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Sen. Bob Corker (R-TN), on Trump’s foreign policy team:

I think Secretary Tillerson, Secretary Mattis and Chief of
Staff Kelly are those people that help separate our country
from chaos. . . [and] make sure that the policies we put
forth around the world are sound and coherent.



Overview

Puzzle:

§ No de jure independence – can be removed or overriden

§ Can appointees affect their leader’s foreign policy behavior?

My answer:

§ Advisory mechanism ùñ shape leader’s private information

§ Fire-alarm mechanism ùñ shape leader’s electoral incentives

Intro Model Mechanisms Empirics Appendix
3 / 22



Overview

Puzzle:

§ No de jure independence – can be removed or overriden

§ Can appointees affect their leader’s foreign policy behavior?

My answer:

§ Advisory mechanism ùñ shape leader’s private information

§ Fire-alarm mechanism ùñ shape leader’s electoral incentives

Intro Model Mechanisms Empirics Appendix
3 / 22



Overview

Model:

§ domestic politics surrounding international crisis

§ leader appoints agent

§ agent advises leader in crisis

§ voter assesses leader performance

Appointee attributes:

§ bias: likelihood of preferring aggression vs. concession

§ loyalty/independence: willingness to protest leader’s decision
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Overview

Results:

§ leaders can enhance deterrence through appointments

§ ...but, at the expense of:
§ policy responsiveness
§ electoral selection
§ or both

§ partisan asymmetry in appointments
§ Dove party leaders appoint cross-partisans or non-partisans
§ Hawk leaders do not

Descriptive patterns of cross-national cabinet appointments
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Model

Foreign govt. F ; domestic Leader L, Appointee A, Voter V

1. L: appoint A with (bias, loyalty)

2. F : challenge, aF P t0, 1u

3. valuation ω P t0, 1u realized

4. A: private advice, s P t0, 1u

5. L: fight, a P t0, 1u

6. A: resign/protest, z P t0, 1u

7. V : reelect, r P t0, 1u
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3. valuation ω P t0, 1u realized

4. A: private advice, s P t0, 1u

5. L: fight, a P t0, 1u
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Model

1. L: appoint A with (bias, loyalty)

2. F : challenge, aF P t0, 1u

3. valuation ω P t0, 1u realized

4. A: private advice, s P t0, 1u

5. L: fight, a P t0, 1u

6. A: resign/protest, z P t0, 1u

7. V : reelect, r P t0, 1u
§ wants to retain moderates, remove extremists
§ form belief µ “ Prpθ “ 1|a, zq
§ Prpreelectq Ò in µ



Appointee Influence

Two mechanisms of appointee influence:

§ advisory mechanism

§ fire-alarm mechanism

ùñ Tied-hands commitment device to deter F ’s aggression
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Advisory Mechanism

§ L appoints A who will provide hawkishly-biased advice
§ L follows advice ùñ Prpa “ 1|aF “ 1q Ò ùñ PrpaF “ 1q Ó

§ (more likely to fight back ùñ deter aggression)

§ Credible iff:
§ A’s bias bounded, and A’s expertise ą L’s expertise
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Fire-Alarm Mechanism

§ L appoints A who will speak out against policies she opposes
§ w/ prob. 1´ λ ( = “political independence”)

§ if A’s bias is bounded:
§ moderate L always follows advice
§ A protest ùñ V learns L is extreme

§ threat of A protest forces extreme L to follow A advice

Dove Leader
λ Ó ùñ Prpa “ 1|θ “ 0q Ò
ùñ strengthen deterrence

Hawk Leader
λ Ó ùñ Prpa “ 1|θ “ 0q Ó
ùñ weaken deterrence
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Aside: Voter Welfare Implications

Dove Leader Deterrence Responsiveness Selection

Hawkishly Biased (πHA ă 1) Ò Ó Ò

Politically Independent (λ ă λ̄) Ò Ò Ó

Hawk Leader Deterrence Responsiveness Selection

Hawkishly Biased (πHA ă 1) Ò Ó Ó

Politically Independent (λ ă λ̄) Ó Ò Ó

§ Deterrence: Prpa “ 1q

§ Responsiveness: Prpa “ ωq

§ Electoral Selection: Prpr “ 1|θ “ 1q ´ Prpr “ 1|θ “ 0q
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Leader’s appointment strategy

Dovish appointments?

§ Never

Hawkish appointments?

§ Yes, for both parties — if deterrence value (γ) is high

Independent appointments?

§ Hawk L: never

§ Dove L: yes, if γ ą γ̄
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US Secretary of Defense Appointments

SecDef under Dem pres.

2021 2022

1998 1999 2000

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

1966 1967 1968

1977 1978 1979 1980

1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

1948 1949 1950 1951 1952

§ 35 years total

§ 17 GOP; 12 Dem; 3 “partisan”

SecDef under GOP pres.

