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ABSTRACT

Using simple regression, this paper examines the explanans to the degree of
ctvilian control over the armed forces. This paper takes into consideration four
of the most considered independent variables to explain the degree of civilian
control over the armed forces, i.e. internal threat, economic condition, civil
liberties, and military access to resources. It suggests that the degree of
internal threat is negatively correlated with the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces while economic condition, civil liberties, and defense
spending, or access to resources, enhance the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces. In addition, it also suggests that civil liberties have the
highest influence to the degree of civilian control over the armed forces,
controlling the other independent variables. Since civil liberties are closely
related to degree of democracy, it basically confirms previous research that
suggest the degree of civilian control is closely and positively correlated with
the maturity of democracy.

Keywords: civilian control over the armed forces, internal threat, economic
condition, civil liberties, military access to resources, regression.

Tulisan ini menjelaskan eksplanan-eksplanan dari derajad kontrol sipil atas
militer  dengan  menggunakan regresi  sederhana. Tulisan ini
mempertimbangkan empat independen variabel yang paling sering dikaji
untuk menjelaskan derajad kontrol sipil atas militer, antara lain: ancaman
internal, kondisi ekonomi, kebebasan sipil, dan akses militer terhadap
sumber-sumber daya. Tulisan ini menemukan bahwa derajad ancaman
internal berkorelasi negatif dengan derajad kontrol sipil atas militer,
sementara kondisi ekonomi, kebebasan sipil, dan akses militer terhadap
sumber-sumber daya berkontribusi positif terhadap derajad kontrol sipil atas
militer. Tulisan ini juga meemukan bahwa kebebasan sipil memiliki kontribusi
terbesar dalam mempengaruhi derajad kontrol sipil dengan mengontrol tiga
variabel yang lain. Mengingat kebebasan sipil memiliki keterkaitan dengan
tingkatan demokrasi, tulisan ini mendukung penelitian-penelitian sebelumnya
yang menyatakan bahwa derajad kontrol sipil atas militer terkait secara
positif dengan kematangan demokrasi.

Kata kunci: kontrol sipil atas militer, ancaman internal, kondisi ekonomi,
kebebasan sipil, akses militer terhadap sumber-sumber daya, regresi.
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Introduction

What factors influence the degree of civilian control over the armed
forces the most? Numerous studies have been conducted to examine
what explains the degree of civilian control over the armed forces. They
were mostly conducted as case study of single country or comparison of
few cases within certain region or the so-called wave of democratization
process. Examples of the comparative work include Pion-Berlin’s work
(2001) on Latin America, Edmunds, Cottey, and Forsters’ study (2006)
on post-Communist Eastern Europe, Alagappa (2001a) and Croissant,
et.al. (2013) pieces on Asia, and Mietzner’s research (2011) on Southeast
Asia. The list, of course, could be extended to exhaustion. While these
studies are exceptionally brilliant in employing in-depth studies on the
case (or cases), including examining the historical, social and political
contexts of each case to make sense of the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces, they are lacked of general pattern—which, should be
noted, is not the focus of those studies. This paper examines this issue by
conducting a statistical analysis with 81 cases across different regions
and political systems to seek the general explanation of the puzzle. Such
an attempt has been rarely conducted due to various reasons, including
but not limited to the difficulty in clarifying the concept. Statistical
analysis permits us to draw causal inferences between two variables with
higher precision (Braumoeller and Sartori in Sprinz and Wolinsky-
Nahmias, 2004). Hence, conducting a statistical analysis on this topic
would strengthen previous works with case and comparison studies. In
addition to statistical analysis, scholars have also developed
multimethod research to overcome the limitation of case and
comparison studies such as using Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(QCA) (Goertz 2016). Kuehn, et.al. (2016) employ a QCA method in
explaining the degree of civilian control over the armed forces. This
study follows Kuehn, et.al.’s (2016) attempt by extending the dataset and
using statistical analysis in explaining the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces.

Why bother studying degree of civilian control over the armed forces?
Scholars have long argued that the role of the armed forces is very
crucial in transition to democracy. For example, Lee (2015) argues that
military’s defection is crucial in determining the success of people power
in bringing down authoritarian rule. Military’s importance is not only
taking place during the early phase of transition but also in the period
that follow. Huntington (1957) develops the concept of professional
military as prerequisite for democratic society in which he puts an
emphasis on the need to establish a good degree of objective civilian
control over the armed forces. Hence, examining variables that explain
the degree of civilian control over the armed forces is also worth
conducting.
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This study takes into consideration four of the most “considered”
variables—most commonly referred as independent variables that
influence the degree of civilian control over the armed forces—to explain
the degree of civilian control over the armed forces, i.e. internal threat,
economic condition, civil liberties, and military access to resources.
Hence, whether or not those variables have the capacity to explain the
degree of civilian control over the armed forces is worth researching.

