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Truth has the property that it is not so deeply concealed as many have
thought; indeed, its traces shine brightly in various places and there are many
paths by which it is approached. (Galilei [1590] 1960, chap. 9)

e start from the observation that democracies very rarely, if ever,

make war on each other. This statement, commonly known as the
democratic peace proposition, should be considered a strong probabilistic
observation (democracies rarely fight each other), rather than an absolute
“law” (democracies never fight each other). In Chapter 3, we conduct sta-
tistical tests of the basic hypothesis that there is a separate peace among
democracies. As in many analyses that we and others have reported be-
fore, we find strong support for this view. That democracies rarely fight
each other is now genera.lly, if not universally, accepted, so we do not

'Harvey Starr collaborated on an carlier version of this chapter (Russett and Starr
2000).
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Various scholars have rated the countries of the world over time ac-
cording to how closely they approach the democratic ideal. They have
used somewhat different specific criteria to identify democracies in an ob-
jective and comparable way. This is important because in social science
and in this book we seek to make generalizations covering not only polit-
ical systems in the contemporary world bur also historical cases over an
extended period of time. The practices and institutions expected of a true
democracy have changed and evolved over time. It is not always easy to
identify a democracy. Different rating systems, especially over long peri-
ods, produce somewhat different rankings of states.® This is to be ex-
pected when we consider democracy as a matter of degree rather than of
kind. The world is not neatly divided into democracies and dictatorships,
nor is any democracy in the real world a perfect one. Some, like those in
Scandinavia, come closer to the theoretical ideal than do others. Others,
like contemporary Russia, meet most elements of the definition formally
but concentrate so much power in the executive branch that no one can
call them fully democratic. Consequently, we need a continuous scale that
ranges from very democratic states to very autocratic—even totalitarian—
ones, with mixed systems in between.

Several features of these rating systems are important to note. First,
none was produced by a scholar who was involved in research on the dem-
ocratic peace or had staked out a prior position as to whether the demo-
cratic peace proposition was correct. In fact, they were produced before
many analysts took the democratic peace proposition seriously, or even
knew about it. Rather, scholars produced the rankings primarily to study
the political conditions within countries, for example, to learn why some
governments are more stable than others or what political or social char-
acteristics make democracy stronger or weaker.

Second, most of the rating systems were created by American social
scientists, but a scholar from Finland (Tatu Vanhanen) produced one of
the earliest. Thus, whereas all adopt the perspective of Western democra-
cies and use similar criteria consistent with this view, not all reflect what
might be considered a North American bias.

Finally, these systems, though compiled independently, are in substan-

3For example, see the Freedom House annuals beginning with Gastil 1978; Van-
hanen 1984, 1990; Jaggers and Gurr 1995.
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a complete review of all the work on the basic finding that democracies

rarely fight each other.®

This chapter is more about theory than empirical results. It is especially
a report on extensions of research on the democratic peace. We are partic-
ularly interested in the propositions that plausibly follow from the initial
one—that democracies do not fight each other—and whether these exten-
sions are supported by evidence. We look at these developments as part of
a progtessive research program, one that brings the pieces together and in-
tegrates them. Deductive logic has produced a range of auxiliary puzzles ot

hypotheses that lead to encouraging empirical findings.

Two Dimensions: Pairs of States and Individual States

The most widely accepted assertion of the democratic peace project concerns
the behavior of pairs of states. (Pairs are sometimes called “dyads,” a term
used often in this book.) The democratic peace is sometimes defended as an
absolute historical statement about democracies and war. James Lee Ray
(1995, 125) claims, for example, that none of the several possible exceptions
to the rule “is appropriately categorized as an international war between
democratic states,” either because the states were not both democratic or be-
cause the conflict was not serious enough to be considered a “war.” Since
Ray wrote, there has been just one war between democracies, despite the

SRussett (1995, 19962) addresses some early critiques of the democratic peace.
The most thorough response to the quantitative critiques is by Maoz (1997, 1998).
An edited collection (Elman 1997) uses a comparative case-study method. It reaches
a mixed conclusion and suggests some modifications to the democratic peace thesis;
it is marred by conceptual inconsistencies and the absence of any clear research de-
sign to guide the selection of cases. A proper framework for case studies must address
the mystery of the dogs that do not bark. Focusing just on crises between democra-
cies to determine whether the character of their political regime was critical to avoid-
ing war ignores, for example, the question of why militarized disputes between them
are so rare. One might address this question by comparing the behavior in crises of
states involved in enduring rivalries where both states were at some times democratic
but not at others. One might also systematically compare cases of crisis bargaining
and management between democracies to such behavior berween otherwise compara-

ble autocracies or democratic-autocratic pairs.
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tary disputes, are those composed of two democracies. Two autocracies
are much more prone to wars and disputes, as are dyads containing a
democracy and an autocracy. Because democracy is a continuous variable
rather than an either/or condition, perceptions regarding another state
can differ, and disputes are more likely when one state is only marginally
democratic than when both are clearly so.”
Perhaps the most prominent puzzle about the democratic peace pivots
on the distinction between pairs of states and individual states. If re-
searchers focus on individual states, they ask how the political characteris-
rics of a state affect its relations with a// other states rather than just with
particular kinds, such as other democratic states. The big question is
whether democracies are more peaceful in general (that is, when consid-
ered individually) than nondemocracies? There has long been skepticism
that they are. The authors of an early investigation (Small and Singer
1976) are well known for asserting that democracies in general are as war-
prone as other states. They were so convinced of this that they even dis-
missed their evidence that democracies rarely made war on one another.
They believed that the relationship was spurious, perhaps merely a result
of democracies’ being physically far apart. Almost all scholars now reject
Small and Singer’s second conclusion regarding pairs of democracies, at
least in the twentieth century (Bremer 1992, 1993; Henderson 1998;
chaps. 3-5 of this book). But their other conclusion, that democracies are
no more peaceful in general than are other states, is still widely accepted.®

7Peceny (1997) makes this point in regard to the Spanish-American War in the
context of a “constructivist” argument about the importance of perceptions in
shaping people’s sense of who is like them and who is different. Oren (1995) and
Bachteler (1997) carry the constructivist perspective further. It is probably more use-
ful to recognize that perceptions will vary concerning political regimes that are on the
margins of the standard categories. It is also important to note that the categories
themselves will vary over long periods of time.
8Even one author of this book leaned toward acceptance of what then was nearly
a consensus: “Though there are elements of plausibility in the argument that democ-
racies are inherently peaceful, it contains too many holes, and is accompanied by too
many exceptions, to be usable as a major theoretical building block” (Russett 1993,
30-31). There have always been those who have accepted that democracies are more
peaceful generally. Rummel is conspicuously in this group, as his recent book (1997)
reminds us. The position has subsequently been advanced by Ray (1995), Benoit

(1996), and Oneal and Russett (1997).
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mate the balance of power among them. As we would expect if they are
generally more peaceful than other states, democracies have had lower
military expenditures and have experienced far less international conflict
when their political environments were predominantly made up of other
democracies (Garfinkel 1994; Maoz 1996, 1998). On the other hand,
when democracies were in the minority internationally, there were more

disputes because of the aggressiveness of the autocracies (Maoz and Ab-

dolali 1989).

Thinking about multiple influences can help us solve another puzzle,
regarding the effect that the process of democratization has on the likeli-
hood of conflict. Some have argued that the transition from autocracy to
government politically unstable and so lead
hort term—even if it will be more peaceful
once its democratic institutions are well established. Mansfield and Sny-
der (1995) agree that there is a separate peace among mature democra-
cies, but they make a strong theoretical argument, with some empirical
gimes are more war-prone than stable po-
¢ or democratic. As old dictatorships fell,
d the successor states of the old So-
arly important question (Kozhemiakin

democracy might make a new
it into greater conflict in the s
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especially in Eastern Europe an
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1998). Would the new democracies find themselves at war with their
neighbors over disputed boundaries or because of ethnic rivalries?

Efforts to reproduce Mansfield and Snyder’s results, however, have not
been very successful. Their findings are not robust when analysts employ
different darta sets, indicators, and analytical procedures. It is not at all
clear, for one thing, that democratizing states are typically the initiators,
rather than the victims, of interstate violence. Moreover, regime instabil-
ity in general may be the problem, not democratization. A process of au-
tocratization (moving from a democratic to authoritarian regime) may be
as likely to induce conflict as democratization, or more s0.? Also, a big

shift to a high level of democracy produces more peaceful behavior than
d liberalization (Ward and Gleditsch

do halting, tentative moves towar
1998). In addition, many investigations of this phenomenon stop at the

level of the individual country. Public opinion surveys in Eastern Europe

ntetline 1996, 1998a; Maoz 1998; Thomp-

9Mansfield and Snyder 1996, 1997; E
son and Tucker 19972, 1997b.
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Theories of the Dyadic Democratic Peace: Culture or Structure?

A strong empirical relationship between democracy and peace alone is not
enough. We also need to know why such a relationship exists; without a
theoretical explanation, we do not understand the cause of the phenome-
non and cannot be sure that the finding is not purely coincidental. Early
efforts to explain the democratic peace fall into two categories (Maoz and
Russett 1993; Starr 1992b). Cultural explanations emphasize the role of
shared democratic principles, perceptions, and expectations of behavior.
Democratic peoples, who solve their domestic political disputes without
resorting to organized violence against their opponents, should be in-
clined to resolve problems arising in their relations with other democratic
peoples in the same way. Structural explanations, on the other hand, stress
the importance of the institutional constraints democracy characteristi-
cally imposes on decision makers. A separation of powers requires the ex-
ecutive to secure legislative approval and funding for war, and institutions
that make democratic leaders accountable for bad decisions make democ-
racies reluctant to go to war. The two explanations are really complemen-
tary: culture influences the creation and evolution of political institutions,
and institutions shape culture. Kant, in Perperual Peace ([1795] 1970),
took an evolutionary view: a good constitution for representative govern-
ment would, over time, generate a good moral culture.

There was an early notion that these explanations for the democratic
peace must be mutually exclusive. They were treated as “contending” ap-
proaches, as though one were correct and the other incorrect. Rather than
ask which theory is right and which is wrong, we should ask if and how
they both could be true. One might be more important under some con-
ditions and less important under others, and they might well reinforce
one another (Most and Starr 1989). Treating them as contending ap-
proaches delayed investigation into how the two explanations are related
and how they interact to generate peace between democracies.

It is more helpful to think of peace among democracies as “overdeter-
mined,” explainable by several related but conceptually distinct and rein-
forcing, perhaps sequential, causal mechanisms. The culture-structure
debate obscured this. Just as there are multiple paths to war (Bremer
1996), there are multiple, “substitutable” paths to peace. Moreover, both
the cultural and structural arguments are contextual theories, theories
that consider how conditions existing within democracies constrain or
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bully, relatively unconstrained by domestic politics, may believe it can
force a constrained democratic rival to capitulate, but even a democracy is
apt to defend itself when attacked. Ironically, given reasonable assump-
tions about the cost of losing the military initiative versus the domestic
costs of capitulating to 2 demand backed by force, a democratic leader
may anticipate the consequences of delay and choose to preempt an at-
tack it expects from its autocratic rival. In short, democratic constraints
on the use of force can make democracies “vulnerable to threats of war or
exploitation” and possibly liable to launch preemptive attacks against pre-
sumed aggressors (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992, 159).19 In fact,
preemptive attacks are rare (Reiter 1995a), but the international interac-
tion game can provide one account of the peace between democracies and
the belligerence between autocracies and democracies.

The assumption that the leaders of democracies have incentives to be
doves is based on both cultural and structural arguments (Starr 1992a,
211). Separating opponents into hawks and doves affects the payoff a
state expects from resorting to war and, hence, its choice of options. The
political survival of decision makers is affected by both their participation
in conflict and its outcome. Key to their survival is the nature of the con-
stituencies to whom decision makers are responsible and the institutional
context: “Leaders can anticipate that they will be held accountable for
failed foreign policy adventures. Consequently, the choice of war-related
behavior is likely to be dampened by the fear that the regime will be pun-
ished if things go awry” (Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller 1992,
644). Leaders are punished for policy failures: they are forced from office.
Democratic leaders are particularly subject to being forced out of office
because of the electoral process, so they avoid wars, especially those they
are likely to lose (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995).!! (Authoritar-

105 chweller (1992) reports that dominant demacracies, when declining in power
relative to a challenger, do not initiate preventive wars. Preventive wars are deliber-
ately planned and initiated to meer 2 growing threat, whereas preemptive wars arise
out of crisis conditions favoring the side that makes a first strike.

1Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson (1997) and Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999)
expand and integrate these arguments. Such arguments assume that voters are “ratio-
nal,” stable in their opinions, and reasonably well informed on forcign policy. Al-
mond (1950) contended they are not, but more recent work supports the affirmative.
See Graham 1988; Nincic 1992; Russett 1990; Page and Shapiro 1992; Oneal, Lian,
and Joyner 1996.
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because of the behavior of another state. A state seeking to deter another
may ecither raise the costs to its opponent of undertaking some activity
(the threat of punishment, which is how analysts usually think of deter-
rence) or increase the benefits of abstaining. We shall see later in this
book that trade reduces the likelihood of conflict because trading partners
derive major benefits from the economic status quo, benefits that would
be disrupted by military conflict.
Democracies may have been more satisfied historically with the starus
quo than autocracies due to their greater well-being. This is potentially
the result of two factors. First, democratic societies receive greater politi-
cal, social, and economic benefits because their governments are limited
and there is competition for public office. As a result, the wealth extracted
by a democratic state from its society, by corruption or by sheer force, is
lower than in an autocracy, where national leaders may be little more than
bandits. In a democracy with a wide franchise, the government must pro-
vide high levels of public goods in return for taxes, as noted above. The
domestic satisfaction that comes from greater political freedom and eco-
nomic prosperity may easily translate into satisfaction with the interna-
tional status quo, including satisfaction with the state’s existing territorial
boundaries.'?

The satisfaction of democracies with the status quo, and their resulting
peacefulness, may also be historically contingent on the fact that the most
powerful state in the system, the “hegemon,” has, since the end of the
Napoleonic Wars in 1815, been a democracy. If the hegemon was power-
ful enough to distribute private benefits to other states and if democracies
were likely to support its hegemonic position, then democracies have
been more satisfied (and more peaceful) because they have been privileged
in a system run by powerful democracies. In the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, Britain was the leading power, and it was satisfied
with the status quo it had shaped. German leaders, on the other hand,
seeing deep social tensions between workers, capitalists, and the landed
aristocracy, wanted to revise the system by acquiring new colonies. Such a
change would have come at Britain’s expense and would have strength-
ened an autocratic state. Both reasons may explain Britain’s resistance to

12R gusseau et al. (1996) find that democracies’ satisfaction with the status quo
helps reduce their willingness to initiate and escalate crises, both with other democra-

cies and in general.
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regarding a broad range of interstate behavior and incorporated several
explanatory models. As a result, we now have a more comprehensive and
more persuasive theory. Indeed, rather than a simple descriprive state-
ment—"“pairs of democracies do not fight wars against each other’—we
have a research program that embodies Imre Lakatos’s (1970, 1978) no-
tion of scientific progress. Thus, the basic descriptive proposition about
peaceful relations among democracies served as the basis for developing
theories to explain why that might be true. Generating theories and then
comparing them to the evidence forced analysts to consider how well they
explained not only this but other empirical phenomena. Some recent cre-
ative efforts (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Reiter and Stam 2000) are
notable in this regard. Accounting for a new range of phenomena suggests
a stronger theory. These exercises of expanding applicability and converg-
ing findings take two forms: looking either at alternative phenomena to
explain or at different explanatory influences. We begin by exploring new
phenomena that have been related to the democratic peace; that is, other
cooperative or conflictual behaviors we should expect democracies to

exhibit.

Common Interests

If democracies reap rewards from avoiding conflict with each other be-
cause they share common interests, we should expect those common
interests to show up in a wide range of cooperative behavior. And they do.
Democracies are more likely to collaborate with each other at the start of
militarized disputes (Mousseau 1997), and perhaps to ally with one an-
other.!3 Werner and Lemke (1997) show that, in deciding to join an on-
going war, democracies are more likely to align with other democracies,
and autocracies with other autocracies. They also find that autocracies
tend to bandwagon with stronger states whose power is growing but that
democracies’ decisions to form alliances are not very sensitive to changes

1Siverson and Emmons 1991; Raknerud and Hegre 1997. Democracies seem to
have been more likely to ally with each other only during the cold war era, principally
by forming defensive pacts, which are the strongest type of alliance, as contrasted
with weaker ententes or neutrality pacts. See Simon and Gartzke 1996; Lai and

Reiter 2000.




p .
0 Triangulating Peace

in power; ideological affini
these empirical regularities may

c l » alliances between democracies
pparently because democracies are able to make m
ore

b 'term commitments. This is a result of the
Ich commitments are produc

(Gaubarz 1996; Bennett 1997b).
Perhaps the most co
been offered by Farber

empirical association between the charac

are more durable,
credible long- bli
public way in

ed i . . .
in their domestic political processes

fight one another because they must remaj
enemy, then shared democracy would be
tern of conflict. Once the source of -
of the cold war, the Peace among de

as well. Clearly this is an important
cal reasons.

€ enemy is
d war alljes,
why were al]

perceived as common, Certainly,

el 5 .

dslpecxally i Latin America and
¢ democracies that took a side

;osr_ne of the democracies’ co}
ia, were dictatorships; but

trade with other de i
mocracies
then the benefits of that trade(ar:;i N

‘ are, as we shall see in Chapter 6)
protect in becoming alljeq Th ’

0, are .
> b o 'Pa‘rt of the interests they seek to
s e .
tates affect both thejr choi > HICIr interests as libera] 4 i
teies (expansive dice: olce of alliance partners and emocratic
€ dicta; i q an e ki
with whom they 4 ;f;{rs;ups, especially those with seay kinds of coun-
« 0 € 1 ely 1o ¢ . e-run economi )
national interes” ome into conflj ies
est” can . . ct. A broad .
thus explain alliances as well as pag ConC;Ptlon of
terns of confli
ct.

From Democratic Peace to Kantian Peace 61

It is certainly true, nevertheless, that the institutional bonds of military
alliances make war among their members less likely. NATO, for instance,
was formed by free-market democracies. Admittedly, Portugal and Spain
were military dictatorships when they joined, and Greece and Turkey re-
verted to autocratic rule for a time after joining as democracies. But since
1983, NATO has been composed exclusively of democracies. It has de-
fended democracy among its members and promoted democracy among
its neighbors. Its members share the interests of democratic states in not
fighting among themselves. To this the institutional benefits of the al-
liance have been added. Thus, when the possibility of war has arisen be-
rween Greece and Turkey, NATO has helped to mediate the conflict and
discourage its escalation.

Similar relationships between democracy, common interests, and be-
havior emerge if we look at voting blocs in the United Nations. States
that regularly vote together in the General Assembly are also unlikely to
fight each other. Presumably, they vote together because they share com-
mon interests and policy preferences (Gartzke 1998). But the policy pref-
erences themselves are derived to a substantial degree from the shared
interests of liberal democratic states. Democracies often vote together in
the UN, as do states that trade heavily with each other (Kim and Russett
1996). Democracy and the pattern of trade, therefore, affect the likeli-
hood of military disputes both directly, for the reasons we have explored
in discussing the Kantian peace, and indirectly, by shaping other shared
preferences, as represented by UN voting. We explore this complex causal
system in Chapter 6.

