,
political ideologies, and a host of other importarplanatory variables. These are
seldom cited in IR works despite the potential ighhight broad trends in the politics
of international relations. The four examples abgwe reason to suggest that a

renewed engagement between CP and IR would beyHigiiiful.

There are three reasons to believe that this péaticombination evades incoherence.
First, the trend in IR has been away from realtstoants of ‘the international’ as a
bounded realm of distinct (and pessimistic) logasd closer to an understanding of
international relations as themselves constitutgdth®e interdependence of state
preferences (so-called ‘policy interdependentérhis understanding creates room

for domestic politics as one potential input inbmge preferences which ultimately

® Moravcsik (1997), p. 520
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constitute the international arena. Second, thamgich is made of the distinction
between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ the state, it is nl@ar that there is any incompatibility
between viewing the state asctor and the state asunit. If CP scholars

overwhelmingly treat the state as a bounded dorodipolicy, why should this

position entail a disregard for how this ‘boundeandin’ conducts its foreign affairs?
In this manner, though the assumptions appear tat loelds, the statism of both IR
and CP may actually end up doing more to unite ttiean previously thought. Third,

unlike historical and normative accounts, the maga@sn of both IR and CP is located
firmly within explanatory social science, meaningttb approaches are ultimately
united by their approach to social research, evéheir specific research questions

differ.

SECOND-IMAGE LIBERALISM AND CONSTRUCTIVISM

Although both liberal and constructivist accountsrev found wanting in the first
chapter, their second-image variants — though proétic in isolation — hold the
potential for furthering our understanding of thamer in which domestic politics
impacts upon international cooperation. This is aose each account, though
restricted by its own paradigm’s assumptions, eswlapes the logic behind different
elements of domestic politics and their effectsrdarnational politics. To summarise
the claims that have been made above in more digbailals focus on constraints and
their interaction which misses the importance afoidgy and the role of political
parties, and constructivists prioritise parties a®blogy whilst lacking a conception
of domestic constraint. It is worth noting thresngs here: First, what is missing from
each is precisely what the other possesses. Séltesel lacunas are the product of the

different philosophical traditions the two theoraee working out of — rationalism and

27



constructivism. Third, at stake is the interactibetween political ideology and
legislative constraint — a fundamental elementahdstic politics — which is missed

by both approaches.

As with the disciplinary combination of IR and GRere has been much demand for
combining liberalism and constructivism. For exagmpCheckel has recommended
that theorists from both camps engage with onehamnah order to better understand
the manner in which domestic politics impacted upthe transposition of
international norms to the domestic political enmiment® This led to the emergence
of a highly fruitful combined research agenda ie tholitics of norms from an
international-to-domestic perspectiveThat this unification took place almost
exclusively within the ‘second-image reversed’ pergive, however, is important.
For reasons relating to the nature and timing eftthn to the second-image by both
liberals and constructivists, the call to promotess-paradigm exchange from the
second-image perspective never emerged. Thus, pgegmanewhat ironically, in an
era where acceptance of the virtues of cross-pgradxchange has never been
greater, there is still very little work from a destic-to-international perspective

which engages with both liberal and constructigiatms.

Combining liberal and constructivist second-imagarks is not only overdue; it is
also philosophically unproblematic. There are thregsons why the discipline has
come to view exchange between these two bodiebofght as a possibility. First,
scholars have sought to down play the epistemabgitvide between the two

approaches, arguing that both may be logically wolesl within a scientific realist

® Checkel (1997)
" E.g. Checkel (1999); Herrera (2010); Lutz & Sikki2000); Schimmelfennig (2000);
Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier (2005)
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worldview that views a theory’s predictive successa partial determinant of its
underlying validity® or within a pragmatist position that centres or firactical
utility of combining (ultimately irreconcilable) #oretical claims. Second, the
methodological divide between the theories has comder attack from positivist
incursions into the ‘scientific’ study of such ctmstivist topics as norms, identity,
ideology, and other ideational phenoméhalhird, at the ontological level, the
distinction between rationalism’s ‘logic of consegaes’ and constructivism’s ‘logic
of appropriatenest’ has been undermined by the according of greatecegual
attention to the notion of strategic action. Altgbuthere have been ‘imperialist’
attempts to subordinate each of these positiolmsi¢oof the other, by claiming either
that rationality is a social noffhor that conformity to standards of appropriateness
are ‘rational’® a more nuanced claim distinguishes betweeliefsandpreferences

arguing that rationalism is compatible with theattgic pursuit of non-egoistic

motivations'*

It is clear from the discussion above that theofsihg three conditions hold for
combinations of both IR and CP and liberalism awodstructivism: there exists
unfulfiled demand from within the discipline, tleeris considerable theoretical
promise, and there exists a compatibility of fundatal assumptions. In the section
that follows | develop specific propositions frohist cross-disciplinary backdrop with
the aim of presenting a theoretical construct thdit allow us to gain leverage on

nested variance in international cooperation.

8 MacDonald (2003); Wendt (1991), pp. 390-392; WeA808); Wight (2007)

° Houghton (2008); Katzenstein & Sil (2010); Morakd@003); Reus-Smit & Snidal (2008)
10 Abdelalet al. (2006); Wiener (2009)

" March & Olsen (1998), p. 949

2 Miiller (2004)

13 Checkel & Moravcsik (2001), pp. 232-234

4 Fearon & Wendt (2002), pp. 62-64; Keohane (198g),110-111; Keohane (1988)
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PARTISAN POLITICS: IDEOLOGY AND CONSTRAINT

PARTIES AND STATES

Political parties have — in one form or anotheromihated the state since the™9
century. In Western Europe and America parties gnawrally out of voting blocs
within the emerging legislative bodi&sThe concept travelled, however, outside of
the West, supervening onto foreign systems, whetherocratic, non-democratic, or
becoming associated with warring factions in catsli Yet few approaches in IR take
parties seriously’® The dominant assumption has been that of thee'statactor’. |
argue, in contrast, that the actions of the stadast understood as undertaken in the

interests of the party.

Why is this so? There are several reasons. Fostpetition over policies — including
issues of foreign policy — is often structured algrarty lines. Second, parties act as
cross-cutting institutions, coordinating actionviarious branches and institutions of
the staté” Third, parties are in the ‘political game’; unliketerest groups, their very
function and motivation are intertwined with thead political context. Fourth, from
the analyst's perspective, parties occupy the atiposition ‘above’ the state,
keeping both domestic and international politicsight. Even within non-democratic
regimes it is often more helpful to focus on theeiasts of the party rather than the
state, a lens which is often used implicitly by Igats addressing the motivations of

such ‘rogue states’ as Iran and North Korea.

15 Scarrow (2006), p. 16
16 Rare examples that do include Rathbun (2004), R®k2013) and Schultz (1998).
7 Aldrich (2009), p. 197
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| advocate a position on party behaviour which rbaybroadly labelled ‘partisan
politics’. The defining feature of this approachtiat it offers a non-reductionist
account of parties and their place within societg &he political system. It does not
view parties as channels for sub-state class, famt@conomic interests, but rather
stresses the importance of both political ideolagy legislative constraint as the key
determinants of party behaviour. Within CP, in tinemediate aftermath of the
‘Behavioural revolution’, there were few scholars CP who gave much room to
parties or ideology. The majority of work was pligtin the sense that it viewed the
state as the arbiter between contending sociabfectind interest groups rather than
a domain of a distinctly ‘political’ enterpris& More recently, however, the tendency
has been towards a rediscovery of the importangeotifical parties® and of their
respective ideological positioR%The next sections fill out in greater detail wist
entailed by a twin-focus on ideology and constraamd how we may think of these

concepts in relation to one another, and in annateéonal context.

PoLITICAL IDEOLOGY

Acknowledging the importance of political partiesforeign policymaking does not
tell us how they matter. One important way they do matter ysfinctioning as
‘vehicles of ideology’: “Political parties packaged promote ideas for the political
system. Their platforms serve as repositories deologies. There is considerable

continuity in party ideologies and prograni$”ldeology is, of course, a complex

18 Munck (2007)

19 Capoccia & Ziblatt (2010); Webb (2002), pp. 1-5
2 Grynaviski (2010); Zelizer (2010b), p. 26

L yvassallo & Wilcox (2006), p. 413
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concept with a multitude of different dimensidAsdere | adopt a broad definition of
ideology as “a system of collectively held normatand reputedly factual beliefs and
attitudes advocating a particular pattern of cohndwehich its proponents seek to
promote”? Though this definition of ideology is fairly broaldconsider here only the
traditional left-right dimension, both because td simplicity and its continuing

salience in our common understanding of politics.

| claim that political actors seek election andicafin order to implement their
preferred policied? On this account, preferences are migrived from utility-
calculations, but political actors are assumedctaationally inpursuingthem? This
understanding of strategic behaviour is to be estéd with that of office-seeking
accounts, where the dictates of succastermineparty policy?® Conversely, this
account understands ideas and ideology to be teatte constitution of an actor’s
interests, and therefore to any account of polifitsgeneral. Importantly, this
approach is compatible with a ‘thin’ variant oficatalism and strategic action, but it

is not a slave to the rationality assumption.

LEGISLATIVE CONSTRAINT

But parties are never wholly free to enact theaf@mred policies. The political power
and influence a party has — even in government determined by the level of
legislative constraint a party is confronted bydefine legislative constraint as the
inhibitors placed upon a governing party’s actibgghe level of support it is able to

wield in the legislature. Although seat-share isewxerything, it is perhaps the single-

2 Gerring (1997), p. 957

% Hamilton (1987), p. 38

2 Hansson & Stuart (1984); Petry (1982); Wittmang@d)
% Budge & Laver (1986), p. 486

% Schmidt (1996), p. 156
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most important indicator of how much a legislatibedy is able to tame the
government’s power. If the party has few seathelegislature, it is in a constrained
position. Notwithstanding the importance of a sgatermal institutional structure in
determining the manner in which legislative coristralays out and the threshold at
which it matters, | contend that this form of caasit operates relatively consistently
across democratic systems. Although electoral systand executive-legislative
relations differ, there is no doubting that govagparties remain concerned by the
magnitude of their support in the legislature ameldbility of low-levels of support to

stymie policy.

High levels of legislative constraint have two imjamit effects on the link between
party and ideology. First, legislative constraimipmwers the political opposition, as
governing parties find themselves unable to enatitips without support from the
opposition party. In this manner, the ideologicasiion of the opposition is relevant
during periods of high legislative constrathtThough this is particularly true in
situations of minority governmef, recent analyses argue the importance of the
opposition accordslirectly to the share of seats in the legislature, meatiag
legislative constraints impact upon parties eveemthey retain control of the ‘reins
of government®® Second, legislative constraint disempowers theegomg party’s
ideological fringe®™® Party leaders are able to maintain discipline bseany threat to
vote against the party line would collapse the goveent. In this manner a small
majority works in a similar manner to a vote of ‘monfidence’, creating “an

incentive for all those who profit from the curregbvernment to vote for the

27 Keeler (1993), p. 438; Laver & Hunt (1992); Schn{itb96), p. 156
28 Mattila & Raunio (2004)

29 Blau (2008), p. 173; Powell (2000), pp. 103-106

%0 Dewan & Spirling (2011), p. 346; Huber (1996)232
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government's proposalsd®. This is backed up by data showing that party camesi

increases as a party’s legislative support dwintfles

INTERNATIONALISING PARTISAN POLITICS

LEADERS ANDINTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

Let us now consider the international implicatiofgolitical ideology and legislative
constraint and their predicted impact on intermalaccooperation. To begin with it is
worth briefly revisiting the reason states haveoteptial interest in cooperation. One
reason is that international problems may be solweste readily through the
coordination of behaviour, allowing states to attconcert rather than pursuing
incompatible strategie$.Second, cooperation can result in Pareto-supetitmomes,
where mutual gains outweigh those to be made throtng initially-preferred
unilateral policy** Third, states may wish to cooperate in order &ise gains from

economies of scale or the pooling of transactiarssst”

Because state (and party) leaders and foreign taisigre the only actors explicitly
involved in playing the international politics ‘gaimnit is assumed that they have a
direct interest in cooperative outcomes above aybid their party counterparts in
the legislaturé® This assumption helps explain party leaders’ soneetlesire for

cooperation against party wishes. Put simply, iassak the governing parties of two

states rarely see entirely eye-to-eye on ideolbgicaters, accruing the benefits of

31 Diermeier & Feddersen (1998), p. 611

32\olden & Bergman (2006), p. 81

33 Snidal (1985), p. 931; Stein (1982), p. 309

3 Hopmann (1995), pp. 33-35; Oye (1985), p. 1

% Garrett (1992), p. 534; Hartley (2003); Rogersb®94), pp. 65-66
% Mo (1994), p. 404; Moravcsik (1993b), p. 15
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cooperation almost always requires some form ofpromise, both with the other
state and the party at large. Those leading theergovent must therefore remain
somewhat elastic in their conformity to party idmpl in order to reap the benefits
from international exchange. This does not mearpafse, that ‘anything goes’, that
state leaders act wholly instrumentally, or thattipa do not exercise constraint on
their leaders. The elasticity of leaders’ toleramaecompromise is not without its

limits.

INTERNATIONALISING POLITICAL IDEOLOGY
There are two mechanisms through which politicabldgy is able to exert an impact
on the level of cooperatiordirectly through policy interdependence amdlirectly

through international trust.

First, different ideologies matter because of titerdependence of state policies. The
left tend to favour higher government spending guegter redistribution, whereas the
right favour lower levels of redistributive taxati@nd a low level of intervention in
the economy. These contending models of econongianisation become mutually
implicated through the interdependence which charses contemporary
international economic relations. Interdependencdters in many respects. For
example, domestic economic policies may implicateifjn commercial investments,
budgetary allocations can directly influence sdgumpolicy, and international
agreements tend to embody compromise betweeniddfeonceptions of state-and-

economy relations.
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A second linkage is through trust. Recent resedrab argued that there is a
probabilistic relationship between left-right idegical positions and generalised
trust, with the left being more trusting in genéfalfhe variant of this argument
adopted here is more specific. Following Haas,duarthat that the perception of
threats by states is largely a function of ideatagproximity, that is, leaders are more
likely to view states with similar ideological laags as less of a threat than states
which are more distant ideologicafly. The argument lies at the intersection of two
distinct causal mechanisms: the first is that lemdeill likely ally with their
ideological brethren in other states (the proximmtgchanism); the second is that
states will ally with those states that are enerofesther states whose ideological
worldviews are very distant from the state in quest(the relative proximity
mechanism§? Both leftist and rightist governments are thus eniiely to trust one
another than discordant pairs of these two categakiould be, because ideological

dissimilarity is a crucial component of ‘thre&l’.

INTERNATIONALISING LEGISLATIVE CONSTRAINT

How are we to understand the international impiicest of legislative constraint?
Previous approaches have focused on the issudifofatzon, yet this concept is too
formalistic and restrictive to capture the openatid legislative constraint in fuff In
many areas of foreign affairs governments hold resit® executive prerogatives
which reduce the formal role of legislatures. Herfoemal ratification is rare, and
tends to occur in issue-areas which were once deesmgarate from foreign affairs

(e.g. trade and commerce).

