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Abstract

In the 1990s a consensus has emerged in international relations and foreign policy analysis
according to which it has become necessary to move from single-level approaches towards
multilevel theorising. The thesis suggests that the network approach is especially suited
for the development of a multilevel theory of foreign policy decision-making because it has
already been successfully applied to national, transnational and international levels of
analysis. The thesis expands the scope of the network approach by proposing a ‘multilevel
network theory’ that combines all three levels. Moreover, the thesis addresses the
widespread criticism that network models fail to explain the process of decision-making
by putting forward testable hypotheses regarding the exercise of pressure and the changing
preferences among political actors. The aim of the approach is to examine how networks
among national, transnational and international actors influence foreign policy making. The
thesis suggests that the outcome of the decision-making process can be explained by the
formation of a majority coalition in favour of a particular policy. In order to test the
proposed multilevel network theory, the thesis examines four cases of foreign policy
decision-making after the end of the Cold War. The case stﬁdi_es include: (1) the decision
of the British government to support air strikes in Bosnia, (2) the abolition of the tactical
air-to-surface missile project by the British government in 1993, (3) the first despatch of
German Tornados to Bosnia, and (4) the reduction of German export controls on goods
with civil and military applications (‘dual-use’). By analysing cases in which two Western
European governments had the final decision-making authority, the thesis illustrates how

‘national’ foreign policy decisions can be the consequences of domestic, transnational and

international pressure.
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1. From National Foreign Policy to Multilevel Networks

1.1 Introduction

In the 1990s a ‘growing consensus’ has emerged in the empiricist analysis of foreign policy
decision-making.! According to this consensus, it has become necessary to move from
single-level approaches in international relations and foreign policy analysis towards a
theoretical integration of the domestic, transnational and international levels of analysis.
While historical or constructivist approaches have traditionally crossed levels of analysis,
this thesis attempts to respond to the above theoretical challenge within the ‘empiricist’
paradigm.? As such, its aim is the search for theoretical generalizations across countries
and issues, and its primary standard of evaluation is empirical validation.’ Following a
critique of the three most broadly used existing approaches, which have proposed the
theoretical integration of multiple levels within the empiricist study of international
relations in the United States and Western Europe, namely transnationalism, the ‘two-level
game’ and network analysis, this thesis contends that the latter approach provides a fruitful
basis for the analysis of contemporary foreign policy decision-making. However, it argues
that the explanatory value of the network approach can be improved by several
modifications which are devéloped in the form of a new ‘multilevel network theory’.
Multilevel network theory combines network analysis with rational choice assumptions to
illustrate how faréign policy actors strategically use their national, transnational and

international relations in order to influence the foreign policy decision-making process.

! Harald Miiller and Thomas Risse-Kappen, ‘From the Outside In and from the Inside Out. International
Relations, Domestic Politics and Foreign Policy’, in David Skidmore and Valerie M. Hudson, eds., The
Limits of State Autonomy. Societal Groups and Foreign Policy Formulation (Boulder, Col.: Westview
Press, 1993), pp.25-48, p.47.

2 On the respective critique of the empiricist (or ‘scientific’), traditional and post-positivist approaches
in International Relations sce Hedley Bull, ‘International Theory. The Case for a Classical Approach’,
in Klaus Knorr and James N. Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1969), pp.20-37; Morton A. Kaplan, ‘The New Great Debate. Traditionalism
vs. Science in International Relations’, in ibid., pp.39-61; Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining and
Understanding in International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991); Thomas J. Biersteker,
‘Critical Reflections on Post-Positivism in International Relations’, International Studies Quarterly 33:3,
1989, pp.263-267. :

*Fora summary of other criteria for the evaluation of theories within the empiricist paradigm see John
A. Vasquez, ‘The Post-Positivist Debate: Reconstructing Scientific Enquiry and International Relations
Theory After Enlightenment’s Fall’, in Ken Booth and Steve Smith, eds., International Political Theory
Today (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995), pp.217-240, p.230. Taking an empiricist perspective this thesis
is located in what Steve Smith identifies as the ‘Comparative Foreign Policy Theory’ approach to Foreign
Policy Analysis. See Steve Smith, ‘Foreign Policy Analysis and International Relations’, Millennium 16:2,
1987, pp.345-348.
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The call for multilevel approaches in international relations and foreign policy
analysis originates from the observation that foreign policy decision-making within
Western Europe and the transatlantic community in particular, has become more integrated
since the last World War. As a consequence, it has been suggested that Western
governments are unable to unilaterally control their foreign or even domestic affairs, as
~ presumed by single level models of foreign policy decision-making. Conversely, foreign
policy making in Western democracies appears to be influenced by a broad variety of
public and private actors at the national, transnational and international levels of analysis.
In reaction to this development, a range of authors have proclaimed a crisis of the nation-
state and the emergence of regional or global structures of governance.*

Moreover, several analytical frameworks have been proposed which combine
different levels of analysis. Specifically in Western Europe, where the trend towards a
fusion of decision-making processes has been recognised in the context of the European
Union (EU), multilevel approaches have become increasingly popular.® However, many
of these models apply only to the specific context of EU institutions and relations. Indeed,
some authors have argued that the integrated foreign policy making process among EU
member states differs from transnational and international decision-making in other arenas
and, therefore, requires distinct theoretical approaches.® While this thesis accepts the claim
that relations among EU states might be unique, the following section seeks to show that
increasing inteératic;n'is not merely a European phenomenon, but applies to the broader
transatlantic community. Moreover, it argues that Western European foreign and security
policy making is crucially influenced by actors in the United States (US) and international
institutions, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), the Organisation of
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the United Nations (UN). As a
consequence, this thesis contends that a multilevel theory which seeks to analyse

contemporary foreign pblicy processes in Western Europe and the transatlantic community

4 Joseph A. Camilleri and Jim Falk, The End of Sovereignty (Aldershot: Edward Elgar, 1992); Emst-Otto
Czempiel, ed., Die anachronistische Souverdnitdt (Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1969); Fritz W. Scharpf,
‘Die Handlungsfihigkeit des Staates am Ende des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts’, Politische
Vierteljahresschrift 32:4, 1991, pp.621-634. For the counter argument sce Paul Hirst and G. Thompson,
‘Globalization and the Future of the Nation State’, Economy and Society 24:3, 1995, pp.408-442.

5 Wolfgang Wessels, ‘ An Ever Closer Fusion? A Dynamic Macropolitical View on Integration Processes’,
Journal of Common Market Studies 35:2, 1997, pp.267-297.

Chnstophcr Hill and William Wallace, ‘Introduction. Actors and Actions’, in Chnstophcr Hill, cd., The
Actors in Europe's Foreign Policy (London: Routledge, 1996), pp.1-16.

12



should integrate not only a variety of actors across levels of analysis, but also be able to
model differences in the relations among these actors.

Three sets of multilevel approaches can be identified which seek such general
applicability in foreign policy analysis: transnationalism’, two-level games® and network
models’. Each of these models seeks to answer the key question of this thesis: who is able
to influence foreign policy decision-making and how? However, the success of these
multilevel approaches in modelling and explaining contemporary foreign policy processes
has been limited. Transnationalism, two-level games and network approaches can be
criticised for two main shortcomings.' First, although the three approaches have moved
away from single-level analysis to the examination of how actors and decisions are linked
across the domestic-international divide, most of them fail to integrate sufficiently all three
levels of analysis. The theoretical focus of network models has so far been decision-
making at single levels."" Transnationalism has focussed exclusively on transnational
relations, whereas the two-level game has failed to take transnational relations into
account, but reduced multilevel decision-making to domestic and intemation>a1 influences
on governmental decision-makers. Second, neither transnationalism nor two-level games

or network models provide testable hypotheses which help to explain the process of

7 See for instance Matthew Evangelista, “The Paradox of State Strength - Transnational Relations,
Domestic Structures and Security Policy in Russia and the Soviet-Union’, International Organization
49:1, 1995, pp.1-38; Thomas Risse-Kappen, ed., Bringing Transnational Relations Back In. Non-State
Actors, Domestic Structures and International Institutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1995); James N. Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel, eds., Governance Without Government: Order and
Change in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

% The model was first proposed by Robert Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-
Level Games’, International Organization 42:3, 1988, pp.427-460.

? See for example David Marsh, ed., Comparing Policy Networks (Buckingham: Open University Press,
1998); R.A.W. Rhodes, Beyond Westminster and Whitehall: The Sub-Central Governments of Britain
(London: Routledge, Allen & Unwin, 1992); Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz, ‘Introduction’, in ibid.,
eds., Policy Networks: Empirical Evidence and Theoretical Considerations (Frankfurt/M.: Campus,
1991), pp.11-23; Fritz W. Scharpf, ed., Games in Hierarchies and Networks (Frankfurt/M.: Campus,
1988).

19 Keith Dowding, ‘Model or Metaphor? A Critical Review of the Policy Network Approach’, Political
Studies XLIII:1, 1995, pp.136-158; Keith Dowding, ‘Policy Networks: Don’t Stretch a Good Idea Too
Far’, in Patrick Dunleavy and Jeffrcy Stanyer, eds., Contemporary Political Studies 1994: Proceedings
of the Annual Conference Held at the University of Wales (Belfast: Political Studies Association of the
United Kingdom, 1994); Hussein Kassim, ‘Policy Networks, Networks and European Union Policy-
Making: A Sceptical View’, West European Politics 17:4, 1994, pp.15-27; Robert Keohane and Stanley
Hoffmann. ‘Institutional Change in Europe in the 1980s’, in ibid., eds., The New European Community:
Decision Making and Institutional Change (Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 1991), pp.1-40.

! David Marsh, ‘The Utility and Future of Policy Network Analysis’, in ibid., ed., Comparing Policy
Networks (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1998), pp.185-197, p.186. For an attempt at theory
building with regard to transnational networks see John Benington and Janet Harvey, ‘Transnational
Local Authority Networking within the European Union: Passing Fashion or New Paradigm?’ in David
Marsh, ed., Comparing Policy Networks (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1998), pp.149-166.
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decision-making. While these models deal with the question who is able to influence
foreign policies, they fail to address how various actors participate in foreign policy
decision-making."> Specifically, few models illustrate how actors form domestic,
transnational and international coalitions which are regarded by all three approaches as
critical for explaining the actors’ ability to influence the ‘ultimate decision unit’", i.e. the
final political authority in the decision—making process.

In response to these criticisms, this thesis proposes and tests a multilevel network
theory which seeks to address these two shortcomings. To achieve its twofold objective,
this thesis is structured in a theoretical and an empirical part. The first theoretical part,
develops a multilevel network theory of foreign policy decision-making. In order to do so,
it builds upon various network approaches which have proved their ability to map relations
among a broad variety of actors at different levels in a number of studies which examine
decision-making in the European Union, in transnational networks and domestic policy
sectors.'* However, it suggests four modifications.

First; this thesis proposes a theoretical definition of networks whiéh explicitly
includes national, transnational and international actors. In order to do so, it reexamines
the basic concebts and dimensions of network analysis with regard to the question whether
and how they can be consistently applied to multiple levels. Its propositions are based on
the contention that the distinction between domestic, transnational and international policy
networks, which has so far been predominant in network analysis, has been superceded by
changes in the decision-making process in Western Europe and the transatlantic area. Not
only are actors linked across levels of analysis, the structure of their relations in the
domestic and international arena has also become increasingly similar. The traditional
ideal-typical distinction between hierarchical, institutionalised relations in the national
system, and anarchic, informal linkages in the international system which underpinned the

division between theories of international relations and foreign policy analysis meets

12 Marsh, “The Utility and Future of Policy Network Analysis’, pp.186f.

13 Margaret Hermann, Charles F. Hermann and Joe D. Hagan, ‘How Decision Units Shape Foreign Policy
Behavior’, in Charles F. Hermann, James N. Rosenau and Charles Kegley, eds., New Directions in the
Study of Foreign Policy (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1987), pp.309-336.

1 John Peterson, ‘Decision-Making in the European Union: Towards a Framework for Analysis’, Journal
of European Public Policy 2:1, 1995, pp.69-93; Philip Gummett and Judith Reppy, ‘Military Industrial
Networks and Technical Change in the New Strategic Environment’, Government and Opposition 25:3,
1990, pp.287-303; Rhodes, Beyond Westminster and Whitehall. :

14



empirical observations less and less. Both in the domestic and the international arena, we

- find today a mixture of formal and informal relations between the public and private actors
engaged in foreign policy decision-making. Moreover, multilevel network theory suggests
that these formal and informal relations can be defined by a single concept of power based
on a combination of resource-dependencies and institutional authority.

Second, this thesis seeks to strengthen the argument that network analysis can be
fruitfully applied to the study of foreign and security policy.'” However, rather than
because of changes in the concept of networks, the following section illustrates that recent
developments in foreign policy decision-making have made it more accessible to network
analysis. In particular, network analysis is able to accommodate the increasing number and
diversity of public and private actors which are engaged in contemporary foreign policy
processes. Foreign policy is no longer the domain of ‘high’ politics characterised by a
limited number of, mostly governmental, actors. It has come to embrace a plurality of
actors, as in other issue areas such as health, agriculture, or economics where network
analysis has its origins. The advantages of network analysis for the study of forei gn policy,
however, go further than its ability to integrate a multiplicity of public and private actors.
Its capacity to map a mixture of relations enables the theory to model the increasing
institutionalisation of transnational and international relations, while also taking into
account the remaining anarchical elements of the international system.

Third, this thesis proposes to synthesise the analysis of network structures with a
concept of agency as suggested by rational choice theory in order to hypothesise about the
decision-making process as an intermediate variable between structures and outcomes.'®
The utility of rational choice theory for network analysis derives from its ability to
hypothesise about how actors may use their relations in a network to exert pressure on
each other and the ultimate decision unit. Specifically, the concept of bounded rationality
conforms with network analysis in that the members of a network by definition interact

regularly with each other. It can, therefore, be presumed that actors have clear

13 So far the application of network theory to the analysis of foreign and defence policy has been rather
limited. See for instance Gummett and Reppy, ‘Military Industrial Networks’.

16 Dowding, ‘Policy Networks: Don’t Stretch a Good Idea Too Far’, p.60; Carsten Daugbjerg and David
Marsh, ‘Explaining Policy Outcomes: Integrating the Policy Network Approach with Macro-level and
Micro-level Analysis’, in David Marsh, ed., Comparing Policy Networks (Buckingham: Open University
Press, 1998), pp.52-71, pp.67f.
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expectations regarding the cost and utility of exerting pressure on other actors in order to
change their policy preferences within their network. In short, the structure of a network
sets the boundaries in which actors rationally seek to influence the decision-making
process.

Moreover, the rational use of network relations, if defined by resource-dependence
and institutional authority, has been indirectly pointed out by studies which have
investigated the compatibility of rational choice theory with new institutionalism or
behaviouralist analyses.'” The advantage of rational choice assumptions for the study of
political decision-making processes is that they provide general hypotheses about the ways
in which actors use their relations to influence each other and the decision-making process.
By doing so, rational choice assumptions cannot only be utilised to illustrate some
common features in the actions of a variety of actors, but also to generalise interactions
" across cases and issues. While the focus on the commonalities of the decision-making
process regarding different issues necessarily limits the understanding of a particular
historic foreign policy decision, it permits comparisons and the developmeﬁt of general
propositions which might help to explain other cases.

