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Leadership turnover and international conßict?

¥ Vienna, 1961: Khrushchev, uncertain over KennedyÕs resolve, initiates a crisis, 
and Kennedy works hard to appear resolute. ItÕs a dangerous episode, but why  
did it occur when it did?

¥ A statist approach points to power or institutions to explain the crisis, but 
neither factor changed. However, the leadership of the US did, and Khrushchev 
seemed to think that Kennedy would behave dif ferently than Eisenhower.

¥ Statist approaches assume that incumbent leaders do not dif fer from their 
predecessors or their successors in any relevant way.

¥ Mounting evidence that leadersÕ time in ofÞce (Gelpi and Grieco 2001), the risk 
of losing ofÞce (Chiozza and Goemans 2003, 2004a), and past behavior 
(Chiozza and Choi 2003) affect the onset of conßict, but ther eÕs no underlying 
theoretical explanation
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Questions

¥ Why are new incumbents more prone to conßict than longer-serving leaders?

¥ Why do adversaries (Khrushchev) challenge?

¥ Why are incumbents (Kennedy) so concerned to resist?

¥ How do an incumbentÕs prospects for political survival af fect both her strategy 
and the strategy of a challenger?

¥ That is, why do challengers (Khrushchev) sometimes push issues on 
incumbents (Kennedy) and sometimes let them lie dormant (Eisenhower)?

¥ And shouldnÕt the anticipated successor enter the equation?
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Answering questions: assumptions

¥ Conßict is costly (Fearon 1995)

¥ Incumbents can dif fer from both pr edecessors and successors in their beliefs 
about the costliness of conßict--i.e., their r esolve

- Each draws a cost term independently fr om

¥ An incumbentÕs resolve is private information--i.e., challengers ar e uncertain 
over an incumbentÕs willingness to use force over disputed issues

¥ The probability that an incumbent survives in ofÞce is a function of conßict 
behavior--i.e., winning a conßict, losing a conßict, r emaining at peace (Bueno 
de Mesquita and Siversion 1995, Chiozza and Goemans 2004b)

θb ! U [b, b]
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The model

¥ A challenger interacts with successive leaders (incumbent and successor) in a 
target state in a series of crises

¥ Each crisis can end in a peaceful settlement, a military victory for the 
challenger, or a military victory for the incumbent

¥ The incumbent is most likely to r emain in ofÞce after a victory, less likely after 
remaining at peace, and least likely after a defeat (Win>Peace>Lose)*

¥ The model captures the important factors omitted by the statist appr oach

(1) Individual differences in the resolve of incumbents and successors

(2) The endogenous relationship between conßict and political survival
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Equilibrium Dynamics

(1) Each time leadership turnover occurs, private information over the new incumbentÕs 
resolve is (re)introduced into interactions with the challenger .

(2) Challengers face a tradeoff: demand a lot and get it at some risk of conßict, demand 
too little and for ego greater gains. The more the challenger learns from the Þrst crisis, 
the better it does over time by fashioning of fers less likely to be rejected.

(3) Incumbents have an incentive to Þght in the Þrst crisis to build a reputation for resolve 
that guarantees better bargaining outcomes in the next. However, reputation-building is 
costly because (a) the incumbent must Þght to earn it and (b) crisis outcomes determine  
political survival.

(4) The incumbentÕs probability of political survival determines (a) whether it beneÞts from 
a reputation and (b) whether the challenger can put to use the information it lear ns in 
the Þrst crisis.
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But what does it all 
mean, Scott?

Turnover-driven cycles of 
reputation-building and conßict
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Hypotheses I

(1) An increase in an incumbentÕs time in ofÞce will decrease the probability of 
conßict, as long as conßict is sufÞciently costly for the challenger.*

(2) When the distribution of power favors the challenger , an increase in the 
challengerÕs expected gains from bargaining with the successor will increase 
the present probability of conßict.

(3) When the distribution of power favors the incumbent, an incr ease in the 
challengerÕs expected gains from bargaining with the successor will decrease 
the present probability of conßict.
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Hypotheses II

(4) An increase in the incumbentÕs probability of survival after winning a conßict 
will increase the probability of conßict. This ef fect is strongest when the 
distribution of power favors the incumbent.

(5) An increase in the incumbentÕs probability of survival after losing a conßict will  
increase the probability of conßict. This ef fect is strongest when the distribution  
of power is roughly balanced.

(6) When the distribution of power favors the challenger , an increase in the 
incumbentÕs probability of survival after remaining at peace will increase the 
probability of conßict.

(7) When the distribution of power favors the incumbent, an incr ease in the 
incumbentÕs probability of survival after remaining at peace will decrease the 
probability of conßict.
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Research Design I: Statistical Analyses

¥ Conditional frailty (Box-Stef fensmeier, De Boef, and Joyce 2006) for directed leader-dyads

¥ Dependent variable: conßict onset (ICB, MID)

¥ Explanatory variables:

(1) IncumbentÕs time in ofÞce (baseline hazard, splines if BTSCS, etc.)

