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The argument that reputational concerns promote compliance is at the center
of the literature of international cooperation. In this paper, we study how
reputational sanctions affect compliance when domestic parties carry their own
reputations in international negotiations. We showed that the prospect of
international cooperation varies a lot depending on who sits at the negotiation table,
how partisan preferences for compliance are different, and how much international
audiences discriminate between different types of noncompliance. We illustrate
implications of our model using episodes from the negotiations between the United
States and North Korea over North Korea’s nuclear weapons program.

Keywords: commitment problem; compliance; nuclear weapons; North
Korea; reputational sanctions

Introduction
Scholars of international relations have long argued that noncompliance
could be effectively punished by reputational sanctions without the threat of
direct retaliation or the authority of a third party (Keohane 1984; Abbott
and Snidal 2000; Simmons 2000; Tomz 2007; Guzman 2008). The argument
is that the ‘costs of acquiring a bad reputation as a result of rule-violations
are imposed specifically on the transgressor’ (Keohane 1984, 105), and a bad
reputation makes it difficult for the state to make credible commitments in
international negotiations. Thus, the state has a natural incentive to maintain
a good reputation and comply with previous commitments.
The traditional theory of reputational sanctions as a compliancepromoting device is firmly based on the assumption that the state is a unitary
* We thank John Balz, Dong-Joon Jo, Duncan Snidal, Sebastian Schmidt, and participants
of PIPES for their helpful comments.

300

Domestic politics, reputational sanctions, and international compliance 301

holder of reputation like humans or private organizations. It is, however, less
clear whether the argument would still hold if individual governments or
leaders are the bearers of reputations rather than the state as a whole. As
Brewster (2009a) puts it, ‘[w]hether the reputation belongs to the state or to
the government makes a significant difference in the causal analysis of
whether a government will comply with [international agreements] y
[because] the government will not internalize fully the reputational costs
and benefits to the state in its compliance calculus’ (p. 325). In fact,
scholars have increasingly noticed the problems of this theory on similar
grounds (Downs and Michael 2002; Goldsmith and Posner 2005, 2006;
Phelan 2009; Brewster 2009a, b).
In this paper we present a simple theoretical model of international bargaining and enforcement in which we relax the assumption of the state as a
unitary holder of national reputation. Specifically, we make two assumptions;
(1) the state’s preference for compliance depends on the preference of the party
in government and (2) domestic parties – the Dove and the Hawk – carry their
own reputations in international negotiations. We assume that the Dove has
more domestic supporters with ‘internationalist’ preferences, and thus it is
more constrained to abide by an international promise than the Hawk,
holding their positions in the negotiation constant. In addition to these
domestically induced preferences, parties also have different preferences for
compliance depending on their positions in the international negotiation.
The party that sat at the negotiating table feels more obliged to comply with
the agreement than the party that did not participate in the negotiation
because noncompliance with its own party’s promise, which we call Type I
noncompliance, conveys more important information regarding the creditworthiness of the party than noncompliance with the other party’s promise,
which we call Type II noncompliance.1 Thus, international audiences in our
model take an important cue from the partisanship of government regarding
the credibility of the state’s commitments in international negotiations.2
1
In this sense, our work is closely related to studies of leader-specific punishment
(McGillivray and Smith 2000, 2006; Guisinger and Smith 2002; Sartori 2005; Wolford 2007).
However, in our opinion, focusing on individual leaders may shorten a temporal window too
much to understand the long-term consequences of reputational sanctions. Leaders do not stay
in power for a long time, especially in democracies. In contrast, political parties as core
institutions of democracy provide continuity between individual leaders both in domestic
politics and in international relations (Schattschneider 1942). In this regard, assuming political
parties as the principal holders of reputations can bridge the gap between the traditional theory
of reputational sanctions and the newly emerging leader-specific sanction literature.
2
Although there is no hard evidence for the claim that international audiences take government
partisanship into account when forming their expectations in international relations, anecdotal
evidence to support this claim is plentiful. Recently, for example, the Pew Global Attitudes Project
reported international survey results showing that the image of America was improved significantly

