Reciprocity
Goldstein & Freeman
· Goldstein & Freeman (1991) seek to understand how and to what extent great powers respond to each other.  They describe three theoretical models of such interactions:

· Routine: Great powers’ behaviors are essentially driven by bureaucratic routine and other internal factors.  Great powers do not respond to the actions of other great powers.

· Rational Expectations: Great powers’ behaviors only appear to be self-driven but actually reflect rational expectations about other powers’ behaviors.  Great powers react to unexpected policy innovations in ways that connote reciprocity.  In other words, countries respond to errors in expected spending levels.  
· Reciprocity: Great powers’ behaviors respond, in some part, in kind to the actions of other countries.  

· Early empirical results 

· Military spending patterns: studies had varied results here; many early studies found no reaction between US & Soviet military expenditures (e.g. Cusack & Ward, 1981; Fischer & Kamlet (1984); Majeski (1983); Domke, Eichenberg, and Kelleher (1983); Freeman (1983); Majeski & Jones (1981); Fischer & Crecine (1981); Nincic & Cusack (1979)).  Rational expectations scholars (Williams & McGinnis, 1988) did find correlations in the errors of US & Soviet spending patterns, suggesting that each side was reacting in a rational way and that only unexpected shifts in military spending had strong effects.
· Events data: look at the linkage between countries’ cooperative or hostile behaviors towards each other through coding of news stories.  Ward (1982) found that the USSR reacted more strongly to US behavior than the US did to the USSR.  Other studies reached similar results (Starr, 1982; Thompson & Rapkin, 1982).  Data looking at link between military spending and events data provides mixed results.
· What problems do the authors identify with these earlier empirical studies?

· They ignore China, which may seriously bias the results.  

· The studies suffer from omitted variable bias, especially omitting variables for behavior by and toward China in equations evaluating US-Soviet interactions.  The models may also suffer from misspecification with respect to the number of appropriate lagged variables (a one year lag represents the value of the dependent variable last year, e.g. military spending in the previous year; a two year lag represents the value of the dependent variable two years ago).

· They suffer from measurement error, using a high level of temporal aggregation (e.g. annual data) which may mask causal relationships. Events data are preferred to military expenditure data in this regard because we can get events data coded at much smaller aggregation levels (e.g. monthly, quarterly).  We should also employ multiple sources of data if possible (WEIS, COPDAB, ASHLEY).  
· What model do Goldstein & Freeman employ?  They use a Vector Autoregression (VAR) model.  Models are shown on p. 22.  The number of lags is determined empirically and they describe what each model (routine, reciprocity, RE) would expect to find.
· They use three data sets: 1) COPDAB contains 9,072 events for the US-Soviet, US-Chinese, and Chinese-Soviet dayds for 1948-1978, 2) WEIS contains 9.828 events for the three dyads from 1966-1986, and 3) ASHLEY contains 14,397 events for the three dyads from 1950-1972.  They used monthly measures of net cooperation (weighted cooperation minus weighted hostility).  They also check the results using just hostility measures.  Their tests for lags indicate response of no more than 6 months, and as little as 2.  They used only temporal periods for each dataset where structural breaks did not occur (see page 25).

· What are their empirical results? 

· In Table 1, they find evidence of bilateral reciprocity (4 of 6 in COPDAB, 4 of 6 in WEIS, and 2 of 6 in ASHLEY).  For example, when the Soviet actions towards the United States are more cooperative (SUt-1 increases), the United States responds with increased cooperation towards the Soviet Union (USt).  You can see this relationship is significant because the F-score (2.73) has a p-value less than 0.05 (0.014).  Any significance values with one-three stars demonstrate significant relationships.  
· There is also evidence for triangular reciprocity; actions by and toward the US affect Soviet and Chinese behavior toward each other.  The results suggest a mix of routine & reciprocity.  

· Surges of US net cooperation toward the Soviets evoke Soviet and Chinese hostility toward one another.  Chinese cooperation toward the United States evokes a hostile Soviet response toward China.  China and the USSR punish each other for cooperating with the US.

Goldstein & Pevehouse

· What limitations do Goldstein & Pevehouse note with respect to current neoliberal claims about the role of reciprocity for promoting cooperation in anarchy? 1) In the post-Cold War era, international cooperation hinges on the great power management of regional conflicts more often than on the evolution of cooperation between two relatively equal parties, such as the US-USSR.  2) It excludes the role of triangular reciprocity. 3) Both reciprocity and bully strategies (inverse responses) have not been considered.
· They apply these response patterns to the Bosnian war.  They used weekly time series of net cooperation scores (weighted cooperation minus weighted hostile behaviors).  

· Hypothesis 1 (Bilateral Reciprocity): The net cooperation of one actor toward another positively affects subsequent net cooperation by the second actor towards the first.  β12 > 0, β21 > 0, β34 > 0, β43 > 0
· Hypothesis 2 (Bilateral Bullying): The net cooperation of one actor toward another negatively affects subsequent net cooperation by the second actor towards the first.  β12 < 0, β21 < 0, β34 < 0, β43 < 0
· Hypothesis 3 (Triangular Reciprocity by International Community): The net cooperation of the Serbian forces toward the Bosnian government positively affects subsequent net cooperation by the international community toward the Serbian forces.  β31 > 0
· Hypothesis 4 (Triangular Reciprocity by Serbian Forces): The net cooperation of the international community toward Serbian forces positively affects subsequent net cooperation by Serbian forces toward the Bosnian government. β13 > 0 
· Hypothesis 5 (Triangular Bullying by Serbian Forces): The net cooperation of the international community toward Serbian forces negatively affects subsequent net cooperation by Serbian forces toward the Bosnian government.  β13 < 0
· They discuss the two schools of thoughts about the Bosnian war: the warring factions view (everyone to blame) versus the aggressor (Serbia) – victim (Bosnia) school.
· Data source is the Kansas Events Data System (KEDS), where lead sentences of Reuters News Service articles were coded.  They coded 15,618 events between January 1991 and December 1995.  Table 1 shows the breakdown of events by each bilateral dyad.  They used weekly temporal aggregation.  
· There is little evidence of bilateral reciprocity in the first two time periods (4/93-2/94, 2/94-12/94) but they do see Serb cooperation towards the international community responding positively to previous cooperation from the international community; Serb cooperation toward Bosnia also induced greater Bosnian cooperation in the next week.  No evidence for bilateral bullying.

· Hypothesis 3 finds support only in the “threats” period from 2/94-12/94 where Serb cooperation towards Bosnia induced greater international cooperation toward Serbia (or conversely attacks were followed by attacks).  
· Hypothesis 4, triangular Serbian reciprocity, finds no support.  Hypothesis 5, triangular Serbian bullying of Bosnia, is significant in the drift and threats periods.  Thus as the international community was more cooperative with Serbia, it was less cooperative with Bosnia.

· Next they disaggregated the international community into American and European actions.  The results in Table 4 show that in the promises period, American cooperation towards Serbia induces conflict towards the Bosnians (-0.9), while cooperation from the Europeans produces more cooperation towards the Bosnians (1.7).  

· The results more strongly support Hypothesis 5, Serbian bullying, and are consistent with the assumptions of the aggressor-victim school of thought.  The containment interpretation of the events of fall 1995, that robust NATO air strikes finally caused the Serb forces to cooperate with the Bosnian government, resonates with their results.  The differing roles that the US (sticks) and Europe (carrots) played are quite interesting.

· Interestingly, a follow-up analysis of NATO bombing in Kosovo found no link between international actions and Serbian behavior, although there was strong reciprocity between the Kosavars’ behavior & the international community.

