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The Democratic Peace:

Strong Statistics,
Weak Theory

n his international bestseller The Great Illusion, Norman Angell

(1910) forecasted the end of protracted major-power war because

large-scale warfare in the industrial age, he maintained, would incur
such huge costs that it would be ruinous for both victors and van-
quished. Great-power war in the Clausewitzian sense was presumed to
be a remnant of a bygone preindustrial era. Angell’s conclusions were
not unlike those of Ivan Bloch’s (1899) near the turn of the previous
century. Bloch posited that given the destructiveness of military tech-
nology and the economic costs of sustained large-scale combat, major-
power war had become obsolete. For both Angell and Bloch, what was
left was to educate the political and military elites of the major powers
to understand the changed reality of warfare. Near the turn of the twen-
ty-first century, international relations scholars forecasted the end of
war among democratic states, not because warfare among these states
was highly destructive, necessarily, but because their democratic sys-
tems of government acted as a brake on warfare among them. They
insisted that the conflict-dampening impact of shared democracy was
so great that for the community of democratic states, war in the
Clausewitzian sense was a remnant of a bygone era.

Though World War I dealt a death blow to Angell’s speculation
and showed that the lessons Bloch drew regarding the futility of pro-
tracted international war were largely lost on the leaders of the major
powers, the “democratic peace proposition” has been celebrated in the
present era, which has been marked by a half-century hiatus from
major-power war—a period of major-power peace longer than any
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since the end of the Napoleonic Wars. In this context the proposition

has gained increased support among scholars while withstanding

repeated attempts to refute empirically its primary claim that there isa

significant negative relationship between the level of democracy

between two states and their likelihood of fighting each other. Further,

unlike Angell’s and Bloch’s pronouncements, which were largely

ignored by the ‘major powers as they fine-tuned their mobilization

plans prior to World War I, the democratic peace proposition has not

been lost on policymakers but has become central to the grand strate-

gy of the world’s lone superpower. Actually, since the end of World

War 11, U.S. presidents have consistently given at least a modicum of
support to the promotion of democracy abroad as a U.S. foreign poli-

cy goal within the overall strategy of containment.! For example,

NATO—the institutional embodiment of the containment strategy—
states in its preamble that it is “founded on the principles of democra-
cy, individual liberty and the rule of law.” Advocacy of the promotion
of democracy continued after the Cold War in George H. Bush’s “new
world order,” which, inter alia, supported the promotion of democracy
among adversaries as a means of encouraging peace and security.
Bush stated that “democrats in the Kremlin can assure our security in
a way nuclear missiles never could” (cited in Weart, 1998: 291). But it
was the Clinton administration that elevated the encouragement of
democracy from an ancillary desideratum of U.S. foreign policy to a
central precept of U.S. grand strategy. In what one scholar has called
“y textbook case of arbitrage between the ivory tower and the real
world” (Gowa, 1999: 109), Clinton converted the democratic peace
proposition into a “security policy manifesto” by making it the center-
piece of his post-Cold War democratic enlargement strategy.? Given
the pronouncements during the presidential campaign and during the
early part of his administration, George W. Bush appears similarly
committed to the promotion of democracy abroad as a key element of
his foreign policy strategy.

In this chapter, I introduce the reader to the two main variants of
the democratic peace proposition, the dyadic and monadic versions,
and discuss some problems with the two prominent theoretical expla-
nations of the democratic peace. After discussing the inconsistencies in
these theoretical explanations, I show how recent studies have attempt-
ed to reconcile them with emergent evidence supportive of both ver-
sions. However, these studies are beset by various research design
problems. I will outline these as well, discussing how they have neces-
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sita_ted a reevaluation of the democratic peace proposition. This reeval-
uation forms the core focus of this study.

Exp.la.ining the Dyadic Democratic Peace
Proposition: Structural and Cultural Arguments

Simply stated, the democratic peace proposition (hereafter, the DPP)
contends that democratic states are less likely than nondemoératic states
to fight wars against each other (Small and Singer, 1976; Rummel
1979; Maoz and Abdolali, 1989; Maoz and Russett, 19,92 1993"
Russett, 1993; Ray, 1995). This thesis relates to the interaction’ of twc;
states, a dyad, and has come to be known as the dyadic DPP. The dyadic
DPP drew its earliest empirical support from Babst’s (1964, 1972)
researcl'l, which was substantiated and brought to the attention o’f main-
stream international relations scholars by Small and Singer (1976) and
later Rummel (1979) before gaining much more attention—and even
greater support—with the publication in the 1980s of several studies in
the Journal of Conflict Resolution (Rummel, 1983; Chan, 1984; Weede
1984; Maoz and Abdolali, 1989), Philosophy and Public Aﬁair; (Doyle,
1983.ab), and the American Political Science Review (Doyle, 1986). Thei
dyadic DPP has been empirically supported in multivariate analyses
tha‘g control for a variety of potentially confounding and intervening
variables (Bremer, 1992, 1993; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, 1992;
Maoz and Russett, 1992, 1993; Russett, 1993; Oneal and Russett’ 1997’
1999abc, 2000; Henderson, 1998a, 2001; Russett et al. ,2000"
Henderson and Tucker, 2001). Though there have been challeng’es from,
detractors (Small and Singer, 1976; Cohen, 1994; Layne, 1994; Owen
1994; Spiro, 1994; Farber and Gowa, 1995, 1997; Jame’s et al,. 1999',
Gowa, 1999; Henderson, 1999a; Gartzke, 1998, 2000), the rob;lsmess’
of the dyadic DPP has been largely confirmed in the empirical literature
on world politics (Thompson and Tucker, 1997ab; Oneal and Russett
1999ac, 2000; Russett and Oneal, 2001). This confirmation is so stron(;
that it seems to validate the perception among some scholars that joinbt
democracy is a “sufficient condition for peace” (Gleditsch, 1995a: 318)
and the democratic peace thesis is “as close as anything we have to an
empirical law in world politics™ (Levy, 1989: 88). -
.The dyadic DPP is reputedly one of the most powerful nontauto-
logical, nontrivial empirical findings in world politics (Russett, 1993);
however, the theoretical explanations for the phenomenon are, neithel"
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as straightforward nor as convincing as the statistical evidence.
Theoretical explanations for the democratic peace emphasize either
structural/institutional factors or cultural/normative factors in prevent-
ing war between democracies (Rummel, 1983; Doyle, 1986, 1997;
Morgan and Campbell, 1991; Morgan and Schwebach, 1992; Maoz and
Russett, 1993; Russett, 1993; Kober, 1994; Owen, 1994; Weart, 1994,
1998; Ray, 1995).3 The former posits that institutional constraints on
the decisionmaking choices of democratic leaders make it difficult for
them to use force in their foreign policies and act as a brake on conflict
with other democracies.* The latter assumes that democracies are less
disposed to fight each other due to the impact of their shared norms that
proscribe the use of violence between them. Various analysts have
attempted to determine which of these theoretical arguments best
accounts for the democratic peace, with often-contradictory results.
While some authors find that structural arguments are more COIM-
pelling, others insist that cultural arguments are more convincing. - -
For example, Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman (1992) suggest the
greater salience of institutional factors in the democratic peace (also
see Morgan and Schwebach, 1992; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1999;
Schultz, 1999). They postulate that leaders in democratic states incur
higher political costs for using force than their counterparts in nondem-
ocratic states. In addition, democratic institutions ensure that dissidents
in democracies incur lower COSts for their actions than those in non-
democracies, and, therefore, it is easier for them to mobilize opposition
to their democratic leaders’ use of force abroad. The relative trans-
parency of democratic governments ostensibly makes it easier for their
leaders to observe that their democratic rivals are “restrained from
using force too readily™; therefore, amicable settlements of disputes are
more likely (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, 1992: 158). Drawing on
data from 707 European dyads from 1816 to 1970, Bueno de Mesquita
and Lalman find support for this institutionalist version of the DPP.
On the other hand, Maoz and Russett’s (1993) study examines.the
relative strength of institutional and normative explanations of the
democratic peace. They specify separate indicators of both concepts.
Their measures of institutional factors include the degree to which
power is concentrated in the hands of one individual or group, the
degree of constraint on the executive, the extent of political centraliza-
tion, and the scope of government actions. Their measures of normative
factors include the political stability of the state in terms of the duration
of the political regime and the extent of political violence in the state.
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In the%r analysis of more than 19,000 observations of postwar dyads
th.ey find 'that although institutional factors are negatively assoc}ilateci
with i:lyadlc war, cultural norms account for dyadic peace more gener-
ally (i.e., both dispute escalation and war involvement). They corTclude
that cultural norms form the hub around which the democratic peac
revolves (also see Weart, 1994, 1998), peaee
In l'ight of the robust statistical support for the dyadic DPP, the lack
Sf cor}S}stency with regard to the putative theoretical explanatio’ns of this
empl'ncal law” is rather surprising. We are left, then, with a powerful
empmcal finding without an equally compelling theoretical justification
for it. Ot.hers go further to argue that neither theoretical argument used
to explain the DPP is convincing (e.g., see Layne, 1994; Polachek
1997). For example, Gates et al. (1996: 4) quarrel with the i’nstitutionai
con§tramts argument, which, for them, appears to rely too much “on an
Erﬂlgh.tenment faith in the pacific preferences of free citizens” while
assuming that these preferences are exogenous and that decisionmakers
a(.:t.ually follow them. Further, they allege that it is not at all clear wh
citizens’ .aversion to interstate conflict is “only evident in cases of Z
d.emocr?nc adversary” but does not preclude conflict with nondemocra-
cies, third party interventions, or colonial expahsion. Cultural argu-
mc?nts, for Gates et al. (1996: 5), do not adequately fill the theoreti%al
void left by institutionalist rationalizations; in fact, normative/cultural
argumentg for them, actually teeter on tautology: “Relations between
democr?nc states are peaceful because they are informed by a common
perce.ptlon that democracies are peaceful.” They conclude that the dem-
gcrat%c peace literature “lacks a firm theoretical foundation that can
identify a convincing causal mechanism” (also see James et al., 1999)
Se\{eral democratic peace scholars have attempted to reco.r,lcile th;s
Fwo major theoretical arguments with a hybrid that shows that they are
@ factz complementary. For example, Owen (1994) asserts that liberai
1dez}s in democracies generate liberal ideologies that proscribe war
against other democracies while promoting institutions that encourage
free and open debate of important issues. The combination of the%e
forces, ‘for Owen, constrains democratic governments from fightin
wars with other democracies. Owen focuses on the role of elite irce %
tions of the “democratic-ness” of the adversary as an intervening factgr
between shared democracy and conflict; however, the manner by which
the processes he outlines reduce conflict is not apparent. For example
he mjnntains that “liberalism is . . . more tolerant of its own kind” I;nci
that “once liberals accept a foreign state as a liberal democracy, they
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adamantly oppose war against that state” (p. 95). This thesis, for Owen,
follows from liberal premises but in such an idiosyncratic way that
democracy is pretty much in the eye of the beholder.> For example,
among Owen’s cases, he cites Franco-American relations from 1796 to
1798 wherein U.S. perceptions of France as a liberal democracy, osten-
sibly, quelled tensions between the two countries. Beyond the fact that
it is quite a stretch to label the United States in the eighteenth century
as democratic, Owen (1994: 105) himself maintains that “France [dur-
ing the 1790s] does not qualify by my definition as a liberal democra-
cy.” If joint democracy is largely determined by perceptions—and in
this case misperceptions—such that its alleged conflict-dampening
impact is manifest even when both states are clearly not democratic,
then it follows that the “liberal peace” is less a “perpetual peace” as
Kant suggested and more a “perceptual peace.” This begs the question
of the role of perceptions—as opposed to regime type—in internation-
al conflict, while failing to provide a compelling explanation for the
democratic peace.

Further, Owen’s (1994: 95) assertion that “liberalism is . . . more
tolerant of its own kind” exposes an unsavory as well as a potentially
conflict-exacerbating tendency among democracies—especially
Western democracies. For example, Oren (1995: 151) argues that “the
democratic peace proposition is not about democracy per se; rather, it
should be understood as a special case of an argument about peace
among polities that are similar relative to some normative bench-
marks.” What is “special” about the benchmarks that indicate democ-
racy, for Oren, is that they represent “our kind.” The designation of
“our kind,” I submit, often transcends regime type and draws largely on
the cultural characteristics of the rival society. Specifically, among cul-
turally ‘dissimilar disputants, the conflict-dampening impact of joint
democracy may be undermined by racist or ethnocentric animus on the
part of decisionmakers, which Weart (1998: 221) observes as a poten-
tial “weak point” in the democratic peace because it may promote
“aggressive imperialism” on the part of a strong democracy that
attempts to “enforce its hegemony over other peoples.”

In a similar vein, Russett (1993: 17) argues that “Western ethno-
centric attitudes at the time” prevented normative (or institutional) con-
straints from forestalling the United States from fighting the
Philippines War of 1899 against an arguably democratic adversary.
Russett (1993) seems to agree with Weart (1998: 242) that the major
influence that “may undermine peace between approximately republi-

The Democratic Peace 7

can regimes” is the misperception of leaders, which biases them against
those that are politically, economically, or culturally different
‘Each of these authors agrees that the biased perceptions ;)f demo-
cratic leader§ have not resulted in interstate warfare between two clear-
ly democran‘c states, although their analyses imply that democracies
may pursue upperialist wars against relatively egalitarian adversaries
The latter point has rarely been investigated systematically because;
ana.lysts of the DPP—and more positivist-oriented scholars in world
pOhth.tS, more generally—have largely ignored imperialist and anti-
colonial wars when examining the DPP (I undertake such an analysis in
Chapte'r 4). Nevertheless, it is clear that Owen’s attempted synthesis of
normative and institutional explanations of the DPP (as well as
Russett’s ar.1d Weart’s assumptions) rests on the primacy of perceptions
as a factor in joint democratic conflict, and his conclusions rise or fall
on tpe merits of arguments about the role of perceptions and misper-
ceptions in international conflict, in general. °
Although hardly conclusive, the literature on these relationships
suggests th.at in many cases democratic states suffer from problems gf
misperception as readily as nondemocratic states (see Holsti et al., 1968;
Jervis, 1976; Levy, 1983; Stoessinger, 1998). It is not clear from E)wen’s,
analyses (F)r Weart’s and Russett’s, for that matter) the manner by which
democyames overcome the problems of misperception in order to avoid
war Wltl.l each other. These arguments seem to rest on the implicit
assumption Fhat foreign policy among democracies is more transparent
.and that .demsionmakers in democratic states will have more complete
mformat%on regarding their potential adversaries and would, therefore
be less likely to misperceive the intentions of adversaries e;nd subse-,
quently, less likely to “stumble” into war with them (see Fearm; 1994;
Russett and Starr, 2000). However, Stein (1990: 86) reminds us:, ’

Altl‘mugh misunderstanding and misperception can cause otherwise
avoidable conflict, full information does not guarantee cooperation
and halm’ony. In fact, a certain amount of interpersonal ignorance
may provide a lubricant of social interaction. Think what would hap-
pen if people could suddenly read each other’s thoughts . . . “the ﬁr[s)t

effect would be to dissolve all friendshi s,” .
: 7. .. [and]
human society would be in chaos.” P (and] “by nightfall

- One.m'iy take the. view that it is not the provision of “complete
ormation” that provides the lubricant for peaceful international rela-
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tions between democracies. Rather, all that i§ required is that the two
states recognize each other as democratic and ipso facto more .peacc.aful.
But this position, which is consistent with th? cultural/normatl\{e view-
point, is tautological: The reason democracies are peaceful with each
other is that they realize democracies are more peacef}ll, therefore once
they perceive their rival as democratic, the':y d'o n(?t fight them. .On the
other hand, one may argue that democracies in dispute recognize that
they are both constrained by their institutions in the use .Of force a‘tfroad
and in the interregnum seek third party conflict resolu.non (see Dixon,
1993, 1994). Similarly, one may argue that democratic ‘leaders 1;600;—
nize that their democratic adversaries are more cor.lstramed by “audi-
ence costs” and these factors inhibit joint democratic warfare. ’

The latter rationale is evident in the case of Eyerman and Hart’s

(1996) attempt to reconcile the two theoretical ?pproac_hes of the DPP.
They tested Fearon’s (1994: 587) thesis that “hl.gh audlegce cost states
require less military escalation in disputes to .shlgna}l thm{ prefeifeqces,
and are better able to commit to a cause of action in a d1§p}1te. Since
democracies, Fearon alleges, have higher audience costs, it is expected
that they should only become involved 'm' dispute.s when they have a
high level of commitment. Nondemocracies, which are pFesum‘ed .to
have fewer audience costs, are expected to be less selecgve in the_u' d}s~
pute involvement and therefore more likely to become involved in fhs—
putes—and also more likely to lose them when the adversary is a
democracy because the latter is presumed to be more committed and
thus more likely to prevail. _ )

Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1992: 644) maintau_l that lgaders can
anticipate that they will be held accountable for failed for.elgr} pghcy
adventures. Consequently, the choice of war-related beh‘avmr Is hl.cely
to be dampened by the fear that the regime will be punished if thlpgs
go awry.” They assert that democratic leaders suffer the costs of faﬂgd
foreign policy adventure to a much greater extent than nondemocratl.c
leaders since the latter do not have to satisfy large segments of .theu'
society (they often have to be responsive tg only a small coterie of
political, economic, cultural, and military elites—who often are mere
cronies). Therefore, nondemocratic leaders—as Kant suggest.s———can
embark on foreign policy ventures more readily than Qemocrz}tm lead-
ers, who will be more constrained in their foreign pohcy chmges, aqd
forced to pay the price of their failed policies——esgecm]ly Ofaﬂure in
international conflict. Democracies, as presumably hlgh—audl_ence—cost
states, are selective in the disputes in which they become involved,
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more committed to fight and win, and, therefore, better able to signal
their commitment by virtue of participation in disputes since they pay
arelatively higher cost for backing down. Other democracies recognize
this situation and either avoid conflict with democracies or seek peace-
ful outcomes to their jointly democratic disputes. The transparency of
a democratic brand of government allows democratic states to effec-
tively signal their commitment to other states and, in this way, democ-
racies are able to “ameliorate the security dilemma among democratic
states” (Fearon, 1994: 577).

Eyerman and Hart (1996: 613) find empirical support for the “audi-
ence cost” thesis and conclude that their findings suggest that a combi-
nation of normative and institutional factors account for the democratic
peace. Specifically, they argue that the institutions within democracies
give them the ability to communicate their nonviolent norms from the
domestic sphere to the international arena. With this justification, they
conclude that “the so-called competing explanations [of the democratic
peace] are more complementary than contradictory.” But Eyerman and
Hart’s analysis suffers from problems similar to those associated with
constraints-based rationalizations of the DPP (e.g., Morgan and
Schwebach, 1992; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1999). Simply put, these
are not explanations of the democratic peace, per se, but assertions that
constrained states, or those with high audience costs—whether they are
democracies or not—should be less likely to fight each other. However,
unless it can be demonstrated that democracies are consistently more
constrained and have higher audience costs than nondemocracies, then
these arguments fail as explanations of the democratic peace. These
viewpoints minimize the role of political market failures and fractures
in the checks and balances system that allow leaders to circumvent
“democratic constraints™ on their ability to prosecute wars, while ignor-
ing the impact of informal checks on the ability of leaders of non-
democracies to take their states to war (see Gowa, 1999: 19-27). In fact,
Morgan and Schwebach (1992) have demonstrated that there are non-
democracies that are more constrained than democracies.® In addition,
Gelpi and Grieco (2000) evaluate the extent to which leaders who lose
crises have shorter postcrisis tenure, whether the costs of failure
increase with the level of escalation of the dispute, and whether demo-
cratic leaders suffer higher costs for failed escalation and find no evi-
dence in support of any of these claims. Finally, Finel and Lord (2000:
166-167) conclude from their case studies that “transparency often
exacerbates crises” because (a) the media, which is a primary mecha-
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nism of transmitting information supplied by transparency, “may have
an incentive to pay more attention to belligerent statements than more
subtle, conciliatory signals,” (b) “transparency may actually undermine
behind-the-scenes efforts at negotiated settlements,” (c) transparent
states engaged in belligerent thetoric are more likely to have their crises
spiral out of control, and (d) “transparency may make it difficult for
observers to determine which groups will control a given policy deci-
sion.”” Therefore, using the “transparency,” “audience cost,” or “insti-
tutional constraints” approach as a basis to reconcile the two putative
explanations of the democratic peace has not resulted in a compelling
account of the phenomenon.

In actuality, most DPP authors appreciate that the distinction
between the structural/institutional and cultural/normative arguments is
more apparent than real. For example, Russett (1993: 92), who, with
7e’ev Maoz, went to great pains to demonstrate the greater salience of
cultural/normative arguments in their 1993 American Political Science
Review article, points out that “it would be a mistake to emphasize too
strongly the subtlety or persuasiveness of the distinction between cul-
tural/normative and structural/institutional” factors. Morgan and
Schwebach (1992: 318), who favor an institutionalist explanation of the
democratic peace, observe that “to a great extent, culture and structure
go together. A nation imbued with a democratic culture will likely
establish a correspondent political system, and a state structured to con-
strain will likely foster a democratic culture.” Ray (1995: 36) agrees
that “wherever a democratic political culture is well ensconced, in well-
established democracies, there too will democratic institutions be
strong, exerting their constraints.” This position leads him to conclude
that the dichotomy between structural/institutional and cultural/
normative versions is overstated and probably not very useful (p. 37).
Russett and Oneal (2001: 53) seem to agree. They argue that demo-
cratic peace scholars have mistakenly assumed that the two explana-
tions had to be mutually exclusive, when in fact they should be viewed
as complementary. For them, “Rather than ask which theory is right and
which is wrong, we should ask if and how they both could be true.”
They add that “it is more helpful to think of peace among democracies
as ‘overdetermined,’ explainable by several related but conceptually
distinct and reinforcing, perhaps sequential, causal mechanisms” (p.
53). They point out that “just as there are multiple paths to war . . . there

are multiple, ‘substitutable’ paths to peace” (p. 53), and they contend
that the cultural/normative and structural/institutional explanations
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i‘can be reconciled to show how they affect the opportunity and will-
ingness of decision makers to choose between conflict and cooperation
under particular conditions” (p. 54).