302

J O N G H E E PA R K A N D K E N TA R O H I R O S E

In this paper, we narrow down our discussion to a type of bargaining in
which one state promises to provide rewards to change a policy of another
state.
For example, the US’s nuclear disarmament negotiations with Iran,
Libya, North Korea, and Syria involved promises of rewards such as
normalization of relationships and lifting economic sanctions in return for
denuclearization. In this type of asymmetric bargaining, a time inconsistency between the target state’s policy change and the provision of
rewards for the policy change makes it difficult to achieve cooperation
(Powell 2006). In the US’s nuclear disarmament negotiations, the promise
of economic aid is traded for the verifiable dismantling of the nuclear
weapons program, but the US may have a weak incentive to fulfill its
commitment once the target state’s denuclearization is completed. This is
particularly true when an election in the promise-making state creates a
discontinuity in the partisanship between the government that was in
charge of negotiation and the one that is in charge of compliance.3
Under the assumptions of party-specific international reputations and
the possibility of a government change in the promise-making state, our
model identifies the conditions under which reputational sanctions hold
the state accountable for its words. In the case of the Dove negotiator, the
Dove always abides by an international agreement whereas the Hawk
after the election of President Obama. In France, ‘America’s favorable rating’ jumped from 42% in
2008 to 75% in 2009 (N 5 753, margin of error 5 4%, survey dates: May 29–June 9, 2009, mode:
telephone interview). In Canada, the percentage of respondents who show confidence that America
‘will do right thing in world affairs’ increased from 28% in 2008 to 88% in 2009 (N 5 750,
margin of error 5 4%, survey dates: May 19–June 5, 2009, mode: telephone interview). Even in
Britain, a close ally to the United States during the George W. Bush administration (hereafter the
Bush administration), the number changed from 16% in 2008 to 86% in 2009 (N 5 754, margin
of error 5 4%, survey dates: May 26–June 9, 2009, mode: telephone interview). Pew Research
Center, ‘Confidence in Obama Lifts U.S. Image Around the World: 25-Nation Pew Global Attitudes Survey’, 23 July 2009.
3
Examples of noncompliance due to government changes abound in international relations. Taking just a few examples, the Republican administration led by George W. Bush
decided to withdraw the United States from the Kyoto Protocol that the Clinton administration
signed in 1997; Saundry (2006) and Tony Karon, ‘When it Comes to Kyoto, the U.S. is the
‘‘Rogue Nation’’’, Time, 24 July 2001. The same turn of events occurred in Canada. In
November 2011 the Conservative government under Prime Minister Stephen Harper
announced Canada’s withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol just 1 year before the end of the first
commitment phase. The Kyoto Protocol was ratified by the Liberal government under Jean
Chretien in 2002; ‘Canada pulls out of Kyoto Protocol’, CBC News, 12 December 2011;
Clifford Krauss, ‘No-Confidence Vote in Canada Threatens U.N. Climate Change Meeting’,
New York Times, 27 November 2005; Clifford Krauss, ‘Canada’s Shift: To the Right, Gently’,
New York Times, 25 January 2006. Recently, Grieco et al. (2009) show that the partisanship of
governments plays an important role in explaining the likelihood of compliance with international legal commitments.
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may renege on it; the outcome is consistent with the two parties’ domestic
preferences for enforcement outcomes. In the case of the Hawk negotiator,
there are two possibilities. In the first case where partisan preferences are
relatively similar, the Hawk enforcer always chooses compliance whereas the
Dove may choose noncompliance despite its domestic preference for compliance. In the second case where partisan preferences for compliance are
quite different, the Dove enforcer always chooses compliance whereas the
Hawk enforcer may choose noncompliance. In this case of the Hawk
negotiator–Dove enforcer under significant partisan differences, an international negotiation succeeds even when one of the participating governments
is expected to renege on the agreement reached in the negotiation, which has
not been considered in the literature.
In the next section, we discuss our model and equilibrium analysis
results. Then, we illustrate the empirical implications of the model using
the US negotiations with North Korea over its nuclear weapons program.

International cooperation under party-specific reputational sanctions
Suppose that there are three actors: two political parties in state 1 (S1) and
one political party in state 2 (S2). The two states are in conflict over the
policy of S2, the value of which is normalized to unity. International cooperation in our model involves two stages: bargaining and enforcement.
Initially, the governing party that holds power in S1 makes a take-it-orleave-it proposal to provide x Z 0 units of side payments in order to
change S2’s disputed policy. After the proposal, S2 decides whether to
change or maintain the policy. If it maintains the policy, the game will
immediately end with no change in the status quo. In this case, the two
parties in S1 and S2 will receive payoffs 0, 0, and 1, respectively. On the other
hand, if S2 changes its policy, then S1 will hold an election, and the winning
party will decide whether or not to implement the promise previously made
at the bargaining stage. If it abides by the promise, x units of side payments
will be transferred to S2 and if it does not, no side payments will be transferred. The winning party receives the benefit of policy change in S2 as a
political rent, whereas the losing party gains nothing regardless of international outcomes. Figure 1 displays the sequence of moves.
International cooperation in this model is for S2 but not for S1: S1 may
exploit S2, but not vice versa, as S1 is able to decide whether to keep its
promise after observing S2’s decision to change the disputed policy. It is
important to emphasize that our goal is not to present a general model
of international cooperation in which the risk of noncompliance is
equally shared by the negotiating parties. Instead, our goal is to analyze a
specific type of bargaining in which one state promises to provide benefits
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Figure 1 Game Structure. The payoffs are shown in the parentheses: the first
argument represents the payoff for the governing party in S1, the second argument
the payoff for the opposition party in S2, and the third argument the payoff for S2.
The payoffs with an asterisk (*) vary depending on which party (the Hawk or the
Dove) was in power at the bargaining stage (see Table 1).