This paper is organized into the following. The next part clarifies the
dependent variable. It then examines the theoretical debate concerning
the independent variables that explain the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces, such as: internal threat, economic condition, civil
liberties, and military access to resources. This paper runs a simple
regression model to explain the question posted in the beginning of this
paper. A short conclusion and limitation of this study are given towards
the end of this paper.

The Dependent Variable

Measuring the degree of civilian control over the armed forces is not an
easy task. To begin with, a definition of civilian control is needed. Desch
(1999) and Kemp and Hudlin (1992) define the degree of civilian control
over the armed forces by looking at whether it is the armed forces or
civilian’s preferences prevail when theirs are diverged. Civilian control
over the armed forces is considered weak when military preferences
prevail most of the time and on the contrary, is considered as strong
when civilian preferences prevail most of the time. However, this
definition is not without problems. To begin with, both civilian and
military preferences are not necessarily clear and what is stated is not
necessarily their real preferences. Nor, it is easy to clearly see their
preferences and the clash of their preferences. Hence, to avoid those
problems, most studies on civilian control over the armed forces rely on
the institutional element of civilian control over the armed forces, such
as the existence of set of regulations to endure military compliance.

The institutional approach in measuring the degree of civilian control
over the armed forces relies on the clarity to differentiate the so-called
military from non-military areas. It also, as a consequence, requires the
distinction between military and non-military areas. Stepan (1988)
argues that non-military refers to three different entities: the state,
political society, and civil society. Alagappa (2001) refers the term
civilian to political, administrative, and juridical institutions in defining
civilian. In this paper the term civilian refers to civilian administrative
authority (executive) and neglecting legislative and society’s control over
the armed forces. Hence, this paper does not differentiate the subjective
from objective control or whether the control is one of democratic
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control or not—which is the most common way to categorize civilian
control over the armed forces. Huntington (1957) divides civilian control
into objective control (which basically considered the armed forces as
under state control) and subjective control (in which the armed forces
are under certain group or personal control of autocrat leader). In
addition, scholars also propose the term democratic civilian control over
the armed forces which basically include oversight by executive,
legislative, as well as public (civil society) to create a good security
governance (Bruenau and Matei, eds. 2013).

Clear distinction between military and non-military affairs is a key to
measure military compliance to civilian orders since it would likely to
prevent military penetration to civilian areas (Welch, Jr. and Smith 1974,
pP.39-42). Scholars usually divide five areas in which military
involvement would define the degree of control, which include:
leadership selection, public policy, internal security, external defense,
and military organization (Trinkunas 2005, pp.6-8; Croissant,
Chambers, and Volkel in Croissant and Bunte, eds., 2011, pp.193;
Croissant 2011, p.4-5; Croissant, et.al, 2013, p.29-32; Kuehn, et.al., 2016,
pp.5)- The armed forces should be involved only on the technical aspect
of the last two areas. Croissant, et.al. (2013) and Kuehn, et.al. (2016)
then split each of these areas into two dimensions: policy-making and
policy-implementation.

This paper follows the above mentioned distinction in measuring civilian
control over the armed forces. This paper includes the dataset of 28 third
wave democracies from Kuehn, et.al. and extends this dataset with
Croissant’s dataset (2011) on East Asia and Croissant and Kuehn’s
dataset (in Gandhi and Ruiz-Rufino, eds., 2015) on Third World
countries that share similar measurement technique. In addition, this
paper also considers Geddes, Wright, and Franz’s dataset (2014) on
regime types to expand the dataset. They develop the dataset on military
regimes and classified those regimes into autocratic regimes (monarchy,
personal, party, military, or combination of them) and democratic
regimes. This paper includes the military regimes as part of the worst
civilian control over the armed forces, while their dataset on established
democracies are considered as having the best civilian control over the
armed forces. All cases (countries) are measured in 2010.

The Independent Variables

Competing explanations on what factors influence the degree of civilian
control over the armed forces have long existed yet there is a lack of
conclusion among these explanations. They range from structural factors
such as threat environment, economic condition or performance, civilian
power and unity, to the so-called agencies-related factors such as
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military ideology, military unity and organizational coherence, and
military economic interest (Croissant, 2004; Kuehn and Lorenz, 2011 in
Feaver 1996). This paper focuses on internal threat (Global Peace
Index/GPI), economic condition or GDP (The World Bank), civil
liberties (Freedom House Index), and defense spending (SIPRI).