While there is something to be said for viewing the contending the-
oretical explanations of the DPP as complementary, one cannot avoid
the deeper problem that analysts who have tested these explanations
hav.e uncovered significant findings suggesting that they tap on com-
peting and not complementary aspects of the democratic peace phe-
nomenon. Fpr example, Maoz and Russett (1993) provide a critical test
of the relative explanatory capacity of both approaches and conclude
tl'lat the variables associated with political culture are much more con-
s1steptly significant than those measuring political institutionalization
Having accomplished this, it is difficult, if not a bit disingenuous tc;
tl}en suggest that both approaches are complementary, when the analy-
sis seems to indicate that in some respects they are contrasting, if not
contradictory. Similarly, although Bueno de Mesquita and ialmm
(1992) 'do not provide a critical test of the potency of the two approach-
es, Y:helr analysis clearly rejects the cultural argument in favor of an
institutional one, which suggests that—at least in their view—these two
arguments are mutually exclusive rather than complementary.

Explaining the Monadic DPP:
Structural and Cultural Arguments

Another problem with the structural/institutional and cultural/norma-
tive explapations of the DPP is that they seem to imply that individual
democracies as well as pairs of democracies should be more peaceful
th@ .nondemocracies. For example, if institutional checks and balances
v§11thm democracies restrict the arbitrary use of force in domestic poli-
tics, and these institutional checks, in turn, have a restraining influence
on the arbitrary use of force abroad against other democracies, then one
would expect that these same institutional impediments woul,d prevent
democracies from fighting nondemocracies as well. This follows from
Kant’s‘ ([1795] 1991: 100) stipulation that “if . . . the consent of the cit-
izens is required to decide whether or not war is to be declared, it is
very natural that they will have great hesitation in embarking on sc; dan-
gerous an en.terprise. For this would mean calling down on themselves
?111 the miseries of war. . . . But under a constitution where the subject
is not a citizen, and which is therefore not republican, it is the simplest
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thing in the world to go to war.” Similarly, if democracies evince non;
violent norms in their domestic politics and then transfer these norm
to international relations, as classical 1ib<.3ra1.s .and many derpocratnc
peace advocates argue, oné would expect md1v1d1}al demongEc s;a rees
to be generally more peaceful than nondemocratic states.” Therefo t(;
the basic theoretical argument for the democ‘rat{c peace seems h
assume, at least in part, the peacefulness of individual demggra c
states; nevertheless, the empirical evidence, for the most.part, in alllcate;
that democracies are just as war prone as nondemocracies (1Sadm 192;119 .
Singer, 1976; Chan, 1984; Weed1e§9129)84; Maoz and Abdolal1, :
esquita and Lalman, .
Buer;g S:sg/clmscé to this apparent anomaly, DPP researchers havej proff;
fered theoretical arguments that suggest that althc?ugh demt(t)lcrames ::111"8 ;
less likely to fight each other (acceptin_g tt}e dyadic D]PPC)13 g}; lz;r)e JF o
as war prone as nondemocracies (rejecting the monablch " S.mw
example, Russett (1993) derives these arg}lments frorr} of ! t; e
tural/institutional and the cultural/normative explanations. In Lg !
the structural/institutional explanation, he‘ no?es Fhat democrameg ;ea(i—
ognize each other as constrained by the 1nst1tpt10na1 check}s1 arfl n
ances in their political systems. The constraints reduc.e' t :1 ear >
exploitation by surprise attack, and leaders use the addmon. tlun;: ©
resolve conflicts nonviolently. On the other hand democraug ez e :
realize that leaders of nondemocracies are not similarly constraine ?hn :
therefore can rapidly and secretly set upon 2 course of war. Awaie a
democracies are constrained, nondemocratic ‘1eader‘s may yiress
democracies to make greater concessions over issues 1n confh‘ct. '(It)é
40). Russett observes further that “de_:mocratlc leaders maﬁ/ uut:;er
large-scale violence with nondemocrame‘s'rather than mgke the gre .
concessions demanded” (p. 40). In add1§on, democratl.c leaders may
initiate conflicts in order to preempt the}r nondemocr.anc advgrstﬁnte;sé
In this way, Russett provides a theoretical explanation for (ic >
absence of wars between democracies ‘and the presence 0 .w'?r
between democracies and nondemocracies. He relies on a simi h?I
rationale with respect to the culmral/normgtwe explanation. In t i"
variant, he insists that democracies do not fight each otlr{er becauz;1 .ot
the internationalization of their domestic norms of nonv1ole'nt conflic
resolution, which they expect other democragles to adopt; lflowlzlgcr;
they expect nondemocracies to use the same violent rm?ani1 o cdo et
resolution in the international sphere that are apparent in tneir dom
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tic politics. Therefore, democracies resort to violence with nondemoc-
racies to avoid being exploited by them.

Russett’s arguments are similar to those of Doyle (1983b: 324-

325), who notes, “The very constitutional restraint, shared commercial
interests, and international respect for individual rights that promote
peace among liberal societies can exacerbate conflicts in relations
between liberal and non-liberal societies” (emphasis in original).
Doyle, like Russett, ultimately argues in favor of the cultural/normative
explanation of the DPP, which they both insist can account for the
absence of war between democracies as well as the presence of war
between democracies and nondemocracies. Bueno de Mesquita and
Lalman (1992) make similar arguments (i.e., accepting the dyadic DPP
but rejecting the monadic DPP), but they favor the structural/institu-
tional explanation. They contend that the transparency that allows
democracies to recognize each other as constrained and to seek nonvi-
olent means of resolving their international disputes (as discussed
above) also makes them vulnerable to exploitation by nondemocracies
that are not as constrained. They argue that “the high domestic political
constraint faced by democracies makes them vulnerable to threats of
war or exploitation and liable to launch preemptive attacks against pre-
sumed aggressors” (p. 159). Since democratic leaders are more likely -
to suffer costs to their regime for perceived foreign policy failures—
especially loss in war (see Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992), they may
opt to go to war with nondemocracies in order to avoid the domestic
political costs of capitulation or to preempt an attack by their relative-
ly unrestrained nondemocratic adversary. In this way, Bueno de
Mesquita and Lalman (1992) utilize the institutional/structural expla-
nation to account for both the finding that democracies do not fight
each other and the finding that individual democracies are just as war
prone as nondemocracies.

Interestingly, the extent to which these “synthetic” explanations of
“dyadic democratic peace without monadic democratic peace” have
been convincing may now represent a serious shortcoming in their
explanatory capacity since new research suggests that democracies, in
fact, are more peaceful than nondemocracies (Oneal and Russett, 1997,
1999c¢; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). With the evi-
dence provided by these new studies, DPP scholars such as those dis-
cussed above could no longer rely on the “synthetic” theoretical argu-
ments stipulating that democracies are less likely to fight each other,
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der their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray,
1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a
questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the
level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only
by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi-
dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actual-
ly the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged-
ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used
to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research
designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely,
extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The
exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable

to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of
international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the

DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel,

1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes-
tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post-
colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP
for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research
design address this omission. '

In this study, I provide a straightforward examination of the dyadic
DPP, which posits that democracies rarely if ever fight each other; the
monadic DPP, which alleges that democracies are more peaceful, in
general, than nondemocracies; and the “domestic DPP,” which suggests
that democracies are less likely to experience civil wars. What is most
interesting about this study—and what makes it not simply one more
on a long a list of articles and monographs on the DPP-—is that it hoists
the DPP on its own petard by using data from the main proponents of
the DPP, using similar statistical methods, replicating their findings,
and then, by only slightly revising their research designs (in very
straightforward and noncontroversial ways), refuting the DPP for the
post—World War II era and for several different types of armed con-
flicts. I analyze the DPP for all states during the postwar era—the peri-
od within which the democratic peace is most evident and for which the
most unambiguous claims in support of the dyadic and monadic DPP
have been advanced (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997, 1999c; Oneal and
Ray, 1997; Leeds and Davis, 1999; Russett and Oneal, 2001). The sta-
tistical rarity of both war and democracy leaves few observations

through which to acquire significant findings on the relationship
between democracy and war in the pre~World War II period (see Spiro,
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1994; Jaggers and Gurr, 1996). A temporal focu§ that.concent.rates on
the post—World War I period, which is the era in whlc?h we find—by
far—most of the cases of democratic states, actuall'y biases thej analy-
sis in favor of the DPP and, therefore, malfes refutmg the thesis mforle
daunting and also much more compelling if accompllshed. In the (;1 -
lowing section, I provide an outline of the remaining chapters of the

book.

Overview of Remaining Chapters

In Chapter 2, I examine the extent to which democrac}es are less hks-
ly to fight each other through a replication and extensmg of one of ‘t Ei
most prominent and compelling studies of the DPP. In “The Classica
Liberals Were Right,” Oneal and Russett (1997) put ff)rth a pmtportec%«
ly definitive empirical substantiation of the demc?crauc peace proposi-
tion. In this chapter, I replicate and extend -their result‘s using more
straightforward measures of joint democracy 'a_nd d}fad}c .COI:lﬂICt, as
well as a control for “political distance” or political d1351m11mty. Wlth
these modifications and using Oneal and RusseFt’s dgta and 1den_t1<?,a1
statistical techniques, I find no significant relaﬂons?np between joint
democracy and the likelihood of internatiopal .cc‘)nfhct. Instead, I ﬁn;l1
that having fused political dissimilarity with Jou}t fiechraFy, One.
and Russett incorrectly ascribe to the latter a statlsucal_ significance 1t
does not warrant—especially once one controls for the unpaf:t of tr.ade
interdependence. The results suggest that Oneal and Russet‘t s fmdlpgs
are largely the result of several questionable regearch design chmce;s
and seriously call into question the dyadic version of the democratic
peace thesis, thereby undermining the empirical support for democrat-
i g strategies. .
* enllnarélr:;gr 3,1 gxam'me the monadic versiop of the DPP, which
maintains that democracies are more peaceful, in general, Fhan non-
democracies. As noted earlier, recent studies aver that the DPP is not. only
a dyadic level phenomenon (i.e., a phenomenon that applies .'[O pairs ;f
states) but a monadic level one (ie., 2 phenomenon that ap_phes to indi-
vidual states) as well. I argue that these studies o_ften relied on fau.lty
research designs that required one 0 infer mongdw level relationships
from dyadic level processes. By explicitly focusing on staFe level re?a—
tionships I avoid the levels of analysis problems evident in th'e ea%rhe%r
studies. The findings using an explicitly state level research design indi-
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cate not only that democracies are not more peaceful but that they are in
fact significantly more likely to become involved in—and to initiate—
interstate wars and militarized international disputes. The results are
robust whether one uses continuous or dichotomous measures of democ-
racy. The findings clearly refute the monadic DPP and have dire impli-
cations for strategies aimed at promoting peace by spreading democracy.
Chapter 4 focuses on the role of democracy in extrastate wars.
Unlike interstate wars, which involve the regular armed forces of rec-
ognized sovereign states (e.g., the Franco-Prussian War or the Falkland
Islands War), extrastate wars are armed conflicts between the military
forces of recognized sovereign states and nomstate political entities
(Small and Singer, 1982). Although these have been primarily colonial
and imperial wars, they need not be (e.g., this category of warfare also
includes several armed conflicts involving China and Tibet, Ethiopia
and Eritrea, and Indonesia and East Timor). The exclusion of extrastate
wars from most tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actu-
al applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war.
Combining extrastate and interstate wars into a single category of inter-
national war, there is no significant relationship between democracy
and international war. Focusing on extrastate wars, in particular, I find
that, in general, democracies are less likely to become involved in these
wars; however, the Western democracies are more likely to become
involved in them. The findings demonstrate that democracy does not
have a uniform impact on different types of war: It increases the prob-
ability of interstate war, it neither increases nor decreases the likelihood
of international war, and it decreases the likelihood of extrastate war.
However, since extrastate warfare is largely a product of a bygone colo-
nial era, it is more likely that for the future, the operative form of inter-
national warfare will be interstate warfare, and democracy exacerbates
the probability of a state’s involvement in—and initiation of—inter-
state wars. These findings seriously call into question the reliability of
foreign policy strategies that attempt to advance peace through the pro-
motion of democracy.

In Chapter 5, I examine the extent to which the democratic peace
is applicable to civil wars. Although DPP arguments primarily focus on
international conflict, there have been several studies alleging that the
DPP is also applicable to civil wars. This claim is all the more relevant
since the lion’s share of large-scale violence in the post World War II
era has resulted from civil wars—especially those in the postcolonial
states of the third world. In this chapter, I examine the DPP for civil
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wars in postcolonial states, which are the most civil war prone states.
The findings reveal that there is not a democratic peace in the case of
civil wars in postcolonial states. Although both democratic and auto-
cratic states are less likely to experience civil war, these relationships
are not statistically significant. I find that states with intermediate lev-
els of democracy—semidemocracies—are the most prone to civil wars.
This finding suggests that attempts at democratization will increase the
likelihood of civil war if the process does not result in full democrati-
zation. Coupled with the findings from the previous chapters, the
results indicate that with the exception of extrastate wars, which are
largely remnants of a bygone era, the DPP does not appear to be oper-
ative for international or civil wars.

In Chapter 6, 1 suggest an alternative explanation of the postwar
absence of interstate war between democratic states. This is important
because although there is little statistical support for the democratic
peace, it is, nonetheless, evident that in the postwar era, democratic
states rarely if ever fight each other. Therefore, although the “demo-
cratic peace” is not statistically significant, we should address the sub-
stantive significance of the absence of war between democracies, and
that is what I attempt in this chapter. Specifically, I argue that a combi-
nation of factors including bipolarity, alliance membership, and trade
links reduced conflict among many jointly democratic and jointly auto-
cratic states. In the postwar era, 4 “dual-hegemony” system was creat-
ed wherein the superpowers maintained relative stability within their
respective blocs. This situation led many states to become more tightly
bound within their alliances, and with trade “following the flag,” they
linked their economies to each other in such a way as to generate an
international security regime among democratic states, which drasti-
cally reduced the likelihood of conflict between them. It follows that
the “democratic peace” was owed less to joint democracy than to an
international security regime that emerged in the bipolar era.

In Chapter 7, I summarize the main findings of the study and
briefly discuss their research and policy implications. T he main finding
resulting from analyses of the relationship between democracy and
armed conflict is that democracy is not significantly associated with
peace for international or civil wars. There is neither a dyadic demo-
cratic peace nor a monadic one. To the extent that any democratic peace
may obtain, it does so for extrastate wars, which are more than likely
relics of a bygone colonial era; nevertheless, even for these wars, while
democracies in general are less likely to become involved in them, the
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Western states—especially Western democracies—are more likely to
fight them. All of these findings result from analyzes using straight};’or-
ward ‘research designs, as well as similar data and identical statistical
techniques commonly found in research supporting the DPP. They sug-
gest that politico-economic factors particular to the postwar.era yeaég
sonmbuteq to the phenomenon that has been mistakenly labelggd thz
democratic peace.” In fact, the results indicate that many who argued
that t.rade more than joint democracy was the main factor in the “dem-
ocratic pc_eace” were correct (e.g., Polachek, 1997). Further, they impl
that foreign pol?cy strategies aimed at increasing the lii<elihoodpo}1]’
g?ﬁf; ;}y v::;eadmg democracy are more likely to increase the proba-
' The f}n_dings suggest the need to clearly delineate the separate
impact of joint democracy and regime dissimilarity when analyzing the
I?PP. They call into question the utilization of “weak-link” specifica-
tions m.analyses of the DPP while challenging researchers to be ve
carfzful in drawing inferences from relationships at one level of ag,c:,rrlgj
_gatlop to those at another. The clearest policy implication of these find-
ings is th?.t democratic enlargement, as a strategy, is not likely to be
effegtlye in reducing the likelihood of wars between or within states
and it is apt to increase the probability of war involvement for individ:
ual states. Although Western democracies, following the enlargement
strategy‘, may rationalize their involvement in international wars b
suggesting the need to democratize states in order to make them morz
peaceful, such a rationale is gainsaid by the findings from this stud
On the whole, the findings indicate that democracy is hardly a guarari
tor of peace and in many cases increases the probability of war. To be
sure, the findings do not suggest the undesirability of dernocrac.y, asa

“form of government, as much as they remind us that foreign policy is

much too complfex to sirrllply rely on a single factor to guide it. Instead
we nee'd to devise muitifaceted and multidimensional foreign polic ’
strategies to reduce the likelihood of war. ’

Notes

1. Also see Smith (1994: 92-93) who tr: i i
racy 1o the nimeromnt eontury ) aces this commitment to democ-

. 2. Clinton (1996: 9) made it clear that the linchpin of his post-Cold War
strategy was to enlarge the community of democratic states because democra-
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cies are “far less likely to wage war on one another.” There are four key com-
ponents of this strategy: (1) strengthening the community of democratic states,
(2) fostering and consolidating new democracies, (3) countering the aggression
of nondemocracies while liberalizing nondemocratic states, and (4) assisting
the development of democracy in regions of humanitarian concern to the
United States. According to Clinton’s National Security Adviser, Anthony
Lake (1993: 3), the enlargement of the number of democratic states is central
to the foreign policy challenges facing the United States because “it protects
our [U.S.] interests and security.” : .

3. Small and Singer (1976: 50) anticipated these theoretical arguments in
the first paragraph of their study, where they ponder “whether the allegedly
pacific nature of [democracies] is a result of bureaucratic sluggishness or of a
more fundamental humaneness on the part of the masses (as opposed to the
moral insensitivity of dictatorial leaders).”

4. One may also differentiate between at least two variants of the institu-
tional argument (see Schultz, 1999).

5. This type of rationale is also evident in Weart’s (1998: 122) theoretical
argument. o

6. Morgan and Schwebach’s (1992) conclusions should be appreciated in
light of the fact that the Polity IIT dataset, which is the most widely used data
set for measuring democracy among DPP researchers, basically measures the
degree of executive constraints in a state (see Gleditsch and Ward, 1997).
Importantly, if, using these data, one still does not demonstrate that institn-
tional constraints drive the DPP, then clearly there are weaknesses in the insti-
tutional constraints explanation of the DPP. »

7. The transparency argument also informs Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s
(1999) institutionalist explanation of the DPP.in which they argue that since
state leaders desire to remain in power, they attempt to satisfy a large segment
of those who influence the selection process in order to maintain a winning
coalition. Since democratic leaders have to satisfy a large electorate (either
through the distribution of private or collective goods) instead of a smalil
coterie of officials as in many nondemocracies, they are more likely to provide
collective goods to large segments of the society, which, in turn, gives them
greater legitimacy while increasing the probability that they will stay in power.
The remainder of the argument is similar to the “audience costs” thesis and suf-
fers from the problems associated with it discussed above. In addition, Bueno
de Mesquita et al.’s perspective seems to incorrectly assume that losers can
switch to rival leaders with relative ease and that the public is attentive to for-
eign policy decisions and outcomes even in cases of MIDs, which are often
very minor disputes that arouse little public attention. Resources are assumed
to be explicitly economic and zero-sum, which ignores symbolic resources,
which are the everyday currency of politics (e.g., prestige). An important
aspect of this thesis, which suggests that autocracies “try less hard” than
democracies in war, also seems to ignore Organski and Kugler’s (1980) argu-
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aH;etr}llt: 1(\)]2 rttlﬁev\yar effort of' osteqsibly “weaker” and nondemocratic states such
g e 1elatnamese Vis-a-vis that of the United States in the Vietnam War
- Sant clearly suggests that the interaction of republican states shoulci

occasion international peace (most effectivel
asion ing . y through a “league of ”
;f::: Iaﬁzgh::eﬁz iyagm 1DPP, but the theoretical rationale forgthe derﬁzacizti)é
0 be largely—though not exclusivel i
L —grounded
assumption of the general peacefulness of individual dgmoilr.aciese i ;n g::

agree that Kant’s thesis implies

Mesquita and Lalman (1992: 155) derive suppo

al choice model, which as “dovi

. s sumes “dovishness” indivi

racies but rejects the monadic DPP. o1 e part of ndividual democ-
9. The exception is Rummel,

sions of the s who has steadfastly supported both ver-

10. The potential for this problem was anticipated by Ray (1995: 21)
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Are Democracies Less
Likely to Fight Each Other?

likely to fight each other (i.e., the dyadic DPP), through a replica-

tion and extension of one of the most prominent and persuasive
studies validating the DPP, that of Oneal and Russett (1997). After
replicating the results from the study, I extend the previous analysis uti-
lizing more straightforward measures of joint democracy and dyadic
conflict, as well as a control for “political distance,” or political dis-
similarity. With these modifications and using the identical data and
statistical techniques used by Oneal and Russett to support the DPP, I
find no significant relationship between joint democracy and the likeli-
hood of international conflict. Instead, I find that having fused political
dissimilarity with joint democracy, Oneal and Russett and other DPP
advocates incorrectly ascribe to the latter a statistical significance that
it does not warrant—especially once one controls for the impact of
trade interdependence. I argue that Oneal and Russett’s findings are
largely the result of questionable research design choices; this calls into
question the view that democracies are significantly less likely to fight
each other, thereby undermining the empirical support for democratic
enlargement strategies. It is important to note that Oneal and Russett
arrived at these results using a research design that focused on the
post—World War II era, the period in which most cases of joint democ-
racy are found and the era in which DPP advocates suggest the demo-
cratic peace is most evident. Therefore, this research design biases the
analysis in favor of the DPP, and refutation of the DPP for this era is
quite persuasive evidence against it.

l n this chapter I examine the extent to which democracies are less

23
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Were the Classical Liberals Right?

