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Despite its short lifespan, the CSDP has already experienced difficulties in staffing its military operations. Before troops can be deployed, agreement about the designation of leading positions and issues of force generation is required. Negotiations take place during a series of contribution meetings and conferences, prior to which one member state has to consent to taking on the headship since the EU does not dispose of its own permanent operation headquarters. Five states possess a sufficiently capable headquarters: France, Germany, Greece, Italy and the UK.[footnoteRef:1] The most important positions to be filled are those of chief and deputy operations commander on the strategic level as well as those of chief and deputy force commander on the tactical level. Serious disagreements during the force generation process and the designation of headship positions afflicted both EUFOR operations. [1:  Only Germany, France and the UK have the necessary infrastructure for larger operations.] 

EUFOR Congo
EUFOR Congo was set up in response to a written request by UN Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations Jean-Marie Guehénno, sent to the EU’s British presidency on 27 December 2005. In this request, the UN invited the EU to deploy a military force during the elections in Congo to support the UN’s peacekeeping mission MONUC.[footnoteRef:2] Political agreement on the need for an affirmative reply was smoothly reached. The EU sanctioned the deployment by the end of April 2006, two days after the UN Security Council had granted an appropriate mandate under Chapter VII of its Charter.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  UN Security Council Document S/2006/219, Annex I for the request and Annex II for the affirmative response by the Austrian Council Presidency.]  [3:  UN Security Council Resolution 1671(2006) and Council Joint Action 2006/319/CFSP, Official Journal of the European Union, 29.04.2006, L116/98–L116/101.] 

Notwithstanding this swift commitment, five months passed before the operation was formally authorized. Two of the three larger military powers immediately declined to make their headquarters available. The UK cited its ongoing engagements in Afghanistan and Iraq, while France sought to avoid leading yet another operation after Artemis in 2003. Only Germany had no credible excuse. Although domestic resistance was mounting, a rejection of the UN’s request would not only have irritated the international community, but would also have left the EU embarrassed again. A turn-down was no realistic option for the German government.[footnoteRef:4] What is more, Chancellor Merkel had already indicated her support for a possible mission during a Franco-German summit at the end of January. A lengthy negotiation process followed, and stalemate only ended after Merkel and President Chirac compromised on jointly taking the helm. Germany would assume operational leadership by providing the headquarters and operations commander, France tactical leadership by providing the force commander. Yet, burden-sharing problems persisted nonetheless. [4:  See protocols 16/36 and 16/37of the German Bundestag, plenary sessions 19 May 2006 and 1 June 2006, and Alexander Weinlein 2006 “Marsch ins Herz der Finsternis: Bundestag beschließt Kongo-Einsatz der Bundeswehr”, Das Parlament (official journal of the German Bundestag), Nr. 23-24, 06.06.2006. ] 

During the series of contribution meetings, no further states showed themselves willing to make substantial contributions, as a result of which Berlin and Paris blocked the planning process in exasperation. Germany declared that it would only take the lead if other member states also pitched in and decided, together with France, not to contribute more than a third of the necessary troops each. In May, two force generation conferences eventually succeeded in addressing most shortfalls, but despite new pledges of 19 EU and two non-EU member states, significant gaps remained. These were only closed after France and Germany had brokered a new deal in which they agreed to provide a major share of the missing capabilities (Hagemann 2010, 40-44).
Operation EUFOR Congo was officially launched on 12 June 2006 and primarily charged with protecting civilians and supporting MONUC.[footnoteRef:5] Forces were present in the area of operations for four months, from the start of the elections on 30 July until 30 November 2006 (Morsut 2009).[footnoteRef:6] If the elections in Congo had not been postponed by about six weeks, however, the burden-sharing problems that arose in relation to organizing EUFOR Congo would have spelt disaster for a timely start. [5:  UN Security Council Resolution 1671(2006), and Operation EUFOR RD Congo – Report to the United Nations 5139/07 from the Secretariat of the Council of the European Union addressed to the Political and Security Committee. See also Major (2008, 17).]  [6:  Although the UN had asked the EU to extend the mandate, the German government refused out of concern that an extension would not receive a parliamentary majority.] 

EUFOR Chad
The idea of deploying a European military operation in Chad was first mentioned in a diplomatic cable of the French ministry of foreign affairs, which was sent to its EU counterparts on 21 May 2007. As a former colonial power, France had remained close ties with Chad after the latter became independent in 1960. On the one hand, member states therefore suspected being instrumentalized, but, on the other hand, they also expected Paris to then at least carry the lion’s share of the operation’s burden (Berg 2009, 63, Seibert 2010, 10). This proved a misjudgment as France limited its troop pledges to 40 percent.
The UK and Germany did not show much enthusiasm, either. They immediately ruled out the option of deploying significant military personnel, and France remained the only candidate to lead the operation. It provided its headquarters and the force commander, while the post of operations commander was filled by Ireland. Leadership issues were quickly resolved, but the force generation process turned out thornier. No fewer than five conferences had to be scheduled (Mattelaer 2011, 72). Finally, France agreed to contribute 2100 of the total of 3700 troops, considerably more than the 40 percent initially planned. The cumbrous force generation process had two implications for the operation. First, the number of required troops had to be lowered from 4400 to 3700; and secondly, the original launch date of November 2007 was pushed back by four months (Berg 2009, 64). EUFOR Chad was eventually deployed from 15 March 2008 until 15 March 2009, with the main objective of creating a secure environment for 170,000 displaced persons and 240,000 refugees from Darfur, facilitating the delivery of humanitarian aid and protecting personnel of the UN’s civilian mission MINURCAT.
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Factor levels: underprovider (u), equiprovider (e), overprovider (o)
Base variable: burden share ratio (bsr)

Operationalization of Base Variable	
Burden-sharing in military missions has been analyzed in terms of “what is and what ought to be” (Hartley and Sandler 1999, 668). More specifically, the ratio between a country’s actual contribution of resources to a common effort and its ability to contribute has been widely considered the most appropriate index of equity measurement. But while the theoretical structure of this index has been uncontroversial, the operationalization of its two dimensions, actual contributions and ability to contribute, has been much debated. A significant part of this debate has centered on the type of the common effort towards which contributions were to be assessed among a group of countries.
During the Cold War, the focus was on territorial defense within the framework of NATO, and equity was evaluated on the basis of overall military spending, armed forces personnel or military-industrial output. However, when the number of out-of-area peace-keeping operations sharply rose during the 1990s, this conceptual basis was subjected to increased scrutiny. In line with the earlier literature, a country’s burden continued to be assessed through the ratio of its actual contributions to its capabilities, but the former was now operationalized by mission or institution-specific contributions rather than aggregate measures of overall defense investments. In particular, financial and/or troop contributions were considered the most appropriate indicators of a country’s absolute costs (e.g., Bobrow and Boyer 1997; Bove and Elia 2011; Dorussen, Kirchner, and Sperling 2009; Gaibulloev, Sandler, and Shimizu 2009; Khanna, Sandler, and Shimizu 1999; Lebovic 2004; Siegel 2009)
Undeniably, financial and military commitments are the two most relevant measures of the absolute size of a country’s carried burden, be it within the framework of NATO, the UN, an ad hoc coalition or the CSDP. EUFORs Congo and Chad had estimated price tags of around €100m and €1bn, respectively (Major 2009, 315; Helly 2009, 339). Notwithstanding their popularity, however, these two measures have been criticized as insufficient to reflect the multidimensional nature of the burden generated by out-of-area operations, in contrast to territorial defense endeavors where they may be fully appropriate. Most importantly, political risks have been suggested as a further significant factor (Beeres and Bogers 2012, 14; Ringsmose 2010, 328; Saideman and Auerswald 2012). 
The costs from these risks are incurred in two ways. First, participation in military operations carries the danger of negative domestic ramifications when troops get involved in deadly combat actions. And second, the assumption of operation leadership not only creates expectations but also shifts responsibility for mission accomplishment to the lead nation(s) (Forster and Cimbala 2005, 22). If these expectations are not met or the operation is perceived as a failure, either in full or parts, decision-makers may have to face political repercussions, and criticism or even ridicule may affect a country’s standing within the international community.[footnoteRef:7] As an improvement over previous ways of capturing absolute burden, we thus take into account not only financial and military costs, but also the political dimension of a country’s participation in an international peacekeeping operation. [7:  For example, high-ranking German officials were particularly afraid of US American mockery before the launch of EUFOR Congo. See “Die Kongo-Falle”, Der Spiegel, 13/2006, 30-31.] 

We assess financial and military contributions to both EUFORs solely by means of contributed troops. A separation is unnecessary since, unlike UN missions for which financial contributions do not necessarily mirror personnel contributions as these operations are financed out of a central budget with fixed assessments for each member state, the institutional rules of the CSDP framework tie them closely together by the principle of “costs lie where they fall.” This means that a country’s military and financial burdens strongly correlate. The remaining costs of an operation – the so-called “common costs” – are covered by the EU’s Athena mechanism.
In order to assess the equity of burden-sharing, absolute costs have to be relativized by an indicator of a country’s ability to contribute. Two indicators lend themselves to this end: wealth and population.[footnoteRef:8] The former measures the amount of accrued material resources whereby contributions could be financed, whereas the latter sets absolute costs in relation to the amount of human resources from which a country could potentially draw. Table 1 provides our data on the number of contributed troops, GDP and population.[footnoteRef:9] Data on troop contributions were retrieved from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute’s (SIPRI) multilateral peace operations database, unless stated otherwise, including troop contributions in theatre, as well as staff contributions to the operation and force headquarters. Data on GDP and population size were retrieved from the World Development Indicators. [8:  Both have been widely used. See, for example, Andersson (2002), Dorussen, Kirchner and Sperling (2009), Lebovic (2004), Shimizu and Sandler (2002), and Siegel (2009).]  [9:  Figures on armed forces personnel have been added for comparison.] 