(2) The distribution of power (challengerÕs probability of victory)

(3) Anticipated gains from bargaining with the successor (weighted average resolve)*

(4) IncumbentÕs probabilities of survival after peace, winning & losing a war

(5) Interactions between (2), (3), and (4) as speciÞed by comparative statics
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Research Design II: Parameters & Variables

1. Anticipated gains from bargaining with successor

- Not observed (i.e., we only measure data on incumbents)

- Strategy: try to appr oximate with a weighted average of all successorsÕ 
resolve for that state or class of states*

2. IncumbentÕs conditional pr obabilities of survival (win, lose, peace)

- Generated from Chiozza and GoemansÕ (2004) model

- Imputed for each incumbent (which means err ors in full model must be 
adjusted: bootstrapping?)
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Fine...but can I explain the original puzzle?

¥ Can my model predict the Berlin Crisis of 1961 with r eal world data?

¥ Impute observed data about Kennedy (incumbent) and Khrushchev (challenger) 
in 1961, at the time of the Berlin crisis, into the model and pr edict Pr(Crisis)

¥ Khrushchev thought Kennedy Òtoo liberal for war,Ó yet any conßict is believed 
to be quite costly for both sides, and assume that likely r eplacement for 
Kennedy will be more resolute

¥ Given these values and the derivation of the probability of a crisis at time t, the 
probability that Khrushchev would challenge Kennedy in 1961 ranges fr om 
about 0.6 to 0.85

¥ All in all, not bad...certainly not enough to discourage me fr om forging ahead
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Contributions

¥ Microfoundationally sound explanation for extant Þndings and novel predictions (i.e., 
excess empirical content) that cannot be generated without a leader -centric model.

¥ Also indicates that existing empirical work may suf fer from strategic omitted variable 
bias as well as incorrect functional forms for covariates like the distribution of power 
and probabilities of survival (who no one has yet disaggr egated)

¥ Theoretical evidence that leaders might be the primary unit of analysis (successors )

¥ A new correlate of war: leadership tenure (we havenÕt had a new one in a while)

¥ Challenges existing studies of reputation that assume state-centricity and that use the 
wrong dependent variable (i.e., reputations have distributive ef fects Þrst and foremost)
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Where do I go from here?

¥ Did some TM, now the EI...and it wonÕt be pretty

¥ Examine different relationships between survival probabilities (efÞcient, non-
efÞcient, exogenous, etc.)

¥ Endogenize the distribution of incumbent/successor types to outcomes 
(perhaps explain rivalry dynamics)

¥ Relate challengerÕs priors over incumbent/successorÕs type to domestic 
institutions (why not try to explain how priors form and wher e they come from?)

¥ Extend the model to reputations for honesty in diplomacy (will a lame duck 
necessarily be honest?)
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Any questions?
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Estimating the incumbentÕs probabilities of survival

¥ Re-estimation of Chiozza and GoemansÕ (2004b) hazard model of leadership 
survival for each incumbent in the dataset (monadically)

¥ Three additional datasets generated: (1) all leaders win a war, (2) all leaders 
lose a war, and (3) all three remain at peace

¥ Estimated model used to generate pr edicted probabilities of survival for each 
incumbent, which ar e imputed into the statistical models as r egressors

¥ Since these variables represent anticipation and not data per se (i.e., they have 
their own errors not related to the model of conßict onset), standar d errors in 
the full model probably need to be bootstrapped
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Implications for reputational studies

¥ Previous research assumes reputations to (1) inhere in states (i.e. Press 2005, 
Sartori 2005, Huth 1999) and (2) affect only subsequent conßict onset (i.e. 
Chiozza and Choi 2003)

¥ If leaders can hold reputations, though, this appr oach has the wrong unit of 
analysis (or is at least unable to separate leader- and state-inherent 
reputations)

¥ The model suggests that the ef fects of reputations should be distributive in 
character, because information revelation often reduces the probability of 
conßict over time regardless of a leaderÕs reputation; so the usual dependent 
variable--whether war recurs---is pr oblematic
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UB (War) = p(0) + (1 ! p)(1) ! b

A simple representation of resolve

¥ Why might these dif ferences occur?

¥ Different underlying beliefs about the world lead to dif ferent interpretations 
of the same information (Smith and Stam 2004, Fey and Ramsay 2005)

¥ Personal histories---rise to power (Goldgeier 1994), relationship with party 
(Schultz 2005), military and educational experience (Clark, Horowitz, and 
Stam 2005, Gelpi and Feaver 2002)---produce dif ferent patterns of learning 
and beliefs about bargaining strategies and political constraints (Reiter 
1996, Clark and Nordstrom 2005)

¥ Operationalized as expected costs of conßict:
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