In “The Classical Liberals Were Right: Democracy, Interdependence,
and Conflict, 1950-1985,” Oneal and Russett (1997) pgt forth a gllrk—l
portedly definitive empirical substantiation of the dyadic D?P, whic!
holds that democratic states are less like}y than nonde.:mocratlc state§ taci
fight each other. They grounded their a.nalyses in tpe (‘;heoreuf:
assumptions of classical liberalism regardu}g the conflict- v?[mlljgn‘;‘/na%
impact of joint democracy and trade.! Fqcusmg on the post— o;) .
II era, which is more amenable to statistical analyses of the DP ‘}g‘[weig
the greater number of democratic states as co.m.pared to the pre— \ (1r !
War II period, they evaluated the impact of joint d.emocracy on inter
national conflict, controlling for alliance meml?ersmp, geograpkélc T?;ny
tiguity, economic development, and trade interdependence. ?r
r:sults led them to conclude that during the Cold War era there wlagsg;
separate peace among democratic states” (Oneal. and Russett, o S
288). Findings such as these would bgttress thefq subseguent c ?Jmal
that joint democracy is almost a sufficient condition for internation
ussett and Oneal, 2001). .
peaCZI(tf:ulglh skeptics continue to challenge the theoretical basis o}fj the
DPP (see Layne, 1994; Oren, 1995; Go.w‘a, 1999)3 they have not qen
able to effectively refute the basic empirical ﬁndmg' that df:mocracwji
rarely if ever fight each other (see Maoz and Abdolali, 1989., Maoz an
Russett, 1993; Ray, 1995; Maoz, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997',.'['hompson
and Tucker, 1997ab; Russett and Oneal, 2001).3 It is the meticulous sta};
tistical evidence that has been amassed in support of the DPP———n:nIl]c
more than the theoretical explanations of the phenomenon—-—tha;jﬁ as
been most persuasive, and Oneal and Russett’s (19?7) study eyfce‘m;i es_
this type of painstaking confirmation. The wellspring of empiric sxg
port has not been lost on policymakers. In fact, the ‘ILDPP has b‘eco$e ! e
centerpiece of the U.S. post—Cold War strategy of dejmocratlc e arbtfi:~
ment,” which is aimed at expanding the commumnity of demgcra c
states, because, as President Clinton (1996: 9) stated, .democrames. aie
“far less likely to wage war on one anothfar.” Dem?‘crauC peace ﬁnducalo,s,
seem to provide an empirical substantiation for a demgcraﬂc crusade
on the part of the Western democracies while c_atapultmg q.ua%?tatt:gz
approaches t0 world politics to renewed promunence w;thm es
ic circles. o
Stfat;‘i: ;gniﬁcance of Oneal and Russett’s study was recognized imme-
diately after its publication, leading several authors to attempt to replicate
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the main findings. In one early replication, Beck et al. (1998) found solid
and consistent support for Oneal and Russett’s central finding that joint
democracy reduces the likelihood of interstate conflict.* Later, Bennett
and Stam (2000) showed that Oneal and Russett’s democratic peace find-
ings were robust across even more sophisticated and often more restric-
tive research design specifications.’ In light of these earlier replications
and extensions, another replication of Oneal and Russett (1997) may
seem redundant; however, I raise several concerns with Oneal and
Russett’s study that have not been addressed in previous replications.
My primary critique centers on Oneal and Russett’s reliance on a
questionable “weak-link” measure that conflates joint democracy on
one hand and political dissimilarity on the other. (I discuss this in detail
later in the chapter.) I propose to evaluate Oneal and Russett’s (1997)
findings using separate and more straightforward measures of these
variables. In addition, while Oneal and Russett (1997) code their out-
come variable of conflict involvement to include ongoing dispute
years, I follow Barbieri (1996) and Bennett and Stam’s (2000) sugges-
tion that one should not code subsequent years of the same dispute (or
war) as additional cases of conflict. Previous research—including stud-
ies conducted by Oneal and Russett—have addressed several of these
concerns and found that the “democratic peace” is robust in light of
them; however, none of these investigations have examined all of these
concerns simultaneously and that is what I intend to do here.

Research Design

As noted, Oneal and Russett’s (1997) research design draws on a
“weak-link” assumption, which presumably allows one to draw infer-
ences about the relative war-proneness of dyads by focusing on the
level of democracy of the least democratic state in the dyad. This
approach derives from Dixon’s (1993) assertion that by focusing on the
weakest link in the dyad, one can better grasp the motive forces com-
pelling the states to conflict (also see Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman,
1992). Oneal and Russett (1997: 274) agree that “the likelihood of con-
flict [is] primarily a function of the degree of political constraint expe-
rienced by the less constrained state in each dyad.” To better appreciate
the importance of the weak-link specification and its centrality to Oneal
and Russett’s (1997) study, an aside to trace the evolution of scholarly
reliance on this approach in explicating the DPP is warranted.
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The Weak-Link Thesis and the Search for a
Continuous Measure of Joint Democracy

Theoretical arguments on the DPP suggest that the greater Fhe e;(telalnt :g
shared democracy between two states, the greater thg ability of s a.re1
democratic norms and institutions to prevent cgnfhct (see lt{klllmm -
1983; Russett, 1993).8 Since this is an argument with respect to‘ fe 11ilnag
nitude of democracy and not simply its presgce or absence, 1;1 o1 :1)\:;:
that an appropriate operational measure of ]011}t derr'xocracy shou e
scaled as a continuous rather than a discrete (i.e., dichotomous or 1
chotomous) variable (Henderson, 1999a). Nevertbeless, many earaS}i
studies of the DPP used noncontinuous—inainly dlchotorr_m}ls-—(-i—me ]
ures of democracy. A dichotomous of disc.rete measure of joint emoci:
racy implies that the conflict-dampening impact of joint derr;locract:)i ez
only evident above some threshold valu;, but such threshold;9 ;v; s
largely atheoretical and arbitrary, leading Qneal et al. (é i : t(.) o
remark that “our confidence in a democratic peace would have o
tempered . . . if the pacific influence of de@ocracy were strong O 0};
above a high threshold.” Even with more widely accepted meas(tingsm
regime type garnered from the Polity datafsets (e.g., Jagger§ ﬁnt oug
1996), analysts continued to caution against the use of dicho c:irintin~
measures in evaluating the DPP because “an)f thresholfi used tf) . s -
ouish democratic from non-democratic states. in the Polity data 1:1 our;
?o be largely atheoretical, [since] all but the hlghe.st and 1ow§st v ;122 Hi
the Polity democracy-autocracy scale can be af:hleved by dlfferen .
binations on the constituent dimensions making the resulting sums O
uncertain meaning” (Oneal and Ray, 1997: 777). It soon became appar(;
ent that variables derived from the Polity measures that had bee.:n .use7
in important studies of the DPP had some unattractn]e characteristics. .
For example, one of the most widely used continuous mea‘su;e;1 0
joint democracy was Maoz and Russett’s (19?3) JOINREG, wtyc ar(zz
used in their highly influential American. Political Sczencje Revilelw a
cle, which demonstrated the greater salience of_ normau;/e 1a zr e:n
institutional factors in explicating the democratic peace. éccgr 1tn§fw )
Russett (1993: 76-77), JOINREG was constructed Fo rethec (i
things simultaneously: How democratic or unc%emoc.ranc are e meme
bers of the dyad, and how different or sum?ar in their regime types ;tihr
the two states?” Accordingly, itis a ratio with a numerator th?t tapsth ;
degree of joint democracy between tlr{e states and a denomLJnStIcZ)\;REG
gauges the difference between the regime scores. However,
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is unreliable as a measure of joint democracy for the very reasons that
it was found useful to Russett. That is, since it measures both the aver-
age level of democracy and the similarity of the regimes, interpreting
results from analyses that used it proved difficult because as Ray (1995:
26) noted, “a pair of states will attain a high score on [JOINREG]
either because they are relatively democratic or because they are rela-
tively similar in regime type.” A second and even more troubling fea-
ture of JOINREG is that it does not increase monotonically with
increases in the constituent states’ democracy scores. That is, in certain
cases where a dyad becomes more democratic, its JOINREG score
decreases markedly (see Oneal and Russett, 1997: 275).°
Once these shortcomings were recognized, scholars sought more
reliable measures of joint democracy, such as the sum or product of the
individual state’s regime scores as recorded in the Polity datasets.!? At
the same time, they also began to examine the impact of trade on the
democratic peace. In another groundbreaking study, Oneal et al.
(1996), still relying on JOINREG, found that trade interdependence had
a more robust conflict-dampening impact than joint democracy. Their
findings presented a quandary for DPP advocates since they also
revealed that only a dichotomous democracy variable was significant
when controlling for trade interdependence, while continuous democ-
racy variables were not significant in such models. In attempting to
address the failure of continuous democracy variables to remain signif-
icant in models that controlled for trade, DPP scholars redoubled their
efforts to devise a measure that captured both the degree to which two
states were democratic and the degree to which they were politically
dissimilar (they called the latter attribute “political distance”), while
avoiding the problems associated with JOINREG. One potential source
of problems Ray (1995) observed earlier: Democratic peace scholars
were attempting to fuse two attributes, each of which, they believed,
had an independent impact on international conflict. Of these two
attributes, joint democracy was viewed as reducing the probability of
conflict, and political distance was seen as increasing the probability of
conflict.
Appreciating the contrasting effects of joint democracy and politi-
cal distance and seeking to resolve the quandary of Oneal et al.’s (1996)
findings, Oneal and Ray (1997) evaluated several indicators of joint
democracy to test their robustness in models that included a measure of
trade interdependence. When they garnered different results from esti-
mations using a joint democracy variable measured as the sum of the
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states’ regime scores and one measured as the geomgtric mezgl o’;l the;
states’ regime scores, they thought they could explain why One hi;:
al.’s dichotomous measure of joint democracy had been robust while
their continuous measure had not.!! Oneal and Ray (1997) noted that
the geometric mean measure—which was the most fo.bust of the con-
tinuous measures they used initially—was more sensm\{e to changes in
the differences in the two states’ regime SCOIEs and increased more
with an increase in the less democratic state’s regime score than with a
similar increase in the more democratic state’s regime score. Fgr Oneal
and Ray (p. 764), “this suggests that the prospects for peace 1mprove
more when the less democratic nation in a dyad becomes more demo-
cratic, which reduces the political distance along the democratic-auto-
cratic continuum separating the two states.” On the other haI}d, tl}eu
joint democracy variable measured as the sum of tl.le two stgtes regurf
scores “is affected equally by an increase In e}ther regime score’;
therefore, “its poor performance suggests that a Ingh.level of de¥nocra—
cy in one state does not compensate for a'low 1evel. ina sjcrategm part-
ner.” They reasoned that “the absolute difference in regime scorest—t-l—
the political distance separating the .members of a dyad alcci).ng,;vI the
autocracy-democracy continuum—is 1mpqrtant for undefst’z:n 1n;64e
influence of political regimes on the Me@qod of conflict” (p. ).
They concluded that “a discrete measure of .Joglt de.mocracy 1ez(riuilsdmc;rer
support for the democratic peace b.ecause it identifies thoseth ya tst c;’
which political distance is 2 minimum and the sum of the state )
democracy scores is a maximum” (p. 768). They expected palI‘S‘ o
states with these characteristics to be the II.IOSt peaceful because the%
probability of a dispute is not only a fur.lczuon qf the average l?vel ﬁ(:
democracy in a dyad, but also the political distance separating the
State;in(c% 2)61186)2;1 and Ray (1997: 771) were clear that sch91axs should
“not rely on a dichotomous measure of regimes bec”ause it mazk; th:,l
separate effect of democracy and political distance, tl}ey opted for
«yweak-link” specification of joint democracy because with such a spec-
ification there was “no need . . . to postulaFe that the effect of democ-
racy on conflict is discontinuous—involving a thresk.lold-—or ;hst t‘ﬁ
club good is involved.” In addition, they thought that it ga}pmre. 0
the level of democracy of the two states as well as Fhe ;.)oytlcal distance
between them. When they included their weak-.hnk joint democracy
variable(s) in models that also included a tradfa mterdependen.ce‘vam~
able, the coefficient of the joint democracy variable(s) was statistically
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significant. This finding replicated those of Oneal and Russett (1997),
which were published just months prior to Oneal and Ray (1997). Both
sets of findings overcame the statistical quandary of Oneal et al.’s
(1996) results. Oneal and Ray (1997) explained that the problem with
previous continuous joint democracy measures was that analysts did
not fully appreciate that “combining states regime scores into a single
dyadic measure entails a loss of information, however it is done, [and
therefore,] it is preferable simply to identify the higher and lower
democracy scores and to use these” (p. 770). They noted that “Maoz
and Russett’s (1993) instincts were correct; they erred only in combin-
ing these two factors into a single variable [JOINREG]” (p. 768).

As noted, Oneal and Russett (1997: 274) adopted the weak-link
approach for much the same reason as Oneal and Ray, although Oneal
and Russett were even more emphatic that the likelihood of a dispute is
“a function of the lower democracy score in the dyad” (p. 274) and that
“the probability of a dispute is strongly associated with the continuous
measure of the political character of the less-democratic state” (p. 288).
Therefore, in their basic equation, Oneal and Russett include only the
regime score for the less democratic state, while introducing the regime
score for the more democratic state when their interest turns to the spe-
cific impact of political distance on conflict involvement. In fact, in
their subsequent study (i.e., Russett and Oneal, 2001) all of their esti-
mations of the DPP rely on models that include only the democracy
score for the less democratic state in the dyad. Clearly, for Oneal and
Russett and Oneal and Ray, the weak-link specification was viewed as
a huge improvement over previous continuous measures of joint.
democracy because it was theoretically derived and reliable and
because it remained statistically significant in models that controlled
for the impact of trade interdependence.

So the adoption of the weak-link specification of joint democracy
should be seen as part of a process aimed at generating a more theoret-
ically consistent, reliable, robust, continuous measure of joint democ-
racy that could be utilized to systematically evaluate democratic peace
claims. Within this context, Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings served
as a reaffirmation and extension of democratic peace research that had
faced a serious empirical quandary. The weak-link specification gained
greater acceptance, in large part, because it allowed for the substantia-
tion of democratic peace claims; and it is not surprising that in rela-
tively short order it became a standard operationalization for joint
democracy in systematic studies of the link between democracy and
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yarious international phenomena (e.g., Mousseau, 1998; Bennett and
; , 2000). ‘
Stamézr?l(c)e?i,ntuls:shs attenzion, however, were sever‘al theoretical and
methodological problems with weak-link assumptions and analyszs.
that drew upon them (more later in the chapter). Several of these proo-
lems are manifest in the research design of Oneal and Russgtt (1997),
and they affect scholars’ ability to replicate and extend Fhelr ﬁ_ndmgs.
In the three sections that follow, I address each of these issues 1n turn.

The Weak-Link Thesis and Joint Democracy

The first research design problem in Oneal and Russeﬁ (_1997) thgt 1
would like to address emerges from the fact that since their weak-link
approach assumes that the influence of one state’s level of Qemocracy
is conditional on that of the other state’s, then they should include an
interaction term, which should take the value of the product of bf)th
states’ democracy scores, in their equations that gssume.the operation
of weak-link processes. The coefficient for the interaction term cap-
tures the influence of the level of joint democracy betw.een the two
states—a dyadic level factor—on the likelihood of c‘on'fh‘ct, and als’o
partly accounts for the conditional impact of e'ach individual §tate s
ievel of democracy on the outcome (see Friedrich, '1982'). While the
inclusion of an interaction term alleviates the spef:Lﬁcatlon prob}em
discussed above, in practice it often leads to estimation problems since
it is often highly correlated with the individual states’ democracy scores
and generates . serious multicollinearity Qroble.ms that precludfa our
fleshing out of either the direct or conditional impact of the primary
ictor variables. ‘
predlC():;Zal and Russett (1997) do not present analyses. u?mg an interac-
tion term in their main findings, but they discuss this issue in a fooF—
note—although they do not address potential or.actual multlco]h_nearll—
ty problems—and report that such a speciﬁc_amon does not seriously
affect their findings (p. 283, n. 13). Since their results are Purportedly
similar, it is not clear why they do not use the more strmghtforward
interaction specification; nevertheless, using data from their study,.I
found that the correlations among the variables for the less C‘lemOCI'E‘lth
state (Dem, ), the more democratic state (Der?zw), and ‘the. interaction
term were —.95 and .97, respectively. Not surprisingly—in light of such
pronounced multicollinearity—neither coefficient fOI“Dei?‘LLO or_DemHI
was even remotely significant in a regression equation including the
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interaction variable (and the controls found in Oneal and Russett, 1997:
table 2, equation 1), with international conflict involvement as the out-
come variable.!? Using a dichotomous interaction variable alleviates a
substantial amount of multicollinearity among the variables (the corre-
lations drop to ~.72 and .11), and the principal findings of Oneal and
Russett (1997) are supported when it is used in place of the simple
product interaction variable; however, such a specification falls prey to
the same deficiencies of those that rely on dichotomous measures of
joint democracy discussed previously. Further, such a dichotomous
specification results in the loss of information that is necessary to deter-
mine the direct and conditional impact of the individual states’ democ-
racy scores on the likelihood of conflict involvement. Without an inter-
active variable that is constructed as the product of the two constituent
variables, one cannot derive these effects in a straightforward manner;
therefore, it is difficult to determine the accuracy of the weak-link
assumption’s main premise that the likelihood of a dispute is primarily
a function of the less democratic state in the dyad. In sum, the weak-
link specification used in Oneal and Russett (1997) does not allow us
to draw clear inferences regarding the conflict propensity of democrat-
ic pairs of states.!®
Given these concerns regarding the weak-link measure of joint
democracy, I extend Oneal and Russett’s analyses using several more
straightforward indicators of joint democracy: (1) Dem,, + Dem,,
which is the sum of the two states’ regime scores, after adding 10 to
both scores to ensure a positive value (it ranges from 0 to +20); (2)
Dem,, * Dem, ,, which is the product of the two states’ regime scores,
after adding 10 to both scores to ensure a positive value (it ranges from
0 to + 400); and Dem,,, which is the geometric mean of the joint
democracy scores of the two states measured as the square root of the
product of the states’ regime scores. The latter measure is more useful
than a simple arithmetic mean since it takes into consideration the dif-
ference in the regime scores. Each of these measures has been used in
previous research on the DPP (e.g., see Oneal and Ray, 1997). Using
these more straightforward measures of joint democracy, one should be
able to circumvent problems associated with weak-link specifications.
The suggestion that scholars use these alternative specifications in
explicating the DPP seems inconsistent with the earlier statements of
DPP analysts who argued in favor of a measure of joint democracy that
reflected both the level of democracy of two states as well as the “polit-
ical distance” between them. However, since both of these factors are
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assumed to predict international conflict, .it strikes me as a much sim-
pler—and a more methodologically consistent—task to con§tFu§l'f (c;ne
measure of joint democracy and a separate measure of Qohhc dlS;
tance. In this way, one can unambiguo.usly assess the indepen ent .
impact of each of these factors on international conflict. The a;;:mfatgie
specifications of joint democracy gnnotatec} above provide h oIiti as1
requirement; what is left is to provide a v.ana_ble that measures politic
distance, and that takes us to the discussion in the next section.

The Weak-Link Thesis and Political Distance

An additional research design problem is associateq with_ Oneal and
Russett’s (1997) contention that a weak-link spec1ﬁcat}on ‘enablesf
them to determine the impact of political distance on the h%(ehhood o
conflict, which is important because they ?sseﬁ that the dlfference in
the regime scores of both states also contributes to the cgnfhc? prone-.
ness of the dyad. That is, “making a dyad more democratic by m;r;af{
ing the [regime] score of the less democrfmc state reduces .thC eli-
hood of conflict; but raising the level of j01pt dempcracy by 1F1€:reasd1§1g
democracy in the more democratic state, increasing the poht}cavl’ s-
tance separating the pair, makes the dyad more prone to conﬂlctth (ltnéx
281-282). Oneal and Russett’s research ‘demgn conflates bo e
allegedly conflict-dampening impact of ]on‘nF dempcracy amtcll1 the pre-
sumably conflict-exacerbating impact of pf)htlcal dl.stance in the rfeginhe
variables (or as is often the case, in the smglfa regime variable for the
less democratic state), which they focus on in their analyseg Fusing
these two contrasting attributes in a single vanlz;ble makes it dlfﬁClllllt taci
distinguish between the competing processes.” Tc? be sure, 1f politic
distance—or more accurately, political d1ss1m1la.njcy—-—1s an important
factor in international conflict, one should simply include it as a sepa-
rate variable in the analysis. Such a speciﬁcati9n wqulc} a.llov.v us to bet-
ter determine the independent impact of polim:.al dlssnmlarlty_ on con-
flict and to determine whether the effect of joint democracy 1s_r9bust
once one controls for this variable that Qneal and Russett admit 1802(1)11
important predictor to international conflict. Bennett and Sta_m (12d 2)i
employ such an approach in their study. Therefore, I also inclu atla
political dissimilarity variable, which is mea§ured as the1 5absolute value
of the difference between the two states’ regime SCOIes. .
One might also conceptualize this argument as one focusx.ng on thef
salience of political similarity, rather than one regarding the impact 0
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political dissimilarity, but since the original focus of DPP theorists
emphasized political distance, which was presumed to increase the
likelihood of conflict, then political dissimilarity is a better approxima-
tion of what they had in mind. Regardless, the problem is not whether
the weak-link specification is capturing two contradictory factors, that
is, the degree of joint democracy and political dissimilarity, or two
complementary factors—that is, the degree of joint democracy and
political similarity; the difficulty arises from conflating two presum-
ably significant and independent factors in a single variable. Therefore,
it is important to determine the independent impact of each variable as
well as to gauge whether either of them is significant once one explic-
itly controls for the other. The weak-link specification does not allow
us to do this; the specification outlined above does.

Measuring Interstate Conflict Involvement:
Including or Excluding Ongoing Dispute Years

Beyond concerns related to weak-link assumptions, Oneal and Russett
(1997) rely on a questionable coding of their outcome variable, which
allows them to designate subsequent years of multiple-year disputes as
additional cases of conflict. Barbieri (1996) maintains that the appro-
priate specification of the outcome variable in analyses of the DPP
should include only the onset of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs)
(or wars) and not include ongoing years of disputes as additional cases.
While Oneal and Russett (1997) counter that one should include sub-
sequent years of multiple-year disputes since leaders constantly reeval-
uate and update their decisions with regard to ongoing conflict, Bennett
and Stam (2000) articulate the more commonly held view that “factors
that lead to the onset of conflict are conceptually distinct from those
associated with its duration or termination.” They remind us that “exist-
ing research supports the contention that what makes conflicts contin-
ue or end is quite different from what makes conflicts start” (p. 662).
Moreover, most of the research on international conflict from the
Correlates of War (COW) project—from which Oneal and Russett
(1997) derive their conflict data—substantiates this view (see Vasquez,
1993). For the purposes of this study, the argument is actually moot
because Oneal and Russett (1999a) maintain that the democratic peace
is no less evident when one excludes ongoing dispute years in the out-
come variable. In fact, Beck et al.’s (1998: 1281) replication of Oneal
and Russett (1997) reveals that dropping ongoing dispute years does
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not affect the significance of joint democracy coded in accordance with
weak-link specifications, but it does reduce the significance of trade
interdependence. Bennett and Stam (2000) found that the conflict-
dampening impact of trade was significant and robust when dropping.
ongoing dispute years‘ {and even using more restrictive research
designs) in their study that provided even stronger support for the DPP.
Therefore, I utilize such a specification in the data analyses and com-
pare it to results from models that include ongoing years of disputes as
are found in Oneal and Russett (1997).16 With these reconsiderations in
mind, I now turn to the data analyses.

