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Se
re
y is the very soul of diploma
y. | Fran�
ois de Calli�eres, 1716During the Cuban Missile Crisis, President Kennedy went on TV and 
aused a publi
 
risis in
onfronting Chairman Khrush
hev. Going publi
 with threats of the air strike and the blo
kade,
oupled with military mobilizations, Kennedy opted for a risky 
ourse of a
tions before internationaland domesti
 audien
es. Eight years later, when the United States dis
overed that the Soviet Unionwas 
onstru
ting a submarine base in Cuba, Henry Kissinger and President Nixon settled theCienfuegos Submarine Base Crisis through diploma
y that was almost entirely private. Kissinger(1979, 651) later wrote, \Rather than a dramati
 
onfrontation on the order of 1962, we 
onsideredthat quiet diploma
y was best suited to giving the USSR an opportunity to withdraw withouthumiliation." This in
ident 
ould have es
alated to a se
ond Cuban 
risis, but se
ret diploma
ysu

essfully persuaded the Soviet Union to 
on
ede without raising the risk of war.A

ording to the re
ent rationalist literature on 
risis bargaining, the Cienfuegos 
risis shouldnot have ended in the way it did. This literature turns to 
redible revelation of 
ommitments as keyto understanding state behavior in 
rises (e.g., Powell 2002; S
hultz 2001a). A well established wayto reveal information or to establish 
ommitments is to invoke the so-
alled tying-hands me
hanism(S
helling 1966), and a 
ommon method of doing so is to generate audien
e 
osts (e.g., Fearon1997).1 Re
ent audien
e-
ost models typi
ally 
laim that state leaders should go publi
 with theirdemands and engage their domesti
 audien
e to 
ommuni
ate their levels of resolve or 
apabilities.In doing so, leaders generate politi
al 
osts that they would have to pay ex post if they fail to 
arrythrough on their 
ommitment. Be
ause private diploma
y is relatively 
ostless and non-binding,these models further suggest that normals form of diploma
y, su
h as the one Nixon and Kissingerturned to, 
annot 
redibly 
onvey one's resolve in 
risis bargaining in the presen
e of strategi
in
entives to misrepresent or withhold private information (e.g., Fearon 1994, 1995; Ramsay 2004).The audien
e 
osts story helps us explain why state leaders go publi
 with military 
oer
ionand provoke publi
 
onfrontations. However, it has yet to explain another 
lass of 
ases, in
ludingthe 1970 Cienfuegos 
risis, where state leaders go against the logi
 of the tying-hands me
hanism1Fearon (1997) also shows that the so-
alled sunk-
ost me
hanism 
an also transmit information in internationaldisputes. Slant
hev (2005) shows that state leaders 
an also tie their hands with purely military instruments, su
has mobilization, without audien
e 
osts. 1



and se
re
y plays an important role in settling a dispute. The histori
al re
ord shows that the useof private ta
ti
s and quiet maneuvers is 
ommon pra
ti
e in 
risis diploma
y, and raises serious
on
erns about the robustness of the 
on
lusions on private diploma
y derived from existing studies.This presents a puzzle: When and why do state leaders rationally 
on
lude that staying private isdesirable, as opposed to going publi
, despite the suggested bene�ts of the tying-hands me
hanism?Despite the importan
e and prevalen
e of the private signaling in international 
rises, few ifany studies in international relations address this puzzle. While existing audien
e-
ost models o�ersome idea about the in
entives that leaders fa
e in de
iding to go private (e.g., Levento�glu andTarar 2005), these models are not best suited for a rigorous investigation of this puzzle be
ausethey are not expli
it about how 
risis diploma
y unfolds in private, but instead assume that 
risesare publi
 events (Fearon 1994).This paper presents a formal model to bridge this gap by exploring the rationality and e�e
-tiveness of private signaling in international 
rises. Building on a standard audien
e 
ost model, Ishow that going private with one's 
hallenge not only 
an e�e
tively 
ompel an opponent to 
apit-ulate, but also 
an make both parties to a 
risis better o�. The model o�ers a reason why leaders
annot rationally ignore private threats simply be
ause they avoid 
osts of going publi
. In a way,the impli
ation of the model is troublesome for empiri
al international relations studies be
auseit implies that we should expe
t private threats being made frequently, although we 
an observe(at least theoreti
ally) the only partial set of 
ases where leaders have de
ided to make the 
risis apubli
 a�air.The model augments the literature on 
risis bargaining and audien
e 
osts by bringing in severalperspe
tives. First, the expli
it analysis of a
tors' de
isions to go publi
 or private allows us tosimultaneously explain why earlier models 
on
luded that quiet diploma
y is ine�e
tive in 
risesand when su
h a 
on
lusion does not hold. In doing so, I show how the empiri
al s
ope of theaudien
e-
ost literature 
an be extended to the private aspe
t of 
rises in the presen
e of domesti
audien
es.Se
ond, making a threat in 
rises often has domesti
 politi
al 
onsequen
es for a defender aswell as for a 
hallenger. This obvious fa
t has gone un
onsidered by the literature. The model is2



motivated by an empiri
al 
laim that 
rises are 
arried out before domesti
 audien
es of both the
hallenger and the defender. As we shall see, the model establishes how the presen
e of multipledomesti
 audien
es shapes both the 
hallenger and the defender's in
entives and gives rise to aninteresting me
hanism that is negle
ted by existing models that assume a single audien
e.Finally, although audien
e 
osts 
an fa
ilitate information transmission in 
rises only be
ausethey tie hands and raise the risk of war, the literature has mainly fo
used on their informationalimpli
ations while paying little attention to their es
alatory e�e
ts (e.g., S
hultz 1998, 2001a; Smith1998). Taking the dual role of audien
e 
osts seriously, the model shows that engaging domesti
audien
es by going publi
 
an have both bene�
ial and detrimental e�e
ts on 
risis out
omes.While audien
e 
osts 
an help leaders establish 
redible 
ommitments, doing so 
an simultaneouslyin
rease the risk of ineÆ
ient out
omes su
h as 
ostly �ghting and publi
 
on
essions. The modelshows that it is this duality of audien
e 
osts that drives the rationality of private threats.What emerges from this study is a theoreti
al rationale for se
ret diploma
y. Existing studies
ommonly suggest that quiet diploma
y is ine�e
tive and se
ondary to military might in interna-tional 
rises, be
ause leaders 
an always a�ord to disavow diplomati
 ex
hanges under the surfa
e(Fearon 1994; Guisinger and Smith 2002; Sartori 2005) or be
ause 
redible threats of military 
o-er
ion are ne
essary to 
hange an adversary's 
ourse of behavior Art and Cronin (2003); George(1991). This is puzzling when one 
onsiders the fa
t that diploma
y has evolved as a 
on
i
t-resolution institution (see CHAPTER 2 ON A NATURAL HISTORY OF DIPLOMACY), se
re
yhas been a 
entral feature of diplomati
 institutions ever sin
e the establishment of diploma
y inthe seventeenth 
entury or perhaps earlier (Ni
olson 1954, 75). The model shows that an extensionof the 
onventional audien
e 
osts story helps explain why se
re
y 
an be rational.1 Signaling, Se
re
y, and Diploma
yS
holars have long suggested that un
ertainty is a fundamental 
ause of war (e.g., Blainey 1988).Correspondingly, the literature on deterren
e and 
risis bargaining has sear
hed for 
redible information-revealing me
hanisms that help state leaders over
ome un
ertainty and hen
e avoid ineÆ
ient �ght-3



ing (e.g., Powell 1990, 1999). The literature des
ribes how un
ertainty about an opponent's resolve
an lead to the outbreak of war. In parti
ular, the formal literature on 
risis bargaining showswhen and how war results from the 
ons
ious de
isions of the bargainers, even though a mutuallypreferable pea
eful settlement is available (e.g., Morrow 1989; Fearon 1995).Re
ent audien
e-
ost models propose the linkage between domesti
 and international politi
s asa prominent me
hanism that 
an rationalize a state leader's de
ision to go to war. By formalizingwhat is known as tying-hands signals, these models generally posit that the 
redibility of a threat
an be established when leaders go publi
 with their 
hallenge and engage their domesti
 audien
es,so that domesti
 politi
al 
osts 
an be generated that would have to be paid ex post if they fail to
arry through on their publi
 
ommitment (Fearon 1994, 1997; see also S
helling 1966). Be
auseleaders 
an tie their hands with audien
e 
osts, going publi
 helps leaders over
ome 
ommuni
ationbarriers and reveal meaningful information in 
rises. These models then assert that private, or lesspubli
, diploma
y is ine�e
tive be
ause it is relatively 
ostless and nonbinding (e.g., Fearon 1994,1995; Ramsay 2004; S
hultz 1998).Given this line of reasoning, it is quite logi
al to 
on
lude that normal forms of diplomati

ommuni
ation la
k the 
redibility, as se
re
y essentially \unlo
ks" leaders from ineÆ
ient out
omesand allows them to maintain their leeway to disavow their 
ommitments. Sin
e Fearon's in
uentialrationalist a

ount of war, diploma
y is routinely 
ited as \
heap talk"(Fearon 1995; Sartori 2005),whi
h leads to a 
onventional 
on
lusion that diploma
y by itself is in
onsequential or se
ondaryto military might.Yet the 1970 Cienfuegos 
risis 
hallenges this 
on
lusion. This ane
dote suggests that PresidentNixon and Henry Kissinger rationally 
on
luded that staying private was preferable to going pub-li
, fully re
ognizing the potentially adverse e�e
ts asso
iated with engaging the Ameri
an (andRussian) publi
. Histori
ally, se
re
y has been at the heart of modern diplomati
 institutions whi
horiginate primarily as a 
on
i
t-resolution me
hanism to over
ome the se
urity dilemma (Mattingly1955; Ni
olson 1954). Perhaps 
orresponding to this institutional origin, private ta
ti
s and se
retdealing abound in histori
al a

ounts of 
risis diploma
y.How 
an we a

ount for this gap between theoreti
al expe
tations and the empiri
al re
ord?4



Note that the 
onventional a

ount of \ine�e
tive" private threats is inferred solely from the in-formational rationale of publi
 threats. However, as we shall see, the fa
t that a threat la
ksinformational eÆ
a
y does not ne
essarily mean that the threat is ine�e
tive in in
uen
ing an op-ponent's 
risis behavior and ultimately 
risis out
omes. To properly address the puzzle of privatethreats, it is 
ru
ial to fully appre
iate the role of audien
e 
osts generated by publi
 threats in
risis diploma
y.To establish the 
redibility of its threat in a 
risis, a state leader 
an invoke the tying-handsme
hanism by raising audien
e 
osts. Su
h 
redible information-revelation, however, is possiblebe
ause this me
hanism requires \a rational state ... to run a real risk of (ineÆ
ient) war in orderto signal that it will �ght" (Fearon 1995, 397). That is, the gist of the tying-hands me
hanism isa double-edged sword: generating audien
e 
osts by going publi
 simultaneously fa
ilitates sepa-ration of types of an informed state (informational e�e
ts) and es
alates a risk of 
ostly �ghting(es
alatory e�e
ts). A

ordingly, the audien
e 
osts story speaks to two 
losely related puzzles: (1)it helps explain why state leaders 
an optimally go to ineÆ
ient war (Fearon 1995); (2) it also helpsexplain why some states|typi
ally demo
ra
ies|
an establish the 
redibility more e�e
tively thanothers|typi
ally nondemo
ra
ies (Fearon 1994).Although ea
h of these dual e�e
ts of audien
e 
osts in 
risis bargaining is well re
ognized, theexisting 
on
lusion about private diploma
y fo
uses ex
lusively on its informational role (or thela
k thereof).2 As we shall see, the model shows that this duality of audien
e 
osts 
an establishthe rationality of private threats. In parti
ular, leaders should have in
entives to go private whenthe negative (es
alatory) e�e
ts of audien
e 
osts surmount their (informational) bene�ts (see alsoBaum 2004; Levento�glu and Tarar 2005). Hen
e, in prin
iple the ex post ineÆ
ien
y of going publi
opens up an ex ante range of bargaining settlements through private 
ommuni
ations, whi
h makesstaying private preferable to going publi
 in a 
risis.However, des
ribing the duality of audien
e 
osts by itself still falls short of addressing thepuzzle of private threats. The fa
t that some states have in
entives against going publi
 says2Analyzing a similar 
risis game with 
omplete information, Tarar and Levento�glu (2006) also demonstrate thatengaging domesti
 audien
es has both bene�
ial and detrimental e�e
ts on 
risis out
omes. Although generatingaudien
e 
osts helps leaders obtain greater bargaining power, it also in
reases the risk of ineÆ
ient out
omes, su
has 
ostly �ghting and publi
 