Finally, this thesis proposes a quantitative measurement for the ability of actors to
influence each other in terms of the number of actors in the network who exert pressure
on a single actor at any moment of the decision-making process. Multilevel network
theory, thus, addresses another criticism of network models, namely that they are able to
observe and describe actors’ influence over policy outcomes, but do not offer testable
hypotheses which help to explain the process and dynamics of influencing policy
outcomes.'® The proposed quantitative measurement reflects the notion advanced by,
amongst others, pluralist and corporatist approaches, that political actors, such as
ministers or even civil servants, are responsive to the policy preferences of their

‘constituencies’, understood here in the wider sense as the actors on whom they depend

17 Keith Dowding, ‘The Compatibility of Behaviouralism, Rational Choice and New Institutionalism’,
Journal of Theoretical Politics 6:1, 1994, pp.105-117; Asbjern Sonne Nergaard, ‘Rediscovering
Reasonable Rationality in Institutional Analysis’, European Journal of Political Research 29:1, 1996,
pp-31-57; Donald D. Searing, ‘Roles. Rules, and Rationality in the New Institutionalism’, American
Political Science Review 85:4, 1991, pp.1249-1260; Aaron Wildavsky, ‘Why Self-interest Means Less
Outside of a Social Context - Cultural Contributions to a Theory of Rational Choices’, Journal of
Theoretical Politics 6:2, 1994, pp.131-159.

'8 Dowding, ‘Model or Metaphor?; Guy Peters, ‘Policy Networks: Myth, Metaphor and Reality’, in David
Marsh, ed., Comparing Policy Networks (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1998), pp.21-32, p.24.
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and with whom they regularly interact. Moreover, analysing the number of actors who
support a policy is implicitly linked to the ideal notion of democratic decision-making in
that both elections and parliamentary decisions are commonly based on the preferences of
a majority.

The reason for adopting a quantitative rather than a qualitative measurement of
influence for multilevel network theory lies in the aim of this thesis to make its findings
replicable and encourage further theory building and testing. While the evaluation of
qualitative-descriptive network models has often been impeded by the complexity and
ambiguity of their measures for influence, the quantitative approach adopted here provides
a clear and consistent standard.'® This standard not only allows the direct comparison of
pressure and influence between different sectoral networks, actors or cases, it also
provides a rigorous criterion for the assessment of the hypotheses proposed by multilevel
network theory in the conclusion of this thesis.

The second empirical part of this thesis proceeds to test multilevel network theory
in four case studies which examine how multilevel networks can help to expiain foreign
policy making in the transatlantic community in the 1990s. Specifically, the case studies
focus on the national, transnational and international influence on the governments of
Britain and Germany. By selecting cases in which two Western European governments
were the ultimate decision units, this thesis seeks to provide some insights into the
question whethernational governments have indeed lost their control of foreign policy
decision-making. Moreover, by analysing the distinct, but overlapping multilevel foreign
policy networks surrounding the British and German governments, the case studies further
provide a test as to whether the hypotheses of multilevel network theory hold
independently from differences in national cultures or styles of decision-making.?® In
addition, the cases were selected from an issue area which has until recently been regarded
as under the exclusive authority of national governments, namely foreign and security
policy, to serve as a ‘crucial’ test of the theory.?! The cases include: (1) the decision of the

British government to support a United Nations Security Council resolution in favour of

19 Dowding, ‘Policy Networks: Don’t Stretch a Good Idea Too Far’.
? Richard Rose, *Comparing Forms of Comparative Analysis’, Political Studies 39:3, 1991, pp.446-462.

2! Alexander L. George, ‘Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of Structured Focused
Comparison’, in Paul G. Lauren, ed., Diplomacy - New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy
(London: The Free Press, 1979), pp.43-68, p.53
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air strikes in Bosnia in 1993, (2) the British abandonment of its tactical air-to-surface
missile (TASM) programme, (3) the first out-of-area despatch of German Tornados to
Bosnia in the summer of 1995 and (4) the reduction of export restrictions on technology
with civil and military applications (‘dual-use’) by the German government between 1992
and 1995.

Based on the two objectives outlined above, this chapter is structured in three
parts. The first section examines the characteristics of foreign policy processes in Western
Europe and the broader transatlantic community in the 1990s. It thereby sets the
parameters for a contemporary theory of foreign policy decision-making in this area. In
particular, it investigates the increasing integration of the domestic and the international.
The second part discusses the merits and limitations of the three multilevel approaches
mentioned above: transnationalism, two-level games and network models. It argues that,
in spite of its shortcomings, the network approach is particularly suited for modelling
contemporary foreign policy decision-making processes. The final section discusses the
criteria for the selection of the four case studies and the requirements for the testing 6f

multilevel network theory.

1.2 Foreign Policy Decision-Making in the 1990s

Before the question how foreign policy decisions are made in the contemporary
transatlantic cbmxffunity can be examined, it is necessary to define foreign policy. If
contemporary foreign policy making is influenced by public and private actors at various
levels of analysis, traditional notions of foreign policy as ‘high’ politics, i.e. decisions
involving the head of state, the foreign secretary and the foreign office, are not sufficient
to define foreign policy. Not only do a variety of actors participate in the decision-making
process, also the authority over the affairs among states has been increasingly transferred
to organisations beyond national governments. In this respect, it is helpful to distinguish
between ‘foreign affairs’ and ‘foreign policy decisions’. While the former can be defined
as the political deliberations and actions of public and private actors across national
boundaries, the latter will be reserved to denote authoritative political choices of action

or legislative regulation which are directed to some actual or potential sphere outside the
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jurisdiction of the state polity.?

The focus of this thesis on the foreign policy decision-making processes can be
justified on both empirical and theoretical grounds. Empirically, the concern about political
decision-making derives from the fact that governments continue to hold a unique position
with regard to the legitimate control over transnational and international affairs. In so far
as international organisations have replaced them in determining authoritative political
choices, they have done so on the basis of national policies - or the lack thereof * Indeed,
most international organisations continue to subject themselves to the authority of national
governments by providing member states with a veto. Theoretically, the normative
implications of the question to what degree and how national foreign policies are
determined by national or international influences, places‘ the government at the centre of
this study. The aim of multilevel analysis is not only to provide a better understanding of
contemporary decision-making processes, but also to give an answer to the question of
who governs foreign policy decision-making.

The consensus that foreign policy decision-making cannot be adequately grasped
by single-level analysis has built on a broad range of studies observing changes in the
nature of the political process over the past decades. These studies widely agree that
contemporary foreign poliCy decision-making processes in Western Europe and in the
transatlantic community are characterised by three features: multiplicity, diversity and
interdependence amdﬁg’fdreign policy actors.? It is difficult to assess the degree to which
these three aspects have changed over the past decades. Increasing interdependence
among industrialised nations has been observed since the 1960s. Initially, academics
argued that the ability of governments to control their relations with other states had been
curtailed by the economic integration associated with the emergence of multinational
corporations and the European Economic Community.” However, most scholars

concluded that national governments maintained their decision-making power in the area

2 Compare John W. Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1984).

B Michael Mann, ‘Nation-States in Europe and Other Continents: Diversifying, Developing, not Dying’,
Daedalus 122:3, 1993, pp.115-140.

% Compare Scharpf, ‘Die Handlungsfihigkeit des Staates’.

% Richard N. Cooper, ‘Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy in the Seventies’, World Politics,
24:2, 1972, pp.161-181; Helen Wallace, William Wallace and Carole Webb, Policy Making in the
European Communities (London: Wiley, 1977).
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of foreign and defence policy.?

In the 1990s, the development towards greater multiplicity, diversity and
interdependence of foreign policy actors appears to have deepened and accelerated. In
addition to economic developments, the end of the Cold War has led to greater integration
in foreign and security policy from Vancouver to Vladivostok. Expectations that in the
absence of the constraints of bipolarity, foreign policies would be ‘re-nationalised’?’, have
so far been disconfirmed. Contrary to arguments that the closeness of transatlantic
relations relied on the specific conditions of the superpower competition, the
transformation of foreign policy decision-making seems to be progressive in nature.
Examining each aspect in turn, it can be argued that the trend towards greater multiplicity,
diversity and interdependence among foreign policy actors at various levels appears to

have been strengthened rather than reversed in the 1990s.

Multiplicity

The notion of multiplicity commonly refers to the observation that the numbér of actors
which are able to influence the foreign political process and its outcomes has steadily
grown over the past 50 years.?® Traditionally foreign and security policy has appeared to
be a distinct area of decision-making which predominantly involved heads of state, foreign
and defence ministers and their respective ministries. Where the necessity arose to regulate
transnational and international dealings, they were channelled through these ministries.
Today most governmental agencies within Western Europe conduct their daily foreign

affairs directly with their counterparts in other countries. In the area of security policy in

%6 James Barber, Who makes British Foreign Policy (Milton Keynes: The Open University Press, 1976),
p.5; Joseph Frankel, The Making of Foreign Policy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963), pp.1f., p.12,
p.54; Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), p.25. Few analysts regarded the integration of both spheres as sufficient
to merit a new theory. See for example Czempiel, Die anachronistische Souverdnitdt, Robert O. Keohane
and Joseph S. Nye, eds., Transnational Relations and World Politics, (Cambridge, Mass.:Harvard
University Press, 1971). Indeed, even today some scholars argue that national governments have preserved
their control over foreign policy decision-making in the area of military security. See for instance Mann,
. ‘Nation-States in Europe and Other Continents’.

%7 John Mearsheimer, ‘Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War’, International
Security 15:1, 1990, pp.5-56; Kenneth Waltz, ‘The Emerging Structure of International Politics’,
International Security 18:2, 1993, pp.44-79.

28 See for instance Simon Webb, NATO and 1992. Defence Acquisition and Free Markets (Santa Monica:
RAND, 1989, R-3758-FF), Thomas Risse-Kappen, ‘Bringing Transnational Relations Back In:
Introduction’, inibid., ed., Bringing Transnational Relations Back In (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press), pp.3-33, pp.10f.
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particular they are complemented by close formal and informal relations with the US
through the UN Security Council, NATO and the OSCE and bilateral contacts.
However, the dispersion of influence in international relations has not been limited
to administrative departments. Private actors directly participate in foreign policy decision-
making because of transnational business interests or international causes, such as the
protection of the environment and human rights. Transnational mergers have created an
increasing number of multinational corporations which by means of their internal structure
engage in international relations. Even in the armaments sector, national industries are
increasingly the exception.” In addition to industries, non-governmental organisations
have become regular actors in international relations. Valued as providers of information
and services, as in the case of the International Red Cross, or feared as critics of
governmental action, as in the case of Greenpeace or Amnesty International, non-
governmental organisations have gained access to foreign policy making processes.
Furthermore, a range of international organisations has been created which
function not only as forums for intergovernmental coordination, but due to théir authority
and staff, have often developed independent means and interests in international affairs.
The density of these organisations in foreign and security policy in Western Europe and
the transatlantic community has increased steadily since the Second World War. It gained
new impetus in the 1990s with the proliferation of international regimes and organisations
in response to the perceived volatility generated by the end of the bipolar structure.
Specifically, the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)™®, its successor the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC)' and the Partnership for Peace (PfP)** were set up
in order to establish security cooperation with Central and Eastern European states after

the dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation. Moreover, the functional and

% Margaret Blunden,  Armaments Collaboration: What Form and What For?’, Science and Public Policy
17:3,1990, pp.132-141; W. Walker and S. Willett, ‘Restructuring the European Defense Industrial Base’,
Defence Economics 4:2, 1993, pp.141-160. Sce also presentations at the Royal United Scrvices Institute
conferences ‘Defence Equipment Acquisition. The Atlantic Dimension’, 28-29 May 1997 and ‘Defence
Equipment Acquisition. The European Dimension’, 10-11 July 1997.

3% North Atlantic Council, North Atlantic Cooperation Council Statement on Dialogue, Partnership and
Cooperation, Brussels, 20 December 1991, at http://www.nato.int/docuw/comm/49-95/c911220a.htm.

3! North Atlantic Council, Ministerial Communique, Sintra, Portugal, 29 May 1997, at
http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1997/p97-065¢.htm. '

32 North Atlantic Cooperation Council, Partnership for Peace: Framework Document, Brussels, 10-11
January 1994, at http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/49-95/c940110b.htm. See also NATO Fact Sheet, The
Enhanced Partnership for Peace Programme (PfP), at http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/pfp-enh.htm.
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geographical scope of existing international organisations has been enlarged. NATO has
been transformed from a collective defence organisation into one of cooperative security.
The new NATO is able to conduct peacekeeping or peace-enforcing missions with or
without the explicit mandate of the UN or the OSCE.** Moreover, at the 50™ Anniversary
‘of NATO on 16 March 1999, three former Warsaw Pact members, the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland, joined NATO. Further applications for accession have been
submitted by Albania, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia
and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.** Similar developments have
characterised the Western European Union (WEU). Shortly after the NATO decision, the
WEU too offered its resources for UN and OSCE missions out-of-area.>* And, while many
former Warsaw Pact members have preferred to seek membership of NATO, most have
also accepted associate partnerships with the WEU.* At the same time, the Conference
for Security and Cooperation in Europe has developed from a forum for security
negotiations, the OSCE, into a regional organisation under the UN charter. Its new tasks

include the legitimisation and monitoring of peace missions in the Euro-Atlantic area.’

Diversity

The above enumeration leads us to the second feature of contemporary foreign policy
making: the actors involved are highly diverse. They not only cross the public-private
divide, but also levels of analysis. The actors which participate in contemporary foreign
policy decision processes are located at the national, transnational as well as international
arena. Although it can be argued that diverse actors have been affected by foreign affairs
at all times, the nature of their involvement appears to have changed by the 1990s. As a

consequence of functional differentiation within and across national borders, abroad range

33 North Atlantic Council, Final Communiqué, Oslo, 4 June 1992, at
http://www.nato.int/docw/comm/49-95/c920604a.htm.

** See NATO Fact Sheets, The Accession of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, at
http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/access.htm, and NATO's Open Door Policy, at
http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/opendoor.htm.

3 WEU Council of Ministers, Petersberg Declaration, Bonn, 19 June 1992, at
http://www.weu.int/eng/index.html.

36 See NATO Fact Sheet, Development of the European Security and Defence ldentity (ESDI) within
NATO, at http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/dev-esdi.htm.

37 CSCE, Helsinki Document 1992 ‘The Challenges of Change’, Helsinki, 9-10 July 1992, at
http://www.osce.org/indexe-da. htm.

22


http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/49-95/c920604a.htm
http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/access.htm
http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/opendoor.htm
http://www.weu.int/eng/index.html
http://www.nato.int/docu/facts/2000/dev-esdi.htm
http://www.osce.org/indexe-da.htm

of actors have become affected by, and able to influence, authoritative decision-making
with regard to foreign relations.