in return for a change in policy of another state as in the cases of the
US’s nuclear disarmament negotiations with Iran, Libya, North Korea,
and Syria.
Due to the asymmetry, S2’s decision to reach an agreement depends on the
credibility of S1’s promise to provide benefits as well as the size of the promised
benefits. What, then, affects the enforcement decision by S1? To examine this
question, we introduce party-specific preferences. Political parties have different preferences for enforcement outcomes, and these party-specific preferences
are induced in two different ways – that is, domestically and internationally.
First, one party in S1 has more domestic supporters with ‘internationalist’ preferences, and thus it is more constrained to abide by an
international promise than the other party in S1. Following previous
studies (e.g. Kydd 2000; Schultz 2005), we refer to the former as the Dove
and the latter as the Hawk. Other things being equal, the Dove has a
greater incentive to abide by an agreement than the Hawk. Specifically,
we consider that the party in charge of enforcement (party j) loses x/yj
units of utility when it implements an international promise to give x units
of side payments. The parameter yj . 0 measures the degree of party j’s
domestic constraint to comply with an international agreement or the
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size of its domestic supporters with internationalist preferences: the
larger the value of yj, the more domestically constrained it is to fulfill an
international commitment, and thus the smaller disutility of doing so. The
assumption that the Dove is more constrained than the Hawk can be
expressed as yH , yD. The subscripts D and H denote the Dove and the
Hawk, respectively, throughout this paper.4
Second, in addition to these domestically induced preferences, parties
also have different preferences for compliance depending on their positions in the international negotiation. Specifically, we assume that the
party that sat at the negotiating table feels more obliged to comply with
the agreement than the party that did not participate in the negotiation.
According to the reputational sanctions literature, reputation is information about past behaviors that is useful to predict the future (Keohane
1984; Milgrom et al. 1990). An actor with a good record of compliance is
expected to have a good reputation for compliance, which helps in future
negotiations by alleviating the mistrust of others. In this regard, it is
reasonable to treat noncompliance with the agreement previously negotiated by other parties differently from noncompliance with the agreement
previously negotiated by the same party; the latter conveys more information about the credibility of the party’s future commitments.
We use r!i 40 to denote the amount of reputation loss incurred when
state i reneges on a promise previously made by the other party at the
bargaining stage. Similarly, we denote ri 40 as the amount of reputation
loss incurred when state i violates a promise previously made by the same
party at the bargaining stage. Corresponding to our discussion of Type 1
noncompliance and Type II noncompliance, we refer to the former as
Type I reputation loss and the latter as Type II reputation loss.5 For example,
if the Dove reneges on an agreement previously made by the Hawk, the Dove
will lose r2i units of reputation. In contrast, if the Dove reneges on an
agreement previously made by the Dove itself, the amount of reputation loss
is ri. It is natural to expect that noncompliance by a negotiator would be
punished more severely than noncompliance by a non-negotiator because the
4

Note that we distinguish between the Dove and the Hawk on the basis of their preferences
for enforcement rather than bargaining outcomes. They may face different constraints during a
negotiation because of their different domestic preferences for enforcement outcomes. Because
of complex strategic interactions, these bargaining constraints may take the opposite direction
of their enforcement constraints: the Dove may propose a ‘hawkish’ agreement or the Hawk
may propose a ‘dovish’ agreement. Even in such a situation, we refer to the Dove as the Dove
negotiator and the Hawk as the Hawk negotiator by focusing on their domestic preferences for
enforcement outcomes.
5
Although a state’s compliance with an international agreement may improve its international
reputation, we focus only on the possibility that a state’s noncompliance lowers its reputation.
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Table 1. Payoffs
Negotiator

Enforcer

Outcome

Dove

Dove

Compliance
Noncompliance
Compliance
Noncompliance
Compliance
Noncompliance
Compliance
Noncompliance

Hawk
Hawk

Dove
Hawk

Dove

Hawk

S2

1 ! x=yD
1 ! ri
0
0
1!x=yD
1!r!i
0
0

0
0
1 ! x=yH
1!r!i
0
0
1!x=yH
1!ri

x
0
x
0
x
0
x
0

Each column represents the party responsible for bargaining in S1, the party that
is in charge of enforcement after the election, the enforcement outcome, and the
payoffs of the Dove, the Hawk, and S2. Each actor obtains payoffs 0, 0, and 1,
respectively, in the case of bargaining failure.

former is expected to send a stronger signal about the defector’s future
credibility than the latter. Thus, we assume r!i ori .
In our model, S1 will hold an election after reaching an agreement and
the winning party will be in charge of the state’s compliance decision.
Since the election follows after the international negotiation, it may be
natural to expect that voters would, more or less, take into account the
bargaining outcome when casting their votes. Let 0 , p , 1 denote the
probability that the negotiating party will win the election. To take into
account the possibility of an endogenous election outcome, we consider
that p depends on the size of concessions made by the negotiating party.
Specifically, we assume that p 5 p(x) is weakly decreasing in x, implying
that voters may or may not place priority on foreign affairs when casting
their votes. Table 1 summarizes the payoff to each actor.

Equilibrium analysis
We use backward induction to derive the equilibrium outcomes. The
Appendix shows a full description of the subgame perfect equilibrium.
The equilibrium outcomes vary depending on the type of the bargaining
party. Our discussion starts from a simpler case (the Dove negotiator) and
moves to a more complicated case (the Hawk negotiator).

Dove negotiator
We begin with the case of the Dove negotiator and the Dove enforcer.
If the Dove implements the agreement, it will receive a payoff of 1!x=yD
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Dove
Hawk

Dove - Compliance
Hawk - Noncompliance

Compliance

Dove
Hawk

Noncompliance

x

0
r

i H

ri

D

Figure 2 Enforcement outcomes – Dove negotiator.

and if it does not, it will get 1!ri . Hence, the Dove enforcer fulfills its own
agreement when:
x
3 x " ri yD
ð1Þ
1!ri " 1!
yD
The inequality (1) implies that the Dove negotiator is more likely to keep
its promise as the size of side payments (x) decreases, its domestic preference for compliance (yD) increases, and/or its concern for Type II
reputation loss (ri) – reputation loss for breaking its own promises –
increases. All of these outcomes are quite consistent with our understanding of international cooperation.
Now suppose that the Hawk – the party not responsible for bargaining
– comes to power after the election. If the Hawk implements the agreement previously made by the Dove negotiator, it will obtain 1!x=yH . On
the other hand, it will get 1!r!i if the Hawk violates the Dove’s agreement. Hence, the Hawk complies with the Dove’s agreement when:
1!r!i " 1!