Conventional troops-to-GDP and troops-to-population indices do not take into account the distribution of political risks among participating states. The extent to which a state exposes itself to political risk in CSDP missions depends on the operational role(s) it assumes and the probability of its troops getting involved in, possibly deadly, combat actions. In the following two paragraphs, we list our data and their sources for each operation with respect to the main type of troops seconded as well as the operational role a country assumed.
EUFOR Congo’s main task was to stabilize the region during the country’s election, and if necessary to intervene, which it eventually did on three occasions (Hagemann 2010, 41; Major 2008, 20). Eleven states seconded military personnel to the area of operation (Major 2009, 315). Two of these made large contributions and also assumed a leading role: France provided the force commander and Germany the operations commander as well as the headquarters. Four other countries contributed troops that could participate in interventions if the need for the use of force arose, namely Spain, the Netherlands, Sweden and Portugal. Furthermore, Poland contributed 130 military police, which were charged with the protection of EUFOR facilities.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  See Engberg (2011, 108-137), Hagemann (2010), Major (2008, 18), Palma (2009, 63), Ministerio de Defensa de España “EUFOR RD Congo” [http://www.defensa.gob.es/areasTematicas/misiones/historico/misiones/mision_13.html, accessed 21 September 2012]; and Ministerie van Defensie report “Eindevaluatie EUFOR Democratische Republiek Congo”, 25 September 2007.] 

Table 1. Dimensions of Burden Indicator and Capability Indicators
	
	Congo
	
	Chad

	Country
	Troopsa)
	Armed F.b)
	Populat.c)
	GDPd)
	
	Troopsa)
	Armed F.b)
	Populat.c)
	GDPd)

	Austria
	3
	40.0
	8228
	208744
	
	169
	35.0
	8301
	224424

	Belgium
	59
	37.0
	10479
	251841
	
	64
	39.0
	10626
	266011

	Bulgaria
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	2
	75.0
	7660
	19106

	Cyprus
	1
	10.8
	1033
	10921
	
	2
	10.8
	1063
	11955

	Czech Rep.
	0
	28.0
	10236
	71857
	
	2
	27.0
	10334
	81312

	Estonia
	0
	8.0
	1346
	8018
	
	0
	7.0
	1342
	9489

	Finland
	11
	31.0
	5246
	138681
	
	62
	32.0
	5289
	152523

	France
	975
	359.0
	63176
	1436256
	
	1770
	353.0
	64012
	1505322

	Germany
	745
	285.0
	82469
	1943341
	
	4
	244.0
	82266
	2081124

	Greece
	1
	168.0
	11104
	151655
	
	4
	161.0
	11193
	165670

	Hungary
	0
	44.0
	10087
	56885
	
	3
	37.0
	10056
	59170

	Ireland
	2
	10.0
	4160
	124072
	
	447
	10.0
	4357
	137433

	Italy
	56
	445.0
	58607
	1159362
	
	104
	436.0
	59375
	1204797

	Latvia
	0
	5.0
	2301
	11610
	
	0
	17.0
	2276
	14331

	Lithuania
	0
	29.0
	3414
	16640
	
	2
	24.0
	3376
	19711

	Luxembourg
	1
	1.5
	465
	24154
	
	2
	1.5
	480
	27017

	Malta
	0
	2.0
	404
	4137
	
	0
	2.0
	409
	4410

	Netherlands
	44
	60.0
	16320
	411168
	
	71
	41.0
	16382
	441792

	Poland
	125
	162.0
	38165
	199364
	
	421
	142.0
	38121
	226149

	Portugal
	53
	93.0
	10549
	122236
	
	2
	91.0
	10608
	126939

	Romania
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	2
	153.0
	21547
	55927

	Slovakia
	0
	20.0
	5387
	36495
	
	1
	17.0
	5397
	43691

	Slovenia
	1
	12.0
	2000
	23867
	
	14
	12.0
	2018
	26998

	Spain
	132
	220.0
	43398
	681374
	
	112
	222.0
	44879
	733821

	Swedene
	50
	28.6
	9030
	282365
	
	120
	17.6
	9148
	304259

	UK
	0
	217.0
	60224
	1707602
	
	4
	160.0
	60987
	1815652

	a) Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), “Multilateral Peace Operations Database” http://www.sipri.org/databases/pko. 
b) Armed forces personnel total in thousands; World Development Indicators 2005 (Congo), 2007 (Chad) http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators. 
c) Population in thousands; World Development Indicators 2005 (Congo), 2007 (Chad)
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators. 
d) Millions of constant 2000 US$; World Development Indicators 2005 (Congo), 2007 (Chad)
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators. 
e) According to SIPRI, Sweden only contributed 10 troops to EUFOR Chad. However, initially it contributed 120 troops, but these were largely withdrawn after operational capacity was reached (Seibert 2010, 126).





Four EU member states contributed personnel to the area of operations that did not risk getting involved in combat. Belgium participated with four unmanned surveillance airplanes and around 50 soldiers.[footnoteRef:11] Italy contributed one C-130 military air transport and also around 50 soldiers.[footnoteRef:12] Finland seconded two surgeons and three medical teams of three persons each.[footnoteRef:13] Greece allocated one C-130 military air transport.[footnoteRef:14] The remaining states did not participate in the operation or only contributed staff members. As the only non-EU member state, Turkey contributed a C-135 cargo plane with 15 crew members.[footnoteRef:15] [11:  Belgische Defensie “Onbemande vliegtuigen in Democratische Republiek Congo” [http://www.mil.be/aircomp/news/index.asp?LAN=nl&ID=597, accessed 20 September 2012]; “Wij zijn de ogen van EUFOR in Congo”, Gazet van Antwerpen, 27 September 2006, 14.]  [12:  Stato Maggiore della Difesa report “Partecipazione Italiana alla Operazione della Unione Europea EUFOR RD CONGO”, 25 January 2007.]  [13:  Finish Ministry of Defense “Minister of Defence Kääriäinen met General Viereck” [http://www.defmin.fi/index.phtml?2965_m=2600&2965_o=10&l=en&s=347, accessed 20 September 2012]. ]  [14:  Hellenic National Defense Staff “Republic of Congo – EU Operation” [http://www.geetha.mil.gr/media/EIRINEYTIKES_DRASTIRIOTITES/english/21_Republic_of_congo.doc, accessed 5 November 2013].]  [15:  Turkish Armed Forces “Contributions of Turkish Armed Forces to Peace Support Operations” [http://www.tsk.tr/ing/4_international_relations/4_1_contribution_of_turkish_armed_forces_to_peace_support_operations/contribution_of_turkish_armed_forces_to_peace_support_operations.htm, accessed 9 April 2013].] 

With respect to EUFOR Chad, twelve countries seconded military personnel to the area of operations. Three of them took on a leading role. France provided the operation headquarters and the force commander, and was responsible for the Central and the Birao Zone. Ireland provided the operations commander and was responsible for the Southern Zone. Poland provided the deputy operations commander and was responsible for the Northern Zone (Assemblée Européenne de Sécurité et de Défense 2008, 10-11).
The arrival of the main force was prepared by an initial entry force, which was composed of special forces from France, Sweden, Belgium, Ireland and Austria (Seibert 2010, 18). These forces had a high risk of combat involvement. After having reached full operational capacity, the goal of the operation was to patrol the area and protect the population (Brettner-Messler 2008). Besides the soldiers from the countries that comprised the initial entry force, Polish, Finnish, Slovenian and Dutch forces also participated in these patrols, and thus risked combat involvement.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Government of Finland “Government Report to Parliament: Finnish participation in the ISAF operation in Afghanistan, Finnish participation in the EU military crisis management operation in Chad and the Central African Republic (EUFOR TCHAD/RCA) as well as the placement of a military contingent at high readiness as part of the standby period of the EU Battle Group formed by Sweden, Finland, Estonia, Ireland and Norway from 1 January to 30 June 2008” 1 November 2007; Ministerie van Defensie report “Eindevaluatie EUFOR Tchad / RCA 19 mei 2008 – 14 maart 2009”; Ministry of Defense of the Republic of Slovenia “Slovenian Troops in Chad Doing Well” [http://www.slovenskavojska.si/en/public-relations/news/news-single/nov/slovenian-troops-in-chad-doing-well/, accessed 20 September 2012].] 