In particular, the taking on of governmental functions by private actors has
increased their ability to influence foreign policies not only in the area of trade, but also
national and international security. Since the latter has been, until recently, a preserve of
national governments, it shows specifically the new degree to which actors in foreign
policy making have diversified. In the conflict in the former Yugoslavia which is related
to two of the following case studies, private actors participated on the side of the warring
factions, e.g. arms suppliers, as well as in the international intervention, such as charities
which delivered humanitarian support while safeguarded by NATO troops. With their
increased involvement in foreign relations, these actors also have growing influence over
the foreign policy decision-making process.

A similar transfer of functions to the international level has increased diversity of
foreign policy actors among international organisations. Thus, the Post-Cold War era has
seen a proliferation of new institutions which has enhanced the role of existiﬁg actors in
foreign policy decision-making and introduced new ones. The transformation of the
Conference of Security and Cooperation in Europe into an organisation with a secretariat
and permanent staff is one case; PfP and NACC are other examples. Moreover, after a
period of perceived stagnation, the Maastricht Treaty has significantly enlarged the
authority of the Eﬁ fot only in economic and monetary policy, but also in foreign relations
with the establishment of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) framework

The deepening of international institutions has been matched by a trend towards
the widening of memberships, not only in the EU, but also within NATO and the WEU.
Although the first candidates for EU accession have been Western European states,
namely Austria, Finland and Sweden, many Central and Eastern European states have
applied for accession.” NATO has already accepted new members in Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary. Increasing diversity of foreign policy actors, therefore, can be
noted within and without international organisations. Internally, widening in particular

towards Eastern Europe, has led to greater differences among the member states, and thus,

38 Treaty on Furopean Union, Maastricht, 7 February 1992, at
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/treatics/dat/cu_cons_treaty_en.pdf.

¥ See Agenda 2000, at http://eufopa.eu.int/comm/agendaZOOO/in_dex__en.hlm.
23


http://europa.eu.int/cur-lex/cii/treaties/dat/cu_cons_treaty_en.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/comm/agenda2000/index_en.htm

regular actors in European foreign policy making, in economic, political, social and
military terms. Externally, the institutionalisation of international relations has created new

organisational actors.

Interdependence

The result of the functional differentiation between governmental departments, public and
private actors and international organisations described above has been increasing
interdependence among a broad variety of foreign policy actors in the 1990s. Due to
functional specialization, actors within and across national boundaries depend to a larger
degree on each other’s resources for the fulfilment of their needs and functions. Moreover,
foreign policy decision-making and implementation has come to rely on contributions from
a large number of actors.

In the private sector, increasing interdependence has been the result of
specialisation in production on one hand and global marketing on the other. In the public
sector, governments have increasingly been willing to accept the interdepefldence that
comes with multinational economic and political collaboration. A particular example has
been the growing cooperation in armaments research and development which has often
been identified with national sovereignty. Not only have national armaments industries lost
their military rationale if national defence and international interventions depend on the
cooperation of ‘allies. It has also become more difficult to defend high military spending
politically and economically if it is less costly to buy weapons ‘off the shelf’ from allied
countries or to collaborate in arms production. However, as governments sell national
armaments industries to private actors, accept transnational mergers of procurement
companies and favour international cooperation in the development and production of
weapons, national defence policy becomes vulnerable to transnational and domestic
influence.*

In addition, transnational and international interdependence has increased as a

result of the functional and regional enlargement of international organisations. In

*0'See for instance Richard A. Bitzin ger, ‘The Globalization of the Arms Industry. The Next Proliferation
Challenge’, International Security 19:2, 1994, pp.170-198; Terence R. Guay, At Arm's Length: the
European Union and Europe’s Defence Industry (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1998); Elisabeth Skoens and
Herbert Wulf, “The Internationalization of the Arms Industry’, Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science 535, 1994, pp.43-57; Webb, NATO and 1992, Herbert Wulf, ed. Arms
Industry Limited (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993).
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particular in the area of security policy, interdependence has reached new levels in recent
years. One reason for this has been the progressive decline in national defence budgets
since the 1980s. After the end of the Cold War, popular demands for a ‘peace dividend’
have further reduced national defence capabilities to the degree that large scale

interventions and national defence rely on multilateral cooperation.*!

1.3 Multilevel Approaches in Foreign Policy Analysis

In recent years, several attempts have been made to synthesise different levels of analysis
in order to arrive at more comprehensive theories in response to the changes of the foreign
policy decision-making process pointed out above. In particular, three multilevel
approaches can be discerned which suggest general explanations of decision-maldng across
countries and issues: transnationalism*?, the two-level game*® and network models*. This
section argues that the network approach provides the best basis for a multilevel theory

of foreign policy making.

Transnationalism

Transnationalism is perhaps the oldest multilevel approach to international relations and
foreign policy analysis. It originated in the 1970s from the theoretical work of, among
others, Ernst-Otto Czempiel, James N. Rosenau, Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye®.
At the beginning of the 1990s, Thomas Risse-Kappen sought to revive the interest in
transnationalism in an edited volume ‘Bringing Ti ;ansnationalism Back In’ . In spite of its
history, however, transnationalism has not evolved into a unified theory. It comprises a

range of different theoretical frameworks which often only share their focus on interactions

1 David Greenwood, ‘Expenditure and Management’, in Peter Byrd, ed., British Defence Policy:
Thatcher and Beyond (New York: Philip Allan, 1991), pp.36-66; Ron Smith, ‘Resources, Commitments
and the Defence Industry’, in Michael Clarke and Philip Sabin, eds., British Defence Choices for the
Twenty-First Century (London: Brassey’s, 1993), pp.73-89.

@ Risse-Kappen, Bringing Transnational Relations Back In.
* Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’.

“ See for example John Peterson . ‘The European Technology Community’, in R. A.W. Rhodes and David
Marsh, eds., Policy Networks in British Government (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), pp.226-248; Boclie
Elzen, Bert Enserink and Wim Smit, ‘Weapons Innovation - Networks and Guiding Principles’, Science
and Public Policy 17:3, 1990, pp.171-193.

*5 Keohane and Nye, Transnational Relations and World Politics.
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and influences across national boundaries.* It is, therefore, difficult to develop a general
critique. The following takes the approach proposed by Risse-Kappen in his volume as an
illustrative example of some of the problems associated with transnationalism.*’

The theoretical framework proposed by Risse-Kappen analyses the ability of
transnational actors to gain access to and influence domestic decision-making. Three state
structures act as constraints to transnational accessibility on the domestic level: the
‘political’, the ‘social’ and the ‘network’ structure.®® Each can take two forms, the first
limiting transnational influence, the second permitting it. Specifically, the ‘political
structure’ of a state, which denotes the dispersion of executive authority within the
administration, is described as either centralised or fragmented. The societal structure
which describes societal polarization along ideological or class lines can be either strong
or weak. The network structure, defined as the institutions which link state and society and
the ‘norms regulating the coalition-building processes in these networks’, can be
consensual or polarised.* In addition, the degree of institutionalisation within a particular
issue area acts as another filter for transnational influence on the international level. The
resulting typology of state structures is linked to hypotheses about the impact of
transnational actors on domestic decisions. Thus, Risse-Kappen suggests that the ability
of transnational actors to access the decision-making process is inversely related to the
strength of their influence on political decisions.

One of the main values of the model lies in pointing out the compatibility of
structural theories at the domestic and international level. Rather than devising a new
theoretical framework, Risse-Kappen attempts to integrate different middle-range models.
Crucially, he suggests that such theoretical integration can proceed across levels of
analysis, namely between theories of state structures and international institutions. Since

both models are based on the same theoretical concepts, i.e. institutional and social

46 See for instance Philip D. Stewart, Margaret G. Hermann and Charles F. Hermann, ‘Modelling the
1973 Soviet Decision to Support Egypt’, American Political Science Review 83:1, 1989, pp.35-59; Daniel
Duedney and John G. Ikenberry, ‘“The International Sources of Soviet Change’, International Security
16:3, 1991-92, pp.74-118.

a Risse-Kappen, ‘Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction’.

48 Risse-Kappen uses the term “networks’ not as defined by network theorists. Networks, for him, denote
the ‘institutions ... linking state and society and the norms regulating the coalition-building processes’.
Sce Risse-Kappen, ‘Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction’, p.22.

¥ Ibid., pp.20-22.
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structures, the proposed approach to transnational analysis avoids the pitfalls of
conceptual inconsistency. Nevertheless, a number of criticisms can be put forward
regarding the approach and its ability to model the three characteristics of contemporary
foreign policy decision-making processes as outlined in the previous section. Some of
these limitations are self-imposed, but others are typical for the problems encountered by
attempts to synthesise middle-range theories across levels of analysis.

The main (self)restriction of the model lies in its exclusive focus on transnational
relations defined as ‘regular interactions across national boundaries when at least one actor
is a non-state agent or does not operate on behalf of a national government or an
international organisation’.*® While responding to the call for a theoretical synthesis across
levels of analysis, the model thus offers explanations for only part of contemporary
multilevel foreign decision-making processes. Although a model can hardly be criticised
for its explicit theoretical focus, in terms of the aim of this thesis to contribute to the
development of a multilevel theory of foreign policy decision-making which is able to
model the changes in the decision-making process pointed out above, it is fherefore of
limited utility.

Moreover, further problems arise from the failure to examine sufficiently how
distinct middle-range models can be combined within the approach. Thus, while the model
suggests that both international and domestic structures serve as a “filter’ for transnational
influence, the combination ofboth filters is not fully elaborated in the proposed typology.*!
In particular, the countervailing effect of specific types of domestic and international
structures in limiting or permitting transnational influence calls for further explanations.*
Thus, the question arises whether the effect of the two structures can cancel each other
out or whether it is modified to various degrees.

Similarly, the decision-making process which the approach identifies as ‘coalition
building’ could be developed in greater detail.® The rejection of the concept of ‘tacit’

alliances suggests that national and international actors have to be linked to each other in

50 Risse-Kappen, ‘Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction’, p.3.
3 Ibid., p.28.

52 1bid., p.30.

3 Ibid., p.22, p.26, p.27.
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order to build a coalition.* However, based on the sixfold typology of state structures
proposed by the model, it cannot be established which transnational and domestic actors
are in fact connected. In fact, the nature of the coalition building process across national
boundaries remains rather elusive. Do transnational actors only seek to influence
governmental actors directly or do they also influence other domestic actors in order to
expand their coalition? How do transnational actors influence other actors? Do strategies
play a role?

In summary, while the model shows how different middle-range approaches can
potentially be combined, it only partly models the increasing multiplicity, diversity and
interdependence of actors which participate in foreign policy decision-making today.
Moreover, the model leaves a range of theoretical questions unanswered. In particular, it
does not sufficiently illustrate how state and international structures can help to explain

the coalition building processes which influence policy outcomes.

Two-Level Games
A second approach which combines the domestic and international into a more
comprehensive model rather than limiting itself to the analysis of transnational relations
is the two-level game developed by Robert Putnam in 1988.%° Next to transnationalism
Robert Putnam’s two-level game has perhaps gained the most widespread recognition in
the empiricist multilevel analysis of international relations. Since its publication, it has been
employed in a wide range of studies, including an edition published by Putnam et al. which
has sought to refine the approach.*® The médel explains intergovernmental negotiations
‘ in terms of a two-stage game in which diplomats simultaneously seek to accommodate
domestic and international demands. These demands are analysed on one hand in the form
of domestic coalitions, termed ‘win-sets’, which support a certain political outcome, and
on the other by the preferences of the second party in the international negotiations.
The strength of the two-level game lies in its recognition that actions on the

domestic level influence the negotiator’s position on the international level. Rather than

54 Risse-Kappen, ‘Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction’, p.10.

55 Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’.

56 Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson and Robert D. Putnam, eds., Double-Edged Diplomacy.
International Bargaining and Domestic Politics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993).
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simply combining domestic and international explanatory factors, it focuses on their
interaction. Thus, the two-level game hypothesises that the negotiator, who holds a
gatekeeper position between the national and the international arena, can coax the
domestic audience into accepting an agreement by pretending that the constraints of the
opposing side will not allow for any compromises. The negotiator can also extract higher
international concessions by alleging strong domestic pressures.

Nevertheless, several criticisms can be made with regard to the synthesis of
multiple levels and its analysis of the decision-making process. First, although the two-
level game realises that a multiplicity of public and private actors is directly and indirectly
involved in international negotiation processes, its analysis is limited to domestic and
governmental actors. The governmental level embraces exclusively the negotiators of each
state and their staff. Representatives of domestic actors may be present at the international
negotiations, but are not considered to become actively involved. Although Putnam
mentions the impact of transnational interactions in his case study of the Bonn summit in
1978, he fails to conceptualise transnational relations in his original model. The original
two-level game merely accounts for tacit transnational alliances between domestic
constituents of both countries or between internal actors and the foreign negotiator.
However, they seem to originate in a coincidental convergence of interests, rather than the
formation of a transnational ‘win-set’ through direct interaction. Although this
shortcoming has ‘geén addressed by Jeffrey Knopf’s ‘Three-Level Game’, the diversity of
actors in the modified approach is still limited.>” In particular, the staff of intematioﬁal
organisations, such as the EU or the OSCE, who frequently mediate in intergovernmental
negotiations, do not feature within either model. Nor do the two approaches illustrate how
third states can directly or indirectly influence the bargaining process.

Similar to the transnationalist model discussed above, the main weakness of the
two-level game lies in its conceptualisation of the decision-making process. In particular,
the concept of win-sets obsqures the relationship between agency and structure, since it
can be interpreted as three distinct, but interrelated, variables. First, the win-set is defined

as ‘all possible Level I [i.e. international] agreements that could ‘win’ - that is, gain the

57 Jeffrey Knopf, ‘Beyond Two-Level Games: Domestic-International Interaction in the Intermediate-
Nuclear Forces Negotiations’, International Organization 473, 1993, pp.599-628, p.599.
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>58 Thus, win-

necessary majority among the constituents - when simply voted up or down
sets appear to refer to the policy preferences which are the basis of a negotiation. Second,
the term win-set is employed with reference to the distinctive constituencies, i.e. the sets
of agents who support specific policies. Third, possible win-sets are said to be determined
by the distribution of power among domestic actors.”

As a consequence of these three interpretations, the two-level game fails to address
the relationships among these variables. In particular, the ability of actors within a win-set
to use their power in order to influence the preferences of the negotiator or actors in other
win-sets is not considered. Conversely, the negotiator appears to be the only agent in the
model in that he or she can influence and change policy preferences. The negotiator alone
can rally and restructure win-sets in support for a certain negotiation agreement. In order
to do so, the negotiator can use his institutional position, the information available to him
and payoffs to different actors, i.e. variables which determine the power of the negotiator
vis-a-vis domestic actors. The actors who are part of a domestic win-set are entirely
passive. They seek neither to influence the negotiator nor to enlarge theif win-set by
persuading other domestic actors to join. Finally, the g'ovemment representative is in the
position to ‘select’ one of the win-sets as the basis for an international agreement rather
than being influenced by domestic pressure in favour of a particular policy.