x
3 x " r!i yH
yH

ð2Þ

The inequality (2) implies that the Hawk is more likely to keep the promise previously made by the Dove negotiator as the size of side payments (x)
decreases, its domestic preference for compliance (yH) increases, and/or its
concern for Type I reputation loss (r!i ) – the reputation loss for breaking
others’ promises – increases.
The two inequalities (1) and (2) described above imply that overall the
Dove will be more cooperative than the Hawk at the enforcement stage.
To see this clearly, Figure 2 displays the enforcement outcomes. When
x " r!i yH , both the Dove and the Hawk choose compliance; when
ri yD ox, both parties choose noncompliance; and when r!i yH ox " ri yD
only the Dove chooses compliance.
The Dove is more cooperative than the Hawk at the enforcement stage for
two reasons. First, the Dove is more constrained by its domestic supporters
to abide by an international agreement (yH oyD ). Second, international
audiences are expected to punish Type II noncompliance – noncompliance
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with its own party’s promise – more severely than Type I noncompliance –
noncompliance with the other party’s promise; r!i ori .
There are two types of agreements that can be reached on the equilibrium path: an agreement enforceable for both the Dove and the Hawk
and an agreement enforceable only for the Dove. In either case, the
international negotiation fails whenever the Dove negotiator proposes an
agreement that is unenforceable for itself. S2 is well aware that any
agreement unenforceable for the Dove is also unenforceable for the Hawk
and hence rejects such a ‘hopeless’ offer by S1 at the bargaining stage. On
the other hand, the international negotiation may succeed even when the
Dove negotiator proposes an agreement that is unenforceable for the
Hawk but enforceable for the Dove. S2 may accept such a ‘partially
hopeful’ agreement as long as the electoral chance of the Dove is relatively
high. However, in order to compensate for the risk taken by S2, the Dove
negotiator needs to promise relatively large side payments, which could
endanger its chance of reelection. As long as voters care little about
international bargaining outcomes when they vote, that is p is relatively
flat with respect to x, the Dove negotiator is able to make such a generous
promise without greatly risking its chance for reelection.6

Hawk negotiator
Now we consider the case of the Hawk negotiator. First, suppose that the
Hawk is reelected at the enforcement stage. If the Hawk enforcer abides
by its previous agreement, it will obtain a payoff 1!x=yH , and if it does
not, it will get 1!ri . Hence, the Hawk enforcer complies with the
agreement when:
x
1!ri " 1!
3 x " ri yH
yH
Second, suppose the Dove is in charge of the state’s compliance decision.
If it implements the agreement previously reached by the Hawk negotiator, it
will obtain 1!x=yD , and if it does not, it will get 1!r!i . Hence, the Dove
enforcer keeps the promise when:
x
3 x " r!i yD
yD
Because yH oyD and r!i ori , there are two possibilities: (1) r!i yD ori yH
and (2) ri yH or!i yD . We examine each case in turn.
1!r!i " 1!

6
At the same time, as a rational actor, S2 is aware of the fact that if it demands too much in
side payments from the Dove negotiator, it could endanger the enforcement of the agreement
by hurting the reelection chance of the Dove.

Domestic politics, reputational sanctions, and international compliance 309
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Noncompliance
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x
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ri

i D

H

Figure 3 Enforcement outcomes – Hawk negotiator (I).

Case 1. r!i yD ori yH
Suppose r!i yD ori yH or equivalently
yD
ri
"
yH r!i

ð3Þ

The left-hand side of the inequality (3) represents the difference between
the two parties’ domestic preferences for enforcement outcomes, and the
right-hand side represents the difference between Type I and Type II
reputation losses. As can be seen clearly, the inequality (3) is likely
to hold when the Hawk is very similar to the Dove in its compliance
preference ðyH % yD Þ.
Figure 3 displays the enforcement outcomes. When x " r!i yD , both the
Dove and the Hawk choose compliance; when r!i yD ox, both parties
choose noncompliance; and when r!i yD ox " ri yH , only the Hawk
chooses compliance.
Thus, when the Hawk sits down at the negotiating table and the two
parties have relatively similar preferences ðyH % yD Þ, the Hawk will be
more cooperative than the Dove at the enforcement stage because of its
attention to Type II reputation loss.
As in the case of the Dove negotiator, two types of agreements can be
reached on the equilibrium path. The first type is an agreement enforceable for both the Dove and the Hawk and the second type is an agreement
enforceable only for the Hawk. In either case, the international negotiation
fails whenever the Hawk negotiator proposes an agreement that is unenforceable for itself. The Hawk will be more cooperative than the Dove at the
enforcement stage, and thus an agreement that is unenforceable for the
Hawk is also unenforceable for the Dove; S2 rejects such a ‘hopeless’
agreement at the bargaining stage.
On the other hand, the international negotiation may succeed with an
agreement that is unenforceable for the Dove but enforceable for the
Hawk; if the Hawk wins the election, it will be in charge of enforcement
with its clear preference for compliance induced by its attention to Type II
reputation loss, and hence S2 may accept such a ‘partially hopeful’
agreement as long as the chance of the Hawk’s victory in the election is high.
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Dove - Compliance
Hawk - Noncompliance
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Hawk
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Noncompliance
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i D

Figure 4 Enforcement outcomes – Hawk negotiator (I).