Theoretical framework on threat environment and the degree of civilian
control has been far from conclusion when we consider the external
threat environment. Laswell (1941) argues that, under a challenging
international situation, the degree of civilian control would be lower
since the armed forces would be tempted to take over power to ensure
the effectiveness of governing to cope with the threat. On the other hand,
Desch (1999) argues the otherwise, noting that a higher external threat
would lead the armed forces to focus on their task of defending the
country and hence create a better civilian control over the armed forces.
The relations between internal threat environment and civilian control,
on the other hand, are more coherent. They tend to conclude that the
degree of civilian control of the armed forces would be higher when the
degree of internal threat is lower. Therefore, this paper focuses on the
internal rather the external threat environment and develops the first
hypothesis as the following:

Hi. The higher the degree of internal threat, the lower
the degree of civilian control over the armed forces.

To measure internal threat environment, this paper uses GPI provided
by Institute for Economics and Peace (visionofhumanity.org). This index
ranks countries according to their degree of peacefulness by looking at
three different aspects: (1) the level of safety and security in society, (2)
the extent of domestic and international conflict, and (3) the degree of
militarization. However, this paper makes slight changes on the GPI
index by excluding some indicators of the first aspect, the international
conflict measurement of the second aspect and the third aspect of the
GPI index measurement. Hence, in details, it considers the following
aspects to be measured as indicators of internal threat environment:
perception of crime, number of police force, intensity of internal conflict,
access to weapons, violent demonstrations, violent crime, political
instability, political terror, terrorism impact, the death from internal
conflict, and internal conflict fought. Those are indicators that are highly
related to the likelihood of military deployment to assist the internal
security apparatus. The GPI uses an index with maximum score of 5
(refers to the highest level of internal threat) in which in this paper is
changed to 1 (equal to 5 in the original index, and hence o for 1 in the
original index).

The second independent variable that explains the degree of civilian
control is economic condition. It is widely believed that better economic
performance would lead to higher civilian control over the armed forces.
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Working on the post-Franco Spain, Agiliero (1995) contends the
importance of economic condition in the establishment of civilian
supremacy. Hence, this study defines the second hypothesis as the
following;:

H2. The higher the degree of economic condition, the
higher the degree of civilian control over the armed
forces.

To measure economic condition, this paper uses GDP dataset provided
by The World Bank (worldbank.org), with the exception of North Korea,
Myanmar, Syria, and Taiwan. The GPD data for those countries are
taken from Trading Economics (tradingeconomics.com 2016). This
paper simplifies the real number of GPD into proportion of the highest
number of GDP (hence the highest number of GDP is equal to 1 and the
rest is adjusted accordingly).

The third independent variable to be assessed is civil liberties. The term
civil liberties refer to civilian freedom to engage in political activities
without coercive constraints. It basically indicates the degree of civilian
to express themselves in various sectors. Alagappa (2001a) considers
coercion as important determinant for military influence or rule. Civil
liberties can be considered as indicator of civilian power. Welch, Jr. and
Smith (1972) and Aguero (1995) suggest that the strength of civilian
power would significantly influence civilian control over the armed
forces. Hence,higher civil liberties would imply a stronger society and, as
a consequence, lead to a stronger civilian control over the armed forces.
The third hypothesis of this study, therefore, is:

H3. The higher the degree of civilian liberties, the higher
the degree of civilian control over the armed forces.

Freedom House provides a yearly civil liberties index that includes
freedom of expression and belief, freedom of associational and
organizational, independency of the rule of law, and protection of
personal autonomy and individual rights (freedomhouse.org 2016).
Freedom House also provides political freedom index, but since this
particular index also includes freedom to elect national leadership and
freedom from military intervention, which is included in the
measurement of civilian control over the armed forces, it will not be used
to measure civilian political power. This index measures the degree of
civilian liberties from 1 to 7 with 1 equal to the highest. In this paper, the
score is adjusted with 1 equal to 1 in the original index (the highest
freedom) and 0 equal to 7 in the original index (the lowest freedom).