In evaluation, the two-level game and its extension, the three-level game, appear
more suited to the aﬁalysis of contemporary foreign policy decision-making processes than
the transnationalist model discussed above. The two-level game not only integrates
theoretically the domestic and international system, but also presents testable hypotheses
as to how both levels of analysis interdependently determine foreign policy outcomes.
However,. while the two-level game reflects the increasing multiplicity and diversity of
actors in Western European and transatlantic foreign policy making, it offers few insights
into the decision-making process beyond the influence of the government which is still
perceived as the gatekeeper between the national and the international arena. The network
approach which will be discussed in the following has traditionally focussed on the analysis

of the relations among political actors at different levels of analysis.

*® Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’, p.439.
% Ibid., p.443.
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Network Models
Network models have originally been used to examine the relations between public and
private actors in domestic decision-making processes. The models emerged as a reaction
to the observation that traditional models of hierarchical decision-making structures within
the intrastate system were decreasingly met by empirical observations.® In particular in
Britain, the trend towards privatisation and deregulation in various policy sectors such as
housing, transport and telecommunications had increased the number, diversity and
interdependence of public and private actors who are engaged in political decision-making.
Thus, in the 1980s the term ‘networks’ was increasingly employed to denote a specific
theoretical concept in models of the domestic decision-making process. It described the
non-hierarchical relations among a set of public and private actors who participated
regularly in the decision-making process within a particular policy sector. In this tradition,
networks were defined as ‘policy arrangements characterized by the predominance of
informal, decentralized and horizontal relations’.®! Further research, however, showed that
informal policy structures displayed a mixture of relations ranging from hierarchical to
pluralist or horizontal arrangements. In the ensuing debate, most proponents of the
network approach came to embrace a different definition of networks which
acknowledged their flexible and multifaceted structure.” The new consensus was
summarised by Kenis and Schneider who observed:

The networks ‘integrative logic cannot be reduced to any single logic such as

bureaucracy, market, community, or corporatist association, for example, but is

characterized by the capacity for mixing different combinations of them’.®

It is this definition which makes the network concept especially suited for theorizing about

50 Michael Atkinson and William Coleman, ‘Strong States and Weak States: Sectoral Policy Networks
in Advanced Capitalist Economies’, British Journal of Political Science 19:1, 1989, pp.47-67, Grant
Jordan, ‘Iron Triangles, Woolly Corporatism and Elastic Nets: Images of the Policy Process’, Journal of
Public Policy 1:1, 1981, pp.95-123; Rhodes, Beyond Westminster and Whitehall.

¢! Marin and Mayntz, ‘Introduction’, p.16.

2 Hans Bressers, Laurence J. O’Toole and Jeremy Richardson, ‘Networks as Models of Analysis: Water
Policy in Comparative Perspective’, Environmental Politics 3:4, 1994, pp.1-23, p.5.

%3 patrick Kenis and Volker Schneider, ‘Policy Networks and Policy Analysis: Scrutinizing a New
Analytical Toolbox’, in Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz, eds., Policy Networks. Empirical Evidence and
Theoretical Considerations (Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1991), pp.25-59, p.42.
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contemporary foreign policy decision-making which crosses different levels of analysis.

Although a broad variety of models have been developed on the basis of this
definition, most authors agree on the central features of the network approach as an
analytical framework. According to this common ground, networks can be defined as all
public and private actors who share an interest in a specific policy area and who are linked
to each other through stable formal or informal relations. The key hypothesis of the
network approach is that the distribution of these relations, i.e. the ‘structure’ of the
network, determines the ability of its members to influence decision-making processes.*®*
Specifically, various network models suggest typologies of different network structures
defined by the dominance of certain actors or coalitions of actors who typically determine
the outcomes of the decision-making processes within the network.

The advantage of the network approach is that it seems best to reflect the
multiplicity and diversity of agents in contemporary decision-making. The application of
the framework at different levels of analysis and across various issue areas has proved the
ability of the approach to model political networks among public and private égents in the
domestic, transnational and international arenas. Moreover, the network approach
proposes a general model of political decision-making which is not confined to a specific
type of decision-making, such as international negotiations or transnational influence. The
network approach achieves its parsimony by focussing on distinct policy sectors or
domains. Most crucially, however, the network approach does not presume the dominance
of specific positions within the network or a gatekeeper role of governments, but treats
the distribution of linkages within and across national boundaries as an open question

~which has to be answered by empirical analysis.

Nevertheless, for the purposes of analysing foreign policy decision-making in
contemporary Western Europe and North America, existing network models are
challenged in two ways. First, although network models have been employed in empirical
studies of decision-making at the national, transnational and international level, few
attempts have been made to theorise about the synthesis of multiple levels within the
network approach. In particular, the question how networks, actors and their relations

have to be defined in order to be consistently applicable across levels of analysis has rarely

% Frans van Waarden, ‘Dimensions and Types of Policy Networks’, European Journal of Political
Research 21:1-2, 1992, pp.29-52.
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been addressed. Second, like transnationalism and the two-level game, few network
models provide testable hypotheses which could help to explain the interactions and
coalition building processes among public and private actors. In fact, due to the
predominant concern of the network approach with the link between network structures
and policy outcomes, most models neglect the role of decision-making processes as an
intermediate variable. Typically, network models link network structures and outcomes
intypologies which assume the form of quasi-causal propositions. However, since network
types are usually defined according to a broad number of variable dimensions, the number
of possible network structures often exceeds the number of the proposed ideal-types thus
making it difficult to test these propositions. As Maurice Wright observes, policy
outcomes are more often ‘read off” a type of network than ‘explained’.*

Moreover, because of their failure to hypothesise about interactions, many network
models have problems explaining changes in policy preferences and coalitions during the
decision-making process. In particular, network models which define network types
according to ‘dominant’ coalitions only allow change as a result of transfoﬁnations ina
network’s structure. In doing so, these network approaches fail to recognise that policy
preferences and coalitions can be influenced by the decision-making process as well as
network structures.

Crucially for the argument presented here, that the network approach is the most
appropriate framework for the development of a multilevel theory of foreign policy
decision-making, several suggestions have been made to improve the network approach.
Specifically, the limitations of network typologies for the explanation rather than the
understanding of decision-making have been widely recognised. In response, networks are
increasingly treated as unique, and analysis has focussed on the mapping of individual
networks rather than the categorization into ideal types. Most important, it has been
suggested that network analysis can be fruitfully combined with rational choice
assumptions in order to hypothesise about changing policy preferences and coalitions.
Taking on board these suggestions, this thesis proposes a definition of networks which

moves away from typologies and suggests testable hypotheses regarding the decision-

6 Maurice Wri ght. ‘Policy Community, Policy Networks and Comparative Industrial Policies’, Political
Studies XXXVI:4, 1988, pp.593-612, p.595. On the difference between ‘explaining’ and ‘understanding’
as used in this thesis sce Hollis and Smith, Explaining and Understanding in International Relations.
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making process as an intermediate variable between network structures and outcomes on
the basis of rational choice. Furthermore, this thesis proceeds to test whether the derived
propositions have empirical value for the explanation of foreign policy decision-making

in Western Europe and the broader transatlantic community.

1.4 Method

In.order to assess the explanatory value of multilevel network theory, this thesis tests the
model in a number of case studies. Its evaluation rests on a critical realist epistemology
and empiricist method which offers, if not undebated, at least clear standards.
Nevertheless, this thesis pays heed to some of the criticism which has been raised against
empiricism during the ‘Third Debate’. Specifically, it acknowledges the necessity to take
the spatio-temporal and cultural limitations of empirical evidence and theories into
account.%® In the final instance, however, it recognises that the validity of empirical
evidence and the explanatory value of the theoretical approach presented in the following

can only be assessed in the academic debate.

Case Selection
The context and area of application and the criteria for the selection of suitable test cases
directly derive from the preceding sections. Multilevel network theory seeks to contribute
to the theoretical modelling of the changed nature of foreign policy decision-making
processes in the 1990s. It recognises that decision-making structures are subject to change,
as indeed they have significantly after the end of the Cold War. Network analysis can only
provide a ‘snapshot’ of the relations among the relevant actors during a particular period
of time. While many structures, such as the distribution of authority within the democratic
systems in the transatlantic area are relatively permanent, others, such as international
regimes can be subject to considerable change and require regular updates.

In addition, multilevel network theory has a clear geographical focus. Although the
observed transformation of foreign policy decision-making has not been limited to Western

Europe and North America, it has both its origins and its centre here. Multilevel network

% See for instance Yale H. Ferguson and Richard W. Mansbach, ‘Between Celebration and Despair:
Constructive Suggestions for Future Intcrnational Theory’, /nternational Studies Quarterly 35:4, 1991,
pp.363-386.
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theory should, therefore, first and foremostly by applied to and assessed with regard to its
ability to examine and illustrate foreign policy decision-making in this region. Moreover,
multilevel network theory is an integral part of the academic and political debate in the
Western community. It is directly related to the normative values underlying the question
of multilevel influences on national governments raised in the literature regarding the
‘crisis’ of the nation-state. Its underlying concern is the question of democratic
accountability. By examining the influence of public and private actors at the domestic,
transnational and international levels as compared to the legitimate authority of national
governments, multilevel network theory contributes to identifying the challenges which
confront democratic decision-making in a changing environment.

The focus of the following case studies is a consequence of these contextual
limitations. By choosing the governments of two Western European countries, namely
Britain and Germany, it not only conforms with the geographical confines of network
theory, it also reacts to the normative debate in Britain and Germany over the loss of
national sovereignty. The choice of cases in which the democratically elected govemments
of two Western European countries had the ultimate decision-making authority should
illuminate which and how national, transnational and international actors were able to
influence ‘national’ foreign policies. Since the increased multiplicity, diversity and
interdependence of political actors at different levels of analysis coincided with theoretical
devélopments‘in]?hé early 1990s, the cases were selected from the period between 1990
and 1995. The restriction of the research period to five years also helped to maintain the
stability of the network structures. Some changes due to the transformation of
international institutions or as the result of national elections, however, could not be
avoided. They were mapped accordingly and reflected by changes in the associated
hypotheses.*’

While these epistemological concerns defined the range of possible cases, further
criteria were chosen to explore the scope for the application of multilevel network theory

within these limits. In particular, the four cases were selected for their variance in two

57 See Appendix ! ‘British Foreign Policy Network, 1990-95" and Appendix 2 ‘German Foreign Policy
Network, 1990-95°. '
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areas: the structure of the network and the nature of the policy issue.®® Thus, in order to
test whether the hypotheses of multilevel network theory can help to explain the foreign
policy decis{on-making of different Western European governments, two cases each
involved the distinct, but overlapping networks of Britain and Germany. Second, one case
study for each country explored the decision-making process regarding a security policy
issue, while the other applied to a policy decision in the area of defence economics. Since
the area of security and defence policy has traditionally been perceived as dominated by
governmental decision-making, the four cases essentially presented a ‘crucial’ test for
multilevel network theory. Most importantly for the testing of the proposed theory, all
cases were characterised by a change of policy by the government as the ultimate decision
unit. If the hypotheses of multilevel network theory are correct, this policy change should
have been preceded by a series of preference changes within the network which eventually
led to the formation of a ‘winning coalition’ in favour of the final policy outcome. In order
to assure that the governmental policy reversal was the result of interactions within and
not due to factors outside the network, the cases were also controlled for cﬁanges in the

situation or broader international context.

Table 1.1 Case Studies

BRITAIN GERMANY

SECURITY Case |: Air strikes in Bosnia Case lll: Tomados to Bosnia

DEFENCE ECONOMICS | Case Il: Tactical Air-to-Surface Missile | Case IV: Dual-use Export Regulations

The four cases which were selected on the ground of these criteria included, first, the
British endorsement of air strikes in Bosnia in 1993 following a year in which the British
administration had vehemently opposed military action; second, the progressive
abandonment of the British tactical air-to-surface missile (TASM) programme between
1990 and 1993, third, the first out-of-area despatch of German Tornados to Bosnia in the

summer of 1995 in spite of earlier assertions by the German government that the

% Andrew Murray Faure, ‘Somec Methodological Problems in Comparative Politics’, Journal of
Theoretical Politics 6:3, 1994, pp.307-322., p.316; Tom Mackiec and David Marsh, ‘The Comparative
Method’, in David Marsh and Gerry Stoker, eds., Theory and Methods in Political Science (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1995), pp.173-188, pp.178f.
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Bundeswehr would not intervene in the former Yugoslavia because of historical reasons;
and finally, the reduction of export restrictions on technology with civil and military
applications (‘dual-use’ goods) by the German government in 1995 although the law had
only been introduced in 1992.

Theory Testing

The testing of any theory has to address two questions as to the conditions under which
a hypothesis or theory can be empirically evaluated: First, how many case studies have to
be conducted in order to arrive at a valid assessment? Second, is a hypothesis ‘falsified’
by one disconfirming instance?*

The first question is associated with the problem of ‘many variables, small N’
which means that the number of explanatory variables exceeds the number of cases. In
these circumstances, the test of the theory will always be inconclusive.”® Within the context
of this thesis, the problem could be avoided, however, since the hypotheses of multilevel
network theory concern the preference changes of the actors in the network rather than
the outcome of a case. Within the analytical framework of multilevel network theory, the
outcome of the decision-making process is merely the preference change of the ultimate
decision unit. It is preceded by a series of preference changes among the actors within the
network which leads to the formation of a ‘winning coalition’ in favour of a particular
policy. Instead of case ‘studies, the number of preference changes was the object of the
test. The change or maintenance of their policy preference by each of the network actors
represented a ‘case’ for a plausibility probe of the hypotheses.”

More serious was the second problem for the testing of multilevel network theory,
since its hypotheses are necessarily probabilistic. As such, they prevent their testing
through simple falsification.”” Deterministic causal relations which are the basis for

falsifiable hypotheses, however, can only be rejected in social science. Not only is it

% Karl Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (New York: Harper & Collins, 1959).

™ Arend Lijphart, ‘Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method’, American Political Science
Review 65:3, 1971, pp.682-695.

7 . y
On the measurement and observation of preference changes see chapter 2.

" Donald A. Gillies, ‘A Falsifying Rule for Probability Statements’, British Journal for the Philosophy
of Science 22:3, 1971, pp.231-261; Imre Lakatos, ‘Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific
Research Programmes’, in Imre Lakatos and A. Musgrave, eds., Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp.91-195.
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impossible to control for the full range of environmental factors which affect a single case
study, the nature of social interaction itself prohibits a deterministic conception of causality
since the social world is inter-subjectively constructed. The empiricist paradigm,
nevertheless, asserts that theoretical explanations of social phenomena can be inter-
subjectively assessed. Several criteria have been agreed upon as evaluative standards for
theoretical models within this methodological framework, such as explanatory power,
progressive research programmes, consistency, parsimony and their correspondence with
empirical findings.” These criteria imply that theories and alternative hypotheses have to
be evaluated in comparison to each other. Moreover, this study offers clear evidence for
the assessment of the hypotheses by measuring the number of instances in which they were
corroborated. Whether the degree to which the hypotheses meet empirical observation is
acceptable will have to be decided in the academic debate. Although this methodology
prohibits the immediate corroboration or falsification of the hypotheses, it allows an
assessment of the theory -according to the above-mentioned standards. Moreover, it
encourages the identification of variables or conditions which help to exblain unusual
variations in the findings and to increase the degree to which the hypotheses meet
empirical observation.