In order to make S2 accept it, the Hawk negotiator needs to compensate
for the risk of noncompliance with large side payments. The possibility of
agreement depends on whether such a generous promise threatens the
Hawk’s chance in the election, which further depends on how important
international negotiation outcomes are to voters’ choices.
Case 2. ri yH or!i yD
Next we consider the case ri yH or!i yD or equivalently:
ri
yD
o
r!i yH

ð4Þ

The inequality (4) is likely to hold when the Hawk is very different from
the Dove in its partisan preference ðyH & yD Þ.
As displayed in Figure 4, when the Hawk is in charge of bargaining and
the two parties have relatively different preferences ðyH & yD Þ, the Hawk
will be less cooperative than the Dove at the enforcement stage. When
x " ri yH , both the Dove and the Hawk choose compliance; when
r!i yD ox, both parties choose noncompliance; and when ri yH ox " r!i yD ,
the Dove chooses compliance but the Hawk does not comply with the
agreement. The Hawk negotiator is less cooperative than the Dove at the
enforcement stage because its large domestic constraint for noncompliance outweighs its concern for Type II reputation loss.
Two types of agreements can be reached on the equilibrium path: (1) an
agreement enforceable for both the Dove and the Hawk and, more
importantly, (2) an agreement enforceable only for the Dove. The latter
case deserves further discussion because S2 reaches an agreement with an
‘untrustworthy’ negotiator.
The Hawk negotiator is untrustworthy to S2 because it is expected to
renege on its promise when it sits in the government at the enforcement
stage. Even in such a situation, however, the two states could reach an
agreement. The Hawk negotiator is an unreliable partner, but S2 may be
willing to accept such a ‘partially hopeful’ agreement because it knows
that there is a chance that the Dove wins the election and, once it happens,
the Dove has a strong partisan constraint to fulfill the previous commitment.
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Table 2. Equilibrium outcomes
Negotiator
Dove
Hawk (I)
Hawk (II)

Enforcer

Outcome (I)

Outcome (II)

Dove
Hawk
Dove
Hawk
Dove
Hawk

Compliance
Compliance
Compliance
Compliance
Compliance
Compliance

Compliance
Noncompliance
Noncompliance
Compliance
Compliance
Noncompliance

This is a case in which an international negotiation may succeed even when
one of the participating governments is expected to violate the agreement
reached in the negotiation.
In this counterintuitive scenario, the Hawk negotiator needs to compensate S2 for the risk of noncompliance. If voters are relatively insensitive to
bargaining outcomes, the Hawk negotiator could make such a generous
promise without hurting its chance for reelection significantly. Moreover, the
generous side payments promised by the Hawk will constrain only the Dove
at the enforcement stage; if reelected, the Hawk will not keep its promise at
the enforcement stage. On the other hand, if the electorate is sensitive to
bargaining outcomes, the promise of large side payments will make the
Hawk negotiator less likely to win the election, making it difficult for the
Hawk to compensate S2 for the risk of noncompliance.
Table 2 summarizes the main outcomes of the equilibrium analysis. In the
case of the Dove negotiator, it always abides by an international agreement
whereas the Hawk may renege on it; the outcome is consistent with the two
parties’ domestic preferences for enforcement outcomes. In the case of the
Hawk negotiator, there are two possibilities. In the first case where partisan
preferences are relatively similar, the Hawk enforcer always chooses compliance whereas the Dove may choose noncompliance despite its domestic
preference for compliance. In the second case where partisan preferences are
relatively different, the Dove enforcer always chooses compliance whereas the
Hawk enforcer may choose noncompliance, implying that an international
negotiation may succeed even when one of the participating governments is
expected to renege on the agreement reached in the negotiation.

Discussion: US–North Korea negotiations over North Korea’s
nuclear programs
In this section, we discuss the US–North Korea negotiations over North
Korea’s nuclear programs from the perspective of our model. To briefly
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recap the history of the negotiations, four US presidents – George H.W. Bush,
Clinton, George W. Bush, and Obama – have engaged in either bilateral or
multilateral negotiations over North Korea’s nuclear programs since the
discovery of a nuclear research reactor in Youngbyon, North Korea in 1982.
Among them, the Clinton administration and North Korea made an
important agreement regarding the denuclearization of North Korea in
the Agreed Framework of 1994. In this agreement North Korea promised
to freeze and eventually dismantle its graphite-moderated reactors, accept
IAEA monitoring, cooperate to store the spent fuel safely, and remain a
party to the NPT. In return, the United States agreed to provide formal
assurances against the threat or use of nuclear weapons, alternative
energy in the form of heavy oil, and light-water reactors.7
The 1994 Agreed Framework clearly shows what both sides wanted to
trade with each other: a policy change (denuclearization) in North Korea
in return for side payments (security assurance and economic aid) from
the United States. The security assurance is important because North
Korea is trading denuclearization today for a promise of peaceful actions
by the present and future US governments.
Less than a month before the US presidential election in 2000, another
important agreement came; North Korea agreed to resolve the uranium
enrichment issue and the inspection of Kumchang-ri with the Clinton
administration. The Joint communique contains ‘a pledge from the two
countries to abandon the hostility of the past’ and the implementation of
the Agreed Framework. In addition, the Clinton administration allegedly
promised a visit by then-US President Bill Clinton to North Korea, which
did not come true.8
The 1994 Agreed Framework and the 2000 Joint communique can be
well explained by the equilibrium outcomes under the Dove negotiator in
our model. Our discussion of the ‘partially hopeful’ agreement under the
Dove negotiator – the gray area in Figure 2 – clearly shows that it was
rather unclear to North Korea whether the agreement with the Clinton
administration would have been respected if the Democratic Party had
lost the election. However, since there was a chance of a Democratic
victory, North Korea still had an incentive to come to an agreement
with the Clinton administration and to bet on a Democratic victory.
In order to compensate North Korea for the risk of noncompliance by
the Republican Party, the Clinton administration had to give large
7