Data Analysis

A multivariate logistic regression model is estimated to replicate
Oneal and Russett’s findings. This is the same statistical method used
in Oneal and Russett (1997). The basic model takes the following
form: Pr(MIDj ¢) = 1 /(1 + 7). Pr(MIDjj 1) is the probability that the
outcome variable (the onset of a militarized interstate dispute) equals
1; and Z; is the sum of the product of the coefficient values (j3;) across
all observations of the predictor variables (Xjjy), that is: B, +
B,Democracy, ,; + B,Economic growth, , + B,Allies + B,Contiguity +
B;Capability ratio + B Trade ratio, .

Replication and Extension

Equation 1 in Table 2.1 replicates Oneal and Russett’s (1997) results
found in equation 1 of their table 2 (p. 278), which regresses MID
involvement (including ongoing years) on the less democratic state’s
regime score (Democracy, ), the lower economic growth rate of the
two states (Economic growth, ), whether or not the states are allies
(Allies), whether or not the states are contiguous (Conriguiry), the ratio
of the two states’ relative capability scores (Capability ratio), and trade
interdependence measured as the lower of the two states’ ratio of dyadic
trade to GDP (Trade ratio, ;)."" The results of Equation 1 are identical
to those in equation 1 of Oneal and Russett (1997).18 In Equations 24,
I replace the weak-link democracy variable, Democracy, ,, with Dem,,
+ Dem, ,, Demy, * Dem, ,, and Dem,, , respectively, and each of these
models extends Oneal and Russett’s findings and corroborates them
completely. The results reveal that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings
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Table 2.1  Replication of Oneal and Russett (1997), with Different

Specifications of Joj . A
Years, 1950-1965 " Democracy; and Including Ongoing Dispute

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 Equation 4
Democracym —.05%** _
(001) - -
Df:mHI + DemLO — —007#**
(003)
Demy; * Dem, — — —.002%#=
| (000)
Dem,, — — 028w
| , (007)
Economic growth,  ~.02%## ~03%+ .03 024
| o1 (01) (01) o1
Allies e T 80k g7
N (08) (08) (08) 08y
Contiguity 1.31%%% 131 1315 133
i (08) (08) (08) (08)
Capability ratio ~ —.QQz#+= 0035+ —.003%# 003+
| (.000) (.000) (000) (.000)
Trade ratio, 66.13 %%+ —92.5g##x 92,58 % 82.20%%
(13.44) (13.95) (13.95) a3.77
Constant 320w _2.99%%x 2,90+ 2.80%+
(08) (06) (06) "(06)
&2 log likelihood  6,955.14 7,002.43 7,002.43 6,989.43
N 20,990 20,990 20,990 20,990
764.043%+% 716.75% %+ 716.75%%+ 729 754w

Note: Standard error i . ;
<10, **p <05 level, #ep £ 01 Jove] P "21U6S & estimated using twotailed tess,

are robu_st across different specifications of Joint democracy—just as
they claimed; however, when one modifies the analysis furthgar and
focuses on the onset of disputes, excluding ongoing dispute years, the
rgsults are not as consistent as those in Table 2.1. Fo; example, E uz;tio

5in Tajble 2.2, which uses the weak-link specification of the’de(itl:locrar-l
cy vanal?lej, Democracyw, is consistent with Oneal and Russett’s
(1997) or{glnal model, but Equations 6~8, which include the alternative
spec1.ﬁcat10ns of the joint democracy variable, are not as consistent. In
fac_t, in pnly one of the three equations that use the alternative s ecﬁ-
cations is the democracy variable significant below the .10 IeveL; (ie



36 Democracy and War

i ith Different
. lication of Oneal and Russett (1997), with ! : .
Teble 2.2 l;:;E;;;:fica.tions of Joint Democracy, and Excluding Ongoing Dispute

Years, 19501985

Equation 5 Equation 6 Equation 7 Equation 8 .
Democracy, o —(003(:8’) J— —
Dem,, + Dem, 4 — (_ (;)(?42)
Dem,, * Dem, —— — _?8(1)3;* .
Demgy — _— E_ (?(;)89)
Bmomicgovio O Ty T
e a7 S S
Contiguity I?Z(‘);* 1;1‘411;;“ 1(618;* i 1(7(1);;*
Capability ratio ——?8%‘1‘)" ~?g’é>1=;* _?g’_();;* _.?8%?;*
wewn, GEVET W WS
o g SEE O SET Ty
Dlpiiciood 47555 4R GRT gy
X? 56—0.’36’1‘*’1< 546.26%%* 557.41%%% 547.41%%%

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
#p< .10, #*p<.05 level, *¥*p < .01 level

Equation 7). This lack of consistency across t'he models is' evc?n nlxore
surprising since the other predictor variables (1.e.,'Economzc 4 oWt ;LO;
Allies, Contiguity, Capability ratio, and Trade ratio, ;) are qmte robus

across the various equations. One may counter that_ considering that t.he
two alternative specifications of the democracy vana.ble that are not sig-
niﬁéant have limited ranges (they both h.ave 21-point scales) as cgrm
pared to Demy, * Dem,, which is significant (and ranges f(riogl to
400), then possibly the nonsignificance of Demy, + Den, and e gy,
may be due to their failure to adequately capture the scope of e}:noci"a-
cy and, consequently, its full impact on the outcome variable. This argu-
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ment, however, does not account for the significance of Democracy, ,
which also has a 21-point range. Nevertheless, a more direct test of this
assumption is provided in subsequent models where we can observe the
significance of Dem,,, * Dem, ,, which has the most extensive range of
all the joint democracy variables.

Extending the analysis further, the findings reported in Equations
9--12 in Table 2.3 allow us to isolate the impact of political dissimilar-
ity (what Oneal and Russett call political distance) on dispute involve-
ment. When this is done, I find that Oneal and Russett’s weak-link
democracy variable, Democracy, ,, as well as each of the alternative
democracy variables, is significantly associated with a reduced proba-
bility of conflict involvement. These results indicate that, controlling
for political dissimilarity, joint democracy reduces the probability of
conflict involvement for pairs of states, and these findings are consis-
tent with Oneal and Russett’s claims.

The findings reported in Table 2.4, which control for political dis-
similarity but exclude ongoing years of disputes in the outcome vari-
able, tell a much different story. For example, Equation 13 in Table 2.4
reveals that the impact of Democracy, , is not significantly associated
with the probability of dispute onset. In fact, the coefficients for each
of the democracy variables are insignificant across the four models in
Table 2.4. These findings undermine the counterargument discussed
above that implicates the limited range of the democracy variables for
their insignificance because the results in Table 2.4 indicate that
Dem,,, * Dem, ,—which is the variable with the greatest range (from 0
to 400)—is also insignificant once one controls for political dissimi-
larity and excludes ongoing dispute years. More importantly, the
results reported in Table 2.4 indicate that by controlling for political
dissimilarity and dropping ongoing years of disputes—two straight-
forward modifications that are widely accepted in the literature on the
DPP—the heretofore-significant impact of joint democracy washes
out. Oneal and Russett (1997: 279) also claim that “the benefits of the
liberals’ economic and political prescription were also evident when
we re-estimated the coefficients in equation (1) using an indicator of
dyadic war as our dependent variable.”!* They state that “the coeffi-
cients of Dem,; [the lower democracy score equivalent to my
Democracy, ,] and Depend; [the lower dyadic trade to GDP ratio,
equivalent to my Trade ratio, ] . . . were negative and significant at
greater than the .00 level” (emphasis added). In Table 2.5, 1 attempt
to replicate their finding first using the weak-link specification of the
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ith Different
ication of Oneal and Russett (|99"I)., with Different
Teble 2.3 l:;el::pe‘el::?faiclat:ions of Joint Democracy, Political Dissimilarity, and
Including Ongoing Dispute Years, l95(_)—l985

Equation 9 Equation 10 Equation 11 Equation 12

Democracy, o "”(0(;505;** - -
Dem,, + Dem,; o —_ —?(l)gz’)"*

Dem,, * Dem, — —_— _?%;« —_
Demgy, — — — —?%)L(t)’;’)‘*
Economic growth, —?(3)’1")*" —?g"l";* —?gsl")"* —-?g’;;“*
e oo k) Y
Contiguity 12%;’;* 1?%)’;;‘* 121(2);*)“* 1?15’;;‘*
Capability ratio —?8?)’5’;* -—?8(3)’8’)"* —?83’5;‘* -?ggg;‘*
Temio, S e G T
Political dissimilarity ?gg;“ ?g;"s‘;‘ ?g;g ?g:;;‘
consant S - S
-2 log likelihood 6,925.64 6,925.64 6:,)‘%2;15506 6590%;9%4
pe D00 RS e Tees

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are esﬁmated using two-tailed tests.
*p £.10, ¥*p < .05 level, #*¥¥p < .01 level

democracy variable, Democracy; withoqt a con.tro.l fpr Qohtll)call’ 5;3;1
similarity; next, including a control for pohtlc.al dlssumlailtl%, oli o
dissimilarity, and, in the last two models using Demy, * Dem, anc
Dem,,,, while excluding ongoing war years il the outco'me;}:fana oy
across each of the equations.”® In none of these models is the coe

cient for the respective democracy variable even remotely significant.

R

T
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Table 2.4 Replication of Oneal and Russett (1997), with Different
Specifications of Joint Democracy, Political Dissimilarity, and
Excluding Ongoing Dispute Years, 1950-1985

Equation 13 Equation 14 Equation 15  Equation 16
Democracy, o -011 — —_ —
(.009)
Dem,y; + Dem, — ~.005 — s
(.005)
Demy, * Dem, —_ — -.001 —
(.000)
Demg,, — . —_ -.003
(-008)
Economic growth, ,  —.04*** —Q4FFF — Qg — 04k
(.01) (01) (.01) 01
Allies —51Fx% -5 FE® —51%** — 51 %=
(.10) (.10) 10 (.10)
Contiguity 1.80%%= 1.80%#= 1.80%#* 1.82%**
10 10 (-10) (.10)
Capability ratio —.002%** — 002k —Q02%H% —002%%*
(:000) (.000) (.00 (.000)
Trade ratio, ,, ~45,1 3%k —45. 13k ~43.77%% ~48.83#*
(12.28) (12.28) (12.24) (12.37)
Political dissimilarity = .04%** Q4% 04FrE Q4
(.007) (.007) (.006) (.006)
Constant —4.36%#* ~4.36%** —4,26%* —4.26%*E
(12) (12) (13) (13)
-2 log likelihood 494577 4,945.77 4,945.04 4,947.07
N 20,990 20,990 20,990 20,990
X2 594.14%%= 594.14%%= 594.88*+* 592 .84%%*

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £.10, **p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level

It is clear that using Oneal and Russett’s (1997) data there is no statis-
tically significant democratic peace with respect to interstate war.
What is most apparent from the results reported in this study is that in
light of quite reasonable, modest, and straightforward modifications of
Oneal and Russett’s (1997) research design, there is no statistically
significant relationship between joint democracy and a decreased like-
lihood of militarized interstate conflict or interstate war.?!
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icati ith Different
5 Replication of Oneal and Russett (l99'.7)., with Differen
Table 2.5 Sf:zciﬁcations of Joint Democracy, Political Dissimilarity, and War

Onset as the Outcome Variable, 1950-1985

Equation 17 Equation 18 Equation 19 Equation 20 .
Democracy, | (—(?35;) 2-&237) — —
Demy, * Dem, g — — ((?(?22) —
Demgy - - - (“&1)
Boonomie oo (o8 (:81) (o8
Al TG0 o o o
Coniguity 183*59;% (:gg) (:gg) ('gg)
Copbiliy sade =Gy ooy o ooy
Lot W ST T S
Political dissimilarity — (004276*) (05128[; ?gg:;‘
Constant —-5(53?;)*”‘ -6((21:)*“‘ —-5(7:»6”‘)** —5(736*)**
I I A
X 463;7""* 50.09%** 50.47%%* 49.76%%*

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.

#*p<.10,*p s 05 level, #*%p < .01 level

Discussion

Oneal and Russett (1997: 287-288) state that “1‘ibe.ra.ls hav.e claimed
that democracy and free trade not only increase ‘1ndiv1du:g liberty an‘d
prosperity but also ameliorate international conflict,” and “our analysis
of the Cold War era indicate they were right.” Oneal and Russett assert
that their findings “clearly reveal the separate peace among demo.crat~
ic states.” But a replication and modest extens'%on of their study fails to
. support their claims. Further, it appears that reliance on weak-link spec-
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ifications in estimations of the DPP, which is becoming increasingly
fashionable in the literature—should be reconsidered, given the
methodological critiques and the empirical findings reported above.

Interestingly, although Oneal and Russett (1997) popularized the
use of the weak-link specification for systematic analyses of the DPP,
their empirical analyses do not directly test weak-link processes. That
is, the weak-link thesis implies that the less democratic state in a dyad
should initiate—or in some way “generate”—the conflict (p. 247);
therefore, studies of the DPP drawing on weak-link assumptions should
analyze the relationship between joint democracy and conflict initiation
rather than conflict involvement, which is the focus of Oneal and
Russett (1997).22 Nevertheless, the inability to directly test for the pres-
ence of weak-link processes in these models is not a major inconsis-
tency because Oneal and Russett’s analysis does allow us to indirectly
test for weak-link processes by evaluating the extent to which the
democracy score of the less democratic state exhibits a significant neg-
ative impact on the likelihood of international conflict. Moreover, since
the DPP addresses both the extent to which democracies become
involved in—and initiate—conflict, Oneal and Russett’s focus on the
former is clearly a relevant query in the evaluation of the DPP.

A larger concern arises from the inability of weak-link assumptions
to account for a swath of cases included among Oneal and Russett’s
(1997) observations. That is, on its face, the weak-link approach does
not apply to cases where both states have identical regime scores since
in such instances neither state has a lower democracy score, and thus
neither is more or less likely to generate conflict. The pattern of con-
flict among these cases cannot be explicated or accounted for by weak-
link explanations. Moreover, these cases are hardly rare, constituting
more than 20 percent of the total cases in Oneal and Russett’s (1997)
study (i.e., 4,390 of 22,990); yet, Oneal and Russett do not provide an
explanation for how these cases can be reconciled with their theoretical
assumptions nor do they provide coding rules for them. Therefore, for
roughly 20 percent of the cases in Oneal and Russett (1997), the
authors’ theoretical explanation for the processes at work in the demo-
cratic peace (i.e., the weak-link thesis) cannot be reconciled with the
empirical observations. '

One may argue that for two similar democracies, weak-link
assumptions imply that neither state will generate conflict: thus the dem-
ocratic peace. This same logic would have to apply to similar anocracies
and similar autocracies, as well, since they also consist of two states
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with identical regime scores, and thus with no apparent weak link to
generate conflict between them. Accordingly, the weak-link thesis
would have to assume that similar states do not fight each other, but this
is not the same as the DPP (as Oneal and Ray 1997 reminds us), which
posits that democratic dyads, more than other types of dyads, exhibit
peaceful international relations.?® Regardless, this argument is not put
forward by Oneal and Russett (1997); instead, they conduct analysis on
4,390 cases that could not possibly be explicated using the theoretical
argument they enunciate. When I delete these cases from models of the
DPP, excluding ongoing dispute years, I find that Oneal and Russett’s
weak-link democracy variable is reduced to insignificance. In fact, this
finding results from the equation without the inclusion of Political dis-
similarity, so this model is a “strong” version of the weak-link model,
and except for the deleted cases is otherwise identical to Equation 2;
nevertheless, it refutes the dyadic DPP. These results further reveal the

tenuous relationship between joint democracy and peace. .

One might contend that the apparent relationship between join
democracy and international conflict is simply a subset of the consistent
and robust relationship between political similarity and conflict. Since
the findings with respect to the impact of political dissimilarity on con-
flict indicate that more similar states are less likely to experience dis-
putes and war, it appears that the presumed democratic peace is not sig-
nificantly different from the “peace” enjoyed by politically similar
states, in general, as compared to the more disputatious politically dis-
similar states. This is reflected in the equations in Table 2.6, which
show that both joint democracies and joint autocracies are significantly
associated with a reduced probability of conflict involvement (whether
or not ongoing dispute years are included), while joint anocracy is neg-
atively though not significantly associated with international conflict.
War onset appears to be an exception to the political similarity thesis,
where both joint democracy and joint autocracy are negatively though
not significantly associated with war onset while joint anocracy is pos-
itively and significantly associated with war onset. Nevertheless, as
noted above, joint democracy should be measured as a continuous vari-
able for several reasons: The DPP focuses on the impact of the extent of
democracy rather than its presence or absence; there is little theoretical
justification for the thresholds between regime types; and the noncon-
tinuous specification results in the loss of quite a bit of information. In
addition, subsequent tests reveal that the argument that the “democrat-
- ic peace” is simply a subset of a peace among politically similar states
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Table 2.6 Rggression of International Conflict on Democracy, Usin
Trichotomous Democracy Variables, 1950-1985 #

Equation 21 Equation 22 i
. E 2
Dispute Involvement Dispute Onset \g’uaratg)r?sgg
Coherent democracy —1.17%%% —~1,08%*% 1.61
o1 (19) (1.03)
Coherent anocracy -17 -.07 2.90%
(.60) (.60) (1.09)
Coherent autocracy —25%% — 43wk 53
(.09) (1D (50)
Economic growth, —03%#% —(4eE 01
| 01 (o1) (.04)
Allies % —.83wk ~1.73%5%
. (.08) (.08) (.51)
Contiguity 1.36%** 1,73 425w
(08) (10) (35)
Capability ratio —.003%#* —.002%%% 008**
| (.000) (.000) (.003)
Trade ratio, 04, 14%%:% ~35.04%#% ~211.84*
(13.61) (11.80) (126:32)
Constant —2.90%** =3.70%%% —5.10%**
(07 (.09) (26)
;12 log likelihood 6,937.49 4,942.06 571.56
@ 20,99Q 20,990 20,990
781.69%%* 597.86%+* 53.09%%x

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all

e 10, +p & 08 s st p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.

1gnores the prominent role of trade interdependence. For example

when 1 alternated the political dissimilarity and trade variables inI::he;
models fro.m Table 2.2 that exclude ongoing dispute years, I found that
t%le_wealghr’lk democracy variable, Democracyw, does not lose its sta-
tlSth.al significance when Political dissimilarity is added to the model

but it does when Trade ratio, ,, is included. In equations where I,
dropped the trade variable, I found that DemocracyLo, Dem,, + Dem
Qemm * Dem, ,, and Dem,,, remained significant even whén contrg?-’
}mg for ?’olizical dissimilarity; however, once the trade variable is
fnc.lud‘ed in the model, each of the joint democraéy variables becomes
mmimﬁcant. These findings are reported in Equations 24-27 in Table
2.7.%* Therefore, in a manner consistent with Oneal et al.’s (1996) pre-
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vious observations, the negative impact of joint democracy is not‘ robust
when it is measured as a continuous variable—in this case, using the
weak-link specification—in a model that includes trade interdepen-
dence. Tronically, it was just this type of finding that trade washed out
the impact of continuous measures of joint democracy that encouraged
Oneal and Russett and other DPP researchers to opt for the weak-link
specification in the first place.” . o
Given these additional results, one may question whether it is pght~
ical dissimilarity or trade interdependence that is vitigting the relap?n—
ship between joint democracy and international gonﬂlc?t. :Ac’tua%ly i'sa
combination of both: The inclusion of the political dlssumlanty. vari-
able reduces the impact of joint democracy on conflict, and the inclu-

icati ing Political
2.7 Replication of Oneal and Russett (1997), Alternating .
Teble Di:similarity and Trade Interdependence, and Excluding Ongoing
Dispute Years, 1950-1985

Equation 24 Equation 25 Equation 26 Equation 27

Democracy, -?gg;’)"‘ (-(?0191) — —
Dem,, * Dem, — — _?(1)3:;* Z (?(?55)
o e W s o
conteny oy ioey ow oy
Capability ratio -?8?63’;* -—?8%8;"* —?8:());’)‘“ —?8?63;"
Trade ratio, o —_ .-4(.?21 3;;* | — ..43 21 ;;as
Political dissimilarity (2308(;7‘;* — (2502(;;* —
Constant —4(4192*)*" -4(3162*)** —4(211;)** —4(4192")**
cwmemss gl sgm o 9w 98T
x? 572.77%%* 594.14%%% 572.77%%* 594.14%**

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.

#p £ .10, #*p £ .05 level, ###p < 0] level
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sion of trade interdependence reduces this impact to insignificance. It
is important to remember that the weak-link specification is intended to
capture both the joint democracy of the dyad and the degree of politi-
cal dissimilarity between the two states. The inclusion of a political dis-
similarity variable allows us to determine the independent impact of
this variable on conflict, explicitly, leaving the weak-link democracy
variable to account for the impact of democracy qua democracy on
international conflict. As noted, one may be better able to appreciate
this point if one focuses on political similarity rather than political dis-
similarity. The former reduces conflict and the latter increases it; there-
fore, it may be easier to think of the weak-link specification as com-
bining the complementary conflict-dampening impact of joint
democracy and political similarity in a single variable. Once the signif-
icant conflict-dampening impact of political similarity is excised from
the weak-link democracy variable (which is, in effect, what I’ ve done
in Equations 3-5 in this study), what is left is the singular effect of joint
democracy on conflict. In this specification, the impact of joint democ-
racy is substantially reduced because it can no longer tap into the sig-
nificant conflict-dampening impact of political similarity, which is now
captured in a separate independent variable. It appears that the actual
impact of joint democracy on international conflict is. quite weak;
therefore, once one controls for trade interdependence and excludes
subsequent years of ongoing disputes, the joint democracy variable is
no longer significant. In effect, what results from using this framework
is a weak-link joint democracy variable that performs identically to the
continuous joint democracy variables used in earlier studies whose
impact was vitiated by that of trade interdependence.