37 Breweret al (2004), pp. 100-101; Rathbun (2009), p. 354; Rath(2011a), p. 3
% Haas (2003), p. 42; Haas (2007)

% Haas (2005), p. 15

“OWalt (1987), pp. 35-36

“L Kriner (2010), p. 12; Lindsay (1992), p. 626; Mitn& Rosendorff (1996), p. 152
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There are five reasons to believe that formalicatifon procedures are not required to
observe the operation of legislative constraintstFiissue-linkage is ubiquitous in
politics. Parties link the outcomes of agreemenbie policy area to success in
others. In this manner, although executive preregatmayformally shield the
executive in one domain, it risks losing agreememthers, thereby collapsing policy
areas into a single politicised dom&mSecondex post factessanctions threaten to
dethrone or harm the executive if they make dewssiagainst the will of powerful
actors. These may take the form of elections ermditive ‘veto’ opportunitie®® The
‘shadow of the future’ thus looms as large in daicepolitics as it does in the
international arena. Third, where the assent ofroffctors is necessary, the executive
may anticipate this and develop proposals accolglifigThis means that where
formal ratification does exist, it is difficult tdiscern the impact it has. Fourthly,
members of the executive are not free from theuarfte of the party organisation,
which cuts across the different institutions of gmment’® Although the executive
may be constitutionally ‘free’ to determine the csmiof foreign policy, it risks losing
the support of the party organisation, which islftsesponsive to demands from both
the executiveandthe legislature. Finally, there is a normativened@at to seat-share in
that a party’s claim to legitimately ‘speak for thation’ is a function of its level of
legislative support® Low legislative seat-share can thereby serve legitemise the

actions of the governing party.

2 Haas (1980), p. 371; Lacy & Niou (2004), p. 26

“3 Calvertet al (1989), p. 600; Palmer (1995), p. 170

** Shepsle & Weingast (1987), pp. 88-89

> Hopkin & Bradbury (2006), p. 136; Levinson & Pi&l€2006), p. 2329
“® Hamann & Kelly (2007), p. 987; Swayze (1996), 45
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The relationship between high levels of legislativenstraint and international
cooperation is, broadly speaking, an inverse onleerhl scholars argue that high
levels of constraint limit the freedom of statedees and undermine the potential for
cooperation. This is because constraint prevenes rkcessary ‘elasticity’ of
preferences which allows for the reconciliationnational differences in the pursuit
of international gains. The higher the level of stoaint is, the lower the predicted
level of cooperatiofi’ The relationship between constraint ambperationis to be
distinguished from that between constraint bachaining outcomed-or the latter, as
Schelling has noted, the level of constraint mayalty empower the weaker paffy.
This logic, however, does not apply to the level cofoperation, where we are
concerned not with the distributional output of gemtion, but rather the frequency

of its occurrence.

THE ‘A GREEMENT THROUGHOPPOSITION CONJECTURE

Having established the international relevance efittacy of domestic political
ideology and legislative constraint it is necesdargpell out the interaction between
these terms in the clearest possible manner. kaftat a party’s ability to implement
its favoured policies is tempered by the level efislative constraint. When this
constraint is low, parties will be free to implem@mwlicies; when constraint is high,
policies will be tempered by the position of thditimal opposition. This interaction
between ideology and constraint has a predictalyct on the level of international
cooperation, depicted here relative to the ‘basélii cooperation established by the

contours of the particular structural relation.

" McGillivray (1998); Milner (1993); Putnam (1988tein (1993)
8 Schelling (1958), p. 244
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Consider a situation where the governing partietsvim states arenoreideologically
proximate than their respective political oppositi?®when legislative constraint is
low, the predicted level of cooperation will be Ihigelative to the baseline, because
the parties will be free to implement their favalirenore ideologically-similar
policies. When constraint is high, the parties Witl their positions moderated by the
less-proximate political opposition, underminingoperation. Now consider the
alternative situation where the governing partiedessideologically-proximate than
the opposition. Here the predicted levels of coapen are inverse to the level of
legislative constraint. When constraint is low, geration relative to the baseline
should also be low, as the parties are free tougutBeir disparate policies. When
constraint is high, however, the predicted levet@dperationncreasesas the parties

are pushed into adopting more conciliatory posgion

The latter claim in particular highlights the mastportant aspect of the approach
developed here. For this reason | term the arguntleat ‘agreement through
opposition’ conjecture. The conjecture is differated from liberal and constructivist
approaches; by focusing on timteraction between ideology and constraint it views
the impact of each as necessarily contingent. & liheral argument, constraint
undermines the potential for cooperation. In myoaot, however, this relationship is
contingent upon the ideological position of the @gipon parties. In the constructivist
argument, as the ideological proximity of the goweg parties increases, so too does
the potential for international cooperation. Agaimy approach suggests that this is a
contingent relationship; ideological proximity meatt only in relation to the level of
legislative constraint that the governing partyefaand the ideological position of the

political opposition.
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MODELLING THE CONJECTURE

In this section I illustrate in greater detail t@njecture outlined above by developing
a spatial model of the impact of partisan polibcscooperation. The two-level games
approach in IR has popularised the use of spatilels as a means of representing
interstate relation®’ It imagines statesmen as constrained by bothriatiemal and
domestic political constraints which they must ngenasimultaneously: “At the
national level, domestic groups pursue their irtesr®y pressuring the government to
adopt favourable policies... [a]t the internatior&aldl, national governments seek to
maximise their own ability to satisfy domestic me®s™° Yet unlike the spatial
models used in CP, and in spite of attempts to extend the two-levamgs
metaphor? there have been no explicit attempt to model jgalitparties in an

international context. Nor have CP approaches, tf@ir part, introduced an

international element into their models.

| rectify this lacuna by presenting a model of steategic interaction of policy-
seeking parties in an international game whereptrty leaders have an interest in
securing the gains of international cooperatione Tiodel makes several important
assumptions that are worth stressing at the outsst, it embodies a ‘thin’ form of
rationalism, eschewing the ‘thick’ account basesbad utility-maximisation and the
concentration of costs and benefits aloh&he actors are motivated by a desire to

instantiate their core ideological beliefs, but sithtegically in attempting to do so.

“9 Boyer (2000); Daugbjerg (2008); lida (1996); Keis& Morgan (2011); Putnam (1988)

0 putnam (1988), p. 434

*1 Budge (1994); Chappell & Keech (1986); Downs (1)95tokes (1963)

2 Carment & James (1996); Knopf (1993); Larsén (300@hman & McCoy (1992); Mitchell (2001)
3 Evans (1993), pp. 412-414
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Second, unlike approaches to international barggftfithe model does not predict a
single equilibrium outcome, but rather points usdals the ‘win-set; the total range
of outcomes possible given the interplay of restits imposed® The extent of the

win-set models the aforementioned elasticity ofesand party) leaders’ willingness
to compromise on party positions and ideologicatpections. Third, parties are here
conceived of as unitary actors, and considerateomat paid to their component
factions or their institutional rules. This is ammmon simplifying assumption used in

similar models of this kind®

Let us begin with the international effects of poél ideology. Diagrams (a) and (b)
in Figure 4 below represent high and low levelsdablogical polarisation between
two states. The two diagrams model, in effect,dbwestraints placed upon leaders by
their own parties’ ideological disposition. The samcles represent the ‘win-sets’
that constrain the leaders of each governing pditese are the outer bounds of
acceptable outcomes for those in the party whogpast is necessary for any
agreement. The win-set extends beyond the padgal iposition because legislators
and party members will desire outcomes close —nbuitnecessarily equal — to their
ideological predispositions. To the extent that win-sets overlap the potential for
agreement exists; when they overlap substantialy predicted chances of
cooperation are higher than if they just meet. Nibigt the win-sets overlap in

diagram (a) but not in diagram (B).

4 E.g. Odell (1985)

%5 Tsebelis (2002), p. 9

*5 Benoit & Laver (2006), p. 41

" The win-sets are intended as heuristic devicagpoesent spatially the possibility of cooperation.
When the win-sets are closer together the prolatufi cooperation increases and vice versa, but an
overlap does najuaranteecooperation will occur.
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Now let us consider the international effects agfiskative constraint alongside those
of political ideology. Recall above that in periodhigh legislative constraint the
ideological position of the political oppositiondmnes crucial. Suppose we have two
parties in one state dealing with a governing perignother state. One party is closer
ideologically to the second state’s governing pdinign the other party is. The two
figures below illustrate the predicted effect ore tvin-set of high legislative
constraint for combinations of each of these twdi@s In diagram (d) the win-sets
are now overlapping where they previously were hotliagram (c) the win-sets still
overlap, but to a lesser extent than previouslythla manner the introduction of the
opposition party under conditions of high legistaticonstraint alters the expected
level of cooperation in accordance with the locatiof the opposition on the

ideological spectrum.

The next stage is to test the predictions of thisleh against the empirical record of
international cooperation between the US and lissalThe conjecture to be tested is
that the extent of cooperation will depend on thieraction between the degree of
legislative constraint and the relative ideologigaioximity of governing and

opposition parties in each state. Specifically,ttieory contends that cooperation will
be high when governing parties are ideologicallpxpnate and unconstrained,
cooperation will be low when governing parties adeologically disparate and

unconstrained, and medium levels of cooperatiol b& evidenced when both

ideologically proximate and disparate parties agélly constrained.
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(a) Unconstrained most-proximate governing party

o—OC N

(b) Unconstrained least-proximate governing party

A 4

(¢) Constrained most-proximate governing party

O

XA

(d) Constrained least-proximate governing party

O

K

O State A governing party [ State B governing party

(© State A opposition party > "Win-set' outer bounds

Figure 4 Spatial models of the four possible configuration$é high/low constraint and
proximate/disparate ideological positions of twates.
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[3] METHODOLOGY AND EMPIRICAL TESTING

A MIXED-METHODSRESEARCHSTRATEGY

Methodological debates are traditionally structua@und the division between
gualitative and quantitative approaches. Qualiéat@pproaches are interpretive in
nature, utilising in-depth case studies and smallass-case comparisons to generate
a detailed understanding of the operation of sopi@cesses. The quantitative
approach, on the other hand, prioritises largeudies and the application of
statistical techniques to control for confoundiragiables, the focus being on breadth
rather than depth. Ultimately, however, neither thealitative or quantitative
approaches are sufficient by themselves. Quanatpproaches struggle to uncover
the causamechanismsinderlying causal effectsevidence considerable ‘conceptual
stretching® and have problems dealing with ‘causal complexitQualitative
approaches, on the other hand, have difficulty enguigorous standards of research,
struggle to control for confounding explanationsg @re unable to generalise outside

of the cases studiéd.

| propose to rely on a dual-track research stratexged around a division of labour
between qualitative and quantitative methodologiédse research strategy involves
two distinct elements: a small-n comparative caselysand a large-n statistical

analysis. Each has a distinct purpose. The smedimparative study allows for the

! McKeown (2004), pp. 152-153; Tarrow (1995), p. 472

2 Bradyet al (2004), p. 8; Sartori (1970); Thomas (2005), 58-859
% Tarrow (1995), p. 472; Thomas (2005), pp. 861-863

“King et al (1994), pp. 23-31
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detailed process-tracing of causal mechanisms andar estimate of the relative

empirical leverage of different theories on thelppeon at hand. The large-n statistical
analysis helps us to generalise the theory beyloadnmmediate case and allows us to
control for potentially confounding variablesFigure 5 below summarises the

functions of each element.

Order Methodology First Function Second Function
, Comparative Establish leverage of Trace causal
First ; ; .
case-study different theories mechanisms
Second Statlst|c_al Control fO( confounding Generalise theory
analysis variables

Figure5 Functions of each element of the research design

The division of labour approach is one of a nundfervays of combining qualitative
and quantitative methodologies, the other mainrrate/es being triangulation and
nested analysis. Yet there are problems associatitd both of these techniques
which serve to favour the adoption of the divisioh labour approach. With
triangulation the researcher utilises various dé#ife methodologies to study the same
problem from different angles. To the extent thetheof these different approaches

confirms the theory, the researcher may be moraioethat the result is the correct

®> Mahoney & Goertz (2006), p. 232, have argued dfuatitative and quantitative methodologies each
rely on different conceptions of causation; deteigtic and probabilistic respectively. But this
argument does not undermine the division of labapproach adopted here. This is because the
function of the qualitative case studies is notlftso establish causation, but rather to trace the
operation of the causal mechanisms. In this marthergualitative element of the study is making no
assumptions as to the ontology of ‘causation’.
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one, having conducted multiple tests on the sanmmpgsition from different
‘viewpoints’? But this approach is problematic. First, it is oteiar what the relation
is between the different methodologies, how théydgether, and what role each is
playing in the overall explanatidnSecond, to the extent that observations are
dependent upon the unspoken theoretical and plpidsal assumptions underpinning
their observance, finding the same evidence frormpsding epistemological
positions does not help to ‘verify’ the favoureaadhny, but rather adds to the list of
unanswered questiofisThe nested analysis, on the other hand, rests segaence
whereby the researcher first conducts a large-tisstal analysis before selecting
cases determined by the residuals on the regredsied There are particular
problems, however, with such sequenced approaéhes, there is no room in the
model for addressing ‘deviant’ cases which lie thi line, which may tell us more
about the issues faced by the model than direathfitning cased® Second, the
sequential nature of the model means that any estmch occurs in the first
(statistical) stage is amplified throughout the mlodnd risks skewing the overall

result!?

These problems with both triangulation and nesteadyais explain the decision here
to adopt a mixed-methods strategy based aroundcerdible division of labour.

Moreover the combination of statistical techniqueasd case studies has many
adherents in IR and CP. Authors agree that stalstechniques are necessary to

establish the significance and magnitude of cag$atts whilst in-depth case studies

® Hammersley (2008), pp. 28-29
” Flick (1992)

8 Blaikie (1991), pp. 115-116

° Lieberman (2005), pp. 436-438
OWolf (2010), p. 152

1 Rohlfing (2008), pp. 1509-1510
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provide the only means of uncovering plausible ahusechanism& The utility of

the combination is also underscored by the recaventowards a unified conception
of causality, where previously disparate concetitom contending methodologies
are combined into a singular, more demanding agprothat requires each

methodology to be brought to bear on establishagality™>

In the following two sections each of the elemenftthe dual-track research strategy
is presented in turn. | begin by outlining a conapiae case-study of US-ally relations
based on the particular empirical referent of thgyld-American relationship. | then
turn to the specification of a large-n statistisldy of US alliance politics from nine

states between 1945 and 2000.

COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY: ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS

WHY ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS?

There are two reasons for studying nested varidme@igh an examination of the
Anglo-American ‘special relationship’. First, it isself an important example; one
cannot explain the history of international relaiawithout accounting for the role of
this ‘special relationship’ and its consequencesabus historical junctures. In many
ways the Anglo-American relationship may be congdehe foundational bedrock of
the current international order. Second, the probl& relation between different
bodies of theory involved in explaining Anglo-Amean relations mirrors the overall

problems in studying US-client relations. That hsstorical accounts describe the

12 Bateset al. (1998), p.p. 10-12; Bradst al (2006), pp. 355-356; Bueno de Mesquita (2002}, p.
Mahoney (2010)
13 Gerring (2005); Mahoney (2008)
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political situation and the intricacies of the teaship, but do not provide a
theoretical explanation to link the two; IR approe@s provide general theories as to
the causes underlying high Anglo-American coopergtbut do not account for the
role played by domestic politics; and CP works aitigh politics provide general
explanations of the party-system and politics, datnot apply these insights to the

conduct of foreign policy.