On 9 March 1995, the international Korean Energy Development Organization (KEDO)
was established to implement the light-water reactor project promised in the agreement.
8
The Hankyoreh, ‘October 2000 DPRK-U.S. Joint communique impact on bilateral talks’,
1 December 2009.
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concessions such as the first visit to North Korea by the US Secretary of
State in the 2000 negotiation. From the perspective of our model, it is
highly likely that the US President’s planned visit to North Korea at the
end of 2000 was aborted because the Democratic government perceived
that the visit could jeopardize the electoral chance of the Democratic
presidential candidate by raising voters’ concerns over the size of US
concessions to North Korea.
Within a year of the Joint communique, there was a partisan shift in the
US government and the 11 September 2001 terrorist attack. In the 2002
State of the Union address, President Bush categorized North Korea along
with Iraq and Iran as ‘terrorist allies’ and ‘an axis of evil, arming to
threaten the peace of the world’. The George W. Bush administration
made it clear that the United States would not engage in any bilateral talks
with North Korea. Further, in response to North Korea’s inadvertent
signal about the possible existence of a uranium-based nuclear weapons
program, the George W. Bush administration suspended the delivery of
heavy oil to North Korea and discontinued the funding to the Korean
Energy Development Organization (KEDO). That is, the Republican
administration declined to enforce what had been agreed between the
former Democratic administration and North Korea. The US invasion of
Iraq confirmed North Korean top leaders’ belief that nuclear weapons
were the only way to secure their regime’s survival.
The US–North Korea relationship in the first four years of the Bush
administration can be analyzed using the Dove negotiator–Hawk enforcer
framework in our model. The Republican administration completely
reviewed the Clinton administration’s North Korean policy and concluded that Clinton’s policy rewarded North Korea for its bad behavior.9
In an interview with Asian newspaper editors, President Bush said:
I want our government to help starving people. On the other hand,
I don’t want to send aid to a government that doesn’t help its people.
It’s one thing to help the people, it’s another to send the aid and then the
government doesn’t help the people.10
9

This turn of the North Korean policy was predictable from the 2000 Republican Party
Platform: ‘The weak leadership and neglect of the [Democratic] administration have allowed
America’s intelligence capabilities, including space based systems, to atrophy, resulting in
repeated proliferation surprises such as Iraq’s renewed chemical and biological weapons programs, India’s nuclear weapon test, and North Korea’s test of a three-stage ballistic missile’.
Republican Party Platforms, ‘Republican Party Platform of 2000’, 31 July 2000, Online by
Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid525849 (accessed on 5 February 2013).
10
White House, ‘Remarks by the President in Roundtable Interview with Asian Editors’,
internal transcript, 16 October 2001. Quoted from Pritchard (2007, 13)
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In response, North Korea reminded the United States of what the latter
previously promised:
A thaw was brought to the frozen DPRK-U.S. relations with much
efforts. But they got refrozen and the bilateral dialogue came to a
rupture entirely due to Bush and his administration with deep-rooted
conception of hostility towards the DPRK. In the last period of the
Clinton administration, the two countries became brisk in dialogue and
published even a joint communique that promised an end to the hostile
relations between them. However, the new U.S. administration broke all
those agreements as soon as it took office.11

Based on our model, we argue that it is the position of the Bush
administration as an enforcer of the Dove-led agreement that made it
difficult for the dialogue between two states to resume. In other words, in
the absence of the two agreements during the Clinton administration, our
model predicts that the relationship between the George W. Bush
administration and North Korea would have been much different from
what really happened in the first four years. Although this counterfactual
reasoning cannot be tested rigorously because of the lack of enough data,
we provide the US–Libya negotiations over Libya’s nuclear weapons
program during the same period as an anecdotal evidence in favor of this
counterfactual reasoning.
In both cases, the US was dealing with ‘rogue states’ that have supported
terrorist acts and declined to abandon nuclear weapons program. Neoconservative hawks within the Bush administration such as Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Undersecretary of Defense John Bolton
fiercely opposed the idea of direct negotiations with both states.
Despite the similarities between the two cases, however, the US pursued
secret talks with Libya and finally reached an agreement on 19 December
2003. The agreement aimed to denuclearize Libya in return for lifting
economic sanctions and normalizing the bilateral relationship. We do not
disagree with the fact that many factors came into play in the US–Libya
negotiations.12 However, in light of our model, what clearly distinguishes
the US–Libya case from the US–North Korea case during the first term of
11

‘Spokesman for DPRK Foreign Ministry Slams Bush’s Remark’, KCNA, 23 October
2001. Quoted from Pritchard (2007, 14).
12
For example, Blair and British Foreign Office Minister Michael O’Brien played an
important role in hosting secret talks between the United States and Libya. Allegedly, UN
Secretary-General Annan and Nelson Mandela assured Qaddafi’s concern over regime security
after abandoning its WMD program (Jentleson and Whytock 2005/2006, 70, 73). Also,
technological difficulties in developing long-range missiles posed an additional challenge to
Libya’s plan to join the nuclear club (Jo 2012).
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the Bush administration is the position of the Bush administration in the
negotiation process. Unlike the US–North Korea relationship in which the
Bush administration actively sought ‘ABC (Anything But Clinton) policy’
(Pritchard, 2007, 15), the Clinton administration left no concrete partisan
legacy to the following administration in the US–Libya relationship.
Last, despite hostility between the Bush administration and North
Korea and the dominance of neoconservative Hawks within the Bush
administration, both sides reached three agreements during the second
term of the Bush administration.13 None of these agreements was fully
implemented by either side. Thus, one could disregard the importance of
these agreements simply as ‘cheap talk’. However, if it were cheap talk, it
is difficult to explain why North Korea showed different patterns of
behaviors during the first and second Bush administration.
Our model provides a more nuanced explanation to this puzzle than the
claim of cheap talk. From the point of the target state (North Korea), it is
rational to consider the acceptance of a ‘partially hopeful’ proposal from
an ‘untrustworthy’ negotiator (the Bush administration) if the target state
believes that the agreement is respected when there is a change in government. From the point of the Hawk negotiator (the George W. Bush
administration), it is rational to make a promise of ‘generous’ – from the
perspective of the Hawk negotiator – side payments in the belief that this
commitment will bind only the hands of the opposition party government
in the future.14