The nonsignificance of joint democracy obtains, in large part,
because the problem with earlier studies of the DPP, which showed that
largely atheoretically derived dichotomous variables of joint democra-
cy outperformed more theoretically consistent continuous joint democ-
racy variables, may not have been fully appreciated. The common
assumption was that the inability of the continuous variables to remain
significant once one controlled for trade was mainly due to the unreli-
ability of the JOINREG measure. Once the weak-link specification was
shown to be robust, DPP scholars seemed to stop analyzing why con-
tinuous variables other than JOINREG (e.g., the sum and product of the
two states’ regime scores) also were not robust when trade was intro-
duced as a control. The findings from the present study suggest that
these other indicators were not inconsistent because they were unreli-
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able measures of joint democracy, but it is more likely that they were
quite reliable measures of joint democracy but did not adequately cap-
ture the extent of similarity between the two states. Since only the sim-
ilarity factor is statistically significant, the variables that focused
specifically on joint democracy could not overcome the vitiating
impact of trade interdependence.

On the other hand, the extent to which continuous joint democracy
variables such as the weak-link variable(s) have been significant may be
largely due to the fact that they capture aspects of regime similarity,
especially at the two extremes of their ranges (i.e., at the highest level of
democracy or the highest level of autocracy where Demy, and Dem,
are at their respective maximum values of democracy/autocracy). That
is, where Dem,, and Dem, both have values of +10, or where Dem,;
and Dem, , both have values of —10, they are not simply measuring the
regime score of the two states but are also capturing the degree of sim-

ilarity between the two states (i.e., either full democracies or full autoc- .

racies).?6 Once one includes a political similarity variable in the same
model with the two joint democracy variables (actually, we include only
Dem, , in such models so that we do not create a linear combination
among the predictors, which would preclude estimation), the greater
conflict-dampening impact of political similarity is excised from the
joint democracy measure, and what is left is the less significant rela-
tionship between regime type and the probability of conflict. One might
conjecture that regime type is largely significant to the extent that it also
measures political similarity, but when one evaluates the effect of
regime type qua regime type—in this case, joint democracy—one finds
that it is not significant. In sum, earlier tests of the DPP that used reli-
able, continuous measures of joint democracy failed because the DPP
failed: Joint democracy simply is not a significant factor in reducing the
likelihood of international conflict once one controls for political
(dis)similarity and trade interdependence and excludes subsequent years
of ongoing disputes. Oneal and Russett’s (1997) data bear this out.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I"ve replicated and extended the findings of Oneal and
Russett (1997), which is one of the most important studies of the DPP.
After replicating Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings, 1 reexamined
them in light of several straightforward modifications of their basic
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research design. Importantly, the modifications that 1 presented here
have each been used in previous studies of the DPP (including several
by Oneal and Russett); however, previous studies have not examined
each of these modifications in combination.?’ The results demonstrate
that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings in support of the DPP are not
robust and that joint democracy does not reduce the probability of inter-
national conflict for pairs of states during the postwar era. It is impor-
tant to remind the reader that the Oneal and Russett study is not simply
an isolated analysis of the DPP, but is the seminal treatment of the DPP
that establishes the significance of the conflict-dampening impact of
joint democracy (coded as a continuous variable) when controlling for
trade—no other study up to that time had been successful in accom-
plishing this. Further, Oneal and Russett’s research design has become
one of the most widely used, cited, and respected approaches to the
analysis of the DPP. It also is the empirical bedrock on which their later
studies rest, including the most recent one (Russett and Oneal, 2001).28
It follows that in refuting the findings of Oneal and Russett (1997), we
have refuted one of the fundamental supports of the DPP. This is by far
the most important research implication of these findings.

In addition, the results from this chapter suggest that the arguments
of those who have maintained that the democratic peace is epiphenom-
enal of other factors such as trade interdependence (Polachek, 1997)
should be reconsidered. For that matter, theoretical arguments that cen-
ter on any of the control variables whose impact is consistent through-
out the models presented here should be reconsidered. The results also
call into question the accuracy of deductive models that derive the DPP
from their rational choice assumptions (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita and
Lalman, 1992; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1999). The most important
policy implication of the findings is that the post-Cold War strategy of
i‘democratic enlargement,” which is aimed at ensuring peace by enlarg-
ing the community of democratic states, is quite a thin reed upon which
to rest a state’s foreign policy—much less the hope for international
peace. Having refuted the dyadic DPP, in the next chapter I analyze the
extent to which the monadic DPP obtains for individual democracies.

Notes

1‘. Subsequently, Oneal and Russett (1998, 1999b) included IGO mem-
bership in their “Kantian Triad,” which they more fully explicate in Russett
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and Oneal (2001). Both of these subsequent analyses are grounded in the the-
oretical and empirical approach in Oneal and Russett (1997).

2. They focus on dyads consisting of contiguous states or at least one

OWer. '

ma]o;.pPr\:)]bably the two studies that come closest to invalidating the empirical
finding of a statistically significant negative relationship between joint democ-
racy and war are James et al. (1999) and Gartzke (%009), but Oneaitl and Russett
(2000) and Russett and Oneal (2001) respond convincingly to their critiques on
both theoretical and empirical grounds. Harder to refute have been the theo-
retical and empirical analyses of scholars such as Polachek (1?97), Wl'{ose
arsuments are grounded in macroeconomic theory and econometric modeling;
h:wever, his use of very different research designs and relianqe on COPDAB
data, which restricts the temporal coverage of his analyses,’hml_ts thfa infer-
ences one may draw from his findings. Nevertheless, the findings in this study
provide support for Polachek’s arguments. N

4. However, the impact of trade interdependence was vitiated by the auto-
correlation controls.

5. Bennett and Stam’s (2000) more extensive analyses reveal greater sup-

port than Beck et al. (1998) for the view that trade reduces the likelihgod of
conflict, but trade was not always significant, depending on the'esumator
choices employed by the authors (including Beck et al.’s fiiag.nosnc). Oneal
and Russett (1999a) found support for the conflict-dampening impact of bgth
democracy and trade interdependence in a subsequent study using alternative
specifications of these variables. .

6. Russett (1993: 77) states, “Our hypothesis . . . says that the more dem-
ocratic both members of the pair are the less likely they are to bx?come
embroiled in a militarized dispute.” Rummel (1983) makes a si.rmlar point.

7. With respect to the use of continuous measures in codu}g democracfy,
one should keep in mind that the Polity dataset is problematic because its
indices of democracy are largely ordinal. .

8. Beyond the analyses that resurrected the systematic study of the DPP
(e.g., Small and Singer, 1976; Rummel, 1979, 1983; Ck'xan, 1984, Wee.de,
1984), prior to Maoz and Russett (1993), the most exhagstwe and compelling
findings supportive of the DPP were Maoz and. Abdolali (1989) a}nd Bremer
(1993); however, these two studies relied on trichotomous and dichotomous
indicators of joint democracy, instead of continuous measures. '

9. JOINREG is measured as the ratio of the sum of the two states’ regime
scores and the difference of the two states’ regime scores plus 1: (Democracy ,
+ Democracy,) / (Democracy , — Democracy, + 1). As Qneal and Russett
(1997: 274) point out, if one takes a pair of states whose regime scores are bth
50 (well above the democracy threshold of Maoz and Russett [1993], which is
+30), then JOINREG is (50 + 50) / (50~ 50 + 1), or 100. If one state becomes
more democratic and now scores 70, while the other state remains at 50, JOIN-
REG for this more democratic dyad now equals (70 + 50) / (70— 50 + 1), or

P
|

Are Democracies Less Likely to Fight Each Other? 49

5.7. The continuous measure of joint democracy decreases substantially as one
of the two states—and, therefore, the dyad—becomes more democratic. This
critique was originally put forward by Rummel.

10. Maoz and Russett (1993) and Oneal et al. (1996) also used a measure
of the difference of the regime scores for the two states multiplied by a “power
concentration” (PCON) value, which gauges the extent that a government
exercises effective control over its citizenry. Oneal and Russett (1997: 274)
avoid this measure mainly because “not even the originators of the data” have
used it “as a defining characteristic of democracy,” but Maoz (1997) uses it in
his analyses of the DPP.

11. The geometric mean is measured as the nth root of the product of n
values. Unlike a simple arithmetic mean (i.e., an average), it takes into con-
sideration the difference in the values.

12. Oneal and Ray (1997: 765) note that the coefficient for their joint
democracy interaction term was not significant, and I presume that this is due
to multicollinearity problems. In a later study, Oneal and Russett (1998: table
2) report findings on the DPP using an interaction specification, and the coef-
ficient for Dem, , is not significant in any of their results.

13. To better appreciate why the dichotomous specification of the joint

democracy variable precludes our ability to estimate the direct and conditional
effects of Der,, or Dem, ,, consider a logistic regression equation: logit (Y) = o
+BX, +B,X,+. ..+ BX,, where o is a constant; B, and [, are the multiple
regression coefficients that represent the independent effect of each respective
predictor variable, X, and X,,, on the outcome variable; and X, and X, are values
of Dem,, and Dem, ,, respectively. The effect of Den,, and Dem, , on the out-
come is measured by their respective B coefficients; however, when an interactive
variable, X, X, is introduced in the model: logit (Y) = a. + B, X, + B, X, + B, X, X,
...+ B.X,. the effects of X, and X, are only partially captured by their  coeffi-
cients. Here, B3, and B, only represent the effects of X, and X, on the outcome
variable when the value of the other predictor is 0. One must also consider the
conditional effect of each predictor on the outcome, measured as the product of
the B coefficient of the interactive variable and the value of the other state’s
democracy score. More formally, given an interactive specification, the effect of
X, on logit (Y) = (B, + B,X,); and the effect of X, on logit (Y) = (B, + B,X,). With
a dichotomous interaction variable, X, which takes the value of 1 if the dyad is
jointly democratic and 0 otherwise, the interpretation of the conditional effects is
not as straightforward because by restricting the interactive variable to two values
(i.e., 0 or 1) we lose the variation in the interaction of X, and X, that was evident
in the continuous interaction variable, which ranged from —100 to +100. We are
left with a specification that gauges the direct effect of X, and X,, on the outcome,
controlling for the impact of joint democracy (i.e., X,) measured dichotomously;
however, we are unable to capture the conditional effects of X, and X, as either
variable varies across the range of its possible values. To be sure, the continuous
interactive specification provides a much more straightforward interpretation.
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14. Similarly, fusing the impact of three factors ((.1yadic flemocracy,
monadic democracy, and political distance) using two variables (i.e., Dem,,
and Dem,,,) makes it difficult to tease out their mdep.eydent‘ef.fec.ts. . .

15. Results using a dichotomous measure of political d1ssun11ar.1ty, Mixed »
dyads, which is coded 1 for states that are neither cohergnt democraC}es, cohc?r—
ent anocracies, nor cohererit autocracies, and 0 otherwise, are coqsmtent W1th
those reported above, although the caveats against the use gf discrete ngt
democracy measures apply here, as well. Coherent democracies have regime
scores > +6, coherent anocracies range from +3 to -3, and coherent autocracies
have scores < —6. _ ) '

16. Technically, in the models that follow, droppmg ongoing d15p_ute years
amounts to not coding subsequent years of the same dispute as additional dis-
pute cases. ) .

17. See Oneal and Russett (1997: 277) for the coding rules for the vari-
ables in the original model. T also reestimated the models using the GEE diag-
nostic, which Oneal and Russett (1999a: 427) and Russett and Oneal (2001)
favor as a technique to control for spatial and temporal dgpendence. Results
garnered from using this specification are consistent .w1th tbose repo_rt.e,dv
throughout this chapter, and they corroborate the main ﬁndu}g that joint
democracy does not reduce the probability of international cgnﬂlct when one
controls for political dissimilarity and trade and drop§ ongoing years of d1§-
putes. The only difference is the coefficient for the pohucgl fhs.mmﬂanty vari-
able in Equation C, which is not significant (p = .14) but it is m‘the expected
direction; more importantly, it is highly significant (p = .005) ajnd in the exgect—
ed direction in Equation D, which contradicts thc? der‘nocranc peace finding.
See the Appendix for a table that details this reestimation.

18. Models were also estimated including the value of the more dergo-
cratic state’s regime score, Democracyy, and the resu1t§ were consistent with
weak-link assumptions. Democracy,, was not included in qlodels that 1.nch.1d-
ed Political dissimilarity because that would create a hneay combination
among the predictors and preclude estimation, since the latter is coded as the
absolute value of the difference between Democracy, and Demo'cracyw. )

19. Oneal and Russett’s equation (1) is identical to Equation 1 in this
study. . ) .

20. The model including Dem,,, + Dem, , Was consistent with that using

* Dem, - and is not presented in order to preserve space. N
Dem}2”1. The té(r)mous naturcf of the joint democracy variable and its inability to
attain statistical significance in our research design remim.is.us of Ray’s (1997:
14) prescient observation that the relationship.bc‘atween joint democ.racy al.xd
peace “is in fact so modest in strength . . . that it 1s somethmg’ ofa minor mir-
acle that it has yet to be eliminated by most of the ‘controls’ to which it has
been introduced.” ) .

22 A direct test of weak-link assumptions on the DPP requires an exami-
nation of directed dyads, which distinguish initiators from. t_argets, rather than
nondirected dyads, which do not distinguish between initiators and targets,
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such as those that are the focus of Oneal and Russett (1997) and most studies
of the DPP. Bennett and Stam (2000) focus on directed dyads using a weak-
link specification and find support for Oneal and Russett’s main findings; how-
ever, their results are not directly comparable to mine. (See note 27.)

23. This point speaks to problems in the causal logic of the weak-link
assumption and an analogy might usefully illuminate the rationale behind it.
Imagine a theoretical argument that posits that in accidents between two driv-
ers, the one with the greater number of points on his or her driving record is
more likely to have been responsible. Such an argument cannot be used to
explain cases where both drivers have the same number of points. That is, such
a “theory” by definition can only address cases where the records of the driv-
ers are not identical. Similarly, the “weak-link” thesis is only applicable, by
definition, to those cases where a “weak link” is observable, and that simply is
not evident in cases where regime scores are identical.

24. The findings in Table 2.7 are presented for both Democracy, , and
Demy, * Dem, ,; although the results are consistent when either Dem,, +
Dem, , or Dem,,, are included, the latter two estimations are not included in
order to conserve space.

25. Interestingly, Oneal et al. (1996: 251, n. 14) downplayed the signifi-
cance of their findings that continuous measures of joint democracy were not
robust when controlling for trade interdependence (they stated that this impor-
tant point should not be “unduly emphasized”), because they acknowledged in
a subsequent paper, which would turn out to be “The Classical Liberals Were
Right,” that using a continuous measure of joint democracy (i.e., the weak-link
specification) allowed them to find strong support for the DPP.

26. Although one can make this case for any point along the democracy-
autocracy continuum where the regime scores for the two states are identical,
the points of full democracy and full autocracy are important because it is
mainly by differentiating between the conflict proneness of democracies and
autocracies that scholars have argued that joint democracies are less conflict-
prone than joint autocracies, which for some provides a substantiation of the
DPP.

27. For example, Oneal and Russett (1999a) have used a sum of regime
scores measure of joint democracy and also utilized the outcome variable that
excludes ongoing dispute years. The only exception is the political (dis)simi-
larity variable, which they discuss but do not use explicitly because they pre-
sume that their weak-link specification provides an indirect check on the
impact of this variable. Bennett and Stam (2000) include a “regime dissimilar-
ity” measure equivalent to the one used here, and their results support Oneal
and Russett’s findings; however, they do not report results using this specifi-
cation for nondirected dyads——such as those used in this study—so their results
are not comparable to those reported here (see pp. 680-683).

28. Although Russett and Oneal (2001) ostensibly provide evidence for
the democratic peace back to the nineteenth century, there is a dearth of reli-
able trade data for this time period; therefore, the main argument put forth in
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this chapter cannot be adequately tested using their research design. F}lrther,
there are several inexplicable alterations in the research design found in that
study that may affect their findings. The most obvious one is their choice to
exclude the economic growth variable from their models although bot.h Russett'
(1993: 28, 82) and Oneal and Russett (1997) put forth solid theoretical argu-
ments for its inclusion. According to Oneal and Russett (1997: 276-277) it is
important to control for economic growth because “states enjoying economic

success are apt to be disinclined to fight. They are beneficiaries of the status

quo; and as the liberals have emphasized, conflict is inconsistent with modern
financial and commercial relations” (emphasis added). But Oneal and Russett
(1999¢: 220) are less enthusiastic about the inclusion of economic growth as a
control in the analysis of the DPP, and in discussing economic growth they
frame it in this way: “A related hypothesis, less often articulated in clas'sical
liberal thinking, is that a state enjoying a high rate of economic growth w1.11 be
less inclined to fight others” (emphasis added). Regardless, there is a straight-
forward argument that growth more than democracy accounts for the absence
of war between democratic states, and economic growth should be used as a

control in analyses of the DPP. Interestingly, the findings in this chapter actu-.

ally are not inconsistent with the view that growth, more than ‘democracy,
accounts for the democratic peace (see also Mousseau, 2000).

3

Are Democracies
More Peaceful than
Nondemocracies!?

n this chapter, I test the monadic DPP, which posits that individual

democratic states are more peaceful than nondemocratic states. As

noted in Chapter 1, earlier findings on the DPP indicated that
democracies are no more or less war prone, in general, than non-
democracies. The comparable warlike record of democracies and non-
democracies seemed to pose a challenge to the theoretical basis of the
DPP. This apparent inconsistency poses a problem for democratic
peace scholars with respect to building a consistent theoretical argu-
ment regarding democracy and war. In addition, in the policy domain,
the inconsistency undercuts the “democratic crusade,” an effort osten-
sibly led by Western democracies to promote peace abroad (see
Diamond, 1992).! Of course if democracies are more peaceful than
nondemocracies, then the spread of democracy would be a desirable
mechanism for peace. But if democracies are not generally more
peaceful than nondemocracies, then the spread of democracy would
promote egalitarianism, but it would not reduce the likelihood of war
involvement for democratic states. However, if democracies are more
war prone than nondemocracies, then the spread of democracy to non-
democratic states would be an undesirable and ineffective mechanism
to encourage peace and it would increase the probability of those
states becoming involved in interstate war. To determine whether
democracy is likely to engender war or peace for individual states, we
need to examine the relationship between democracy and war at the
state level.

53
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Recently, scholars have begun to challenge earlier findings on the
DPP and have presented evidence that democracies are, indeed, more
peaceful than nondemocracies, thereby substantiating the monadic

level DPP. Indeed, Oneal and Russett (1997: 288) conclude that “not

only was there a separate peace among democratic states but democra-
cies were more peaceful than autocracies generally” (emphasis added).
They draw the same conclusions from subsequent analyses of the DPP
(Oneal and Russett, 1999c: 223; Russett and Oneal, 2001). Oneal and
Ray (1997) reach a similar conclusion from their empirical analyses.
These studies, which confirm the monadic DPP, appear to have filled
the breach in the theoretical arguments of democratic peace theorists
created by the earlier findings that although democracies did not fight
each other, they were just as war prone as nondemocracies. However,
the findings in support of the monadic DPP suffer from several prob-
lems, which seriously affect their reliability. In the next section, I will

briefly review some of this research and show how much of it suffers .

from level of analysis problems that severely limit its applicability to
the monadic DPP. I also show how many of these studies suffer because
they rely on weak-link specifications, the shortcomings of which I dis-
cuss in Chapter 2. To alleviate these problems, I provide a research
design that focuses squarely on state-level processes and straightfor-
ward measures of democracy. I then present my findings and briefly
discuss their research and policy implications. I conclude with a sum-
mary of the main points of the chapter.

Is There a Monadic Level Democratic Peace?

The monadic version of the DPP has received varying degrees of sup-
port in the literature. For example, Haas (1965: 319) finds “a slight but
consistent tendency for democratic countries to have less foreign con-
flict than undemocratic political systems.” His findings are consistent
with those of Salmore and Hermann (1969), Zinnes and Wilkenfeld
(1971), and East and Hermann (1974). East and Gregg (1967) also find
that “freer” states exhibited less foreign conflict behavior than more
authoritarian states.

The most emphatic proponent of the monadic level DPP has been
Rummel (1979, 1983, 1995), who insists that democracies are less vio-
lent in their international relations than nondemocracies; however, this
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conclusion is at odds with his earlier findings (see Rummel, 1968: 207)
and with most early studies of the relationship between a state’s regime
type and its propensity for war. For example, Wright (1942: 841) finds
no statistical support for the view that “democracies have been less
often involved in war than autocracies.” Gregg and Banks (1965) find
no significant relationship between democracy and foreign conflict
behavior. Russett and Monsen (1975: 27) also conclude that “polyarchy
has no independent effect on war-proneness.” Similarly, Small and
Singer (1976), in an analysis of interstate wars from 1816 to 1963, find
no support for the monadic level DPP, nor does Chan (1984) or Weede
(1984). s

More recently, however, the monadic DPP has been resurrected
and has received increased support. For example, Geller’s (1985)
analysis reveals that states with more constrained regimes, such as
democracies, are likely to experience less foreign conflict. Bueno de
Mesquita and Lalman (1992: 152-153) make a similar argument with
respect to the role of constraints and find that even the presence of a
single democracy in a dyad (i.e., a pair of states) reduced the likelihood
of a crisis escalating to war. These findings confirmed those uncovered
previously by Maoz and Abdolali (1989) as well as the subsequent
findings of Hewitt and Wilkenfeld (1996). Morgan and Schwebach
(1992: 318) also find that more constrained states, such as democracies,
are less belligerent, regardless of the “domestic structure of the oppo-
nent.” Bremer (1992: 329) agrees that “the presence of a [single]
democracy in a dyad significantly reduces its war propensity,” con-
cluding, “It appears that the contention of some that both states must be
democratic before the war-inhibiting effect of democracy is felt is
unsupported.” Ray (1995, 1997) echoes this view and provides detailed
support for the monadic version of the DPP in the literature. In addi-
tion, although Rousseau et al. (1996: 526) find evidence of the monadic
DPP “actually quite thin,” they insist that “democracies are less likely
to initiate crises with all other types of states.” Huth (1996: 187) seems
more convinced of the accuracy of the monadic DPP, and his findings
reveal that “increasing levels of democracy reduce escalation and pro-
mote peaceful conflict resolution consistently, regardless of who the
adversary was in a territorial dispute.” Similarly, Leeds and Davis
(1999: 17) find that “regardless of the characteristic of the dyadic part-
ner, states with more democratic characteristics engage in higher levels
of international cooperation and lower levels of international conflict.”
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Benoit (1996: 654) also provides support for the monadic DPP and
states that “democracies were significantly less likely, on average, to be
involved in international wars during the 1960s and 1970s than less
free states.”