It is worth briefly responding to two potential ies with the choice of Anglo-
American relations as the subject of the case st{igyFirst, one may claim that the
very fact the relationship is so ‘special’ meanatithe UK case provides us with a
biased example of US-ally relations. Yet this clasndifficult to substantiate. First, as
this is a study of ‘special relationshipahy case selected will necessarily exhibit high
levels of cooperation. Second, the aim is to explat the level of cooperation, but
rather deviation from thdaseline making the magnitude of the baseline itself
relatively unimportant. (2) Second, it may be adytigat the specificity of the UK’s
political system makes it an inappropriate chokgain there are problems with this
claim. First, though institutions differ across otrnies, the operation of many core
political science concepts transpose from casese-€airly well. It is this underlying
similarity which facilitates the comparative endeavin the first place. Second, as
there are multiple different ways of dividing paldl systems, even if another
example were to be chosen it would likely deviatesome respect from the norm,

however we defined this.
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STRUCTURE ANDVARIANCE IN THE ‘SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP’

The level of cooperation within the Anglo-Americagiationship has been remarkably
high over the years. The allied victory at the emmdg of World War 1l set the stage
for the nature of postwar Anglo-American relationstwo fundamental respects.
First, as the winners of the war and the peacdaiBrand the US were in a prime
position to instigate their shared ideal of an gné¢ed, multilateral international
economic and political order. Second, the loomingnate of the ‘Soviet threat’
would provide the basis of US-UK security policyndasecurity cooperation) until the
end of the Cold War. Whether viewed as a functiérewtural similarity™ the
common security threat, economic interest®, or the underlying institutional
framework’!’ powerful factors maintain the high level of comtion, consultation,
and mutual respect between the two countries. W eoasider this the structural

element of the Anglo-American relationship.

Whilst necessary to bear this overarching strudiumind, the focus of this study is
on thevariancein the relationship, and on the reasons for denggither upwards or
downwards) from the cooperative baseline. PostwaglédtAmerican relations have
waxed and waned to a considerable extent, as dératatsin the work of those
historians who have documented the relationship tree® Although not common
to all these works, a majority differentiate pesaaf higher and lower cooperation by
such political variables as the party and leadepower, or by distinct electoral

periods. This is more than analytical shorthandreftects the fact that domestic

4 Allen (1954); Deighton (1996), pp. 84-86

!5 Andreopoulos (1991), p. 212

16 Reynolds (1985b), p. 5

" Deudney & Ikenberry (1999), p. 183; Ikenberry (2D®. 74

18 E.g. Bartlett (1992); Baylis (1981); Dimbleby & R®lds (1988); Dumbrell (2001); McDonald
(1974); Priest (2006); Renwick (1996)
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politics is important for understanding the ups-a@losvns of Anglo-American
cooperation. In order to explain the pattern ofpgration, and the extent to which
domestic political factors are responsible for e over time, these bounded
histories of successive British administrations laeee reconceptualised as ‘cases’.
Treating these periods as cases, bounded by elscatiows us to distinguish distinct
time-frames during which different configurationg molitical ideology, legislative
constraint and international cooperation were ewedd, thereby affording us

leverage on the theoretical debate at hand.

CASE SELECTION

The case study has two functions; demonstratingpeoative theoretical leverage and
tracing the specified causal mechanisms. Theffirgttion is to establish a framework
by which we can establish the relative success wf antending theories in
explaining Anglo-American relations. By selectirages on values of the independent
variables utilised by both our model and by rivabetal and constructivist
explanations (a ‘diverse case’ strategy) we willdide to demonstrate the relative
analytical leverage of each approdct case is defined as “an instance of a class of

events™?®

with that class here understood as the cooperapikepensity of

administrations in the UK. These cases are boubgledections, as they are primarily
responsible for inducing change in the primary awptory variables of political
ideology and domestic constraint. Figure 6 listsheaf the cases of postwar British

administrations.

19 Seawright & Gerring (2008), pp. 300-301
% George & Bennett (2005), p. 17
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Election
Date

23/2/50

26/5/55

15/10/64

18/6/70

10/10/74

9/6/83

Prime
Minister

Attlee

Eden
Macmillan

Wilson

Heath

Wilson
Callaghan

Thatcher

Major

Party in

Government Majority

Labour

Conservative

Conservative

Labour

Conservative

Conservative

US President

Truman (D)

Eisenhower (R)

Johnson (D)

Nixon (R)

Ford (R)
Carter (D)

Reagan (R)

Bush (R)
Clinton (D)

Figure 6 Universe of cases drawn from postwar British adstmtions, 1945-2000
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Distinguishing between high and low values of ligige constraint and left and right
political ideological positions gives us four padieahcombinations on the explanatory
variables. Figure 7 summarises the four cases ohivem these and displays their
values on the independent variatffe&ne benefit of this approach is that it allows us
to distinguish between the predicted outcomes coh ez the rival approaches, as
depicted in Figure 8. Figure 9 displays theseattes in the same form as the spatial
model developed in the theory section, helpinghows how the case selection links
with the theory. The logic of the spatial model idegd here relies on the
(uncontroversial) assumption that the ‘politicaht’ in Britain has been further left
of the ‘political left’ in the United States. Ors @ean Acheson put it: “Even the

Conservatives would be socialisté”.

Ideologically Proximate Ideologically Disparate

High Legislative : Wilson & Callaghan,
Constraint ~ Cnurchill 1953-1955 1974-1976
Low Legislative 1101 1960-1963 Wilson, 1966-1968

Constraint

Figure 7 Cases selected and their values on the independeiables

2L Although bounded by electoral periods, the cabemselves do not extend for the entire duration.
This helps to control for the confounding influenck different US administrations and parties by
focusing only on relations between the two admiatgins which overlapped the most during the
period.

“ Darden (2011), p. 98
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Churchill
1953-1955

Macmillan
1960-1963

Wilson
1966-1968

Wilson &
Callaghan
1974-1976

Liberalism

Low

High

High

Low

Agreement

Constructivism through
Opposition
High Medium
High High
Low Low
Low Medium

Figure 8 Predicted level of cooperation in each case bytheo
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(a) Churchill's Second Administration: Constrained Conservative

N
O X u

(b) Macmillan's Administration: Unconstrained Conservative

LN\
o—(—)— 1

(c) Wilson's First Administration: Unconstrained Labour

N 4

(d) Wilson and Callaghan Administration: Constrained Labour

N
O X u

. Labour party O us governing party

@ Conservative party > '"Win-set' outer bounds

Figure 9 The four cases represented as spatial models
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The second function of the case study is to tr&deechiusal mechanisms specified
above. These are (1) that highly constrained gaowents will need to take into
account the preferences of the political oppositiwhen it comes to foreign
policymaking, and (2) that constraints disempowaeritieological fringe of a party by
means of a credible threat of governmental collapte depth of analysis afforded
by case studies makes them perfectly adapted trtting of interaction effects
such as those predicted by the argument abbiach individual case takes the form
of a detailed historical narrative based on botmary and secondary sources. This
prevents the implicit endorsement of previous rismea which have not addressed the
domestic politics of the ‘special relationship’.gkie 10 below lists the sources

consulted for each of the cases.

Sources
Personal papers of Heads of State and Foreign tdisis
Political party manifestos
Newspaper sources (through ProQuest and Lexis Nexis
Public papers of the Presidency
Committee minutes
Cabinet papers
Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS)
Documents on British Policy Overseas (DBPO)
Pamphlets and party publications
Biographies of Heads of State and Foreign Ministers

Secondary historical sources

Figure 10 Sources utilised in researching the case studfezhjval resources consulted are listed
separately in the bibliography).

% Bennett & EIman (2006), p. 263
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OVERCOMING THREATS TOVALIDITY

It is worth briefly noting two potential issues @dting the validity of case study
research before we continue. The first concernsecen bias’. Although by
selecting cases on the independent variable ouroapip does not suffer from
problems associated with ‘selection on the dependariable’?* there is always a
risk that one is inadvertently selecting upon btith independenand dependent
variables, thereby selecting only ‘confirming casésccordingly, two reassurances
are given. First, as it is not the function of tbase study section testablish
causation the issue does not apply with as much force dbdse studies relying on
cases alone. Second, full details of the politicaues are given for each case in
Figure 6 above. The reader can therefore see fanghlves the dearth of cases

available for some combinations of the independemtables and understand the

reasons why the chosen cases were selected.

A second issue concerns the independence of c&st=cting temporally bounded
cases from the same country during a relativelylairtime period can risk disguising
cross-temporal historical processes. This is gleanl issue for this inquiry, as some
of the cases follow directly from others. Yet thene reasons to believe that the
partial dependence of the cases does not undethengpproach in its entirety. First,
it is not always clear what the subsequent impaanportant events (such as Suez)
should be. We know they enter into the public disse, but once there it is not clear
how much of an independent effect they exert. Séicame would expect the political
variables under study to be sufficiently powerfllatt they are not wholly

overwhelmed by longer-term effects. Third, the pt& for endogeneity runs both

2 Collier et al (2004), pp. 94-96; Shively (2006), p. 345
% George & Bennett (2005), p. 24
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ways. In other words, just as domestic politicss@snetimes conditioned by past
events and historical processes, so too are theemomena in part affected by
domestic political processes. It is likely a foars domestic politics will allow us to

‘endogenise’ many purportedly exogenous eventgpancesses’

THE CASES

Each of the cases is presented below in the fatigwormat: First the case is
introduced and its values on the independent vasabf political ideology and
legislative constraint made clear; second, theohcstl narrative of the case is
presented; third, the outcome of the case is dseclislongside the implications it

generates for the ‘agreement through oppositionjesziure.

[1] CHURCHILL’S SECONDADMINISTRATION, 1953-1955

The successful Conservative election victory of @Btober 1951 marked the
beginning of Churchill’'s second administration. @hill, by now an old man, would

hang on in government until May 1955, when his KpreSecretary Eden replaced
him at Prime Minister. Whilst in office Churchilledlt with two US administrations —
Truman's and Eisenhower's — Democrat and Republicegpectively. Despite

following a minority Labour government under Attle€hurchill’s parliamentary

situation was not much stronger in comparison. CThaservatives had a majority of
only 16, enough seats to pass uncontroversiall&igis comfortably, but not high

enough to discount the views of the Parliamentggosition. During this period the
slim legislative majority and the leftward leaningt the opposition Labour party

were to exert an influence on the Conservative gowent which would impact upon

% Bueno de Mesquita (1996), pp. 54-56; Bueno de Mies& Smith (2009)
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relations with the US. As a result, despite thehesiasm with which Churchill took
on the task of ‘repairing’ the Anglo-American rétatship, his election ultimately

made little difference to the strength of the ‘sperelationship’.

One of the most important rifts between the US dikdduring the period was the
issue of embargoed trade to China. Following tlo¢ovy of the Chinese Communists
over Chiang Kai-Shek’s forces in 1949, the US spoet the ‘China Committee’
body to oversee the implementation of an embargdrase with the Communist
government’ This was similar in form to the trade controlseally established to
regulate commercial links to the Soviet Unf8rParticularly contentious were the
embargoes of copper and rubber, both of which tBeddemed necessary for the
construction of military hardware. Churchill waseketo avoid a schism in Anglo-
American relations, remarking at the end of 1932orf't let us fall out with the
United States for the sake of Chirfd”But politically the Conservatives found
themselves caught in the middle between the zeaotisCommunism of both parties
in the US and the Labour party’s scepticism of thstrust displayed towards
Communist government8. The muted suspicions of Communist governmentfén t
Labour party, coupled with the realisation thatdéaembargoes would impact
disproportionately upon working-class and northenstituencies in the UK, induced
Labour to pressure the government for a relaxatiothe embargo. The Labour MP
Desmond Donnelly argued in the House of Commons. tlde surest way of
digging our own graves in the Far East is to follwolicy which drives Communist

China inwards towards Soviet Russia, cuts her mfinfthe West, and makes her

" Cain (1995), pp. 33-35

% Mastanduno (1988), p. 122
29 Kaufman (2000), p. 357

%0 Buchanan (2012), p. 147
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embittered®* Other Labour members were more concerned witlsde&l impact of

the controls, as witnessed in the debate below dmiwHarold Davies and Peter

Thorneycroft, President of the Board of Trade:

Davies: “Is the right hon. Gentleman aware of tbsifion in the tinplate
industry, and of the fact that there is some dauliéther the demand at
the moment for the products of the hand mills weNive sufficiently to
stop the permanent closing of the remaining 114dhauills in South
Wales? | beg the right hon. Gentleman, if he ia iposition to do so, to
send the orders to China, even if he has to olg@rmission of Senator
Battle or somebody else. Otherwise we shall haveshoulder the

difficulties of unemployment in the South Walesptite industry.®

Thorneycroft: “The hon. Gentleman is raising ratiéder issues. The
Question refers to the export of tinplate to Chiamad | said that, although
these orders have been offered for the exportnplate, they would, as

the hon. Gentleman knows, be contrary to the exjstontrol.®?

The Labour Party was sincere and united in its spjom to the trade controls. The
Attlee government had refused to participate in aaynctions which were non-
military in nature when the China Committee listswthawn up and had gone further
in subsequent years, side-stepping the control$rdning materials through Hong
Kong. This provoked a furious reaction in Parliaindyy Churchill and the
Conservatives whilst in opposition, accusing Attleé indirectly arming the

Communists* In opposition, Labour met with delegates from @hto discuss the

31 Desmond Donnelly (Labour), Hansard, 5 February3195
32 Harold Davies (Labour), Hansard, 2 April 1953
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potential for increasing East-West tré&degnd their Conference adopted resolution
after resolution calling for increased Sino-Britshde and Chinese membership of
the UN>® This was in addition to the frequent and continapdosition in Parliament.
Labour repeatedly pressed the weak Conservativergment on its foreign polic¥/,
Macmillan recalling in his diary that: "The [govenent] only just scraped through.
The Opposition saw their advantage and pressedlVith no PM; no [Foreign
Secretary]; and most other ministers in the Hou$elLards, they demanded
discussions on Foreign Affairs, Defence and sintibgnics in order to embarrass the

Front Bench in the Common&®,

The problem of East-West trade was to have a sutstampact on Anglo-American
relations during the period,and the government was well aware of the impending
clash of policie? MacArthur was informed prior to the meetings inrfBeda that:
"The conference will be held against a backgrouhepeated public expressions in
the UK of concern over the present state of theldwignerican relationship”. It was
felt that Britain would likely “push for relaxatioof East-West trade controls, and
may raise the possibility of trade with Chifa’'Whilst the US pressed for maximum
pressure against China, Eden pushed for a moreliedony line. Dulles was angered,
fearing that the rest of the world would see a &ldor communist China” emanating

from the UK Churchill and Eisenhower also argued (in privategr China, with

% Labour International Committee Minutes, 24 Jung3.9

% Labour International Committee Minutes, 1 Octob@53
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Churchill downplaying the threat but Eisenhowerrifeg much potential for troubl&.
Though British efforts at diplomatic wrangling léal a partial relaxation of the trade
controls in 19547 this was viewed by Britain as a poor compromisel the issue

was to continue in relevance until the Suez Cgaie the UK ‘bigger fish to fry’.

The alternative argument to the domestic conssaome adopted here - that trade
with China was in the UK’s best economic interestd would have been pursued by
any governmen? — cannot account for three important aspects eftiide controls
case. First, it cannot explain the opposition of fBonservatives, whilst out of
government in the late 1940s, to the Labour govenits attempts to reduce the
China Committee list and circumvent its requirersefecond, it cannot explain why
Churchill’s shift from supporting the China Comragtlist to vigorously opposing it
occurred almosthree yearsafter acquiring the reins of governméhtThird, the
national interest perspective cannot explain tipeated links made between the issue
of trade with China and the need to ensure eldcturecess in Lancashire and the

industrial heartlands of the UK.

It was not only trade with China which instilledetliear of low domestic political
support, but also the admission of Japan to theefaémgreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT). Though a multilateral project, GATTasvpromoted actively by the
US, which sought to include as much of the non-Comist world as possible in a

free-trade area. Accordingly, the US came out gisonn favour of Japanese

“3 United States Department of State (1979), p. 1498
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membership, and pushed the British to do the $8nBait Japanese membership
threatened British textile production and in doswm resulted in domestic political
opposition. The Labour MP Samuel Silverman cautiloagainst Japanese accession,
warning; “whatever may be the truth about Japalfi,the right hon. Gentleman bear
in mind that it is even more important to guarangeprosperous future to
Lancashire®® Balancing the ‘special relationship’ with Consdiva support in
Lancashire was to thus become a continuing issueti® government. At the
beginning of 1953 Macmillan noted on the questibdapan’s admission: “So far, we
have managed to 'stall' on this, but it does neims@ossible to go on 'stalling'
indefinitely. What between US and Lancashire, HM6&ia a difficulty!"*® Two years
later the Cabinet was confronting the same probMacmillan despairing that: “On
the one hand we risk turning Japan towards Chidatla® Communists. On the other
we risk losing Lancashire and the electioh.Here again the Conservative
government found its ability to coordinate with thkS undermined by domestic

political constraints.