Four countries provided only logistical support or medical units. Greece and Portugal contributed a C-130 military air transport each.[footnoteRef:17] Italy set up a field hospital with 105 personnel and Spain participated with two C-295 aircraft and around 100 soldiers tasked with air transport logistics.[footnoteRef:18] Three non-EU countries also seconded a substantial number of troops. Russia sent four helicopters with around 70 accompanying personnel. Albania contributed around 60 troops who were tasked with guarding two camps.[footnoteRef:19] Croatia contributed 15 special forces that also participated in patrols (Parlov 2009, 31). Table 2 lists the unit types, leadership roles and burden rankings for each country and operation. Observed rankings result from a country’s score on the burden index, whereas expected rankings are calculated on the basis of GDP, population and the averaged percentage share combination of GDP and population. [17:  See (Palma 2009, 14), and Hellenic National Defense Staff “Chad - Central African Republic (EUFOR Tchad - RCA)” [http://www.geetha.mil.gr/media/EIRINEYTIKES_DRASTIRIOTITES/english/41_CHAD.doc, accessed 5 November 2013].]  [18:  See Stato Maggiore della Difesa report “Partecipazione Italiana Alla Operazione Della Unione Europea Eufor “Ciad/Rca” (European Union Force “Ciad/Rca”)”, 30 April 2009.]  [19:  See Gros-Verheyde, Nicolas “Exclusif. L’accord Russe-UE pour les hélicoptères au Tchad” [http://www.bruxelles2.eu/zones/tchad-soudan/exclusif-laccordrusse-uepourleshelicopteresautchad.html, accessed 9 April 2013] and “Les Albanais arrivent à N’Djamena pour l’Eufor” [http://www.bruxelles2.eu/zones/tchad-soudan/lesalbanaisarriventandjamenapourleufor.html, accessed 9 April 2013]. ] 


Calibration of Target Factor
The endogenous factor contributor status (CS) comprises three levels that constitute the outcomes: underprovider (CS{u}), equiprovider (CS{e}) and overprovider (CS{o}). The base variable underlying the calibration of these sets is the burden share ratio (bsr) between a country i’s expected burden share, as given by its capability indicator cii, and its observed burden share, as given by its burden indicator bui, in relation to all contributors n. It is given in equation (1):
	
	
	(1)



Table 2. Dimensions of Burden Indicator and Burden Shares
	
	Dimension Indicators
	Burden Shares

	
	Unit Type
	Leadership role a)
	Observed b)
	Expected; GDP b)
	Expected; population b)
	Expected; combined b)

	Country
	Congo c)
	Chad d)
	Congo c)
	Chad d)
	/            /
	/            /
	/            /
	/            /

	Austria
	staff
	staff
	-
	-
	0.006
	0.066
	0.048
	0.023
	0.023
	0.023
	0.018
	0.017
	0.018
	0.020
	0.020
	0.021

	Belgium
	logistic
	logistic
	-
	-
	0.046
	0.037
	0.040
	0.028
	0.027
	0.028
	0.023
	0.022
	0.023
	0.025
	0.024
	0.025

	Bulgaria
	NA
	NA
	NA
	-
	   NA
	0.003
	   NA
	   NA
	0.002
	   NA
	   NA
	0.016
	   NA
	   NA
	0.009
	   NA

	Cyprus
	staff
	staff
	-
	-
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	Czech Rep.
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.003
	0.002
	0.008
	0.008
	0.008
	0.022
	0.021
	0.022
	0.015
	0.015
	0.015

	Estonia
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	Finland
	medical
	medical
	-
	-
	0.015
	0.036
	0.030
	0.015
	0.016
	0.016
	0.011
	0.011
	0.011
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013

	France
	combat
	combat
	FC/DOC
	FC
	0.298
	0.289
	0.292
	0.158
	0.154
	0.157
	0.138
	0.130
	0.138
	0.148
	0.142
	0.147

	Germany
	combat
	combat
	OC/DFC
	-
	0.254
	0.005
	0.077
	0.214
	0.213
	0.214
	0.180
	0.167
	0.179
	0.197
	0.190
	0.197

	Greece
	logistic
	logistic
	-
	-
	0.004
	0.006
	0.006
	0.017
	0.017
	0.017
	0.024
	0.023
	0.024
	0.020
	0.020
	0.021

	Hungary
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.004
	0.003
	0.006
	0.006
	0.006
	0.022
	0.020
	0.022
	0.014
	0.013
	0.014

	Ireland
	staff
	staff
	-
	OC/DFC
	0.004
	0.129
	0.093
	0.014
	0.014
	0.014
	0.009
	0.009
	0.009
	0.011
	0.011
	0.012

	Italy
	logistic
	logistic
	-
	-
	0.045
	0.040
	0.041
	0.128
	0.123
	0.126
	0.128
	0.121
	0.128
	0.128
	0.122
	0.127

	Latvia
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003

	Lithuania
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.003
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.007
	0.007
	0.007
	0.005
	0.004
	0.005

	Luxembourg
	staff
	staff
	-
	-
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	Malta
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001

	Netherlands
	combat
	combat
	-
	-
	0.042
	0.039
	0.040
	0.045
	0.045
	0.045
	0.036
	0.033
	0.036
	0.040
	0.039
	0.040

	Poland
	combat
	combat
	-
	DOC
	0.079
	0.119
	0.107
	0.022
	0.023
	0.023
	0.083
	0.078
	0.083
	0.053
	0.050
	0.053

	Portugal
	combat
	combat
	-
	-
	0.047
	0.004
	0.017
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013
	0.023
	0.022
	0.023
	0.018
	0.017
	0.018

	Romania
	NA
	staff
	NA
	-
	  NA
	0.003
	   NA
	   NA
	0.006
	   NA
	   NA
	0.044
	   NA
	   NA
	0.025
	   NA

	Slovakia
	-
	staff
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.002
	0.001
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004
	0.011
	0.011
	0.012
	0.008
	0.008
	0.008

	Slovenia
	staff
	combat
	-
	-
	0.003
	0.015
	0.011
	0.003
	0.003
	0.003
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004
	0.003
	0.003
	0.004

	Spain
	combat
	logistic
	-
	-
	0.082
	0.047
	0.057
	0.075
	0.075
	0.075
	0.095
	0.091
	0.096
	0.085
	0.083
	0.086

	Sweden
	combat
	combat
	-
	-
	0.046
	0.054
	0.051
	0.031
	0.031
	0.031
	0.020
	0.019
	0.020
	0.025
	0.025
	0.026

	UK
	-
	staff
	-
	-
	0.000
	0.005
	0.003
	0.188
	0.186
	0.188
	0.132
	0.124
	0.132
	0.160
	0.155
	0.160

	a)  (D)F/OC: (deputy) force/operations commander; b) mission set: EUFOR Congo / Chad / combined; c) mandate: 5.5 months; d) mandate: 13.5 months



Table 3 lists all burden share ratios for each mission set and capability indicator. We apply two thresholds to calibrate the three outcome sets on the basis of ranges in burden ratios. A country is categorized as a member in the set of underproviders if it contributes at least a third less than expected. Taking the reciprocal value as the second threshold, it is categorized as a member in the set of overproviders if contributions are at least 50 percent above expectations. If a country contributes roughly in accordance with expectations as demarcated by these two yardsticks, it is classified as an equiprovider. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.
Table 3. Burden Share Ratios
	
	Mission Set and Capability Indicator

	
	Congo
	
	Chad
	
	Combined

	Country
	GDP
	Pop.
	Comb.
	
	GDP
	Pop.
	Comb.
	
	GDP
	Pop.
	Comb.

	Austria
	0.243
	0.311
	0.273
	
	2.862
	3.897
	3.300
	
	2.096
	2.693
	2.357

	Belgium
	1.674
	2.028
	1.835
	
	1.348
	1.700
	1.504
	
	1.433
	1.724
	1.566

	Bulgaria
	   NA
	   NA
	   NA
	
	1.548
	0.195
	0.346
	
	   NA
	   NA
	   NA

	Cyprus
	2.405
	1.282
	1.672
	
	2.474
	1.401
	1.789
	
	2.453
	1.313
	1.710

	Czech Rep.
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.364
	0.144
	0.207
	
	0.264
	0.096
	0.141

	Estonia
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Finland
	0.983
	1.310
	1.123
	
	2.307
	3.351
	2.733
	
	1.931
	2.617
	2.222

	France
	1.888
	2.163
	2.016
	
	1.872
	2.217
	2.030
	
	1.860
	2.109
	1.977

	Germany
	1.187
	1.410
	1.289
	
	0.022
	0.027
	0.024
	
	0.358
	0.429
	0.390

	Greece
	0.241
	0.166
	0.196
	
	0.376
	0.281
	0.321
	
	0.337
	0.235
	0.277

	Hungary
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.638
	0.189
	0.292
	
	0.444
	0.126
	0.196

	Ireland
	0.321
	0.482
	0.385
	
	9.181
	14.58
	11.27
	
	6.683
	10.06
	8.032

	Italy
	0.353
	0.352
	0.352
	
	0.324
	0.331
	0.327
	
	0.329
	0.323
	0.326

	Latvia
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Lithuania
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	1.501
	0.441
	0.682
	
	1.112
	0.292
	0.462

	Luxemburg
	1.087
	2.847
	1.574
	
	1.095
	3.104
	1.619
	
	1.097
	2.912
	1.593

	Malta
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Netherlands
	0.938
	1.191
	1.049
	
	0.864
	1.174
	0.995
	
	0.882
	1.128
	0.990

	Poland
	3.620
	0.953
	1.508
	
	5.114
	1.528
	2.353
	
	4.728
	1.293
	2.031

	Portugal
	3.526
	2.060
	2.600
	
	0.324
	0.195
	0.244
	
	1.260
	0.728
	0.923

	Romania
	   NA
	   NA
	   NA
	
	0.529
	0.069
	0.122
	
	   NA
	   NA
	   NA

	Slovakia
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.447
	0.182
	0.259
	
	0.333
	0.121
	0.178

	Slovenia
	1.100
	0.662
	0.827
	
	5.337
	3.596
	4.297
	
	4.180
	2.594
	3.201

	Spain
	1.094
	0.866
	0.966
	
	0.627
	0.517
	0.567
	
	0.759
	0.597
	0.668

	Sweden
	1.474
	2.324
	1.804
	
	1.719
	2.879
	2.153
	
	1.643
	2.599
	2.013

	UK
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	
	0.025
	0.037
	0.030
	
	0.017
	0.025
	0.020





[bookmark: _Toc469925052]Exogenous Factor: Peacekeeping Tradition (PT)