on
essions. I �nd the similar e�e
ts in the information role of audien
e 
osts.5



nothing about how private threats in 
risis diploma
y works. A satisfa
tory explanation for publi
versus private threats should not only a

ount for disin
entives to go publi
, but also how private
ommuni
ation 
an in
uen
e 
risis behavior and out
omes. That is, to a

ount for the mixedre
ord of publi
 and private diploma
y in 
rises, we must be able to explain both the 1962 CubanMissile and the 1970 Cienfuegos 
rises. However, the existing audien
e-
ost models are not suitedfor investigating the 
hoi
e between a publi
 versus a private threat, be
ause these models donot 
apture the private aspe
t of 
rises that are 
arried out in the publi
 eye, but instead simplyassume that 
rises are publi
 events (Fearon 1994; Ramsay 2004; S
hultz 1998). More broadly,the international relations literature has not addressed how a 
risis unfolds in ea
h of the publi
and private environments. A notable ex
eption is Snyder and Diesing's (1977, 251-54) 
omparativeanalysis of publi
 and private 
ommuni
ation methods. However, they presume that a publi
 threatis a better 
redibility-generating me
hanism, and 
on
lude that private 
ommuni
ation best servesas a supplement to publi
 threats. As we shall see, my model suggests that exa
tly the opposite
an be the 
ase.The key to su

essful private 
risis diploma
y is that, given a 
hallenger's in
entives to goprivate, a defender must also agree to 
apitulate in private, rather than dismiss a private threat asa blu�. Hen
e, to understand the puzzle of private threats, we need to know the in
entives that thedefender fa
es in de
iding whether to 
apitulate in publi
 or in private. Existing models, however,are not suitable for this purpose. Be
ause these models postulate audien
e 
osts as signaling 
ostsin 
rises, only the sender of signals 
an 
reate domesti
 audien
e 
osts for itself. In e�e
t, thisimpli
itly assumes that a signaling a
tion does not a�e
t the subsequent bargaining environmentbe
ause it has no 
onsequen
es (or payo�s) on the opponent's side (see also Slant
hev 2005). As aresult, none of the existing audien
e 
ost models 
apture the fa
t that both the 
hallenger and thedefender have domesti
 politi
al audien
es who observe how 
rises are 
arried out and evaluate theperforman
e of their leadership.33Note that previous models by Fearon (1994) and S
hultz (2001b) also 
onsider audien
e 
osts for both statesin their models of international 
rises. Yet, the key di�eren
e here is that in Fearon's model, audien
e 
osts areautomati
ally raised by the onset of a 
risis, but not by a rational 
hoi
e of any states. In S
hultz's model, audien
e
osts for both parties are signaling 
osts asso
iated with the a
t of signaling, but not the re
eiver's politi
al 
ostsprovoked by the opponent's signals. 6



As we shall see, the model establishes how the intera
tion between the 
hallenger's and de-fender's audien
e 
osts shapes the 
risis behavior and gives rise to an interesting me
hanism thatis negle
ted by the existing a

ount that assumes the single audien
e environment. In parti
ular,be
ause making 
rises publi
 events may 
reate audien
e 
osts for the defender as well as the 
hal-lenger, publi
 threats make it harder for the defender to 
apitulate even if it is 
ertain that the
hallenger is willing to �ght. In 
onsequen
e, enhan
ing 
redibility by invoking the tying-handsme
hanism by means of audien
e 
osts makes it more likely to lo
k in both the 
hallenger and de-fender to ineÆ
ient �ghting. This adverse e�e
t of audien
e 
osts 
reates the defender's in
entivesto 
apitulate in private as well as the 
hallenger's in
entives against using publi
 threats. Hen
e,the multipli
ity of domesti
 audien
es helps explain why private signals might be 
redible.The remainder of this paper is an attempt to explore these issues and to look for the 
redibility
ondition of private signals in 
risis bargaining. The model studied here is a natural extension of
ommon audien
e 
ost models, building on a 
anoni
al 
risis bargaining game that shares basi
strategi
 elements with previous models. I take a standard model and relax two 
ommon assump-tions, on whi
h the 
onventional 
on
lusion 
ru
ially depends. Be
ause the model is simple, one
ould easily add further 
ompli
ations. But this simpli
ity is designed to highlight the questionsabove, to 
larify some of the less intuitive 
onsequen
es of the strategi
 problems, and to fa
ilitate
omparisons with previous studies.2 The ModelA 
risis game involves two states|the 
hallenger (C) and the defender (D)|in a dispute over somegood whose value to both is normalized to 1.4 This good belongs to D in the status quo. A 
risiso

urs when C 
hallenges D by threatening to use for
e for possession of the good. Be
ause 
risisdiploma
y takes pla
e before domesti
 audien
es on both sides, rather than only on the side of thesender of a signal, C's 
hallenge might raise audien
e 
osts for D as well as C.Sequen
e. At the onset of the 
risis game, nature informs both C and D of their values for�ghting, wC and wD, respe
tively. In making a 
hallenge, C 
an 
hoose whether to go publi
 (Pub)4I refer to the 
hallenger, C, as \he" and the defender, D, as \she" throughout this paper.7



or stay private (Pri). Without loss of generality, C has no option of retaining the status quo (SQ)at the outset of the game be
ause the fo
us here is on C's in
entives to make a private threat andthe asso
iated 
redibility 
ondition.5 Upon re
eiving C's threat, D updates her beliefs about C'svalue of wC a

ording to Bayes' rule, and then either 
on
edes (CD) or resists (RS).6 If C makesa private threat, D does not have an option to make it publi
. Hen
e, 
risis diploma
y will be
arried out in private, so that 
on
eding to a publi
 (private) threat 
onstitutes a publi
 (private)
on
ession, where a publi
 
on
ession is observable to domesti
 audien
es, but a private 
on
essionis not. If D 
on
edes, then the status quo 
hanges to C's favored position and the game ends. If,on the other hand, D resists, C must de
ide whether to ba
k down (BD) or stand �rm (SF ). If Cstands �rm, war o

urs.Out
omes and Payo�s. When D makes a publi
 
on
ession, C obtains the value for thegood, and D not only loses the good but also in
urs audien
e 
osts from su�ering \diplomati
humiliation" (Fearon 1994; O'Neill 1999). Thus, the payo�s are 1 for C and �aD � 0 for D. If Cba
ks down in publi
 when resisted, C pays audien
e 
osts �aC � 0 and D keeps the status quopayo� of 1. When C makes a private threat, neither side in
urs audien
e 
osts by ba
king downor 
on
eding. Hen
e, if D makes a private 
on
ession, C gets 1 and D gets 0. If C ba
ks downin private, the game ends as if the 
risis never happened, yielding the status quo payo�s 0 for Cand 1 for D. In the event of a war, C's payo� is given by his expe
ted value for war wC = p� 
C ,where p 2 [0; 1℄ and 
C � 0 represent C's probability of vi
tory and expe
ted 
osts, respe
tively.Noti
e that the 
ostly lottery assumption underlies the de�nition of war payo�s, and that the 
Cterm 
aptures C's 
osts of war relative to the value of the disputed good. Similarly, D's war payo�is given by wD = 1� p� 
D. Figure 1 illustrates the sequen
e of moves and the payo�s asso
iatedwith ea
h out
ome in the 
risis game.Information and Beliefs. The 
risis game involves two-sided un
ertainty: ea
h state hasprivate information about its value for war, wi. To generate this un
ertainty, assume that naturerandomly sele
ts 
C and 
D from independent distributions on intervals [0; 
C ℄ and [0; 
D℄, respe
-5I will relax this assumption later and show that the main results e�e
tively remain un
hanged.6The subs
ripts pri and pub denote whether the a
tions are taken in publi
 or in private. For example, CDpristands for D's 
on
eding in private. 8



Challenger

Public Threat
(Pub)

Stand firm
(SFpri)

(1, aD)

Back down 
(BDpri)

Back down
(BDpub)

Concede
(CDpri)

Stand firm
(SFpub)

Private Threat  
(Pri)

C

CC

DD

Concede
(CDpub)

Resist 
(RSpri)

Resist 
(RSpub)

(0, 1)                    (wC, wD)              ( aC, 1)           (wC, wD)

(1, 0) 

Defender

N

Figure 1: Crisis Diploma
y with Publi
 versus Private Threatstively. This assumption simpli�es the expression for wi and implies that the wi 2 [wi; wi℄ aredistributed a

ording to the 
umulative distribution fun
tion Fi(x) = Pr(wi � x), whose supportis the interval [p � 
C ; p℄ for C and [1 � p � 
D; 1 � p℄ for D. Ea
h state observes the value of itsown wi, but neither observes the other's value for war. The probability distributions are 
ommonknowledge, so ea
h state forms pre
risis beliefs about wj , j 6= i. C's threat is said to be genuine or
redible if he follows through with it. De�ne ppub and ppri as D's pre
risis beliefs that C's publi
and private threats are genuine, respe
tively.3 EquilibriaAll equilibria to this game 
an be des
ribed by a set of 
utpoints along the 
ontinuum of possibletypes in the range wi 2 [wi; wi℄, i = C;D. I �rst de�ne these 
utpoint strategies, and then turn tothe formal 
hara
terization of two equilibria in this game.By subgame perfe
tion, C would stand �rm at the �nal de
ision node if and only if his expe
ted9



payo� from war is greater than or equal to that of ba
king down. Provided that C made a publi
threat, this 
ondition holds when wC � �aC � �, where � denotes a unique type that is indi�erentbetween standing �rm and ba
king down in publi
. All types with wC � � stand �rm (resolvedtypes) in publi
, and all other types with wC < � ba
k down in publi
 if resisted (publi
 blu�ers).Similarly, provided that C made a private threat, he would stand �rm if and only if wC � 0 � �,where � denotes the 
riti
al type that is indi�erent between standing �rm and ba
king down inprivate. All types with wC � � stand �rm (resolved types), and all other types with wC < � ba
kdown when resisted in private (private blu�ers).To 
omplete the de�nition of C's strategy, 
onsider his initial de
ision. Suppose that there isa unique type that is indi�erent between going publi
 and staying private when making a threat.Let � denote this unique type's value for war su
h that all types with wC � � make a publi
 threatin equilibrium, and all other types with wC < � make a private threat.To de�ne D's 
utpoint strategy, suppose there exists a 
riti
al type that is indi�erent betweenresisting and 
on
eding, upon seeing a publi
 threat. Let 
 denote su
h a type, so that all typeswith wD 2 [
; 1℄ resist in publi
 and all other types with wD 2 [wD; 
) optimally make a publi

on
ession. Likewise, let Æ be the type that is indi�erent between resisting and 
on
eding whena private threat is observed. All types with wD 2 [Æ; 1℄ resist in private, and all types withwD 2 [wD; Æ) optimally make a private 
on
ession.Be
ause � and � are determined only by the realized values of the exogenous parameters, thereare six 
on�gurations of C's 
ut-points, for ea
h of whi
h an equilibrium may exist. But be
ause� � �aC is bounded above by � by de�nition, we need only to look for solutions for three of these
utpoint 
on�gurations: (i) � < � < �; (ii) � < � < �, and (iii) � < � < �.7I de�ne the publi
 equilibrium as a unique equilibrium with � < �, whi
h en
ompasses two 
ases(i) and (ii) and takes a di�erent form for ea
h 
ase. This equilibrium, however, is not mutuallyex
lusive with the private equilibrium when it exists, whi
h is de�ned for 
ase (iii). As su
h, thesolution for this 
risis game is not unique, and these two equilibria exhaust all possible 
utpoint
on�gurations des
ribed previously.7If we instead assume � > 0, C would pool over a publi
 threat and no type would have any in
entives to make aprivate threat in equilibrium. 10