Concluding remarks
The argument that reputational concerns promote compliance is at the
center of the literature of international cooperation. These studies are
firmly based on the unitary actor assumption and hence tend to ignore the
13

The three agreements were made through six-party talks that included the United States,
North Korea, China, South Korea, Japan, and Russia. The first one was the 2005 agreement in
which North Korea agreed to eliminate its nuclear programs in return for security guarantees
and normalization of US–North Korea relations. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, ‘Joint Statement of the Fourth Round of the Six-Party Talks’, Beijing,
19 September 2005. The second and third agreements came in 2007 and 2008.
14
As of finalizing this paper, it seems that there was another regime change in the
US–North Korea relations after the death of Kim Jong-il in 2011. On 16 March 2013, the
foreign ministry spokesman of North Korea denied the possibility that its nuclear program
could be traded with economic benefits (Botelho 2013). If the statement is credible, it may
increase the size of side payments necessary to denuclearize North Korea, which would reduce
the US government’s payoff from trading benefits. However, it still remains to be seen whether
this ‘no-bargaining’ rhetoric indicates that the new leader – Kim Jong-un – excluded the
possibility of nuclear reversal.
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complex interplay between partisan competition in domestic politics and
reputational sanctions by international audiences. By shifting the theoretical focus on to domestic parties that carry their own international
reputations, we showed that the prospect of international cooperation varies
depending on who sits at the negotiation table, how partisan preferences
for compliance are different, and how much international audiences discriminate between different types of noncompliance.
We found that a dovish government is more cooperative than a hawkish
government at the enforcement stage if the agreement was signed by a
dovish government at the negotiation stage, which is quite intuitive. Next,
we showed that a hawkish government may be more cooperative than
a dovish one at the enforcement stage despite their weaker partisan
preferences for compliance when the agreement was negotiated by the
hawkish party at the negotiation stage and partisan differences on compliance preference are minor. Also, our model suggested a possibility that
an international negotiation may succeed even when one of the participating governments is expected to renege on the agreement reached in the
negotiation. In our model, this case arises when a hawkish party sits in the
negotiation and partisan differences are significant.
Certainly, our work is not the first study to find that Hawks can bring
cooperative outcomes in international bargaining. For example, Schultz
(2005) also finds a Hawk advantage in achieving cooperation from a
different perspective. In his model, a government can send a signal to the
voters. To win an election, the government needs to make the median
voter believe that they have similar preferences. In order to accomplish
this goal, a Dove government attempts to look more like a hard-liner
(defector), whereas a Hawk government attempts to look more like a softliner (cooperator). Therefore, ‘a moderate hawk is the most likely type to
initiate cooperation’ (Schultz 2005, 5). We reached a similar conclusion
by considering the possibility for the discrepancy between bargaining and
enforcement governments.
Our model is designed to understand the commitment problem caused
by leadership changes between the negotiation and the enforcement of
international agreements. Thus, it is rather simple, abstracting away from
many parts of the reality in domestic politics and international relations.
For example, we assume the existence of an election in one country but
not in the other. We justify this simplification on the grounds that the type
of negotiations we focus on does not involve alternating offers between
both sides. Thus, we can ignore the partisan dynamics within the target
state, S2 in our model, without losing important insights.
Also, we stress that our argument is not restricted to a pair of democratic and nondemocratic countries. Electoral institutions may guarantee
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chances of power rotation among domestic groups, but power rotation
can also occur in nondemocracies. What is important is not the existence
of an electoral institution but that of domestic parties seeking power. The
logic of our model can be applied to any pair of political regimes involved
in asymmetric bargaining as long as there is a possibility for discontinuity
between the one in charge of enforcement and the one responsible for
bargaining. For some countries the discontinuity arises through elections,
whereas for others it can occur through nondemocratic means such as a
military coup.
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Appendix.
We previously described the equilibrium behaviors at the enforcement
stage. This section focuses on the bargaining stage and specifies the
subgame perfect equlibrium by using backward induction.