1974

1986 1987 1988

1958 1959 1960

1975 1976

1957

1989 1990 1991 1992

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

1953 1954 1955 1956

2017 2018 2019 2020

2007 20082001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

§ 40 years total

§ 0 Dem; 38 GOP; 25 “partisan”

(Dem, GOP, Independent, Military)
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Cross-National Cabinet Appointments

Leader Party

Hawk Dove
(n=607) (n=395)

Minister of Defense

Hawk Party

76% 26%

Dove Party

14% 63%

Independent

6% 15%

Leader’s party

64% 48%

Note: Cabinet membership data from WhoGov. Party hawk/dove measures from

Manifesto Project. 1,532 country-year observations, across 50 countries from

1966–2018, incl. presidential systems and coalition govts. in parliamentary systems.
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Summary

Appointees can influence foreign policy

§ despite lack of de jure authority

Two mechanisms to improve deterrence:

§ Advisory mechanism — Hawk or Dove leaders

§ Fire-alarm mechanism — Dove leaders only

§ Divergent implications for responsiveness and selection

Partisan asymmetry in appointment strategies:

Hawkish Dovish Independent
agent agent agent

Dove leader 3 7 3

Hawk leader 3 7 7

Consistent with cross-national patterns of cabinet appointments
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Thank you!

mattmalis.github.io

malis@nyu.edu
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j P tD,Hu Leader’s party, Dove (D) or Hawk (H)
θ P t0, 1u Leader type, congruent (θ “ 1) or incongruent

π P r 1
2
, 1q Prior Prpθ “ 1q “ π

ω P t0, 1u Domestic players’ valuation, with prior Prpω “ 1q “ τ P p0, 1q

x P t0, 1u Leader’s signal of ω, with Prpx “ ω|ωq “ φ P p 1
2
, 1q

θA P t0, 1u Agent’s type, congruent (θA “ 1) or incongruent
k P tD,Hu Direction of agent bias, dovish (k “ D) or hawkish (k “ Hq
πA P p0, 1q Magnitude of agent bias, prior PrpθA “ 1q “ πA
s P t0, 1u Agent’s message
ηx,s Leader’s belief of Prpω “ 1|x , sq

aF P t0, 1u Foreign government’s action, challenge (aF “ 1) or not (aF “ 0)
ωF P R Foreign government’s valuation, distributed ωF „ U pωF ,ωF q

a P t0, 1u Leader’s action, fight (a “ 1) or not (a “ 0)
z P t0, 1u Agent’s action, protest (z “ 1) or not (z “ 0)
λ P r0, 1s Agent’s loyalty, Prpy ă 0q “ λ, where y P ry,ys is agent’s outside option

µa,z Voter’s belief of Prpθ “ 1|a, zq
ε (Expected) quality of domestic challenger, ε „ Up,q

γ ą 0 Leader’s value for deterring aggression
β ą 0 Leader’s value for holding office

Note: Parameters and distributions in bold are common knowledge.
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Policy payoffs:

WV “ 1ra “ ωs

WL “ θWV ` p1´ θq

#

1´ a, j “ D

a, j “ H

+

WA “ θAWV ` p1´ θAq

#

1´ a, k “ D

a, k “ H

+

Total payoffs:

UF “ aFωF ´ a

UL “ ´aFγ `WL ` rβ

UA “WA ` zy ` p1´ zqfApθq

UV “ rθ ` p1´ rqε
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F ’s incentives

Deterrence game:
UF “ aFωF ´ a

§ F : challenge (aF “ 1) or not (aF “ 0)

§ F ’s valuation/resolve ωF „ UpωF , ωF q

aF “ 1 ðñ ωF ě â1 ´ â0

§ â1 = Prpa “ 1|aF “ 1q = Pr(L fight | challenge)

§ â0 = Prpa “ 1|aF “ 0q = Pr(L fight | no challenge)

ùñ Pr(F challenge) Ó in Pr(L fight back)
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Leader’s incentives

Common knowledge:

§ party j P tD,Hu: Dove or Hawk

Private info:

§ type θ: moderate (θ “ 1) or extreme (θ “ 0)

§ info re: ω

§ L observes noisy x P t0, 1u, Prpx “ ω|ωq “ φ P p 1
2
, 1q

§ and receives private advice s

Action a: fight/escalate (a “ 1), or concede/back down (a “ 0)

Preferred Crisis Response

Dove Party Hawk Party

Extreme Moderate Moderate Extreme
(θ “ 0) (θ “ 1) (θ “ 1) (θ “ 0)

a “ 0 a “ ω a “ ω a “ 1
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πA “ 1πDA “ 0.5 πHA “ 0.5πDA “ 0 πHA “ 0

Dovish bias Hawkish bias

σ1
A “ Prps “ 1|ω “ 1q

σ0
A “ Prps “ 1|ω “ 0q
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Effect of appointee bias (under high loyalty)

0

π

1
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Dovish bias Hawkish bias

Prpa “ 1 | θ “ 1q
“ σ1

Prpa “ 1 | θ “ 0q “ σ0
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