This set of 
utpoints partition C's possible types into four ranges, and D's into two, althoughall ranges of types need not exist for all possible 
on�gurations of 
utpoints.3.1 The Publi
 EquilibriumIn the publi
 equilibrium, a private threat is ine�e
tive in 
risis bargaining: all resolved types gopubli
, and the status quo always prevails as a result of a private threat. Upon seeing a privatethreat, D always dete
ts that the threat is a blu� and hen
e resists. In response, C always ba
ksdown quietly without being 
aught by his domesti
 audien
e. Observe that ba
king down in privatehas no 
onsequen
es di�erent from the status quo. Hen
e making a private threat is in
onsequentialin the publi
 equilibrium. As su
h, C must go publi
 to 
ompel D to 
on
ede. On
e C goes publi
,however, equilibriumbehavior in the publi
 equilibrium is equivalent to the 
risis dynami
s generally
aptured by 
ommon audien
e 
ost models (e.g., Fearon 1997; Ramsay 2004; S
hultz 1998). 8 Thatis, by going publi
, C 
an attra
t the attention of his domesti
 audien
es and thereby enhan
e the
redibility of his threat by tying his hands. Be
ause a publi
 threat 
reates audien
e 
osts thatC would su�er ex post if he ba
ked down, 
redibility enhan
ement through hand-tying may havesome perverse side e�e
ts that in
rease the risk of ineÆ
ient out
omes su
h as �ghting unwantedwars and 
ostly publi
 
on
essions.To understand this dynami
, 
onsider the players' equilibrium strategies. A 
utpoint strategy ofC takes the following form in the publi
 equilibrium. First, all types that make a private threat willba
k down if resisted be
ause these types have low values for war (i.e., wC < �). Although typesbelow ��pub will never go publi
 in equilibrium, when � < �, there exist some types in [�; ��pub℄ whoseo�-the-equilibrium-path strategy is to stand �rm in publi
. Se
ond, all types above ��pub make apubli
 threat. If � < �, all publi
 threats are genuine be
ause these types above ��pub will 
arrythrough on the threat. If � < �, on the other hand, the mid-valuation types with wC 2 [��pub; �℄will ba
k down if resisted. Hen
e, publi
 threats are genuine only if they are made by types above�, and the rest of publi
 threats made by types in [�; �℄ are blu�s. However, when � < �, some8One might argue that introdu
ing C's option to retain the status quo (SQ) at the onset of the 
risis game may
hange the solution. However, it is easy to show that that is not the 
ase be
ause the types that would retain SQare a subset of the types that ba
k down from a private threat in the publi
 equilibrium. I dis
uss in greater detailsvarious extensions to the 
risis diploma
y game, in
luding this one, in the se
tion (3.3).11
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Figure 2: The Publi
 Equilibrium\publi
ly genuine" types in [�; �℄ would ba
k down privately o� the equilibrium path if resisted.Given C's 
utpoint strategy, whenever D observes a private threat, she forms the posteriorbelief that the threat is a blu�, and hen
e she always resist. When D re
eives a publi
 threat, onthe other hand, she will resist if and only if her expe
ted payo� from doing so is greater than thatfrom 
on
eding. This means that all types of D above 
�pub will resist the publi
 threat, while alltypes below 
�pub will make a publi
 
on
ession. D 
hooses her optimal resistan
e rate 
�pub so thatthat the type of C with wC = ��pub is indi�erent between publi
 and private threats. This analysisis illustrated in Figure 2, and summarized in the following proposition.To understand this dynami
, 
onsider the players' equilibrium strategies. A 
utpoint strategy ofC takes the following form in the publi
 equilibrium. First, all types that make a private threat willba
k down if resisted be
ause these types have low values for war (i.e., wC < �). Although typesbelow ��pub will never go publi
 in equilibrium, when � < �, there exist some types in [�; ��pub℄ whoseo�-the-equilibrium-path strategy is to stand �rm in publi
. Se
ond, all types above ��pub make apubli
 threat. If � < �, all publi
 threats are genuine be
ause these types above ��pub will 
arrythrough on the threat. If � < �, on the other hand, the mid-valuation types with wC 2 [��pub; �℄will ba
k down if resisted. Hen
e, publi
 threats are genuine only if they are made by types above12



�, and the rest of publi
 threats made by types in [�; �℄ are blu�s. However, when � < �, some\publi
ly genuine" types in [�; �℄ would ba
k down privately o� the equilibrium path if resisted.Given C's 
utpoint strategy, whenever D observes a private threat, she forms the posteriorbelief that the threat is a blu�, and hen
e she always resist. When D re
eives a publi
 threat, onthe other hand, she will resist if and only if her expe
ted payo� from doing so is greater than thatfrom 
on
eding. This means that all types of D above 
�pub will resist the publi
 threat, while alltypes below 
�pub will make a publi
 
on
ession. D 
hooses her optimal resistan
e rate 
�pub so thatthat the type of C with wC = ��pub is indi�erent between publi
 and private threats. This analysisis illustrated in Figure 2, and summarized in the following proposition.Proposition 1. If � < �, there exists a unique perfe
t Bayesian equilibrium of the 
risis gamewith the following strategies. C makes a publi
 threat if wC � ��pub, and a private threat otherwise.When ��pub � �, C always stands �rm in publi
 if resisted. When ��pub < �, on the other hand, Cstands �rm in publi
 if wC � �, and ba
ks down otherwise. D resists all private threats and resistsa publi
 threat if wD � 
�pub.Proposition 2. The publi
 equilibrium exists if ea
h of the following 
onditions is met: (i) �� < �;(ii) wC < 0; and (iii) wD < 0.This 
risis dynami
 and its out
ome depend on the relative magnitude of C's audien
e 
osts.If the audien
e 
osts for C are high, irresolute types with wC < � will shy away from a publi

ommitment, be
ause a \punishment me
hanism" e�e
tively 
ountera
ts C's in
entives to misrep-resent his type. As Figure 2a illustrates, a publi
 threat fully separates types of C in this 
ase. Ifthe audien
e 
osts are low, on the other hand, irresolute types will have an in
entive to blu� andrun a risk of ba
king down in publi
. As Figure 2b depi
ts, this gamble will work if D's valuationof war is low wD < 
�pub, but otherwise it will result in 
ostly diplomati
 humiliation. Hen
e, asC's audien
e 
ost in
reases, a publi
 threat 
onveys more 
redibility, and thereby the probabilityof D's resisting de
reases.9 The next result summarizes this argument.Corollary 2.1. In the publi
 equilibrium, bluÆng may o

ur when aC < FD(�aD)1�FD(�aD) .9De�ne rpub as D's probability of resisting a publi
 threat. Then, r�pub = 1=(1 + aC), where �r�pub=�aC < 0.13



In the publi
 equilibrium, if C's war value is low, it is impossible to 
ommuni
ate throughprivate 
hannels, and hen
e C 
an never alter the status quo by a private threat. Consequently, Cmust go publi
 and engage his audien
e 
osts when sending signals, so that he 
an tie his handsto demonstrate his resolve. This hand-tying ta
ti
 will allow politi
al leaders to reveal privateinformation and to establish a 
redible 
ommitment.Before moving on to the private equilibrium, it is worth mentioning one other result, whi
h isnew to the 
onventional audien
e 
osts story. The introdu
tion of audien
e 
osts for D gives riseto the 
omparative stati
s result regarding an additional informational e�e
t of a publi
 threat. Athreat is said to be informative if it in
reases D's belief that C will follow through on his threat.Then, the next result follows.Corollary 2.2. A publi
 threat be
omes more informative as audien
e 
osts for D get larger.Further, a publi
 threat is fully informative when aD � �F�1D ( aC1+aC ).When audien
e 
osts of a publi
 
on
ession are engaged, D �nds it harder to 
on
ede. So thein
rease in the magnitude of D's audien
e 
osts raises the probability that D is indu
ed to resist if
hallenged publi
ly. Fa
ing a higher probability of resisting, only resolute types with wC � � 
ana�ord to make a publi
 threat. A

ordingly, imposing audien
e 
osts on D improves the ability ofhigher types, for whi
h wC � maxf��; �g, to distinguish themselves from lower types. This will
ause less bluÆng than if there were no audien
e 
osts for D (i.e., aD = 0), as is the 
ase with
onventional audien
e-
ost models. In fa
t, Corollary 2.2 shows that bluÆng will never o

ur whenD's audien
e 
osts are large enough (i.e., aD � �F�1D ( aC1+aC )). Hen
e, when D su�ers from greateraudien
e 
osts ex post, C 
an 
onvey greater 
redibility.3.2 The Private EquilibriumThere exists another equilibrium, the private equilibrium, to the 
risis game, in whi
h a privatethreat 
an 
ompel D to 
on
ede under 
ertain 
onditions. In prin
iple, be
ause signals essentiallybe
ome 
ostless and nonbinding when going private, the 
redibility problem would be a majorobsta
le that C fa
es in attempting to 
onvey information through private 
ommuni
ation. In this14
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Note: The shaded area represents peaceful outcomes due to private threats Figure 3: The Private Equilibriumequilibrium, however, improving the 
redibility is not ne
essary for a private threat to persuade Dto 
on
ede. In fa
t, a private threat indu
es D to revise downward her beliefs about the 
redibilityof the threat. Nevertheless D 
on
edes privately under broad 
onditions.The driving for
e of the private equilibrium is the 
urious behavior of the mid-range valuationtypes of C, both on and o� the equilibrium path. In essen
e, these types 
ould have gone publi
in making a threat to enhan
e the 
redibility of their threat, but in equilibrium they instead forgothis publi
 option and go private. This \deviation" from a putative equilibrium path impli
itlysignals that some private threats are genuine and hen
e indu
es D to 
on
ede as e�e
tively as apubli
 threat.To see this dynami
 more formally, suppose � > �. Be
ause � � 0 by de�nition, there isonly one feasible 
utpoint 
on�guration that satis�es this 
ondition: � � � < �. With this
on�guration, all publi
 
hallenges are genuine in equilibrium be
ause, by subgame perfe
tion, Cba
ks down privately if wC < �, and ba
ks down publi
ly if wC < �. Consequently, if qpub denotesD's posterior belief that C will stand �rm if resisted 
onditional on a publi
 threat, C 
an indu
e15