One response to the challenge posed by Farber and Gowa comes from
changing the question: instead of asking who fights whom, let us ask who
wins after a fight is begun. If both shared democracy and common secu-
rity interests (as measured by alliances) have prompted democracies to
settle disputes among themselves peacefully, we can sort out the relative
importance of these two variables by asking which state in a dispute is
likely to prevail under different conditions. The existence of an alliance
offers no prediction about this, but a realist would surely predict that the
more powerful state will usually win. The democratic peace perspective
predicts, on the other hand, that in disputes between democracies, shared
norms and institutional procedures for peaceful conflict resolution will
temper the dominance of power. Gelpi and Griesdotf (1997), therefore,
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guan government. To evade those constraints, the administration under-
took illegal arms sales to finance its activities, but these were exposed in
the Iran-contra scandal and led to the prosecution of some of the officials
responsible. Thus, consideration of the political necessity of covert opera-
tions—in violation of democratic norms and institutions—ameliorates
the challenge to the democratic peace raised by the cases when democra-
cies have intervened in the internal affairs of other democracies. We may
never know how many efforts at covert influence or even subversion are
directed by democratic governments against officially friendly regimes,
especially other democracies. These efforts—in defiance of democratic
norms—are probably the least likely to emerge into the light of day.
With regard to overt interventions by military forces, the data more
clearly support the existence of a separate peace among democracies.
While powerful democratic states have sometimes intervened in weaker
democratic or semidemocratic states, it has not been common;'* and in
most instances, the action was taken cither to protect the intervenor’s cit-
izens or their property or to support the government. Only a minority of
cases were hostile acts of coercive diplomacy. This finding is in keeping
with the preferences of democratic citizens. The American public, for ex-
ample, has supported presidents when they use force to resist aggression
but not when they seek to engineer internal changes in other countries
(Oneal, Lian, and Joyner 1996). Moreover, democracy helps inoculate a
country against overt interventions. Democracies have been less likely
than nondemocratic states to suffer such aggression, whether by democra-
cies or by autocracies. This may be because the internal political strength
of democracies (Hermann and Kegley 1996) discourages intervenors.
Although there are counterexamples (U.S. troops in Vietnam), states
subjected to military intervention by the United States during the cold
war generally became more democratic as a consequence, especially if the
U.S. president declared this to be his goal (Meernik 1996; Hermann and
Kegley 1998). The invasion of Grenada in 1989 is an example. An analy-
sis of U.S. interventions over a century-long period concludes that al-
though intervention itself did not generally promote democracy, when

4A¢ first, Kegley and Hermann (1995) reported that democracies were more
likely to intervene in other democratic or partly free states than in autocracies. When
they analyzed different data, however, they found this was not true (Kegley and Her-

mann 1997).
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more in cooperative behaviors than mixed democratic-autocratic pairs do.
Democracies are much more likely to conclude preferential trade agree-
ments (Mansfield, Milner, and Rosendorff 2000). Democracies use differ-
ent conflict-management techniques and institutions than autocracies do.
They are more likely to settle conflicts peacefully through mutual conces-
sion and compromise and to use third parties for mediation (Dixon 1993,
1994, 1998; Mousseau 1998). If, however, one focuses on the involve-
ment of third parties with powers of arbitration or adjudication to impose
binding settlements, the picture becomes murkier. Democracies are more
likely to submit their disputes to arbitration, but the results of arbitration
are not more durable than for nondemocratic pairs (Raymond 1994,
1996). This may result from the reluctance of nondemocratic states to use
binding third-party mechanisms to resolve their disputes. When they do,
it may be because they are ready to abide by the imposed solution, as
when Libya accepted the International Court of Justice’s finding in its
border dispute with Chad in 1994.

What constitutes a legitimate cause for democracies to use military
force against other democracies is limited by their cultural norms. People
living in a democracy know that the citizens of other democracies share
norms of limited self-government, civil liberties, and democratic trans-
parency. They expect their government, consequently, to find appropriate
modes of nonviolent conflict resolution in the event of an interstate dis-
pute. Thus, the range of legitimate reasons to use force is greatly restricted
between democracies. Moreover, the transparency of democracies, along
with shared democratic norms and procedures, makes it very hard for dem-
ocratic leaders to dehumanize people living in another democracy by
manipulating images of the other to portray them as the “enemy.” In
contrast, authoritarian and totalitarian states are less transparent to others
and limit their own people’s access to information, encouraging the devel-
opment of harsh images of the adversary on both sides. In the Gulf War
of 1990-91, President Bush could characterize the Iraqi leader as another
Hitler, and Saddam Hussein could equally demonize the American lead-
ership. Such accusations would be unimaginable between the leaders of
two democracies.

Experimental work on the political incentives for peace between
democracies supports this argument. Mintz and Geva (1993) found that
in laboratory settings their subjects interpreted the use of force by one
democracy against another as incompetent leadership—incompetent be-
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democratic leader can expect to pay for losing a war. This argument is
strengthened by the fact that, historically, democracies have been particu-
larly likely to win only those wars they initiated, rather than those in
which they were the target of an attack and did not actively choose war.
Democratic leaders not only fear losing wars; they also fear incurring
casualties. There are severe political consequences of soldiers’ not return-
ing home alive. Recall President Clinton’s insistence on using air power
and not ground forces in the war in Kosovo—avoiding any American bat-
tle deaths in this case. Democracies generally suffer fewer casualties in war
than autocracies do (Siverson 1995). If democracies continue wars for
very long, civilian support and military morale drop because of mounting
casualties.’® The decline is faster in democracies than in autocracies, and
the longer the war lasts, the less likely democracies are to triumph. The
United States’ experience in the Vietnam War illustrates this vividly. So
democratic leaders must win their wars quickly (Bennett and Stam 1998).
How can they do this? Again, part of the answer is in carefully choosing
which wars to fight. Democratic leaders try to initiate wars they are likely
not only to win but to win quickly. Once involved in war, democracies do
exhibit superior organizational effectiveness and leadership, though the
logistical competence and morale of democratic armies declines over time
(Reiter and Stam 1998a). Democratic leaders are more likely to choose
maneuver strategies in wartime, and those strategies can win with lower
human costs. Such strategies, however, require granting considerable au-
tonomy to field commanders, something autocratic governments are usu-
ally less willing to do (Reiter and Meek 1999).

The characteristics of democratic and autocratic governments affect
operations on the battlefield in other ways, too. Remember that democra-
cies’ wars are virtually always with autocracies. Autocracies treat prisoners
of war far more brutally than democracies do, regularly violating the
Geneva Convention. Soldiers from democratic states know this and are
motivated to fight harder to avoid that fate. In their wars with democra-
cies, on the other hand, soldiers of autocratic states often vote with their
feet to become POW's (Reiter and Stam 1997). This account of the moti-
vations of individual soldiers helps explain why democracies usually win

the wars they fight.

16Mueller 1973; Lian and Oneal 1993; Oneal and Bryan 1995; Gartner and Se-
gura 1998.
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(Lian and Oneal 1993; Oneal and Bryan 1995; James and Rioux 1998)
find only modest support for the existence of a “rally” effect following a
use of force by an American president. There is also little systematic evi-
dence that American leaders have tried to invoke a rally at politically
convenient times (Gowa 1999, p. 69),'® or that other democracies
experience international conflict according to internal political or eco-
nomic cycles (Miller 1999; Leeds and Davis 1997; cf. Gaubatz 1999). In-
ternational influences usually have greater impact on American decisions
to use force than domestic conditions do, especially if one looks at situa-
tions in which the U.S. government might have used military force but
did not (Meernik 1994; Meernik and Waterman 1996; cf. James and
Oneal 1991). Wang (1996) finds that both internal and international in-
fluences operate but that force is invoked less frequently when elections are
near (perhaps because the rally effect is too unreliable) and more often to
avoid a foreign policy defeat that would be politically damaging than to
achieve outright political gains.

We need to address these issues in a more theoretically sophisticated
way. If the use or threat of force is associated primarily with international
conditions, then one must consider the particularly dispute-prone rela-
tionships embodied in democracies rivalries with authoritarian states.
Democratic leaders who do not respond as “realists” to a dictator’s chal-
lenge may be vulnerable at home (Huth 1996). Remember that many
crises are provoked not by a democracy but by its autocratic adversary. If
a dictator believes that a democratic government might respond forcefully
as a way of diverting attention from its domestic political troubles, the
dictator might be especially careful not to provoke democratic leaders
during such times (Smith 1996; Leeds and Davis 1997; Miller 1999).
Saddam Hussein, for instance, seems to have been careful not to chal-
lenge Clinton at the height of the impeachment hearings. Thinking about
multiple influences and relations with particular countries and consider-
ing both countries as sophisticated strategic actors are the best ways to
untangle this troublesome puzzle. This approach provides no reason to

18Gowa seems to consider this to be evidence against the democratic peace. But
since the vast majority of U.S. militarized disputes have been with autocracies, it is
hard to see how it bears on the dyadic democratic peace proposition. As for the indi-
vidual state level, at most it suggests that domestic politics made the United Srates
neither more nor less dispute-prone than its international situation would require.
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military disputes between democracies, the number of civil wars in
democracies is small, not zero. In understanding the American case, it is
important to remember, however, that democracy is a matter of degree. In
this case, though both the Union and the Confederacy had important el-
ements of democratic government, there was considerable difference be-
tween them. While its voting franchise was limited to males, the North
arguably represented the most democratic large political system in the
world at the time. In the South, not only did females have no vote, one-
third of the total population, in addition to lacking the franchise, was
legally no more than property. Weart (1998) plausibly labels the South
not as a democracy but as an oligarchic republic run by a slave-owning
landed aristocracy. Thus while the difference in political systems between
North and South was less than between, say, the North and tsarist Russia,
it was so great that it is hardly surprising the two systems could not coex-

ist within the same state.

Beyond the “Democratic” Peace

We have been asking what other phenomena, besides the democratic
peace, democracy can explain. This has led to our discussions of why
democracies win wars, intervene in other countries, and experience fewer
civil wars. We now ask a different question: Of what is democracy an ex-
ample? In other words, what broader phenomena are represented by
democracy? The democratic peace, we might say, provides the base camp
for the expedition undertaken in this book, not the summit.

Chapter 1 introduced the idea of a Kantian peace, that peace is the re-
sult of multiple and overlapping liberal behaviors (democracy, economic
interdependence, and international law and organizations). In the rest of
this book, we will look in detail at the full triangle of factors underlying
Kant’s prognosis for peace. In his view, the three elements are intricately
interrelated; it is not simply that each is useful. Democracy may be the
keystone, but trade and international organizations contribute impor-
tantly to the establishment of a stable peace (Doyle 1997; also see Ceder-
man’s learning model [2000]).

As we suggested earlier, the Kantian perspective is strengthened by
considering the various relationships linking democracy, trade, and peace.
Free trade was a central concern of the nineteenth-century liberals who
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has become institutionalized and stable (Feng 1997; Leblang 1997). This
seems to have happened in contemporary Poland, the Czech Republic,
and Hungary. Other countries in Eastern Europe, Asia (notably Indone-
sia), and Africa (including Nigeria) still have a long way to go to attain ei-
ther stable democracy or steady economic growth.
The belief that international organizations and international law have
a beneficial effect on interstate relations derives partly from arguments
analogous to those made in norm-based explanations of the democratic
peace. We have discussed some of the evidence that democracies extend
their domestic processes of conflict management and resolution to their
dealings with other democracies, that they employ “democratic” means in
dealing with other democracies. These processes, we argue below, are
manifestations of community, legitimacy, and responsiveness.
Otrganizations, rules, and norms are constructed within societies to re-
duce decision costs, to provide buffers against costly mistakes, and to
make implementing policy more efficient. Democratic societies create not
only laws but also procedures for how laws are to be written, interpreted,
applied, appealed, and changed. Legislatures, courts, instruments of me-
diation or arbitration, as well as the whole range of political and social or-
ganizations serve these functions. Political and social organizations of a
wide variety of types exist to facilitate the application of law in conflict
management and resolution; they also facilitate societal responsiveness:
the willingness of most citizens most of the time to comply voluntarily
with the legitimate demands of the government and of other citizens.
They socialize members to accept common norms and to generate narra-
tives of mutual identity: to believe that “they” are part of “us.” (This is
how nations are built from a mix of ethnic and religious groups.) Within
democratic societies, organizations and rules are core components of
complex systems that ease interactions among individuals and groups,
permit the recognition and pursuit of common interests, and manage
conflict.

Consistent with both cultural explanations and with analyses of strate-
gic behavior, democratic leaders expect to use international organizations
and law—elements of international civil society—in a similar fashion
when interacting with other states, especially other democracies. Demo-
cratic leaders use international organizations and law because these offer
means to achieve their state’s objectives and meet their people’s expecta-
tions regarding the proper conduct of relations with other democratic
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single country or consisting of numerous sovereign states—that does not
expect war to occur with other members of the community and so does
not prepare for such an eventuality. A security community is the conse-
quence of a wide array of transactions within civil society. The people in-
volved in those political, economic, social, and cultural transactions learn
that they bring mutual benefits. As interactions expand and become insti-
tutionalized, the people become more and more interdependent, and the
costs of stopping such exchanges go up. Because these interactions are es-
pecially rich and varied for democracies, democracies may benefit most
from the experience (Reiter 1995b).

As peaceful interactions increase, people develop greater responsiveness
to one another; they develop the expectation that their wants and needs
will be met. At some point, this produces the “we-feeling,” trust, and mu-
tual consideration, which Deutsch et al. (1957) call “community.” The
experience of the European Union exemplifies this process. It is a matter
of mutual sympathy, trust, and loyalties that are found in greater iden-
tification of self-images and interests. It thrives on mutually successful
predictions of behavior. It operates as a dynamic process of reciprocal at-
tention, communication, perception of needs, and responsiveness. Re-
sponsiveness and community arise out of social transactions through
which people learn to respect and trust others, and through which they
receive respect and trust in return. Dense networks of social exchange are
an essential form of social capital: the denser such networks are in a com-
munity, the more easily citizens can cooperate for mutual benefit (Put-
nam 1993). Community reduces uncertainty and so lowers the cost of
collective problem solving (Taylor and Singleton 1993).

The security community represents one of the most tangible and sig-
nificant outcomes of the process of integration. Countries within a secu-
rity community have given up the military option in their mutual
interactions and replaced it with “dependable expectations of ‘peaceful
change’ ” (Deutsch et al. 1957, 5). This need not involve the creation of a
single supranational entity (amalgamation); states can retain their sover-
eign independence, forming a pluralistic security community with a high
degree of shared identity (Risse-Kappen 1996). The European Union is
not a “United States of Europe,” as some originally envisioned, but it has,
nevertheless, achieved a stable peace. If leaders are to incur the significant
costs of breaking the bonds of interdependence, then they will have to
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within society, (2) from society and its various components to govern-
ment, and (3) from government to society. These elements of liberalism
also need to be considered.

The first relationship is straightforward. Models of social community
account for nationalism (Deutsch 1953) and for how humans form rela-
tionships with family, neighbors, and strangers on the street. Three ele-
ments of community are shared values, beliefs, identities, and meaning;
multiple and multifaceted direct relationships; and recognition of long-
term interests, reciprocity, and even altruism (Taylor 1982). Democracies
have a particular kind of community based on values such as legal equal-
ity, democratic process, and civil and political liberties; but democracies
are not free from conflict: “Conflict flourishes at all levels precisely be-
cause it is contained within well-accepted limits and channelled through
procedures and institutions to which loyalty is assured. The role of those
devices is not to turn conflict into consensus; it is to find for limited con-
flicts solutions that are inspired by the procedural and substantive con-
sensus which keeps the system going, and which solutions strengthen in
turn” (Hoffmann 1995, 22).

The second relationship, between society and government, is charac-
terized by legitimacy. If a government is regarded as legitimate, citizens
are more willing to respect its laws. They also expect it to take their needs
into account when setting policy. Both political culture and the institu-
tional structure contribute to the legitimacy of a political system, and the
legitimacy of security communities rests on the same supports. A regime

is “legitimate to the extent that it can induce a measure of compliance
from most people without resort to the use of physical force” (Jackman
1993, 98). Legitimacy is the “cement of society”: a good democracy “re-
quires relatively litde punitive or physical coercion. . . . social governance
for the majority of citizens is, in essence, noncoercive, voluntary, and
compliant” (Nie et al. 1996, 2). Just as the norms and procedures for cit-
izens’ interactions with one another in a democratic society are external-
ized, so are the norms and procedures by which citizens in democracies
interact with their governments. The responsiveness and legitimacy of
these relationships are assumed for other democracies as well, and they
fashion relations among democracies.

The third key relationship in the functioning of liberal democracies
concerns how government sees and reacts to society—what obligations
the government has to the individual in a liberal state (Onuf and Johnson
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cause fewer citizens are hungry (Zweifel and Navia 2000). Internationally,
the inclination of democratic governments to observe the Kantian imper-
ative underpins the democratic peace and explains why they are more re-
spectful of international laws regarding human rights (Arat 1991; Poe,
Tate, and Keith 1999). Democracies may also be better able to resist
forces causing environmental degradation (Gleditsch 1997).%

A sense of community among individuals, the respect of citizens for le-
gitimate authority, and the responsibility of government toward society
are central to our understanding of democracy. Together they form the
basis for both cultural and structural theories of the democratic peace and
their derivatives. In sum, democracy promotes cooperation and peaceful
conflict resolution internationally through (1) its domestic legitimacy and
accountability, (2) institutional checks and balances, (3) the transparency
that emerges from free communication and political competition, (4) the
crediblity of its international agreements, and (5) its sensitivity to the
human and material costs of violent conflict (Solingen 1996, 84). No
democracy is perfect, but to a significant degree these forces shape the
preferences and perceptions of democratic leaders and thus the choices
they make globally. Similar elements in a liberal international system,
which seems in the process of emerging, may also provide for a more just
international society (Brilmayer 1994; MacMillan 1998).

All good things do not necessarily go together. There is no free lunch.
Democratic liberties can be debased. The inequalities of capitalism may
run wild. A global authority or hegemon could become a Leviathan.
Peace does not always mean justice. There are trade-offs and hard choices
to be made. Yet in the world as it is, the roots of peace lie not simply in
force and the mechanisms of realpolitik but also in the structures and cul-
ture of freedom.

BMidlarsky (1998b) disputes this; however, his data exclude Communist coun-
tries.
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As terrible as it is, war sometimes seems necessary to most people. Cer-
tainly, national governments, and the people who support them and
die for them, sometimes wage war or use lower levels of military force to
protect their sovereignty and security or to promote national interests.
Nevertheless, most countries at most times are at peace. A few, like
Switzerland, have not engaged in a major military confrontation with an-
other state for a century or more. Many others have experienced a serious
military dispute more recently, but the vast majority of even these states
have been at peace during most of their existence. In 1997, for example,
there were no international wars and few serious crises. The usual condi-
tion of interstate relations is, therefore, peace, though “peace” is a broad
category that includes the “special relationship” of the United States and
Britain, indifference (Burundi and Ecuador, for example), as well as a lull
in ongoing hostilities (Israel and Syria over much of the last few decades).
And though most people think war is occasionally necessary, the great
majority would prefer to have few of them. People typically desire peace
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and the practitioners of medical science help us do this. They attempt, by
a combination of theory and empirical research, to identify the condi-
tions that promote or prevent disease. Their job is to find out how we can
avoid illness and postpone death. Our job, in trying to understand inter-
national relations, is to find out how to prevent or mitigate violent con-
flict.

Much of medical research is experimental, or it is clinical and focused
on the details of particular cases, but a large proportion is “epidemiologi-
cal” in character. Epidemiological research analyzes the distribution of
particular diseases in large populations in order to understand why some
individuals contract a disease while others do not. Very large computer-
ized databases containing information on who has died, where, and when
of various diseases and about the life experience and genetic heritage of
those individuals are now available. They allow scientists to use statisti-
cal methods to uncover the causes of disease and, ultimately, to devise
regimes for their prevention or treatment. Frequently, these darabases in-
clude records on hundreds of thousands of individuals. These are never
fully accurate and complete, but if they are reasonably so, a skilled re-
searcher with keen intuition or a sharply honed theory can perform sta-
tistical analyses to discover conditions that are correlated with disease.

Indeed, statistical tests are valuable because they do not require the data
to be perfectly accurate. They are designed to reveal the message in the
midst of considerable noise.

If her theory is sound and well developed, a researcher may be able to
move beyond simple correlations to suggest the causal mechanisms
whereby something in individuals’ heredity, or their environment, actu-
ally causes a disease. Epidemiological or “macro” research is rarely con-
clusive in establishing a causal mechanism, which typically must be
confirmed in controlled experiments and micro-level studies of individual
patients or by laboratory research at the level of the cell. Nonetheless,
good macro-level epidemiological work can provide strong indications of
causality and, even before the micro-level mechanisms are well under-
stood, can offer practical advice about what kinds of exposures or behav-
iors individuals should avoid if they wish to stay healthy. Reports of this
kind of work appear almost daily in newspapers.