Factor levels: strong (s) / weak peacekeeping tradition (w)
Base variable: prior peacekeeping involvement (ppi) 

Operationalization of Base Variable	
EUFORs Congo and Chad were both deployed in support of a UN peacekeeping operation (UNPO). While supporting the UN is a declared goal of all EU member states, some have shown a higher commitment to such activities than others. We measure prior peacekeeping involvement using the relative size of personnel contributions to UNPOs and the degree to which these contributions were dispersed over different UNPOs. Accounting for dispersion is important insofar as high nominal contributions can be caused by large contributions to only one or two missions, indicating bouts of peacekeeping activity rather than a genuine peacekeeping tradition. Absolute prior peacekeeping involvement (appi) is calculated as given in equation (2):

	
	
	(2)



where pci is the total number of country i’s personnel contributions and ppm is the proportion of personnel contributed to operation m = 1, 2,…, M, which is used to capture the degree of dispersion.[footnoteRef:20] The more contributions are spread across different operations, the higher the value. Absolute contributions have to be relativized by an indicator of a country’s ability to contribute. This is accomplished by dividing the absolute contribution of each case by its share of total GDP of all cases during the timeframe that is taken into account as given in equation (3): [20:  In essence, this is the inverse Herfindahl-Hirschman index, which was originally developed to measure the concentration of companies in a market. The formula has also been used in political science for measuring the degree of ethnic fractionalization in a country and the fragmentation of party systems.] 

	
	
	(3)


Personnel contribution to UNPO’s since 1991 until the year before the planning of the operation started are taken into account (2005 for EUFOR Congo, 2006 for EUFOR Chad).[footnoteRef:21] The indicator was first constructed for each year separately, after which the average yearly value was calculated so that the indicator also takes into account the number of years troops were deployed in operations. Personnel contributions are based on the contributions in December of each year, based on data from the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  For the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia and Slovenia, only personnel contributions since one year after their independence in 1995, 1993, 1992, 1992, 1995 and 1992, respectively, are recorded.]  [22:  See https://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/about/dpko/. ] 

Calibration of Target Factor
In order to calibrate the set of states with a strong peacekeeping tradition, we set the threshold to 1, since countries with a score below unity contribute less to UNPOs than would be expected on the basis of their GDP. Table 4 lists the base variable values. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.

Table 4. Scores for Prior Peacekeeping Involvement
	Country
	Congo
	
	Chad

	
	ppi
	
	ppi

	Austria
	  4.82
	
	  4.54

	Belgium
	  0.36
	
	  0.36

	Bulgaria 
	    NA
	
	  5.99

	Cyprus
	  0.00
	
	  0.00

	Czech Republic
	  1.07
	
	  0.99

	Estonia
	  0.60
	
	  0.51

	Finland
	  6.34
	
	  5.99

	France
	  1.08
	
	  1.07

	Germany
	  0.12
	
	  0.14

	Greece
	  0.29
	
	  0.32

	Hungary
	  3.13
	
	  2.93

	Ireland
	  5.49
	
	  5.41

	Italy
	  0.36
	
	  0.43

	Latvia
	  0.00
	
	  0.00

	Lithuania
	  0.06
	
	  0.05

	Luxembourg
	  0.00
	
	  0.00

	Malta
	  0.00
	
	  0.00

	Netherlands
	  0.58
	
	  0.57

	Poland
	10.47
	
	  9.95

	Portugal
	  1.54
	
	  1.68

	Romania
	    NA
	
	  3.61

	Slovakia
	21.80
	
	19.78

	Slovenia
	  0.63
	
	  0.70

	Spain
	  0.24
	
	  0.26

	Sweden
	  1.81
	
	  1.75

	UK
	  0.58
	
	  0.55






[bookmark: _Toc469925053]Exogenous Factor: Competing Deployments (CD)

Factor levels: significant (s) / insignificant competing deployments (i)
Base variable: military capability stretch (mcs)

Operationalization of Base Variable
When a country has already committed troops to other operations, contributions to EUFOR missions will be negatively affected if it is close to overstretching its resources. Competing deployments have often been operationalized with binary indicators of concurrent mission involvement (e.g., Fordham 2004; Lebovic 2004; Mullenbach and Matthews 2008). These indicators, however, do not reflect the impact of a set of parallel operations on a country’s resources available for other missions. Many countries have long participated in multiple international operations at any given time.
In order to construct a more accurate indicator of military stretch, the size of a country’s parallel deployments and military capabilities must be set in relation to each other. We operationalize the former as the number of troops committed to operations other than EUFORs Congo and Chad during their first year. With respect to military capabilities, these have often been measured through military spending (Fordham 2004, 635). However, military spending is uninformative with respect to the output of the defense production process that generates the type of resources usable for CSDP missions (cf. Beeres and Bogers 2012). In order to increase the consistency of the indicator of a country’s military capabilities with respect to out-of-area operations, we use deployable troop numbers as our measure. The ratio between deployed and deployable troop numbers (tn) then provides an indicator of military capability stretch (mcs) for country i. This is computed as given in equation (4):

	
	
	(4)


Data for deployed and deployable troop numbers as well as the resulting scores for military capability stretch are given in Table 5.

Calibration of Target Factor
We use the official usability targets of NATO in order to calibrate the target set. At the 2004 Istanbul summit, NATO countries agreed on a deployability target for ground forces of 40 percent and a sustainability target of 8 percent. The European Defence Agency (EDA) has also used these figures for internal assessments of all participating member states (International Institute for Strategic Studies 2008, 13). Based on this assessment, countries with at least 15 percent of its forces deployed and sustained in parallel are categorized as having significant competing deployments. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.

Table 5. Military Capability Stretch
	
	Congo
	
	Chad

	Country
	De/ed a)
	De/ble b)
	mcs
	
	De/ed c)
	De/ble d)
	mcs

	Austria
	1230
	2050
	60.00
	
	1150
	2100
	54.77

	Belgium
	753
	6984e)
	10.79
	
	1200
	6984
	17.19

	Bulgaria
	494
	NA
	NA
	
	789
	5205
	15.16

	Cyprus
	0
	238e)
	0.00
	
	2
	239
	0.84

	Czech Rep.
	899
	4566
	19.69
	
	858
	8474
	10.13

	Estonia
	221
	563
	39.26
	
	197
	644
	30.60

	Finland
	706
	6000
	11.77
	
	616
	2300
	26.79

	France
	9871
	91000
	10.85
	
	10577
	90000
	11.76

	Germany
	7275
	63004e)
	11.55
	
	6280
	69591
	09.03

	Greece
	1757
	22182
	7.93
	
	1133
	22182
	5.11

	Hungary
	705
	2122
	33.23
	
	862
	2480
	34.76

	Ireland
	624
	850
	73.42
	
	174
	850
	20.48

	Italy
	5023
	54800
	9.17
	
	7409
	59000
	12.56

	Latvia
	165
	947e)
	17.43
	
	96
	830
	11.57

	Lithuania
	222
	1140
	19.48
	
	243
	1345
	18.07

	Luxemburg
	37
	311
	11.90
	
	34
	241
	14.11

	Malta
	0
	149
	0.00
	
	0
	159
	0.00

	Netherlands
	2205
	17724
	12.45
	
	1905
	19054
	10.00

	Poland
	4200
	24300
	17.29
	
	2474
	25100
	9.86

	Portugal
	726
	7168
	10.13
	
	670
	6862
	9.77

	Romania
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	1545
	10244
	15.09

	Slovakia
	633
	641
	98.76
	
	509
	2347
	21.69

	Slovenia
	312
	1579
	19.76
	
	485
	1850
	26.22

	Spain
	1877
	39617
	4.74
	
	2946
	44784
	6.58

	Sweden
	792
	3122
	25.37
	
	581
	4422
	13.14

	UK
	16509
	74570
	22.14
	
	12978
	77287
	16.80

	a) Source: IISS 2008, 14.(International Institute for Strategic Studies 2008, 14) Troops deployed in EUFOR Congo and UNIFIL II have been subtracted from deployed units. UNIFIL II is not included because the conflict that caused this operation erupted after EUFOR Congo had reached full operational capability.
b) Source: EDA 2008, Defence Data for EDA participating Member States in 2007, 40.
c) Source: Giegerich and Nicoll (2012, 60). Troops deployed in EUFOR Chad according to IISS 2009 are subtracted from deployed units.
d) Source: EDA 2009, National Defence Data in 2008, 39.
e) As data for 2006 was incomplete, data for 2007 was used to fill the gaps.






[bookmark: _Toc469925054]Exogenous Factor: Trade Volume (TV)

Factor levels: large (l) / small trade volume (s)
Base variable: trade volume relevance (tvr)

Operationalization of Base Variable
EUFORs Congo and Chad both had the objective of stabilizing the area of operations. In this connection, several studies in the burden-sharing literature have suggested that geographical distance is negatively related to the size of private benefits received from regional stability in the target area (Bove and Elia 2011; Gaibulloev, Sandler and Shimizu 2009; Perkins and Neumayer, 2008). However, while spatial proximity may matter for adjacent countries at risk of experiencing negative externalities created by social instability, all potential EUFOR troop contributors were so far away from the two areas of operation that conflict spillover or large refugee inflows did not impact their benefit calculations. Beyond a certain point of indifference to geographical distance, which seems to have been passed by all states without exception, any remaining variation becomes explanatorily irrelevant.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  We did not find any evidence in parliamentary debates that increased refugee inflows to a particular country were a concern, although it was occasionally mentioned in conjunction with importing terrorism to Europe as a whole.] 