Two of the clearest and most unequivocal endorsements of the

monadic DPP are found in Oneal and Ray (1997) and Oneal and
Russett (1997). For example, Oneal and Ray (1997: 751) assert that the
findings from their dyadic level analysis of regime type and dispute
involvement from 1950 to 1985 reveal that “democratic states are more
peaceful than autocracies at the national level of analysis” (emphasis
added). In addition, Oneal and Russett (1997: 388-389) are emphatic
that their evidence “contravenes the conventional wisdom that democ-
racies fight as often as nondemocracies,” and they add that “during the
Cold War era at least, not only was there a separate peace among dem-
ocratic states but democracies were more peaceful than autocracies

generally” (emphasis added). All told, although earlier research seemed

to challenge the monadic DPP, more recent research provides what
appears to be strong support for it. In fact, some of the most recent
research such as Oneal and Ray (1997), Oneal and Russett (1997), and
Russett and Oneal (2001) provide what the authors contend is “clear
support” for the view that democracies are more peaceful than other
types of states. However, a closer look at the research designs of sev-
eral of these studies reveals that the evidence used to support the
monadic DPP is not without its problems.

Problems with Monadic Level DPP Findings

Several concerns arise from a review of the major studies of the pro-
ponents of the monadic DPP. First, as the previous section indicates,
these studies offer varying degrees of support for the monadic DPP, and
the analyses cover a range of international outcomes not all of which
are international wars—the primary class of cases to which the DPP is
most clearly applicable. Second, there are methodological concerns
with the research designs of many of the studies that are most support-
ive of the monadic DPP insofar as they rely on dyadic level observa-
tions (i.e., those that focus on interactions between two states) to infer
to monadic level processes (i.e., those that focus on the behavior of sin-
gle states) in apparent disregard of potential level of analysis problems.
For example, Bremer (1992) and Morgan and Schwebach (1992)—
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among others—assume that, given a dyad, if one can observe changes
in the regime characteristics of one of the states in the pair, then one
may reasonably infer that the observed relationship is operative at the
monadic level; however, such an inference may violate level of analy-
sis assumptions because a monadic level specification should not pro-
ceed from the condition, “given a dyad.”

Studies such as Dixon (1993, 1994), Oneal and Ray (1997), Oneal
and Russett (1997, 1999b), and Russett and Oneal (2001) are charac-
terized by similar problems insofar as they rely on a “weak-link”
research design, which presumably allows the analyst to draw infer-
ences about the relative war-proneness of individual democracies by
focusing on the democracy score of the least democratic state in the
dyad. Beyond the problems associated with the weak-link specification
and estimations of the dyadic DPP, problems emerge from relying on
weak-link specifications in examining the monadic DPP. First, since
the weak-link approach assumes that the influence of one state’s level
of democracy is conditional on the other state’s level of democracy,
then one should include an interaction term, which would take the
value of the product of both states’ democracy scores, in equations that
assume the operation of weak-link processes. The coefficient for this
term captures the influence of dyadic level forces on the likelihood of
conflict and also accounts for the conditional impact of the two state
level variables on the outcome (see Friedrich, 1982). As reported in
Chapter 2, I was unable to estimate such an equation using Oneal and
Russett’s (1997) data; therefore, I was unable to determine the impact
of the individual states’ level of democracy on their likelihood of inter-
national conflict involvement. Without an interactive variable that is
constructed as the product of the two constituent variables, one cannot
derive, in a straightforward manner, the direct and indirect impact of
the individual states’ level of democracy on the probability of conflict
involvement. It follows that the weak-link specification used in Oneal
and Russett (1997) does not allow us to draw clear inferences regard-
ing the conflict propensity of individual democracies and is, therefore,
inadequate for examining the monadic DPP.

Second, as noted in Chapter 2, weak-link specifications conflate
both the allegedly conflict-dampening impact of monadic level democ-
racy and the conflict-exacerbating impact of political distance in the
regime variables (or, as is often the case, in the single regime variable
for the less democratic state). Fusing these two conflicting attributes in
a single variable makes it difficult to distinguish between dyadic and
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monadic level processes. In this way, weak-link specifications create
level of analysis problems. To be sure, if political distance is an impor-
tant contributor to international conflict, one should simply include it

as a separate variable in the analysis. Such a specification would allow .

scholars to better determine the impact of political distance on conflict;
but, again, as a dyadic level factor, it does little to shed light on the
monadic DPP.

Third, and finally, the implication that interstate conflict arises from
“the freedom for military action of the less-constrained state” assumes
that the less democratic state in a dyad should initiate conflict; howev-
er, the statistical tests used to examine the democratic peace in most of
the studies that rely on the weak-link thesis do not focus on conflict ini-
tiation but rather on a state’s involvement in international conflict
(Oneal and Russett, 1997: 288). Interestingly, early analysts of the
monadic DPP often focused on conflict initiation without clouding their

estimations by reliance on weak-link assumptions. As I will show, many .

of these studies found no evidence of a monadic DPP (e.g., Small and
Singer, 1976; Chan, 1984). To be sure, there are much more straightfor-
ward ways of testing the DPP with respect to conflict initiation that are
not hamstrung by the theoretical and methodological issues affecting
weak-link specifications, to wit: one that simply provides an explicit
test of the relationship between a state’s democracy score and its prob-
ability of becoming involved in—and initiating—interstate conflict.
All told, Oneal and Ray (1997), Oneal and Russett (1997), and
Russett and Oneal (2001) argue that using the weak-link specification,
they find “clear support” for the monadic level democratic peace; how-
ever, I maintain that reliance on weak-link specifications makes it very
difficult to analyze—much less provide clear support for—the monadic
DPP. Therefore, my analyses do not rely on weak-link specifications
but instead focus squarely on the relationship between a single state’s
level of democracy and its likelihood of becoming involved in interna-
tional conflict. As in the previous chapter, I analyze this relationship for
all states during the postwar era—the period within which the demo-
cratic peace is most evident and that for which the most unambiguous
claims in support of the monadic DPP have been advanced (e.g., Oneal
and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Leeds and Davis, 1999). In
the following section I will discuss the research design used in the sub-
sequent analyses because it is understandably somewhat different from
the one used in the previous chapter, which focused on dyadic level
_telationships.
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Research Design

Outcome Variable: The Onset of Interstate War

In this chapter, I examine cases of interstate war from 1946 to 1992,
The unit of analysis is the state-year, which is the annual observation
for each of the 159 states in the dataset. There are a total of 4,727 state-
years for which we have complete data. The outcome variable is the
onset of interstate war, which is a dichotomous variable that is coded as
“1” if the state experiences an interstate war onset in that year and “0”
if it did not. War data are from Singer and Small (1995).

Predictor Variable: Democratic Regime Type

The primary predictor variable, Democracy, is measured as the differ-
ence between the democracy and autocracy scores of the state, using
the codings from the Polity IIT dataset (Jaggers and Gurr, 1996), and
assumes values from —10 (most autocratic) to +10 (most democratic).
This is a clearly monadic level specification and does not draw on
weak-link assumptions and, therefore, does not suffer from the limita-
tions associated with that approach.

Control Variables: Political, Economic, and Cultural Factors

It is also important to control for the various political, economic, and
cultural factors that have been found to significantly affect the war
proneness of states in order to limit the likelihood of drawing spurious
inferences from simple bivariate results. Although much of the recent
data-based research on interstate war has focused on dyadic level rela-
tionships, several state level factors have been shown to be important
correlates of interstate war (see Geller and Singer, 1998). Moreover,
since these controls have been shown to affect the likelihood of war, we
need to determine the extent to which they may vitiate the relationship
between democracy and war, which is the central focus of my study.
These political, economic, and cultural variables will serve as the con-
trol variables in my analysis of the monadic DPP.

Beginning with political factors, analysts have long observed that
major powers are more likely to become involved in war (Small and
Singer, 1982). Moreover, scholars have demonstrated the importance of
controlling for major-power status when evaluating the DPP (see
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Morgan and Campbell, 1991; Morgan and Schwebach, 1992). In this
study, major-power status is designated following COW criteria and
includes China since 1949 as well as France, Russia/USSR, the United

Kingdom, and the United States since 1946, respectively. The variable, .

Major power, takes the value of “1” for those states that are major pow-
ers in the given year and otherwise is coded “0.”

There is also evidence that states undergoing political transitions
are likely to become involved in interstate conflict (see Mansfield and
Snyder, 1995; Enterline, 1996; Ward and Gleditsch, 1998; Thompson
and Tucker, 1997ab); therefore, I include a political transition variable,
Transition, in the data analysis. Transition is a continuous variable that
is measured as the difference in a state’s regime score on the Polity III
scale from one year to the next. There is also support for the view that
highly militarized states are more likely to fight (Weede, 1970; Kemp,
1977; Wayman et al., 1983). The militarization variable, Militarization,
is measured as the log of the ratio of a state’s military personnel to its.
total population. Data for this variable is from the COW Material
Capabilities dataset (Singer and Small, 1995).

Turning to economic factors, more developed states have been
found to be less war-prone than less developed states. In our analysis,
a state’s level of development, Development, is measured as the log of
the ratio of the state’s energy consumption and its total population.
Data for this variable is also from the COW Material Capabilities
dataset (Singer and Small, 1995). In addition, Russett’s (1990) empiri-
cal analysis found significant but weak support for the view that eco-
nomic downturns are associated with an increased likelihood of inter-
state war. Therefore, I also control for the presence of economic
downturns as a factor affecting the likelihood of interstate war involve-
ment. An economic downturn, Downturn, is a dichotomous variable
that takes the value of “1” in cases where the annual percentage change
in Development is negative for three consecutive years, and “0” other-
wise.

Finally, among the cultural factors that are implicated in interstate
wars, Huntington (1996) suggests that states belonging to certain civi-
lizations are more war prone than others. Although the dyadic level
aspect of Huntington’s thesis has been empirically challenged (Russett
et al., 2000; Henderson and Tucker, 2001), there is partial support for
aspects of his thesis at the monadic level (e.g., Davis and Moore, 1997);
therefore, it is useful to provide a “civilization membership” control
variable in our study. A provocative sub-proposition of Huntington’s
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“clash of civilizations” thesis implicates Islamic states in interstate vio-
lence, so it is also useful to control for the ostensible war-proneness of
these states. Moreover, the focus on civilization membership is impor-
tant since critics of the DPP argue that conceptualizations of democra-
cy among democratic peace advocates largely reflect the shared identi-
ty and cultural affinity of Western states, which—it is surmised—has
led to the decreased violence between these states, which has been
incorrectly attributed to joint democracy (e.g., Cohen, 1994; Oren,
1995). Therefore, by controlling for Western civilization membership
we can better determine the extent to which democracy qua democracy
(as opposed to Western civilization membership) decreases the likeli-
hood of war. Civilization membership follows closely Huntington’s
(1996) classification and the criteria outlined in Henderson and Tucker
(2001), and it includes separate variables for the Sinic, Japanese, Hindu,
Islamic, Orthodox, Western, Latin American, African, and Buddhist
civilizations. States that do not fall within these categories are classified
as Other. Bach state is classified by its civilization type using a dummy
variable that takes the value of “1” for states that are members of the
respective civilization and “0” otherwise. I do not include all of the civ-
ilization variables in the same equation since that would create a perfect
linear combination and preclude estimation; therefore, 1 exclude
African so that it can be used as the baseline by which to determine the
impact of the other civilization variables.

Data Analysis

A multivariate logistic regression model is estimated to evaluate the
monadic DPP. The basic model takes the following form: Pr(Interstate
wari ) = 1/ (1+ e %). Pr(Interstate warj ) is the probability that the
outcome variable (the onset of interstate war) equals 1; and Z; is the
sum of the product of the coefficient values (;) across all observations
of the predictor variables (X; ), that is: B + B,Democracy + B,Major
power + B.Transition + B, Militarization + BDevelopment +
BDownturn + B.Civilization; . p-].°

Findings

Turning to the initial findings, which are reported in the first column of
Table 3.1 (Equation 1), the results indicate that each of the models per-



62 Democracy and War

Table 3.1 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Interstate War,

1946~1992
Equation 1 Equation 2
Democracy - 0p*** .05%*
(.02) 02)
Major power 1.94% 2.00%#*
(.35) (.38)
Transition -.03 -.02
(.06) (.06)
Militarization 14258 1.20%**
(:29) (30)
Development -36% -19
(:20) (21)
Downturn -.13 -25
29 (.30)
Buddhist — .16
(1.02)
Hindu — 2.10%*
949
Islamic 90#* 1.60%*
27 (.76)
Japanese —_— -3.06
(9.70)
Latin American — -.08
(.89)
Orthodox e -53
(1.10)
Other - 1.43%
(.85)
Sinic - 1.32
(.84)
Western - 74* -.09
(-40) .87
Constant —1.23* ~2.32%%
(.64) (1.06)
-2 log likelihood 758.78 738.95
N 4,727 4,727
X2 68.90%** 88.53%#%

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.

*p £ .10, ¥*p < 05 level, **¥p < .01 level
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forms well as evident from their goodness of fit statistics. As for the
associations among the predictor variables and the likelihood of inter-
state war, I find that major power, poor, militarized, and Islamic states
are more likely to be involved in interstate war, while Western coun-
tries are significantly less likely to be involved in interstate war. These
findings are consistent with previous research on state level factors in
war (see Geller and Singer, 1998) and also provide support for aspects
of Huntington’s (1996) thesis. Only the coefficients for Transition and
Downturns are not significant. Most important among the findings is
that democracies are more likely to be involved in interstate war,
which not only contradicts the monadic DPP but literally turns it on its
head.

When 1 include the complete list of civilization variables (with
African states as the baseline) in Equation 2, the greater war-proneness
of democratic states is again evident. Further, I find that the pacificity
of Western states evinced in Equation 1 is clearly not robust. In addi-
tion, it is clear that Islamic states are not singularly bellicose but that
Hindu and Other (mainly Israel) states are also more prone to war,
which suggests that Huntington’s (1996) assertion of the singular belli-
cosity of Islamic states is misplaced, at best. The findings with respect
to the civilization variables in Equation 2 largely reflect the heightened
degree of interstate war in South Asia and the Middle East since World
War II. To be sure, democracies from these regions, primarily India and
Israel, have been heavily involved in wars in the post—-World War I era.

In an attempt to determine the war-proneness of particular democ-
racies, I also disaggregated the democracy variable by civilization
membership. I found that Western democracies were significantly less
likely to become involved in interstate wars, but Hindu democracies
(predominantly India) and the Other democracies (predominantly
Israel) were significantly more likely to be involved in interstate wars.
The finding with respect to Western democracies may offer some sup-
port for those who argue that the pacific impact of democracy is found
especially within Western liberal democracies (e.g., see Owen, 1994),
and they might also provide succor to democratic enlargement advo-
cates; however, it is important to remember that although Western
democracies are less likely to become involved in wars, the findings do
not encourage a sanguine view of the prospect of peace emerging from
the implementation of a democratic enlargement strategy because
democratic states, in general, are more prone to become involved in
militarized disputes and interstate wars. The best example of demo-
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cratic involvement in war is provided by the experiences of the Hindu
and Other democracies (primarily India and Israel, respectively), which
are consistent with the intuitive assessment outlined above regarding

the involvement of democracies in South Asian and Middle Eastern.

wars. All told, the findings up to this point clearly refute the monadic
DPP. It seems evident that, controlling for a host of political, econom-
ic, and cultural factors, democracies are more likely to become involved
in interstate war than nondemocracies.

There are three strong critiques of the analysis thus far: One centers
on the operationalization of the primary predictor variable, Democracy,
and the other two focus on alternative choices of outcome variables.
Taking the initial critique first, some may question the use of a contin-
uous operationalization of the regime variable in the analyses reported
here; however, as noted in Chapter 2, researchers of the DPP generally
agree that indicators of democracy in systematic research should be

scaled as continuous variables because the DPP suggests that the -

greater the extent of democracy the greater the ability of democratic
norms and institutions to prevent war, which is “clearly an argument
with respect to the extent of democracy and not simply its presence or
absence” (Henderson, 1999a: 219, emphasis in original). Nevertheless,
I reestimated the basic equation (i.e., Equation 1) using a dichotomous
measure of democracy to test the sensitivity of the findings to a differ-
ent specification of the primary predictor variable (see Table 3.2).
Actually, 1 use a trichotomous measure that distinguishes among
democracies, anocracies, and autocracies, with autocracies excluded
from the equation to serve as a baseline. Democracies have regime
scores greater than +6, anocracies range from +6 to —6, and autocracies
have scores less than —6.3

The findings from Equation 3, which uses the noncontinuous spec-
ification, are generally consistent with those from Equation 1, which
uses a continuous measure of democracy.* Specifically, the results indi-
cate that democracies are significantly more likely to be involved in
interstate wars. In fact, these findings comport with a comparison of the
difference across regime types in the proportion of total state-years to
total war-years. For example, although democracies constitute 29 per-
cent of the total state-years in the population of cases in our study, they
account for 34 percent of the war-years; anocracies constitute 25 per-
cent of the state-years and 23 percent of the war-years, while autocra-
cies constitute 46 percent of the state-years and 43 percent of the war-
years. These distributions indicate that democracies are involved in war
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Table 3.2 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Interstate War,
Using a Dichotomous Democracy Measure, 1946-1992

Equation 3
Democracy gQE
(:33)
Anocracy 44
(.30)
Major power 1,93
(:335)
Transition i -03
(.06)
Militarization i 1.40%%=
(.30)
Development -.32%
(.19)
Downturn -12
(:29)
Islamic BEE
.27)
Western ' —64
(40)
Constant —1.71%%*
(.63)
-2 log likelihood 760.87
N 4,727
X 66.61+%+

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £.10, ¥*p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level

in excess of their proportion in the population of states—and much
more so than are anocracies and autocracies. Therefore, it is not sur-
prising that—using autocracies as a baseline—we find that democra-
cies are more likely to become involved in interstate war. In sum,
regardless of whether one uses a continuous or a noncontinuous speci-
fication of the democracy variable, democracies have been more war
prone than nondemocracies in the postwar era.

Turning to the second critique, one may argue that the greater prob-
ability of war involvement on the part of democratic states reflects the
greater adherence of democratic states to collective security require-
ments or their greater willingness to support democratic allies in ongo-
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ing wars. If this hypothetical relationship were borne out empirically,
then focusing on war involvement would make democracies appear
more bellicose than they are in actuality. According to the logic of this

critique, the more appropriate focus of an inguiry into the relative war- .

proneness of democracies is not “war involvement” but “war initiation.”
However, the problem with this critique is that the literature on the DPP
suggests that democracies are no less likely to initiate wars or to fight on
the side of the initiators than nondemocracies (Small and Singer, 1976;
Chan, 1984). In fact, previous research indicates that democracies
appear to be more likely to initiate war against autocracies than are
autocracies to initiate wars against them (Bennett and Stam, 1998). On
the other hand, Oneal and Russett (1999a) argue that the conflict-damp-
ening impact of democracy—which they maintain is manifest at both
the dyadic and monadic levels—is no less evident when using the onset
of an international dispute as the outcome variable. Therefore, I reesti-
mate Equation 1 using war initiation as the outcome variable.’

Equation 4 in Table 3.3 shows the result of estimations using this
specification of the model, and the findings are consistent with those of
Equations 1-3, which specify war involvement as the outcome variable
and indicate that there is a significant positive relationship between
democratic regime type and war initiation in the postwar era. Equation
5 in Table 3.3 shows that the significant positive relationship between
democracy and war initiation is not vitiated by use of a noncontinuous
measure of regime type. That is, in Equation 5, as in Equation 3, using
a trichotomous measure that distinguishes among democracies, anocra-
cies, and autocracies, with autocracies excluded from the equation to
serve as a baseline, I find that democracies are more likely to initiate
war. As before, in order to determine the war-proneness of particular
democracies, I disaggregated the democracy variable by civilization
membership. Again, I found that the Western democracies were signif-
icantly less likely to initiate interstate wars but that the Hindu democ-
racies (predominantly India) and the Other democracies (predominant-
ly Israel) were significantly more likely to initiate them. In sum, the
findings reveal that the view that the greater war involvement of dem-
ocratic states simply reflects their defensive reaction to aggression
from nondemocratic states is not only unfounded but essentially back-
wards—democratic states are significantly more likely to initiate wars
than other states.

The third critique suggests that the inconsistency between the find-
ings of the present study and those of previous works focusing on the
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Table 3.3 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Interstate War
Initiation, 1946~1992

Equation 4 Equation 5
Democracy 1QFE* 1.46%%*
(.03) (.56)
Anocracy » —_ 54
(54)
Major power 3.15%%* 3.02%%*
(.64) (.63)
Transition -.07 ~-.06
' .09 (-09)
Militarization . 1.56%%* 1.50%*=*
(49 (49)
Development -.58% —49
(:33) (:32)
Downturn ~13 -57
(:29) (.55)
Buddhist — —
Hindu — .
Islamic 69 ' 62
(47 47
Japanese — —
Latin American — ’ —
Orthodox J— —
Other —_ -
Sinic — -
Western ‘ ~3.81%%* ~3.60%#*
117 (1.16)
Constant -1.88* ~2.64%%*
(1.04) (1.06)
-2 log likelihood 278.79 - 28155
N 4,727 4,727
x? 43.62%%* 40.86%**

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £ .10, **p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level

monadic level DPP derives largely from the differences among out-
come variables. That is, while the present study focuses on interstate
war as an outcome, both Oneal and Ray (1997) and Oneal and Russett
(1997) focus on militarized interstate disputes (MIDs)—although the
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latter insist that their findings are consistent using interstate war
involvement as the outcome variable. It is plausible that although
democracies may be more conflict prone with respect to their involve-

ment in wars, they may also inhibit conflict with respect to their .

involvement in MIDs. I tested this contention by reestimating the basic
equations and specifying “initiation of militarized dispute” as the out-
come variable. The results are reported in Equations 6 and 7 in Table
3.4, and they reveal that even when we focus on MIDs, the basic rela-
tionship remains: Democratic states are more likely to initiate interstate
conflict. Coupled with the earlier findings, it is clear that democracies
are not more peaceful than nondemocracies; in fact, they are more
conflict-prone than nondemocracies.