Consider the kind of results one might see from a large-scale epidemi-
ological investigation of the causes of heart disease. Certain characteristics
of individuals have been shown to be strongly associated, probably
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nevertheless have heart attacks. And many smokers live a long time. The
predictions are probabilistic; they are about greater and less risks, not
about certainties. We should also acknowledge that the research that
forms the basis for the doctor’s advice is never final: estimates of the rela-
tive importance of the different risk factors may change on the basis of
subsequent research. New, more reliable data may become available, for
cxample, data gleaned from actually monitoring what people eat or how
much they exercise rather than from what people report about their
habits to an observer. Further research may also identify new influences
that affect the probability of acquiring heart disease, or it may show that
relationships thought to be important are actually spurious. It will never
be possible to develop a perfect model that will predict all heart attacks.
For such a complex biological phenomenon, the theory can never be
complete. There are too many unique qualities of our heredity and expe-
rience, and chance events play a significant role. Yet at some point, physi-
cians and patients decide that the science is sufficiently conclusive to use
as a guide for behavior. Political scientists, too, can provide only partial,
tentative conclusions about what countries can do to avoid violent con-
flict; nevertheless, the science seems sufficiently clear to warrant certain
prescriptions.

What Causes or Constrains States’ Use of Force?

Most people are reasonably healthy most of the time, but the possibility
of serious disease or even death is always present; it is inherent in the hu-
man condition. Similarly, though most states are at peace most of the
time, the possibility of a serious military confrontation or war is inherent
in international relations. International relations for many centuries has
been anarchic because countries cannot look to a higher authority to pro-
tect them. The constancy of the danger of war is a central theme of writ-
ers on international relations, from the time of Thucydides, historian of
the Athenian wars with Sparta, to the present. A great twentieth-century
scholar, Quincy Wright (1965, 1518), put it very strongly: “Peace is arti-
ficial; war is natural.” States must find the policies, and the material
means, to look out for themselves. By force of arms, the assistance of al-
lies, or appeasement, they must seck to prevent the inherent possibility of
international violence from becoming manifest. In considering whether
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to use force in their relations with another state, national decision makers
must consider various constraints on their freedom of action.,

Geography

Both distance and topography affect the probability that two states will
become involved in a militarized conflict. The effect of distance is
straightforward: the farther two states are from one another, the less likely
they are to fight. Neighboring states are more likely to fight each other,
unless other constraints discourage it. Among individuals as well, most vi:
olence occurs between people who regularly interact. There are two rea-
sons why distance reduces the probability of conflict. First, it is hard
to exert great military power at a substantial distance. It is one thing to
mount an incursion against a bordering state,
conduct military operations against a country t
.the United States discovered in its war in Vietnam, The cost of using mil-
ltary power increases with distance for logistical reasons. Second, inter-
state conflict is unlikely between widely separated states because i’n m
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willingness for states to fight. As a consequence, distance is the most im-
portant constraint on the use of military force. Clearly, however, the con-
straining influence of distance is much greater for small or poor countries
{(which includes most of those in the world) than it is for those few states
we call “great powers.” A great power has the ability to exercise military
force even over long distances. The cost of doing so is higher than against
a neighbor, all other things being equal, but a great power, by definition,
has the resources to exercise its influence widely. Napoleon had a big
enough army to permit him to move across Europe all the way to
Moscow (though extending his lines of supply so far ultimately cost him
dearly). In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, great navies provided
Britain with the capacity to build an empire—protected by the threat to
use force—upon which the sun never set. In the twentieth century, air
power and eventually intercontinental ballistic missiles armed with nu-
clear weapons provided the instruments whereby a few states, big enough
or rich enough to afford them, could strike anywhere. Although even the
great powers are constrained by distance, they have the ability to mitigate
that constraint. In addition, by acquiring colonies—or spheres of influ-
ence, or allies, or markets, or sources of vital raw materials—grear dis-
tances away, they are more likely to have reasons, and the willingness, to
fight adversaries at a distance.

Power

Another important constraint on states ability and willingness to use
force, emphasized in traditional accounts of international relations, is
power. The balance of military capabilities undoubtedly influences deci-
sion makers contemplating the use of force against a rival. States seek to
constrain their adversaries by increasing their military strength. Deter-
rence has been an element of statecraft as long as there have been states.
The line of thought runs like this: “I will make myself strong enough to
deter others from attacking me. I will create military capabilities that will
deny them the ability to invade me successfully. Or if that is not possible,
I will at least be able to impose such a high cost on an attacker that the
potential gains will not be worth the price.” In the nuclear era, even the
most powerful states have had to settle for the threat to punish rather
than the ability to deny an attack. Topography can help a state succeed at
deterrence. Contrast the situation of Switzerland, surrounded by the Alps;
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Alliances

Another constraint on the use of force is an alliance. A major motive for
many states to form an alliance is protection. Small states may seek to ally
themselves with bigger protectors. Or, preferring to avoid too close a rela-
tionship with a great power, they may seek to put together an alliance
with several smaller states. Even the great powers may see an advantage in
becoming allied, either with another major power or with small but
strategically located states. They may also form alliances to insure that a
country important to their security will not join an opposing coalition.
Sometimes, 00, a big power brings a smaller state into an alliance as a
means of controlling it, perhaps to keep it from provoking a regional ad-
versary in a way that might drag the big state into a war it wishes to
avoid. The United States and its European allies brought West Germany
into NATO in 1955 partly to bolster Western defenses against the Soviet
bloc but partly also to insure that Germany would not take actions that
would endanger the peace in Europe. Alliances thus are partly a way of
constraining the likelihood of war with nonallies and partly a way of re-
ducing the likelihood of war among their members.

Not all alliances succeed in deterring or constraining military action,
however. Indeed, sometimes they make conflict contagious, dragging
states into ongoing wars that they would otherwise have avoided. In the
world wars of the last century, the fighting spread rapidly beyond the
initial protagonists. Most countries in central and Eastern Europe were
drawn into war, even though their small size meant they had little to con-
tribute.

Geographical location, distance and topography, and to a large degree
the ability to be a great power are not matters over which states have any
real influence. They are more like givens, more like an individual’s age,
family history, and sex in our medical analogy. Building up relative mili-
tary power and forming alliances, however, are more like diet and exer-
cise; they are influences over which a state can, over time, exercise some
degree of control. Yet all these factors—the importance of distance, the
historical role of the great powers, the central place of power and al-
liances—share the common characteristic of being familiar elements of

realist theories.
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where and when realist principles dominate; they are constrained by
power, alliances, and distance. Ultimately, realists are concerned only with
states that have the opportunity and incentive to become engaged in con-
flict (Most and Starr 1989, chap. 2). Accordingly, we incorporate these
constraints as central features of our theoretical model. But to these real-
ist variables, we add measures of the three Kantian influences, hypothesiz-
ing that democracies will be constrained from using force, at least against
other democracies; that economically important trade creates incentives
for the maintenance of peaceful relations; and that international organiza-
tions constrain decision makers by positively promoting peace in a variety
of ways. Since the modern international system is far from being a “pa-
cific federation” of democratic states, we expect both realist and Kantian
factors to affect interstate relations, and we include both in our analyses.
We also consider the effects of characteristics of the international system,
both realist and liberal, on the incidence of conflict. For instance, if more
states become linked by Kantian ties over time, does their example or in-
fluence help change the behavior of other states in the system? Has the
deepening of such ties among interdependent democracies over the last
half century induced some change of behavior even in states that are not
especially interdependent or democratic? Or, as many realists believe, is a
powerful international leader or hegemon able to constrain other states
from fighting?

The first of the Kantian variables is the character of states’ political sys-
tems. We hypothesize that democracies will rarely fight or even threaten
each other, and perhaps also that democracies will be more peaceful in
general. In this chapter, we concentrate on the effect that democracy has
on the likelihood that two states will become involved in military con-
flict. We save for subsequent chapters consideration of the effects of trade

and international organizations.

A Database for Epidemiological Studies of Interstate Conflict

Just as medical researchers create and examine data on the life histories of
individuals, we need information on the relations of countries: whether
they were peaceful or in conflict, the character of their governments, their
level of trade, and other characteristics. Most early analyses were confined
to the cold war era (1950-85), but we now have information for most in-
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dependent countries in the world over the period 1885-1992. This allows
us to see whether the patterns initially discovered hold in other periods
and, if so, to make generalizations regarding countries all over the globe
and over a long span of time. We can, therefore, examine the effects of
democracy on conflict as this form of government has spread around the
world and as democratic institutions have evolved and deepened. We take
a special interest in whether the effect of democracy on the likelihood of
conflict is the same in different historical periods.

One important thing that has changed over time is the fundamental
c.onﬁguration of power in the international system. Realists contrast mul-
tipolar systems with bipolar systems, though they disagree on how best to
determine polarity. Polarity is sometimes defined according to the num-
ber of major alliance systems confronting each other. If alliances are the
defining characteristic, then in the decade or so immediately precedin
World War 1, the system was bipolar because the alliance of Austrif
Hunf.;ar.y, Germany, and Italy was arrayed against the competing coalition
of Britain, France, and Russia. But alliances can shif and be broken. Ital
actually fought on the other side in the Great War, against Austri;i am}il

Germany. Therefore, it is preferable to determine polarity not by the

number or relative power of alliances but b

. y the number of major powers
in the system (Waltz 1979, 98-99). If there are several—as there were be-
fore World War I—then the
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ing down of the Berlin Wall in 1989 is probably as good as any other. It
effectively marked the end of the bipolar system. After 1989, the world
has been neither bipolar nor multipolar. Perhaps it is best understood as
unipolar, at least as indicated by the relative power of the United States if
not its will to control or shape the international system. Therefore, we
also need to consider whether interstate relations have been different
since the cold war ended. This will be hard to do with no more than four
or five years of post—cold war data, but it is important to try.

Our information about the international system has two short gaps: all
but the first year of both World War I and World War II are missing from
our analyses because good data on who traded with whom are unavail-
able. What information does exist is greatly distorted by the worldwide
disruption of normal commerce caused by the war. For similar reasons,
we omit the years immediately following those wars, 1919-20 and
1946—49. Even though we postpone analyzing the effect of trade to the
next chapter, we limit our analyses in all chapters to the years 1885-1914,
1921-39, and 1950-92. It is best to use a consistent database for all our
analyses rather than to drop or add cases as the available information con-
tracts or expands. If omitting these years biases our results in any way, it
biases them against finding evidence to support the democratic peace.
During the world wars, peace between the democracies was especially
strong: all the warring pairs of countries were composed either of two au-
tocracies or of a democracy and an autocracy.!

Since our basic perspective is that countries can in principle fight any
other country (although they are usually constrained from fighting partic-
ular countries), all our analyses will be carried out using data regarding
pairs of countries. For example, we are concerned not with Germany in-
dividually but with Germany’s relations with Austria, Belgium, France,
Italy, Japan, Russia, Sweden, Turkey, and so forth. Thus, a case (or obser-
vation) is the experience of two states in a single year, say, Germany and
Austria in 1890, or the same two countries in 1891, or Germany and

France in 1892. From a statistical analysis of thousands of historical cases,
we can compute the likelihood that a pair of countries having certain
constraints on conflict (for example, two contiguous states, members of a

1The only exception is Finland in World War II, which fought against some of
the Western Allies, but democratic Finland’s real quarrel was with the Soviet Union,
and no deaths arose from conflict between Finland and other democracies.
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The COW data record each year a dyad was involved in a dispure, that
is, when one state threatened to use force, made a demonstration of force,
or actually used military force against another. For our analysis, a milita-
rized dispute requires an action that is explicit, overt, not accidental, and
government approved. (For example, cross-border attacks by independent
guerillas, not under the control of the government on whose territory
they are based, are not counted; nor are civil wars.) In this electronic data-
base, a 1 is entered for the variable DISPUTE if any kind of militarized
dispute was ongoing between two states in a particular year and a 0 is en-
tered if there was no dispute.? Many disputes are purely bilateral, that is,
between only two countries. Many others, however, are multilateral,
bringing in allies or adversaries of one or both of the initiators. We count
every conflicting pair that was involved in a dispute, deliberately giving
full weight to expanded, contagious, multistate disputes. Our MIDs data
are dominated by events short of war, with about 70 percent of these
falling into the category of a use of force but not war. (Recall that a “war,”
according to the COW Project, involved at least 1,000 deaths in battle.)
The rest of the disputes are mostly demonstrations of force, such as post-
ing a warship offshore of another country as a warning but not actually
firing any shots.

Most explanations of the democratic peace predict that democratic
dyads will be less willing to threaten each other militarily or to use force
even at low levels than pairs of nondemocracies. In this view, pairs of
democracies should experience fewer militarized disputes of any type, and
they should be less likely to escalate low-level disputes (say, those involv-

>These and other data from the COW Project are available at htep://pss.la.
psu.edu/MID_DATA htm. Some researchers urge that only the initial year of a dis-
pute be used, since a dispute in one year increases the chances of another or contin-
ued dispute in the next year and events in each year are not statistically independent.
But rational leaders frequently reevaluate their positions, whether to escalate, de-
escalate, halt, or maintain the existing strategy. Fully half of all militarized disputes

involve a change in the level of force employed over the course of the dispute or a
new dispute that arises before the first has concluded. We have performed many
analyses using only the first year of disputes and found few material differences from
those reported below (see Oneal and Russett 1999a, 1999¢). Because, for other rea-
sons noted above, we exclude all but the first years of the two world wars from our
data, the impact of continuing disputes on our analysis is much reduced.
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Influences and Constraints: Democracy

In our statistical analyses, we consider a variety of influences that affect
the likelihood that two states will become involved in a militarized dis-
pute. These are suggested by theory and, in many cases, previous work by
ourselves and others.* Because some factors can themselves be influenced
by the occurrence of a dispute (for instance, conflict can reduce trade just
as trade can reduce conflict), we assess all the explanatory variables in the
year prior to that in which the existence of a dispute (or peace) was
recorded. This precaution cannot settle all the questions we might have
about the direction of causality, but it is a reasonable beginning. Later in
the book, we will look at some of the most important reciprocal relation-
ships, such as the effect of conflict on trade, to get an idea of the impor-
tance of the feedback loops discussed in Chapter 1.

Democracy is our special concern in this chapter. We use the Polity 11
data to compute a summary measure of the political character of
regimes.’> The codes are based on three characteristics of national govern-
ments: (1) the competitiveness of political participation, (2) the openness
and competitiveness of executive recruitment, and (3) the level of institu-
tionalized constraints on the chief executive. The evaluation of states
according to these criteria allows us to distinguish democracies from au-
tocratic (or authoritarian) governments.

These criteria, as we noted in the last chapter, are standard elements of
the concept of democracy as it has evolved in the West and spread across
the globe. Not every state that has the word “democratic” in its name
qualifies. The “people’s republics” and “people’s democratic republics” of
the Communist bloc during the cold war are excluded. The underlying

“In this book, we keep to a minimum the technical discussion of the sources, def-
initions, and measurement decisions necessary to turn concepts and theory into vari-
ables and hypotheses we can employ in a systematic scientific study. Readers who
wish to examine these matters further can do so in previously published reports of
our research. The information used here is described extensively in Oneal and Rus-
sett 1997, and as noted in the preface, all the data are on our Web sices.

This method is recommended by the originators of the Polity IIT data (Jaggers
and Gurr 1995). The data are available from hetp://isere.colorado.edu/pub/datasets.
polity3/may96.data. It is important to note that these dara, like those on disputes,
were created by scholars who were not pursuing research on the democraric peace
and thus were not subject to bias in its favor.
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1920, and blacks were systematically excluded in many parts of the coun-
try until the 1960s. In most Western democracies, women did not obtain
the vote until after World War I. Swiss women obtained the franchise
only in 1971. In the Polity data, the United Kingdom goes from 6 to 7
on our democracy scale in 1880, to 8 in 1902, and jumps to 10 only in
1922. But Switzerland is coded at 10 from 1848, and the United States
from 1871, despite the limitations on the right to vote. The consequences
for foreign-policy making of these restrictions on the participation of
women and minorities may not be trivial. In the contemporary United
States, women are significantly more averse to the use of military force
than men are, and they vote in part on this basis (Chaney, Alvarez, and
Nagler 1998). Thus, the exclusion of women from the franchise in earlier
periods could have profoundly reduced the constraint on even the most
“democratic” states to avoid the use of force. Unfortunately, this state of
affairs is only partially reflected in the data.®
In order to specify precisely how we will test the democratic peace, we
need to think about how a dispute might occur. The key point is that it
can result from the actions of a single state. Either state in a dyad can is-
sue a threat, make a show of force, or launch an attack. It may take two to
tango, but it only takes one to start a military conflict. If we are trying to
assess the probability that a conflict will occur, we must be particularly
concerned with the state that is less constrained from using force. This
state is the principal threat to the peace. We hypothesize, therefore, that
the likelihood of conflict depends primarily on how strong the constraints
are on the less constrained state in each pair. In effect, that state is the
weak link in the chain of peaceful dyadic relations. We expect, therefore,
that the probability of a dispute depends mainly on the lower democracy
score (DEMOC)) in each dyad. The more democratic the less democratic
state is, the more constrained it will be from engaging in a dispute and
the lower we expect the chance of a militarized dispute to be.
In some of our previous studies, we found that the difference between

$New data on government type compiled by a European (Vanhanen 2000) corre-
late fairly well with the Polity III data (usually above .80) from the 1920s onward,
but much less so (under .60) from the 1880s to World War I. (A perfect correlation
would be 1.00, a perfect negative correlation —1.00, and no correlation 0.) Van-
hanen’s measure identifies substantially fewer states as democraric in the earlier pe-

riod. Doorenspleet (2000) concurs.
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into account we use two different variables. One is the great-circle
distance separating two countries. This is the shortest distance around
the surface of the globe between their capitals; it is the route a plane
would fly if it were to fly directly from one capital to the other.” This
variable measure of distance is a good indicator of the constraints
imposed by geography, but we also need to recognize the effects of
colonial holdings on the likelihood of conflict, especially as we move back
in time.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, several of the great
powers controlled territory far from the metropolitan country. Countries
may have both reasons and the ability to fight each other across colonial
boundaries as well as from one home country to another. Many interna-
tional disputes, and some wars, began that way. So we created an addi-
tional measure to capture this influence. It is a simple indicator of
contiguity that equals 1 if two states are 7oz contiguous. If they share a
boundary on land or are separated by less than 150 miles of water, our in-
dicator takes a value of 0. In making this determination, we consider both
the geographical locations of the home countries and their colonies or
other dependencies. We call this measure “noncontiguity” because we
want to think consistently in terms of constraints on the use of force. Be-
ing contiguous facilitates conflict. Since it takes colonies into account,
our measure of noncontiguity is only moderately correlated with the dis-
tance between states’ capitals. These two variables are not redundant,
therefore, but complementary.

Distance constrains great powers, which have the ability to deliver sub-
stantial military forces to targets far away, much less than it does small
states. The major powers have been identified by the COW Project based
on the consensus of historians. For the entire period of our analysis,
1885-1992, Great Britain, France, and Russia/Soviet Union qualify as

7Actually, we modified this procedure in two ways. For the largest countries, we
considered the location of their major ports and used the distance from one of these
ports to the capital of another country when the port was closer to the other member
of the dyad than its capital was. Thus, we sometimes use Vancouver instead of Ot-
tawa for Canada, Vladivostok for Russia/Soviet Union, and New Otleans or San
Francisco for the United States in computing the distance to another country. Also,
for all dyads, we use the natural logarithm of distance to capture the effect of geo-
graphical separation. While the cost of moving troops and equipment increases with
distance, the rate of increase drops because fixed costs are important.
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of conflict are most applicable. Elsewhere (Oneal and Russett 1999a,
1999¢), we have analyzed all possible pairs of states, not just the politi-

cally relevant dyads. Those results are very similar to what we report
here.

Power ratio

Realists are always concerned with the balance of power. To measure the
military capabilities of dyadic members, we use the COW composite ca-
pabilities index (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972). It is composed, in
equal weights, of a country’s share of the international system’s total pop-
ulation, urban population, energy consumption, iron and steel produc-
tion, military manpower, and military expenditures. Together, these six
dimensions of power tap a variety of elements that contribute to national
power. Some can be utilized immediately for military purposes (man-
power and expenditures); others indicate the longer-term military poten-
tial of states. In a protracted conflict, a state can mobilize substantial parts
of its total population, particularly if many people live in cities, and divert
its industrial base (indicated by energy consumption and iron and steel
production) to the war effort. No measure of power is perfect, especially
over a century-long period that witnessed major innovations in technol-
ogy and strategy, but this measure is reasonable and is the standard way of
tapping this important element of international relations. Our variable
POWER RATIO is the logarithm of the ratio of the stronger state’s capa-
bility index to that of the weaker state. We use the logarithm of the power
ratio because we think having more and more power brings only declin-
ing marginal gains.