Instead of spatial proximity, we consider relational proximity in terms of trade interests a positive private benefit that is appreciably more relevant.[footnoteRef:24] Several authors have hypothesized that economic interests drive countries’ decisions to commit troops to peacekeeping operations (Gaibulloev, Sandler, and Shimizu 2009, 833; Perkins and Neumayer 2008, 903; Shimizu and Sandler 2010, 1479).[footnoteRef:25] With respect to CSDP military missions, the maritime operation NAVFOR Atalanta has been mentioned as an illustrative case in point. Although the protection of humanitarian aid deliveries to Somalia in response to a request by the UN has been cited by the EU itself as its main motivation, some argue that the operation was set up primarily to defend European trade interests.[footnoteRef:26] Anecdotal evidence for the significance of trade motives also exists for EUFOR Congo. While the UK has only little economic stakes in the DRC, and indeed did not contribute at all to the operation, France has strong interests in uranium abstraction and is the third largest exporter to the country (Cumming 2011, 566-567).[footnoteRef:27] We thus expect positive private benefits to result from troop contributions to one or both EUFORs, either by maintaining existing levels of trade relations or by increasing the probability for their future intensification. [24:  This does not exclude the case mentioned by Shimizu and Sandler (2002, 656), when trade flows are enhanced by stability in the proximity of states. We do not consider non-contributions to generate negative private benefits from ensuing reductions in trade flows.]  [25:  In contrast, Andersson (2002, 380) doubts that trade considerations have influenced commitment to UN peacekeeping operations, and Gegout (2009, 204) concludes that French trade interests have been irrelevant in EUFOR Congo.]  [26:  Article 1, Council Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP, Official Journal of the European Union, 12.11.2008, L301/33–L301/37. Germany, France, the Netherlands and Spain, a large part of whose international trade passes through the Gulf of Aden, are permanent contributors to the operation, with 4-7 surface combat vessels and 2-3 maritime patrol and reconnaissance aircraft (Weber 2009, 72).]  [27:  Decisions to contribute can also be based on current expectations of future trade opportunities. For example, conservative parliamentarians in the German Bundestag argued that participation was important as Congo possessed some of the largest copper and tantalite reserves worldwide. See Bundestag plenary protocol 16/36, 19 May 2006, page 3105.] 

The relevance of the trade volume for a country, however, is not only determined by absolute numbers. If the expected cost of contributing to an operation significantly outweighs the trade volume between a potential contributor and the country of operation, private benefits will be lower as when the trade volume was significantly higher than expected costs. The largest part of the data for bilateral trade figures have been obtained from the IMF’s Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS).[footnoteRef:28] Gaps in the data were filled using other sources.[footnoteRef:29] The base variable of trade volume relevance (tvr) is calculated as given in equation (5). [28:  See http://elibrary-data.imf.org/FindDataReports.aspx?d=33061&e=1709210.]  [29:  The figures for Lithuania and Latvia have been obtained by e-mail contact from the Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Lithuania, 27 March 2013, and the Ministry of Economics of the Republic of Latvia, 3 April 2012.] 


	
	
	(5)



where exp is the export volume and imp the import volume between an EU member state and the country of operation, and com is the estimated total cost of the mission. For operation EUFOR Chad, the trade volume takes into account exports and imports for both Chad and the Central African Republic.

Calibration of Target Factor
Countries whose average trade volume prior to an operation amounts to at least 50 percent of the respective costs expected from contributing are categorized as having a large trade volume. Trade volume figures and the resulting figures for the relevance of the trade volume are presented in Table 6. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.



Table 6. Trade volume relevance
	
	Congo
	
	Chad

	Country
	Average Trade Volume a)
	GDP 
Share b)
	tvr
	
	Average Trade Volume a)
	GDP 
Share b)
	tvr

	Austria
	1.4
	0.023
	0.28
	
	3.5
	0.023
	0.17

	Belgium
	851.4
	0.028
	140.73
	
	85.5
	0.027
	3.53

	Bulgaria
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	0.3
	0.002
	0.19

	Cyprus
	0.1
	0.001
	0.34
	
	0.2
	0.001
	0.18

	Czech Rep.
	1.4
	0.008
	0.79
	
	2.4
	0.008
	0.32

	Estonia
	0.1
	0.001
	0.76
	
	0.0
	0.001
	0.00

	Finland
	120.7
	0.015
	36.24
	
	2.0
	0.016
	0.14

	France
	151.0
	0.158
	4.38
	
	160.6
	0.154
	1.17

	Germany
	71.6
	0.214
	1.53
	
	45.1
	0.213
	0.24

	Greece
	0.5
	0.017
	0.14
	
	0.1
	0.017
	0.01

	Hungary
	0.5
	0.006
	0.39
	
	0.4
	0.006
	0.08

	Ireland
	13.2
	0.014
	4.42
	
	0.6
	0.014
	0.05

	Italy
	45.1
	0.128
	1.62
	
	20.5
	0.123
	0.19

	Latvia
	0.1
	0.001
	0.18
	
	0.1
	0.001
	0.07

	Lithuania
	0.3
	0.002
	0.83
	
	0.0
	0.002
	0.01

	Luxemburg
	1.0
	0.003
	1.80
	
	0.1
	0.003
	0.06

	Malta
	0.0
	0.000
	0.05
	
	0.2
	0.000
	0.40

	Netherlands
	54.2
	0.045
	5.49
	
	33.1
	0.045
	0.82

	Poland
	4.6
	0.022
	0.96
	
	2.1
	0.023
	0.10

	Portugal
	23.4
	0.013
	7.97
	
	46.1
	0.013
	3.99

	Romania
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	0.2
	0.006
	0.04

	Slovakia
	0.3
	0.004
	0.32
	
	0.7
	0.004
	0.18

	Slovenia
	0.1
	0.003
	0.20
	
	0.7
	0.003
	0.30

	Spain
	15.8
	0.075
	0.96
	
	18.3
	0.075
	0.27

	Sweden
	10.5
	0.031
	1.55
	
	8.8
	0.031
	0.32

	UK
	21.0
	0.188
	0.51
	
	36.4
	0.186
	0.22

	a) in million US$; b) share of GDP among EU member  states.  




[bookmark: _Toc469925055]Exogenous Factor: Public Support (PS)

Factor levels: high (h) / low public support (l)
Base variable: net public support (nps)

Operationalization of Base Variable
Set membership is dependent on the public net support rate for the CSDP closely before the official request for participating in a possible operation has been issued. It is reasonable to assume that governments base their decision to issue a request themselves, or respond to one either positively or negatively, on the most recent information available to them. EUFOR Congo was set up in response to a written request by the UN Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations, sent to the EU’s presidency on 27 December 2005.[footnoteRef:30] The first mentioning of a possible operation in Chad can be found in a diplomatic cable of the French ministry of foreign affairs, sent to all EU foreign ministries on 21 May 2007. With regards to EUFOR Congo, we thus use public opinion figures which have been published in Eurobarometer 63.4 (September 2005). With respect to operation EUFOR Chad, we use public opinion figures from Eurobarometer 65.2 (January 2007).  [30:  See UN Security Council Document S/2006/219 “Letter dated 12 April 2006 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of the Security Council” and UN Security Council Resolution 1671 (2006).] 

Public net support scores are based on the percentage figure for those respondents being for ESDP (F) minus the percentage figure for those being against it (A).[footnoteRef:31] Questions on specific military operations or questions regarding conditional support have neither been asked in the standard nor special Eurobarometer surveys. Although general support for ESDP did not directly measure support for any military operation in particular, we assume that endorsement implies approval with regards to the general principles of CSDP as set out in the European Security Strategy (ESS), including conflict prevention in weak states or regions of states.[footnoteRef:32] [31:  The specific question asked was “What is your opinion on each of the following statements? Please tell me for each statement, whether you are for it or against it: A common defence and security policy among European Union Member States”.]  [32:  See Solana (2003) for the original document. More detailed analyses of the ESS are provided by Rehrl and Weisserth (2010, 20-23) and Biscop (2005).] 

We adjust these scores by an indicator of non-substantive responses (NSR). These may stem from various sources, including indifference to, lack of knowledge of or conflicting attitudes towards the issue being asked about, or even cost considerations on the part of the respondent.[footnoteRef:33] Irrespective of their source, however, NSRs do not induce policy-makers to act either way. Net public support rates can be of the same magnitude, but at different ends of the continuum. A net public support rate of 20 percent may result from 25 percent positive and 5 percent negative responses or from 60 percent positive and 40 percent negative responses. Thus, ignoring NSRs in this example conceals the fact that in the former case, 70 percent of all respondents convey no information to policy-makers respecting the direction of action to take, whereas in the second case directional information is at a maximum. A low NSR rate in the case of a positive net support rate should therefore put more pressure on decision-makers to participate in a joint mission, whereas the same rate in the case of a negative net support rate should put more pressure on decision-makers to reject participation. In contrast, a high NSR rate in either case leaves room for decisional discretion on the side of executives. In order to factor in the degree to which policy-makers are confronted with directed public opinion, we subtract from the net support rate the figure for the share of respondents who answered “Don’t know” (DK) in relation to their support for ESDP. In summary, net public support scores are arrived at according to equation (6). [33:  See, for example, Berinsky (2008), Francis and Bush (1975), Gilljam and Granberg (1993) and Sicinsky 1970.] 