As before, in order to determine the conflict-proneness of particular
democracies, 1 disaggregated the democracy variable by civilization
membership. Again, I found that the Western democracies were signifi-
cantly less likely to initiate MIDs, but the Hindu democracies (predom-
inantly India) and the Other democracies (predominantly Israel) were
significantly more likely to initiate them. Given these consistent findings
that the Western democracies are less conflict-prone and that the lion’s
share of democratic conflict is prosecuted by India and Israel, one may
contend that the findings actually do reveal a monadic democratic peace
for the Western democracies. However, it is important to remember that
neither the monadic nor the dyadic DPP suggests that only Western
democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies; in fact, this is a
critique of the DPP by scholars such as Cohen (1994) and by implication
Huntington (1996), which has been roundly criticized and empirically
challenged by DPP advocates such as Maoz (1997) and Russett et al.
(2000). In a slightly different variant of the previous argument, one may
insist that there is a democratic peace for most democratic states except
for those in the Hindu and Jewish civilizations (i.e., other than India and
Israel), but, again, the monadic DPP does not suggest that democracies
other than India and Israel are peaceful, it contends that democracies—
in general-—are more peaceful than nondemocracies. The findings in this
chapter clearly contradict that assertion.

Discussion

My findings refute the monadic level DPP, which suggests that democ-
racies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, and they reveal that
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Table 3.4 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Militarized Dispute
Initiation, 1946-~1992

Equation 6 Equation 7
Democracy 03xxx 4]
(01) (.13)
Anocracy . — 21
(.10)
Major power 2,62%%% 9 G
6Y)] 17
Transition ) -.03 -.03
(.02) (.02)
Militarization - 1.7 195w
' (10) (.10)
Development 30 e
(07 07
Downturn 35EwE 3Gnes
(10 (.10)
Buddhist — —
Hindu —_ _
Islamic 35k 3wk
10 (.10)
Japanese — -
Latin American —_ —
Orthodox —_— —
Other - —_
Sinic — .
Western —].34%% 1.2k
(16 (.16)
Constant 1.55%%= 8gEE*
(24) (:23)
~2 log likelihood 3,777.21 3,783.56
N 4,727 4,727
x? 534.04%%* 507.69%%*

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £.10, ¥*p £ .05 level, ***p < .01 level

democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to be involved in—
and to initiate—interstate wars and MIDs. Wedding these findings to
those in Chapter 2, it appears that the spread of democracy may pre-
cipitate an increase in the likelihood of wars as individual states
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become democratic and, subsequently, more war-prone. Further, cast-
ing these findings in the light of recent studies of the DPP highlights
some daunting prospects for global peace. For example, recent empiri-

cal findings indicate that regime changes are much more likely to occur .

during or following wars and that losing states are much more likely to
experience regime change (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992). Since
democracies are more likely to win wars as compared to nondemocra-
cies (Lake, 1992; Stam, 1996; Reiter and Stam, 1998a), it follows that
nondemocracies are more likely to experience regime change, which in
some cases may result in their full democratization. The result is that
war involvement may actually increase the proportion of democratic
states in the system and, subsequently, increase the likelihood of war-
fare for those newly democratic states. From this perspective, the
spread of democracy will create more of the most war-prone states,
thereby increasing the likelihood of war involvement and initiation for
those states. These relationships hardly encourage a sanguine view of
the prospects for peace with a democratic enlargement strategy.

One may ask how to reconcile the monadic DPP findings reported
here with previous monadic level DPP results. Well, this is a problem
only if one ignores two important factors: (1) earlier monadic level
DPP research, and (2) the impact of level of analysis problems. First, it
is important to remember that the findings reported here are actually
consistent with early monadic level findings such as Chan’s (1984:
632), which reveal that for the period from 1816 to 1945 and from 1946
to 1972, democratic states were actually more war-prone than nondem-
ocratic states. Weede (1984) also finds a positive though nonsignificant
relationship between democracy and war at the state level from 1960
to 1974. Chan (1984: 632) is clear that “contrary to the view that free-
dom discourages war, the evidence points in the direction that it is
associated with more war.” My findings corroborate and extend Chan’s
(1984) results and, therefore, are not totally inconsistent with earlier
research on the DPP—especially that which carefully distinguishes
between the interaction of pairs of states and the behavior of individ-
ual states. ,

In contrast, the results presented here contradict Benoit’s (1996:
654) findings that “democracies fought fewer wars on average than
less-free regimes” (emphasis in original). Although Benoit’s (1996)
study is largely unfettered by the research design problems of many of
the monadic DPP studies discussed earlier, it is not without its own
problems. For instance, his research design includes both interstate and
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extrastate wars, and his sensitivity tests with respect to the inclusion of
the latter wars suggest that they affect—if only marginally—the signif-
icance of the relationship between democracy and war involvement
(see his note 12). Since the relationship between democracy and war is
quite different depending on whether one focuses on interstate or
extrastate war (as will be shown in Chapter 4), it follows that Benoit’s
findings of a monadic level democratic peace may be partly owed to his
inclusion of extrastate wars in his analysis. More importantly, since
Benoit’s study—as compared to the present one—focuses on a limited
time period (from 1960 to 1980), which ignores several wars involving
democratic states included in the present analysis, such as the Korean
‘War, the Sinai War, the Falklands/Malvinas War, the L.ebanese War, and
the Gulf War, then it is likely that Benoit’s findings are skewed by its
limited temporal focus. Specifically, in my estimation, the temporal
domain of Benoit’s study is heavily influenced by the negative rela-
tionship between democracy and war involvement during the period
from 1973 to 1980 (as revealed in Chan’s 1984 study and my own
analysis not reported here) and especially from 1976 to 1980 (as
revealed by Rummel, 1983). _

Second, the difference between my strictly monadic level DPP
finding and previous findings that inferred monadic level processes
from dyadic level observations is hardly anomalous as long as one
does not ignore level of analysis problems and presume that relation-
ships that obtain at one level are operative at another.® For example,
since the end of the Korean War, major powers have not fought each
other in interstate war (a dyadic level phenomenon); however, in the
same period individual major powers have been more likely to engage
in interstate war (a monadic level phenomenon). If one assumed that
since major powers did not fight each other, then they were less likely
to fight, in general, one would be making an inferential error indicative
of a level-of-analysis problem. These types of inconsistent relation-
ships across levels are evident in many political phenomena in world
politics. For example, while Wallace (1973) and Midlarsky (1975) find
a strong relationship between status inconsistency and war involve-
ment at the system level, Ray (1974) and Gochman (1980) find that
status-inconsistent states are no more likely to be involved in war than
status-consistent ones. It appears that many recent advocates of the
monadic level DPP seem to have been insufficiently attentive to level
of analysis problems in their declaration that democracies are more
peaceful than nondemocracies. Relying largely on dyadic level speci-
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fications to draw inferences about monadic level relationships, they’ve
failed to capture the actual conflict exacerbating relationship between
democracy and war that is uncovered once one focuses on explicitly
state level processes.’

It is important to remember that concerns with level of analysis

problems do not preclude our drawing logical inferences from results at
one level to those one can expect to observe at another; they only cau-
tion us not to assume that processes operative at one level are, ipso
facto, operative at another. When put to the test, scholars often find that
many such assumptions are not borne out empirically. In that vein, 1
contend that the research cited earlier demonstrates that by simply
inferring to the system level relationships that are observed at the
dyadic level, democratic enlargement strategy suffers from a level of
analysis problem.

To be sure, I do not contend that democracy is an undesirable form
of government or that the promotion of democracy should be aban-
doned. My intention is simply to point out that the notion that by pro-
moting democracy one can facilitate—much less ensure—peace seems
severely flawed. The findings in this chapter indicate that democracy,
in itself, not only fails as a guarantor of international peace but actual-
ly increases the likelihood of interstate war. Given this conclusion, one
has to question the effectiveness of a democratic enlargement strategy,
whose aim is to pursue peace by assisting in the creation of what is the
most bellicose type of states, democracies. To my mind, in order to bet-
ter understand the motivation for war and the conditions that give rise
to peace, scholars should focus on the interplay of political, economic,
and cultural factors as they inform the decisions of leaders and their fel-
low citizens to go to war.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have examined the relationship between democracy
and interstate war in the postwar era. By focusing explicitly on state
level factors in an era when the democratic peace is thought to be clear-
ly evident, I've provided a clearer test of the claim that democratic
states are more peaceful than nondemocratic states. Controlling for a
host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been impli-
cated in the onset of interstate war, the results indicate that democracies
are more war-prone than nondemocracies (whether democracy is coded
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as a continuous variable or not) and that democracies are more likely to
initiate interstate wars.

These results suggest several research and policy implications.
First, analysts of the monadic level DPP should use explicitly state
level specifications of their variables in order to avoid level of analysis
problems.® Second, the results seriously call into question the empiri-
cal underpinnings of the democratic enlargement strategy. Some might
interpret the finding that Western democracies are less likely to initiate
disputes and wars as vindication of the view that these states should
embark on a crusade to spread democracy; however, my findings indi-
cate that democratic enlargement is more likely to fuel increased inter-
state war involvement because the spread of democracy will generate
more democratic states, which are more likely to become involved in—
and to initiate—interstate wars. These conclusions cast an ominous
shadow over otherwise positive developments such as the democratic
transformation of states in the present wave of democratization. They
certainly raise concerns about the efficacy of recent enlargement initia-
tives, such as the expansion of NATO, to include several newly democ-
ratized Eastern European states. Eastern Europe remains a volatile
region, and the presence of democracy in the new NATO members of
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary may exacerbate the propen-
sity to international conflict among these states and draw their NATO
allies into a larger regional conflict. Layne (1994: 47) argues that “there
is little wisdom in [the United States] assuming such potentially risky
undertakings on the basis of dubious assumptions about the pacifying
effects of democracy.” The findings from this study provide empirical
support for Layne’s skepticism. It appears that for all of its positive
value as an egalitarian form of government, one of the key threats to
peace for individual states is the presence of a democratic regime.

Notes

1. Although Clinton administration officials publicly shunned calls for a
“democratic crusade,” Layne (1994: 46) avers that interventionism is implicit
in the logic of the DPP because “if democracies are peaceful but nondemo-
cratic states are ‘troublemakers’ the conclusion is inescapable: the former will
be truly secure only when the latter have been transformed into democracies,
t0o.” In spite of that, Lake (1993: 4) argues that enlargement “is not a demo-
cratic crusade [but] a pragmatic commitment to see freedom take hold where
that will help us [the United States] most.” Nevertheless, he details how the
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United States “must target” its efforts “to assist states that affect our strategic
interests” using methods that range from trade, aid, and diplomacy to military
containment of “backlash states.” While Lake disaffirmed the impulse to cru-
sade, he outlines U.S. enlargement interests in the Western hemisphere, Central
and Eastern Europe, Asia and the Pacific, and sub-Saharan Africa.

2. I checked for autocofrelation (up to 16 lags in the ACF and PACF
series) using the Box Ljung Q statistic for the models and it was not pro-
nounced. Using the GEE autocorrelation diagnostic, 1 found that the estimates
were consistent with those reported here. Beck et al.’s (1998) Peaceyrs diag-
nostic revealed an absence of autocorrelation (e.g., in the original model the
coefficient for Peaceyrs is —6.63 with a standard error of 8.11). I conclude that
the findings are robust with respect to autocorrelation.

3. The coding of anocracy is not identical to the one used in Chapter 2,
which focused on “coherent anocracy,” a subset of the broader category of
“anocracy.” Unlike the coding for coherent democracy and coherent autocra-
cy, there is not a generally accepted threshold for coherent anocracy in the DPP
literature. Using the identical coding of coherent democracy as found in the
analyses in Chapter 2 yields similar results as those reported in this chapter
(i.e., Tables 3.2-3.4).

4. The exception is that the coefficient for Western is not significant.

5. Initiation data are from Bueno de Mesquita (1981), updated by the
author.

6. The main difference between my findings that reject the monadic DPP
and those of Leeds and Davis (1999) and Bennett and Stam (2000), who sup-
port it (without suffering from level of analysis problems), is likely due to their
inattention to civilization factors. By controlling for civilization factors, one
can more readily discern the impact of democracy qua democracy at the state
level. Western democracies make up 60 percent of all democratic state-years,
and while their rate of war involvement is equal to that for all democracies,
their rate of war and MID initiation is less than that for democracies in gener-
al. Controlling for Western civilization allows us to flesh out the greater
propensity to conflict among non-Western democratic states and, subsequent-
ly, democracies in general.

7. Democratic enlargement strategists assume a negative monotonic rela-
tionship between the spread of democracy and the probability of war in the
global system; in contrast, Gleditsch and Hegre (1997) suggest an inverted U
relationship between the two. Ray (1997) and Maoz (2000) disagree with the
inverted U thesis. Crescenzi and Enterline (1999) do not find evidence for the
inverted U relationship over the period 1816 to 1992, but they find a negative
relationship from 1936 to 1992.

8. Only after scholars have ascertained the actual relationship between
democracy and war at the state level can we effectively wed it to research
focusing on dyadic, regional, and system level processes and provide an inte-
grated model of the DPP, such as attempted by Maoz (2000).

4

The Democratic Peace and
Extrastate VWars

s we have seen from the discussion up to this point, most stud-

ies of the DPP focus mainly on one type of international war,

interstate war (i.e., war between at least two states); however,
there is another major form of international war that is extrastate, or
extrasystemic—in other words, war between states and nonstate actors,
such as colonial and imperial wars. Findings from Chapter 3, which
empirically refute the monadic DPP, do not address the issue of
whether the democratic peace obtains for extrastate wars. Therefore, in
this chapter, I analyze the relationship between democracy and extra-
state war for all states during the postwar era from 1946 to 1992—the
period for which the most unambiguous claims in support of the
monadic level DPP have been advanced.

Earlier research on the relationship between democracy and inter-
national war often included analyses of extrastate wars (e.g., Small and
Singer, 1976; Chan, 1984; Weede, 1984), and these studies found no
evidence that democracies were more peaceful than nondemocracies.
By comparison, recent studies of the DPP largely ignore data on
extrastate wars. These data have been available since publication of
Small and Singer’s Resort to Arms in 1982, a widely accepted source
for interstate war data. Interestingly, it is the more recent studies that
have emphatically proclaimed that democracies are more peaceful than
nondemocracies (e.g., Oneal and Ray, 1997; Oneal and Russett, 1997,
1999¢; Leeds and Davis, 1999; Russett and Oneal, 2001). The key con-
cern of this chapter is to what extent democratic states are more peace-
ful with respect to extrastate wars. Additionally, I hope to better deter-
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mine the extent to which democracies are more peaceful across the full
range of international wars, including both interstate and extrastate
wars. With its focus on extrastate wars, this chapter fills a lacuna in
recent research on the democratic peace, and it has important implica-
tions for foreign policy.

The chapter proceeds in several parts. In the next section, I will dis-
cuss the relationship between democracy and extrastate war as sug-
gested by DPP arguments. Following that, I provide an empirical analy-
sis of the relationship between democracy and war, controlling for
several political, economic, and cultural factors. After presenting the
results, I discuss their research and policy implications. Finally, I con-
clude with a brief summary of the main points of the chapter.

Democratic Imperialism and Democratic Peace

The theoretical rationale for democratic involvement in extrastate wars
draws mainly from the arguments regarding the prospects for demo-
cratic imperialism. Doyle (1997) argues that liberalism, the political
philosophy in which the DPP is embedded, is ambivalent with respect
to imperialism and the wars it spawns. While “liberal cosmopoli-
tanism” is said to “eschew imperialist intervention in states,” other lib-
eral approaches do not support the view “that all peoples are suffi-
ciently ‘civilized’ to be fit for national independence” (p. 399). Such
societies were viewed as incapable of “the ‘reciprocity’ on which all
legal equality rests partly because of political chaos, partly because
these peoples (like children) are incapable of postponing gratification.
Moreover, they would benefit from the tutelage and commercial devel-
opment imperial rule could provide” (p. 399). To be sure, Wilsonian
idealism, the paradigmatic expression of classical liberalism in world
politics, in practice legitimized imperialism and colonialism for the
predominantly “democratic” victors of World War I, who had subju-
gated much of Africa and Asia while proclaiming the right of
Europeans to be free from imperialism in recognition of their rights of
national self-determination. It is clear that Western liberalism, at least
in the past two centuries, has been schizophrenic regarding imperial-
ism: The domination of whites was clearly illegitimate, to be vigorous-
ly and even violently resisted (e.g., in “wars to make the world safe for
democracy”), while the subjugation of nonwhites could be quite legiti-
mate and even laudable. This perspective, therefore, rarely warranted
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the violent overthrow of even the most oppressive white imperialists,
who were viewed in this racist rationalization as bearers of civilization,
justice, Christianity, and so on. '

This classical liberal hypocrisy informs the democratic peace by
reminding us that under certain conditions, democratic leaders prose-
cute wars to achieve the objectives of imperialist policies. Their impe-
rialist policies result, in part, from the perception that opponepts are
inferior according to racial and cultural criteria. This mind-set mitigates
the conflict-dampening impact of democratic government and may
allow democratic decisionmakers to pursue aggressive foreign policies
against even arguably democratic foes. For example, Owen (1994: 95)

_ maintains that the basic premise of the cultural/normative variant of the

DPP is that “liberalism [is] more tolerant of its own kind.” That is,
when citizens and elites within liberal societies recognize their poten-
tial rival as a liberal regime, they oppose war between their states. Oren
(1995: 151) argues that “the democratic peace proposition is not about
democracy per se; rather, it should be understood as a special case of
an argument about peace among polities that are similar relative to
some normative benchmarks.” What is “special” about the benchmarks
that indicate “democracy,” for Oren, is that they represent “our kind.”
The designation of “our kind,” in my view, often transcends reg1:me
type and may draw instead on the cultural characteristics of the n_val
society (see Henderson, 1998a). Therefore, the conflict-dampening
impact of democracy that Owen ascribes to liberal regimes often rests
on whether the political elite perceive the adversary as similar to them-
selves. Specifically, among culturally dissimilar disputants, the reduc-
tion of conflict occasioned by joint democracy may be undermined by
racist or ethnocentric animus on the part of decisionmakers. This view
seems consistent with those of such staunch democratic peace advocates
as Weart (1998: 242), who is convinced that the major influence that
“may undermine peace between approximately republican regimes” is
the misperception of leaders, which biases them against those who are
politically, economically, or culturally different. He opines that the

weak point . . . that threatens peace between any regimes, demogra»
cies or not [is that] people may identify so strongly with their nation-
ality (with its territory, language, ethnic stock, religion, and so forth)
that this loyalty outweighs even the solidarity among fellow demo-
crats. They may then see foreigners as an alien and untrustworthy
outgroup regardless of their form of government. (p- 221)



78 Democracy and War

The result of this process often takes the form of “aggressive impe-
rialism” on the part of a strong democracy that attempts to “enforce its
hegemony over other peoples.” Weart suggests that such aggressive
imperialism has been facilitated by the fact that in the colonies “the dis-
tinction between the domestic citizen and the foreign potential enemy
was already blurred” (p. 239). He avers that “republics in general, with
their ideals of equality and tolerance, tend to define their in-group of
citizens as those who follow republican practices” (p. 237); however,
“approximately republican regimes may turn to violence exactly at the
point where the principles of equality and toleration are not fully estab-
lished domestically” (p. 239). That is, in the cases of democratic impe-
rialism, “the readiness of leaders to use force abroad was almost pre-
dictable in view of how they coerced people, if not exactly at home,
then certainly under their domination” (p. 239). Nevertheless, Weart
(1998: 242) insists, “No matter how severe the differences between
rival republics, their style of diplomacy contributes to a mutual trust
which moves them toward alliance rather than war.”

Russett has also addressed the impact of racism on perceptions of
an adversary’s regime type, and his views seem quite similar to those
of Weart. For example, in reviewing the Second Philippines War of
1899 as a potential “candidate war between democracies,” Russett
(1993: 17) suggests that “Western ethnocentric attitudes at the time”
prevented normative or institutional constraints from exerting a damp-
ening effect on U.S. foreign policy in the face of an arguably demo-
cratic though culturally dissimilar adversary.? He observes that the
impact of the West’s racism on its colonial subjects was such that
“Europeans’ ethnocentric views of those peoples carried the assump-
tion that they did not have institutions of self-government. Not only
were they available for imperial aggrandizement, they could be consid-
ered candidates for betterment[?] and even ‘liberation’—the white
man’s burden, or mission civilatrice. . . . Their governments or tribal
leaders could not, in this ethnocentric view, be just or consensual, and
thus one need have few compunctions about conquering these legiti-
mate candidates for ‘liberal’ imperialism™ (pp. 34-35, emphasis in
original).

Hunt (1987: 91) reminds us that the Second Philippines War is not
exceptional in this regard; in fact, he argues that decisionmakers in the
United States—one of the most enduring democracies—*fixed race at
the center of their world view” (also see Dower, 1986). Further, “pub-
lic policy in general and foreign policy in particular had from the start
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of the national experience reflected the central role that race thinking
played.” For Hunt, the overall pattern was clear enough in that U.S.
elites “shared a loyalty to race as an essential category for understand-
ing other peoples and as a fundamental basis for judging them” (p. 91).
He also takes issue with Russett’s (1993: 35) contention that “when
Western forms of self-government did begin to take root on a local
basis in many of the colonies, the extremes of pseudo-Darwinian
racism lost their legitimacy” because such attitudes have not disap-
peared with respect to the West’s treatment of the former colonized
world (pp. 171-198). Nevertheless, for many democratic peace theo-
rists, pervasive white racism in the domestic and foreign policies of
Western imperialist states does not disqualify them from being classi-
fied as democratic.