D to form qpub = 1 and hen
e eliminate un
ertainty about his type by going publi
.In 
ontrast, 
omplete revelation of information does not o

ur with a private threat in thisequilibrium. Re
all that C goes private if wC < �. Then, be
ause � � � < �, there exist sometypes that make a private threat and stand �rm if resisted in equilibrium. Hen
e, there is apositive probability that a private threat to use for
e is genuine. This leaves residual un
ertaintyabout C's types, and therefore, upon seeing a private threat, D updates her beliefs su
h thatqpri = (FC(�) � FC(�))=(FC (�)) > 0.Given these beliefs, D resists in publi
 if wD � 
, and in private if wD � Æ. Be
ause qpub = 1,D knows that war will ensue when she resists in publi
. Hen
e her 
hoi
e redu
es to a publi

on
ession or war. Subgame perfe
tion implies that the highest type that 
on
edes publi
ly iswD = �aD � 
�pri. Likewise, be
ause qpri > 0, D 
an either 
on
ede privately for a 
ertain payo�of 0 or resist for a gamble that C is bluÆng. If C turns out to be a blu�er (i.e., wC < �), thisgamble pays o�; if he is genuine (i.e., wC � �), private resistan
e results in 
ostly �ghting. Thisdilemma then for
es unresolved types of D with wD < Æ to 
on
ede be
ause they 
annot a�ord togamble. Hen
e, letting Æ�pri denote the highest type of D that 
on
edes privately in equilibrium, itfollows that in equilibrium Æ�pri must solve the indi�eren
e 
ondition between a private 
on
essionand a private resistan
e: qpri(wD) + (1� qpri) = 0.Given D's optimal strategy, 
�pri and Æ�pri, C de
ides whether to go publi
 or private by 
hoosing��pri so that the 
riti
al type wC = � is indi�erent between a publi
 and private threat in equilibrium.Be
ause � > �, this indi�eren
e 
ondition for wC = � is given by 1 � FD(
�pri)(wC) + FD(
�pri) =1 � FD(Æ�pri)(wC) + FD(Æ�pri). In equilibrium C's optimal ��pri must solve this 
ondition. Thisindi�eren
e 
ondition also implies that, be
ause D pi
ks her optimal rate of resisting so that this
ondition holds, she must equalize the probability of publi
 resistan
e to that of private resistan
ein equilibrium (i.e, FD(
�) = FD(Æ�)). This analysis is summarized in the next proposition, andillustrated in Figure 3.Proposition 3. If � � � < �, there exists a unique perfe
t Bayesian equilibrium with the followingstrategies. C makes a publi
 threat if wC � ��pri and a private threat otherwise. C always followsthrough with a publi
 threat if resisted; he stands �rm with a private threat if wC � � and ba
ks16
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Figure 4: Challenger-Types and Equilibrium Strategy from Proposition 3down in private otherwise. D resists, upon re
eiving a threat, whether it be publi
 or private, ifwD � 
�pri = Æ�pri.This 
utpoint strategy in the private equilibrium generates four sets of types for C, three of whi
hsend a private threat. These four sets of types and their 
orresponding behavior are summarized inFigure 4. First, if wC � ��pri, C always goes publi
 and never ba
ks down from his publi
 threats.This type is so willing to �ght that he has no interest in diplomati
 solutions whatsoever. I labelthis type of C \hard-liner."Se
ond, if wC 2 [�; ��℄, C makes a private threat but stands �rm (SFpri) when resisted. I 
alltypes in this range \moderate." Although moderate types' level of resolve is high enough to stand�rm both in publi
 and in private, they instead seek private 
hannels that enable low types of D,for whi
h wD < Æ�, to 
on
ede privately. Be
ause � > �, no types in this range would do better bymaking a publi
 threat.Third, if wC 2 [�; �℄, C makes a private threat and ba
ks down (BDprivate) when resisted. I
all this set of types \
on
iliatory." Although 
on
iliatory types never make a publi
 threat inequilibrium, subgame perfe
tion implies that their o�-the-equilibrium-path strategy is to stand�rm (SFpubli
) should they fa
e a 
hoi
e between standing �rm and ba
king down in publi
. Theappendix shows that no 
on
iliatory types 
an pro�tably deviate by making a publi
 threat.Finally, if wC < �, the \low" types of C behave in exa
tly the same manner as the 
on
iliatory17



type in equilibrium: stay private and ba
k down. But their o�-the-equilibrium-path behavior is toba
k down had they made a publi
 threat instead.Re
all that for private threats to work D must resist a publi
 and private threat with thesame probability. This ensures that resolved types (i.e., all types above �) are indi�erent betweenpubli
 and private threats. Otherwise, pooling among resolved types o

urs, resulting in a higherprobability that D fa
es the 
hoi
e between a 
ostly publi
 
on
ession and 
ertain war. Yet, ifall resolved types are indi�erent between publi
 and private threats, why does the 
utpoint ��pripartition these types into two regions: moderates going private and hardliners going publi
?Observe that ��pri is 
hosen to in
lude some resolved types in the private-threat-pool so thatprivate resistan
e still entails a risk of war. Fa
ing the 
hoi
e between a risk of war and a private
on
ession, D does not always resist in private as she would in the publi
 equilibrium. Thismeans that ��pri splits up resolved types to ensure that D re
eives a \proper" message that privateresistan
e 
arries some risk while a private 
on
ession in
urs no audien
e 
ost. Hen
e, this splitamong resolved types by ��pri is ne
essary to send D a private signal that indu
es beliefs thatrationalize private 
on
essions.We now 
onsider when a private threat works. The next proposition summarizes the 
onditionsfor existen
e of the private equilibrium.Proposition 4. The private equilibrium exists if the following 
onditions are met: (i) a publi
threat is always 
redible (��pri > �); (ii) D's audien
e 
osts are reasonably high (aD � FC(�)1�FC(�) ).The �rst 
ondition follows immediately from the 
utpoint 
on�gurations: � � � < �. It isonly \hard-liner" types that make a publi
 threat, and therefore every publi
 threat in the privateequilibrium must be 
redible.10 This 
ondition further implies that a private threat 
an be e�e
tiveonly in the shadow of a 
redible publi
 threat.11The se
ond 
ondition states that D must in
ur reasonably high 
osts in the event of a publi

on
ession in front of her domesti
 audien
e.12 This 
ondition highlights the key to the private10This result depends on the assumption that � > �, whi
h states that it is possible that some (high) types of Cvalue �ghting over the disputed good more than living with the status quo.11This result is analogous to Austen-Smith and Banks's (2000) result that the availability of 
ostly signals (i.e.,burned money in their model) renders 
heap talk more informative.12This lower bound on aD is implied by the fa
t that D's war valuation is bounded above by the status quo value,18



equilibrium: D's sensitivity to her audien
e 
osts. As long as D in
urs audien
e 
osts when
on
eding in publi
, a private 
on
ession be
omes preferable for her, and 
onsequently C 
an
ompel more types of D to 
on
ede optimally by relinquishing the 
redibility enhan
ement devi
eof the publi
 option. It is interesting to note that a viable domesti
 audien
e exists on D 's side,although it need not exist on C's side (i:e:; aC � 0; aD > 0). Hen
e, if a publi
 
on
ession doesnot impose audien
e 
osts on D (i.e., aD = 0), the private equilibrium 
ollapses, regardless of C'saudien
e 
osts.Moreover, the lower bound on aD illustrates the fa
t that the publi
 and private equilibriaare not mutually ex
lusive. Re
all there is no upper bound on aD for the existen
e of the publi
equilibrium, whereas aD = �F�1D � aC1+aC � � 0 partitions the publi
 equilibrium into the bluÆngand non-bluÆng 
ases. Be
ause the relative magnitudes of this threshold for the publi
 equilibriumand the lower bound of the private equilibrium 
annot be determined, the existen
e 
ondition forany of the two 
ases of the publi
 equilibrium 
an overlap with that of the private equilibrium aslong as aD � FC(�)1�FC(�) . Hen
e, the two equilibria simultaneously exist ex
ept for aD 2 [0; FC(�)1�FC(�) ).3.3 Threats to Go Publi
 and the Status QuoThe analysis so far has 
on�ned to the simplest model to establish the rationality of private threats.Su
h simpli
ity, however, leaves out many strategi
 
hoi
es that state leaders would make in par-ti
ular diplomati
 
ir
umstan
es. How robust is the private equilibrium to alternative model spe
-i�
ations? I 
onsider several extensions and argue that none of the results presented here dependson this simpli
ity.An obvious restri
tion of the model is that, unlike 
ommon 
risis bargaining games, C has nooption to retain the status quo (SQ) at the onset of the game. However, it is easy to show thatbe
ause ba
king down in private has no 
onsequen
es for C di�erent from retaining SQ, makingprivate 
hallenges weakly dominates SQ.A more important assumption of the model is that on
e C goes private 
risis diploma
y is
arried on entirely in private be
ause D 
annot de
ide whether to go publi
 or stay private. YetwD � 1. 19



one distin
tive di�eren
e between publi
 and private diploma
y is that both parties to a 
risis wouldneed to agree on keeping the matter private. Intuitively, if D 
ould go publi
 about C's private
hallenge, then that would essentially tie C's hands and hen
e a private threat might not be 
ostlessfor some lower types any more. It then follows that D's threat to go publi
 might deter these typesfrom making private threats. However, this does not hold in equilibrium. Suppose a modi�ed gamewhere D is allowed to go publi
 in resisting C's private 
hallenge. It 
an be shown that D willnever go publi
 on
e C makes a private threat in any equilibrium in whi
h C 
arries through on hisprivate threat with positive probability (e.g., the private equilibrium).13 Brie
y, taking a private
hallenge publi
 does not help D after all be
ause many of the 
hallenger types that make privatethreats (i.e., wC > �) are wiling to follow through with them to avoid paying audien
e 
osts if Dmade the 
risis publi
. Consequently, even if the 
hoi
es to keep 
risis diploma
y private are fullyendogenous, the rationality of private threat (C's optimal rate of going private) and its eÆ
a
y(D's optimal rates of private 
on
essions) remain un
hanged.Third, one might argue that D's threat to go publi
 
an be e�e
tive only if C is allowed to stayout of a 
risis. To examine this, suppose another modi�ed 
risis game that in
orporates both D'soption to go publi
 and C's option to keep the status quo. It 
an be shown that even in this gameD will never go publi
 in equilibrium. Although the low types and some portion of the 
on
iliatorytypes do retain SQ in this setting, this behavior is not indu
ed by D's threat to tie their hands.Re
all that 
on
iliatory types' war value is high enough (i.e., wC � �) so that they would stand�rm in publi
 if D ever resists publi
ly o� the equilibrium path. In fa
t, all the types that makeprivate threats will stand �rm in publi
 if D goes publi
. This means that going publi
 after C'sprivate 
hallenge e�e
tively means that D would have to �ght for sure. But be
ause �ghting a waris worse than gambling that C is a private blu�er, D will not go publi
. Sin
e D's threat to gopubli
 is not 
redible, 
on
iliatory types 
annot be deterred by D's threat to go publi
. Re
all alsothat ba
king down in private is strategi
ally equivalent to retaining SQ. Hen
e, this alternation tothe model is in
onsequential and the private equilibrium e�e
tively remains un
hanged.Finally, C 
an also threaten to go publi
 in order to indu
e D to 
apitulate to his private13The formal analysis of these extensions is 
arried out in my dissertation (Kurizaki 2007).20




hallenge. Suppose yet another modi�ed 
risis game where C 
an make a publi
 threat, ratherthan go to war, if D resists his private 
hallenge. In this setting, C 
an try out a private threat�rst and then go publi
 if a private route does not work. Observe that the subgame following C'sde
ision to go publi
 after D's private resistan
e is identi
al to the subgame following C's publi
threat at the onset. Given this game stru
ture, it is not surprising that the equilibrium dynami
remains the same as in the original private equilibrium ex
ept that equilibrium behavior after C'sde
ision to go ba
k to publi
 takes the form of the original publi
 equilibrium.Although these results by no means attest to generality of the model, they suggest that thestrategi
 logi
 of any variant of private diploma
y in this 
lass of 
risis bargaining may generally
onverge to the equilibrium logi
 presented in this paper.4 EÆ
ient Se
re
yI have shown that there exist two equilibria and they exhaust three possible 
utpoint 
on�gurationsin the 
risis game. Ea
h equilibrium 
aptures a distin
tive equilibrium me
hanism, through whi
hstate leaders 
an signal their private information in international 
rises: going publi
 and stayingprivate. Given the multipli
ity of the equilibria, although the model does not allow us to predi
twhi
h me
hanism state leaders will 
hoose in 
risis diploma
y, we 
ould at least ask the questionof whi
h me
hanism will provide a more eÆ
ient solution to 
rises. I address this question by
omparing the welfare values of the two equilibria.Proposition 5 presents a simple eÆ
ien
y result. From both an ex ante and \interim" perspe
tive(Holmstr�om andMyerson 1983), the private equilibrium is Pareto superior to the publi
 equilibrium.In general, both C and D are always (at least weakly) better o� with the private equilibrium (whenit exists) than the publi
 equilibrium regardless of types. In parti
ular, the private equilibriumweakly interim-dominates the publi
 equilibrium, in whi
h all types of C above � stri
tly preferthe private equilibrium.1414On the other hand, types of C with wC > � are indi�erent between the publi
 and private equilibria, be
ausetheir values for war always ex
eed their audien
e 
osts so that they have no need to worry about ba
king-downpubli
ly. 21