Dove negotiator
We first examine S2’s behavior at the bargaining stage. If the Dove
negotiator proposes x 2 ½0; r!i yH (, both the Dove and the Hawk will abide
by the agreement (see Figure 2). Because the Dove negotiator will win the
election with probability p ¼ pðxÞ, S2 will accept such a proposal if and
only if 1 " px þ ð1!pÞx – that is, if and only if 1 " x. Next, if the Dove
negotiator proposes x 2 ðri yD ; 1Þ, both the Dove and the Hawk will
renege on the agreement, and thus S2 will never accept such a proposal.
Lastly, if the Dove negotiator proposes x 2 ðr!i yH ; rii yD (, only the Dove
will choose compliance. Hence, S2 will accept such a proposal if and only
if 1 " px þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if and only if 1 " pðxÞx. Let x* denote the
minimum value of x supporting the equality:
1 ¼ pðxÞx
Because p(x) is weakly decreasing in x, the equation may or may not have
a solution depending on the functional form of p(x). However, there
always exists x* as long as p(x) is relatively flat with respect to x. Notice
that x*41 since pðxÞo1.
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Let us next shift our focus to the Dove negotiator’s behavior at the
bargaining stage. Suppose that x* exists. When 1 " r!i yH , the Dove
negotiator can maximize its payoff by proposing x 5 1 if it wants to reach
an agreement. If it proposes x 2 ½0; 1Þ, the negotiation will fail and it will
obtain a payoff of 0. Hence, the Dove negotiator will propose x 5 1 if
0 " pð1 ! 1=yD Þ þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if 1 " yD – and x 2 ½0; 1Þ if
1 4 yD . Next, when r!i yH o 1, the Dove negotiator can maximize its
payoff by proposing x 5 x* if it wants to reach an agreement. Hence, it
will propose x 5 x* if 0 " pð1!x*=yD Þ þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if x* " yD
– and any x supporting the inequality 1 4 pðxÞx if x* 4 yD . Lastly, when
r!i yH o 1 and ri yD o x*, the Dove negotiator will propose any x because
S2 will reject any proposal. On the other hand, suppose that x* does not
exist. It is obvious that when 1 " r!i yH , the Dove negotiator will propose
x 5 1 if 1 " yD and x 2 ½0; 1Þ if 1 4 yD , and when 1 4 r!i yH it will
propose any x as S2 will reject any proposal.

Hawk negotiator
Case 1. r!i yD " ri yH
If the Hawk negotiator proposes x 2 ½0; r!i yD (, both the Dove and the
Hawk will abide by the agreement (see Figure 3). Because the Hawk
negotiator will win the election with probability p ¼ pðxÞ, S2 will accept
such a proposal if and only if 1 " px þ ð1!pÞx – that is, if and only if
1 " x. Next, if the Hawk negotiator proposes x 2 ðri yH ; 1Þ, both the
Dove and the Hawk will renege on the agreement, and thus S2 will never
accept such a proposal. Lastly, if the Hawk negotiator proposes
x 2 ðr!i yD ; ri yH (, only the Hawk will choose compliance. Hence, S2 will
accept such a proposal if and only if 1 " px þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if and
only if 1 " pðxÞx.
Suppose that x* exists. When 1 " r!i yD , the Hawk negotiator can
maximize its payoff by proposing x 5 1 if it wants to reach an agreement.
Hence, it will propose x 5 1 if 0 " pð1!1=yH Þ þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if
1 " yH – and x 2 ½0; 1Þ if 14yH . Next, when r!i yD o1 and x* " ri yH ,
the Hawk negotiator can maximize its payoff by proposing x ¼ x*
if it wants to reach an agreement. Hence, it will propose x ¼ x* if
0 " pð1!x*=yH Þ þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if x* " yH – and any x supporting
the inequality 14pðxÞx if x*4yH . Lastly, when r!i yD o1 and
ri yH ox*, the Hawk negotiator will propose any x as S2 will reject
any proposal. On the other hand, suppose that x* does not exist.
When 1 " r!i yD , the Hawk negotiator will propose x ¼ 1 if 1 " yH and
x 2 ½0; 1Þ if 14yH , and when 14r!i yD it will propose any x as S2 will
reject any proposal.
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Case 2. ri yH or!i yD
If the Hawk negotiator proposes x 2 ½0; ri yH (, both the Dove and the
Hawk will abide by the agreement (see Figure 4). Hence, S2 will accept
such a proposal if and only if 1 " x. Next, if the Hawk negotiator proposes x 2 ðr!i yD;1 Þ, both the Dove and the Hawk will renege on the
agreement, and thus S2 will never accept such a proposal. Lastly, if the
Hawk negotiator proposes x 2 ðri yH ; r!i yD (, only the Dove will choose
compliance. Hence, S2 will accept such a proposal if and only if 1 "
pð0Þ þ ð1!pÞx – that is, if and only if 1 " ð1!pðxÞÞx. Let x** denote the
minimum value of x supporting the equality:
1 ¼ ð1!pðxÞÞx
which may or may not have a solution depending on the functional form
of p(x). However, there always exists x** as long as p(x) is relatively flat
with respect to x. Notice that x** . 1 because 1!pðxÞo1.
Suppose that x** exists. When 1 " ri yH , the Hawk negotiator can
maximize its payoff by proposing x ¼ 1 if it wants to reach an agreement.
Hence, it will propose x ¼ 1 if 1 " yH and x 2 ½0; 1Þ if 14yH . Next, when
ri yH o1 and x** " r!i yD , the Hawk negotiator can maximize its payoff
by proposing x ¼ x** if it wants to reach an agreement. Hence, it will
propose x ¼ x** if 0 " pð1!x**=yH Þ þ ð1!pÞð0Þ – that is, if x** " yH –
and any x supporting the inequality 14pðxÞx if x**4yH . Lastly, when
ri yH o1 and r!i yD ox**, the Hawk negotiator will propose any x as S2
will reject any proposal. On the other hand, suppose that x** does not
exist. When 1 " ri yH , the Hawk negotiator will propose x ¼ 1 if 1 " yH
and x 2 ½0; 1Þ if 14yH , and when 14ri yH it will propose any x as S2 will
reject any proposal.