A final disagreement worthy of discussion during tberiod was Churchill’'s personal
‘summit diplomacy’ and the rift that this causediwihe US. Churchill, missing his
wartime role as international mediator, made séwdtampts to instigate East-West
negotiations? On 11 May 1953 he made a speech offering threeepaalks

according to the wartime ‘Roosevelt, Stalin and i€hilli’ model. This was the exact

opposite of the policy the US was pursuing at threet and Churchill informed Lord

“8 McKenzie (2008), p. 94
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Salisbury that he intended to meet with the Sovéstsn without US suppott. As
Macmillan recorded in his diary, “the highlight Ghurchill's speech was the offer of
a 3 power talk...This excited the enthusiastic suppbrthe opposition, the less
vociferous approval of the Conservatives ... [and] adfurse, the alarm of
Washington...This now means that on questions rainfte, trade, economics, and
foreign policy we and the Americans are now inltdtsagreement™ The Americans
were displeased with this unilateral approach, Bedell-Smith warned Eden in May
1954 that the US was losing patience with Britainégotiations with Communist
states’> Within two months of this meeting Churchill invitéJS anger once more by
sending secret telegrams to the Russians askingvmpower talks. Eden had not
wanted the telegram sent, but he acknowledgedhkgiublic would undoubtedly fall

behind ChurchilP®

What is noteworthy about Churchill’'s summit diplacga— which so irked US

policymakers — is the manner in which it highlightser-party ideological differences
over East-West security policy. There is no evigetitat Churchill's position was
influenced by lobbying from the Labour party; indeé is most likely that personal
and not political factors influenced his decisigvihat is interesting is that the move
itself was viewed as a left-wing one. Herbert Mson, Foreign Secretary under
Attlee, was said to have remarked that “one hasingolly fast to keep to the left of
Churchill nowadays®’ The extent of parliamentary support and disappraso

followed party lines. The move dismayed the Coreteres but immensely pleased

>3 Macmillan (2004), p. 236
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the Labour members, highlighting ideological difieces in the level of trust

accorded to the Soviet Union.

The examples above highlight the extent to whicluirChill’'s second administration
found itself caught between domestic political puees and the maintenance of the
‘special relationship’. This perspective helps ws understand how the US-UK
relations remained so cool despite Churchill's essed aim to repair the damage
inflicted by the previous Labour government. Altgbuthe government’'s moves
risked undermining Anglo-American cooperation, franmdomestic perspective they
were remarkably successful. The Conservatives weitened to power on the 26
May 1955 with a majority of 60 seats under Edemadership. The party was
particularly impressed with their success in therthern textile-producing
constituencies. "The towns, esp|ecially] the indaktowns, have done splendidly.
Lancashire solid. We even kept Oldham", wrote Mélam?® The importance with
which the Conservatives viewed their hold in thesens partially explains why the
issues of East-West trade and Japanese GATT memybergre to maintain their
salience during Eden’s premiership. Even thoughirtireediate constraint no-longer
haunted the party, they would have been well awetelectoral success was won in
part by the commitment to these constituencies tlaaidthe price of staving off future
Labour encroachment would be continuing supportusty in the north. As a
concluding remark, Aldrich’s response to the resolt the 1955 election provide a

concise summary of the mechanisms identified abawve ,are worth repeating in full.

As of 5pm today Conservatives have lead in UK ganelection of 63

seats with 10 returns still to come in, thus asgurthem substantial

8 Macmillan (2004), p. 432
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majority, probably 60 or 70 seats over Labor [sidgh new
Parliament...From Conservative Party viewpoint etatthas presented
unparalleled and perhaps unique opportunity toeaehdecisive victory.
Genuinely good record of government, prosperityatieely calm and
improved international situation, harmonious allietations, party unity
and organization in contrast to Labor [sic] Paiigudity...On other hand
size of majority may reduce sense of obligation @bnservative
backbenchers to support government and make peggarvparty unity
more difficult in future...Substantially increasedhajority in new
Parliament should also permit government much grefteedom of
action to take possibly distasteful measures imewtc or foreign policy
fields...Possible result may be even firmer Brifigsition in great power

talks with Russian¥

[2] MACMILLAN S ADMINISTRATION, 1960-1963

Macmillan’s conservatives achieved victory by astahtial margin in the General
Election of 8 October 1959, returning to power vatimajority of 100 seats. This case
begins a year later in 1960 with the coming to powk Kennedy’'s Democratic
administration in the US. The years of Kennedy Bladtmillan are viewed as a time
of renewal in the Anglo-American partnership. Tisi®ften attributed to Macmillan’s
‘Atlanticism’; but this is to confuse preferencetivperformance. After all, Churchill
was a devout Atlanticist, but his administratiopi®carious position in Parliament
ensured that Atlanticism came at a political cbst. Macmillan this was not a worry.
The position of his government was secure, andhieat from the left non-existent,
affording Macmillan the opportunity to build bridgevith America. There was a

remarkable level of coordination between the twontoes during this period. These

%9 United States Department of State (1985), p. 601
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cordial relations are explored in detail throughghnAmerican nuclear cooperation

and the shocks of the Cuban missile crisis andSkggbolt’ cancellation.

The level of coordination between Macmillan and Kedly was unprecedented in the
postwar years. The two leaders consulted frequepdsticularly on issues of nuclear
cooperation and East-West security, coordinatingicypoto the greatest extent
possible. Macmillan proposed a meeting with Kennegiyhin weeks of the
President’s inauguratiofl, and the State Department advised Kennedy to offer
declarations of US support, noting that Macmillaasva staunch ‘Atlanticist’ and that
his goal would be to harmonize the Anglo-Americalationship®* The first meeting
took place in June 1961, where the two leadersudssd positions on Laos and
Berlin®? Later that year Kennedy relaxed his position ostffdest negotiations, a
policy long supported by Macmillan and the Constves® A month later both
leaders issued a joint declaration calling on ti%SR to cease all atmospheric t85ts.
The USSR ignored this plea, detonating a 30-megatmtear device on 24 October
1961. Macmillan immediately arranged a telephonavecsation with Kennedy;
during this call common statements were agreed amtdassadorial discussions
sanctioned® Further joint positions were agreed in the comingeks before
responses were sent to Adenauer and de GHubleth leaders met again in Bermuda
at the end of 1961, where agreement was reach&sgmin, the Common Market and

Atomic testing, issues upon which both were ‘absduagreed®’ Regarding the

€0 United States Department of State (1994), p. 1030

®1 United States Department of State (1994), p. 1031
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latter, the UK offered Christmas Island availabte fests, and Kennedy agreed to
Macmillan’s initiative to eventually outlaw nucletesting®® The Americans also got
theirs; Macmillan agreed to contribute towards diad) up the British Army of the
Rhine for German defence without compromising itefedce commitments

elsewheré?

Upon visiting the US in May 1962, Macmillan sumnsad the state of Anglo-

American relations as follows:

The most striking thing seems to be a greater diirass to UK than |
remember before, pervading every aspect of outisaek.. The President
went out of his way to do me honour....On future ok Nuclear tests,

disarmament, detente with Russia etc., the Presiden agreement with

us.

Nowhere was the renewed cooperation between thecbwmatries more noticeable
than in the negotiations over the Partial Test Beeaty, Macmillan’s ‘pet project™
and a resounding success for both administratidiacmillan and Kennedy
coordinated positions right through the negotiatgjoand when Kennedy finally
agreed to soften the American position and acdeptompromise words devised by
Lord Hailsham, the treaty could proce@dhfter signing, Macmillan was received by
the backbench ‘1922 Committee’ with “great applaasd banging of desks”, and

aside fromThe Timesall British newspapers gave him favourable cogefaDeputy
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Prime Minister Butler, addressing the annual Coretere Party Conference, wished
that “the Prime Minister could have been here boytmu himself of his own untiring
efforts in the long story of the complex negotiatiothat led up to the Test Ban

Treaty”.”*

The close ties between Macmillan and Kennedy wearéqolarly noticeable during
the Cuban missile crisis of 1962. Kennedy notifdcmillan of the crisis on 21
October 1962, the day before he informed Congressthe publid® Macmillan
responded by promising full support in the Secu@ityuncil and asking for the US’
legal position in order to help coordinate the UKtance. The response also warned
Kennedy to avoid trading off anything of undue impace with the SovietS.
Macmillan and Home worked out a response to Kenwsegublic proclamation.
‘EXCOM'’ minutes from the 2% demonstrate US approval of Macmillan’s supportive
position/” On the evening of the $4 Kennedy bluntly asked Macmillan the ‘64
thousand dollar question’; “Should he take out GUiFaMacmillan’s advice to the
President was relatively ‘hawkish’ for a Europea@rspective; he accepted the
possibility of the US taking over Cuba by militaagtion and suggested European
opposition would be overcome by the ‘prompt succedsch would follow. More
generally Macmillan was chiefly concerned with maining alliance unity during the
crisis/® It was in this spirit that he sent a personal mgsgo Khrushchev on the28

demanding the removal of the missiles, a few htefsre the Soviet decision came
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over the radid® Once the crisis had subsided, Kennedy telegramifacmillan,
stating: "I am grateful for your warm and genereumds. Your generous support
publicly expressed and our daily conversations hasen of inestimable value in
these past day$*.Perhaps because the correspondence had been wmhdacretly,
press coverage of the missile crisis was not pasifior Macmillan, though
Ambassador Bruce, Permanent US RepresentativeetdNdrth Atlantic Council,

blamed this on ‘communist infiltration’ and smeariinom the Labour benchés.

Immediately after the Cuba crisis was defused,Skgbolt cancellation forced itself
onto the Anglo-American agenda. Appearing as a snukelation to Macmillan’s
support during the missile crisis, the Skybolt &ffathough sometimes cited as an
example of poor US-UK relatiofis — is in actual fact a textbook example of
cooperative relations. The ‘crisis’ emerged aftére tUS decided to cancel
development of the Skybolt ballistic missile systender-development since the late
1950s. The decision had major consequences fasBdefence as the UK had based
its entire deterrent capability on the Skybolt peogme. Right from the beginning the
US realised the political importance the cancellatof Skybolt would have. The
problem was summarised in a Department of Stateangroulated in late October

1962:

Two of the Conservative Party's talking points @hmay or may not be
valid) are that they have special and superiorifications, as compared

with Labour, for dealing with 1) defence and 2) Americans. As British
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defence depends to a unique degree on Skybolt teameifactured by the
Americans its cancellation would be a serious btowhe prestige, both
public and private, of Tory competence in these fiefdls...\Whatever our
own feelings about the efficacy of the British detat, the British could

hardly regard our cancelling Skybolt as a friengisture®

Though the British were certain the cancellationSédybolt was a political move,
Dean Rusk recalls that the decision was taken piynan technical grounds,
claiming Skybolt “was too expensive, was reduncgené weapons system because of
the development of new Polaris and Minuteman nassiand had failed its test
flights”. Both Rusk and McNamara accordingly “fett was primarily a military
matter with only incidental political overtones®>"McNamara informed the British
Ambassador Ormsby-Gore that the cost of Skybolt tiseh from $1.4bn to over
$1.75bn%° but the UK remained somewhat sceptical of US nestiFollowing the
cancellation the British and Americans agreed $erges of meetings at Nassau in the
Bahamas to discuss the future of Anglo-Americanlearccooperation. Background
papers prepared by the State Department prioretongbetings stressed the importance

of considering the domestic politics of agreeméyihg Macmillan’s survival — and

with him the renewed Anglo-American partnership-sticcess at Nassau:

The alternative is a Labor [sic] government whiobw\d be equivocal on
the subject of EEC, would persist in dangeroussitins regarding East-
West relations, would wish to spend more on sosilfare and less on
defence and would allow the British ship of staiéhex by design or

indifference to draft toward the Scandinavian posibf part-participant,
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part-spectator with regard to the Atlantic commwunithe Prime Minister
needs a successful meeting for an immediate regmalitical survival.
The President needs the meeting as a step towdistaat objective: the

creation of the American grand design of an Atlaptirtnershig’

Whether or not the survival of the Conservative ggament hung in the balan®e,
Macmillan went to Nassau intending to obtain cosimes from the US. The UK has
eagerly asserted its desire to get its hands omd&e Polaris missiles on previous
occasions. These were submarine-based nuclealesjdsir superior to Skybolt, and
early predecessors to the Trident system in usaytodhe UK had not been
successful in convincing the US to sell them Pslamissiles, and Kennedy was
reluctant to do so for fear of upsetting the UShest allies, particularly France.
Despite caution from advisors, Kennedy agreed assdla to offer “appropriate
components of Polaris missiles to [the] British @ondition that they commit their
eventual [Polaris] force to a multinational forceraugh NATO”® Although
Kennedy attempted to fully integrate the Polarike sato the NATO framework,
Macmillan insisted that the UK must possess its owdependent’ deterrent, and
succeeded in persuading Kennedy to afford Britha dbsolute right to utilise the
weapons outside of the multilateral framewdtK-his was a victory for Macmillan,
although for all intents and purposes the weapagre wot truly ‘independent® The
presence of disagreements over the Skybolt ‘cris’led commentators to see it as a
breakdown in cooperation, but in fact the convesse true. As Keohane argues,

cooperation is not synonymous with a harmony ofrigsts, but requires rather than
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behaviour is modified and brought into line witlatlof others so as to reach mutually
beneficial outcome¥ This is precisely what occurred at Nassau: the daSe
concessions to buttress the Conservative governmieitgt Macmillan accepted the

compromise of a semi-independent nuclear deterrent.

What are we to make of the numerous examples gferation between Macmillan
and Kennedy from the point of view of our argumeWtat is most important, but
conspicuous only by its absence, is the degree@é$lhtive constraint. Macmillan’s
position in Parliament was powerful and Labourshie. Though some have claimed
Macmillan was weak, this weakness never extendetheothreat of losing office.
Rather, as McGeorge Bundy argued, it related sirtgplgars of declining popularity
and authority at a time when important domestidsiees needed to be matfeThe
crucial questions to ask of the period are whetltemot a Labour government, or a
severely constrained Conservative administratiooylds have been able to achieve
the same level of cooperation as did Macmillan.t&ely one would have difficulty
seeing Labour’s cooperation in the nuclear spheregbas close. The broader party
voted at frequent intervals for ‘pacifist’ and ‘eatne left’ policies — such as unilateral
nuclear disarmament — that alarmed the US governthdhis also unlikely that
Labour sympathy for Cuba could have been accomraddaith such close solidarity
as witnessed during the missile crisis. A day dftgang informed of the missiles, and
before the public announcement at 7pm, Macmillaawgd Gaitskell the documents,

reporting that: “He did not take a very robusttatte. He thought his party 'would not
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like it”.%® Overall, then, it is unlikely that Macmillan wouldave been able to
accomplish such a thorough renewal of the ‘speaeiationship’ were it not for the

strong legislative support buttressing his admiatsin.