Proposition 5 (EÆ
ient Se
re
y). For any types of C and D, the private equilibrium is ex anteeÆ
ient. For all types of C with wC < � and for any types of D, the private equilibrium stri
tlyinterim dominates the publi
 equilibrium. If wC � �, C is indi�erent between the two equilibria.Intuitively, when a private threat works, it 
an expand the range of pea
eful settlements thatare mutually a

eptable. Comparing Figures 2 and 3, it is obvious that pea
eful out
omes arepossible under broader 
onditions in the private equilibrium than in the publi
 equilibrium whereonly a publi
 threat is 
redible. This result is driven by two fa
ts. First, a private threat makes aprivate 
on
ession possible, whi
h is unobtainable in the publi
 equilibrium. Se
ond, going privateredu
es the ex ante risk of war, 
ompared to a publi
 threat.15Turning to the equilibrium probabilities of war in the two equilibria, note that the war out
omeis limited to the higher types (i.e., wC � �) in the private equilibrium, although it 
an o

ur evenif C has a relatively low valuation of war in the publi
 equilibrium (i.e., wC 2 [��pub; wC ℄, where��pub < �). To have a war out
ome in the private equilibrium, C's value for war must be greaterthan or equal to his status quo valuation, but it is relatively easier to have war in the publi
equilibrium. Moreover, a publi
 threat is more likely to indu
e D to resist at a higher rate overallin the publi
 equilibrium. Together, the expe
ted probability of war a
ross the entire range alsofalls in the private equilibrium. The next 
orollary establishes this result.Corollary 5.1 (Risk of War). The ex ante probability of war is stri
tly greater in the publi
equilibrium than in the private equilibrium.Clearly, a private threat has advantages for both C and D. On the one hand, be
ause stayingprivate allows C to pretend as if nothing had happened, se
ret diploma
y 
an generally se
ureleeway for irresolute types of C to disavow the threat if D resists and avoid domesti
 politi
al
osts asso
iated with ba
king down. This leeway also allows the mid-valuation types of C to avoidgetting \lo
ked into" 
ostly �ghting due to his relatively high audien
e 
osts.On the other hand, a private threat helps irresolute types ofD (i.e., wD < minf
�pri; Æ�prig) es
apefrom a 
ostly publi
 
on
ession and therefore helps her avoid being for
ed to �ght an unwanted15The ex ante risk of war is the probability of war prior to nature's draw of wC and wD.22



war in order to prote
t her honor from publi
 humiliation. For this reason, a private 
on
essionis attra
tive for D, as it e�e
tively lowers the 
osts of a 
on
ession. Su
h a 
ost-redu
tion devi
emay in
lude 
on
ealing the identity of the party o�ering a 
on
ession (O'Neill 2003) and 
on
ealingthe true reason of ba
king down (Fearon 1992, 127). Thus, se
re
y allows D to rationally make aprivate 
on
ession, whi
h is not attainable in publi
 diploma
y.Histori
al norms are that state leaders employ se
re
y as a means of fa
e-saving ta
ti
s in orderto fa
ilitate 
ooperative out
omes and tension-redu
tion.16 For example, during the �nal phase ofthe Cuban Missile Crisis, President Kennedy wanted to make sure that \Every opportunity wasto be given to the Russians to �nd a pea
eful settlement whi
h would not diminish their nationalse
urity or be a politi
al humiliation" (Kennedy 1969, 81).Contrary to the popular per
eption that transparen
y or \open diploma
y" 
arries bene�
iale�e
ts in the age of demo
ra
y (Finel and Lord 1999; Ni
olson 1963), eÆ
ient se
re
y posits thatthe private equilibrium is a more valuable me
hanism for almost any type of players, as it 
an leadto better bargaining out
omes than the publi
 equilibrium 
an. Moreover, ineÆ
ient bargainingfailures due to players' in
entives to \go publi
" and signal to an outside audien
e are ubiquitousnot only in international disputes (Kydd 2006) but also in labor bargaining (Cai 2000) as wellas legislative politi
s (Grose
lose and M
Carty 2001). Likewise, as Louis XIV observed aboutthree 
enturies ago, publi
 diploma
y feeds bargainers with in
entives for manipulative politi
al\posturing":Open negotiations . . . in
line negotiators to 
onsider their own prestige and to maintainthe dignity . . . with undue obstina
y and prevent them from giving way to the frequentlysuperior arguments of the o

asion (quoted in Ni
olson 1954, 61).For this reason, state leaders 
annot rationally ignore a private threat simply be
ause talk is 
heap.Se
re
y in diploma
y may not only be rational but also eÆ
ient.1716For other histori
al examples that involve fa
e-saving gestures, see Snyder and Diesing (1977, 257).17This may also help to make sense of why \proto
ole"|the undue 
eremonial diplomati
 pro
edure designed toburnish honor and prestige|is another feature of the Fren
h system of diploma
y (Ni
olson 1963, 43; Berridge 2002,107). 23



5 Dis
ussionThe publi
 equilibrium 
aptures the 
onventional audien
e 
ost logi
 of the tying-hands me
hanism,whi
h helps explain why states sometimes go publi
 and provoke dramati
 
onfrontations thatmay lead to ineÆ
ient out
omes su
h as 
ostly ba
king down and 
ostly �ghting. The privateequilibrium, on the other hand, demonstrates a new result, in whi
h a private threat 
an improvePareto eÆ
ien
y by expanding the range of pea
eful settlements that are mutually a

eptable, eventhough it only 
onveys limited 
redibility. Be
ause this result is new to the literature, it is worthdis
ussing its me
hanism and impli
ations in a broader perspe
tive.5.1 E�e
tive Compellen
e without Informational EÆ
a
yA private threat 
an be thought of as \
heap talk" be
ause it has no immediate domesti
 
onse-quen
e (or payo�) for either side. Yet, in 
ontrast to the Crawford and Sobel (1982) tradition of
heap-talk models, the sour
e of rationality of a private threat does not lie in its informational rolea�e
ting D's beliefs. It is also tempting to 
onje
ture that some 
onditions improve the 
redibilityof a private threat be
ause 
risis bargaining is a 
ommuni
ation pro
ess 
arried out with threats(Morrow 1989). However, my model demonstrates that in
reasing 
redibility is not ne
essary for aprivate threat to su

essfully 
ompel D to 
on
ede; in fa
t, making a threat privately redu
es its
redibility, even though it still is as 
ompelling as a fully 
redible publi
 threat.To understand this, re
all that in the private equilibrium the \moderate" and \
on
iliatory"types of C 
ould have gone publi
 to enhan
e the 
redibility of their threats be
ause these typesare willing to stand �rm in publi
. Nonetheless, they forgo this 
redibility-enhan
ing devi
e andseek a more diÆ
ult 
ommuni
ation medium instead: a private threat.18 Be
ause this de
ision togo private redu
es the 
redibility of C, D revises downward her beliefs that C will follow throughon his private threats, so that her posterior belief that a private threat is genuine is indeed lower18A histori
al (or mythologi
al) example where a resolved type makes a private threat 
an be found in the \MelianDialogue" during the Peloponnesus War. When the Athenians delivered an ultimatum to the Melians, they did soat a private meeting, despite the fa
t that the norm of diplomati
 
ondu
t in an
ient Gree
e was that diplomati
envoys negotiate at publi
 assemblies (Ad
o
k and Mosley 1975; J�onsson and Hall 2003). The Melians, out of fear ofinvoking publi
 out
ry, \did not invite [the Athenian℄ representatives to speak before the people." When the Meliansrefused to submit to the Athenian demand, the Athenians 
arried out their private ultimatum and killed the entiremale population of the Melians (Thu
ydides 1972, 400). 24



than the prior: qpri = FC(��pri)�FC(�)FC(��pri) < ppri = 1 � FC(�). Turning to a more general statement ofthese 
laims, I �rst de�ne two properties of a threat.De�nition 1 (Informational EÆ
a
y). A threat has informational eÆ
a
y if D's posterior beliefabout 
redibility of the threat is greater than her prior, upon re
eiving the threat. Formally, athreat j has informational eÆ
a
y if qj > pj.De�nition 2 (E�e
tiveness). A threat is more e�e
tive if, upon re
eiving a threat, D 
on
edes ata higher rate than otherwise. Formally, a threat j is more e�e
tive than a threat i if rj > ri.The next 
orollaries establish that a private threat, despite its la
k of informational eÆ
a
y, isno less e�e
tive than a publi
 threat to 
ompel D in the private equilibrium.Corollary 5.2 (Informational EÆ
a
y). A private threat never has informational eÆ
a
y eitherin the publi
 or private equilibrium, while a publi
 threat is always eÆ
a
ious in both equilibria.Corollary 5.3 (E�e
tiveness). A private threat is equally e�e
tive as a publi
 threat (r�pri = r�pub)in the private equilibrium, while it 
an never be e�e
tive (r�pri = 1) in the publi
 equilibrium.There are two impli
ations of these results on informational eÆ
a
y and e�e
tive 
ompellen
e.First, be
ause a publi
 threat always has informational eÆ
a
y but a private one never does, shouldC's sole purpose in 
risis diploma
y be to 
onvey greater 
redibility of his threat to demonstratehis resolve, he would always have to go publi
 and provoke the domesti
 audien
es.In this regard, I agree with the existing rationalist view in that \quiet diplomati
 ex
hangesmay be insuÆ
ient to allow states to learn what 
on
essions an adversary would in truth be will-ing to make" and \states resolve this dilemma by `going publi
'|by taking a
tions su
h as troopmobilizations and publi
 threats" (Fearon 1994, 586). Diplomati
 historians also have emphasizedthe informational bene�ts of military fait a

ompli in 
oer
ive diploma
y. As Lauren (1994, 25)observes, \despite its inherent dangers, this extreme variant of 
oer
ive diploma
y [i.e., an ultima-tum℄ 
onveys resolve and urgen
y better than, say, an ambiguously worded diplomati
 protest."Perhaps pre
isely for this reason, state leaders may be tempted to rely on 
ostly signals in 
risisbargaining, su
h as troop mobilizations and publi
 threats that generate a real risk of ineÆ
ient25



war; these measures are generally understood to provide a 
lear and 
redible means to reveal one'swillingness to �ght and to 
ompel the opponents to 
on
ede.The Bush administration's alleged reje
tion of a private-
on
ession o�er on the eve of the IraqiWar elu
idates this argument. When New York Times broke the story that the U.S. governmentreportedly reje
ted the Iraqi o�er of a 
on
ession through a private 
hannel in an attempt to avertwar in Mar
h 2003, the Bush administration admitted that it was not willing to ba
k-
hannel adeal with Iraq on the ground that it used the 
redibility as its de
ision 
riterion and it believedthe only publi
 
onta
t was 
redible. The Press Se
retary of the White House stated that \[theadministration℄ didn't view [a private 
onta
t℄ as a 
redible opportunity or 
redible 
ommuni
ation. . . be
ause . . . The front door was wide open."19Se
ond, 
ontrary to the 
onventional rationalist view, Corollaries 5.2 and 5.3 also 
olle
tivelyindi
ate that the la
k of informational eÆ
a
y does not ne
essarily mean ine�e
tiveness of a privatethreat in 
risis diploma
y. This gives rise to the se
ond impli
ation of the result, whi
h suggestsan often-negle
ted me
hanism of 
risis diploma
y. Be
ause the demonstration of one's resolve
an hardly be the sole purpose of a state leader during a 
risis, improving 
redibility through
onventional 
oer
ive ta
ti
s may not at all be ne
essary for e�e
tive 
ompellan
e.Despite this limited 
redibility, a private threat su

eeds at 
ompellen
e without raising the riskof ineÆ
ient out
omes su
h as 
ostly �ghting and 
ostly publi
 withdrawal. The loss of 
redibilitydue to going private is 
ompensated by the fa
t that more types of D will 
on
ede to a privatethreat, while going publi
 makes it more diÆ
ult to publi
ly 
on
ede. In other words, be
ause apubli
 threat generates audien
e 
osts not only for C but also for D, its informational bene�ts (i.e.,the greater 
redibility) is 
ounterbalan
ed by the greater probability that D will have to resist,
onditional on a publi
 threat, so as to avoid audien
e 
osts asso
iated with a publi
 