In the following this thesis is structured in six chapters. The second chapter
develops multilevel network theory by examining the key concepts of existing network
approaches and modifying them for the purpose of multilevel analysis. The third and fourth
chapters deal with the British decision-making process regarding air strikes in Bosnia and
the abolition of the tactical air-to-surface missile project, and the fifth and sixth chapters
analyse the German decisions to despatch Tornados to Bosnia and reduce national dual-
use export controls. Each case includes a separate assessment of the explanatory value of
the hypotheses suggested by the theory. Finally, the conclusion draws together the findings
from all cases in order to arrive at a general evaluation of multilevel network theory.
Furthermore, it seeks to refine the hypotheses where the empirical evidence suggests

additional variables or conditions. The final section examines multilevel network theory

7 Oran R. Young, ‘The Perils of Odysseus: On Constructing Theorics of Intcrnational Relations’, in
Raymond Tanter and Richard Ullman, eds., Theory and Policy in International Relations (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1972), pp.179-203, p.181; Vasquez, ‘The Post-Positivist Debate’, p.230. See
also Benjamin Most and Harvey Starr, Inquiry, Logic and International Politics (Columbia: University
of South Carolina Press, 1989).
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in comparison with the three multilevel approaches criticised in this chapter and proposes

additional case studies and new areas of application.
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2. Multilevel Network Theory

2.1 Introduction

Multilevel network theory builds on and modifies existing network approaches in several
ways in order to model contemporary foreign policy decision-making processes in Europe
and North America and to enhance the explanatory capabilities of the approach. This
chapter proceeds to discuss these modifications in four sections. The first section
reexamines the concept of networks in the context of the increasing multiplicity of actors
engaged in foreign policy making. It asks how the boundaries of networks can be defined
if contemporary foreign policy decision-making involves a variety of public and private
actors across levels of analysis. The second part deals with the consequences of the
growing diversity and interdependence of network actors for the analysis of power
relations in networks. The third part examines the concept of actors in the light of their
increasing variety. It argues that the notion of individual role actors cannot only be
consistently applied to public as well as private agents, but also to multiple levels of
analysis. While the policy preferences of role actors differ widely and can only be
established inductively, this section proposes that rational choice theory can suggest
suitable hypotheses which may help to explain changes in the policy preferences of the
actors and the formation of coalitions in favour of particular policies during the foreign
policy decision-making process. Finally, the last section of this chapter illustrates the

operationalisation of multilevel network theory in the following four case studies.

2.2 Concept and Boundaries of Multilevel Networks

It has been argued in the introduction of this thesis that the concept of policy networks is
especially suited for the analysis of contemporary multilevel decision-making because it
is able to model a variety of actors engaged in the modern policy process as well as the
flexible and multifaceted relations among them.! This ability is based on a definition of

policy networks as a set of public and private actors who share an interest in a particular

! Hans Bressers, Laurence O’Toole and Jeremy Richardson, ‘Networks as Models of Analysis: Water
Policy in Comparative Perspective’, Environmental Politics 3.4, 1994, pp.1-23, p.5; Patrick Kenis and
Volker Schneider, ‘Policy Networks and Policy Analysis: Scrutinizing a New Analytical Toolbox’, in
Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz, eds., Policy Networks. Empirical Evidence and Theoretical
Considerations (Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1991), pp.25-59, p.42
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issue area, who routinely interact with each other and who are connected to each other
through stable formal and informal relations of various kinds.> The problem which arises
from this definition, however, is that it provides no clear criteria for delineating the
boundaries of distinct networks. The attempt to define the boundaries of networks has
therefore led to various approaches in network analysis. Most network theorists have
attempted to distinguish separate networks by their internal features. Thus, according to
R.A.W. Rhodes, different networks are determined by their membership, degree of
integration, distribution of resource dependence and distribution of power.? In a more
recent review of network models, Frans van Waarden observes that networks are
commonly distinguished along seven dimensions. They include the number and type of
actors, function and structure of the networks, the degree of institutionalisation, rules of
conduct, power relations and actors’ strategies.*

A close scrutiny of these dimensions shows that distinct networks are defined by
two aspects: their agents and their structure. In addition to the above mentioned
disagreements over which specific dimensions should be taken into account in delineating
different networks, this poses a particular problem. According to the definition of
networks presented in the previous chapter, the characteristic feature of networks is that
they include a diversity of agents and different types of relations. Moreover, each network
combines a different mixture of them. It follows that attempts to delineate the boundaries
of networks on tl?e basis of a distinction, for instance, between public and private actors
or hierarchical and horizontal structures are inherently inconsistent with the notion of
networks. Returning to the definition of networks, it emerges that the only characteristic
which distinguishes one network from another is the stability of the relations among the
actors and the regularity with which they interact. It follows that the boundaries of
networks can only be identified as disconnections among sets of political actors. Benson
has pointed this out in an early sociological definition of a network as a ‘complex of

organisations connected to each other by resource dependencies and distinguished from

2 Compare Michael M. Atkinson and William D. Coleman, ‘Policy Networks, Policy Communities and
the Problems of Governance’, Governance 5:2, 1992, pp.154-180.

> RA.W. Rhodes and David Marsh, ‘Policy Networks in British Politics. A Critique of Existing
Approaches’, in R.A.W. Rhodes and David Marsh, eds., Policy Networks in Britsh Government (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992), pp.1-26.

* Frans van Waarden, ‘Dimensions and Types of Policy Networks’, European Journal of Political
Research 21:1-2, 1992, pp.29-52.
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other ... complexes by breaks in the structure of resource dependencies’.’

Two lines of reasoning support the proposition that these breaks generally comply
with ‘policy sectors’ or ‘issue areas’, such as education, health, agriculture, transportation,
monetary policy, energy or labour.® The first argument contends that networks conform
with the sectoral division of policy sectors because of functional differentiation among
political actors.” It proceeds from the observation that political decision-making in
Western industrialised democracies is structured along the divisions of labour between
sectoral ministries. Separate departments deal with policy making and implementation in
the agriculture, health or defence sectors, for instance. Moreover, the sectoral division of
public institutions shapes the relations through which private actors can seek to influence
the political decision-making process. Thus, large armaments companies will usually have
strong and stable ties with ministries of defence, while farming associations are typically
linked to ministries for agriculture.

The second argument in favour of the sectoral boundaries of networks is that stable
relationships evolve among actors who depend on each other for the exchange of material
or ideational resources, such as money or expertise. Since political influence and

" information are ideational resources, the second argument supports the first. In addition,
it points out the role of resource-dependencies in defining relations which are not
institutionalised, but informal and flexible. Expressions of such relations in the private
sphere include the s:chontracting of production as well as collaboration in research and
development among companies in the same sector. In the following case studies, such
informal relations can be found in particular in Britain where industry relations were
deregulated in the 1980s.® In Germany, conversely, existing résource-dependencies and

commonalties of interest have produced strong industry associations which institutionalise

5 JK. Benson, ‘A Framework for Policy Analysis’, in D. Rogers et al., eds., Interorganizational Co-
ordination (Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1982) cited in R.A.W. Rhodes, Beyond Westminster and
Whitehall: The Sub-Central Governments of Britain (London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), p.77. Compare John
Peterson, ‘Policy Networks and European Union Policy Making: A Reply to Kassim®, West European
Poltics 18:2, 1995, pp.389-407, p.402.

6 See Maurice Wright, ‘Policy Community, Policy Networks and Comparative Industrial Policies’,
Political Studies XXXVI, 1988, pp.593-614, p.596; Atkinson and Coleman, ‘Policy Networks, Policy
Communities and the Problems of Governance’, p.157; John P. Heinz et al., ‘Inner Circles or Hollow
Cores? Elite Networks in National Policy Systems’, Journal of Politics 52:2, 1990, pp.356-390.

7 Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz, ‘Introduction’, in ibid., eds., Policy Networks: Empirical Evidence
and Theoretical Considerations (Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1991), p.17.

¥ However, in the mid-1990s the British Department of Trade and Industry has actively encouraged the
reestablishment of industry associations in order to structure and simplify public-private relations.
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the relations within sectors and represent their members vis-a-vis governmental actors.
Foreign policy analysis has traditionally posed a problem for the delineation of
network boundaries because it did not conform with the sectoral divisions of domestic
policy processes. On the one hand foreign policy making transgressed national boundaries
because it routinely involved transnational and international actors, on the other hand it
crossed sectoral lines because each ministry conducted its foreign relations through the
Foreign Office. The transformations of the foreign policy decision-making process in
Western Europe and the transatlantic community described in the introduction have
changed both conditions.” Transgovernmental relations today conform with issue areas
since departmental ministries increasingly cooperate directly with their counterparts in
other Western European countries and across the Atlantic. In fact, sectoral departments
such as the Economic Ministries now often take the prime responsibility for leading EU
negotiations in their issue area, as will be shown in the case study regarding the German
dual-use goods export regulations. Functional divisions also dominate among international
organisations which channel transnational and international cooperation between states.
Moreover, where international organisations have attained some authority over foreign
relations, these have been structured along functional lines. In particular, this can be
observed in the continuing distinction between predominantly economic institutions such
as the European Union (EU) and security organisations like the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO), the Western European Union (WEU), the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the United Nations (UN). Indeed, the
European Union itself is structured according to issue areas which are represented by the
divisions within the Commission, sectoral councils and their hierarchies of committees. It
follows that rather than adapting the network concept for the analysis of multilevel foreign
policy decision-making, recent changes of the process have increased its similarity with
domestic decision-making processes and thus made it more susceptible to network

analysis.

® David Marsh and R.A.W. Rhodes, ‘Policy Communities and Issue Networks. Beyond Typology’, in ibid.,
eds., Policy Networks in British Government (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), pp.249-268, p.258; John
Peterson, ‘The European Tcchnology Community’, in R.A.W. Rhodes and David Marsh, eds., Policy
Networks in British Government (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), pp. 226-248; Philip Gummctt and Judith
Reppy, ‘Military Industrial Networks and Technical Change in the New Strategic Environment’,
Government and Opposition 25:3, 1990, pp.287-303; Atkinson and Coleman, ‘Policy Networks, Policy
Communitics and Problems of Governance’, p.163.
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The consequence of the expansion of sectoral decision-making structures in
virtually all issue areas across national boundaries, however, raises the question whether
a distinct ‘foreign policy’ network exists. If most sectoral policy networks in contemporary
Western democracies cross levels of analysis, they all are potentially foreign policy
networks in that some of the decisions made within them would be ‘directed to some

*10 Nevertheless, it can

actual or potential sphere outside the jurisdiction of the state polity
be argued that a foreign policy network can be found alongside increasingly transnational
sectoral networks such as agriculture, industry or telecommunications. Although the latter
are characterised by transnational and transgovernmental interaction in political decision-
making, the decisions taken within these networks typically apply to and are implemented
at the domestic level. As such, these decisions are not foreign policies as defined above.
Furthermore, based on the definition of networks as sets of actors who share a specific
interest in a particular issue area and who are linked to each other through stable relations,
a range of actors networks can be identified which are predominantly concerned with
policies directed to and implemented at the international arena. They subsume all public
and private actors whose primary interests lie beyond the national boundaries of their
countries. Actors concerned with national security and defence policy certainly fall into
this category as their only interests are matters beyond their national boundaries. However,
foreign policy networks also include export industries because they are mainly affected by
the political regulation of transnational relations.

Finally, the question emerges how networks in general, and foreign policy
networks in particular, change and how this affects their delineation. The introduction of
this thesis has suggested that the foreign policy decision-making process has been
considerably transformed over the past 40 years. This transformation has not only included
the emergence of new actors in decision-making processes, but also the increasing
interdependence between public and private actors at the national and international level.
Analytically two causes can be distinguished which may lead to changes in networks:
external and internal causes. External causes might involve the advent of new actors who
share an interest in an issue area and seek to gain access to the decision-making process.

Internal causes may be self-induced changes, e.g. political decisions which redefine the

19 See definition of ‘foreign policy’ in chapter 1, p.19.
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formal relations among sets of actors in a sector, material changes in the resources of
actors, or routine and institutionalised changes, such as elections which bring new parties
into government. All impact directly on the delineation of networks and, therefore, any
map of a network can only provide a temporary ‘snapshot’ of the actors and relations
involved. However, since a network by definition consists of a stable set of agents who
regularly interact, only long-term changes which apply not only to a single case, but
indicate a more permanent transformation of the network across a range of issues, are
considered relevant. Within the five-year range of the case studies the institutional changes
in a number of international organisations, such as NATO and the OSCE, certainly -
belonged to this category. But elections, such as the coming to power of Bill Clinton in
the United States (US), also changed some relations within the British and German foreign

policy networks. The following section examines how these relations are defined.

2.3 Network Structures as Dyadic Power Relations v
While the actors and their relations cannot distinguish between networks, the two are
essential for the analysis of network structures and the ways in which they affect the
decision-making process. Since multilevel network theory seeks to explain how political
actors influence each other’s policy preferences, this structure has to be analysed in terms
of how it affects the ability of actors to exert influence. The ability to influence is grasped
in the concept of power. However, the notion of power has been regarded as an essentially
contested concept.'’ In particular, different conceptions and measures of power have been
employed in the analysis of the domestic on one hand and the international policy making
on the other. This section develops a definition of power which can be applied to actors
across multiple levels of analysis.

"Any theory which seeks to analyse the ability of political actors to influence each
other is per definitionem based on a concept of power. Power can be defined as the
potential or actual ability of an actor A to deliberately change the preferences or the

behaviour of another actor B with respect to an issue X.'? It can be differentiated from the

' William E. Connolly, The Terms of Political Discourse, 2™ ed. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983).

1 Compare Keith Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power (Aldershot: Edward Elgar, 1991), p.68;

Connolly, Terms of Political Discourse, David Baldwin, Paradoxes of Power (New York: Blackwell,
1989).
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concept ofinfluence in that power can be both the potential and actual capacity to modify
another actor’s beliefs or actions, while influence only applies to actual, observable
changes. Two key features characterise this definition ofpower. First, it describes a dyadic
relationship, namely the relation between two actors A and B BIt follows that the analysis
of networks which utilises the concept of power should describe a network as a set of
dyadic relationships. Following from this definition of power, the structure ofa network
is best described in terms of the relations between any two actors expressed in the form

of a matrix, such as Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Matrix of Dyadic Relations

Actor A relation A to B relation A to C relation A to D
Actor B relation B to A relation Bto C relation B to D
Actor C  relation C to A relation C to B relation C to D

Actor D  relation D to A relation D to B relation D to C

The second feature ofthis definition ofpower is that, unlike influence, it cannot be directly
observed or measured because it also denotes the potential to influence. Power has to be
analysed either deductively or inductively, i.e. it can be inferred from A’s capabilities in
advance of'its exertion or it can be measured a posteriori by changes in B’s behaviour or
preferences. 4 While the former relies on the study of material and ideational properties,
the latter investigates behaviour. Both methods have been used in the study of domestic
policy networks. However, only the deductive approach suggests an explanation as to why
the actor A can influence actor B. Conversely, the inductive approach concludes that
power is the result of influence. Where an actor A has the observed ability to influence B,
it is presumed that he or she has also the capability to do so in future. The question what
enables A to modify B’s behaviour is not addressed.