Alliances

Allies do not usually fight or threaten one another with military action.
The fact that they are allied indicates that they share common strategic
and security interests. Were they to have military disputes among them-
selves, they would weaken the common front they have formed against
their enemies. During the cold war, the NATO allies rarely became in-
volved in disputes among themselves, and except for those between
Greece and Turkey, these never reached the point at which casualties were
inflicted. Some potential conflicts may have been averted not just by the
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efforts of the two countries
other, especially larger,

: directly involved but also by the efforts of . N
allies. Usually this involved an offer ro I gage in a milirarized dispute—we use a method like that employed by
mediare epidemiologists to study the influences of environment, heredity, and
lifestyle on illness. Logistic regression is one type of what statisticians
call multiple regression analysis.” It allows us to estimate the independent
effect of each one of our variables on the likelihood of a militarized dis-
pute, while holding all the other variables constant. By “independent ef-
fect,” we mean the change caused by one variable while simultaneously
taking into account the effects of the other variables in the equation.
With our example of heart disease, such an analysis tells how much the
average patient’s risk of a heart attack would be reduced if his blood cho-
lesterol level were twenty points lower while nothing else changed (e.g.,
the amount of exercise, smoking habits, etc.). With militarized disputes,
we can ask how much lower the risk of a dispute would be if both states
were very democratic, or if they were allied, while holding constant all
other influences, such as the capability ratio and the distance between
them.

Our unit of analysis is the dyad-year; that is, an observation about the
behavior of a pair of states in a single year. For example, we know whether
or not Germany and France were involved in a militarized dispute in
1910. Combining information about different pairs of states with infor-
mation regarding these pairs through time gives us a “pooled” data set.
This kind of analysis is mathematically complex and requires statistical
adjustments because many of the observations are not truly independent
of each other, as we assume they are when we use regression analysis. For
instance, a German attack on Belgium was certain to bring France into a
war, and once Germany and France were at war, it was more likely
that they would be at war in the next year as well. The analysis here
employs standard statistical adjustments that are discussed in the ap-
pendix. This area of statistics continues to develop, and there are difficult
issues involved; but we have conducted our tests in a variety of ways,
and as we have reported in various other publications, we are confident

d?fen?e treaty, a neutraliry pact,
Wwise, it equals (.8 ,

*Logistic regression is appropriate when the dependent variable, i.e., the variable
to be explained, is nominal (dispute or no dispute) rather than continuous (fine gra-
dations in the scale of violence from no conflict to big wars). We use the routines for
logistic regression found in the statistical package Stata (Stata Reference Manual
1999).
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book is no more than a building block in an ongoing process of dis-
covery.'!

With these cautions, we now look at our first set of results. Table 3.1
presents the effects of the various risk factors on the likelihood of conflict.
They are expressed in terms of the increase or decrease in the probability
of a militarized dispute induced by a change in the factor of interest. This
is the clearest way to consider the consequences of democracy and the re-
alist variables and is how epidemiological results are given. Table 3.1
shows the effect of each of the variables that is, at least in principle, sub-
ject to policy makers’ intervention if they wish to lower the probability
that a military dispute will occur. (Distance, contiguity, and major power
status were included in the analysis, and as expected, all strongly affected
the probability of a dispute. But since these variables are not amenable to
change by a state, we do not include them in this table.)

To show the effect of one influence on the probability of conflict, we
must first compute a baseline probability against which to make compar-
isons. We want to know what the chance of a dispute is for some “typical”

dyad; then we can see how each of the variables of interest affects this. We
assume that our typical dyad is contiguous. Since these are the states most
prone to conflict, they warrant particular attention. We also assume that
the typical dyad is not composed of allies and does not include a major
power. (Minor power dyads are more common in the international sys-
tem than are those containing a major power.) Next, we set the democ-
racy score at its midpoint (0) and set every other continuous variable at its

1'\We owe this threefold analytical distinction to Allan C. Stam. Jervis (1976) is
identified with the view that decision makers’ actions depend heavily on their per-
ceptions. This adds to the complexity of international relations (see also Jervis 1997
and Cioffi-Revilla 1998). Wendt (1999) develops the constructivist argument that
certain pairs of states may develop a sense of mutual identity that causes their base-
line behavior to evolve in a cooperative direction. He is not sanguine that these ef-
fects can be established by social science, but the recent work of Green, Kim, and
Yoon (2001), looking for what statistical analysts call fixed effects, is an effort to mea-
sure them. Nonetheless, fixed-effects models may not capture the phenomenon,
noted by Wende, that shared identities can be reversed as well as developed over time.
Gartzke (1999) argues that uncertainty is inherently unmeasurable and so cannot be
included in systematic analyses. Debates about the proper methods for studying in-

ternational relations will surely continue.
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other, the odds are less than one chance in a thousand that there is actu-
ally no relationship between these two variables.!?

Was the Effect of Democracy Different in Different Periods?

Do these relationships hold true throughout the long period we are con-
sidering, or are there different patterns within different subperiods? Do
we have the basis for strong generalizations or only for ones limited to
particular historical eras? The long period, from 1885 to 1992, covers sev-
eral different eras of international relations. We noted earlier that the cold
war ran from after World War II to around 1988 or 1989 and that condi-
tions in the international system have been markedly different after the
cold war. They were also different before it.

As noted in the previous chapter, some observers of international poli-
tics have argued that peace among democracies is primarily a product of
the cold war, when democracies shared similar security interests and
sought to protect their interests and sovereignty against an opposing al-
liance that was composed of authoritarian states. In this view, the democ-
racies did not fight much among themselves because they were too
worried about the security threat from their common enemy. But this
begs an important question: Why did the Western democracies share
common interests? Was it only because of the existence of the Warsaw
Pact, which was coincidentally composed of autocracies? Or did democ-
racies oppose the Warsaw Pact because they shared an interest in main-
taining their democratic practices and institutions as well as the network
of international economic relations within the “free world”? Surely both
influences had an effect: they had common interests because they were al-
lied against a common foe, but they were also allied because they had
common interests that went beyond issues of national security. To address
this criticism of the democratic peace, we must ask whether democracies
have been more peaceful toward each other outside of the cold war era.

We will summarize several additional analyses designed to answer that

3Because most of our hypotheses predict either a positive or a negative relation-
ship between a variable and the risk of a dispute, we use one-tailed tests of statistical
significance rather than two-tailed tests, which are appropriate when no particular di-
rection is anticipated.
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Analysis of our data clearly shows that the peace among democracies
also held during the pre-1945 period as a whole, and this relationship was
statistically significant, though not as strong as it became after 1945. The
most important difference between the years before and after World
War II concerns not democracy bur alliances. After World War 11, allied
states had fewer disputes with each other than did nonallies, but alliances
made no statistically significant difference in the incidence of disputes
over the full pre-World War II era. In those years, allies were as likely to
fight or threaten each other as they would have been had they not been
allied.

Breaking the pre—cold war era down further is problematic. If one cuts
up any set of data into very small subgroups, the relationships one finds
become unstable—sometimes positive, sometimes negative—and ulti-
mately it becomes impossible to find any statistically significant relation-
ships. This is especially true in the analysis of uncommon events. To
avoid this, the choice of subgroups must be informed by theory, either
about the key explanatory variables themselves (is there some reason, for
example, why our measure of democracy might not be accurate in certain
years?) or about other influences that mighe affect their operation (does
the structure of the international system change the effect of democracy?).

There is no reason to divide the pre-World War II era on grounds that
the character of the international system changed significantly. Through-
out, it was multipolar and nonnuclear in nature. There may be reason to
believe, however, that the characteristics of democracy changed in impor-
tant ways. In discussing the measurement of democracy earlier in this
chapter, we noted that in Britain roughly 40 percent of males did not
have the vote before World War I, and that there, as well as in many other
countries that are coded in the Polity III data as democratic, women did
not get the vote until after 1919. Widening the franchise to this degree,
making it nearly universal, is a major change in the character of democ-
racy, one that might affect countries international behavior. Therefore, it
does make sense to break the pre—World War II era into two groups: the
years 1886-1914 and the interwar era 1921-39.

The interwar period contains nearly 8,000 observations, and as we
would expect from the expansion of the right to vote, the influence of
democracy remains strong. While the relationship is somewhat weaker
during the interwar era than it is during the cold war era, the difference
between the two periods is not statistically significant. It is clear that
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racy. We called this the “cats-and-dogs effect” (Oneal and Russett 1997).
Other analysts (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Leeds and Davis
1999) have reported similar results. It is certainly plausible that two states
with very different political systems would have a lot to fight about. The
cold war, as we have argued, was not just about security and foreign pol-
icy but also about how national political and economic systems should be
organized, the rights of citizens, and other domestic issues. Because there
are a variety of such issues in contention, it also seems reasonable that
democracies and autocracies would mistrust one another. Finally, if dem-
ocratic states are reluctant to go to war or are inhibited from doing so by
the institutional restraints of their systems, their slowness to engage in
military action might be exploited by less constrained, authoritarian
states.

To discover whether democracies and autocracies are particularly prone
to fight, we added the variable DEMOC, to our basic equation. If the
hypothesis is correct, then the higher the level of democracy in the more
democratic country (DEMOC,), controlling for how democratic the less
democratic country (DEMOC, ) is, the more dispute-prone the dyad will
be. This is because if DEMOC, is held constant, the “political distance”
between the two states will increase as DEMOC,; increases.

The cats-and-dogs effect was not confirmed, either for the post-World
War II era in particular or for the whole period 1885-1992. Pairs of
democracies are much more peaceful than either pairs of autocracies or
mixed democratic-autocratic pairs. In the analysis for all years, when both
states are +7 democracies, the rate of disputes is 41 percent below the rate
for the typical dyad. The rate for mixed pairs is 73 percent above this
baseline, and the rate for a pair of autocracies is 67 percent above it. The
slight difference between mixed and autocratic dyads is not statistically
significant.' Thus, there is no evidence of an “autocratic peace” to match the
peace among democracies (Gowa 1999, 106-8). Nothing comparable to the
effect of democratic norms and institutions produces a generalized pattern
of dispute-avoidance among authoritarian states. This is not surprising.
Many different types of political regimes are characterized as autocracies.

SEarlier indications (e.g., Oneal and Russett 1997) that mixed autocratic-
democratic pairs were significantly more dispute-prone than autocratic pairs were
primarily due to the absence of statistical adjustments for heteroskedasticity and tem-
poral dependence that are now standard and are applied here.
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long standing. We need to investigate the idea, associated with Mansfield
and Snyder (1995, 1996), that countries in transition from dictatorship
to democracy are war-prone. We also want to consider whether political
change in the opposite direction, from democracy to autocracy, affects the
likelihood of conflict. Perhaps dramatic political change in the regime of
a state in either direction, indicative of political instability, makes for a
dangerous situation.

The “diversionary” theory of war has long been of interest to interna-
tional relations scholars, but Mansfield and Snyder offer a new reason to
consider the effects of domestic politics on the foreign behavior of states.
They carefully discuss the role that nationalist ideology and coalition pol-
itics in newly democratizing states might play in producing a heightened
danger of conflict with their neighbors. It is easy to imagine reasons why
democratization, or political change generally, might affect a state’s for-
eign policy. A newly installed political system, whether democratic or au-
tocratic, is more likely to be unstable. This could tempt neighbors to
threaten or artack it while it is weak and not fully in control of the re-
sources of the government and the nation. This temptation seems to have
seduced Iraqi president Saddam Hussein when he attacked the new revo-
lutionary government of Iran in September 1980. In addition, dramatic
changes in government often occur at times of social and economic tur-
moil, when the populace’s standard of living is sharply reduced or endan-
gered. A domestic crisis may encourage a new regime to pick a quarrel
with another state in order to solidify its support at home. This may be
especially true of new democracies, dependent on popular support for
their continued survival.

Examples concerning the dangers of democratizing and autocratizing
states abound. The French Revolution of 1789 began a chain of events
that can be cited in support of the heightened belligerence of both types
of new regimes. It started with the installation of a democratic govern-
ment that first sharply restricted the power of the monarchy and then vi-
olently abolished it. By April 1792, France was at war with Austria, a war
that both sides apparently wanted; the war quickly widened, and by Feb-
ruary 1793, Britain, the Netherlands, Sardinia, and Spain were added to
France’s adversaries. The revolutionary ideology promoted by France
threatened all the monarchies of Europe. They, in turn, sought to elimi-
nate the threat at its source. Meanwhile, the French republicans became
increasingly radical and violent toward their domestic opponents and ri-
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tually all previous analyses (Oneal and Russett 1997 is an exception), we
control for such influences here.

To get some sense of the matter, we modify our basic analysis by
adding two new variables; these identify states that have undergone a dra-
matic political change over a five-year span. We ask whether either mem-
ber of a dyad markedly changed its position on the twenty-one-point
democracy-autocracy scale over the previous five years. The first new vari-
able, AUT-to-DEM, identifies those dyads that experienced a change in
at least one state from autocracy (=7 or less on the democracy-autocracy
scale) to democracy (+7 or more). This variable takes a value equal to the
magnitude of the shift, if there was one. That is, if a state shifted from
=7 to +7 at any time in the previous five years, AUT-to-DEM equals 14.
This allows the size of the shift to affect the likelihood of conflict, because
the theory suggests that a bigger shift should have a greater effect on for-
eign policy. If there was no dramatic change from the autocratic to the
democratic side of the political spectrum, AUT-to-DEM equals 0. Be-
cause we also wish to consider whether the process of autocratization in-
fluences the likelihood of conflict, we created a second new variable,

DEM-t0-AUT, which records in a similar fashion dramatic shifts in the
autocratic direction.!”

This procedure is not designed to pick up small shifts in political
regimes. Most versions of the theory talk about substantial movements
from autocracy to democracy, not merely a strongly autocratic regime un-
dertaking mild liberal reforms. Minor changes in the character of political
regimes are not expected to affect the incidence of militarized disputes.
Also notice that our test does not set an unrealistically high level for a
new democracy and does address the possibility of short-term instability.
Remember that a score of +7 is equivalent to Pakistan in the 1990s, not
to Sweden or the United States: also, the effect of a transition runs for
only five years.

To discover whether the process of democratization increases the
prospects of conflict, we added to the basic analysis of Table 3.1 the two
variables that identify political change. Adding indicators of autocratiza-
tion as well as of democratic change allows us to find out if democratiza-

YIf fewer than five years’ information on government type is available and no
shift in the character of either regime occurred in the shorter period, we drop the

dyad from the analysis.

S
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of the equation can affect the results. But few find anything consistent,
and none offers a convincing theoretical argument as to why any particu-
lar method should be preferred. How then can we square our statistical
results with the impression, backed by fairly numerous examples, of con-
flicts involving new democracies?

First, the existence of some instances of newly democratized states en-
gaging in militarized disputes is consistent with our statistical results. As
we have seen, relations between a democracy and an autocracy are domi-
nated by the same realist logic as are relations between autocratic states. It
matters whether one’s geographical neighborhood is populated largely by
other democracies or by autocracies. Consider the situation in Eastern
Europe, where most of the post-Communist countries have experienced
little militarized international conflict. The highly democratic states in
the area (the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovenia) have had
no militarized disputes with one another and few even with their less dem-
ocratic neighbors (Slovakia, Romania, and Croatia). The vast majority of
their disputes have been with nondemocratic Serbia. Likewise, the three
democratic Baltic states that split off from the old Soviet Union (Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania) have avoided militarized disputes among themselves
and largely even with Russia, their less democratic but powerful neighbor.
Our analysis accounts for this by embedding changes in a single govern-
ment within a larger political context that controls for whether both states
have reached a high level of democracy, even recently.

Furthermore, when we say that there is no general relationship be-
tween democratization and conflict, we mean just that. While there are
examples of conflict involving new democracies, there are also counter-
examples where democratizing states have been peaceful. Overall, these
two tendencies cancel each other out, leaving us with no evidence that
democratization in general is dangerous. Because democratizing states
sometimes do get involved in disputes, it would be useful to have an ad-
ditional theory to understand the particular circumstances under which
this process might be dangerous. Snyder (2000) makes an important start
in this effort. He considers how democratization can combine with exclu-
sionary nationalism to incite either domestic or international violence.
We have only examined international conflict here.

Finally, most of the examples of democratization and violence involve
states that are still incompletely democratic, where democracy has not
been consolidated at a high level. This means these examples tell us less




]
|
|
[

122 . .
g rangulating Peace

igh level of democry,

3 Cy. O
in(Bt.eck,. King, and Zeng 2000) indicate th::
. stit i i
e ey utionalized democracy, the likelihood of

) that .
conflictual than coherent, instir are (;le partly democratic wij] be more
» Institutionalized dem i
ocracies but more
peace-

et
Cratization is, therefore, good, bur it is bey

Once a state becomes 3 well-

» institution-
» Strongly encourages peace.
all the states there are demo-

Number of states

Democracy Reduces Conflict 123

Figure 3.1: Global Democracy and Autocracy, 1946-1998
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peace. The analyses reported in this chapter serve as the basis for addi-
tional empirical tests in the following chapters, where we explore the ef-
fects of the other Kantian influences.

The emergence of new democracies in the last decade of the twentieth
century presents the possibility for widespread peace in the international
system. For the first time in world history, a solid majority of states are
democratic. As shown in Figure 3.1, the proportion of Western-style
democracies among the world’s governments has grown dramatically. By
1998, slightly over half of the world’s population lived in democracies
(Freedom House 1998). In 1999, some big countries, notably Indonesia
and Nigeria, made precarious but promising transitions away from au-
thoritarianism. Of course, the process of democratization is far from
complete in many parts of the developing world, and some of the new
democracies rest on tenuous foundations. Consequently, this global dem-
ocratic wave may crest and then fall part of the way back, as earlier ones
have done. Even so, this is a remarkable achievement, and the prospects

for sustaining democracy globally are more favorable than in earlier eras.
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he results we reported in Chapter 3 indicate that democracy is a strong

force for international peace. Yet we should resist the temptation to
accept that evidence as conclusive until we consider at least one other in-
fluence: commercial relations that create a high degree of economic inter-
dependence. Perhaps what looks like the effect of democratic institutions
and culture is really the result of the interdependence that arises most
naturally between states with open economies. Almost all democracies,
though varying to a degree in the role played by the state, have capitalist
economic systems that involve extensive competition in free markets
among economic agents, including those in other countries. Conse-
quently, democracies tend to trade extensively with one another. Because
of the correlation between democracy and open markets, we need to re-
consider the consequences of democracy through tests in which we con-
trol for the influence of interdependence.

There are three possibilities. The first is that the apparent benefits of
democracy for interstate relations are mostly, or even entirely, the effect
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Our analyses here develop and build on those of the previous chapter.
To reflect our attention to the second of the Kantian variables, the
graphic at the head of this chapter includes a second dark arrow, from the
lower right corner of the Kantian triangle to the center. The principal
question of this chapter is whether trade makes an independent contribu-
tion to the probability that a pair of states will experience a militarized
dispute. We also want to know if democracy, alliances, and the balance of
power continue to be important influences when our measures of the eco-
nomic importance of trade are added to our explanatory model. The tests
we report below allow us to compare the relative benefits of the liberals’
political and economic prescriptions for peace. Other questions, notably
whether economic growth also contributes to peace—or provides the
means for the exercise of power—are also explored.

If trade does appear to contribute to peace, we need to consider the
reciprocal relation. Perhaps economic interdependence is largely a conse-
quence, rather than a cause, of the absence of international disputes. Af-
ter all, commercial agents can be expected to avoid the risks and costs of
international violence where possible, and trading with the enemy is usu-
ally prohibited or extensively regulated by national governments. There
may well be an association between trade patterns and conflict, but it may
be primarily conflict that affects commerce, rather than the other way
round. This chapter will not fully resolve that question, but it provides a
good start, and we shall return to this issue later in the book.