	
	
	(6)



Calibration of Target Factor
We assume that there is a magnitude continuum of net public support over which the propensity of governments to act in accordance with the direction of opinion increases. At the lower end, policy-makers prefer to allocate their limited resources of attention to issues where the corridor of action is narrower and ignore public opinion on CSDP. Such issues often include more pressing domestic concerns. However, as public opinion moves towards the mid-point of the continuum, governments register the issue as increasingly salient, and decide that it warrants closer attention. At larger magnitudes, governments cannot afford to remain inactive on the issue any longer. A clear majority for one direction exists, the policy corridor is narrow and any proposal for action seems unlikely to produce electorally unfavorable outcomes. Based on this presumed relation between public opinion and CSDP policy, countries with a net rate of at least 30 percent are categorized as having high public support. The resulting net public support scores are given Table 7. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.




Table 7. Net Public Support
	
	Congo a)
	
	Chad b)

	Country
	F
	A
	DK
	nps
	
	F
	A
	DK
	nps

	Austria
	61
	29
	11
	21
	
	55
	32
	13
	10

	Belgium
	89
	10
	2
	77
	
	85
	13
	1
	71

	Bulgaria
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	70
	8
	21
	41

	Cyprus
	94
	4
	3
	87
	
	87
	4
	9
	74

	Czech Rep.
	86
	9
	5
	72
	
	87
	8
	5
	74

	Estonia
	87
	5
	9
	73
	
	78
	8
	14
	56

	Finland
	63
	33
	5
	25
	
	61
	32
	7
	22

	France
	81
	12
	7
	62
	
	80
	13
	6
	61

	Germany
	85
	10
	5
	70
	
	86
	10
	4
	72

	Greece
	80
	15
	5
	60
	
	82
	17
	1
	64

	Hungary
	83
	9
	8
	66
	
	81
	8
	11
	62

	Ireland
	58
	23
	19
	16
	
	59
	20
	21
	18

	Italy
	78
	10
	12
	56
	
	74
	13
	13
	48

	Latvia
	85
	5
	10
	70
	
	81
	8
	11
	62

	Lithuania
	76
	6
	18
	52
	
	75
	7
	17
	51

	Luxembourg
	87
	9
	4
	74
	
	82
	9
	9
	64

	Malta
	61
	15
	24
	22
	
	55
	18
	27
	10

	Netherlands
	81
	16
	3
	62
	
	78
	17
	5
	56

	Poland
	86
	6
	8
	72
	
	85
	8
	7
	70

	Portugal
	71
	11
	17
	43
	
	61
	11
	28
	22

	Romania
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	75
	5
	19
	51

	Slovakia
	85
	10
	6
	69
	
	83
	11
	6
	66

	Slovenia
	90
	5
	5
	80
	
	82
	12
	6
	64

	Spain
	70
	13
	17
	40
	
	67
	9
	24
	34

	Sweden
	58
	36
	6
	16
	
	59
	33
	8
	18

	UK
	59
	27
	14
	18
	
	57
	30
	13
	14

	a) European Commission, Standard Eurobarometer Survey 63.4 (Field Work: June/July 2005, Publication: September 2005). Brussels: European Commission.
b) European Commission, Standard Eurobarometer Survey 65.2 (Field Work: March/May 2006, Publication: January 2007). Brussels: European Commission.






[bookmark: _Toc469925056]Exogenous Factor: Budget Constraints (BC)

Factor levels: high (h) / low budget constraints (l)
Base variable: budget constraint severity (bcs) 

Calibration of Target Factor
Fiscal policy is one of the main instruments available to governments to influence aggregate demand, which in turn affects interest rates and inflation. During the 1970s, many governments in Europe had to learn the hard lessons of letting inflation spiral out of control, and it was not until after the mid-1980s that inflation had been brought down again to a sustainable level. In consequence, the convergence criteria that have been laid out for Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) in the Maastricht Treaty included a number of measures which would prepare states for monetary integration and macroeconomic alignment.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  For more details on the economic background to EMU, see Levitt and Lord (2000, 29-42) and Chang (2009, 15-44).] 

Besides a common currency and a centralized monetary policy, the two most important components of EMU include the provisions stipulated in the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) for all Euro-zone members, and the multilateral surveillance system (MSS) as part of the SGP for all EU members (Nugent 2010, 332-334).[footnoteRef:35] Two elements from the set of convergence criteria form its basis, namely ceilings on deficit-to-GDP and debt-to-GDP ratios.[footnoteRef:36] These have to be met by all prospective Euro-zone members and observed by all existing ones. The deficit reference value is set to 3 percent and the debt reference value to 60 percent.[footnoteRef:37] While the objective of these criteria is to ensure prudent fiscal policies, a breach is not consequential if it is exceptional or temporary, or if these ratios have declined substantially and continuously in previous years.[footnoteRef:38]  [35:  The MSS is also referred to as the “preventive arm” of the SGP.]  [36:  Article 140(1), consolidated version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, Official Journal of the European Union, 9.5.2008, C115/108-C115/109. The former usually receives more weight than the latter.]  [37:  Protocol 12 on the excessive deficit procedure, Official Journal of the European Union, 9.5. 2008, C115/279-C115/280.]  [38:  Council Regulations (EC) No 1055/05 and (EC) No 1056/05, which entered into force in July 2005, have introduced more flexibility in interpreting the SGP. Generally, the excess of a government deficit is considered exceptional and temporary if it results from an unusual event outside the control of the state with a major impact on the financial position of the government, and the excess is projected to subside following the end of such an event. See Council Regulation (EC) No 1467/97.] 

As the MSS also extends to non-Euro-zone members, these states are obliged to submit a convergence program to the Commission on their budgetary situation and objectives each year, whereas Euro-zone members submit stability programs. Excessive deficits may lead to recommendations being issued by the Commission as to their correction and the opening of an excessive deficit procedure (EDP) by the Council.[footnoteRef:39] Ultimately, if a state against which an EDP has been filed does not comply in due time, usually two years, the Council may decide to impose financial sanctions if non-compliance persists after a second notice has been issued. As the UK and Denmark have received opt-outs from stage three of EMU, the European Commission does not assess these two countries in its convergence reports and they are not subject to certain procedures, but an EDP can be opened if any one or both of the two relevant criteria are not met.[footnoteRef:40] In 2003, Sweden decided by referendum to stay outside the Euro-zone. [39:  The EDP is also referred to as the “corrective arm” of the SGP.]  [40:  The UK has twice been the subject of an EDP, first in January 2006 and again in July 2008. Since Denmark has also opted out of CSDP, its status with respect to EMU is irrelevant.] 

Irrespective of these concrete yet rather soft brakes on spending, all governments are exposed to pressures for budgetary constraint because high government deficits and debt crowd out private investment, they send up interest rates and fuel inflation, the two last factors of which also form part of the convergence criteria. Thus, the score a country receives in the set of budget-constrained states are dependent on three factors: the country’s status with respect to EMU, the record of the government’s budgetary situation over previous years, and the expected budgetary position in the year the operation was launched. Since EUFORs Congo and Chad took place before the economic and financial crisis hit the EU in 2008, a temporary justification for a sustained or new breach of the reference values did not exist during the concerned time period.
Establishing reasonable thresholds above and below which any variation on these factors becomes irrelevant should be relatively uncontroversial. Clearly, states that expected a deficit of less than 3 percent for the next reference date and financial liabilities of less than 60 percent of GDP, and that remained below the reference values in the previous three years should be considered as fully out of the set of budget-constrained states, irrespective of whether they already participated in EMU, were to enter it in the future or had decided not to enter at all. Similarly, status is irrelevant for permanent fiscal transgressors. States with an expected deficit-to-GDP ratio of more than 3 percent and an expected debt-to-GDP-ratio of 60 percent forecast for the next reference date at the time when decisions on troop contributions were made are coded as full members in the set of budget-constrained states if the figures for these two criteria have also exceeded the reference values in the previous three years, meaning that the state had been subject to an EDP for quite some time and was likely to face intensified repudiation. 
Since EDP sets in, however, once any one or both of the reference values have been exceeded, the status of a state with respect to EMU matters in all other scenarios. Most fundamentally, a hierarchy can be established whereby the gravity of the financial excess is reflected. EU member states with an EMU opt-out arrangement, albeit bound by the EDP, neither face the same formal consequences as participating states nor are they exposed to the same environment of peer pressure for due correction and the risk of losing their moral credibility, as happened in 2005 when Germany–the most demanding member state with regards to the establishment of the convergence criteria–continued to defy meeting the very fiscal discipline it insisted on in the first place and orchestrated a revision of the SGP in collaboration with France. Future members are most seriously affected by non-compliance because they are more closely monitored by the European Commission and the European Central Bank, and their governments have to show to their electorates a serious commitment to fulfilling their promise of taking the country into the “Euro-club”.[footnoteRef:41] Thus, prospective membership incurs higher costs for states in cases of non-compliance than existing membership, which itself incurs higher costs in such cases than non-membership with no obligation to change this status. [41:  Overall, a majority of citizens in the ten central and eastern European countries which acceded in 2004 and 2007 were in favor of the Euro at that time. The only four countries where opinion was negative were Lithuania, Estonia, Cyprus and Malta. See Flash Eurobarometer 214 “Introduction of the Euro in the New Member States”, November 2007, for detailed figures. The Accession Treaties stipulate the duty to join the Eurozone once all convergence criteria have been met. Opt-outs such as those received by Denmark and the UK are not possible for the Central and East European member states.] 