The difference between the two approaches is based on their understanding o fthe

BRichard M. Emerson, Tower-Dependcnce Relations', American Sociological Review 27:1,1962, pp.31-
40; Baldwin, Paradoxes o fPower.

14 Connolly, Terms ofPolitical Discourse.
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nature of power. The inductive approach treats power as a type of relationship, while the
deductive approach conceives of power as a causal hypothesis."”” Specifically, the
deductive approach suggests that a causal relationship exists between the preferences and
actions of actor A and the preferences and actions of actor B. However, in order to denote
a causal relation and not merely a correlation, the deductive approach has to distinguish
between cause and effect. Stating that A’s and B’s preferences and actions correlate would
not describe a genuine causal relationship between both actors. A causal relationship has
to identify the direction of the causality, i.e. it has to differentiate whether A influences B
or vice versa. Analytically, four types of power relations can be distinguished with regard

to causation, i.e. the direction in which power can be exerted:

(1) A has power over B [A > B, ‘hierarchical’],
(2) B has power over A [A <B, ‘pluralistic’],
(3) A and B have power over each other [A <> B, ‘interdependent’] and

(4) neither A nor B has power over the other [A|B or A B, ‘autonomous’].

The structure of a network can then be described as the distribution of these four types of
relations among all members of the network. They can best be displayed in the form of a

two-dimensional matrix as in Table 2.2.
s

Table 2.2 Types of Power Relations

A

no power power

no power A|B A>B

(autonomous) | (hierarchical)

power A<B A<>B

(pluralistic) | (interdependent)

In addition to distinguishing between the direction of a causal power relationship, the

13 Jack H. Nagel, The Descriptive Analysis of Power (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975).
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distinction between cause and effect has to be justified in order to meet the definition of
causality. Such justification is provided by an explanation as to way A has the actual or
potential ability to influence the behaviour and preferences of B. In political theory such
an explanation is referred to as the ‘bases’ of a power relation.'® Two alternative
explanations have dominated the analysis of domestic policy analysis on one hand and
international relations on the other until the 1980s. In international relations, power was
traditionally associated with material resources, while in the domestic system power was
predominantly explained by institutional structures.!” The different explanations were a
result of the perceived structural differences between the national and the international
system. Thus, in the domestic arena, institutional analysis traditionally featured strongly
because of the perceived dominance of formal, institutionalised decision-making
structures. The international arena, which was viewed by neo-realists as the realm of
anarchy characterised by the absence or limited influence of formal institutions, material
resources were favoured as indicators of power."® ‘

Although the distinction between institutionalised domestic structures and
international anarchy has never been clear-cut, the transformation of decision-making
- processes in the transatlantic community has led td anincreasing convergence of domestic
and international structures. While domestic public-private relations have been
characterised by deregulation since in the 1980s and privatisation continues in sectors such
as telecommurﬁéation, transport and health, international institutions have proliferated due
to the eXpansion of the functional scope of the EU, NATO or the OSCE for instance. As
a consequence of these changes and due to the extension of decision-making networks
across systemic boundaries, it has become necessary to integrate the analysis of resources
and institutions for the study of power in multilevel networks. The following investigates
how the analysis of institutions and resources can be combined across levels of analysis in

order to deduce power relations in multilevel networks.

16 Connolly, Terms of Political Discourse. ‘
TRAW. Rhodes, The National World of Local Government (London: Allen & Unwin, 1986), p.17.

18 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Ma.: Addison-Wesley, 1979); Robert O.
Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1984).
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Relational Bases of Power

Since this thesis defines power as a causal relation, its analysis requires relational
indicators. This does not pose a problem with regard to institutions. Institutions denote
social relations in their definition as ‘persistent and connected sets of rules (informal and
formal) that prescribe roles, constrain activities and shape expectations’.'” They attribute
competence and legitimate authority to certain political actors within the decision-making
process by describing their relations with other actors and by prescribing legitimate modes
of action between actors. In Western democracies, most formal institutional relations are
codified in national constitutions, laws and regulations. In addition, informal institutional
relations have emerged through convention and can be observed in the regular interactions
between public and private actors. Britain holds a special position in this respect because
it does not have a written constitution, but relies primarily on conventions for the
definition of its institutional relations in the political realm. However, as has been argued
above, formal. institutional relations are not confined to the domestic level. In the
international arena, formal institutional relations have been set up by treaties, regimes and
documents of the main international organisations. They not only define legitimate
relations and modes of interaction among state governments, but also between private
actors, such as firms, interest groups or even individuals.

Contrary to institutions, the distribution of resources among actors at different
levels of analysis may b‘e‘ coined in relative terms, but it is not a relational concept. An
actor’s possession of specific resources does not per se reveal anything about his or her
power relations with other actors. Although an actor might attempt to use his or her
resources in bargaining situations or to force other actors to modify their behaviour, these
efforts are likely to be unsuccessful if the targeted actors have control over similar
resources. In order to provide A with power over B, A’s resources have to meet the needs
and/or lack of resources by B.?° Specifically, resoufces can be the basis of two forms of
power relations. First, resources can be used in exchanges as described by the relational
concept of ‘resource-dependence’ among actors. Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye

define such (inter)dependence as situations ‘where there are reciprocal (although not

1 Robert O. Keohane, /nternational Institutions and State Power (Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 1989),
p.3. :

0 Emerson, ‘Power-Dependence Relations'; Keohane, International Institutions and State Power.
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necessarily symmetrical) costly effects of transactions’' Second, resources can be
employed to force or threaten to force actors to change their behaviour if they lack
matching resources.

Since multilevel networks are based on a stable set of actors who regularly interact
with each other, it can be argued that physical force or the threat of force plays a negligible
role in the analysis of multilevel networks. As will be argued in more detail below, all
network actors potentially depend on each other for the formation of coalitions in the -
political decision-making process. The use or threat of force would endanger future
cooperation in such coalitions and, therefore, is believed to entail greater long-term risks
than short-term benefits. As a consequence, resource-dependence has been regarded as
the primary basis of material relations within networks. They require the examination of
two variables: the distribution of resources and the respective needs of each actor. Given
the variety of actors in multilevel networks, multilevel network theory practically rules out
the possibility of arriving at a conclusive list of power resources.?? Conversely, multilevel
network theory requires a flexible approach to power resources which essentially includes
all tangible and intangible assets which may determine resource-dependence relations
between any two particular actors. Due to the infinite range of resources which may be the
basis of resource-dependence relations, the analysis of the exchange relations among
network actors best begins with an examination of the specific needs of each actor and by
whom these needs can be met.

In multilevel network analysis ‘needs’ can best be defined as the ‘objective welfare
demands’ of actors because they allow needs to be deduced from the basic functions of
the actors.? According to this definition, needs stem from basic physical requirements
necessary to ensure survival and prosperity. Commonly, physical needs of individuals are
listed as food, shelter, safety and employment.?* They also include all resources which are

required for the fulfilment of the specific functions of public and private actors, such as the

2! Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition
(Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresman & Co., 1989), p.9.

22 Thus, Rhodes suggests that five resources are central to networks: authority, money, legitimacy,
information and organisational resources. Sce R.A.W. Rhodes, The National World of Local Government
(London: Allen & Unwin, 1986), p.17.

z Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power, p.35.
2 Felix E. Oppenheim, Political Concepts (Oxford: Blackwell, 1981), p.128, p.141.
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development and implementation of policies by ministerial departments and the provision
of goods and services by private companies. Most of the functions of public actors are laid
down in the documents which define their institutional relations with other actors within
the network, while the functions of private actors arise from the objective demands of

_organisational welfare, i.e. the survival of a firm in a competitive market, and the need for
resources for production and service. Once an actor’s functional need for a specific set of
resources has been established, it can be analysed which actors in the network are able to
meet these needs and stand in a resource-exchange relation with the actor.

While the above asserts that institutional and resource-dependence relations are
defined by different variables, both simultaneously define the type of power relation
between any two actors in the network. However, the type and direction of power as
determined by the two dimensions can differ. Thus, the resource-dependence relationship
between an actor A and another actor B may give B power over A, while the institutional
relationship between both might give A power over B. An example would be the
relationship between a minister and his or her civil servants. Although the minister depends
on information and expertise from the civil servants, he or she has institutional authority
over their actions. In order to understand the power relations between any two actors in
a multilevel network, therefore, the combined effect of both dimensions on the ability of

actors to influence another has to be analysed.

Table 2.3 Combined Power Relations

Resource-Dependence

A>B | A<B | A<>B | A|B

A>B | A>B [A<>B | A<>B | A>B

Institutional A<B |A<B | A<B | A<B | A<B

Authority | poB [ AwB | AcB | AcB | AcB

AlB | ApB | Al<B |A<pB | AlB

The cumulative influence of institutions and resource-dependencies on power relations can
be perceived as a two-dimensional space which is displayed in Table 2.3. In each

dimension, the power relation can take one of the four types of causal direction identified
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above, namely hierarchical [A > B], pluralistic [B > A}, interdependent [A <> B] and
autonomous [A | B]. However, in so far as resources and institutions determine the
relationship between two specific actors in a single network, they generate one power
relation between them which combines both.

The cumulative definition of the power relation between any two actors by the two
dimensions can be understood by three logical axioms. First, if one dimension is
characterised by interdependence, the combined power relation is also interdependent.
This proposition can be justified because the mutual dependence of the actors on each
other cannot be terminated by any other type of relationship in the other dimension. To
illustrate: If two ministries depend on each other for the exchange of information and
expertise, a higher institutional authority of one ministry over the other in some issues does
not change the fact that they are mutually dependent. From this axiom follows, second,
hierarchical or pluralist types of power relations can only exist where the institutional and
resource-dependence dimensions are characterised by either the same type or if the other
relation is marked as autonomy. Thus to stay with the above example, the power relation
between two ministries would be hierarchical if ministry B was dependent upon resources
from ministry A as well as institutionally subordinate or autonomous from it. Third, if at
least one dimensioh is hierarchical and at least one other pluralistic, the resulting power
relation can be defined as interdependent. For instance, it can be argued that if actor A
depends upon the resources of B, but can influence B because of his or her institutional
authority, both actors will have the capability to exert power over another. To take
another example from ministerial relations, such a combination is represented by the
relationship between ministers and their civil servants. Typically, ministers would have the
superior institutional control over the bureaucratic apparatus, but they require expertise
and information which are provided by the civil servants. As a consequence both can exert

some influence over each other.

Degrees of Power
The additive axioms presented above neglect that interdependence can be symmetrical as

well as asymmetrical > The analogy of resource-dependence with supply and demand

3 Oppenheim, Political Concepts, p.34.
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relations points to the fact that the power relation between any two actors A and B cannot
be accurately understood outside the context of their respective relations with other
network actors. A’s power over B might be diminished, if B is able to satisfy his or her
needs from alternative sources, such as actors C or D. Viewed from this contextual
perspective, power relations are not absolute as implied by the four types of power
relations identified above. Depending on the availability of resources, power should rather
be conceptualised as a continuum which allows for different degrees. The same argument
can be made with regard to institutions. Some actors have higher institutional authority
over another actor than others. For instance, although both a parliamentary political party
and a minister have the ability to influence the prime minister, the institutional influence
of the minister will commonly be regarded as stronger than that of the parliamentary party.

In spite of the apparent reductionism of distinguishing merely four types of power
relations in terms of their causal direction, several arguments support the usage of this
approach for multilevel network theory. They show that a directional typology of power
relations is not only empirically more rigorous than degrees of power, but also more
conducive to the network approach. The main problem of degrees of power lie in their
theoretical conceptualization and empirical measurement if power is defined in relational
terms. Unlike the power as currency approach, it is not sufficient to measure the amount
of power of each actor as indicated by his or her possession of selected variables, such as
weapons, financial A‘resources or personnel.”® The relational definition of power also
requires the measurement of the degree of need among other actors. To assess different
degrees of power consistent criteria not only have to be developed for the evaluation of
the degree of power provided by resource-dependence and institutions, but also for their
combined effect. Contrary to the directional approach to power relations, the simple
additive combination of the two dimensions is prohibited by such questions as whether
resource-dependencies or institutions can overrule each other or whether and to what
degree they enhance each other. The selection of consistent criteria for measuring and

comparing degrees of resource-dependence and institutional power is obviously very

problematic.

% See for instance Richard L. Merritt and Diana A. Zinnes, ‘Alternative Indexes of National Power’, in
Richard J. Stoll and Michael D. Ward, eds.. Power in World Politics (Boulder, Col.: Lynne Rienner,
1989), pp.11-28.
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Existing network models have tended to circumvent the theoretical and practical
difficulties of measuring different degrees of power in favour of subjective-descriptive
evaluations of power relations.”’ Thus, some inductive network approaches have resorted
to questioning the members of the networks about perceived differences in their power.
Other deductive network analyses have been based on the subjective assessment of power
by academics. While these approaches allow for a more differentiated depiction of power
relations in networks, they have been one of the main obstacles for the development of a
network theory due to the problem of arriving at inter-subjectively agreed criteria.
Network analysis has been hampered by a profusion of typologies of networks each based
on different and rather vague criteria. Moreover, the preoccupation with the power
structure of networks has led to the under-theorization of the concepts of agency and
process in network models as has been criticised by both the advocates of the approach
and its critics.

The definition of power relations in terms of their causal direction not only avoids
these problems, it also returns to the origins of network analysis which focussed on the
position of actors within the structure of their network. While a number of sociologists
~ have continued to develop this approach with highly theoretical models, political science
has proceeded towards greater descriptive detail in the analysis of the individual relations
in networks. As an example of the former, Karen S. Cook, Richard M. Emerson, Mary R.
Gillmore and ’I;’oshio Yamagishi, have examined how the simple presence or absence of
relations among network actors bestows power upon those actors who have a high
number of linkages and who are centrally placed to bridge sections of the network.?
Conversely, the latter is represented by policy network models which emulate pluralist or
bureaucratic decision-making models in seeking to explain the influence of network actors
by descriptive accounts of the variegated characteristics of their relations.”” Choosing a

simple fourfold typology of causally directed network relations, multilevel network theory

2 Rhodes, National World of Local Government, p.17.

2 Sec for example Karen S. Cook, Richard M. Emerson, Mary R. Gillmore and Toshio Yamagishi, ‘The
Distribution of Power in Exchange Networks: Theory and Experimental Results’, American Journal of
Sociology 89:2, 1983, pp.275-305; John Skvoretz and David Willer, “Exclusion and Power: A Test of Four
Theories of Power in Exchange Networks’, American Sociological Review 58:6, 1993, pp.801-818; Toshio
Yamagishi, Mary R. Gillmore and Karen S. Cook, ‘Network Connections and the Distribution of Power
in Exchange Networks’, American Journal of Sociology 93:4, 1988, pp.833-851.