The Liberal Peace: Classical Perspectives and Recent Research

The classical liberals advocated policies to increase liberty and prosperity.
They sought to empower the commercial class politically and to abolish
royal charters, monopolies, and the protectionist policies of mercantilism
s0 as to encourage entrepreneurship and increase productive efficiency.
They also expected democracy and free-market economics to diminish
the frequency of war. Political scientists have addressed the connection
between democracy and international conflict in recent years, but they
have shown less interest in the consequences of free trade and economic
interdependence. Yet, expanded trade was advocated as a remedy for war
even before democracy was a realistic possibility in most countries.

In the early seventeenth century, Emeric Crucé concluded that wars
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cost of war made it anachronistic, as did Norman Angell and Joseph
Schumpeter somewhat later. In Cobden’s terms, “Besides dictating the
disuse of warlike establishments, free trade (for of that beneficent doc-
trine we are speaking) arms its votaries by its own pacific nature, in that
eternal truth—rzhe more any nation traffics abroad upon free and honest
principles, the less it will be in danger of wars® (1886, 222; italics in origi-
nal). Over time, trade also encouraged the development of international
law and organizations, because these were needed to regulate and manage
commercial relations, just as similar institutions were necessary in domes-
tic economies.

The free traders—especially of nineteenth-century Britain—had an
economic interest in the ideology they promoted. They sought a com-
mercial republic of the world, of economic attraction rather than political
rule (Semmel 1970), because economic interdependence was thought to
create transnational ties that encouraged accommodation rather than
conflict. In this way, economic interdependence reinforces the pacific
benefits of democratic institutions and norms. Thus, material incentives
add their force to law and morality. The benefits of interdependence are
also central to functionalist accounts of political integration in Europe
(Mitrany 1966) and are reminiscent of some socialists’ emphasis on the
virtues of internationalism (Domke 1988, 43-51).

Despite this impressive intellectual pedigtee, the role of economic in-
terdependence in preventing conflict has until recently been neglected
(Levy 1989a). The benefits of trade may not be symmetrical and may fa-
vor the side with the stronger economic power in the market, but trade is
always to some degree a mutually beneficial interaction; otherwise, it
would not be undertaken. This gives each party a stake in the economic
well-being of the other—and in avoiding militarized disputes. The
nineteenth-century liberal argument derived primarily from a view that
individuals act rationally in accordance with their economic interests. It is
hardly in a state’s interest to fight another if its citizens sell their goods,
obtain imports (raw materials, capital goods, intermediate products, or
consumer goods), or have financial investments or investors there. If my
factory is located in your country, bombing your industry means, in ef-
fect, bombing my own property. Of course, trade can be redirected, at
least over time, by political leaders who see the clouds of war on the hori-
zon. But goods and services from alternative suppliers would cost more
and/or be inferior in quality, and shifting exports means competing with
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other in one situation or another, but ultimately they are complementary.
Democracy, with its commitment to individual liberty, may reduce
conflict not just directly but indirectly by encouraging interdependence.
In democracies, economically powerful groups are likely to be politically
powerful as well (Papayanou 1996). Political and economic freedoms al-
low individuals to form transnational associations that may be able to in-
fluence policy (Verdier 1994; Risse-Kappen 1995a). Trade agreements
among democracies may be particularly long lasting, Because executives
in democratic countries must persuade and accommodate other powerful
groups—the legislature, their political party, interest groups, the public—
they may be more likely to abide by their international commitments
than nondemocratic leaders, whose power is less subject to checks and
balances. Consequently, democracies should be better at promoting and
sustaining interdependence because economic ties require credible com-
mitments regarding the terms of trade, regulation of capital flows, and the
adjudication of contractual disputes (Martin 2000). As we shall see later,
democracies are indeed inclined to trade with one another.
A challenge to the liberal view comes from those who emphasize that
economic ties not only offer the prospect of mutual gain but may also
transmit economic ills and create rivalry over the division of benefits. In
the seventeenth century, England and Holland—both major trading
states—fought heavily over colonial territory and access to foreign mar-
kets. Some analysts of the age of Western imperialism, such as the liberal
J. A. Hobson (1902) and the Marxist revolutionary V. L. Lenin ([1916]
1929), vigorously developed such arguments. Lenin, in fact, regarded im-
perialism as the “highest stage of capitalism.” He considered imperialism
an inevitable consequence of the growth of monopolies in capitalist
economies and believed that it would lead to such terrible wars among
the great powers, all of whom were scrambling for economic gain abroad,
as to destroy the capitalist system and open the door for socialism world-
wide.

More recently, critics of capitalism have shifted their attention away
from the potential for conflict between imperial powers and focused in-
stead on the likelihood of conflict between a powerful state and a much
smaller economic partner. When the political, military, and economic
power of states is vastly different, dependency theorists suggest, trade and
investment create not interdependence but dependency. This dispropor-
tionately benefits the larger country because it is able to use its power to
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tieth centuries, for the pacific benefits of bilateral trade as well as democ-
racy. Similarly, Domke (1988) reported that countries with high levels of
total exports relative to the size of their economies were less likely to ini-
tiate wars than countries that were relatively self-sufficient. Indeed, he
found that countries that were open to the global economy were more
peaceful than democratic states that were not open. Looking at the inter-
national system as a whole over nearly two centuries, Mansfield (1994)
found that a high level of world trade reduced the number of wars initi-
ated in the subsequent five years. One recent review, while cautioning
that “outstanding empirical and theoretical questions” make “elevating
this hypothesis to the status of a social scientific ‘law’ . . . premature,”
concludes that “the position advocated by liberalism is strongly supported

by the existing literature.”?

Analytical Problems

In accord with the findings of most—though not all—social scientific
studies regarding this link, we, too, have found that economically impor-
tant trade reduces interstate conflict. In previous articles, we reported the
results of analyses using different sets of cases, over different periods, and
with a variety of measures of interdependence. Below we report new em-
pirical analyses that provide additional support for this conclusion. First,
however, we must address some important analytical issues.

One involves how the effect of trade is to be assessed. If trade is to af-
fect national decision makers, its beneficiaries must be politically impor-
tant. They will be more influential, as we suggested above, when trade is
more important to the national economy. For instance, the value of
Frances exports to Belgium is, allowing for shipping costs, reporting er-
rors, and some technicalities, identical to the value of Belgium’s imports
from France. Likewise, France’s imports from Belgium are the same as
Belgium’s exports to France. But since France’s total economy is six times
larger than Belgiums, this trade is more important economically to Bel-
gium than it is to France. Consequently, Belgium’s leaders are more sub-
ject to the political influence exercised by the economic actors who

3McMillan 1997, 34; for more recent reviews, sce Oneal and Russert 1999a; Bar-
bieri and Schneider 1999.
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lack of conflict between, say, Iceland and China to their negligible eco-
nomic ties. Much of the confusion about the benefits of trade arises from
not recognizing the importance of distance.

In testing the liberal thesis regarding the pacific benefits of interdepen-
dence, it is also important to think carefully about the direction of causa-
tion. Economically important trade is expected to reduce military conflict
because conflict would disrupt this trade and impose significant eco-
nomic costs on those involved. Thus, the theory argues not only that
trade will limit the use of force but also that conflict will reduce the level
of trade. Indeed, it is because militarized disputes are likely to reduce
trade and adversely affect economic interests that interdependence is ex-
pected to lower the chance that disputes will occur.

There are two reasons why this feedback of reciprocal relation between
the two variables should occur. The first is simple enough: traders are as-
sumed to be rational economic actors. They will stop trading if their
goods (or their lives) are endangered by military hostilities. At a mini-
mum, they will seek a greater profit margin to compensate for the greater
risk, but these higher costs will lower demand and reduce commerce. In-
deed, traders may see war clouds on the horizon and, out of self-interest,

limit their commercial activity so as to cut their risks. Thus, trade may
fall in response to conflict, and it may fall in anticipation of it. Accord-
ingly, declining trade may signal deteriorating political relations. It may
even exacerbate interstate tensions by reducing the flow of valuable com-
munications or heightening the alarm of national leaders, who may be
encouraged to turn to military action to limit or reverse the economic
consequences of the lost trade (Copeland 1996).

Conflict will also influence the level of trade because states usually take
steps to prevent their citizens from “trading with the enemy.” Commerce
between states at war was not uncommon in earlier centuries (Barbieri
and Levy 1999), but modern states are more effective in limiting such ac-
tivity. States can impose a variety of economic sanctions to weaken or
punish their adversaries, including 2 complete embargo on trade and in-
vestment. States can also act against countries with which they are not
actually at war; for example, by limiting the sale of goods that are consid-
ered strategic: key raw materials or technological products with possible
military applications. Many restrictions of this type were imposed on
East-West trade during the cold war, and there are still significant limita-
tions on U.S. trade with China, Russia, and other countries. The United
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grated into the world economy would be peaceful. Economic openness,
as indicated by the ratio of a state’s total trade to its GDP, should also
constrain the use of force, even against another state with which bilateral
trade is limited. This is because an ongoing dispute is apt to discourage
some traders and investors from third countries from engaging in eco-
nomic activity with the disputing states. States with open economies
must be concerned about these indirect costs of resorting to military mea-
sures. Consequently, the total trade-to-GDP ratio, as well as states’ de-
pendence on bilateral exchange, indicates the costs associated with the use
of force. This provides a valuable test of the causal influence of economic
interdependence on the likelihood of conflict because it is difficult for a
state to manipulate the economic importance of its trade with all coun-
tries simultaneously. It is relatively easy for a state to restrict its bilateral
trade with a potential adversary while increasing its commercial relations
with others, but it would be much more costly to reduce trade with all
states in anticipation that conflict were imminent. National economies
are not so easily restructured.

For example, by the end of the nineteenth century, Great Britain wor-
ried about the effects that conflict might have on its trade and on its
economy. Having adopted the policy of free trade, with few artificial sup-
ports for domestic agriculture, Britain had become largely dependent on
imports of food to feed its people and on the export of manufacturers to
pay for those imports. This dependence on trade—and its vulnerability to
disruption—meant that a protracted war in Europe would seriously hurt
the standard of living of the British people. Britain’s leaders must have
been mindful of this danger. Russia, by contrast, was much more self-
sufficient in this period because of its great continental territory and had
less to fear from a disruption of foreign trade.

The vulnerability of a state that is dependent on trade was illustrated
more recently, when in 1996, Taiwan too openly asserted its indepen-
dence from the Chinese government on the mainland. In retaliation, Bei-
jing fired missiles into the ocean near Taiwan. This did not so much
disrupt commerce between the two countries, which was not very great,
as frighten Taiwan’s important trading partners. The possibility of conflict
in the Taiwan Strait made that commerce much more risky and costly, for
both Taiwan and its commercial partners, as shipping and insurance costs
rose sharply. Because Taiwan is heavily dependent on trade with many
countries, this proved to be a significant threat.
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Much of the theorizing in the nineteenth century about the influence
of trade on interstate relations centered on the effects of openness to the
global economy generally rather than on the effects on bilateral relations,
The liberals advocated free trade because it would lead to specialization
according to comparative advantage and higher levels of international

trade and investment. This would €ncourage economic growth and create
in each state a large

political constituency for maintaining the interdepen-
dent global system. All this necessitated peace. Thus, high levels of eco-
nomically important trade were expected to create broad commercial
interests that would encourage peace with everyone, not just with a states
closest trading partners. As David Ricardo put it, “The effects of war may
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(Sraffa 1951, 255). Thus, in the
analyses we report below, we consider the effect of economic openness, as
indicated by the ratio of state’s total trade (exports and imports) to its
GDPB as well as of bilateral interdependence, on the likelihood of inter-
state conflict.
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us a measure of the degree to which it is economically dependent upon
this bilateral commerce (DEPEND).”

We must acknowledge that dyadic trade, even when adjusted for the
size of the overall economy, is an imperfect indicator of economic inter-
dependence. For one thing, the composition of trade is not considered. A
country like Japan that imports large quantities of oil and food, for exam-
ple, may experience greater vulnerability than our measure of dependency
indicates. Yet to the extent that international prices reflect the true value
of commodities, including the possibility of disruptions to existing chan-
nels of supply, the dyadic trade-to-GDP ratio will accurately measure a
country’s dependence on its trading partner.

It would also be good if we were able to analyze the effect of foreign in-
vestment on the likelihood of conflict. This type of interdependence has
become increasingly important in recent decades. Between 1970 and
1997, wortldwide GDP more than doubled in constant dollars, and trade
quadrupled, but foreign direct investment expanded to more than 700
percent of what it had been (Rosecrance 1999, 37). Foreign investment
and the globalization of production, like trade, should increase the incen-
tive for peace. Investment creates similar networks of shared interest and
communication. Military conflict raises the risk that foreign investments
will be expropriated or destroyed. Unfortunately, dyadic investment data
comparable in coverage to the trade data simply do not exist; they are par-
ticularly sparse and untreliable prior to the 1950s. Yet trade and foreign
investment are highly correlated, so consideration of this important influ-
ence is not completely absent from the analyses we conduct. It is true that
trade and foreign investment are to some degree substitutes: manufac-
turer may export goods to another country rather than make them there.
But even traditional forms of trade often involve the establishment of for-

7We used GDPs in current dollars to be consistent with the trade data. We began
with the estimates of constant dollar GDP in Summers et al. 1995 for the years after
1949 and with Maddison’s estimates (1995) for fifty-six countries in all regions of
the world for 1870-1992. We regressed those estimates on year and COW’s esti-
mates of annual energy consumption to predict data for additional years and addi-
tional countries. Energy consumption is a good correlate of incomes, as Morgenstern,
Knorr, and Heiss 1973 note (see also Oneal 1989), but the efficiency with which en-
ergy is converted to useful output (GDP) varies through time. We converted these
constant dollar GDPs to current dollars using Maddison 1991b.
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the effort, the invasion could not have occurred without U.S. support.
The United States was far less constrained from using force than Guate-
mala was.

This example illustrates why we expect the less constrained state in
cach dyad to be primarily responsible for the presence or absence of con-
flict between them. It is the weak link in the chain of peace. Accordingly,
we include in our statistical analyses the bilateral trade-to-GDP ratio
for the state with the lower dependence score (DEPEND)). To deter-
mine if asymmetric economic relations increase the probability of
conflict, as dependency theorists suggest, we can add a second trade
variable (DEPEND,,) to our model of conflict. If one country is much
more dependent on existing commercial relations than the other, ex-
ploitation (or a perception of exploitation) may make political relations
subject to conflict, or it may at least reduce the benefits of economic ex-
change from what they would be if their trade were equally important to
both and the two states were truly interdependent. Since the numerator
(dyadic trade) is the same for both countries, the state with the smaller
economy will have the higher trade-to-GDP ratio. The difference be-
tween DEPEND, and DEPENDy,, as in the case of the United States
and Guatemala in 1953, can be very great.

The recent trend in economic relations, as well as their most recent
level, may also affect the likelihood of military conflict. To measure the
trend in relations, we calculated the change in the bilateral dependence of
states over a three-year period, from four years prior to the current year,
when the state of dyadic relations (peace or a dispute) is being assessed, to
the year just before a possible conflict. A decline in the economic impor-
tance of bilateral trade should be associated with an increase in the likeli-
hood of dyadic disputes. On the other hand, a rising level of trade may
signal improving interstate relations. The relatively long four-year span
helps to maximize the chance that a decline in trade may be more a cause
of worsening political relations than simply a near-term reflection of an
anticipated violent conflict.® We assess the consequence of change in the
economic importance of trade by including in our analyses the magni-
tude of the change in the trade-to-GDP rartio (negative or positive) for
whichever state in each dyad experienced the greater change.

#To minimize the loss of cases, we substituted the change in trade over a three- or
two-year span when values were missing at the beginning of a dyadic time series.




L

144 Triangulating Peace

We also consider the effect of total trade on the likelihood of a dispute
in order to take into account the economic effects of conflict on third
parties. Economic openness, a state’s trade with all countries as a fraction
of its GDP, is a measure of a state’s interdependence in the global econ-
omy generally. As with Britain in the late nineteenth century or Taiwan in
the twentieth, open economies are subject to disruption by wars and
rumors of war (Rosecrance 1999). We measure openness {OPEN) as a

country’s total exports plus its total imports divided by its GDP® We ex-

pect the less open state (OPEN)) to be less constrained from resorting to

violence because its economy is less subject to the disruption that hostili-
ties might cause.

The degree to which a country depends upon international trade is in-
fluenced by the size of its domestic market. Small countries tend to be
more open than larger ones. A small country will find it difficult to be

highly self-sufficient. It will need many goods and services that it cannot
produce efficiently on a small scale, so it will import them. To be able to
afford these imports,

it will have to specialize in making goods that it can
produce relatively efficiently and sell abroad whar it does not need for its

own consumption. Consequently, small countries have litele choice but to
concentrate on the export of natural resources (oil, mineral, specialized
agricultural products) if they have them (as does Kuwait) or on a set of
high-tech manufacturers or services for which they possess a comparative
advantage (as does Singapore). Big economies, with internally varied cli-
mates and resource endowments and a large n
produce a wide range of products at close to th
world market, so they are usually more self-su

Some states make a greater political comm
ples of free trade and comparative advantage

lation between economic size and openness is far from perfect. At the end
of the nineteenth century, Great Britain had a substantially more open
.cco?omy than ics competitor Germany, although they were comparable
In size. In 1968, the United States, with a GDP more than twice that of
the Soviet Union, imported and exported goods equal in value to 8 per-
cent of its GDP, whereas the openness of the Soviets was under 3 percent.
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®Qur data for tofal trade for 195092 are from Summers et al. 1995. For the years
before 1950, we relied primarily on the volumes by Mitchell identified above.

Both Democracy and Economic Interdependence Reduce Conflict 145

For West Germany and Japan in the same year, then with vcryeil;:clf;
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well illustrated by the experience of the United States with China over the
past twenty years. After the Communist government began to open its
economy in the late 1970s, its political relations with the United States
became far more peaceful than they had been during the cold war. This
thaw in relations began with a deliberate political decision to improve
them, but as trade increased, both sides gained a greater stake in keeping
them peaceful. This happened despite the fact that China did not become
significantly more democratic.

Next we assess the view of dependency theorists that asymmetric de-
pendence on trade reduces the pacific benefits of commerce. Asymmetry
is said to give a powerful state the opportunity to exploit its trading part-
ner. This may provoke disputes as either the disadvantaged state rebels or
the powerful state uses military force to enforce its advantage. The exam-
ple of U.S.-Guatemalan relations in the early 1950s might be an example
of a general tendency. To test whether trade between a large and a small
state has different implications for interstate relations than trade between
states of equal size, we add to our equation the higher bilateral trade-to-
GDP ratio (DEPEND,) in each pair of states. The coefficient of this
variable will be positive if, holding the trade-to-GDP ratio of the bigger
state constant, greater dependence on the part of the smaller state in-
creases the likelihood of interstate conflict. This analysis is similar to the
one in the preceding chapter where we asked whether autocracies and
democracies are particularly prone to fight.

Contrary to the expectation of dependency theorists, the benefits of
trade do not depend upon the states’ being of similar size. The estimated
coefficient of DEPEND), was not significantly different from zero. This
means that the benefits of trade are not importantly affected by the
higher trade-to-GDP ratio, only the lower one. Indeed, the coefficient
was negative, not positive. What lictle effect an unequal balance of trade
has is to reduce the likelihood of conflict further. Economically important
trade between large states and small states increases the prospects for
peace just as it does for states of equal size.

We can only speculate why this is true. One possibility is that the eco-
nomic domination of small states by big trading partners is s0 complete
that acts of resistance are not undertaken. If the political system of a small
trade-dependent state is heavily dominated by an elite (such as plantation
owners or mining companies in Central American countries) trading with
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the big country, that state’s restraint in avoiding overt conflict may deter
it from any actions that would cut off profitable trade. If the small coun-
try does not resist the powerful one, there may be no need for the latter o
exercise its military might.

The alternative explanation, and the one that would be emphasized by
liberals, is that trade really does significantly benefit both partners. Trade
is not forced. It is voluntary. If a buyer and a seller agree to a transaction
in a free market, it is because both expect to be better off than they would
have been without the exchange. If both are better off, neither one would
prefer to see the relationship disrupted by hostilities. We cannot settle this

debate here, but this second explanation coincides with doubts that the

international economy works to the disadvantage of developing countries
(de Soysa and Oneal 1999).

Are Open Economies More Pacific?

Next we ask whether paciﬁc benefits also accrue

nomic openness generally, or whether it is only bilateral trade that affects

the likelihood that two states will become involved in a militarized dis-
pute. We report in column 2 of Table 4.
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ter, the biggest difference between the cold war and earlier periods was
that alliances became associated with reduced conflict only after World

War I1.