Based on these arguments, our calibration scheme for the set of states with high budgetary constraints takes into account a country’s budgetary history, its expected budget situation, its status with respect to EMU and whether the deficit or the debt criterion or both were concerned. The calibration scheme is summarized in Table 8 below.

Table 8. Measurement Scheme for Budget Constraint Severity 
	Criteria
	bcs

	No breach of deficit or debt ratio limits in preceding three years
	0.00

	Deficit or debt ratio limit breached once but not in preceding year
	0.10

	Deficit and debt ratio limit breached once but not in preceding year
	0.20

	Deficit or debt ratio limit breached twice but not in preceding year
	0.30

	Deficit and debt ratio limit breached twice but not in preceding year
	0.40

	Deficit or debt ratio limit breached in year before operation
	0.50

	Deficit and debt ratio limit breached in year before operation
	0.60

	Deficit or debt ratio limit breached twice in preceding years
	0.70

	Deficit and debt ratio limit breached twice in years before operation
	0.80

	Deficit or debt ratio limit breached continuously in preceding three years
	0.90

	Deficit and debt ratio limits breached continuously in preceding years
	1.00



Calibration of Target Factor
The budget performance figures and resulting scores for budget constraint severity based on the scheme presented in Table 8 are provided in Table 9. If the deficit or debt ratio limit had been breached in the year before an operation, the country was categorized as having a highly constrained budget. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.



Table 9. Budget Performance and Budget Constraint Severity
	Country
	EMU
	deficit 2003a)
	deficit 2004a)
	deficit 2005a)
	deficit 2006a)
	debt 2003a)
	debt 2004a)
	debt 2005a)
	debt 2006a)
	bcs Congo
	bcs Chad

	Austria
	1999
	-0.7
	-4.4
	-1.7
	-1.5
	65.3
	64.7
	64.2
	62.3
	0.90
	0.90

	Belgium
	1999
	-0.1
	-0.1
	-2.5
	0.4
	98.4
	94.0
	92.0
	88.0
	0.90
	1.00

	Bulgaria
	pros
	-0.4
	1.9
	1.0
	1.9
	44.4
	37.0
	27.5
	21.6
	NA
	0.00

	Cyprus
	2008
	-6.6
	-4.1
	-2.4
	-1.2
	69.7
	70.9
	69.4
	64.7
	0.95
	0.90

	Czech Rep.
	pros
	-6.7
	-2.8
	-3.2
	-2.4
	28.6
	28.9
	28.4
	28.3
	0.50
	0.10

	Estonia
	2011
	1.7
	1.6
	1.6
	2.5
	5.6
	5.0
	4.6
	4.4
	0.05
	0.00

	Finland
	1999
	2.6
	2.5
	2.9
	4.2
	44.5
	44.4
	41.7
	39.6
	0.00
	0.50

	France
	1999
	-4.1
	-3.6
	-2.9
	-2.3
	62.9
	64.9
	66.4
	63.7
	0.90
	1.00

	Germany
	1999
	-4.2
	-3.8
	-3.3
	-1.6
	64.4
	66.2
	68.5
	68.0
	1.00
	1.00

	Greece
	2001
	-5.6
	-7.5
	-5.2
	-5.7
	97.4
	98.6
	100.0
	106.1
	1.00
	1.00

	Hungary
	pros
	-7.3
	-6.5
	-7.9
	-9.4
	58.6
	59.5
	61.7
	65.9
	0.95
	0.90

	Ireland
	1999
	0.4
	1.4
	1.7
	2.9
	30.7
	29.5
	27.3
	24.6
	0.00
	0.00

	Italy
	1999
	-3.6
	-3.5
	-4.4
	-3.4
	103.9
	103.4
	105.7
	106.3
	1.00
	1.00

	Latvia
	pros
	-1.6
	-1.0
	-0.4
	-0.5
	14.7
	15.0
	12.5
	10.7
	0.05
	0.00

	Lithuania
	pros
	-1.3
	-1.5
	-0.5
	-0.4
	21.0
	19.3
	18.3
	17.9
	0.05
	0.00

	Luxembourg
	1999
	0.5
	-1.1
	0.0
	1.4
	6.2
	6.3
	6.1
	6.7
	0.00
	0.00

	Malta
	2008
	-9.0
	-4.6
	-2.9
	-2.7
	66.0
	69.8
	68.0
	62.5
	0.95
	0.90

	Netherlands
	1999
	-3.1
	-1.7
	-0.3
	0.5
	52.0
	52.4
	51.8
	47.4
	0.10
	0.00

	Poland
	pros
	-6.2
	-5.4
	-4.1
	-3.6
	47.1
	45.7
	47.1
	47.7
	0.95
	0.90

	Portugal
	1999
	-3.7
	-4.0
	-6.5
	-4.6
	59.4
	61.9
	67.7
	69.4
	0.90
	1.00

	Romania
	pros
	-1.5
	-1.2
	-1.2
	-2.2
	21.5
	18.7
	15.8
	12.4
	NA
	0.00

	Slovakia b)
	2008
	-2.8
	-2.4
	-2.8
	-3.2
	42.4
	41.5
	34.2
	30.5
	0.05
	0.50

	Slovenia
	2007
	-2.7
	-2.3
	-1.5
	-1.4
	27.2
	27.3
	26.7
	26.4
	0.05
	0.00

	Spain
	1999
	-0.3
	-0.1
	1.3
	2.4
	48.8
	46.3
	43.2
	39.7
	0.00
	0.00

	Sweden
	opt
	-1.0
	0.6
	2.2
	2.3
	51.7
	50.3
	50.4
	45.3
	0.00
	0.00

	UK
	opt
	-3.4
	-3.5
	-3.4
	-2.7
	39.1
	41.0
	42.2
	43.3
	0.90
	0.40

	a) European Commission (2013), “Government Deficit and Debt”, (Eurostat database) (Accessed on 14 November 2013 at. http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/government_finance_statistics/data/database).
b) Joined EMU in 2009, but was a prospective member at the time when the operations were planned.
c) Joined in January 2007. Adjustment on for EUFOR Congo.






[bookmark: _Toc469925057]Exogenous Factor: Election Distance (ED)

Factor levels: large (l) / small election distance (s)
Base variable: time from operation reference date until next election (tre)

Operationalization of Base Variable
The impact of electoral calculations on the decision to deploy troops has generated a rich body of literature, but considerable disagreement about the effect of electoral calculations on decisions to send armed forces abroad persists.[footnoteRef:42] While supporters of diversionary theories of war expect political leaders to use the deployment of military force to draw the general public’s attention away from domestic problems, literature on democratic peace and casualty aversion expects decision-makers to be careful not to upset the public by resorting to military means. With respect to EU peacekeeping operations, the latter theory appears to enjoy much higher applicability for two reasons. First, both operations involved the use of force on only a relatively small scale, large enough to draw public attention but insufficient for diversionary tactics (Fordham 1998, 570); and second, although being in favor of CSDP, in most European countries the public has expressed skepticism towards the usefulness of military means, making electoral punishment more probable than rewards, even if an operation is perceived as successful (Brummer 2007). [42:  For a review of this literature, see Aldrich, Gelpi, Feaver, Reifle and Sharp (2006).] 

The political risks of contributing to an operation can therefore be assumed to outweigh its gains, possibly even to the extent that no electoral pay-offs exist at all at any stage of the electoral cycle. Right after a general election, we thus expect other factors than electoral ones to influence decisions on contributions to CSDP operations. However, towards the end of an electoral cycle, when there is nothing to gain but only much to lose in electoral terms from contributing to military adventures abroad, executives should attempt to keep the country’s burden as low as possible, or even try and abstain altogether (cf. Nincic 1990; Gaubatz 1991). The proximity of the next general election to an operation should thus affect a country’s eventual contribution. 
We consider two events important. First, between the initial mentioning of a possible operation and the adoption of a Council Joint Action policy-makers are under most pressure to reach a decision. We thus define this point as an operation’s reference date. The crucial mentioning and adoption dates are 27 December 2005 and 27 April 2006 for EUFOR Congo, and 21 May 2007 and 15 October 2007 for EUFOR Chad. Second, we use the ParlGov database to determine the date of a country’s next general election (Döring and Manow 2012). In order to determine the length of the period between these points, we simply take the time in days (tre) from the reference date drd to the date of a country i’s next election dne,i as given by equation (7):

	
	
	(7)


The resulting figures are given in Table 10 below. 

Calibration of Target Factor
If the reference date is more than one year away from the next general election, the country is categorized as having elections at large distance. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.