on
ession.It should be stressed that C's seemingly altruisti
 de
ision to forgo its 
redibility-enhan
ementopportunity has a rational foundation, and is fully 
ompatible with the self-interests of the respe
-tive types. Re
all that engaging D's domesti
 audien
e with a publi
 threat means that she will be19Although the Bush administration does not either deny or 
on�rm the existen
e of su
h a 
onta
t, it apparentlydeemed this ba
kdoor 
hannel not 
redible. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/11/20031106-5.html.See New York Times (November 6, 2003, A1) for the report.26



lo
ked in to resisting, whi
h then ensures �ghting. Then, it follows that the de
ision made by themoderate and 
on
iliatory types to avoid D's audien
e 
osts is equivalent to avoiding the situationwhere they are lo
ked-in to 
ostly �ghting by their own publi
 threats.The deliberate de
ision of the moderate and 
on
iliatory types of C to redu
e the 
redibility oftheir threats indu
es D to assign a positive probability to her estimate that C is willing to followthrough on his private threat, even if its 
redibility is limited. This \deviation" from a putativeequilibrium path impli
itly signals that some private threats are genuine and hen
e 
ompels D to
on
ede at the same rate as she would if fa
ing a publi
 threat. The idea that an \unexpe
ted" eventought to tell something about the signaler's likely intention 
losely parallels the 
ommuni
ationmethod known as \forward indu
tion" in models of e
onomi
s (Fudenberg and Tirole 1991), andthe dedu
tive reasoning of Sherlo
k Holmes in his story of \the dog that did not bark at night."This, I argue, is the me
hanism of e�e
tive 
ompellen
e without informational eÆ
a
y.5.2 A Se
ond Audien
e and Customized SignalsThe 
ommon audien
e-
ost models of 
risis bargaining generally fo
us on how state leaders usetying-hands signals to set up a 
redible 
ommitment in seeking to 
ompel the opponent or deteraggression (e.g., Fearon 1994; S
hultz 1998; Smith 1998). A tying-hands signal typi
ally worksbe
ause it 
reates \audien
e 
osts that the leadership would su�er due to the rea
tion of domesti
politi
al audien
es to a per
eived failure in the management of foreign poli
y" (Fearon 1997, 70).20The analysis then examines the e�e
t of the audien
e 
osts on various aspe
ts of 
risis dynami
ssu
h as bluÆng behavior, informational roles of opposition signaling, e�e
tiveness of immediatedeterren
e, and the like.One impli
it assumption held by virtually all existing audien
e-
ost models is that only thesender of the signals is subje
t to domesti
 audien
e 
osts and the signaling a
tions are assumedto have no dire
t 
onsequen
es on the re
eiver's payo�s (see also Slant
hev 2005). In other words,audien
e 
osts are generally postulated as a type of signaling 
osts. This assumption ni
ely �ts thesemodels' purpose of examining various informational roles of audien
e 
osts in 
risis bargaining,20see Slant
hev 2005 for an alternative me
hanism, in whi
h sunk-
ost signals generate a tying-hands like e�e
tand lo
k-in the players without audien
e 
osts. 27



in
luding how politi
al a

ountability a�e
ts leaders' ability to learn the opponent's preferen
es(Fearon 1994), why leaders take 
ostly and risky a
tions in publi
 during 
risis situations (Fearon1997), how opposition signaling shapes a government's ability to send 
redible signals (Ramsay 2004;S
hultz 1998), and how reele
tion in
entives in
uen
e the 
redibility of diplomati
 announ
ements(Guisinger and Smith 2002; Smith 1998). But these models also assume away audien
e 
oststhat the re
eiver would su�er ex post if she fails to stand up for her national interest. Hen
e,this 
lass of models 
annot really a

ount for why state leaders sometimes relinquish publi
 and
oer
ive measures, and employ instead less publi
 and nonprovo
ative diploma
y su

essfully tosettle disputes. While building on a standard audien
e-
ost model, my analysis �lls this gap byproviding a rational a

ount of when and why private diploma
y works.The key to the logi
 of eÆ
ient se
re
y is D's sensitivity to audien
e 
osts that C 
ould raise inthe event of a publi
 
on
ession. This is proven by Proposition 4 | the private equilibrium doesnot exist when D has no audien
e 
osts (aD = 0). Noti
e that setting D's audien
e 
osts equal tozero e�e
tively 
hanges the present model to a 
ommon model with only a one-sided audien
e. Itfollows that the private equilibrium proposed here 
annot be found in any models that assume awayaudien
e 
osts of the re
eiver of signals. This result explains why nearly all existing audien
e-
ostmodels 
on
lude that a private signal is in
onsequential in 
risis bargaining (e.g., Fearon 1997;S
hultz 1998; Ramsay 2004). This further implies that the 
ommon argument|positing quietdiploma
y ine�e
tive|holds only if D su�ers no politi
al 
osts from diplomati
 humiliation.Be
ause the moderate and 
on
iliatory types of C would never in
ur audien
e 
osts in equilib-rium (sin
e they would �ght if resisted), the only reason for these types to go publi
 and generatepotential ex post audien
e 
osts would be to 
onvey 
redibility (
onsistent with the 
onventionalstory). Then the only reason for these types not to go publi
 but to stay private instead is to avoidengaging D's domesti
 audien
e, so that she will be able to 
on
ede without in
urring audien
e
osts that she would su�er otherwise. Hen
e, if there is no audien
e 
ost for D, the moderate and
on
iliatory types would have no reason to go private.One interpretation of this logi
 of C's 
hoi
e to forgo the 
redibility-enhan
ing devi
e by goingprivate is that C 
ustomizes his signal 
onditional on D's audien
e 
osts, so that D 
an save28



fa
e. This implies that this sort of 
ustomized signal may be unavailable in the absen
e of multipleaudien
es in general. Within the 
ontext of the present model, in parti
ular, the presen
e of a viabledomesti
 audien
e for D dis
iplines C's 
ommuni
ation in a way that C 
ustomizes his signals tosave fa
e. Substantively, this result suggests that C does not have leverage in private diploma
yunless D is politi
ally a

ountable to her domesti
 audien
e (at least to some degree), while Chimself need not be politi
ally a

ountable to a
quire that leverage. Perhaps, this is why PresidentTheodore Roosevelt won a 
on
ession from Canada through private letters. In response to CanadianPrime Minister Laurier's plea to save fa
e with his domesti
 audien
e during the Alaskan Boundarydispute in 1903, Roosevelt agreed to appoint an international tribunal to 
amou
age the apparentsurrender to Ameri
an threats, while he sent troops quietly and sent private letters 
ontaining anultimatum. This made it easier for Laurier to 
on
ede the territory to the United States, as he wassensitive to domesti
 
osts of a publi
 
on
ession (Nevins 1930, 192-193; Penlington 1972, 62-63).These results altogether highlight the importan
e of a se
ond audien
e in the su

ess and failureof publi
 and private threats. That is, although the rationality of a private threat boils down toD's sensitivity to her audien
e 
osts, the rationality of a publi
 threat lies in C's sensitivity to hisaudien
e 
osts generated by his own tying-hands signals. Therefore, the existing models postulateC's audien
e 
osts as a devise to reveal his level of resolve in a 
redible manner, a publi
 threatneeds informational eÆ
a
y for su

essfully 
ompellen
e. On the other hand, be
ause audien
e
osts for D enable C to 
ustomize his signals to save fa
e through a private 
on
ession, and therebymakes 
ompellen
e possible even without informational eÆ
a
y.It should be emphasized that the rationality of publi
 threats, as we understand them in the
ommon audien
e 
ost model su
h as Fearon (1997); S
hultz (1998), 
omes from the fa
t that thevery a
tion of signaling in
reases the risk of ineÆ
ient out
omes su
h as war. This is due to a dualrole that a publi
 threat plays: it enhan
es the states' ability to 
ommuni
ate their resolve withthe adversary in a 
risis, but it also makes it harder for the defender to 
on
ede. The driving for
ebehind this logi
 is the fa
t that going publi
 with military threats provokes domesti
 audien
e
osts for both states in a 
risis.These results altogether suggest that the a
tual pi
ture of the audien
e-
ost story of 
risis29



bargaining may be mu
h larger than the original models suggest.5.3 Rational Diploma
yAt least in re
ent years, the 
ontemporary literature of international relations has downplayed therole of diploma
y in shaping international out
omes. As Sartori (2005) points out, the literature onaudien
e 
osts and 
risis bargaining suggests a pessimisti
 
on
lusion that diplomati
 signals mustbe 
ostly or sent in publi
 to 
onvey information. In parti
ular, the standard rationalist explanationsimply that \normal forms of diplomati
 
ommuni
ation may be worthless" in international relations,be
ause they are 
ostless and nonbinding (Fearon 1994, 578). However, this 
on
lusion 
ontradi
tsthe fa
t that for 
enturies states have invested time and energy into diploma
y.Histori
ally, modern diplomati
 institutions were 
reated as a stable 
ommuni
ation systembetween states in response to the se
urity dilemma 
aused by un
ertainty (Mattingly 1955, 51-76).21 Even before modern diploma
y was institutionalized, se
ret 
ommuni
ation had been thenorm of diploma
y sin
e an
ient times.22 In parti
ular, se
re
y has been a persistent feature ofthe so-
alled \Fren
h system" of diploma
y (Ni
olson 1954, 75; Berridge 2002, 107), and it hassurvived the advent of mass demo
ra
y in the 19th 
entury and Woodrow Wilson's demand for\open" diploma
y in the post World War I (e.g., J�onsson and Hall 2003; Ni
olson 1954).The logi
 of eÆ
ient se
re
y may explain why se
re
y still remains as one of the 
entral featuresof diplomati
 institutions. Despite its histori
al origin of diplomati
 institutions as a 
ommuni
ationsystem (e.g., J�onsson and Hall 2003, 195-96), my model suggests that the rationality of diploma
ystems not so mu
h from its informational bene�ts as from its less provo
ative nature.To re
ap, private diploma
y 
an be rational be
ause audien
e 
osts are not raised for theadversary as long as the demands and threats remain private, and su
h se
re
y does not lo
k theadversary into a situation where she has no 
hoi
e but to stand �rm. This nonprovo
ative naturehelps to over
ome private diploma
y's limited ability to 
onvey information. Hen
e, I argue that21Modern diplomati
 institutions were formulated as the \Italian system" during the Renaissan
e and establishedas the \Fren
h system" during the reign of Louis XIV (Ni
olson 1954, 53-61; Berridge 2002, 107). The rudiments ofwhat we know today as diploma
y 
an be tra
ed ba
k to An
ient Gree
e (Ad
o
k and Mosley 1975) as well as theAn
ient Near East (Cohen and Westbrook 2000).22The only ex
eption is An
ient Gree
e, where diplomati
 envoys had to report to publi
 assemblies and argue inpubli
 (Ad
o
k and Mosley 1975; J�onsson and Hall 2003).30



the 
onventional 
on
lusion about diploma
y overlooks the very nature of diplomati
 institutions:by de�nition, the primary obje
tive of diploma
y is \the promotion of the national interest bypea
eful means" (Morgenthau 1973, 505).6 Alaska Boundary Dispute, 1903It is useful to illustrate how the logi
 of eÆ
ient se
re
y operates in an a
tual 
ase. I present ahistori
al episode from the Alaska Boundary Dispute, where President Theodore Roosevelt's \speaksoftly and 
arry a big sti
k" foreign poli
y was most evident.In 1902 the United States 
laimed the Canadian territory adja
ent to Alaska along the Pa
i�

oast. The origin of the dispute dated ba
k to the Anglo-Russian Treaty of 1825 drawing theboundary between Britain and Russian territory. This boundary rendered the Russian territory,whi
h the United States later pur
hased, valueless be
ause it was en
ompassed by mountains andirregular 
oastlines. The border be
ame strategi
ally important when gold was 
laimed to bedis
overed there. This dispute was eventually resolved in O
tober 1903 in the favor of the U.S.|and the U.S. gained a town now known as Juneau|with an appearan
e of reasonable 
ompromises.In fa
t, Canada had 
on
eded in the fa
e of Roosevelt's private threats of waging war.In Mar
h 1902, when Se
retary of State John Hay warned Roosevelt of the risk of a miner'suprising if gold were dis
overed in Alaska, Roosevelt de
ided to send troops in to southern Alaska \asquietly and unostentatiously as possible . . . to prevent any possible disturban
e along the disputedboundary line" (Collin 1985, 174-78). In the meantime, Roosevelt sent a message to Ottawa aboutthe possibility of violen
e, impli
itly 
hallenging Canada with a territorial demand. Knowing thatRoosevelt would not pull ba
k the troops from the disputed area, Prime Minister Laurier wanted tomake a private 
on
ession so as to avoid an apparent surrender of territory to Roosevelt's threatsto draw the boundary. So Laurier's government proposed an arbitrational settlement so that hisgovernment 
ould at least save fa
e with Canadians. Laurier reportedly \pleaded to Henry White,the head of the Ameri
an Embassy, that he would like to `save his fa
e' with Canadians by anarbitration" (Nevins 1930, 192-93). 31