Economic Growth and Conflict

Our consideration of the influence of economic conditions on the likeli-
hood of international conflict should not stop with trade. The role of eco-
nomic growth also warrants attention. States with strong economies,
those that enjoy prosperity and are experiencing economic growth, may
be disinclined to fight. Their populations are likely to be satisfied with the
economic and political status quo, and as liberals have emphasized, vio-
lent conflict is inconsistent with many financial and commercial relations.
One reason why the rich industrialized countries gave up wars of imperi-
alism in the latter part of the twentieth century was that their prosperity
and continuing growth made such wars look unattractive from any rea-
sonable cost-benefit perspective (Mueller 1989). The higher the rate of
economic growth, presumably the greater the popular satisfaction and the
less inclined the people should be to engage in militarized conflicts.
Moreover, leaders do not have an incentive to start a conflict if the
economy is prospering. In Chapter 2, we discussed the substantial litera-
ture on the hypothesis that some wars stem from an effort by leaders to
divert attention from domestic difficulties, such as a failing economy, to-
ward foreign adversaries (or scapegoats). Presumably, the greater is the
rate of economic decline, as indicated by falling personal incomes, the
greater will be the incentives for leaders to divert attention from eco-
nomic conditions. The evidence for that effect from previous research is
mixed, as we noted, but the hypothesis is interesting and plausible, so we
want to explore the possibility here. Both these considerations—about
the conflict-mitigating effect of economic growth and about the conflict-
inducing effect of economic decline—suggest that the state with the
lower rate of economic growth will be the greater danger to peace.
Although the diversionary theory of war seems a plausible account of
some individual cases, such as the Argentine invasion of the Falkland Is-
lands in 1982, the effect that we should expect the economy 0 have on
the likelihood of conflict is not entirely obvious. Some have suggested
that economic growth increases the prospects of war and that economic

———_
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GROWTH,. As in our other tests, we sought to insure that the disputes
we were trying to explain had not influenced the variables we were using
for that very purpose, so we used the lower rate of growth in each dyad
over the three years preceding the year in which conflict might have oc-
curred.

We wanted to consider carefully the experience of both members in
each dyad, so we also conducted a second test. In this analysis, we created
one variable that recorded the faster rate of growth in each dyad and a
second that measured the severity of the worse decline.!? In this way, we
hoped to capture the effect of growth on interstate conflict in more com-
plex situations, for example, if one member of a dyad is growing rapidly
while the other is experiencing a declining standard of living. These vari-
ables also allowed us to investigate the alternative hypothesis that eco-
nomic growth creates wealth that enables states to act more aggressively
and that a declining economy limits the use of force.

However we measured the effect of growth, we found no significant
influence on the occurrence of militarized disputes. There seems to be no
systematic relationship between conflict and either a successful, growing
economy or economic decline. Our measures of growth in both tests
never approached statistical significance. Consequently, we do not report
any effect of this factor on the risk of disputes. This evidence suggests that
economic growth is neither the enemy of peace nor essential to it. More im-
portant are the ties of interest and communication that derive from sub-
stantial commercial transactions with other states, the character of states’
political regimes, whether they are allied, the balance of power, and the
other influences we have been discussing.'®

13Heldt (1999) suggests that the effect of growth be assessed in this way. One
variable indicates the higher rate of growth in the dyad if one or both states experi-
enced growth at a positive rate. If both states expcrienced a decline in their per capita
GDPs, this variable equals 0. Similarly, the other variable equals the change in GDP
est economic decline. If both states
le is set equal to 0. Heldr also asks
ditions

per capita of the state that experienced the great
experienced actual growth in incomes, this variab!
whether democracies are more prone to usc force under various economic con
than autocracies are, but he finds no systematic effect.

¥Mousseau (2000) and Hegre (2000), however, suggest that democracy and eco-
reducing effect for very poor coun-

nomic interdependence may have little dispute-
tries, such as Bangladesh.
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pel all doubts about the causal influence of trade on conflict. We want to
get a better indication of the strength of the influence of conflict on trade,
and so we return to this issue in Chapter 6 when we investigate the influ-
ences that shape bilateral trade.

We found no support for some other hypotheses. The short-term trend
in bilateral interdependence has little impact on the likelihood of conflict.
We found no evidence that change in the level of the bilateral trade-to-
GDP ratio indicates states’ expectations regarding the future of their rela-
tions or that declining trade exacerbates interstate relations. It is the
economic importance of current levels of trade that affect the prospects
for peace, not change in the level. Nor did we find a systematic relation
between economic growth (or decline) and states’ involvement in milica-
rized disputes with each other. Neither liberals, who think growth might
have significant benefits, nor those concerned that growth might trigger
conflict as states compete for resources can find support here. Nor is there
evidence that the leaders of states are inclined to divert attention from
economic difficulties by engaging in foreign military adventures. Perhaps
the benefits are too uncertain.

Overall, evidence we have presented in this chapter provides a strong
indication that both elements of the liberals’ agenda—interdependence
and democracy—make independent contributions to the prospects for
peace. Indeed, the pacific benefits of trade are not limited to the coun-
tries normally considered liberal—the Western democracies—or relations
among them. Countries that are interdependent bilaterally or economically
open to the global economy, whether democratic or not, have an important
basis for pacific relations and conflict resolution. Still, as the liberal theorists
anticipated, those that are democratic, interdependent, and economically
open—as are the economically advanced democracies of the West—are
most likely to be at peace.
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he final element in Kant’s vision of “perpetual peace” is international

law, which, building on an understanding of the legitimate rights of all
republics and their citizens, provides a legal framework for the peaceful
resolution of interstate conflicts. In Kant’s view, the three legs of the tri-
pod are not truly independent elements that are individually useful in
preventing wars. Rather, they are integrally related. Democracy, by its
recognition of individual liberty and responsibility, encourages entre-
preneurship and the expansion of commerce, ultimately beyond the
boundaries of a single state. As the economic activities of citizens make
countries more and more interdependent, there is an increasing need for
institutions that can regulate and facilitate trade and investment. Thus,
international law and institutions are established in response to the ac-
tions of the citizens of democratic states pursuing their interests over a
constantly expanding geographical area. The three elements of the Kant-
ian peace are, therefore, part of a whole that contributes to a stable peace
(Kant [1795] 1970; Doyle 1992). In the contemporary world, interna-
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ditional tests designed to differentiate their dyadic effects, which we have
been considering until now, from those connected with the international
system generally. We want to know whether peace is more likely when the
system has a higher proportion of democratic states, the average level of
interdependence is greater, and there are more IGOs. Can the norms and
institutions of the system under these conditions exercise a beneficial in-
fluence on pairs of states that are not themselves democratic, or interde-
pendent, or closely linked by international organizations? Once we have
distinguished the systemic consequences of the Kantian variables from
their purely dyadic effects, we next consider several important realist the-
ories regarding the influence of the international system on the likelihood
of conflict. Is peace more likely when there is a very powerful state, a
“hegemon,” that can reduce interstate conflict by its management of the
system? Does the political character of the hegemon account for the dem-
ocratic peace? In answering these questions, we have new opportunities to
assess the relative importance of realist and liberal theories of interna-
tional politics.

In this chapter, we focus on intergovernmental organizations (IGOs),
not on the far more numerous international nongovernmental organiza-
tions (INGOs). While many of the latter also can be expected to make a
direct or indirect contribution to international peace, their membership
consists chiefly of individuals or private organizations rather than states,
and their functions are even more diverse than those of IGOs. It is better
to begin, in an analysis of states” actions in the realm of war and peace, by
considering the effects of organizations that are composed of states and
that directly address the responsibilities of states.

Networks of Intergovernmental Organizations

Arguably, the first IGO was the “congress system” in Europe. It was inau-
gurated with the Congress of Vienna in September 1814 and was de-
signed to bolster the peace that followed the end of the Napoleonic Wars.
It continued with regular institutionalized consultations among the great
powers. The congress system ended with the assembly in Verona in 1822;
its successor, the Concert of Europe, lacked significant institutional struc-
ture. Proposals to establish international organizations in order to main-
tain the peace are much older, however, going back as far as Pierre Dubois
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in the thirteenth century (Jacobson 1984). The oldest extant 1GO, ¢
Centra.d Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine, was form’d .
1815 in response to the economic interdependence of states alone .
of Europe’s most important rivers. Although other important %C? N
were created in the nineteenth century, >
t?ventleth—century one. Growth in the number of international organi
tions has been especially great since the end of World War I -
The growth in the number of international organizatio.ns has
exceeded tha't of democracy and economic interdependence. The nur:l,)cn
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sidered to be international “persons,” which means they have standing in
law (Feld, Jordan, and Hurwitz 1994, 10-11). The system of interna-
tional organizations can be characterized as decentralized and nonhierar-
chical; it is composed of quasi-universal as well as regional organizations.
An organization’s purposes or functions may be general or limited to spe-
cific economic, social, cultural, political, or security matters. The League
of Nations was the first multipurpose, quasi-universal intergovernmental
organization. In the post—World War II era, the most prominent univer-
sal organization has been the United Nations. In addition to the UN
proper, there are its various specialized agencies, whose memberships vary
to some degree. Switzerland, for example, does not belong to the United
Nations itself but has joined many of its affiliated institutions.

The creation of the UN and a substantial number of other, nearly uni-
versal organizations means that by the 1950s the great majority of states
shared some common memberships with almost all other states. That
base of institutional association has expanded in various degrees by mem-
berships in regional groupings defined primarily in geographical terms
(such as the Americas, Europe, the North Adlantic, or Southeast Asia).
For the period of our analysis, 1885-1992, the number of shared 1GO
memberships ranges from zero to 130. The densest network of interna-
tional organizations is found in Europe (particularly in Western Europe),
followed at some distance by Latin America. Interestingly, these are the
areas of the world exhibiting the least interstate conflict since World
War II. At the other end of the spectrum, some pairs of states are not
members of any of the same IGOs. Despite the existence of several “uni-
versal” organizations, a few states choose not to join or are not allowed to
do so. Most notably, the People’s Republic of China was excluded from
almost all before 1971. Consequently, the United States (and many of its
closest allies) shared no memberships in IGOs with the PRC during this

period. There were far fewer IGOs in the nineteenth and early twcntit‘:th
century, so the number of dyads that shared no common memberships

was greater then, too.

Why and How 1GOs Might Matter

. TLorpd : is
The literature on the contribution of particular IGOs to world pea:lc :
. . - . 1 ar-

vast, but there are few social scientific studies of how IGOs in gener
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tabhls:ed during the peaceful periods following major wars; h
:alvou expec‘t to see a correlation between IGOs and peace k’)uter;lc'e, o
ot necessarily show a causal link from IGOs to peace (\,/::1squ<:zlsl;i;;s

269fF; also Jacobson Reisin,
) er, and
chap. 6) found in his ger and Mathers 1986, 156). Domke (1988,

carch shows thar IGOs are often ;.

peration among allied

nat}i}or;s (Oneal 19904, 1990b; Oneal and Dieh] 1994) .2
etore undertaking new statistical analyses :

bow i . .
u.ncr.natxonal organizations might promot
other institutions, [GOs

In a quasi-supranational
military action, through
self-interests in ways that

it is essential to consider
e e peaceful relations. Like

‘ poses. These range from acting
fc:al'p‘alat‘y to enforce established agreements by
acnhtatmg members’ pursuit of their individual

e i i
10 exercise centralized means of coercion,

0 » -
government” (Milner 1991). Relatively

creation of norms. They may
ake and enforce cooperative
at more centralized organiza-
ncy, legitimacy, and weak en-

member states 1o m
themselves. Somewh
Sttuments of efficje

arrangements among
tions may prodyce

2,

General dyadic studj ew. O

. € udies are f; i

tionship be - Une early investigay; itive

: l’ ) - e Igation reported a positive rela-
57 ! - but atlrlcl tGO membersh ps and the frequcncy of conflict (Russett

like alliances and ‘
- : Purious because IGO bershi
eraphically o - nd Predominantly among Coumric‘:‘::‘atc:s:f;:

ationship is apt 1 pe §
rade—are foy

one another,

International Organizations Also Reduce Conflict 163

forcement (Abbott and Snidal 1998; Snidal 1997). Indeed, international

organizations can serve any of six functions. We consider these in turn.

Coercing norm-breakers

The use of coercion to maintain or restore peace is straightforward. It is
an aspect of international relations more easily derived from realist theo-
ries than from the liberal view of global politics. Realists and liberals, of
course, disagree on how important IGOs are likely to be in this respect.
In theory, the UN, with the Security Council acting as the agent of its
collective security system, acts on the principle of unified action of all
against any state, even a member, that breaches the peace. The organiza-
tion may also act to deter a threat to the peace. The founders of the
United Nations were realistic enough to recognize the difficulties the in-
stitution would face if the great powers, which constitute the core of the
Security Council, were in serious conflict. In this they anticipated events
as they actually transpired, with the outbreak of the cold war. Nonethe-
less, those who wrote the UN Charter gave the organization the power to
act forcefully when circumstances were right. Alliances such as NATO
and the former Warsaw Pact also may act coercively. They are directed
against states outside the alliance, of course; but in the interest of solidar-
ity, they may operate to suppress violent conflict among their members,
t00.? They use various mechanisms for this purpose, including overt mil-
itary coercion. Institutions with coercive powers often exercise many of
the following functions as well.

Mediating among conflicting parties

International organizations may play a legal role, adjudicating and arbi-

trating disputes. These activities are important because they reduce the

cost of enforcing contracts, encourage their creation, and promote ex-

change (Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998a). This in turn facilitates interde-

like the differ-

The line between collective security organizations and alliances,
chan

ence between internal and external targets of action, is often blurred (see K.up .
and Kupchan 1991 and Claude 1984). The congress system was not very institution-
alized, and the Concert of Europe was even less so. On their role as collective security

institutions, see Schroeder 1994.

—44
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Problem-solving, including expanding states’ conception of their
self-interest to be more inclusive and longer term

“International organizations may provide arenas within which actors
learn to alter perceptions of interest and beliefs” (Caporaso 1992, 602).
From the perspective of rational choice theory, institutions may establish
expectations for gain and a congruence of interests that did not previously
exist. For example, to the degree that the World Trade Organization suc-
ceeds in promoting economic interdependence, all its members come to
share a common interest in the long-term prosperity of other economies.
They become, among other things, reliable sources of imports and mar-
kets for exports. These common interests encourage a growth in IGOs be-
cause the requirements of coordination “spill over” from one issue into
related areas, as anticipated by functionalist and neo-functionalist writers
(Mitrany 1966; Haas 1964, 1990). Institutions with responsibilities in
several areas create the possibility of linking negotiations on one issue to
others, permitting trade-offs and side payments that facilitate agreement
(Keohane 1986; Kupchan and Kupchan 1991; Martin and Simmons
1998).

Socialization and shaping norms

Institutionalists “emphasize the discursive, deliberative, and persuasive as-
pects of communication and argument. The interstate system is a forum
as well as a chessboard, and its actors debate, argue, and justify as well as
signal moves” (Caporaso 1992, 627). Institutions provide legitimacy for
collective decisions and so promote adherence to what has been agreed.
Norms and rules developed within IGOs may facilitate arms control and
delegitimize the use of force. The Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean, for example, helped to
free the region of nuclear weapons. Shared norms create common inter-
ests and facilitate cooperation. IGOs may develop interests and prefer-
ences that are more stable than and to a degree independent of those of
their member states (Barnett and Finnemore 1999). These can serve as a
basis to influence members in accordance with the original purpose for
which the IGOs were created, and they may even create new purposes.
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a readiness to deepen institutional ties because their members already
share substantial common interests and confidence that their relations
will be peaceful (Keohane and Martin 1995). The Kantian hypothesis
linking international organizations to peace is plausible. The six functions
performed by IGOs discussed above are means by which this causal influ-
ence might take place, but the issue of reciprocal causation is important.
Establishing a correlation between joint participation by states in IGOs
and the existence of peaceful relations is just the beginning. It is impossi-
ble to establish in detail the effects in each direction, but an analysis in
the next chapter suggests that the mechanism of causation does work
both ways.

The Analysis of Dense Networks

To investigate the effect of intergovernmental organizations on the likeli-
hood of conflict, we use the same basic method of analysis employed in
the two previous chapters, where we established the role of democracy in
reducing the likelihood of militarized disputes (the democratic peace) and
then demonstrated the additional, independent benefits of economic in-
terdependence (the liberal peace). Here we consider how dense networks
of IGOs complete the Kantian tripod.

We gauge the importance of international organizations for dyadic re-
lations by counting the number of IGOs in which two states shared
membership in a year. We call this variable simply IGO. We include all
“conventional international bodies” listed as intergovernmental organiza-
tions in Sections A-D of the Yearbook of International Organizations
“dormant” organizations are not counted.® This is a crude measure, in

§For 1965 and catlier, we used data compiled by Wallace and Singer (1970) and
made publicly available through the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and
Social Research. We compiled the subsequent information, as they had done, at
approximately five-year intervals. Intervening years were filled in by linear interpola-
tion; other missing data were estimated by extrapolation. 1GOs are identified in the
Yearbook at the bottom of the listing before 1980 or by the designation “g at the end
of the code number after that. We did not include purely bilateral organizations, as
Wallace and Singer did. The difference is minimal because they found only a few l'.Ji-
lateral cases, chiefly organizations that were originally muldilateral but temporarily
comprised only two members.
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which all organizations are wej
tion at this stage, but it is one
are not equal. Many are weak 2

ghted equally. This is a necessary assump.
that we know to be inaccurate. All 1GOs

nd only tenuously related to security, One
might expect alliances or collective-security organizations to have the

greatest impact, but they, o, differ greatly in their effectiveness, Qver
much of the late twentieth century, some Arab countries saw each other
as enemies almost as much a5 they did Israel. The Arab League, therefore,

ffect on promoting peace among its
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economic interdependence, may have
greater pacific benefits than weak security alliances. ‘They may make im-

portant contributions to the management and resolution of conflicts in

Ronsecurity fields, which redyce tensions that might lead to a military
conflict. As noted earlier, we lack a

members as NATO has. In fact,
those promoting human rights or

thin particular categories. Any prior weighting,
therefore, would be arbitrary.” For now, our hypothesis is a simple one:

the greater the number of IGOs in which both states of 2 dyad are mem-

bers, the more forums there are for peaceful conflict resolution and the
greater the prospects for peace.