The fourth independent variable is military access to resources.
Abrahamsson (1972) has long argued that protecting their corporate
interests are one of the fundamental reasons for military domination in
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politics. Nordlinger (1977) identifies adequate budgetary support as one
of the most important corporate interests of the armed forces. However,
there is no clear indication of to what extent the sum of military
spending would satisfy the armed forces. In addition, there is also a
strong belief that resources spent for the armed forces is basically a
waste of resource since it will not bring any benefits for domestic
programs. Hence, it leads to the debate of “gun-versus-butter” that
traditionally revolves around whether the government should prioritize
defense budget over welfare budget or the other way around (Hess
2009). Looking at these arguments, it is safe to assume that the higher
the allocation of budget share for the armed forces, the lower their
involvement in politics will be. Thus, the degree of civilian control over
the armed forces will be higher. The fourth hypothesis, therefore, can be
proposed as the following:

H4. The wider the access to resources, the higher the
degree of civilian control over the armed forces.

There are two ways to measure military access to resources: i.e. by
looking at the total defense budget allocated for the armed forces
establishment or by looking at the share of this budget as percentage of
GDP. Both choices suffered from similar inadequacies. Measuring the
total defense spending usually does not include another share of budget
allocated to personnel’s welfare. In addition, defense budget usually
includes the civilian post of defense establishment, such as budget
allocation from the Ministry of Defense. Therefore, it is clear that the
defense budget does not reflect the actual defense spending as well. As a
result, the share of budget from total government spending does not
reflect the real share of spending as well. This paper uses the former way
of measuring military access to resources since it indicates the total sum
of budget allocated to the armed forces which is less problematic in term
of “gun versus butter debate” (considering the share of GDP would also
mean making percentage of defense spending in zero-sum game
situation against the non-defense spending, meaning when the share of
defense budget is high, the share of non-defense budget is low). This
paper uses the dataset provided by SIPRI (with the exception of North
Korea and Myanmar) (sipri.org 2015). Similar to the measurement of
GDP, the defense budget data is also adjusted with the highest number
of defense budget equals to 1 and the rest is measured as proportion of
the highest.

Analysis

The descriptive statistic of the dataset reveals that the mean score for the
degree of civilian control over the armed forces of those 81 countries is
0.76. It means that most countries studied in this paper have a relatively
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good degree of civilian control over the armed forces. Distribution by
continent suggests that 39.5% of the cases is from Europe, 30% is from
Asia, 19% is from America, and the rest is from Africa. This distribution
sufficiently explains the relatively high mean score of the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces. The lack of data collection in Asia,
America and Africa is the one of the reason for the relatively imbalance
distribution of cases across continents. The mean score of the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces in Europe is also the highest in
comparison to the other three continents. The total of 32 countries
examined in this paper represents more than half member of this
continent. The representation of Africa in this study is somehow very
low, since it covers only 8 out of 50 African countries.

Instead, this paper runs regression analysis to explain the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces by considering the four
independent variables (internal threat, economic condition, civil
liberties, and access to resources/defense spending). Table 1 shows the
result of the regression analysis using Stata version 12 with p<0.05.

Table 1. Result of regression analysis*

Source 55 df M35 Humber of obs = 81

F{ 4, T8) = 30.53

Model 4886114.5 4 1221528.63 Prob > F = 0.0000

Residual 2957021.3 T6 35434.49%08 R-squared = 0.61%3

Adj BR-sguared = 0.5998

Total 7863135.8 G0 98539.1%75 Root MSE = 158.58

civ_con Coef. 5td. Err. t B>t Beta

in threat -.602421 .2660653 -2.26 0.026 -.2215316

econ_cd .4141267 1471296 2.81 0.006 2007755

civ_1ib 7123055 1146566 6.21 0.000 .6160618

ac _res .0689563 1446091 0.48 0.635 .0406219
_cons 459.9555 177.4791 2.59 0.011

*with p<0.05

The result suggests that those four variables can 59.9 % explain the
dependent variable. The all four hypotheses are proven, in which the
degree of internal threat is negatively correlated with the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces while economic condition, civil
liberties, and defense spending, or access to resources, enhance the
degree of civilian control over the armed forces. Among those four
variables, civil liberties have the highest influence to the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces, controlling the other independent
variables. It basically suggests that civilian control over the armed forces
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would be relatively higher when civilian groups are free from coercion.
Since civil liberties is closely related to degree of democratization, it
basically confirms previous research that suggest the degree of civilian
control is closely and positively correlated with the maturity of
democracy.

Internal threat plays a relatively lower influence, in comparison with
civil liberties and controlling other independent variables. It confirms
the findings of Staniland (2008) and McMahon and Slantchev (2015)
that the explanatory power of internal conflict is somehow limited.
Hence, they suggest to consider internal threat as independent variable
that influences other intervening variable to explain the degree of
civilian control over the armed forces, with Staniland proposes military
organizational structure and McMahon and Slantchev propose the
perception of threat as intervening variables. Economic condition also
positively influences the degree of civilian control over the armed forces
with less explanatory power in comparison to the two already-explained
variables, controlling other independent variables. However, what is
surprising is the result for access to resources, which has a lack of
significance in explaining the degree of civilian control over the armed
forces.