[3] WILSON' S FIRSTADMINISTRATION, 1966-1968

Harold Wilson was elected leader of the Labourypart~ebruary 1963 following the
death of Hugh Gaitskell. Wilson took the reins ofmer from the Conservatives in
1964 at the 15 October General Election, receidanglim majority of four seats.
Though this small majority “constrained Wilson bathparty political and policy
issues” it also “provided [him] with an excuse fmt undertaking radical initiatives in
foreign affairs”® Wilson’s luck changed at the 31 March General fidecof 1966
when his party was returned with a substantial ntgjef 96. This signalled a
marked deterioration in Wilsons’ fortunes in foreigolicy, which Vickers finds
‘slightly ironic’,®” yet makes perfect sense from the point of viewoof theory.
Without a slim majority to quell dissent within thenks and induce cooperation with
the more ‘Atlanticist’ Conservatives, Wilson wasught between a ‘rock and a hard
place’ after 1966 in attempting to reconcile thews of the Labour party with the
demands of Johnson’s Democrats in the US. Theree viear main areas of
disagreement during this period, each of which s@&sous enough to temporarily
undermine the Anglo-American relationship. Thesar issues each had three things
in common: First, they had at their base ideoldgitativations. Second, they
worsened following Wilson’s electoral ‘success’ #966. Third, they impacted

negatively on relations with the US.
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The first example of relatively poor relations e tBritish position on the Vietnam
War, a conflict which escalated during Johnsonfsite. Johnson wanted two things
from the British; public support and troops on greund. Wilson agreed to the first,
but never to the second. The predominant reasowWilson’s refusal was opposition
from within the Labour party, which was angry enlowig Wilson’s ‘endorsement’ of
the war, and would have entered open rebellionBritish troops been committed.
Indeed, Labour party opposition to Wilson’s Vietnawiicy was “the cause of more
anger amongst [his] usual supporters than any oimre”®® This was neatly
demonstrated when, in both 1966 and 1967, the pajpcted the government’'s
policy (on Vietnam) for the first time in historfhe issue intensified in May 1966
when the US began bombing Hanoi, a policy whiclsiedal with a threshold set by
Wilson in the House of Commons years before, antthwhk under pressure from
telegrams sent by prominent Labour MPs — forced toimpublicly admonish the US

for the first timet®

Wilson’s refusal to share ‘responsibility’ for \fram angered
Johnson, who went as far as to reject Wilson’s estjior a meeting in Washington
over the issue, arguing Attlee had only been wekdracause there were British
troops in Korea at the tim8' According to Colman: “Contact with the White House
confirmed that Johnson was, as Bruce put it pglitehtirely disdainful of the idea of
receiving the Prime Minister®®? Yet Johnson was well aware himself that Wilson’s

stance on Vietnam was not entirely of his own mgkend criticised the attitudes of

the Labour backbenchers for precluding British Imement in the conflict®®
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A second example of the poor state of relations b&found in the attempts at ‘peace
diplomacy’ conducted by Wilson during the periodtMnly did Wilson believe he
had a ‘special relationship’ with both the Sovietihh andthe US, but he also sought
to reap political capital from a potential diploncatsolution to the East-West
conflict.*** This had also been the policy of the Labour paitge the emergence of
the ‘third force’ argument in the 1950s, and a Bal#ociety publication of the period
argued that the best policy for the West was thidipatient negotiation with the
Soviet Union in search of genuine déterif&’Indeed, it is clear that Wilson also
thought his diplomatic efforts a useful means @ging his critics within the Labour
party!°® Though visits to the USSR took place in 1965, rtfast substantive attempt
at negotiation followed Kosygin’s visit to the UK February 196%%” Wilson saw the
visit, and the talks, as a breakthrough becaugbeoSoviets’ prior unwillingness to
engage in bilateral negotiatioff8.Yet not only were these efforts unsuccessful, they
also incurred the anger of the US, which was dagsdd at Wilson's unilateral
signalling towards their prime adversary, and htemapts to speak on their behalf.
Washington regarded these diplomatic efforts withation and Johnson personally

attempted to dampen Wilson’s enthusiasm for anpéumoves®

Third, relations during the period were exacerbdtedhe Labour government’s cuts
to defence spending, and its eventual withdrawaimfrpositions ‘East of Suez'.
Britain still retained considerable military bassa®und the globe in the 1960s, yet

these were proving costly for the British economylitically, too, the bases were
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problematic; the Labour party disapproved of thésmnants of empire’ for
ideological reasons, and indirectly disapprovedth&t seeming waste of national
economic resources which could instead fund edutatind welfare provisioh?
Wilson announced his intention to initiate a revieidefence spending in December
1964 and the completed review was presented t€tmemons by Secretary of State
for Defence Denis Healey on 22 February 1966. Hwew recommended cuts of
over 30% to Britain’s defence expenditures, a jpmsitvhich was “condemned by
many within the Labour Party who had hoped for aarfar-reaching review that
abandoned Britain’s residual imperial rofé*. The threat of British withdrawal from
East of Suez displeased the US, whose embattlatdopom Vietham had reminded
them of the value of a global British military peese!'? Washington feared that
abandoned British positions could become vacuum#ingato be filled by
Communist infiltration. They were accordingly dipamted when, in July 1967,
Healey presented a supplementary paper on deferisemhich would not only cut
defence expenditures further, but insist upon Wthdrawal from East of Suez.
Though the US urged in the strongest terms fotiKdo retain these positions, their
lobbying was unsuccessful. Washington accused tfistBof ‘betrayal’!*® but this
and other outbursts achieved nothing. Dumbrell @sghat: “By February 1968, Rusk
was unable to advise [Johnson] to do anything rtiwae ‘reiterate our distress at the

UK’s accelerated withdrawal from Southeast Asia thedPersian Gulf"t*

Finally, the British decision to devalue the poistdrling — taken in 1967 — was to

have a distinctly negative impact on Anglo-Americalations during the period. The

10 Fielding (1999), p. 638
"y/ickers (2011), pp. 74-75
12 Dockrill (2002), p. 220
13 Crossman (1976), p. 646
14 Dumbrell (1996), p. 230
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government realised soon after its accession toepomw 1964 that the state of the
British economy was in dire-straits and that it Wdolbe costly to retain sterling as the
international reserve currency. The US, howevers welying on Britain not to
devalue sterling in order to protect the dollaridgra time of acute balance-of-
payments problems in the U8. Wilson’s initial decision to keep the value of the
pound at $2.80 proved beneficial for the US. Yetdecision proved too difficult for
the Labour government to manage. The refusal t@luevsterling was costing
millions of pounds (at end this figure was justiog# billion). This proved politically
disastrous for a government elected on the promwiisacreasing welfare spending
and improving the economic fortunes of the Britighrking classes'® Eventually,
this combination of economic drainage and politiggdercussions forced Chancellor
of the Exchequer James Callaghan to announce tlaud¢ion of the pound by 14.3
per cent on 18 November 1967. The Americans prdelstt, ultimately, there was
little they could do, and they were forced to a¢dbp new reality of increased risks

of speculative attacks on the dolftaf.

What are we to make of the state of Anglo-Amerigaations during this period? It is
clear that there were many (interlinked) troubleselations between the Labour party
and the US. With regards to the Vietnam War, WilsdBast-West diplomacy, the
withdrawal from East of Suez, and the devaluatidntiee pound, significant
ideological disagreements arose between the twotdes. In many ways this
account reinforces the standard narrative of the 1860s as a troubled time for

Anglo-American relations; scholarly assessmentsehaferred to the ‘antagonism

15 vickers (2011), p. 62
18 Kunz (1999), p. 215
17 Kunz (1999), pp. 228-229
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and animosity’, ‘deterioration’, and ‘weakeninga&bnship’ of the period® Yet two
caveats to this position must be noted. Firstesaktent to which the analysis of this
case demonstrates the partial elasticity of leadarsferences when arbitrating
between domestic and international objectives. Wiils rhetorical support for the
Vietnam War, and his initial position on partialfelece cuts East of Suez, illustrate
the extent to which he was prepared to go a cedatance towards meeting US
demands, but that he did not have complete freeftom his party. Second, one
success for Anglo-American relations during Wilsoténure not mentioned above is
the decision by the Labour government to keep thlarR nuclear defence system.
This was surprising because Wilson had activelymmted unilateral nuclear
disarmament whilst in opposition. The reason fig tolte-face, Gill argues, was not
a sudden change of mind, but rather the mannerhichwVilson used the issue of
nuclear disarmament instrumentally whilst in opposito garner leftist support, with

ultimately no intention of surrendering Britain’ard-won deterrent®

[4] WILSON AND CALLAGHAN ADMINISTRATION, 1974-1976

Wilson’s Labour party acceded to power for a sedimé at the 28 February General
Election in 1974, although the term power is ratmesleading in this context. The

government was 17 seats short of a majority ini&adnt and was concerned most
immediately with its political survival. Wilson’'sogernment managed to secure a
slim majority of just 3 seats in a General Electoatied for this single purpose on 11
October 1974, though a series of subsequent bytaletosses reduced this slim

majority over time. The relations between Wilsoand Callaghan, to whom Wilson

handed over power on 5 April 1976 — and Gerald Bdrepublicans in the US were

18 Bartlett (1992), p. 107; Baylis (1997), p. 146li€(2001), p. 181; Dobson (1995), pp. 131-138;
Ovendale (1998), pp. 136-139
19Gill (2011), pp. 267-268
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remarkably cordial, despite US distrust of Laboartpideology. One of the primary
determinants of the level of cooperation during gegiod was the high level of
constraint applied to the Labour government, whiehved to make the government
more responsive to opposition demands, and to gisesr the more ideological
fringe of the party. This case presents this claingreater detail, focusing on the
period from Ford’s inauguration to his defeat a ttands of Carter's Democrats at

the end of 1976.

It was clear throughout the period that the Remalbls were not keen of the Labour
government’s socialist credentials. Henry Kissingdéine President’s closest advisor —
described Callaghan as ‘cowardl¥’, and Wilson as ‘a greasy sort of maft.
Ambassador to the UK Anne Armstrong did not feely‘aatural inclination towards
Wilson and his political views"? Despite animosity towards socialist ideology,
however, the Ford administration was well aware tltsmestic constraints prevented
Wilson (who was himself on the left of the palfy)from showing his true colours.
Worrying about the potential impact of decreasingstraint, Kissinger argued that:
“They [Labour] are better right now, but over tlengd pull the Conservatives are
better. If Labour gets a hefty majority, we willd@gamore trouble. He'll have a wild
left wing..."*** He also pointed out to the President that “thsrahivays a fight at the
Labour Party Conference for Wilson to keep contesld prevent disastrous
programs™?® This was part of a broader mistrust of the pditieft in Europe.

Kissinger stated to Ford in September 1974 thatoéleeved “[we] are best off

120 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and Kigsir?9 September 1974, Gerald Ford Papers
2 Minutes of meeting between Ford, Kissinger andw@coft, 14 August 1974, Gerald Ford Papers

122 Minutes of meeting between Ford, Scowcroft and #rong, 14 January 1976, Gerald Ford Papers
123 Heppell (2010), p. 152

124 Minutes of meeting between Ford, Kissinger andw®coft, 14 August 1974, Gerald Ford Papers

125 Memorandum of conversation between Ford, Kissiraget Richardson, 27 February 1975, Gerald
Ford Papers
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keeping the Europeans to the right of t&8"For the Republicans, a weak Labour
government was acceptable, but not as preferabla @eonservative government.
Though confidence in the pro-American credentidlthe Conservative party had
been shaken by the perceived indifference with Wwkive previous Heath government
had acted towards the US, the President and Kmssitijpught the Conservatives
better in general. Ford approved of Thatcher irtigaar after meeting her in 1976,

agreeing with her economic prognosis and describargs a ‘tough competitor’’

Despite admiration for the European right and drus$ of socialist ideology, the
relationship between Britain and America during peeeiod was cordial; not, perhaps,
as ‘special’ as it had been under Macmillan and rieely, but certainly these
represented positive times for Anglo-American iiefs*® Scowcroft went so far as
to say in January 1976 that “our relations couldr@tbetter”?® President Ford also
stated in the same year that: "Overall supportNAITO is healthier than for some
time. | think that is a reflection of our relatidmigs and our own bilateral relations
with Germany and Great Britaift® There were disagreements from time to time, but
these did not serve to damage the foundationseofsipecial relationship’ and were
overcome by both sides through negotiation anduasien. There were three areas in
particular where this trend may be observed; l@gonal Monetary Fund (IMF)

negotiations, defence expenditures and the thfg€admmunist infiltration in Europe.

126 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and Kigsinl0 September 1974, Gerald Ford Papers
127 Minutes of meeting between Ford, Scowcroft and #rong, 14 January 1976, Gerald Ford Papers
128 Conclusions of Cabinet Meeting, 24 July 1975

129 Minutes of meeting between Ford, Scowcroft and #rong, 14 January 1976, Gerald Ford Papers
130 Memorandum of conversation between Ford, Kissirged Giscard d’Estaing, 17 May 1976,
Gerald Ford Papers
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The first area is that of IMF negotiations. At isdwere was the poor state of the UK’s
economy and the eventual need for the IMF to ackeasler of last resort’ and bail
out the bankrupt British government. There is naldimg that part of the problem
here was the tendency of Labour governments touguriarge budget deficits by
increasing the level of social spending. More bipatie financial crises of the 1970s
began to challenge the Keynesian consensus of regormmic management. Unlike
the Conservatives, who were beginning during tine tto embrace a form of fiscal
conservatism which would later become Thatcherlcp®f ‘monetarism’, Labour
clung hard and fast to Keynesian economic thednegrd was, therefore, something of
an ideological rift between the UK and the US insthegard, as the Ford
administration were less preoccupied with employtreerd more concerned about
balancing the budget in the US. Kissinger recoghibe implications of the British
need for the IMF loan, even if he disagreed witle gholicies of the Wilson

government:

Britain wants to get producer money and particgratilt is easy and
doesn't require new facilities or national legisiat It would demoralize
the West and automatically start a consumer/pradidieédogue within the
IMF on terms of trade. If we don't get the Westetihgr now, the
disintegration of the West will be too far gone €TBrits want a quick fix
until North Sea oil comes in. Wilson has no long-kision and is totally

unreliable®®!

It was necessary to gain US approval because Amafiectively controlled the
purse-strings of the IMF. Yet in the end US supgortthe Labour government’s

appeal to the IMF owed more to their understanadinthe political imperatives of a

131 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and Kigsirb November 1974, Gerald Ford Papers
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deal than it did to a perceived sense of recedsumting solidarity. Although the US
realised it was in their interest to impose as th@asonomic terms as possible, they
worried about going so far as to effectively ovestih Wilson’s government. These

feelings were expressed in a telephone convershétween Schmidt and Fottf:

Schmidt: "It is in the economic interest that wepose strong conditions
on the British. We should not go so far as to dwext this government.
There is no one else to take the reins and theng lmeaa period of

disorder which could affect us all deeply"

Ford: "That is exactly what | told my people"

Schmidt: "So we need to find a point which will ¢e job but not be

politically unacceptable"

Ford: "That is what | think"

Schmidt "If Callaghan had to resign, that wouldseback"

Having both the opportunity to remove the Labouvegament and an economic
incentive to do so, the US realised not only thaté were more disruptive forces in
British politics for Anglo-American relations thefilson and Callaghan, but also that

relations with the Labour government were workingjlvior both sides.