Save for the addition of the IGO variable, our first empirical test is the
same as the basic analysis conducted in Chapter 4. We consider the his-
torical experience of the politically relevant dyads during the period
1885-1992. In addition to hypothesizing that greater involvement in the
same international Organizations aids states in avoiding militarized dis-
putes, we expect that the other two legs of the Kantian system will also
contribute to Peace. As before, we assume that the risk of conflict is pri-
marily determined by the state tha j less constrained from using force on

each dimension: the moge autocratic state in the dyad, as indicated by the
lower democracy score (DEMOCL), and the state less economically de-

pendent on bilateral trade (DEPENDL). We also test the effects of the
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workable and satisfactory classification of
 political links proves virtually impossible”
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genuity wilf be required.
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ble 5.1: Percentage Change in Risk for Annual Involvement
Tables in a Militarized Dispute, 1886-1992: o
Contiguous Dyads, Realist and Kantian Variables

All variables at baseline values except:

ALLIES equals 1 ‘
POWER RATIO increased by one standard deviation
DEMOC, increased by one standard deviation
DEMOC, decreased by one standard deviation
DEPEND, increased by one standard deviation

IGO increased by one standard deviation

i standard
DEMOC,, DEPEND,, and IGO all increased by one

deviation

International Organizations Also Reduce Disputes
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That is important,
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ici her in international orga-
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For states that did share memberships in IGOs
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Union (see, e.g., Economist 1997). Luttwak (1999), for instance, contends
that “no two economies were more interdependent than the French and
German” at the onset of the war. Of course, one counterexample does not
disprove the liberal thesis, just as one smoker who does not get cancer
does not show that smoking poses no hazards. Both theories are proba-
bilistic in nature, ours being that the risk of conflict is less if states ex-
change economically important trade. Nonetheless, World War I is held
up as a prominent counterexample, and some discussion of the circum-
stances of its eruption can illustrate our perspective.
Our rejoinder to those skeptical about the benefits of interdependence
has two parts. First, the premise that trade was more important before
World War I than now is flawed. As a share of their gross domestic prod-
ucts, total exports in 1913 were not at an all-time peak for the great pow-
ers and other important commercial states. The average value of exports
as a proportion of GDP in 1913 for the most important of the European
countries involved in World War I was 7.5 percent in 1985 prices, as
compared with 10.7 percent for the same countries in 1973 and 15.0 per-
cent in 1987.1° An examination of dyadic relations must be carefully nu-
anced. For all countries, the average level of dyadic trade as a proportion
of GDP was higher than it would be again until after World War II, but
it had been dropping since a peak in 1906. Nor was trade so very great
between most of the big 1914 adversaries. Luttwak’s characterization of
the Franco-German situation is mistaken. Germany’s trade with France
was much below that with Austria-Hungary and barely above that with
the Netherlands, which had a much smaller economy than France’s.
French trade with Germany was only 75 percent of that with the United
Kingdom and not much greater than with Belgium—a state far smaller
than Germany. Austria-Hungary’s biggest trading partner was its ally,
Germany, which accounted for more than five times as much of its com-
merce as did France, Russia, or the United Kingdom. Of the six warring
dyads, only two show high levels of interdependence. Russia and Britain
were essentially tied as Germany’s closest trading partners, while Ger-
many was the largest trading partner of both Russia and, among the Eu-

19The data are from Maddison 1991a, except those for Russia, which are from
Maddison 1989. These estimates are in 1985 prices. Estimates in current dollars fol-
low a similar pattern: 13.1 percent in 1913, 15.2 percent in 1973, and 17.8 percent
in 1987.
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ropean states, Britain. But Britain’s trade with the United States was
about 40 percent greater than its trade with Germany (Mitchell 1981)

The second part of our rejoinder to skeptics concer
other factors on the likelihood of war in 1914. An un

war, not least the Great War that began in 1914, req
explanation,

ns the influence of
derstanding of any
uires a multivariare
not consideration of a single factor. The rest of the story of
World War I concerns the role of the other influences in our theoretical
model, all of which point toward a high probability of armed conflict in
1914. The absence of constraints on conflict between democratic and au-
thoritarian great powers played an important role. Consider the opposing
alignments: the democracies—France, the United Kingdom, to a lesser
degree Italy, ultimately the United States—against autocratic Austria
and Germany. Autocracies fought each other (Russia fought Austria and
Germany) and fought democracies, but no democracies, great o
small, fought each other. Of the co

pairs (Gcrmany-Austria, Italy-France, Germany-France, Austria-Russia,

Germany-Russia, Austria-Italy), the members of the last four became in-
volved in the war on opposing sides.

Tightening alliances shap

ntiguous European great power

ed the wartime alignments (Fay 1928), save
for that of Italy, which switched allegiances by entering the conflict

against Germany and Austria. The relative power of the opposing al-
liances was nearly equal, leading to high uncertainty about which side
would win a war and thus poor prospects for deterrence. Finally, interna-
tional organizations, the third element of our Kantian model, were less

than 10 percent as fumerous as in the 1980s. There were no multipur-
pose institutions, only narrow functional or re
the Rhine Commission and
ing force for peace was
then, only economic

gional organizations such as
the Universal Postal Union, so this restrain-

quite underdeveloped. Of the Kantian influences,

greatest), this was not enough,
In sum, the Grear Wiar fits our
trade was moderately high but not

IT period, while a constellation of other circumstances—

distinct military alliances, and in-
e—raised the probability of war.
outcome, and their separate influ-

limited democra,
sufficient power fo
All these elements

, territorial conflicts,
r effective deterrenc
contributed to the
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cannot be neatly disentangled. Together, they indicate that the as-
es : ind .
- tion in Sarajevo in June 1914 provided the incident to trigger a
sassina fm r
war that was already waiting to happen.

Systemic Changes over Time

Considering the Kantian peace over B than a centur%r pr;l)videtse zlpggz;
tunities to look at the effect of changes in the international sys o
ime. How has the character of national governments, the econom
e y of trade, and the number of international organizations
lcr;’f:gr;?c; Figure 5.1, we graph over the 1?85—1992 perio}? r;xj:;m:r;t;
in the average democracy score for all states in the sys;c?rr}, t Cembei i
lateral trade-to-GDP ratio, and the average number of joint m
s shared in 1GOs. o .
tml‘t\/l’i):tldapparent is the growth in states’ partlcxpatu’);therln(j?:,nlltohf :;
drop in the late 1980s that aviras rcv?rscfl ai;tzl;szii(:;d wti:th thegglObaliza_
international organization G ;
lt?:ie(:lf‘lt[}ibzzoorf(:::y after Worldg\)(’ar I1 is evident. Ther? is httlestev;(}ertlﬁz
of a long-term trend toward greater demo<.:rac.y iun.n%crr:;ioml o
1885-1992 period. The numbc:; of cifer?locrac;iiilel: ht cee :tlury wions 7
id rise in the early decades of the tw . ,
::n‘:lly the pattern has been sporadic and V\favcllkc (}:{untulxit;r;s lzc?tle)ci
Evidence of democratization over t}:1 fu(lil penoitri:azh ; ar::taesr Of, noec
i ings that overstate the democr
;aﬂ::,olf))t'hzori:ieenth century, before suffrage was extended to women,
ethnic minorities, and those without property. o oward
Nor is there indication in our gra[?h of a loni-tcm; rend tomer
greater interdependence. Such a trend is obscured by t:vtime. Bt
the composition of our sample of countries changes :‘:.e e e tone
cluding less developed states of the periphery are u;x MeF aid e
World War I. Only with the establishment oft the A iy
does information on states’ wealth and. dyadlc.tradz z;(:;:nce one>
complete. Thus, the average level of bilateral inter feg e o
what overstated in the early years. Second, waves ot deco

" ial scientific
USee Geller and Singer 1998, chap. 8, for another application of social sc

I.
findings to account for the onset of the Great Wa
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! e OO s L L £ ated dozens of newly ierependent states in tl.le late 1950s and 1960s
=.—‘ E e . that were less democratic and less integrated into the global economy
n‘ 8 E a1 than the states already in the system, lowering the average score for
‘oo o ¢ = E IO both democracy and interdependence. Decolonization also helps to
8 ."l o, ) 8261 account for the leveling off of the number of joint memberships in
Qi .;;“:f cl61 [GOs shared by the average dyad in those years; the number of years a
| < ‘;‘ E e_Z . state has been a member of the global system is the strongest predictor of
5 © 9,..'7 B 6961 the number of its memberships in 1GOs (Jacobson, Reisinger, and Math-
l“ < “ﬂ-“' o061 ers 1986).
“! Lt E €61 Both democracy and interdependence do show a marked jump in the
(‘ e 0961 years just after World War II. The number of democracies has also grown
":,',': I steadily since the late 1970s, with a huge jump after the cold war ended.
~ e Similarly, the average level of economic interdependence as measured by
e Jicar the ratio of bilateral trade to GDP fell substantially before World Wiar I
I P and still further after that war, but rose again in subsequent years. Trade
— . grew rapidly in the 1970s before the economic downturn in the 1980s
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that so adversely affected the many developing countries. Since 1987,
growth in the number of democracies and the level of trade has corre-
sponded with a precipitous drop in the number of interstate wars, despite
the entry of many new states into the system (Marshall 1999).

Our analysis shows that higher levels of democracy, interdependence,
and IGO membership reduce conflict: those states that share these Kant-

cla bl liale

the scale for bilateral trade/GDP has been increased by three orders of magnitude and that for IGO

Figure 5.1: Trends in Average Levels of Systemic Kantian Variables, 1885-1992
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ye61 — ian qualities are less likely to become involved in conflict with one an-

1261 g’ other. But it is also reasonable to expect that when the number of

8161 % democracies increases, trade grows, and 1GOs proliferate in the interna-

g <161 -g tional system, the beneficial consequences will spill over to other pairs of

s Jeiet § states. In other words, we hypothesize that the spread of the Kantian in-

" E 6061 s fluences reduces conflict even among states that are not themselves demo-

\ \ ‘\::::“ E = g'g cratic, interdependent, or members of a large number of international
‘ % :'“ Hcoe1 & 3 organizations. Having measured the average level of the Kantian variables
‘ \ = 006t ‘5; E through time, we can begin to disentangle the effects of change in the in-

f ? ER S ternational system on the likelihood of conflict from the strictly dyadic

<> ' “‘ fi = £ 3 influences of the Kantian variables.

= (, s, 5 o8t ii’_g' Changes over time in the average level of democracy, interdependence,
¢ 9 - ?f S n o : o--"“‘" E 5881 ;2 _§ and states’ involvement in IGOs are apt to influence the norms and insti-
sgN " s 3 ;: $ IR 881 §°E tutions of the international system. Wendt (1999), for instance, contends
T[EA Uenuey dlwasdg o = & that world politics has slowly evolved from Hobbesian anarchy to a Lock-
ean system wherein the security dilemma is ameliorated by norms recog-
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nizing the right of sovereign stares to
of military force in interstate relation
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stigating international violence that disrupts trade and investment. Even
antagonistic dyads with little mutual trade, such as Israel and its Arab
neighbors, may find it prudent to avoid conflict (Friedman 1999; Brooks
2001). And if international norms and institutions for resolving disputes
grow, even nonliberal states may be impelled to use regional or interna-
tional organizations to help settle their disputes rather than accept the po-
litical, military, and economic costs that would be imposed by the liberal
community following a use of force. In these ways, increases in the Kant-
ian influences at the system level may constrain the behavior of dyads that
are not particularly democratic, interdependent, or involved in interna-
tional organizations.

To assess whether the evolution of the system affects the behavior of all
dyads, we need to determine, for example, whether change in the average
level of democracy in the system has an independent effect on the likeli-
hood of dyadic conflict, controlling for the level of democracy in each
pair of states relative to the annual average. We will conduct the same sort
of tests for interdependence and IGOs. The annual averages of democ-
racy, bilateral trade as a proportion of GDP, and joint memberships in
IGOs graphed in Figure 5.1 give us the means to do this. They record the
pervasiveness of Kantian changes in the international system and docu-
ment the success of liberal principles in the competition among nations.
In the analyses we report next, these systemic Kantian variables are iden-
tified as AVGDEMOC, AVGDEPEND, and AVGIGO. We hypothesize
that the greater these systemic averages, the more the global system will
reflect the normative and institutional constraints associated with democ-
racy, interdependence, and the rule of law. For example, we would expect
the world to be more peaceful in the 1920s, when the norms and behav-
ior of the relatively large number of democracies helped constrain even
the autocratic states. Democracies would be less influential in the 1930s
and 1940s, when their number had declined as a result of the rise of fas-
cism and communism.

To distinguish the systemic and dyadic influences of the Kantian vari-
ables, we need to create three variables that record the standing of each
dyad in each year relative to the three annual Kantian averages. These
are RELATIVEDEMOC , RELATIVEDEPEND,, and RELATIVEIGO.
They identify the dyads that are most democratic, interdependent, and
involved in intergovernmental organizations relative to the systemic aver-
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age at each point in time.!5 The average number of joint IGO mep,
berships (AVGIGO), for example, ca

international organizations through ¢
vidual dyads relative to this average

pairs that are more (or less)
year.

ptures the changing prominence of
ime, while the involvemen; of indi-

(RELATIVEIGO) identifies thog
linked through a network of IGOs in any

To summarize, we want to distinguish between the s
dyadic influences of the Kantian variables by substituting two new vari-
ables for each of the three previous Kantian measures (AVGDEMOC and
R.ELATIVEDEMOCL for DEMOC,, etc.) in our analysis. Combining
systemic and relative measures in 2 single model of conflict indicates the
relative importance of changing values of the Kantian variables through
time vis-3-vis the standing of dyads relative to the annual means at any

point in time, We expect that both the relative variables and the systemic
averages will contribute to explaining which dyads experience militarized
disputes.

ystemic and purely

Table 5.2 reports these results. As usual,
ences—alliances and relative power—is str
the probability that two states will become
43 percent and 42 percent. In addition,
temic Kantian variables are very significa
annual average of states’ involvement in
Each of the first five makes a big contrib
of militarized disputes. The effect of eac
between the relative and systemic variab|,
ables, economically imporgant trade a

Organization ties reduce conflict the mo

ductions), byt the benefits of democra

is 26 p.ercent less likely to have 4 dispute if it is more democratic than the
Systemic average. Tig of the three Systemic Kantian variables also have
Important pacific benefits. The likelihood of conflict is much lower when
the average leve] of economic interdependence i the system is high and

the impact of the realist influ-
ong. Respectively, they reduce
involved in a dispute by about
five of the six relative and sys-
nt statistically (.001 level); the
IGO:s is weakly so (.06 level).

es. Among the three relative vari-
nd the density of international
st (29 percent and 35 percent re-

RELATIVEDEMOC, - (ppag
1 = (DEMOC, - AvGD
of DEMOC;; RELATIVEDEPEND, . |

EMOC) / the standard deviation
dard deviation of DEPEND

= (DEPENDL ~ AVGDEPEND) / the stan-

LATIVEIGO = (IGO - AVGIGO) / the stan-

the standard deviations permits us to compare

International Organizations Also Reduce Conflict

ble 5.2: Percentage Change in Risk for Annual Involvement
Tables® in a Militarized Dispute, 1886-1992: .
Contiguous Dyads, Relative Relationships and Systemic Averages
On >

All variables at baseline values except:

ALLIES equals 1 B
POWER RATIO increased by one standard deviation

Dyadic relative scores:

RELATIVEDEMOC, increased by one standard deviation
RELATIVEDEPEND, increased by one standard deviation
RELATIVEIGO increased by one standard deviation

7 es: o
i}'\’/’g’g;ﬁ‘g)“é increased by one standard deviation

AVGDEPEND increased by one standard deviation
AVGIGO increased by one standard deviation
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ctively) are about as g
and 24 percent, respe i i
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level.
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ond, our results show that the peace-

trade, and to a lesser extent of IGOs,
ian subsystem and,

ing levels of demo
pairs of states,
tional system a

promoting effects of democracy ang
are important both within the Kant.
through their systemic influences, beyond it. Increg.
cracy and trade have beneficial consequences for 4|
not just for the liberal ones. States throughout the interns.
re more peaceful when democracies are more common and
there is greater economic interdependence. Only the effect of IGOs is &5

sentially limited to the states that are directly involved. The number of
IGOs worldwide does not have a dr.

amatic effect on states that are not ex.
tensively involved. Apparently, international Organizations promote peace
far more by what they do for their members than by their example or by
their influence on others,

The results reported in Table 5.2 show that the benefits of the Kantian
infl

democracy, interdependence, and participation in international organiza-
tions,

OrlIsIt Hegemony That Reduces Violence?

Throughour this book,
Kantian influences on

8feat.P°WCYS in the system, the System’s polarity, affects the incidence of
conflict. T_he}’ have also Paid close attention to the influence of the most
powerful single state: the |,

© iegemon. One prominent realist account of the
role of the hegemon is kn

own as h i ili . It holds that
the hegemon | . €gemonic stability theory. It ho.

) constrain weaker states from
€cause it is in jes inte

resorting to violence
rest

s to do so (Gilpin 1981). Realists argue that the
hegemon s influential in o,
major wars,

€ creation of the international system after
T against Napoleon or World Wars I and
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status quo leads the hegemon, as a rule, to adopt conservative policies de-
intai as it is. ‘
sgnec © mamtsazlrils:;: );:: rixxlnemational system—by breaking CCOflOInlC
i Zlar the hegemon, for example—the hegemon ha's an incen-
fe beneﬁc'l t'o the peace. The hegemon’s efforts to do this rflar'nfe.st
e mal'mamo ways. First, it uses its power to suppress wars w1t%1m its
e tfwinﬂueno::e and, through its network of allian'ccs, in the
i sphefr ; (:erest of allied states. Second, the hegemon actively deters
Sphere% ! (lin rsaries from using military force in a way that would be
pOte'mlal :lve its interests. Whether through domination or d'cterrence,
demm'e'm fE B owerful state to preserve peace in the system will depend
e ab'lhty e prelative to others. Thus, a simple but reasonable measure
e powcrf the hegemon is its share of the capabilities of all the ma-
D e ed eirlier, data regarding states’ armed forces and. t-helr
" o Asc? c;;dustry—indicators of immediately available. military
E:g;?l)lﬁtilt(i)e: ':lld the potential to develop greater I}I:ig:t ozertatxzz—}—:‘z
ject. With these data,
Zililalbledﬁ?l: ;};ivfro(r)rfeltizsh(:’_;evrvni)rnpzljative to its principal rivals for
culate
L b o malt hz ieer:s)j ttgﬁiseniff)?za hegemon. Most scholars agree thatbm
h It}lxs' o eavrz l))'efore World War I the United Kingdo'm was clos«.;r to ::
ing hegomoni han was any other country, although its power re ative :
iy il the United States declined as time passed. During t e
?mh Germanylzr;9—39 the United States clearly had greater ec'onomlai
ls:rt::gvtt :r:l, military p:)tential than the United Kingdom, bu: tl}::l alc)tous !
military capabilities were about equal‘. l\.'lorem{er, ;heitizoigt: i}:w()lvcmem
tion of the United States and its isolationist policy lim o
in the central European system. Consequently, we :1c::1 phegemonic nent
(Organski and Kugler 1980) that Britain.was morelln;; a;’ e be
any other power during the interwar period as well. " Wzr I veriod, it o
said to have been truly hegemonic in the post—Wor oy we e the
the United States (Russett 1985; Onea..l.1'989). Clc:ns;q S e
proportion of the major powers’ capabl!mes held y the S s and
as the measure of the hegemon’s porller in th:ftﬁer:tlsglztsy y
that held by the United States for the years . enc in
This sys):emic indicator (HEGPOWER) dr0ppedtf;0ﬂll9331 .pAmerica’s
1885 to 14 percent in 1913; it fell below 11 percent by




186 Triangulating Peace

hegemony is evident immediately following World War I1 when it con.
trolled 52 percent of the major powers’ capabilities. The U.S.
26 percent by the early 19805 but rose to 29 percent with th
the Soviet Union in 1992, These movements are consistent w
ment of historians, so our measure seems valid.