 For a review of various approaches sce Waarden, ‘Dimensions and Types of Policy Networks’.
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returns to the origins of network analysis. It redirects the focus of network analysis on
how the position of actors within a network affects their interactions and their ability to

influence the decision-making process.*

2.4 Actors, Preferences and Rational Choices

The preceding analysis of the power relations in networks takes the central place in
network analysis because it is presumed that the actors will use their power in order to
influence the decision-making process in their favour.® The power structure of the
network determines the ability of different actors to change each other’s preferences
regarding particular policies. However, in order to explain the resulting decision-making
process, multilevel network theory has to make theoretically guided assumptions about the
ways in which actors use their power relations within the network to exert pressure and
when actors modify their policy preferences in response to pressure from other actors.*
In short, multilevel network theory has to illustrate the relationship between network
structures and behaviour of political actors in the decision-making process.

Three connected variables determine the decision-making process: the actors, their
preferences and the calculations which guide their actions. In existing network models
various ways have been proposed to conceptualise them. The following section examines
which is best suited for analysing the foreign policy decision-making process across levels
of analysis. Moreovet, Ehis section proposes that multilevel network theory can fruitfully
draw on rational choice theory which has been utilised by theories at both levels of analysis
to arrive at general hypotheses regarding the behaviour of political actors in the national

as well as international domain.

Collective Actors, Human Agents or Political Roles
The concept of actors in networks is crucial for an analysis of decision-making processes

in two respects. First, the conceptualisation of network actors determines their resources

30 Compare Keith Dowding, ‘Model or Metaphor? A Critical Review of the Policy Network Approach’,
Political Studies XLIII:1, 1995, pp.136-158, pp.152f.

3 Edward O. Laumann et al., ‘Organisations in Political Action: Representing Interests in National Policy
Making’, in Bernd Marin and Renate Mayntz, eds., Policy Networks: Empirical Evidence and Theoretical
Considerations (Frankfurt/M.;: Campus, 1991), p.63.

32 Most and Starr, Inquiry, Logic and International Politics.
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and needs in the analysis of a network’s structure. Second, the concept of network actors
influences our understanding of their political preferences and their behaviour in the
decision-making process. Three competing concepts of actors can be distinguished in
various network models: collective actors, individual agents and role actors. Each poses
different problems for the analysis of multilevel decision-making.

The concept of collective actors presumes that decision-making networks consist
of relations among collective organisations, such as parties, interest groups, large firms,
unions or governmental agencies.> The advantage of this approach s that the assumptions
and conclusions regarding the power and interests of collective actors can be generalised.
Although the membership of collective actors is subject to constant or periodical changes,
the power relations and functions which refer to the organisations rather than their
individual members are relatively stable. Moreover, institutionalised collective actors hold
resources independent from the contributions of their membership. These resources can
be employed for purposes which lie outside the immediate interests of their members.
Among these interests, the most important goal is that of organisational welfare. The
interest of organisations in their continued existence regardless of the necessity to fulfil
certain functions within the political, social or economic system can be explained by the
division between membership and consumers on one hand and leadership and employees
on the other. Since the human agents who are employed by an organisation have a stake
in its maintenance, i.e. their personal welfare, organisational survival is not merely ’an
intermediate goal, but a primary objective initself. Thus, collective actors do not only hold
a stable position within a network as determined by their resources and institutional
attributes, but also have a range of stable needs which derive from the independent and
often prevalent goal of organisational survival and welfare.

For thé development of a multilevel network theory of foreign policy decision-
makingvin the 1990s, however, the utility of the collective actor approach is limited.
Specifically, it poses a problem for the consistent conceptualization of diverse actors at the

national and international level within a single theoretical framework. Most crucially, the

 See Michael Atkinson and William Coleman, * Strong States and Weak States: Sectoral Policy Networks
in Advanced Capitalist Economies’, British Journal of Political Science 19:1, 1989, pp.47-67, Kenis and
Schneider, ‘Policy Networks and Policy Analysis’, p.41; Rhodes and Marsh, ‘Policy Networks in British
Politics’, p.9; Renate Mayntz, ‘Networks, Issues and Games’, in Fritz W. Scharpf, ed., Games in
Hierarchies and Networks. Analytical and Empirical Approaches to the Study of Governance Institutions
(Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1988), pp.189-209, p.192.
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membership of collective actors at different levels of analysis varies between individuals,
organisations and even states. As a consequence it is not possible to provide a consistent
definition of collective actors for multilevel analysis. Additional disadvantages of the
approach concern our definition of power which requires actors to use their relations with
other actors intentionally. Rational choice theory has shown that collective actors fail to
meet the requirement of intentional action since, as non-unitary actors, they do not
necessarily have consistent preference hierarchies.*

An alternative to the collective actor concept is presented by the individualist
approach. The individual actor concept models networks as linkages and communication
lines between individual human agents.** In fact, any empirical study of decision-making
in networks will deal with the interactions of individuals, not impersonal organisations.
The individualist perspective avoids the problem of intentional action since goal directed
behaviour is a distinctive feature of human agency. In addition, the individualist
perspective recognises that the ability to wield power also depends on personal capacities
and characteristics. Similarly, the preferences of an actor may be determined by their
organisational environment, but also by their personal desires. The descriptive and
explanatory capacity of an individualist perspective, thus, is much higher than that of the
collective actor approach.

By introducing additional variables related to the individual character of actors in
decision-making networks, the analysis of specific cases is more comprehensive.
Nevertheless, for the construction of a multilevel network theory the individual actor
concept can only be rejected because it eventually inhibits theoretical generalisation. If
personal characteristics play a dominant role in defining the relations among network
actors and their interactions, no general statements can be made about them. The usage
of the individual actor concept by network models has, therefore, contributed to its

limitation to empirical-descriptive analysis which has been criticised in the introduction of

** See Donal P. Green and lan Shapiro, Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory. A Critique of
Applications in Political Science (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), p.15; James Buchanan and
Gordon Tullock, The Calculus of Consent (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1962), p.13.

35 Sce for instance Hugh Heclo, ‘Issue Networks and the Executive Establishment’, in Anthony King, ed.,
The New American Political System (Washington D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy
Rescarch, 1978), pp.87-124; 1.J. Richardson and A.G. Jordan, Governing under Pressure (Oxford: Martin
Robinson, 1979), Hans Bressers, Laurence O’Toole and Jeremy Richardson, ‘Networks as Models of
Analysis: Water Policy in Comparative Perspective’, Environmental Politics 3:4, 1994, pp.1-23, p.6;
Wright, ‘Policy Community, Policy Networks and Comparative Industrial Policies’; Steven Wilks and
Maurice Wright, eds., Comparative Government - Industry Relations (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987).
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this thesis.

The preceding argument suggests that in the conceptualization of network actors
achoice has to be made between theoretical generalisation and descriptive detail. Although
this is ultimately true for the empirical analysis, both can be accommodated within the
framework of multilevel network theory. The two perspectives can be reconciled by the
concept of actors as individuals who play political, social, or economic roles.® A role is
defined by the rights and obligations attributed to it by formal and informal institutions,
its command over resources and the expectations which the role player and other members
of a system or organisation hold with regard to it. Roles can only be understood in their
institutional and social context. However, roles are held by individuals. They provide a
conceptual bridge between the individual who bears a role and the social collective which
shapes it. Moreover, the concept of roles can be employed in general theoretical accounts
as well as in detailed empirical analyses.

On the level of a general network theory, roles are sufficiently defined by their
enduring features. These are the aspects by which any individual who impersonates a role
will be affected. Ranking in order of stability, formal institutions prescribe the most
enduring attributes of roles. Informal institutions, resources, perceptions and expectations
complement them. In all these respects, roles are crucially related to collective
organisations and hence to the collective actor approach. In modern societies,
organisations prescribe the institutional setting for roles, provide resources to enable them
to fulfil their functions and shape the expectations regarding roles as captured in the notion
of organisational cultures.’” These variables not only define general features of actors in
decision-making networks, empirical studies also suggest that they dominate individual
preferences and behaviour. Thus, it can be argued that individuals have to fulfil their role
in order to obtain personal objectives.*® In fact, individuals are commonly appointed to a
certain position because they meet the cultural expectations connected with it. For

instance, bureaucrats, politicians as well as managers often share not only similar norms,

36 Keith Dowding and Desmond King, eds., Preferences, Institutions and Rational Choice (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1995), p.11; Waarden’ ,Dimensions and Types of Policy Networks’, p.33; David Knoke,
Political Networks. The Structural Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p.7.

3" Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power, p.147; Donald D. Searing, ‘Roles, Rules and
Rationality in the New Institutionalism’, American Political Science Review 85:4, 1991, pp.1249-1260,
p.1245.

3 Searing’,Roles, Rules and Rationality’, p.1254.
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cultures and preferences, but also aspects in their personal history, such as a university
education. Moreover, roles shape the behaviour and preferences of human agents through
internalisation as they learn to meet the standards and expectations which constantly
confront them.* In sum, the concept of actors as role players can accommodate both
theoretical generality and descriptive accuracy.

The conceptualisation of network actors as individuals playing roles, however, has
to deal with the question of multiple roles. It arises from the fact that human agents
typically hold a multiplicity of roles.*® With regard to network relations, multiple roles
increase the number of network relations which individual human agents can wield. A
specific case is the so-called ‘boundary role’ which bridges levels of analysis or policy
sectors. Here actors with boundary positions are defined as holding several, separate roles
within different policy sectors or at the domestic and international level.* Usually,
boundary roles are held by high-ranking politicians, civil servants and the military who not
only have national political and bureaucratic roles, but also have institutional roles in
international organisations, such as the EU or NATO and the WEU. Among the latter two,
the concept of ‘double-hatting’, which denotes individuals who serve as representatives
in two organisations simultaneously, has added another international dimension to the
concept of boundary roles which links international organisations.

Each of 'tihe roles held by an actor in a boundary position is typically linked to a
number of actors. T‘lxerefore, actors with boundary roles are distinct from agents who hold
only a single role, but have transnational or trans-sectoral linkages with other actors.
Boundary roles are also distinct from the ‘gatekeeper’ concept employed in the two-level
game. While actors with boundary roles may have an advantage in the decision-making
process because they can inﬂuen;a broad range of national and international actors, they
are not the only actors who can do so. Actors with transnational linkages can also exert
pressure across national borders. Moreover, actors with boundary roles cannot prevent

transnational contacts and interactions among other actors and can therefore hardly be

3 Bressers, O’Toole and Richardson, ‘Networks as Models of Analysis’, p.6.

40 Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, ‘Roles and Reasons in Foreign Policy Decision-Making’, British
Journal of Political Science 16:3, 1986, pp. 269-286, p.276.

1 In this sense the term boundary ‘role” which has been used in the literature on transnational relations
is misleading since it is not the role that crosses national boundaries, but the agents who hold multiple
roles at different levels or in distinct sectors.
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understood as ‘gates’ between the national and the international arena.

For the theoretical and empirical analysis multiple roles such as boundary roles,
nevertheless, do not pose a problem. In the analysis of the British and German foreign
policy networks each role is treated separately. In the case studies, individuals who hold
multiple roles combine the features of each. In doing so, the analysis follows the axioms
which defined the synthesis of resource-dependence relations and institutional authority
in Table 2.3. Similarly, the needs of actors with multiple roles can be identified through
an analysis of the needs of each role which either complement or reinforce each other. The
question of the interests and preferences of individuals who represent multiple roles will

be discussed in more detail below.

Interests and Preferences

The key question which multilevel network theory seeks to answer is how actors are able
to influence each other’s policy preferences and ultimately the outcome of the decision-
making process. In order to do so, it has to distinguish between the political preferences
of actors in the absence of external influence and those which result from changes due to
intentional pressure from other members of the network. The former is usually referred to
as interests, while the latter will here be termed preferences.** While preferences and their
changés can only by examined empirically, the interests of network actors can be
established either inductively or deductively within the empiricist paradigm.* The
following argues that the inductive approach is preferable because of the problems
associated with the identification of ‘objective’ interests.

The deductive analysis of interests is commonly based on an examination of the
needs of actors. It presumes that the policies which enable actors to ensure their welfare
and fulfil their functions define their ‘objective’ interests. While such assumptions underlie
a number of theories in international relations - in particular models which treat states as
unitary actors - it conflicts with the basic concepts of multilevel network theory.
Specifically, it encounters the problem of multiple roles mentioned above. Different roles

often have conflicting objective interests. Since individual human agents typically hold

2 Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power, p.30.

*3 In accordance with the empiricist paradigm embraced in this thesis, alternative notions of interest
formation as suggested by constructivist approaches are not discussed.
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multiple roles, the deductive determination of interests would require additional
hypotheses about the way in which agents resolve the conflicting interests of their diverse
~ roles. More critical in terms of network analysis is the problem which arises from the
notion of ‘mistaken’ interests.* The deduction of interests from needs allows actors to be
mistaken about their objective interests, i.e. if they do not recognise their need for
specified tangible and intangible commodities.*’ This concept fundamentally contradicts
network analysis which requires that actors are aware of their interests. Only if actors are,
can they influence the decision-making process intentionally as required by the definition
of power in the previous section.

As a consequence, it can be contended that an inductive approach to the analysis
of interests is more appropriate for multilevel network theory. According to this method
the interests of actors can be inferred from their publicly expressed preferences. This
approach avoids the concepts of original or mistaken interests. It proceeds from the
premise that interests can only be truly known to individuals themselves. The analyst has
to contend with whatever preferences actors chose to make public. Obviously, these
preferences may change. Moreover, actors might adjust their public preferences in order
to pre-empt a controversy.*® Since multilevel network theory seeks to establish the effects
of intentional influence on the decision-making process, however, it is not relevant
whether the observed preferences at the beginning of a research period are the original
interests of political al:tbﬁ. Multilevel network theory should be able to explain the actions
and preference changes at any possible (starting) point of the decision-making process.
While it would be generally desirable to trace the decision-making process from its
perceived ‘beginning’ as marked by the emergence of a particular issue or problem
perhaps, the hypotheses of multilevel network theory which concern the actions and
preference changes of network actors should be valid at any stage of the political

process.*” The basis for these hypotheses is rational choice.

“ Brian Barry, Political Argument (New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1965/1990), p.179.
% Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power, p.36.
46 Connolly, Terms of Political Discourse, pp.49f.