A second area of characterised by ideological wdiffee concerned the defence

expenditures of the European allies towards thelddeffort to combat the Soviet

132 Transcript of telephone conversation between md Schmidt, 23 November 1976, Gerald Ford
Papers
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Union. There are three reasons why the left haadittonally favoured lower defence
budgets. First, they tend to be more trusting imegal and less prone to the use force
to settle international issué$. Second, they are less concerned with the more
particular threat emanating from the Soviet Univhjlst notunconcernedthey have
never attached as much significance to the idecébgiomponent of the Cold War as
have the political right** Third, by endorsing higher social spending, sdistial
governments allocate a greater amount of governmgrenditure to domestic affairs,
leaving ‘less of the pie’ available for deferfé®.In practice just as in theory, the
Wilson government engaged in substantial cuts fosBrdefence expenditure. But
although the defence cuts did not please the W, did not allow the reduced British
contribution to undermine the relationship .t is likely not only that the US felt this
would be ‘too rich’ given the issues they were hgvpreventing Congress from
withdrawing aid to European countries, but thabdlsey realised the political and
economic situation in Britain was pushing for defercuts, and that Wilson and
Callaghan were offering the most that they coulde British were heartened by the
supportive and understanding reception of the UBdo situation. Speaking directly
to Ford, Wilson stated: “we are grateful for theywau accepted our defence review.
| know you are feeling lonely in many parts of therld”. The President responded
by saying that, despite defence cuts, the US wapyhto continue the Mildenhall
Agreement, and the meeting ended by mutual agreteaseo the closeness of Anglo-
American relationd®” Throughout the rest of 1975 the British tried thmst to limit

the impact of spending cuts on their contributionNATO, fiddling around with

133 Nincic (2008); Rathbun (2004)

134 Callaghan (2001)

135 Fordham (2002), p. 84

136 Conclusions of Cabinet Meeting, 20 November 1974

137 Memorandum of conversation between Ford, Kissingéitson and Callaghan, 31 January 1975,
Gerald Ford Papers
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rotations in the Mediterranean to help meet themmitments. In the main this
strategy was successful; Haig reported to the @asiin October that year that
Europe was moving in the right direction and tigparticular “the Brits are good®®

In this manner there was to be no crisis over defenuts and the ‘special

relationship’ withstood what could have otherwigeib a nasty storm.

Thirdly, there were distinct ideological differesceoncerning the level of threat
accorded to the emergence of communist (or commuigported) regimes and
factions in several regions of the world. The Aroanis were particularly concerned
about the rise of communist dominated governmemtBdrtugal and Italy. For the
US, the spectre of the ‘red menace’ arising witksnsphere of influence was almost
too much to bear. Predictably, the Labour goverrimenthe UK took a more
pragmatic approach; they were, after all, usedtb bocialist governments and to the
frequent battles within these between communist randerate-left factions”® The
difference of opinion was highlighted in a meetbefween Wilson, Callaghan, Ford

and Kissinger in May 1975%

Ford: "How about Portugal? We are disturbed. Yestgd was told that
there is no communist influence in the armed fontesvement. This is

nonsense of course. | also got a long Constitutiecture.”

Kissinger: "It was an extraordinary and novel tlyearhich is that the

armed forces movement is the only democratic f@noe represents all

138 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and Haig)ctober 1975, Gerald Ford Papers

139 Callaghan (1987), p. 360

140 Minutes of a meeting between Wilson, Callagharrdrand Kissinger, 30 May 1975, Gerald Ford
Papers
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the people. The parties on the other hand are figititen not democratic

because they represent only a part of the people”

Callaghan: “We haven't seen eye to eye with youe ®FM is a

microcosm of all kinds of opinion and we don't nebthem as beyond
redemption, although we too think that things asang badly, as you do.
But we don't want to give up yet. We are still iyito elevate the parties
and don't want to write them off yet...| want to go struggling and not

yet give up.”

These same differences were to emerge with thewd®y of both Spain and Italy

‘going communist’. Ford and Kissinger, having naitdb realised the difference of

sentiment in the Portugal discussions, concentratedonvincing the British that the

spectre of a communist-dominated government iny ltehs a distinct threat. In

response to questioning from Ford as to the UScembr, Kissinger respondédf:

There was a meeting this week, and we agreed amanon approach.
Each country will send people to talk to differgmbups in Italy. We are
sending Bill Scranton, Cabot Lodge, and George Me@he instructions
are: we are opposed to having Communists in themorent, and we are
opposed to a common programme because we are #fealdommunists
will get credit for any success. | think there isreductance in Great

Britain — [Foreign Secretary] Crosland at leashseeeluctant.

Ultimately, however, these disagreements weremptave troubling for the alliance.

The Labour government was sceptical enough of camsnuto allow for the US to

gain the impression both governments were on theesside. Had the more radical

141 Memorandum of conversation between Schmidt, Fordl Kissinger, 15 July 1976, Gerald Ford

85



elements of the party been afforded greater vaicelikely the outcome would have
been very different. This is highlighted by Wilsernconcern over another issue of
foreign relations — the Middle East peace procéks. US, staunchly pro-Israel, was
demonstrably keen to have Britain adopt a similasigpon in favour of the Jewish

state!*?

Kissinger requested that Wilson not give morakoconomic support to the
Arab states, but this was politically difficult fohe Labour government. As Wilson
put it: “A lot of our left-wing is pro-Arab. It i®extraordinary, because they — the
Arabs — hardly represent a radical revolution aiaorevolution”**® As with other
such differences of opinion, however, the left wofgthe party was not sufficiently
powerful enough to exert influence over Wilson &allaghan. By July 1976 the US
and UK were actively working together to draft nesons on the Israel-Palestine
144

situation,™ and the different perspectives of both partiesenédsomed large enough

to damage the level of rapport built up betweenweeadministrations.

SUMMARY

The four cases demonstrate, in part, the impontalet of political ideology and
legislative constraint. | say ‘in part’ becausésitlear from the discussions that there
was a lot more to each case than domestic pol@tser factors, be they economic,
geopolitical, bureaucratic, or personal, playedsaatnible role in each case. | do not
claim to subsume every element of each case uhdetamestic political framework.
That would be inaccurate and reductionist. Whao Wwish to claim, however, is that
one cannot understand the outcomes involved witheigrence to the theoretical

logics | have delineated above. In other words, ektia politics wasn't everything,

142 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and KigsirB1 January 1975, Gerald Ford Papers
143 Memorandum of conversation between Wilson, Cabagtrord and Kissinger, 31 January 1975,
Gerald Ford Papers

144 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and Kgesir® July 1976, Gerald Ford Papers
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but it wassomething and that something was important. Applying thgréement

through opposition’ conjecture to the Anglo-Americzase helps to explain how and
why politics matters in a case where previous stidt focused primarily on the
impact of ideology — have found only weak linkag®sOnce we account for the
interaction with constraint, the pattern of ideabad) influence becomes much clearer.
By tracing domestic political processes the casas tshown us how ideology and
constraint mattered and how they helped bring abuoate or less cooperative
outcomes. They have shown in particular how theradtion between political

ideology and legislative constraint undermined @apon during Wilson'’s first

government and Churchill’s tenure, and augmentetiiing the administrations of

Macmillan and Wilson & Callaghan.

A QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF POSTWAR‘SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Demonstrating that these processes were importags the more fundamental
guestion ofhow importantthey were. | attempt to answer this crucial questn the
statistical analysis below. This fulfils two funmtis in the overall argument. The first
is to generalise beyond the immediate case of AAgherican relations, thereby
establishing the systematic credentials of theytatsd relationship. The second is to
control for confounding explanations to determihehe theory holds when other

factors are taken into account.

In this section | test the ‘agreement through ofifmrs conjecture using multiple

linear OLS regression. | utilise dyadic party-ledsta from 1945 to 2000 for the

145 Dobson (1990)
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following countries: Australia, Canada, France, r@amy, Italy, Japan, the
Netherlands, Spain, and the UK. These represeribtality of the US’ top three tiers
of client states (with the notable exception of thoKorea for reasons of data
availability) 1*® For all the countries | regress the interactiotwieen ideological
proximity and legislative constraint against theeleof cooperation, controlling for
confounding domestic political and systemic vameablin the section that follows |
discuss the sourcing of data for each of the vigsabefore summarising the results of

the model. The variables are summarised in Figlireelow.

. Related to .
Variable Type Theory? Data Source Link

146 Khong (2013), pp. 22, 43-45
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https://manifestoproject.wzb.eu/

Independent Comparative Manifesto

Constructivism

(Control) Group

http://www.correlatesofwar.org/

Independent Neoliberalism Correlates of War Trade
(Control) Data

http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/datasqts.

Gartzke's Affinity of htm
Nations

Cooperation Dependent n/a

Figure 11 Summary of variables used in statistical analysis

LEGISLATIVE CONSTRAINT
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‘New liberal’ theory points us towards the importanof legislative constraint for
cooperation. Although an integral component of ‘dggreement through opposition’
conjecture, legislative constraint is also includadthe model individually as a
control variable for the claims of new liberalisit. is here understood as the
proportion of the total opposition seat-share ie tlegislature. Although some
measures of legislative power incorporate instnai rules, past behaviour and
balance-holding potential as additional facets qfaaty’s legislative powel’ the
analysis would become far too complicated weredladisto be included. | utilise data
on parties in government from Woldendapal,**® and on election results from the
International Parliamentary Unidff? to calculate the total seat-share of both
governing and opposition parties for each yearteeper is used as the cut-off date
for interpellation of the government by year. Thili§ government came to power in
September 1956, the figure from 1956 will be frohe tgovernment formed in

September, and not its predecedsdr.

147 Tavits (2008), p. 496

148 \Woldendorpet al (2000)

149 |nter-Parliamentary Union (2013)

%0 This is because of the nature of the dependenablar which is based on UN votes, which
primarily take place in October.
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Figure 12 Percentage of legislative seat-share for governsienhine US-allied states, 1945-2000




PoLITICAL IDEOLOGY

| utilise data on ideology from the Comparative Masto Project which provides
estimates of party positions from manifestos aheslection yeat> This approach
relies on a coding-strategy whereby each quaseseatin a party’s manifesto is
classified according to a composite left-right soae For each governing party or
coalition identified, the manifesto score is imglfeom the most recent election and
carried forward each subsequent year until a newifesto appears or a change of
government occurs. For single-party governmentdrmesposition is straightforward.
Where coalition governments are concerned, howelerprocedure is slightly more
complex, and a collective ideology is estimatedoading to the formula below,
where |® represents the governing coalition ideoloty, indicates the ideology of
each individual party in the government &&{ refers to the proportion of seats held

by each party in the legislature.

o ((TpsxSpt)+ (Tpzx Spz) + (Tpn < Spn) )
- (Sps + Spz + Spn )

The manifesto coding approach is not perfect.ritggfles to account for post-partisan
and environmental party positioff§, occasionally relies on inappropriate proxy

documents for ‘manifesto$®® locates fringe parties inaccuraté®}, and requires

51 Budgeet al (2001)

152 Huber & Inglehart (1995)
153 Gemenis (2012)

154 Gabel & Huber (2000)
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frequent re-coding for individual cas€s.But are other approaches any better? Two
alternatives exist — ‘expert survey?€ and ‘Wordscored®” — both of which lead to
somewhat divergent resuit8 and exhibit different strengths and weaknedsk¥et

the failings of these approaches are arguably wihiwe those of the manifesto data.
Expert surveys offer data only back to 198%4fail to distinguish between party
position and party behaviour® and struggle to account for cross-national
differences:®? The ‘Wordscores’ approach fares slightly bettéhaaugh there is little
value-add from being able to code greater amouh{zady documents unless one

wishes to distinguish inter-elite positidfs (which is beyond the remit of this

inquiry).

%5 Dinas & Gemenis (2010)
%6 Hoogheet al (2010)

157 averet al (2003)

138 Benoit & Laver (2007)
139v/olkens (2007)

%0 Hoogheet al (2010)

181 Budge (2001), p. 50

152 Budge (2000), pp. 103-104
183 Klemmenseret al (2007)
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Australia

Canada

France

Germany

|

Japan

A L Hop, =

Figure 13 Ideological positions of governments in nine Ukedlstates, 1945-2000, where positive
numbers indicate a rightward position and negativenbers a leftist orientation.
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‘A GREEMENT THROUGHOPPOSITION INTERACTION

The primary explanatory variable utilised by thergement through opposition’
conjecture is the interaction between legislativastraint and ideological proximity.

This variable is worked out by moving the governtiseitleological position closer to

the opposition’s ideology score as a function ofiraaex of government constraint.
When the percentage of opposition seat-sh&gi¢ lower than 35, | assume that
there is no legislative constraint operating, andhe formula for cooperation reverts

to that for ideological proximity:

x =I1-1Y

Where & is greater than 35 | use the following formulanmdel the interaction
between ideology and constraint, wh&rdenotes the predicted level of cooperation,
I° denotes the governing party ideolo¢fy/the ideology of the governing party in the
US, andl® the ideology of the political oppositioB, denotes the maximal value of

S

x =(I6-1Y)+ ((10 R (g—:))

It is worth briefly summarising how this interaatiovorks.I° is estimated according

to a variant of the formula used to derive the idgcal position of governing party
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seat-sharé®® This does not provide a perfect measure, as itatdne assumed that a
fragmented and ideologically-disparate collectioh opposition parties will
necessarily cooperat® but does give us an understanding of the ovetathlbgical
‘leaning’ of the opposition. The first part of thmodel (© - 1Y) gives us the
ideological distance between the governing partiethe US and the allied state.
Negative values indicate that the client is furtttethe left that the US. Nexi (- 1°)
tells us the ideological distance between the sloverning party and its political
opposition. The final elementS{ + &) works out a standardized measure of
constraint. It works out the proportion of congitafor where the percentage of

constraint falls between 35 and the maximal letteled.

The interaction term essentially gives us the idgichl distance of the governing
party from the US, taking into account the influeraf the opposition in accordance
with a standardised measure of seat-share. Higitiygowvalues of this measure
indicate a government which — after taking intocact the impact of legislative
constraint — is far to the right of the US. HighgaBve numbers indicate the
government is further to the left. As the numbemprapches 0 this indicates
conformity between the ideological positions of gwerning party and the US. The
expectation would be that we would see a curvilimetationship as represented in

Figure 14 below.

154 Minor parties gaining <5% of the popular vote exeluded.
1% Hardin (1976)
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Expected level of
cooperation
Right of US compromise

position
High constraint

Left of US compromise
position
High constraint

Ideologically coterminous
compromise position
Low constraint

Interaction between
compromise and
opposition seat-share

Figure 14 Predicted curvilinear relationship between the mawion and the level of cooperation.

TRADE DEPENDENCE

Neoliberal theories claim that cooperation is highJS-client relations because of the
mutual interest in coordinating actions in ordett m@ disturb the high level of
economic interdependence which exists between ®u@sstates. Cooperation is in
the interests of both the US and its clients asPtéweto-superior effects of trade and
exchange will have mutually beneficial results.tilise data on the level of trade
independence from the Correlates of War Projecti@iBata Sét° to control for the
neoliberal claim that it is economic interdependemnhich underpins shifts in
cooperatiort®’ Higher levels of trade dependence would, for meéls, predict a

greater degree of cooperation.

1% Barbieriet al. (2009)
157 Stein (1984); Wright (2000)
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SECURITY DEPENDENCE

Realists claim that whatever cooperation existsvéeh the US and its allies
ultimately results from a security dependence om 6% | control for such

arguments by including a dyadic measure of thelgween the combined military
capabilities (CINC) of each of the countries and thS, taken from the ‘National
Military Capabilities’ dataset of the CorrelatesWfr Project®® The higher the gap
between the US and its allies in security termg Higher the probability of

cooperation (for realists).