Table 10. Base Variable Figures for Election Distance
	Country
	Next election 
EUFOR Congo
	tre
	Next election EUFOR Chad
	tre

	Austria
	01/10/2006
	218
	28/09/2008
	423

	Belgium
	10/06/2007
	470
	13/06/2010
	1046

	Bulgaria
	NA
	NA
	05/07/2009
	703

	Cyprus
	21/05/2006
	85
	22/05/2011
	1389

	Czech Rep.
	03/06/2006
	98
	29/05/2010
	1031

	Estonia
	04/03/2007
	372
	06/03/2011
	1312

	Finland
	18/03/2007
	386
	17/04/2011
	1354

	France
	10/06/2007
	470
	10/06/2012
	1774

	Germany
	27/09/2009
	1310
	27/09/2009
	787

	Greece
	16/09/2007
	568
	16/09/2007
	45

	Hungary
	09/04/2006
	43
	25/04/2010
	997

	Ireland
	24/05/2007
	453
	25/02/2011
	1303

	Italy
	09/04/2006
	43
	13/04/2008
	255

	Latvia
	07/10/2006
	224
	02/10/2010
	1157

	Lithuania
	12/10/2008
	960
	12/10/2008
	437

	Luxemburg
	07/06/2009
	1198
	07/06/2009
	675

	Malta
	08/03/2008
	742
	08/03/2008
	219

	Netherlands
	22/11/2006
	270
	09/06/2010
	1042

	Poland
	19/10/2007
	601
	19/10/2007
	78

	Portugal
	27/09/2009
	1310
	27/09/2009
	787

	Romania
	NA
	NA
	30/11/2008
	486

	Slovakia
	17/06/2006
	112
	12/06/2010
	1045

	Slovenia
	21/09/2008
	939
	21/09/2008
	416

	Spain
	09/03/2008
	743
	09/03/2008
	220

	Sweden
	01/10/2006
	204
	19/09/2010
	1144

	UK
	06/05/2010
	1531
	06/05/2010
	1008






[bookmark: _Toc469925058]Exogenous Factor: Parliamentary Powers (PP)

Factor levels: significant (s) / insignificant parliamentary powers (i)
Base variable: parliamentary powers and government situation (ppg) 

Calibration of Target Factor
The exogenous factor parliamentary powers reflects the variance in parliamentary control over executive decisions on troop deployments (Wagner 2006). Countries in which parliamentary approval was necessary prior to the deployment of troops abroad are assigned a base variable score above 0.5. However, these countries still vary in two important ways. First, parliaments that have to consent to an operation prior to the signing of a Council Joint Action are more powerful that parliaments for which this prerogative does not apply. Due to the difficulty for a government to repeal its pledges after having committed to a Joint Action, the latter are often confronted with a fait accompli (Born, Anghel, Dowling, and Fuior 2008, 29). Secondly, parliaments are expected to have more influence in countries governed by minority government because consent from parliamentarians of non-governmental parties is required.
Parliaments can still play a constraining role in the absence of approval powers, namely when the executive is obliged to consult or inform about its decisions. Countries where this is the case are assigned a base variable score below 0.5. But again, parliaments in this second group are more powerful when facing a minority government. This measurement scheme is summarized in Table 11.
Table 11. Measurement Scheme for Parliamentary Powers and Government Situation
	Classification
	Main Criterion
	ppg

	Approval required before Joint Action and minority government
	Prior approval required
	1.0

	Approval required before Joint Action or minority government
	
	0.8

	Approval required before troop deployment and majority government
	
	0.6

	Consultation parliament required and minority government
	Information or consultation rights
	0.4

	Consultation parliament required and majority government
	
	0.2

	No role parliament
	No formal role
	0.0




Calibration of Target Factor
Information on parliamentary powers is based on a survey of parliamentary war powers as of spring 2003 for the then 25 EU member and accession states (Dieterich, Hummel, and Marshall 2010). This information was supplemented with three more recent sources to account for later developments (Biehl, Giegerich, and Jonas 2013; Born, Fuior, and Lazzarini 2008; Peters, Wagner, and Deitelhoff 2010). Information on Bulgaria and Romania was also retrieved from these publications. The ParlGov database was used to assess whether a country was governed by a minority government (Döring and Manow 2012). The country data are provided in Table 12. If not only information or consultation, but explicit parliamentary approval was required for military deployment, or if a minority government was in place at the time when contributions to an operation were discussed, the country was categorized as having significant parliamentary war powers. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.
Table 12. Parliamentary Powers and Government Situation
	Country
	Prior Approval
	Before Joint Action
	Consultation
	Minority
Government

	
	
	
	
	Congo
	Chad

	Austria
	×
	
	×
	×
	

	Belgium
	
	
	×
	
	×

	Bulgaria
	
	
	
	NA
	

	Cyprus
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Czech Rep.
	×
	
	×
	
	×

	Estonia
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Finland
	×
	×
	×
	
	

	France
	
	
	×
	
	

	Germany
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Greece
	
	
	
	
	

	Hungary
	
	
	×
	
	×

	Ireland
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Italy
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Latvia
	×
	
	×
	×
	

	Lithuania
	×
	
	×
	
	×

	Luxembourg
	×
	×
	×
	
	

	Malta
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Netherlands
	×
	
	×
	
	

	Poland
	
	
	×
	×
	

	Portugal
	
	
	×
	×
	×

	Romania
	
	
	
	NA
	×

	Slovakia
	×
	
	×
	×
	

	Slovenia
	
	
	×
	
	

	Spain
	×
	
	×
	×
	×

	Sweden
	×
	×
	×
	×
	

	UK
	
	
	×
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc469925059]Exogenous Factor: Executive Partisanship (EP)

Factor levels: right (r) / left executive partisanship (l)
Base variable: executive ideological orientation (eio) 

Operationalization of Base Variable
The calculation of executive ideological orientation draws on the ParlGov database, which measures party positions on a scale from 0 to 10 based on the mean values of information from party expert surveys (Döring and Manow 2012). In line with previous studies (e.g., Palmer 1990, 486), we aggregate all government party positions (n) into an overall measure of executive ideological orientation (eio) by summing up each party’s (j) ideological position on the left-right scale (pp), weighted by its proportion of the total number of seats (s), as specified in equation (8).
	
	
	(8)



Calibration of Target Factor
We categorize an executive as right if it scores at least 5 on the ideology scale. The base variable values resulting from the application of equation (8) are given in Table 13. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.



Table 13. Executive Ideological Orientation
	Country
	Congo
	
	Chad

	Austria
	6.80
	
	5.08

	Belgium
	4.99
	
	5.12

	Bulgaria
	NA
	
	4.10

	Cyprus
	2.46
	
	2.72

	Czech Rep.
	3.98
	
	6.99

	Estonia
	5.37
	
	7.47

	Finland
	4.84
	
	6.14

	France
	7.40
	
	7.50

	Germany
	5.06
	
	5.06

	Greece
	6.70
	
	6.70

	Hungary
	3.01
	
	2.90

	Ireland
	6.27
	
	5.89

	Italy
	7.31
	
	2.58

	Latvia
	6.73
	
	6.96

	Lithuania
	3.71
	
	5.38

	Luxemburg
	5.26
	
	5.26

	Malta
	5.70
	
	5.70

	Netherlands
	6.29
	
	4.98

	Poland
	7.70
	
	7.02

	Portugal
	4.00
	
	4.00

	Romania
	NA
	
	6.07

	Slovakia
	4.29
	
	4.51

	Slovenia
	6.81
	
	6.81

	Spain
	3.70
	
	3.70

	Sweden
	3.40
	
	7.21

	UK
	4.40
	
	4.40







[bookmark: _Toc469925060]Exogenous Factor: Legislative Partisanship (LP)

Factor levels: right (r) / left legislative partisanship (l)
Base variable: parliamentary ideological orientation (pio) 

Operationalization of Base Variable
The calculation of parliamentary ideological orientation draws on the ParlGov database, which measures party positions on a scale from 0 to 10 based on the mean values of information from party expert surveys (Döring and Manow 2012). In line with previous studies (e.g., Palmer 1990, 486), we aggregate all party positions (n) into an overall measure of parliamentary ideological orientation (pio) by summing up each party’s (j) ideological position on the left-right scale (pp), weighted by its proportion of the total number of seats (s), as specified in equation (9).
	
	
	(9)



Calibration of Target Factor
We categorize a parliament as right if it scores at least 5.25 on the ideology scale. The base variable values resulting from the application of equation (9) are given in Table 14. Table 15 at the end of this document lists all set membership values.



Table 14. Parliamentary Ideological Orientation
	Country
	Congo
	
	Chad

	Austria
	5.28
	
	5.30

	Belgium
	5.67
	
	5.67

	Bulgaria
	NA
	
	5.15

	Cyprus
	4.30
	
	4.81

	Czech Rep.
	6.32
	
	4.70

	Estonia
	5.09
	
	6.19

	Finland
	6.14
	
	5.29

	France
	4.63
	
	5.66

	Germany
	5.55
	
	4.63

	Greece
	4.71
	
	5.55

	Hungary
	5.63
	
	4.65

	Ireland
	5.45
	
	5.69

	Italy
	5.63
	
	4.68

	Latvia
	5.09
	
	5.90

	Lithuania
	5.46
	
	5.36

	Luxemburg
	5.00
	
	5.46

	Malta
	5.16
	
	5.01

	Netherlands
	6.12
	
	4.81

	Poland
	4.76
	
	6.12

	Portugal
	5.46
	
	4.76

	Romania
	NA
	
	4.96

	Slovakia
	5.45
	
	5.62

	Slovenia
	4.90
	
	5.44

	Spain
	5.29
	
	5.45

	Sweden
	5.28
	
	5.22

	UK
	5.67
	
	5.29




Table 15. Summary of Set Memberships by Capability Indicator (GDP, population, percent average GDP and population)
	
	
	Endo. Factor
	
	Exogenous Factors

	
	
	CS{·}
	
	PT{·}
	
	CD{·}
	
	TV{·}
	
	PS{·}
	
	BC{·}
	
	ES{·}
	
	PP{·}
	
	EP{·}
	
	LP{·}

	Case
	
	CO a)
	CH b)
	
	CO
	CH
	
	CO
	CH
	
	CO
	CH
	
	CO
	CH
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