T The ‘beginning’ of a political dcbate has of course always to be treated with caution because of the
problem of infinite regress. Sce for instance John W. Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1984), p.77.
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Rational Choice in Multilevel Networks
It has been stated above that multilevel network theory proceeds from the premise that
political actors seek to ensure that their political preferences will be served by the outcome
of the decision-making process. In order to do so, actors attempt to influence each other
and, finally, the ultimate decision maker. The interactions which evolve due to these
attempts are a result of the structure of the network on one hand, and the distribution of
preferences with regard to a political issue on the other. However, neither does pressure
always lead to preference changes, nor do network structures prescribe a single course of
action in order to influence the decision-making process. Actors can choose among their
network linkages. Most crucially, actors choose whether to change their preferences and
join a group of actors or ‘coalition’ in favour of a particular policy. These choices are
strategic choices since they depend on the choices and behaviour of other actors within
the network. By hypothesising about the choices of network actors, multilevel network
theory proposes a causal link between the structure of the network and the behaviour of
political agents in the decision-making process. The following examines the axioms on
which hypothesis regarding the choices of preferences and actions can be based. It
suggests that cost-utility calculations derived from rational choice theory can provide a
range of hypotheses which illustrate how actors rﬁay utilise their position in multilevel
networks in order to influence the decision-making process. |

Rational choice theory posits that human agents can be modelled as calculating
actors who pursue cost-utility optimising behaviour.*® That is actors choose rationally if
they select the behaviour or preferences which they believe will yield their desired outcome
at the lowest cost.*” The problem of analysing the expectations of different actors
regarding the rationality of different options ‘under due consideration of the
circumstances’*® has led to the introduction of the concept of bounded rationality.** Actors

assess the costs of only those options of which they are immediately aware since the

investigation of all possible alternatives is too costly. As such, the concept of bounded

*® patrick Dunleavy, Democracy, Bureaucracy and Public Choice (London: Harvester, 1991), p.3; Green
and Shapiro, Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory, pp.14f.

* Hollis and Smith, ‘Roles and Reasons’, p.272.
30 Oppenheim, Political Concepts, p.126.
5! Jon Elster, ‘Introduction’, in Jon Elster, ed., Rational Choice (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986), pp.1-33,p.5.
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rationality is closely related to network analysis. By definition networks are described as
stable and routinely used linkages among a set of actors. As a consequence, the members
of a network have a clear understanding of the nature of their power relations with others
and whether they have the potential to influence other actors.

The value of the rational choice approach for network analysis has been pointed
out in various studies.? It lies in the fact that rational choice proposes a general principle
for choosing strategies and preferences. It fulfils on one hand the requirement of
generalisation which is the basis for a theory of choice, on the other it is characterised by
variability and specificity. Moreover, if rational choice is defined in terms of cost-utility
calculations, it enters any theory which acknowledges that actors choose among various
options for action by considering the required resources and the likelihood of succeeding
to obtain their objective. Many international relations theories and models of decision-
making implicitly or explicitly refer to such calculations to explain the behaviour of
political actors. One reason for its wide usage seems to be that rational choice is inherent
in the concept of power as it has been defined at the beginning of this chapter. The
assumption that power can be deduced from bases such as resource-dependencies and
institutional relations is grounded on the notion that A can and presumably will impose
costs on B, if B does not comply with his or her wishes.” An analysis of decision-making
networks in terms of power relations, therefore, suggests a theory of agency based on
rational choice.

In order to employ the concept of rational choice to explain the behaviour of actors
in multilevel decision-making processes, network theory has to specify two factors: the
utility of different behavioural strategies to an actor and their relative cost. In a network
of power relations, the utility of a network linkage is defined by the location of the
ultimate decision unit, i.e. the role actor or actors who have the formal institutional

authority to make legitimate and binding political decisions regarding a particular issue.

52 Arthur Benz, ‘Commentary of O’Toole and Scharpf: The Network Concept as a Theoretical Approach’,
inFritzW. Scharpf, ed., Games in Hierarchies and Networks (Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1993), pp.167-175;
Dowding, ‘Model of Metaphor?’; Carsten Daugbjerg and David Marsh, ‘Explaining Policy Outcomes:
Integrating the Policy Network Approach with Macro-Level and Micro-Level Analysis’, in David Marsh,
ed., Comparing Policy Networks (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1998), pp.52-71.

53 See for instance Connolly, Terms of Political Discourse, p.102; John C. Harsanyi, ‘Mcasurement of
Social Power, Opportunity Costs and the Theory of Two-Person Bargaining Games’, Behavioral Science
7:1, 1962, pp.67-80.
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The further the ultimate decision unit is removed from an actor, that is the more actors
serve as intermediates, the weaker is his or her power and the smaller the utility of
pressure exerted through these relations. Although the network position of the actors
themselves is stable, the utility of an actor’s linkages can vary because of changes in the
ultimate decision unit. The location of the ultimate decision unit not only changes from
issue to issue, but can also shift as a result of the interactions among network actors during
the decision-making process. Typical ultimate decision units are ministers for routine
issues, cabinets and parliaments for important or controversial decisions and international
organisations for multilateral actions. Most issues start at lower levels such as ministries,
but some might move up to the cabinet or even international organisations because of
internal dissent or the inability to provide adequate solutions at a sub-national or national
level.

The cost of an action is determined by the type of power relationship with each
actor. Several premises regarding the relative costs of each type of power relation can be
derived from rational choice theory. First, the exercise of pressure is always costly.** Not
only do actors have to invest in communication, they also have to consider the costs of
using their resources or institutional authority in order to exert pressure on another actor.
From this follows the basic premise that actors will only seek to influence the decision-
making process if their preferences are affected and the cost of an adverse policy outcome
is higher than that of interaction.*® The costly initiative lies, therefore, with the actors who
perceive their policy preference to be threatened or in a minority. They have to engage in
the decision-making process in order to increase the support for their preferred policy
outcome. Conversely, actors who are part of the majority view will refrain from pressing
other actors to support them until their préferred policy outcome is seriously threatened.
As aresult, the number of network actors engaged in the decision-making process should

rise over time as more and more actors are pressed to take a stance for or against a

3% Compare the concept of ‘transaction costs’ by Keohane, Afier Hegemony, p.89-92; and more generally
on the cost of interaction and cooperation Heinz-Jiirgen Axt, ‘Kooperation unter Konkurrenten: Das

Regime als Theorie der aulienpolitischen Zusammenarbeit der EG-Staaten’, Zeitschrift filr Politik 40:3,
1993, pp.242-245.

55 See for instance Mayntz, ‘Networks, Issues and Games’, pp.189f.; Boelie Elzen, Bert Enserink and
Wim Smit, ‘Weapon Innovation - Networks and Guiding Principles’, Science and Public Policy 17:3,

1990, pp.171-193, pp.186f.; Wright, ‘Policy Community, Policy Networks and Comparative Industrial
Policies’, p.596.
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policy.*® Thus, the first premise states:

Premise 1: Actorswill only seek to influence the policy preferences of other actors

in the network if they perceive their preferred policy to be in a minority.

Second, the costs for exercising pressure are lower for hierarchical or interdependent
power relations than for pluralistic and autonomous types. The usage of pluralistic
relations to exercise pressure is prohibitive because no cost can be inflicted upon the
superior actor to support the demands. Autonomous relations prevent the exertion of
influence due to the absence of an established institutional or resource exchange relation.
Although a coalition cannot be ruled out in the case of similar interests, the cost of
establishing a new relationship can be regarded as higher than the usage of already existing
network linkages. The costs of each power relation can be summarised in form of a simple
hierarchy: Low costs for A are associated with hierarchical [A > B] and interdependent
power relations [A <> B], while high costs are linked to pluralistic relations [A <B] and

autonomy [A | B].”” Accordingly, it follows:

Premise 2. Actors whose policy preference is in a minority will use their
hierarchical [A > B] or interdependent [A <> B] relations in order to exert

T
pressure on actors who hold different policy preferences or who are undecided.

Finally, choice theories at all levels of analysis have recognised that legitimised pressure
is less costly than not legitimised.”® That is, actors who have recognised institutional
authority over another’s actions have lower costs in trying to influence them than actors
without legitimate control. For instance, ministers have lower costs influencing their staff
than representatives of interest groups. The difference is of particular interest in collective
decision-making units, i.e. collective political bodies with institutionalised legitip1ate

decision-making rules, such as majority voting or consensus. In collective decision-making

56 Compare Mayntz, ‘Networks, Issues and Games’, p.207; Atkinson and Coleman, ‘Policy Networks,
Policy Communities and Problems of Governance’, p.160.

57 Compare the notion of ‘opportunity costs’ in Keohane, Affer Hegemony, pp.70-73.
%8 See Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, pp-5f.; Oran Young, ‘International Regimes:
Problems of Concept Formation’, World Politics 32:3, 1980, pp.331-356, pp.338fF.
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units, most of which are national parliaments or the ministerial councils of international
organisations, the formal institutional influence of members canthus be differentiated from
the informal, and non-legitimate, influence of actors who are merely linked to the
collective decision-making unit. Members with a voice or veto in a collective decision-

making unit have lower costs in influencing decisions within the body than nonmembers.

Premise 3: The legitimate pressure of members with a simple majority or veto
position in a collective decision-making unit is less costly than the pressure from

actors who are only linked to the organisation.

The above premises postulate how actors use their power relations within the network in

order to influence each other and the decision-making process according to Table 2.4.

Table 2.4 Rational Action
Type of Power Relation
A>B A<B A<>B 'A|B
A=B builds coalition | builds coalition | builds coalition -
Preferences (same) '
A+#B exerts pressure - exerts pressure -
(different) or veto

Based on these assumptions multilevel network theory proposes two hypotheses which
specify when actors are likely to succeed in changing each other’s policy preferences and
influencing the policy outcome. By stating its hypotheses in probabilistic rather than
deterministic terms, multilevel network theory acknowledges the range of possible factors
which may contribute to policy changes. However, the following suggests that rational
choice can help to identify some general tendencies regarding the relationship between
pressure and modifications in actors’ policy preferences.

From the simple additive cumulation of the potential cost which can be imposed

upon a network actor by those who have power over him follows the first hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 1: The higher the degree of pressure (P, in per cent), i.e. number of
directly related actors exerting pressure (E) on a single actor X out of all actors
who could exert pressure on him or her (L), the more likely is actor X to change

his or her policy preference.

According to the first hypothesis actors who are exposed to higher pressure to change
their policy preferences are more likely to modify their position than those who are subject
to lower degrees of pressure. The degree of pressure P on actor X during a phase T, which

is delineated by two preference changes T-1* and T*, is calculated in the form of:
P, [X] = number of ‘E’/ number of ‘L’ %

To take an illustrative example from the following case study regarding air strikes in
Bosnia, seven out of 39 actors who were directly linked to the British Prime Minister
pressed him in May 1992 to support air strikes in order to contain the Serb advances in
Bosnia. According to the formula, P, [PM] = 7/39 = 18%, this amounted to a degree of
pressure of 18 per cent. By comparison, 28 per cent of the actors who are able to exert
power over the American President urged him to adopt air strikes in May, namely nine out
of 32 with P, [Pre] = 9/32 = 28%. Following the proposition of the first hypothesis, the
American President \;va"s, therefore, more likely to change his preference in favour of air
strikes than the British Prime Minister. Indeed, as the case study will show, President Bush
publicly endorsed air strikes in the following month, while Prime Minister Major resisted
the calls for military strikes until spring 1993 by which time the pressure on him had
increased to 36 per cent.

The actors who are able to exert direct pressure on an actor (L) are also called his
or her ‘constituency’. It is important to note that each actor has a different constituency,
since each is linked to different actors in the network. As a consequence, the degree of
pressure in favour of a particular policy is always relative with regard to the target of the
pressure. Some actors have fewer pluralistic or interdependent power relations than others

and can thus be described as relatively insulated from external pressure. However, this

* The degree of pressure is given in per cent.
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often means that they also have fewer linkages through which they themselves can exert
pressure for their preferred policy. Other actors, in particular actors with multiple or
boundary roles, are more tightly integrated into the network by means of a large range of
linkages. These tend to be exposed to more pressure, but are on the other hand frequently
able to use their relations to mobilise pressure.

Crucially for the explanation of the decision-making process, the role actor who
forms the ultimate decision unit for a specific issue or at a certain point during the
decision-making process is subject to the same behavioural rules as other network actors.
Since the policy outcome is the preference of the ultimate decision unit, it is determined
by the degree of pressure to which this actor is exposed from other actors in the network.
The concept of the ‘winning coalition’, which has been used in network models as well as
other multilevel theories, here always refers to actors who are directly linked to an ultimate
decision unit, i.e. his or her constituency. Actors who are not directly connected to a
decision-maker cannot influence the outcome, except indirectly through a series of
preference changes which involves actors who are directly linked to the ultimate decision
unit. Since most actors are not directly linked to the ultimate decision unit, the decision-
making process becomes therefore an essential element in the explanation of the formation
of a winning coalition and the policy outcome.

However, the first hypothesis can be qualiﬁed according to the third premise to

form hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 2: Collective decision-making units can resist higher degrees of
pressure than role actors if members use a veto or if a decision requires a

(qualified) majority [ ‘veto’ or ‘blocking’ strategy].

The second hypothesis, which will be referred to as ‘veto or blocking strategy’ in the
following case studies, suggests that collective decision-making units, such as parliaments
or international organisations, will typically modify their policy preferences at higher
degrees of pressure than unitary role actors if one or several members use a veto or if a
required majority blocks a preference change. In order to explain this difference in
behaviour, collective decision-making units are best understood as a ‘network within the

network’. Internally, the decision-making process within collective decision-making units
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is defined by hypotheses 1 and 2. However, externally collective decision-making units act
as a unitary role actor within the network. In order to do so these organisations have to
reach a certain degree of consensus in order to arrive at a single policy preference which
is then supported and expressed by the collective body mainly in the form of
communiqués.

In addition to increasing the ability of collective decision-making units to resist
network pressure, the blocking of a decision-making unit influences the decision-making
process in that it can cause the issue to be referred to another decision unit, usually with
higher institutional authority. For instance, the first case study will show that the inability
of most European organisations such as the EU and the WEU to agree on a decision to
intervene in Bosnia led to the transfer of the responsibility over the international response
to the Yugoslav crisis to the UN Security Council in summer 1992. In fact, the case study
illustrates that some actors intentionally blocked a decision in these organisations in order
to transfer the authority over the issue to the UN Security Council where they not only had
a veto, but the balance of preferences was also more in favour of air strikes. These
examples illustrate that the multilevel network théory which has been outlined in this
section has to be further specified in order to be utilised in empirical analyses. The final

part of this chapter, therefore, proceeds to set the parameters for the following four case

studies.

2.5 The Operationalisation of Multilevel Network Theory

In order to operationalise multilevel network theory various questions have to be
addressed which concern the delineation of the British and the German foreign policy
networks, the deduction of the power relations in these networks as well as the induction
of the preferences and strategic interactions in the case studies. The ways in which these
variables were measured or observed in the four cases depended crucially on the data used.
The following, therefore, discusses the availability, reliability and validity of the primary

and secondary sources employed in the testing of multilevel network theory.

Mapping the British and German Foreign Policy Networks
Although the multilevel network theory outlined above can be used as a general model of

political decision-making processes, it has been argued in the introduction of this thesis
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that in particular foreign policy analysis can gain from multilevel theorizing. Moreover, it
has been contended that the degree of transnational and international integration of
decision-making has been much higher among Western European governments and within
the transatlantic community. The focus of this thesis on two Western European states is
a response to the limits within which multilevel network theory is believed to be most
fruitful. It also specifies the sectoral boundaries of the networks which are to be analysed,
namely all actors who routinely seek to influence the foreign policy decision-making
processes of the British or German governments.

The maps of the two distinct, but overlap