COOPERATION(DEPENDENTV ARIABLE)

The dependent variable for the study is the lev@hternational cooperation. | utilise
Gartzke's ‘affinity of nations’ data for this purpe!’® The data are based on the
correlation between state voting patterns in thetddnNations (UN), given as a
simple proportion where 1 indicates a perfect datien and -1 connotes no
conformity at all. Data on UN voting has seen mapyplications to such areas as
geographical division§! voting issue-areds? and the responses to US hegenibhy
This data is superior to alternatives based oraralé and treaty commitmehfs
which change so infrequently it is difficult to abtish adequate variatiofr
Although strictly a measure of preference similarity, | argue thatuoting data can
serve as a proxy for cooperation when two critariamet: (1) states consider these

votes as important political signals, and (2) thesges have sufficient bureaucratic

188 Joffe (1984), p. 175; Mearsheimer (1990)

%9 Singeret al (1972)

170 Gartzke (2006)

1 Hurwitz (1975); Newcombet al (1970); Russett (1966); Voeten (2000)
172 Alker (1964); Kim & Russett (1996); Rai (1980)

13 Voeten (2004)

174 E g. Bueno de Mesquita (1975); Kraesel (2006); Milewiczet al (2010)
175 Signorino & Ritter (1999)
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capacity to ensure that vote coordination is pdssithese conditions are most likely
to be met by the US’ closest allies; UN votes weracial tests of the Anglo-
American ‘special relationshiff® and this is also likely to be true of other close
allies. Accordingly, there are strong reasons tosmter UN votes as a proxy for
cooperation; these states are aware they are makioghmitment by voting together
and have the institutional capacity to ensure thaye full information of other

countries’ voting intentions.

178 Bourantonis & Magliveras (2002); Schweller & P@12), p. 48
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Figure 15 Cooperation measured by affinity scores for selédiS-allies, 1945-2000
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REGRESSIONRESULTS
The model being tested here takes the followingfor

Cooperation; = a + fp Security + p Constraint +

B Ideology + pTrade + B Interaction + ¢

Figure 16 below presents the magnitude and staissignificance of each of the
variables regressed against the affinity scoreswAsan observe, the ‘interaction’,
‘ideology’, ‘trade dependence’ and ‘security depamok’ variables are all significant
at the 1% level. This means that for these casesamereasonably reject the null
hypothesis of no relationship between the explagat@riable and the level of
cooperation. ‘Legislative constraint’ is the onlgriable not significant at the 1%
level. Note that theé® is relatively low for the model as a whole. We sldobe
cautious, however, in interpreting this substamgivéhe aim is to understand the
impact of domestic politics on the level of coopienra not to derive a perfect model

of all the determinants of cooperation itself.

Variable Coefficient Standard Error P-value
L egidative Constraint .044 .002 .260
Palitical Ideology -.224 .001 .000***

Agreement through

*k%k
Opposition I nteraction 311 001 000
Trade Dependence -.259 .000 .000***
Security Dependence .283 .281 .000***
DV = Cooperation R= .453 n=423 N=9

Figure 16 Results of the model regressed against the levadaferation
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The results of the analysis are shown descriptireiyne diagrams below. Figure 17
depicts the relationship between the ‘agreemenbutiitr opposition’ interaction
variable and the affinity score for each stdfeThis demonstrates a strong linear

relationship between the interaction and the dffiscores measuring cooperation.

R? Linear = 0.256
1.00
*
+I-
50
= +
IE + ++ *
. b * * +*
- + “+#¢-+ t* * ‘::_ + + o+
E RS+ i . # * *
W + IR *s
S 00 N
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= : #
& .
+
N +
- 507
.
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-50.00 25,00 oo 25.00 50.00
Interaction

Figure 17 Relationship between ‘Agreement through Oppositinteraction and Cooperation. (Linear
line fitted).

A linear relationship, however, is not what we ectpd to observe. How, then, do we
explain this curiosity? | argue that flaws in thedimg strategy underlying the
manifesto data are responsible for this anomalycaBse both the meaning of

ideological terms and the political status quoatifrom country to country, the same

7 The affinity score is that calculated by the vgticorrelation between the US and the ally in
guestion. Inter-ally affinity scores are not inchadin the data.
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political utterance can have very different measimng different national contexts.
This is particularly true of the ‘unique’ situation the US, where the status quo is
located on the right of the ideological spectrtifhin this context the manifesto data
are likely to bias estimates towards the left. Tisidbecause the rhetoric of social
justice and redistribution in the US does not hdnee same leftist connotations as it
would in social democratic European states, butrthaifesto data cannot account for
this difference. When we consider that each datat po the analysis is represented
dyadically against the US, this is likely to haveignificant impact on the results;
because few (or none) of the countries in the sarhple political culturefurther
right than the US, when the data displays what appedre & rightwards shift of the
compromise position, it is more likely that in ngalthis constitutes a movi® the

right, towards the US, but not beyond it

This would explain why the level of cooperation remses when the compromise
position moves to the right. This argument is sumsed in Figure 18 below, where
diagram (a) depicts the expected relationship, rdrag (b) shows the actual
relationship, and diagram (c) considers the hypathlerelationship if the US position
has indeed been estimated incorrectly (as is kdiygure 19 demonstrates the
curvilinear relationship beginning to emerge befive data are truncated. It is worth
noting that other sources of data estimating paositions — e.g. expert surveys — are
evenlessable to account for cross-national different@salthough it is conceivable
that statistical techniques may help alleviatenastion problems in future resear¢fl.
For the time-being, however, this kind of conjeatureasoning is the only partial

solution available.

178 Archer (2007); Lipset (1996)
179 McDonaldet al (2007)
180E g. Franzmann & Kaiser (2006)
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Estimated US Ideology Actual US Ideology
(with leftward bias) (status quo accounted for)

Figure 18 (A) Predicted relationship (B) Observed relationsHiC) Example of relation between
predicted and observed relationship assuming esitimgroblems in manifesto data
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Figure 19 Relationship between ‘Agreement through Oppositicieraction and Cooperation.
(Quaderatic line fitted).
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INTERPRETATION

What can we say of the ‘agreement through oppositionjecture at this stage? First,
the relationship between the interaction and caater is statistically significant,
even when controlling for other international amshestic political variables. Second,
the directionality of the relationship is as preéedc— at least for governments to the
left of the US — insofar as increases in constramt the ideological distance of the
opposition party are associated with a decreasethapility of cooperation. As
demonstrated in Figure 20 it is also clear thatréhaionship is the same regardless of
whether the US is under Republican or Democratidrod Third, the magnitude of
the relationship also appears substantively sicgmfi; a change in one unit of the
interaction exerts a greater impact on the levelcobperation than government
ideology does. Fourth, and finally, one finding interest is that the relationship
appears to be somewhat temporally contingent. iBhidemonstrated in Figure 21,
which shows the magnitude of the slope is far gremt the post-1975 period. It is
interesting to note that partisanship appears ttemaore in the 1970s and 1980s
when most CP scholars declared partisanship tonbte wane®* Though there is
only space for brief conjecture here, one posgik that the increased partisan
determinants of cooperation after the 1970s resuhlem the decline in US power
and the relaxation of East-West tensions, both bickv likely introduced greater
degrees of freedom into the foreign policy optiofidJS allies'® It is unlikely that
CP scholars, with their focus on the domestic cgmneeces of partisanship, have
considered the possibility that the internationahehsion of political ideology kept

partisanship alive during this period.

181 Allan & Scruggs (2004), p. 496; Inglehart (197Rpss (2000)

182 This would support the recent argument made by soaw(2011) and Buzan & Lawson
(forthcoming), p. 21, for refocusing the periodieat of the discipline more firmly around the
monumental changes of the 1970s.
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Figure 20 Relationship between ‘Agreement through Oppositibmteraction and Cooperation
distinguishing between US party in government.gairlines fitted).
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Figure 21 Relationship between ‘Agreement through Oppositioteraction and Cooperation

distinguishing between pre- and post-1975. Pre-£4753P0st-1975=0. (Linear lines
fitted).
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The findings also allow us to say something abbet ¢contending explanations of
cooperation. (1) First, the second-image constristticlaim that a government’s
ideological proximity is a determinant of coopenatis borne out by the data. There
iSs a negative relationship between ideological pnity and cooperation; as the
distance between government ideologies increabesptobability of cooperation
decreases. (2) Second, the claim of the new lilsenal- that domestic constraint
undermines cooperation — is not backed up by tha. dehere is no significant
relationship between increases in the level of egument’s legislative constraint
and its propensity to cooperate with the US. (3d;ithe neoliberal claim that the
level of economic interdependence explains the eajve behaviour of US clients is
not supported by the findings. This is becausedihection of the relationship runs
counter to that predicted by neoliberal theoryhviiicreasing trade dependence being
associated with decreasen the level of cooperation. (4) Fourth, the retatlaim that
cooperation is the result of security dependendsacked up by the significance of
the relationship between increasing security depecel and an increase in

cooperation.

Whilst the findings falsify (to the extent thatiagle finding can) the new liberal and
neoliberal predictions, they also demonstrate tptementary of the predictions
derived from second-image constructivism, realisnd dghe ‘agreement through
opposition’ conjecture. Rather than attempt to suoies these theoretical accounts
within a unified theoretical logic, the findings ake suggest we would be wiser to
consider the different ways in which they can wddgether to help explain

cooperation.
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COUNTRY-LEVEL RESULTS

Figure 22 breaks down the observed relationshipvdst the variables by country.
Two things are worth noting. First, the directidntlee relationship holds for each of
the countries in the sample. This is importantit asassures us that the average was
not being ‘dragged up’ by individual states. Secdhd United Kingdom exhibits by
far the lowestassociation between the interaction variable dfidityg scores. This
latter point is somewhat surprising, particulariyen that the case studies above
highlighted the important role which domestic po$it has played in the Anglo-
American partnership. Why might this be the casa@ Qossibility is that the ‘ceiling
effect’ imposed by the nature of the voting dateesponsible for underestimating the
magnitude of the causal relationship. Once thengedt a value of 1 is reached, any
increase in the explanatory varialsknnotbe matched by a corresponding increase in
the dependent variable. This problem is particuladute for extremely high and low
values on the dependent variable, such as the Wi€renthe high intercept indicates

an elevated average level of cooperation.
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Figure 22 Relationship between ‘Agreement through Oppositiaieraction and Cooperation by
country (Linear lines fitted).
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Solutions for dealing with ceiling effects are haadcome by. Dichotomising the
continuous variable into a categorical variable anthing logistic regression models
does not manage to overcome the underestimatidoigono as the problem is not with
fitting a curve to the data, but of the data nopresenting the underlying
relationship'®® Estimating the direction of the curve above thiéngeis also a flawed
strategy, as it risks introducing substantial bigs the result$®® Finally, removing
those data points at or above the ceiling servesdéocome the clustering of data, but
only at the cost of reducing the number of obs@mat Despite problems with
removing the ceiling effect, it is not entirely atethat it serves to substantively
undermine the overall argument. Indeed, the faat the predicted effects show up
clearly in the case studies for the Anglo-Americalationship suggests either that the
data are not wholly reliable in this instance, battwhen the data show weak

relationships the effect is stronger in reality.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Several brief points may be made to summariseititenfys of the statistical analysis.
First, the hypothesised relationship appears tkwdren the opposition parties are
far to the left, but not when they are far to tight. This is most likely the result of a
leftist bias in estimates of US government ideologyoduced by the manifesto data.
Second, this relationship is statistically sigrafit at the 1% level, and holds when we
include control variables into the model. Third|atiwe to such determinants as
ideological proximity, the conjecture is associateith a substantively significant
impact on the level of cooperation. Fourth, theeclion of the relationship holds for

each of the countries under consideration, butthgnitude of the association for the

183 Austin & Brunner (2003), pp. 102-103; Blalock (097p. 1105
184 Austin & Hoch (2004)
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UK itself is substantially lower than the otherteta most likely the result of the
ceiling effect imposed by the data. To summarise,may legitimately claim that
there is general support for the model and its iptieds, but that these are not
without issues. Importantly, most of these problexas likely be overcome in future

studies by utilising different data and more adeshstatistical techniques.
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CONCLUSION: FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS AND EXTENSIONS

FINDINGS AND EXTENSIONS

In light of the evidence above, what conclusions w& reach as to the explanatory
power of the argument? In a broad sense we caresugfte results are favourable.
The outcomes of the four cases conform to the ptieds of the conjecture and a
cursory glance illustrates that other cases waldkelyl provide further confirmation.
The cases also demonstrate that the outcome isa@dor the right reasons; leaders
have found themselves constrained by their powsitipa in the legislature and this
has impacted upon their ability to support theypsfiavoured policies. The statistical
analysis has attempted to generalise these findingshere again the theory has met
with considerable success; the interaction isstedilly significant when confounding
explanations are controlled for and the directiébrihe relationship conforms to the
theory's predictions. Together, these findings pdiowards strong internal and

external validity for the theory.

Although the findings are on the whole confirmatorly is worth noting some
important caveats. First, there are issues regattie statistical findings, specifically
the presence of ceiling effects and biased estmmaibideology in the data. These
issues are relatively easy to overcome; they calréplication of the study utilising
different sources of data (for example, ‘expertveys’ rather than manifesto data)
and the development of more sophisticated techsigfieontrol. Second, there is the
presence of cases which do not fit the predictedomaes and mechanisms. The Eden
and Heath cases are somewhat ‘disconfirming’ is tespect. The problem of deviant

cases, however, does not present too many probisribese periods map onto well-
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known periods of ‘crisis’ and ‘exception’ respeeiy.’ Third, the scope conditions
imposed on the application of the theory limit aiility to infer too much from the
results. Our endeavour was limited to the impaatarhestic constraints after 1945, in
democratic nations, in relations with the US, andai specific period of relative
ideological polarisation. Although it is not diftit to claim that ideological
differences maintain their salience in the coustriender stud§, considerable
theoretical modification will be required to trawmse the argument to pre-1945

politics or to states outside the democratic urseer

IMPLICATIONS: ALLIANCE POLITICS, THEORY, AND POLICY

The argument advanced here has important implimatior our understanding of
international politics. To begin with it highlightee importance of nested variance as
a distinct pattern of cooperation which has bednested to little theoretical scrutiny.
Though structured relations of cooperation and ladnhay persist in world politics
for many decades, there is always a discernible sysiematic undercurrent of
variance in the relationship. This study has hgjitkd that both patterns of
cooperation are worthy of theorisation and empliscautiny, that both are ultimately
required to adequately explain interstate relaticmsd that the study of nested
variance, therefore, is very much an ‘IR’ topic. fddoroadly it is hoped that the
‘ideal-typical’ approach to conflict and cooperatiwill prove of wider utility for the
discipline as a whole. Paying greater attentionom@ of the primary dependent
variables in IR will help to uncover new patternsrelations and pose new and

interesting questions. It may also force us tokhmgreater detail about the manner

! Kaufman (2007), p. 82
2 Buckler & Dolowitz (2012); Milkiset al (2012)
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in which IR theories currently address the différéacets of cooperation, whether

these concern its emergence, maintenance, decledjuwstment.

The study also demonstrates the importance of dimmeslitics in explaining
systematic variation over time in the ‘special tielaships’ of the US. It is clear that
the politics of US-client relations are relatedtjas much to the domestic politics in
the client states as they are to the structuratlitons underpinning the overarching
structure of US preponderance and Western ‘integrain considering the impact of
ideology and constraint in tandem we are able tp &eplain the level of cooperation
in these relationships. Only by embracing the logfcthe ‘agreement through
opposition’ conjecture’ can we fully understandstiiariance. The conjecture argues
that when the governing parties in two states aoeendeologically proximate than
their respective political opposition, low level$ kegislative constraint promote
international cooperation whereas high levels umd®z it, whereas constraint has the
inverse results when the governing parties are i@sslogically proximate. This
finding contradicts those who have maintained tpalitics stops at the water’'s

edge’

More broadly the study highlights the importancecoimbining IR and CP accounts
in order to more fully understand international pei@tion. The study has shown that
each brings a unique perspective to the analysimtefnational politics; in this
manner the theoretical synthesis represents mae tte sum of its parts, and the
combination would appear to take us into new tanyifor both disciplines. Further

engagement promises to bring greater conceptuakaess, theoretical diversity, and

E.g. Gowa (1998)
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methodological sophistication to both disciplinest to mention a host of new
problems, questions and empirical referents. Onatasian criteria, progressive
research programmes are those which are able teraenadditional research
guestions without sacrificing the ‘hard-core’ ofetinetical assumptions that holds
them togethef.This is precisely what the research programmevé laitlined allows
us to do. This is in contrast to the degeneratiaiyine of such state-centric research
programmes as realism, which struggle to develop aeenues of inquiry without
undermining the theory’s ‘hard-core’ assumptiorisherefore, not only does the
majority of the evidence support the ‘agreemendufh opposition’ proposition, but
even the missing elements conform to the spirithef broader approach advocated
here. Figure 23 outlines some of the new questiaised by bringing CP more firmly
into IR, only some of which have received the ditenthey deserve in existing

studies.