A related perspective on the international system is known as power
transition theory. Originally developed by A. E K. Organski (1968), it,
too, draws attention to the power of the hegemon to constrain other
states from resorting to military force. When many others believed an
equal balance of power led to peace, Organski stressed the argument that
it was an imbalance of power (or power preponderance) that made the
use of force either unnecessary (for the strong) or impractical (for the
weak). Power transition theory has also emphasized the role that states
satisfaction with the statys quo plays in explaining who resorts to vio-
lence. It predicts that states rising in power will challenge a hegemon only
if they are dissatisfied with the international system the hegemon domi-

ntly extended this argument in an ef-
cace within power transition theory.

ght less, they contend, because the
hegemonic power has been a democracy since the end of the Napoleonic
Wars. First Britain, and then the United States, they argue, used its power
to structure the international System so that benefits accrued dispropor-
tionately to itself and o its mostly democratic allies. Thus, democracies’
satisfaction with the starys quo created by the most powerful state (a
democracy) and reinforced by jts system of alliances is said to account for

share fell 1
€ collapse of

ith the judg-

Democracies have historically fou

the peace among democratic dya

d that of the hegemon. They do this with a
on (tau-b). The more similar the list of one
the hegemon’s allies, the more that state will
, nees for the management of the jnternational
_systf.:m, the more it wil] assist the leading state in this effort, and the more
i€ will be rewarded by the hegemon. Like Lemke and Reed, we also cre-
ated a r?easure of the satisfaction each pair of states feels for the status
quo. 'I.'hxs measure of joint satisfaction (SATISFIED) indicates the degree
to which each dyad is content with the distribution of benefits achieved
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der the leadership of the dominant state.!” If power transition theory is
ert : |
. the more satisfied two states are, the less likely they are to fight
rrect ‘ : ;
B h ;more if it is satisfaction with the status quo and not democi;lgy
rthe ) ' ) —
o hat accounts for the democratic peace, then the variable SA .
rset : T
?I:ED ill be significant when added to our model of conflict and, in
w .
1l not be.
sures of democracy wi
resence, our mea Ny )
’ Both ,hegemonic stability theory and power transition theory hold th.
. i emon is
he international system will be more peaceful when the. hl:gh °
[ C . . . c e-
relative to its chief rivals. There is another way in which the g
stron: 531 : o
gmight affect the level of conflict in the system. It might t:ianb
- i about
ions to other states. When the most powerful state is co;lllcern.e >0
o for its allies, its rivals,
i ikely to be consequences for ,
A };l tates Theqadage “When elephants fight
its rivals’ alli d even neutral states. ;
its rivals” allies, an . . e
it is the grass that suffers” captures this phenomenon. It is also pos .u, :
o i i es will be
tinue the metaphor, that when small animals fight, big on .
da 1 1 in ongoin
drawn in. Large states, including the hegemon, may intervene o lgty ti
‘ ee an opportu
icts i aller states because they s
conflicts involving sm ; . . S
achieve gains or avoid losses. In either way, international tensio y
contagious. e of i
ch assess this view by creating a measure of the hegemor(lij sen. ot
i i ’s defense expenditures by 1
i i the leading state’s de
own security. We divide . rures By =
gross domestic product. Thus, the variable HEGDEFE:ISd he share
i en
of GDP the hegemon devotes to defense spending. The b it bears 9
e o
maintain its military establishment indicates the hegemon’s ¢ comm with
. = en
the state of the international system: the ratio of military exp pcloure v
i n
GDP will rise when the hegemon perceives greater dantflers t; o e
is is that the
its interests seem less threatened.'® Our hypothesis 1sh " emfn oy
tem will experience more numerous disputes when t Zl gd T e
ili so
mitting more of its resources to the military. We can

ach state
To create the variable SATISFIED, we added 1 " :h'e ;a‘;;bti‘vzzr:ccf:::toge(her.
ina dyad, to make this measure positive, and then 'multhhe tt;c Conelates of War
BInformation on military expenditures is aveulabk;l .fro;n e tated wich changes
Project. Changes in the hegemon’s defense bm:den are lghT)}lle reat powes seem 1
in the average defense burden for all the major powers. o coi B i —
agree when tensions are high in the international system. . ca;lie;,
be a manifestation of the security dilemma, which was discusse
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how widespread this phenomenon is. Is the effect largely confined to rel;
tions between the hegemon and other states in the system,
leader’s sense of its security also significantly influence the |j
dyadic conflict for its allies or even for states unallied with th
In the next analysis,
bility and power prepo
as the power of the lea,

or does the
kelihood of

¢ hegemon?
we assess the central claim of both hegemonic sta-

nderance theory: that conflict becomes more likely
ding state declines relative to the capabilities of its
chief rivals.'” We also test Lemke and Reed’s suggestion that it has been
the power of the (democratic) hegemon to reward its allies that accounts
for the democratic peace. To do this, we add to the systemic analysis dis-
cussed earlier two new variables. One is our indicator of the power of
the hegemon relative to the capabilities of all the major powers (HEG-
POWER); the second is our measure of the joint satisfaction of the two
states in each dyad with the international system (SATISFIED). It is ap-
propriate theoretically to include both in the same equation. If the hege-
mon can regulate the level of confljct in the international system, then its
influence should be greatest with those states with which it is most closely

allied. Also,

neutral effect, however,
(Britain) to prevent the
IL In an analysis not re
became strongly positive when the first year
dropped from the data set. Then,

incidence of disputes in

ty of a weakened hegemon

outbreak of systemwide wars, World Wars I and
ported in the table, the effect of hegmonic power
of each of the world wars was
hegemony was positively related to the
the system, and the relationship was statistically
hegemonic power does not dampen
more normal periods of international

are no big wars among the major powers. Rather, the

1 .

spi;?:el;.gﬁansm 1968 Modelsk 1966; Gilpin 1981 Kugler and Lemke 2000
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fe 5.3: Percentage Change in Risk for Annual Involvement
Table s> in a Militarized Dispute, 1886-1992:
Contiguous Dyads, Dyadic and Systemic Influences

(1) 2 )
7 Systemic Kantian, Systemic Kantian,
TSI IDL L I;egemonic Power, Hegemon’s Defense
et Satisfaction Burden
adic variables:
I%WER RATIO increased by one . o
standard deviation
ALLIES increased by one standard » s
deviation .
RELATIVEDEMOC, increased by s Y
one standard deviation
RELATIVEDEPEND, increased by 2 _27
one standard deviation
RELATIVEIGO increased by one N a4
standard deviation
Kantian systemic variables:
AVGDEMOOC increased by one s s
standard deviation
AVGDEPEND increased by one s %0
standard deviation
AVGIGO increased by one standard 1o 0
deviation
Realist systemic variables: n
Hegemonic power increased by one .
standard deviation (HEGPOWER) +0.
Joint satisfaction increased by one B
standard deviation (SATISFIED)d . 2
Hegemon’s defense burden increased by v
one standard deviation (HEGDEFENSE)

. i Its of a Pax
level of dyadic conflict rises. There is no evidence in thCS:nli'ZSl:m:) ficy and
Britannica or Pax Americana, contrary to both hegem

transition theories. ' . Pres
Povltleorr :::es the hegemon itself avoid conflict. T-he United rSsté;t;:ndcpen_
ample, fought twelve international wars during its 2hl7 yzzme P
dence, from 1783 to 1999. But one-third (four) of those
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fifty-five years when it could be describe
and Vietnam) occurred during the cold
Serbia) came during the single decade,
United States was the only superpower.

Neither is there any evidence thar states’ satisfaction with the staps
quo accounts for the democratic peace. The measure of joint satisfaction
is statistically insignificant (:39 level), while the strong effects of democ-
racy, through both the relative and systemic measures, are still very pow-
erful and significant influences on the likelihood of conflict. It seems clear
that the character of their political institutions and culture accounts for
the separate peace among democracies, not the satisfaction they are said
to have with the internarional System. It appears that power transition
theory exaggerates the ability of even the strongest state to shape the in-
ternational system for its benefi and the benefit of its allies. As in the
previous analysis (reported in Table 5.2),
dependence variables and a high average
level of IGO membership are stjll closely
conflict, as are alliances and the bilateral bal

Finally, we ask whether the hegemon’s sense of its own security, as in-
dicated by the pro

_ portion of its GDP devoted to defense expenditures
(HEGDEFENSE), js associated with a heightened danger of conflict
globally. As shown in the second column of Table 5.3, the defense burden
of the leading stare js closely associated with the risk of disputes. Indeed,
the effect is quite large: an increase of one standard deviation in the ratio

3 . - - :
of the hegemon’s defense expenditures to its GDP raises the risk of a
percent.

d as a hegemon. Two (in Koreg
war era, and two (with Iraq and

from 1990 to 1999, when the

the relative and average trade
and especially a high relative
related to the probability of
ance of power.2

or significant only for the heg

fate analysis,
to0o,

emon or its allies. In a sepa-
we confirmed that other states,
hegemon is concerned with its

i oting a large portion of its wealth to military
Preparations. Apparendy,

it is true, as the African proverb suggests, that
the grass suffers when elephants fight.

1ot reported in the table,
€Xperience more disputes when the
OWn security and s dey,

2 . .
Alternative specificatio

ns for evaluatin
Status quo plays made litele

g the role that states’ satisfaction with the
difference,
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:n. the dyadic realist variables—relative po.wer and .allianct:s—havc
Agam', e and all the systemic and relative Kantian variables re-
subsantl eff?a? important and staristically significant at the .001’1evel
ma Subsmnft o )i,n thFi)s last test, even the systemic measure of states’ par-
o bett'er. I'n - national organizations makes a substantial diffe.rence (a
e e ) i the likelihood that a pair of states will become mvolve.cl
? Pe‘_cem cug mtrolling for the hegemon’s defense spending makes this
"t dl'spute.' e s ificant. Perhaps the effectiveness of IGOs depends
gemic b . ers’ not feeling a need to develop—and presum-
i[;)lpart o I:reg:l ?Loc;ef)c;:dent military means for protecting and promot-
ably use—large,
R — rted in this section provide consistent, clcaf evidence
Thl: analysisorfeg?e leading state, the so-called hegemon, has licele cffecf
. ; i f dyadic conflict. There is in our results, then, no sup
PN 3 sthility theory. Power transition theory is correct that
ror h;cg:ar::: l:f power leads to peaceful dyadic relations.; our restii::
on e ©
jegiea[tjedly show that an imbalance of power w1thmt aod):;ls 1;1:rle)jievmg
prospects for peace. But power transition t‘heory, 0 ;nces s oon
that this dyadic effect has important systemic consequl tion,s o
erful state will be able or willing to E;le.y mte::;teemrz : g o
e system. In short, the benefits of having a =2
i:c szstem appear to be hugely overrated—or ;v?n P;:;rese(;fﬁ;sispmes e
lier, except for the onset of the world wars, }: e 11}1121 O roun
actually higher in the period 1885-1992 VA ttes " %h e o
Having more democracies and more tradmg ;t.e;i s
other hand, significantly reduces the probability -
states that are not democratic or dependent upon trade.

)
Coercion or Persuasion?

n they are
Just how the Kantian systemic effects work—wbether Zr:e‘t’:;:lg thaZ can
due more to coercion, persuasion, or examplﬁ—.-ls no:—c using. A clue to
be established by the kind of statistical analysis ‘;Icof Antonio Gramsci
this important inquiry is provided by the wor -
(Hoare and Smith 1971), who dcvelopffd thehcon\c/:[r)l the most powerful
mony” many years ago. Gramsci recogfuzec.l t al: emcans s i
do not get their way solely (or even primarily) by
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true whether we are thinking of individuals in

or states in the international system. Ins
the powerful, in Gramsci’s view,

: maintain their position by shaping e
desires and perceptions of others

saciety, a small group, groups in

tead of resorting to force,

autocracy and the state dominar;
the pr i i
o p eli:etr;nces, perceptions, and choices of states throughout the system
rou . . .
‘ g1 the network of internationa] Institutions that support and extend
‘emocracy and the globalized economy. Thus,
tions are involved, and a5

both norms and institu-
! noted before,
ily be separated.

their separate effects cannot read-

sight is sound: there js no lo

n
of liberal democracy vis-

nger significant debate over the relative merits
é—Yls either communism or fascism. Surely, many
nomics can best be o,

has been recorded. Boutros Boutros-Ghalj

ut
our emplrlCa.l l'eSll.lts pl‘ondc powelfill evlde"
C Inter pe[l(lel[(: |]llg intern.
nomy te, de <, a.nd Cooldlna
m
(< Important t dl sucCess fthls mon
Or (¢] [ (o) 0. umen

capabilities, We Teturn to the uses and limits of b,
o

ce that democracy, eco-
ational organizations are
tal task than are military
egemony in future chap-

International Organizations Also Reduce Conflict
The Three Kantian Legs

The analyses of this chapter, combined with those‘of previous chapters,
indicate that each of the three elements.of t.he Kantian peac.e makes a sta-
istically significant, independent contribution to peacc::ful interstate rela-
tions. These pacific benefits are evident even wh.cn the influences of ot.hcr
theoretically interesting, potentially confoundm.g factors—geographical
contiguity, alliances, relative capabilitles,. cc'onor.mc' growth, etc.—are h.eld
constant. More important than the statistical sxgmﬁcance of the Kanua.n
variables is their substantive importance. Increasing any one of the dyz?dlc
measures by a standard deviation, as shown in Table 5.1, reduces t}Te like-
lihood of a militarized dispute by more than 20 percent. Even w1th. the
addition of our measure of states’ participation in [GOs, there.contu.lue
to be important pacific benefits from democracy and eco?omlcally im-
portant trade. The independent contributions of the Kantlar‘x factors are
sufficiently great that they are not masked by th.e correl:'mons among
these variables. Democracy, interdependence, and international law and
organizations are mutually reinforcing, as we have noted, but to a dc_gr:e,
one element can compensate for weakness in the others. The magnitude
of their combined effect is, however, particularly strikirfg. The llk?lxhood
of a dispute falls by 71 percent if all three variables are increased simulta-
neously above their baseline rates. e

The pacific benefits of the Kantian factors are most cl.early exemplifie
in the contemporary international system by the experience of Western
Europe. There, all three elements have become . progrcsswely stronffl:r
since the end of World War I1. Consequently, a region that was frequcn- y
at war now is a stable zone of peace. Yet the contributions of t.he Kantian
forces are not limited to that area, although their relative importance
varies across time as well as across regions. The ten states of: So.utheast
Asia are attempting, through ASEAN and other regional orgamzatlc;r;;, 8t)o
build a network of economic interdependence and IGOs ({\charya B).
This may, in time, establish at least a rudimentary secunfy commt;n;t:1
despite continuing differences in their political systems, which 'rangg: 1'u "
quite democratic (Philippines, Thailand, and possibly Indonesia) ; 1'00 nges
mixed regimes (Cambodia, Malaysia, and Singapore) to autocratic
(Brunei, Laos, Vietnam, and Myanmar). teoree

The Kantian elements certainly support each other, so to someh g N(;
one element may be able to compensate for the weakness of another.
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single element, however, should be expected to carry all the burden, Ind;,

and Pakistan, for example, share a long border and a territorial dispute

over Kashmir of more than fifty years duration. They are not allied and
have always obtained military assistance from different quarters (India

from the Soviet Union, Pakistan from China and the United State ). Al
though India is stronger,

the power imbalance between them is not great
(.75 to 1 in 1990). Their level of mutual trade to GDP was less than
one-tenth the median for contiguous states, and they shared membership
in just thirteen IGOs, as compared with an average of thirty-one for
contiguous states. Under these circumstances, even when Pakistan was
relatively democratic, it would have been foolhardy to depend on joint
democracy as the sole means to prevent war or other forms of militarized
dispute.

Historically, the benefits of the Kantian principles are most evident in
the post-World War II era, when all three made important contributions
to the peacefulness of interstate relations. The peace-inducing effect of
democracy was weak before about 1895, burt it was even stronger in
the interwar years than it was during the cold war era. Interdependence
has had the most consistent benefits over the three periods—pre-World
War I, the interwar years, and post—World War II. Its effect in reducing
conflict was greatest during the cold war and interwar years and some-
what less before World War | Data for the early post—cold war years in-

dicate that the benefits of democracy especially have continued past the

end of the cold war, The benefit of IGOs was greatest prior to World
War I, when, however, their small number limited their effect. Interna-
tional organizations did not decrease the likelihood of conflict in the in-
terwar years but have been an important force for peace in the years after

1945. International organizations have broadened their functions and
deepened their powers. The sy

pranational aspects of the EU and the pow-
ers of the WTO for resolving trade disputes are new. Even the often de-
rided UN is a far more influential organization than was the earlier
Lca.gue of Nations, IGOs today are more complex and effective than were
their predecessors. Perhaps the real strength of international organizations
as a force for peace is o]

Y emerging. There is, then, some variation in the
strength of the Kantian effects ovi

er time, although the overall picture is
fferences.

one of consistency rather than dj
Distinguishing the influences
the standings of each dyad relati

of the Kantian systemic averages from
ve to the annual averages makes the ben-

_ ’
Triangulating Peace
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fits of democracy and trade evident cross-nationally and through time.
f[‘he international system is more peaceful wheri there are more democra-
cies and when trade is more important economically. All pairs of states—
even those not democratic or interdependent—beco.me lefs dispute-p:(ne
at these times. The systemic effects of 1GOs :ire dlsceirmble but .we. er.
Our results suggest that the pacific beneﬁt. of mterna.tlonaI orbglan:atlions
apply largely to their members, though this measure is probafy the eziis;:
satisfactory of our three Kantian variables. There have bec:nf ehwcbr soc;i !
scientific studies of the contribution of IGO:s to peace th:in i) the bene
of democracy or interdependence. Qur measure of iheir 1mp?rta}r11c§;n:i
simple count of joint memberships, ignores obvious differjnccs in ; ;n "
portance of intergovernmental organizations. l.Xlso, we do not eh "
the contribution of nongovernmental organizations. Much more theor
ical work and empirical study is needed in this area. o
Some realist influences also significantly affect the likelihoo of yaw :_
disputes. Greater distance between two states, a prcporllder(;mceaoreiiced
by one, and minor power status are all consistently re ate f;o iced
chance of conflict. This is not surprising. Thc Kariti:i.n in uenceiW e
not abolished power politics. Alliances WG influential in t-l;ie post— " f;)ict_
War 11 period but only then. Their ffulurc to have a signi canitS ;10 e
reducing effect prior to the cold war is pf:rhaps our r;iost sui'par1 o i o
ing. Realist influences at the level of the internationa system e
difference. Both world wars occurred when Britain, .the hegemor}nll N e:
was weakened. Yet hegemony does not work consistently, as the alegc-
monic stability and power transition theories suggest. Iil mo‘;:. norr:lw :en
riods of international relations, there were more militarized sp:l.l:e el
the hegemon was powerful than when it was weak. On t:'e oer e;l ilitar},,
when the hegemon feels threatened (:as evidenced b)t'h 1ghtcm hary
spending), the likelihood of disputes rise throughout ehsys c c.loes ”
seems to owe less to the systemic effects of hegemony than 1
strengthened Kantian influences. o .
Some of these results may displease political 1c.leologues ouhs i
left or the right. Both may feel comfortable with our Zinationa] "8
democracy to peace. The benefits of either f:ree trade or ;‘nr i
ganizations may be more unsettling to one side or ti}e ;:t eC;)nomiC e
liberals may applaud the role of IGOs but,.aw‘are of ¢ et ietion T et
cations and inequalities associated with capitalist compe ative,s one &
accept that markets, too, can encourage peace. Conserv b
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downplay the importance of international organizations,
the opposite bias. Nonetheless, in this chapter,

roles intergovernmental organizations can play t
lier chapters,

are apt to haye

we have considered the
0 promote peace. In ear
we explored theories linking democracy and economic in-
terdependence to a reduction in international conflict. Now a variety of
empirical analyses support those theorerical expectations.

Our effort to understand the complex influences that shape interstate

relations is far from complete. It is important to develop a more complete

understanding of the ways many of the influences we have considered, in-

cluding such realist factors as alliances, interact with one another. We will
explore some of those interactions in the next chapter. There is a great
need for theoretically informed case studies to expand our understanding,
Crises like the one that preceded World War I need to be examined in de-

tail, but other situations where the use of force was avoided or not even

considered must also be studied. Understanding the causes of war re-

quires not only an appreciation of sit
was narrowly avoided, but of situatio
that political decision makers serio

stand not just the circumstances that have led to particular wars, but also

how countries with important differences on serious matters have avoided
military action,

For many years, Americans, British, and Canadians, like Swedes and
Norwegians, have had conflicts of interest, but the threat of military force
has not played a role in their relations. For half a century now; this has
been true also of Western Europe, despite its horrible experiences in the

preceding decades. The Unijted States and Japan have significant disagree-
ments, especially over trade jssy

es, but the Americans do not expect Japan
to bomb Pear] Harbor again,
States to drop nuclear weapo

and the Japanese do not expect the United
0s on their cities. Both countries have ab-
sorbed painful lessons from the past. A Kantjan system has been built in
these and other Spots on the globe. It can be the base for further expan-
sion of democracy, interdependence, and cooperation in international or-
ganizations. We ex
consolidating the

plore some of the paths and hurdles to expanding and
Kantian system in the following chapters.

uations where violence erupted, or
ns where violence was not an option
usly considered. We need to under-

Virtuous Cireles and Indirect Influences

International
Organizations

2NN

Economic
R Interdependence

et e et
well as direct. For instance, if democracies . .
cally important trade join the same IGOs, anzliblf ll(clf)s fiﬁ:i::esutl):;n
democracy and trade, then we have a set of.fee .acl [i e
virtuous circles. Or if democracies are cspecxal!y lxke‘y to 1: S
other and trade reduces disputes, democracy is having a ertlien e
rect impact on the reduction of conﬂict——through Pilon:; Ot}gm s
as well as the direct effect we have already 'c(?nSl'dC;C . fict hampers
bility, mentioned in Chapter 4, is that militarize COt 4 indiouting
trade between states, so the evidence we 'have presente e
that trade reduces conflict might be capturing the rev<‘:’rvst<;l :,af TeOn
tion. A similar question arises if peace pr.omotes lt‘teﬁi'OOd of peace. In-
well as growing contacts in IGOs increasing the li el lti(;ns e strong in
deed, we expect in the last two cases that causal rclt(sa AR
both directions, producing another set of feedbacks i
system.