Roosevelt from the beginning, however, refused to arbitrate this dispute or to 
onsider anysettlement whatsoever short of a 
omplete vi
tory. Still, he was willing to gesture a 
ompromiseas long as the U.S. obtained the 
laimed territory (Beale 1956, 115-16). Having been briefed onWhite's meeting with Laurier, Roosevelt wrote to Hay,The fa
t is that they [the Canadians℄ have set up su
h an outrageous and indefensible
laim and in 
onsequen
e are likely to be in hot water with their 
onstituents whenthey ba
k down, does not seem to me to give us any ex
use for paying them in moneyor territory (Penlington 1972, 64).So instead of a

epting Laurier's request for arbitration, the U.S. appointed a tribunal to reviewthe disputed 
ase in the 
ourts (Fran
is, Jones and Smith 1992, 116). The tribunal was just meantto be a fa
e-saving devi
e, so that an \imposed" settlement appeared to be a 
ompromise andso the Canadian government 
ould 
on
eal the fa
t that it was submitting (Collin 1985, 174-76;Penlington 1972, 62-63). In fa
t, the 
omposition of the tribunal was designed so that the U.S.
ould never lose the 
ase. The six tribunal members 
onsisted of three Ameri
ans, two Canadians,and one Briton.23Britain did not have a strong interest in the territory, and by 1903 it was having diÆ
ult foreignrelations with Fran
e, Germany, Japan, and Russia. So Britain did not want her relations withthe U.S. to su�er from the 
ontestation over the Alaskan border. Britain's de
ision therefore wasprimarily based not on Alaska but on the essential need to maintain friendship and d�etente withthe U.S. (Collin 1985, 183; Fran
is, Jones, and Smith 1992, 115-16; Penlington 1972, 92). As forthe Canadian leaders, they really had only two 
hoi
es, given Roosevelt's high resolve: either to
on
lude the tribunal favorably for the Ameri
an 
ase and save fa
e with fellow Canadians, or tosurrender territory to the U.S. for
es in publi
 and be humiliated.Roosevelt 
hose to threaten Britain rather than Canada be
ause of the six tribunal membersthe British representative, Lord Alverstone|Chief Justi
e of England and President of the AlaskaBoundary Tribunal, was a pivotal voter on the tribunal. The U.S. kept sending messages to the23Britain also played a role of suzerain power in this territorial dispute be
ause until the 1920s Canada did nothave sovereignty over its own foreign a�airs. 32



British leaders to 
onvin
e them that Britain's \self-interest would be better served by aligningwith Ameri
a rather than Canada" (Collin 1985, 182), and threatened that should they fail to winthe Ameri
an 
ase, the U.S. would draw the boundary using military for
e (Fran
is, Jones andSmith 1992, 116; Penlington 1972, 89-90).Roosevelt gave Senator Henry Lodge not an \oÆ
ial and authoritative" instru
tion but a privateletter to be shown to British leaders in
luding the Prime Minister Arthur Balfour, the ForeignMinister Joseph Chamberlain, and the Liberal Party leader William V. Har
ourt, as well as toJusti
e Alverstone whose vote was de
isive in settling the 
ase with a 
omplete Ameri
an vi
tory.This letter was the �rst of a series of Rooseveltian threats to intimidate British authorities.24What Roosevelt later identi�ed as \one of the de
isive elements in the eventual Ameri
anvi
tory," was another personal letter he had delivered through Supreme Court Justi
e Oliver W.Holmes to Chamberlain at a private meeting (Collin 1985, 179-80). Its message was: settle or �ght.Roosevelt instru
ted Justi
e Holmes in this letter dated July 25, 1903 that:. . . if you happen to meet Chamberlain . . . you are entirely at liberty to tell him what Isay, although of 
ourse it must be privately and unoÆ
ially. [I℄f there is a disagreementI wish it distin
tly understood, not only that there will be no arbitration of the matter,but that . . . I shall take a position . . . whi
h will render it ne
essary for Congress to giveme the authority to run . . . the boundary on my own hook . . . as we 
laim it (Munro1970, 56-57).In order to demonstrate to Britain and Canada that Roosevelt's threat to �ght over the Alaskaborder was not merely a blu�, he issued a seemingly unrelated publi
 statement in Novemberjustifying the for
eful seizure of Panama should the Panama revolution not take pla
e (Beale 1956,130). This statement 
omplemented Roosevelt's private threats and helped to 
ompel Britain andCanada by signaling that his forgone publi
 threat 
ould have been 
redible. Histori
al re
ordssuggest that the U.S. was indeed willing to use for
e at this point to draw a border as it wished.For example, at the White House meeting in June 1903, Ambassador Choate, Se
retary of State24Senator Lodge was in
uential with the President and he is the one who re
ommended the quiet dispat
h of troopsinto southern Alaska. 33



Hay, and Se
retary of War Root agreed with Roosevelt's 
ontingen
y plan to dispat
h troops if thetribunal failed to rea
h a settlement in favor of the U.S. (Penlington 1972, 88). This 
ontingen
yplan is a 
lear example of \o� the equilibrium path behavior" of the moderate and 
on
iliatorytypes of C in my model. Moreover, this statement was a signal designed to demonstrate willingnessin general to use for
e, and possibly engage audien
e 
osts on the Ameri
an side. But by dire
ting ittowards Panama and Colombia, it was designed not to raise audien
e 
osts on the British/Canadianside.In the end, the British representative Alverstone sided with the Ameri
ans and a

epted theirposition of the boundary and territorial 
ontrol as the U.S. 
laimed. Although Alverstone had 
om-mitted himself to a 
ompromised division of the disputed territory, in
luding Canada's ownershipof four islands, he reneged on this 
ommitment only �ve days later and made an arrangement withthe three Ameri
ans. Alverstone was reportedly instru
ted either by Prime Minister Balfour or byForeign Minister Chamberlain to side with the Ameri
an demands (Penlington 1972, 90-99).On the surfa
e, the dispute appeared to be resolved through a tribunal settlement. But it wasa
tually Britain's 
eding the Canadian territory under the private threats Roosevelt repeatedlyissued. During the 
ourse of this boundary dispute, Roosevelt spoke softly by publi
ly holding atribunal, but he 
arried a big sti
k by quietly dispat
hing troops and privately bla
kmailing Britainand Canada. That way, Roosevelt made it easier for Laurier to surrender the territory.7 Con
lusionThis study is a natural extension of the audien
e 
osts story (Fearon 1994, 1997; Ramsay 2004;S
hultz 1998, 2001a; Smith 1998). As noted at the outset, mu
h of the literature on international
rises and disputes has developed to explain why states take 
ostly a
tions in publi
 during a 
risis.With a few ex
eptions (Baum 2004; Levento�glu and Tarar 2005; O'Neill 2003), resear
h in thisarea has not addressed questions as to when and why state leaders sometimes go private in the
ourse of international bargaining. Consequently, the histori
al re
ords of quiet diploma
y andprivate maneuvers are left unexplained. My solution to this short
oming is to extend the audien
e34




osts logi
 beyond its original 
on
ern to explain the well-established fa
ts of publi
 
onfrontationsduring 
risis diploma
y and the una

ounted history of private diploma
y simultaneously. In par-ti
ular, although building on a typi
al audien
e-
ost model, my model �lls this gap by providing arational a

ount of when and why private diploma
y works. Relaxing the 
ommonly heled assump-tions about the re
eiver's audien
e 
osts allows us to identify the previously unknown \private"equilibrium, in addition to the 
onventional \publi
" equilibrium.The analysis reveals that private threats 
an 
onvey only limited 
redibility in 
risis bargainingin the private equilibrium. Hen
e, I agree with the rationalists (e.g., Fearon 1995) and diplomati
historians (e.g., Lauren 1994) that quiet diplomati
 
ommuni
ation is less informative than provo
a-tive publi
 
onfrontation. However, I argue that informational ineÆ
a
y of private threats does notdire
tly translate into the ine�e
tiveness of private diploma
y. I establish this 
laim by identifyingthe private equilibrium where informational eÆ
a
y is not ne
essary for e�e
tive 
ompellen
e, andby demonstrating eÆ
ient se
re
y in 
risis diploma
y. That is, I demonstrated that private threats
an be equally e�e
tive as publi
 threats in 
ompelling the opponent to 
on
ede, even if goingprivate redu
es the 
redibility of threats. Moreover, be
ause private diploma
y does not invokea tying-hands me
hanism, it 
an a
hieve e�e
tive 
ompellen
e without risking one reputations orin
reasing the risk of 
ostly �ghting. For this reason, private diploma
y provides a more eÆ
ientme
hanism of 
on
i
t resolution in a sense of Pareto eÆ
ien
y. Hen
e, quiet diploma
y 
an bee�e
tive and, when it is, states are always better o� with it than with publi
 
onfrontations in
risis diploma
y. Thus, state leaders 
annot rationally ignore a private threat simply be
ause \talkis 
heap."The key to this \eÆ
ient se
re
y" result is the defender's audien
e 
osts. The previous models donot �nd these results not only be
ause those models assume away the audien
e 
osts for the re
eiverof threats, but also be
ause they underestimated the provo
ative 
onsequen
es of publi
ly issuedthreats and how those threats 
an engage the re
eiver's domesti
 audien
e, whi
h may eventuallylo
ks-in the re
eiver to resisting.These results imply that the rationality of eÆ
ient se
re
y stems not from an informationaladvantage (i.e., greater 
redibility) but from diplomati
 bene�ts (i.e., fa
e-saving). And su
h ratio-35



nality hinges on the re
eiver's audien
e 
osts, whereas the rationality of the tying-hands me
hanism(i.e., the 
onventional audien
e-
ost story) hinges on the sender's audien
e 
osts. Moreover, su
hrationality is embedded in an enduring feature of diplomati
 institutions.What eventually emerges from this insight is a theoreti
al rationale for se
ret diploma
y. Theequilibrium logi
 developed in this paper|that private threats 
an be rational and eÆ
ient underreasonable 
onditions|may a

ount for the apparent predominan
e of se
re
y in diploma
y for (atleast) three 
enturies despite the fa
t that the advent of mass demo
ra
y has generated the popularper
eption that se
re
y is so
ially ineÆ
ient.Hen
e, this paper is part of a growing set of formal models that investigate the role of diploma
yin 
on
i
t resolution seeking to �ll the gap between the empiri
al fa
ts and theoreti
al impli
ationsof diploma
y (Guisinger and Smith 2002; Sartori 2005). Although 
urrent diplomati
 institutionswere formulated as a stable 
ommuni
ation system among 
ity-states in Renaissan
e Italy, therationality of private diploma
y resides not so mu
h in its informational bene�ts as in its se
re
yand its fa
e-saving fun
tion.Perhaps more interesting is that I derive the rationale for private diploma
y from a standardrationalist framework that previously downplayed the role of quiet diplomati
 