* Lakatos (1983)
® Legro & Moravcsik (1999); Vasquez (1997)
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Well-Developed Partly-Developed Underdeveloped
Interest groups Political ideology Coalitions
Bureaucratic politics Issue-linkage Party organisation
Constitutional structuré3 Electoral cycle¥ Authoritarian politics?
Divided governmerit Opposition politic’’ Quasi-/Emergent-partieg

Figure 23 Avenues of research suggested by the IR-CP systheditheir level of development within
the discipline of international studies.

The findings of the study also speak to the debateveen history and theory in
international studies. In particular they demortstthe areas in which the division of
labour may be considered problematic; historiansehauccessfully connected
domestic and international politics when discussiogperation, but this has not been
matched by a parallel theoretical focus on the esyatic determinants of these
relationships. This need not remain the case. Haste have much to gain from
understanding the theoretical bases of systematitedtic political processes even as
they continue (rightfully) to focus on both the tgymatic and non-systematic factors
in any given case. Whilst the individual-level exphtions preferred by historians are
important, in many cases individual motivations nisy shown to emanate from

strategic concerns highlighted by theoretical ant®such as the one offered here.

® Hiscox (2011); Mearsheimer & Walt (2006); Milner®&ngley (2011); Moravcsik (1998): Moravcsik
(2000)

" Clare (2010); Haas (2005); Hildebramdial. (forthcoming); Milner & Judkins (2004)

8 Allison (1971); Allison & Halperin (1972); Halperi(1974); Sterret el (1998)

° Davis (2004); Haas (1980); Martin (1992); McGin(i886)

10 Farnham (2004), p. 450; Kaarbo (2001); KatzengtE®76); Risse-Kappen (1991)

" Gaubatz (1991); Milner & Rosendorff (1997); Snitl996)

12| evinson (1957)

13 Lohmann & O’Halloran (1994); Milner (1989); Sherm¢002)

14 Hagan (1987), pp. 348-349; Hagan (1990), pp. 91S@8ultz (1998)
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On the other hand, IR theorists should apprecreemportance of utilising historical
research to rigorously test their hypotheses ararpirically ground their researéh.
For example, it is only the interrogation of histat source materials which allows us
to confirm the importance of domestic politics irpkining nested variance. The
lesson here is that history and theory should loeditt together in order to help us

understand complex empirical puzzles in world prdit

The argument also has important implications fdicgmakers. First, the argument
gives us a different set of ‘occasions’ for poli@kears to consider when assessing the
state of bilateral relations, highlighting the innamce of elections, the issuing of
manifestos, and changes in legislative supportugholiticians are well aware of
the importance of such events in their own courttrgse watching foreign countries
need to be aware of the importance of these oatadar the target state’s foreign
policy as well. Second, the argument highlights tieed for political parties to
develop cognisance not only of their important risl@nfluencing foreign relations
irrespectiveof formal executive prerogatives, but also of theysvin which manifesto
commitments and policy proclamations are likelyb® understood by international
audiences, who may be eagerly watching. Finallg,distinction between structured
relations and nested variance should caution polatyers that, though shifts in
cooperation are important, they do not necessapsll disaster. The tendency is to
make ‘mountains out of molehills’ by viewing thestiinct logic of nested variance as
a harbinger of fundamental structural shifts. Yas is the wrong way of looking at
the everyday shifts in cooperation that follow poél change. The argument

presented here helps mitigate against these fréguearrect, proclamations of crisis.

15 Knapp (1984), p. 36; Kreuzer (2010), p. 370
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APPENDIX GOVERNMENTS INUSALLIED STATES, 1945-2000

This appendix gives the details of governmenthi@rtine US allies under study from
1945 to 2000. The data are from Woldendet@l (2000) and Budget al (2001).
(Positive ideology scores indicate a rightist oiéion and negative scores a leftist
one).

Three caveats must be noted: (1) Only parties vexweat least 5% of seats are shown

(2) Entries are bounded by election, not by chanigeseadership or coalition
membership (3) Governments which lasted less thaanare not listed.
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Australia

ELECTION GOVERNMENT
28 September 1946 ALP
28 April 1951 LP
CP
29 May 1954 LP
CP
10 December 1955 LP
CP
22 November 1958 LP
CP
9 December 1961 LP
CP
30 November 1963 LP
CP
26 November 1966 LP
CP
25 October 1969 LP
CP
2 December 1972 ALP
13 December 1975 LP
NCP
10 December 1977 LP
NCP
18 October 1980 LP
NCP
5 March 1983 ALP
1 December 1984 ALP
11 July 1987 ALP
24 March 1990 ALP
13 March 1993 ALP
2 March 1996 LP
NPA
3 October 1998 LP
NPA

LP = Liberal Party of Australia
ALP = Australian Labor Party

CP = Country Party

NCP = National Country Party
NPA = National Party of Australia

LEADER

Chifley

Menzies

Menzies

Menzies

Menzies

Menzies

Menzies

McEwen

Gorton

Whitlam

Fraser

Fraser

Fraser

Hawke

Hawke

Hawke

Hawke

Keating

Howard

Howard

SEAT-SHARE

58%

57%

52%

61%

62%

51%

59%

66%

53%

54%

2%

69%

59%

60%

55%

58%

53%

54%

64%

54%

IDEOLOGY

-16.40

53.90

17.90

36.89

17.80

27.50

-6.42

-12.75

1.78

-24.30

31.81

19.98

24.36

6.90

8.60

-4.50

-14.90

-0.19

22.59

48.46
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Canada

ELECTION GOVERNMENT LEADER SEAT-SHARE IDEOLOGY
11 June 1945 LP Mackenzie 51% 7.10
27 June 1949 LP St Laurent 74% 8.00
10 August 1953 LP St Laurent 65% -5.10
10 June 1957 PC Diefenbaker 42% 1.50
31 March 1958 PC Diefenbaker 78% -2.90
18 June 1962 PC Diefenbaker 44% -2.90
8 April 1963 LP Pearson 49% -3.80
25 June 1968 LP Trudeau 59% -6.50
30 October 1972 LP Trudeau 41% -6.50
8 July 1974 LP Trudeau 53% 3.40
22 May 1979 PC Clark 48% 17.10
18 February 1980 LP Trudeau 52% -2.40
4 September 1984  PC Mulroney 75% 12.30
21 November 1988 PC Mulroney 58% 18.30
25 October 1993 LP Chrétien 60% 4.04
2 June 1997 LP Chrétien 52% 6.34

LP = Liberal Party of Canada
PC = Progressive Conservative Party of Canada
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France

ELECTION GOVERNMENT LEADER SEAT-SHARE

2 June 1946 MRP Bidault 81%
SFIO
PCF

10 November 1946  SFIO Ramadier 68%
PCF
RSP

17 June 1951 RSP MRP Pleven 65%
IND GAUL

2 January 1956 SFIO Mollet 33%
RSP
GAUL

30 November 1958 UNR De Gaulle 88%
CNIP
MRP

25 November 1962 UNR Pompidou 53%
IND

30 June 1968 UDR Pompidou 79%
IND

11 March 1973 UDR Messmer 53%
CDP
IND

19 March 1978 UDF Barre 56%
RPR

21 June 1981 PS Mauroy 66%
PCF

16 March 1986 RPR Chiraq 49%
UDF

12 June 1988 PS Rocard 47%

28 March 1993 RPR Balladur 78%
UDF

1 June 1997 PS Jospin 49%
PCF

MRP = Popular Republican Movement

PCF = French Communist Party

SFIO = French Section of the Workers’ International
UNR = Union for the New Republic

UDR = Union for the Defence of the Republic

UDF = Union for a Democratic France

RPR = Rally for the Republic

PS = Socialist Party

IND = Independent Republicans

CDP = Centre, Democracy and Progress

CNIP = National Centre of Independents and Peasants
GAUL = Gaullist Union

IDEOLOGY

No Data

28.33

23.66

-21.32

12.65

9.82

25.41

8.86

15.28

-28.42

26.68

-13.60

251

-15.85
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Germany

ELECTION GOVERNMENT LEADER SEAT-SHARE

15 September 1949 CDU Adenauer 51%
FDP
DP

9 October 1953 CDhU Adenauer 80%
FDP
DP

22 October 1957 CDhU Adenauer 55%
DP

14 November 1961 CDU Adenauer 59%
FDP

26 October 1965 CDhU Erhard 57%
FDP

22 October 1969 SPD Brandt 49%
FDP

15 December 1972 SPD Brandt 52%
FDP

15 December 1976  SPD Schmidt 49%
FDP

4 November 1980 SPD Schmidt 52%
FDP

30 March 1983 CDhU Kohl 53%
FDP

11 March 1987 CDU Kohl 52%
FDP

4 October 1990 CDhuU Kohl 59%
FDP

17 November 1994 CDU Konhl 51%
FDP

27 October 1998 SPD Schroeder 52%
B'90

CDU = Christian Democratic Union

FDP = Free Democratic Party

DP = German Party

SPD = Social Democratic Party of Germany
B’90 = Biindnis 90

IDEOLOGY

-3.76

-6.19

-45.85

-2.03

-1.18

-11.41

-8.19

-18.44

-17.77

26.76

10.12

-7.53

23.79

-2.11
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[taly

ELECTION

7 June 1953

10 July 1958

28 April 1963

19 May 1968

7 May 1972

20 June 1976

3 June 1979

26 June 1983

14 June 1987

5 April 1992

27 March 1994

21 April 1996

GOVERNMENT LEADER

DC
PSDI
PLI

DC
PSDI

DC

DC

DC
PSDI
PLI

DC

DC
PSDI
PLI

DC
PSI
PSDI

DC
PSI
PSDI

DC
PSI
PSDI
PLI

PDS
PPI

VERDI

Segni

Fanfani

Leone

Leone

Andreotti

Andreotti

Cossiga

PLI Craxi

PRI

PLI Goria
PRI

Amato

SEAT-SHARE IDEOLOGY

50%

46%

61%

42%

59%

42%

58%

58%

60%

54%

Berlusconi 57%

RI Prodi
PRC

DC = Christian Democracy

PSDI = Italian Social Democratic Party
PLI = Italian Liberal Party

PRI = Italian Republican Party

PSI = Italian Socialist Party

Fl = Forza Italia
LN = Northern League

50%

AN = National Alliance

CCD = ChaistDemocratic Centre
PDS = Democratic [yaof the Left

PPI = Italian PedpParty
RI = Italian Renewal

VERDI = Federation of the Guee

-13.01

-9.65

-13.80

-10.79

-5.08

-3.17

-6.44

-3.53

7.95

10.87

19.69

12.54
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Japan

ELECTION GOVERNMENT LEADER

20 November 1960 LDP Ikeda

21 November 1963 LDP Ikeda

29 January 1967 LDP Sato

27 December 1969 LDP Sato

10 December 1972  LDP Tanaka

5 December 1976 LDP Fukuda

5 December 1979 LDP Ohira

18 December 1983 LDP Nakasone
NLC

6 July 1986 LDP Nakasone

18 February 1990 LDP Kaifu

18 July 1993 JRP DSP Hosokawa
INP NP
DPJ SDF
CGP

20 October 1996 LDP Hashimoto
DPJ

LDP = Liberal Democratic Party of Japan
NLC = New Liberal Club

JRP = Japan Restoration Party

JNP = Japan New Party

DPJ = Democratic Party of Japan

CGP = Clean Government Party

DSP = Democratic Socialist Party

NP = New Party Sakigake

SDF = Social Democratic Federation

SEAT-SHARE

63%

61%

57%

59%

55%

49%

56%

50%

59%

54%

58%

59%

IDEOLOGY

-6.10

10.90

-19.70

-2.10

-20.00

9.10

-15.10

5.39

2.82

-16.33

-11.93

-11.27
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Netherlands

ELECTION GOVERNMENT
17 May 1946 KVP
PvdA
7 July 1948 KVP VVD
PvdA CHU
25 June 1952 KVP ARP
PvdA CHU
13 June 1956 KVP ARP
PvdA CHU
12 March 1959 KVP CHU
ARP VVD
15 May 1963 KVP CHU
ARP VVD
15 February 1967 KVP CHU
ARP VVD
28 March 1971 KVP CHU
ARP VVD
25 May 1977 CDA
VVD
26 May 1981 CDA
PvdA
D66
8 September 1982 CDA
D66
21 May 1986 CDA
VVD

6 September 1989  CDA
PvdA

3 May 1994 PvdA
VVD
D66

6 May 1998 PvdA
VVD
D66

KVP = Catholic People’s Party
PvdA = Social Democratic Party
ARP = Anti-Revolutionary Party
CHU = Christian-Historical Union

LEADER

Beel

Drees

Drees

Drees

Quay

Marijnen

Jong

Biesheuvel

Agt

Agt

Agt

Lubbers

Lubbers

Kok

Kok

SEAT-SHARE

61%

76%

81%

85%

63%

61%

57%

49%

51%

43%

54%

54%

69%

61%

65%

VVD = People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy ¢Lis)
CDA = Christian Democratic Appeal

D66 = Democrats 66

IDEOLOGY

-7.37

2.02

3.88

-1.19

3.08

-5.54

-18.85

-2.91

-2.51

-20.03

2.83

-0.47

-14.41

4.66

-9.97
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Spain
ELECTION

15 June 1977

1 March 1979
28 October 1982
22 June 1986
29 October 1989
6 June 1993

3 March 1996

GOVERNMENT

ucCD

UCD

PSOE

PSOE

PSOE

PSOE

PP

LEADER
Gonzélez
Gonzalez
Marquez
Marquez
Marquez
Marquez

Aznar Lopez

UCD = Union of the Democratic Centre
PSOE = Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party
PP = People’s Party (Conservatives)

SEAT-SHARE

47%

48%

58%

53%

50%

45%

45%

IDEOLOGY

-0.47

0.47

-10.95

-11.65

-22.31

-23.21

-8.43
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United Kingdom

ELECTION

15 July 1945

23 February 1950
25 February 1951
26 May 1955

8 October 1959
15 October 1964
31 March 1966
18 June 1970

28 February 1974
10 October 1974
3 May 1979

9 June 1983

11 June 1987

9 April 1992

1 May 1997

GOVERNMENT

LP

LP

CP

CP

CP

LP

LP

CP

LP

LP

CP

CP

CP

CP

LP

LP = Labour Party

CP = Conservative Party

LEADER
Attlee
Attlee
Churchill
Eden/Macmillan
Macmillan
Wilson
Wilson
Heath
Wilson
Wilson/Callaghan
Thatcher
Thatcher
Thatcher/Major
Major

Blair

SEAT-SHARE

61%

50%

51%

55%

58%

50%

58%

52%

50%

50%

53%

61%

58%

52%

63%

IDEOLOGY

-31.30

-28.10

-1.40

-30.60

-23.30

-14.80

-14.80

8.20

-48.50

-27.50

24.40

29.00

30.47

27.90

8.07
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