Conclusion

This paper has shown the influence of four explanans (degree of internal
threat, economic condition, the degree of civil liberties, and access to
resources) of the explanandum civilian control over the armed forces.
There are, however, limitations with the findings of this paper. First, this
paper treats the degree of civilian control over the armed forces as static
variable. By being “static”, it means that the degree of civilian control
over the armed forces is measured in one year only. A time-series
examination of degree of civilian control over the armed forces would
have a more reliable outcome since it captures the dynamic in civil-
military relations.

Second, this paper focuses on institutional arrangements (by looking at
military role policy-making and policy-implementation) without taking
into consideration behavioral factors. Studies on civil-military relations
have suggested that most research on this subject suffer from the so-
called “first-generation fallacy,” which means that they do not really
capture the essence of military submission (Cottey, Edmunds, and
Forsters 2001; Mietzner 2006).

Finally, in particular, this paper does not cover the cultural-based
approach in its independent variable to explain the degree of civilian
control over the armed forces. Instead, this research only considers
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military interest to represent the agency-related factors that have been
criticized by scholars for being unclear and vague. Lee (2008), for
example, suggests that the concept of military interest suffers from
several fallacies since it basically assumes that all militaries have similar
interests and it assumes that military interest is both rational and
material. Instead, scholars usually point out on military culture to
explain the degree of civilian control (Huntington, 1957; Finer, 1962;
Alagappa, 2001b; Lee, 2008).
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Appendix 1. Dataset

No case civ_con in_threat econ_cd civ_lib ac_res

2 Algeria 0.000 0.593 0.030 0.333 0.380

4 Australia 1.000 0.312 0.058 1.000 0.201

6 Bangladesh 0.330 0.537 0.024 0.500 0.493

8 Bolivia 0.660 0.492 0.004 0.667 0.212

10 Brazil 0.950 0.477 0.187 0.833 0.159

12 Cambodia* 0.600 0.522 0.002 0.333 0.300

14 Chile 0.660 0.375 0.021 1.000 0.363

16 Croatia 1.000 0.392 0.006 0.833 0.145

18 Denmark 1.000 0.267 0.016 1.000 0.099

20 Ecuador 0.330 0.498 0.009 0.667 0.347

22 El Salvador 0.330 0.478 0.003 0.667 0.174

24 Finland 1.000 0.272 0.014 1.000 0.100

26 Germany 1.000 0.300 0.217 1.000 0.115

28 Guatemala 0.330 0.528 0.006 0.500 0.113

Global & Strategis, Th. 10, No.2 165



Broto Wardoyo

29 Honduras 0.420 0.548 0.002 0.500 0.159

31 Iceland 1.000 0.255 0.001 1.000 0.012

33 Indonesia 0.780 0.452 0.134 0.667 0.146

35 Ttaly 1.000 0.397 0.138 0.833 0.136

37 Korea North* 0.000 0.592 0.001 0.000 1.000

39 Laos* 0.600 0.393 0.002 0.167 0.043

41 0.730 0.480 0.000 0.500 0.081

43 Macedonia 0.660 0.473 0.002 0.667 0.170

0.850 0.522 0.002 0.667 0.271

0.001 0.833 0.159

47 Montenegro 0.660 0.450

49 Namibia 0.890 0.408

0.001 0.833 0.439

51 Netherlands 1.000 0.318 0.050 1.000 0.111

53 Nicaragua 0.540 0.438 0.002 0.500 0.090

55 Pakistan 0.320 0.742 0.048 0.333 0.726

57 Peru 0.600 0.510 0.019 0.667 0.251
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59 Poland 1.000 0.293 0.053 1.000 0.161

61 Romania 1.000 0.378 0.022 0.833 0.131

63 Rwanda 0.000 0.475 0.001 0.333 0.202

65 Serbia 0.660 0.453 0.006 0.833 0.203

67 Slovakia 1.000 0.307 0.009 1.000 0.122

69 South Africa 0.920 0.525 0.040 0.833 0.142

71 Sri Lanka” 0.750 0.665 0.011 0.500 0.541

73 Syria 0.000 0.467 0.004 0.167 0.545

75 Thailand 0.000 0.598 0.059 0.500 0.288

77 Turkey 0.620 0.547 0.078 0.667 0.267

79 Uruguay 1.000 0.342 0.004 1.000 0.257

81 Vietnam* 0.800 0.397 0.026 0.333 0.307
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