ommuni
ation. Byshowing that the standard audien
e 
osts story 
an generate the logi
 of eÆ
ient se
re
y, I havedemonstrated that the rationalist literature 
an be extended to explain a mu
h wider range ofstate behavior than originally envisioned. although the 
onventional logi
 of audien
e 
osts wasdeveloped to explain publi
ly demonstrated military 
oer
ion, it 
an also be extended to explainprivately 
ondu
ted diplomati
 maneuvers.
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A AppendixThis appendix presents proofs of the propositions and 
orollaries. The solution 
on
ept is perfe
tBayesian equilibrium (PBE), whi
h requires that the strategies of C and D must maximize theirutility, given the other's strategy and their beliefs. The beliefs must be 
onsistent with equilibriumstrategies of C and D, and determined by Bayes's rule if possible.Proof of Proposition 1. After a publi
 threat, D's posterior belief that C is a genuine type (wC � �)is given by qpub = 1 if � > � be
ause in this 
ase the 
utpoint 
on�guration is � < � < �, and if� < �, qpub = 1� FC(�)1� FC(�) (A.1)be
ause � < � < �. After a private threat, D's belief is qpri = 0, be
ause � < �, regardless of �.With these beliefs, D always prefers resisting a private threat to 
on
eding, so Æ� = wD. After apubli
 threat, D resists if and only if the expe
ted payo� from doing so is at least equal to 
on
eding:EUD(RSpub) � EUD(CDpub). When � > �, sin
e C always stands �rm if resisted, this de
isionrule implies wD � �aD � 
�. When � < �, this de
ision rule implies qpub(wD) + (1� qpub) � �aD) wD � qpub�1�aDqpub � 
�. Substituting (A.1), we have
� = FC(�)(1 + aD)� FC(�)� aD1� FC(�) : (A.2)Of C's strategy, � and � immediately follow from the 
utpoint de�nitions by the argument inthe text, and �� must solve EUC(Pub) = EUC(Pri) for the 
riti
al type wC = �� by sequentialrationality. The solution takes the following forms. If � > �, EUC(Pub) = EUC(Pri) ) (1 �FD(
))�� + FD(
) = 0, or �� = �FD(�aD)1� FD(�aD) : (A.3)Similarly, if � < �, EUC(Pub) = EUC(Pri)) (1�FD(
))�+FD(�aD) = 0, or 1+FD(
�)(1+aC) =
37



0. Inserting (A.2) and rearranging for �� give us�� = F�1C "F�1D ( aC1+aC )[1 � FC(�)℄ + FC(�) + aD1 + aD # : (A.4)Finally, to prove uniqueness, it suÆ
es to show that the solution for ea
h of the two 
utpoint
on�gurations within this equilibrium is mutually ex
lusive. Note that for expression (A.4) to bea part of PBE, it must be that �� < � � �aC , whi
h impliesaD < �F�1D � aC1 + aC�, aC < FD(�aD)1� FD(�aD) : (A.5)For the 
ase where �� > � � �aC , expression (A.3) must be greater than �aC : �FD(�aD)1�FD(�aD) > �aC .Rearranging this yields aD > �F�1D � aC1+aC � , aC > FD(�aD)1�FD(�aD) . Clearly, the lower bounds on aCand aD do not overlap with (A.5). Hen
e, the publi
 equilibrium is unique.Proof of Proposition 2. Condition (i) is shown by the proof of Proposition 1. On (ii) and (iii), C,for whi
h wC 2 [k�; �℄, has an in
entive to deviate if any of these 
onditions is not met. Supposethe 
ontrary, that wC > 0. This implies FC(0) = 0. Hen
e all the threats are 
redible. In this 
ase,be
ause D resists in publi
 with higher probability (i.e., Pr(wD � �aD) in publi
 and Pr(wD � 0)in private), types in [k�; �℄ prefer going private. Suppose to the 
ontrary wD > 0. This impliesFD(
�) = 0. Hen
e D always resists regardless of her beliefs or C's signals. In this 
ase, be
auseC 
an pro�tably go publi
 i� wC � 0 and go private i� wC < 0, types in [k�; �℄ prefer goingprivate.Proof of Corollary 2.1. The partition of the two 
ases is shown by the proof of Proposition 1.Proof of Corollary 2.2. To prove the �rst part of the result, it suÆ
es to show that D's posteriorbelief is in
reasing in aD. By Proposition 1, if aD < �F�1D ( aC1+aC ), D's posterior is qpub = 1�FC(�)1�FC(��) ,where FC(��) = F�1D ( aC1+aC )[1�FC(�)℄+FC(�)+aD1+aD . Then, be
ause �(1�FC(��)�aD < 0, di�erentiating q�pubw.r.t. aD yields �q�pub�aD > 0. The se
ond part of the 
laim is proven by Corollary 2.1.38



Proof of Proposition 3. When re
eiving a private threat, D's posterior belief on the path is givenby qpri � Pr(wC � �jwC < �) = FC(�)�FC(�)FC(�) . When re
eiving a publi
 threat, D's posterior isqpub = 1 be
ause � � � < � implies that all the types that make a publi
 threat will stand �rmin publi
. With these beliefs, sequential rationality requires that, 
onditional on a private threat,EUD(RSpri) � EUD(CDpri)) qpriwD+ (1�qpri) � 0, or wD � qpri�1qpri � Æ�. Similarly, 
onditionalon a publi
 threat, it must be that EUD(RSpub) � EUD(CDpub)) wD � �aD � 
�. Let rpub andrpri be the probabilities that D resists, upon re
eiving a publi
 and private threat, respe
tively.Then, D's equilibrium strategy is 
hara
terized as follows.rpub = 1� FD (
�) = 1� FD (�aD) ; (A.6)rpri = 1� FD (Æ�) = 1� FD � FC(�)FC(��)� FC(�)� : (A.7)In equilibrium D optimizes her strategy to indu
e the 
riti
al type of C with wC = �� to beindi�erent between a publi
 and private threat. Be
ause this type wC = �� stands �rm both inpubli
 and in private be
ause � < �, this indi�eren
e 
ondition holds for wC = � if EUC(Pri) =EUC(Pub)) rpri(wC) + (1� rpri) = rpub(wC) + (1� rpub), orr�pri = r�pub: (A.8)To 
hara
terize the 
utpoint ��, I rewrite (A.8) using (A.6) and (A.7): 1� FD( �FC(�)FC(�)�FC(�) ) =1� FD(�aD). Solving this resulting equation for FC(�) and taking the inverse yields:�� = F�1C �FC(�) + FC(�)aD � (A.9)To 
omplete the proof, it remains to be shown that the proposed 
utpoint strategy for C issequentially rational. First, 
onsider the moderate types with wC 2 [�; ��℄. Making a publi
 threatis nonpro�table for any types in this range if EUC(Pri) � EUC(Pub) ) r�pri(wC) + (1 � r�pri) �r�pub(wC)+(1� r�pub). Substitution and simpli�
ation yield: qpri�1qpri � �aD. Substituting qpri in thisinequality yields FC(��) � FC(�)+ FC(�)aD . Re
all that FC(�) > 0 and aD � 0. Then, this in
entive39




ompatibility argument implies that �� � � in equilibrium, so a private threat is sequential rationalfor types with wC 2 [�; ��℄.Finally, for the 
on
iliatory and low types with wC < �, it is in
entive 
ompatible to make aprivate threat if and only if EUC(Pri) � EUC(Pub) ) rpri + (1 � rpri) � rpub(�aC) + (1 � rpub).Plugging (A.6) and (A.7) into this inequality yieldsFD �� FC(�)FC(�) � FC(�) � 1� � (FD(�aD)� 1) (�aC + 1): (A.10)Plugging (A.9) into (A.10) yields aC � 0, whi
h is 
onsistent with our assumption. Hen
e, it isrational for all types with wC < � to make a private threat.Proof of Proposition 4. I �rst show 
ondition (ii) aD � FC(�)1�FC(�) . Observe that it must be thatFC(��) < 1 for the private equilibrium to exist. Hen
e, substituting (A.9), this 
ondition impliesFC(�) + FC(�)aD < 1. Hen
e the result follows. Next, be
ause �aC � 0 by assumption, it suÆ
es toshow that �� > 0 to prove 
ondition (i) �� > �aC . Suppose to the 
ontrary that �� � 0. Then, itfollows from (A.9) that F�1C (FC(�) + FC(�)aD ) � 0) FC(�)aD � 0. However, this last inequality neverholds be
ause FC(�) > 0 and aD > 0. This 
ontradi
tion establishes the 
laim.Proof of Proposition 5. I begin with the ex ante eÆ
ien
y. Be
ause Corollary 2.1 implies that C'sexpe
ted payo� of the publi
 equilibrium is higher if aC < FD(�aD)1�FD(�aD) , it is suÆ
ient to show thatthe expe
ted payo� in the private equilibrium is greater than that in the non-bluÆng 
ase of thepubli
 equilibrium for both players regardless of types. C's ex ante values of the publi
 and privateequilibria are UpubC = (1 � FC(��pub))[(1 � FD(
�pub))wC + FD(
�pub)℄ and UpriC = (1 � FC(�))(1 �FD(
�pri))wC + FD(
�pri), respe
tively. Be
ause ��pub < � < ��pri and 
�pub = 
�pri = �aD, it followsthat UpubC < UpriC . An analogous inspe
tion of D's ex ante values of the two equilibria shows thatUpubD < UpriD .Next, to prove the interim eÆ
ien
y, I must show that for all types with wC > �, the expe
tedpayo� in the private equilibrium is at least as great as that in the non-bluÆng 
ase of the publi
equilibrium, and that the payo� in the private equilibrium is stri
tly greater for types with wC � �.40



First, be
ause 
�pub = 
�pri = �aD, we have UpubC = UpriC = (1 � FD(�aD))wC + FD(�aD) fortypes with wC > �. Similarly, the expe
ted values of the publi
 and private equilibria for typeswith wC � � are UpubC = (FC(�) � FC(��pub))(FD(
pub)� + (1 � FD(
�pub))wC) and UpriC = (1 �FC(�))(FD(
�pri) + (1 � FD(
�pri))wC), respe
tively, where wC < 1 and 
�pub = 
�pri = �aD. Simplealgebra establishes that UpubC < UpriC . An analogous inspe
tion shows that D's expe
ted payo� isstri
tly greater in the private equilibrium for any types.Proof of Corollary 5.1. Let �� denote the expe
ted probability of war. The ex ante probability ofwar in the private equilibrium is given by ��pri = (1�FC(�))(1�FD(
�pri)). The ex ante probabilitiesof war in the publi
 equilibrium are given by��pub = 8>><>>:(1� FC(��pub))(1 � FD(
�pub)) if � < ��pub(1� FC(�))�1� FD � qpub�1�aDqpub �� if � > ��pub :Be
ause ��pub < � and 
�pub = 
�pri = �aD if � < ��pub (Propositions 1 & 3), we have ��pri < ��pub.If � > ��pub, to prove ��pri < ��pub, it is suÆ
ient to show that 1 � FD(
�pri) < 1 � FD( qpub�1�aDqpub ),where qpub = FC(��pub)(1+aD)�FC(�)�aD1�FC(�) , be
ause by assumption � < 0 � �, whi
h implies FC(�) <FC(�) ) 1 � FC(�) > 1 � FC(�). Rearranging this inequality yields FC(�) > FC(��pub), whi
halways holds be
ause � > ��pub by assumption. Thus, ��pub is stri
tly greater than ��pri.Proof of Corollary 5.2. The priors that a publi
 and private threat are 
redible are given by ppri =1�FC(�) and ppub = 1�FC (�), respe
tively, in the publi
 equilibrium. The posteriors in the publi
equilibrium, given a private and publi
 threat are given, respe
tively, by qpri = 0 and qpub = 1 if� > �� or qpub = 1�FC(�)1�FC(��) if � > ��. Be
ause ppub < qpub but ppri > qpri, a publi
 threat haseÆ
a
y, whereas a private threat does not in the publi
 equilibrium.Similarly, in the private equilibrium, the posteriors are qpri = FC(��pri)�FC(�)��pri and qpub = 1 givena private and publi
 threat, respe
tively. Suppose, to the 
ontrary, a private threat has eÆ
a
yin the private equilibrium. Then, it must follow that FC(��pri)�FC(�)FC(��pri) > 1 � FC(�). Substitutionand rearrangement with (A.9) give us FC(��pri) > 1. But this inequality 
ontradi
ts the de�nition41



FC(�) 2 [0; 1℄. This 
ontradi
tion establishes the eÆ
a
y result.Proof of Corollary 5.3. By Propositions 1 and 3.
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