Probably the most egregious example of this is found in the desig-
nation of Belgium as a democracy (usually from 1830 on—with the
exception of the few years when it was occupied, see Doyle 1983ab),
even as Belgian King Leopold II committed what Hochschild (1998: 3)
labels “one of the great mass killings of recent history,” in the Rubber
Terror of the Belgian Congo. During this conflict, an estimated
10,000,000 Africans were killed between 1880 and 1920—truly a holo-
caust in Central Africa. Further, the author maintains that only the scale
of the killing subsided when the “democratic” Belgian government
took over control of the colony.? Democratic France followed similar
policies in their equatorial African territories with some indigenous
population losses estimated at roughly 50 percent, but these factors
hardly affect the designation of France’s democratic status. Britain’s
colonial subjugation of African and Asian peoples also does not seem
to affect its democratic standing among DPP researchers. Moreover, the
democracy score of the United States is consistent from the eighteenth
century on according to Doyle (1983ab), and it never registers below
+8-—a coherent democracy—on the Polity III scale. In fact, it is coded
+10-the highest level of democracy—from 1871 on. Yet Karnow
(1989: 194) notes that in just one of several cases of U.S. imperialist
wars, in the Second Philippines War of 18991902, 4,000 U.S. troops,
20,000 insurrectos, and roughly 200,000 civilians were killed. In this
arguably joint democratic war, there was almost a ten-to-one ratio of
civilian to military deaths—with civilian deaths representing 89 per-
cent of the total—surpassing even that of the Vietnam War (Henderson
and Singer, in press). In each of these cases and potentially others,
racist states coded as democracies prosecuted imperialist wars against
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polities that may also have been democratic, but with the exception of
the latter, these cases are rarely mentioned in democratic peace tracts as
candidate cases of joint democratic conflict. This reflects, in large part,

two aspects of Eurocentric world politics: (1) the view that colonized

people do not have a history of organized armed resistance to Western
imperialism and (2) the enduring view that colonized people could not
possibly have a history of egalitarian forms of governance.

The latter point seems to inform Weart’s (1998) and Russett’s
(1993) view that even given their biased perceptions of certain peoples,
democratic leaders have not prosecuted international warfare against
other democracies. Such a view ignores extrastate wars between
Western democracies and potentially egalitarian polities. For example,
the conflicts related to the Belgian subjugation of the indigenous soci-
eties of the Democratic Republic of Congo may provide candidate cases
of joint democratic conflict especially in light of the research by African
scholars, such as Ernest Wamba-Dia-Wamba (1985), who have been
documenting indigenous representative institutions such as palaver
found in several societies in Africa’s interlacustrine region.* A discus-
sion of these types of candidate cases is noticeably absent from most
DPP research, including Russett (1993), Ray (1995), Russett and Oneal
(2001), and Weart’s 1998 study—the latter claims to have documented
the entire population of approximate cases of joint democratic war.>

The reasoning behind the argument that pervasive white racism on
the part of Western “democracies” does not disqualify them as democ-
racies is not dissimilar from the rationalizations proffered by demo-
cratic peace advocates to explain away cases where democracies use
covert warfare against other democracies (see Forsythe, 1992; James
and Mitchell, 1995). For example, Weart (1998) characterizes the U.S.-
assisted overthrow and assassination of Chile’s democratically elected
leader, Salvador Allende, in a military coup in 1973 as a clear example
“of one democratic government deliberately working to destroy anoth-
er” (p. 227). Russett (1993: 123) views the Allende regime similarly
and points out that “had war erupted between the United States and
Chile we would have had to reexamine any generalization that democ-
racies do not make war on each other.” Both authors also agree that
U.S. intervention to overthrow the Arbenz regime in Guatemala
involved aggression by one democracy against another democratically
elected government. What is interesting, though, is that both authors
contend that these covert uses of force by the United States against,
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arguably, other democratic states do not challenge the democratic peace
thesis; in fact, they maintain that such cases actually support the DPP.

For example, Russett (1993) maintains that it is largely a reflection
of the high level of democracy in the aggressive state that leaders resort
to covert uses of force in the first place! He states that in such cases,
“the normative restraints of democracy were sufficient to drive the
operations underground amid circumstances when the administration
otherwise might well have undertaken an overt intervention” (p. 124).
For him, “When a democracy does use or threaten to use force against
another, it will be at a target that is perceived to be unstably democrat-
ic” (p. 123). But, even Weart (1998)—a fellow proponent of the DPP—
acknowledges that perceptions of the stability of a state or its demo-
cratic character often rest on one’s perception of the people who govern
that state, especially when they are viewed as culturally inferior. For
example, in considering Eisenhower’s overthrow of the Arbenz regime
in Guatemala, he probes, “Could democracy be maintained among peo-
ple who had been mired for centuries in ignorance and subservience, a
nation moreover composed largely of ‘primitive’ peasants with dark
skins? The sad history of Latin politics combined with racist prejudices
to paint a picture of natives prone to anarchy and easily misled by
scoundrels” (p. 222).

While in some ways more nuanced in his treatment of the impact
of racism on the foreign policies of democratic states as compared to
Russett (1993), Weart (1998) is even more imaginative in the rational-
ization he offers to reconcile the use of covert force by democratic
states against other democracies with the DPP. Simply put, he argues
that this type of covert action usually occurs when undemocratic sub-
cultures ascend within the foreign policy hierarchy of democratic states
such as occurred during the Nixon administration in the United States.
Weart suggests that during that time “there was a symmetry between
the U.S. government’s actions in Chile and its actions at home. In pre-
cisely these years Nixon also secretly dispatched agents to molest U.S.
citizens, under the conviction that his opponents were aiding the
advance of Communism. . . . Subversion in Chile was no departure for
an administration that condoned breaking into the offices of political
rivals in Washington itself” (p. 227). In such a context “diplomacy, in
the traditional sense of exchanges of notes between envoys, was beside
the point. Suspicious leaders turned less to diplomats than to corpora-
tions, intelligence agencies, and military units. It is no contradiction to
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the thesis that political culture affects negotiations, but exactly in
accordance with it, that the resulting ‘diplomacy’ was in a style far
from cooperative. . . . One side, ambiguous in its democracy, is brand-
ed an enemy by leaders who are already abnormally repressive of sim-
ilar opponents at home” (pp. 228-229, emphasis added).

What is so striking about these arguments and the aspect of them
that informs our analysis of democracy and imperialist wars, is how
DPP advocates rarely turn their lens to focus critically on the quality or
extent of democracy of the Western state using covert action. Instead
they focus on or challenge only the democratic standing of the victim-
ized state. For example, even as Weart maintains that “undemocratic”
elements gained influence in the United States in such a way as to
affect U.S. foreign policy toward certain democracies, these represent
for him, at most, “a limited deviation from democratic principles” and
one that is evident “on both sides” (p. 229). Russett (1993: 124) argues
that in these cases democratic restraints “were strong enough to fore-
stall open military action, but not strong enough to prevent a secret
operation or to stop it belatedly.” Weart does not seem to reflect on—
or fully appreciate—his contention that “leaders who are already
abnormally repressive” probably are not practicing democratic norms.
Likewise, Russett does not seem to consider the possibility that states
that cannot constrain their leaders from the arbitrary and secret use of
force abroad are not exercising the requisite level of executive con-
straint expected from a democracy.b

Frankly, as Gilbert (1999) and others have noted, perhaps states that
permit leaders to prosecute covert warfare against other (democratic)
states are not really democracies.” Similarly, I maintain that perhaps
states that have racism as a central element of their state’s domestic and
foreign policies are not really democracies. Such a view has received rel-
atively short shrift among DPP advocates—especially where the focus is
on Western states in the postwar era. But such rhetorical sleight of hand
evident when democratic peace scholars confront the issues of imperial-
ism and racism among democratic states is really not surprising given the
extent to which DPP advocates wax eloquently on—and largely root their
theoretical models in—the democratic pronouncements of theorists who
clearly espoused white supremacism—especially Kant and Wilson,
while remaining strangely silent on these authors’ racist views and the
implications of these views for the arguments they put forward. I main-
tain that democratic peace theorists interested in theoretical consistency
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would do better to reflect less on racist idealists such as Kant and Wilson
and more on nonracist ones such as DuBois ([1903] 1961; [1947] 1987),
who wrote laboriously on both the merits of democracy and the
hypocrisy of its Euro-American form guided by a white supremacism
that justified, in particular, the denial of the rights of citizens of African
and Asian extraction, domestically, and the colonization and subjugation
of Africans and Asians abroad. Martin Luther King ([1968] 1986) made
a similar point repeatedly with respect to U.S. foreign policy during the
Vietnam War, which he viewed as an imperialist extension of the coun-
try’s racist domestic policies toward its black minority. This rather obvi-
ous relationship between a state’s domestic and foreign policy—a cen-

~ terpiece of classical liberalism—is too often minimized in the neoliberal

preoccupation with the sanguine impact of democratic domestic politics
on a state’s foreign policy. But, when ignored, this relationship leaves the
democratic peace thesis untethered to the reality that it seeks to explain:
namely, how democracies that ostensibly recognize freedom as a basic
human right pursue the subjugation of other people and the prosecution
of war against them in order to effectuate their subjugation. The theoret-
ical inconsistency evaporates once we appreciate that the “founding
fathers” of the democratic peace advocated a Herrenvolk democracy.
And following the logic of classical liberal theses of world politics, one
would expect a Herrenvolk democracy to possess a Herrenvolk foreign
policy. It is this type of white racist democracy that we observe in the
West’s imperialism. Therefore, we would expect that Western democra-
cies are more likely to fight extrastate wars.

In addition, while most Western states are democratic today, there
are many non-Western democracies as well, and most of those states
have not been possessed of the dualism that has legitimized the subju-
gation of nonwhite, non-Western peoples while simultaneously pro-
moting freedom as a basic human right. For such states there is very lit-
tle of the imperialist spirit or the decisionmaking rationale to justify it.
Therefore, for democratic states, in general, we would not expect heavy
involvement in extrastate wars. Instead, we expect Western states to be
more heavily involved in extrastate wars, while the obverse should
obtain for non-Western states. Before analyzing the correlates of
extrastate wars to determine if the patterns outlined above are consis-
tent with the empirical evidence, in the next section I provide a more
detailed description of extrastate wars and discuss why they have rarely
been examined in DPP research.
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Previous Research on the DPP
and Extrastate War

Extrastate War

Extrastate wars are defined by the Correlates of War (COW) project as
armed conflicts between the military forces of sovereign states and
nonstate political entities, such as colonies, suzerainties, and territorial
possessions (Small and Singer, 1982).% That is, they are fought between
the armed forces of recognized states and those of an adversary who “is
not a member of the interstate system but is an independent nonmem-
ber of the system or a nonindependent national entity” (p. 81). In the
past these have been primarily—though not exclusively—the West’s
colonial and imperial wars such as the French colonial war in Algeria,
the British colonial war in Kenya, or Portugal’s colonial wars in
Mozambique, Angola, and Guinea-Bissau; but they also include such
non-Western armed conflicts as China’s intervention in Tibet,
Ethiopia’s intervention in Eritrea, or India’s involvement in the First
Kashmir and Hyderabad Wars.® Scholars have ignored systematically
analyzing these wars for various reasons, not least of which is the rela-
tive inattention of quantitatively oriented Western scholars of world
politics to systematically examine third world armed conflicts, in gen-
eral. This marginalization of third world politics has been heightened
under the present hegemony of neorealist analyses that often assume
that world politics is synonymous with major power politics (e.g.,
Waltz, 1979).10

A less critical view of the alleged “empirical neglect” of extrastate
wars by quantitative theorists focuses on the problems related to the
operationalization and delineation of extrastate wars that may discour-
age scholars from including them in studies of international war, in
general, and the DPP, in particular. For example, a major point of con-
tention with respect to the extrastate war dataset is that Small and
Singer (1982) do not include the battle deaths of the nonstate entities in
these data. The result is that the extrastate war data are, as Vasquez
(1993: 27) puts it, “woefully incomplete” for the nonstate entities.
Small and Singer’s (1982) rationale was that “while such deaths did not
go unmourned, they often went uncounted or unrecorded”; therefore,
they concluded that the figures related to the battle deaths of troops of
nonstate entities were quite dubious. Concerns about the reliability of
the battle death figures of the primarily non-European disputants in
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extrastate wars led Small and Singer (1982) to require that extrastate
wars sustain 1,000 battle deaths each year in order to be included in
their dataset, while interstate wars had only to attain a 1,000 battle
death threshold over the entire course of the war in order to be includ-
ed in the dataset.

Vasquez (1993: 27) opines that “the discrepancy in the quality of
[the interstate war and extrastate war datasets] may be seen as part of
the historical legacy of Western imperialism and racism that simply did
not regard non-Western groups as civilized or as human beings equal to
whites.” Therefore, “it is not unfair to assume that such attitudes played
some role in accounting for the fact that Western nations did not both-
er to record in any systematic way the fatalities sustained by nonna-
tional groupings in imperial wars of conquest or pacification” (p. 27).
Further, Vasquez is correct that “this historical legacy” compelled
Small and Singer (1982: 56) to make “certain ‘practical’ data-collection
decisions which resulted in the discrepancy in the two data sets.”
Nevertheless, it is clear that the COW coding rules “have the effect of
making some people’s deaths and wars not count, which is just the way
the West viewed these conflicts in comparison to their own ‘real’ wars”
(Vasquez, 1993: 27-28). '

One may contend that Small and Singer’s (1982) codings reflect an
ideological bias; however, such a view ignores the fact that the incon-
sistency in the extrastate war data reflects more the biases in the record-
ing of history and the compilation of governmental records than it does
the ideological predisposition of the COW authors. Small and Singer
were “faced with the fact that others, less objective than they . . . man-
aged to shape and control the past so that part of the record is not eas-
ily reconstructed.” Facing such constraints, “the only alternative would
have been to make crude estimates, and they were unwilling to do this
because it would have greatly reduced the scientific reliability of their
data” (p. 28). Nonetheless, Small and Singer (1982)—while certainly
conscious of their own coding rules—did not discourage the inclusion
of extrastate wars in analyses of international war, although they con-
ducted separate analyses of each type of war in their studies. In addi-
tion, although the decision not to include the battle deaths of nonstate
entities has generated some contentious debate (Duvall, 1976), with
respect to the analysis of the DPP, one is reminded that the inconsis-
tencies in the coding rules of extrastate wars as compared to interstate
wars has a greater impact on evaluations of the duration or severity of
war instead of involvemenr in war, which is the focus of most DPP
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research.!! Therefore, the extrastate war data are quite useful—and
reliable—for analyses into the factors associated with a state’s involve-
ment in international war—the primary point of focus of research on
the monadic DPP.

Nonetheless, it is understandable that one may be more confident '

of inferences drawn from the interstate war dataset than from the
extrastate war dataset and that—depending on the research question—
scholars should be careful to analyze these wars separately. However,
the clearest reason for including these wars in our analyses is that the
causes of extrastate wars may be dramatically different from the caus-
es of interstate wars; therefore, generalizations about interstate war
may not apply to extrastate wars and, by extension, to international
wars conceived more broadly. Since most democratic peace researchers
draw almost exclusively on interstate wars to inform their analyses,
then the democratic peace may only apply to one type of international
war.!? It is not only the quantitative research on the democratic peace
that has ignored extrastate wars; much of the data-based scholarship on
international war, in general, has focused on interstate war as opposed
to extrastate war. Further, drawing almost exclusively on interstate
wars to inform their analyses of international war, democratic peace
theorists may incorrectly assume that the.absence of interstate war is
synonymous with international peace when in fact it may only suggest
the decreased likelihood of one type of international war (e.g., inter-
state war), which may coincide with an increased likelihood of a dif-
ferent type of international war (e.g., extrastate war).

Moreover, there appears to be an ethical inconsistency in the
rationale by which democratic peace advocates laud the peacefulness
of democracies, in general, and Western democracies, in particular,
when by excluding extrastate wars from their analyses they are able to
ignore the loathsome record of Western involvement in colonial and
imperial wars. Incredibly, some “democratic peace” researchers
accomplish this feat at the same time that they applaud the impact of
peace-generating “norms” in inhibiting democratic states from the pur-
suit of bellicose foreign policies (e.g., Russett, 1993; Weart, 1998). If
there are any consistent examples where such “norms” did not appear
to inhibit Western democracies, it is in the lengthy and quite bloody
record of the West’s colonial and imperial wars (e.g., see Rodney, 1980;
Hochschild, 1998). Therefore, a focus on extrastate wars is important
not only for empirical reasons but for ethical reasons as well.
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The DPP and Extrastate Wars

Beyond the early studies that included extrastate wars in their analysis
of the DPP, two more recent studies of the democratic peace have not
ignored extrastate wars. For example, Benoit’s (1996: 645, n.12) study
explicitly examines the monadic DPP, and although he does not offer
any examination of extrastate wars, specifically, he insists that the inclu-
sion of such wars in his analysis of the monadic DPP does not substan-
tively affect his main finding that democratic states are more peaceful,
in general, than nondemocracies. He finds that “democracies fought
fewer wars on average than less-free regimes” from 1960 to 1980
(emphasis in original). However, as noted in Chapter 3, Benoit’s study
is not without problems, which seriously compromise the inferences
about the monadic DPP that we can draw from it. For example, his find-
ings are limited to a small sample of wars from 1960 to 1980, which
ignores several wars involving democratic states since the end of World
War II, which are included in the present analysis, such as the Korean
‘War, the Sinai War, the Falklands/Malvinas War, the Lebanese War, and
the Gulf War; therefore, it is likely that Benoit’s findings are skewed by
its limited temporal focus. In my estimation, Benoit’s findings are prob-
ably heavily influenced by the negative relationship between democra-
cy and war involvement during the period from 1973 to 1980 (as
revealed in Chan’s 1984 study), especially from 1976 to 1980 (as
revealed in Rummel, 1983). In addition, his sensitivity tests with respect
to the inclusion of extrastate wars in his analysis of the monadic DPP
show that these wars do, in fact, affect—if only marginally—the signif-
icance of the relationship between democracy and war involvement (see
his note 12). Therefore, it is not unrealistic to expect that the relation-
ship between democracy and extrastate war involvement is either not as
strong as that between democracy and interstate war or possibly even
different in terms of direction (i.e., whether it is positive or negative). It
makes sense, then, to explore the relationship between democracy and
extrastate war involvement explicitly, in order to determine the extent to
which a monadic DPP obtains.

In alater study, Gleditsch and Hegre (1997) included extrastate wars
in their analysis of the DPP at the state, dyad, and system levels. They
concluded, inter alia, that the inclusion of extrastate wars in their analy-
sis of the DPP was problematic because it exaggerated the relative war-
proneness of democracies “because nondemocratic opponents in colonial
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wars are not counted as separate actors” (p. 293). That is, since the state
participants in extrastate wars are assumed to be predominantly demo-
cratic and regime data are not recorded for the nonstate participants,
which are assumed to be predominantly nondemocratic, then the authors
assume that findings regarding involvement in extrastate wars will be
skewed against the DPP; however, this conclusion is flawed for several
reasons. First, it largely disregards the involvement of nondemocratic
states in extrastate wars such as China’s intervention in Tibet, Ethiopia’s
intervention in Eritrea, and Iraq’s attacks against its Kurds. In fact,
Gleditsch and Hegre’s (1997) perspective runs counter to Benoit’s (1996)
argument that his results from analyzing the DPP for extrastate wars
“seem to be caused by the extrasystemic [extrastate] war states being
highly non-democratic” (p. 645, emphasis added). Second, Gleditsch and
Hegre (1997) seem to assume that because certain democratic states like
Britain and France were heavily involved in extrastate wars that democ-
racies, in general, are more likely to be involved in such conflicts; how-
ever, this is an empirical question and one that should not be assumed out
of hand. Their logic in disregarding extrastate wars on these grounds is
similar to the following: Since the majority of the imperial or colonial
powers in the postwar era were democratic, and we know that imperial
or colonial powers are more prone to be involved in extrastate wars, then
one should not focus on extrastate wars when examining the war-prone-
ness of democratic states. This is similar to the argument that since the
majority of the major powers (three of five) in the postwar era were dem-
ocratic, and we know that major powers are more prone to be involved
in interstate wars, then one should not focus on interstate wars when
examining the war-proneness of democratic states. The latter is clearly
unacceptable, and by analogy, so is the former.

Third, the fact that extrastate war data is not coded for regime type
for the nonstate entities involved in the conflict does not preclude the
use of these data in examining monadic DPP because the latter does not
focus on the “democraticness” of nonstate entities but only on that of
sovereign states. Therefore, the absence of regime data for entities that
clearly are not sovereign states is not necessarily problematic and does
not diminish our ability to determine the war-proneness of democratic
and nondemocratic states in the system.!? In addition, the bias against
the DPP, which is assumed to result from the inclusion of extrastate
wars, is overstated since both democracies and nondemocracies had the
opportunity to involve themselves in extrastate wars. Therefore, the

Extrastate Wars 89

inclusion of extrastate wars in analyses of the monadic DPP is not only
permissible but crucial to our understanding of the relationship
between democracy and international war at the state level.

In sum, recent assessments of the monadic DPP, for the most part,
have failed to include extrastate wars in their analyses. Therefore, they
were not only unable to determine the relationship between democracy
and extrastate war, specifically, but also unable to determine the rela-
tionship between democracy and international war, in general, since
extrastate wars are an important class of international war. I intend to
circumvent these problems by analyzing the DPP against the record of
extrastate wars, specifically, and international wars, in general, for the
postwar era from 1946 to 1992—the period within which the “demo-
cratic peace” is presumably most evident. In the following section, I
discuss the research design before conducting the empirical analysis.

Research Design

Outcome Variables: The Onset of
Extrastate and International War

In this chapter I utilize the same basic research design as was used in
Chapter 3 with a few modifications. There are two outcome variables:
(1) extrastate war involvement, which is a dichotomous variable that is
coded as *“1” if the state becomes involved in an extrastate war in that
year and “0” if it does not; and (2) international war, which is a dichoto-
mous variable that is coded as “1” if the state becomes involved in
either an extrastate war or an interstate war in that year and “0” if it
does not. War data are from Singer and Small (1994).1 The predictor
and control variables are the same as those listed in Chapter 3, so they
are not repeated here. Also, as in the previous chapter, a multivariate
logistic regression model is estimated to evaluate the monadic level
DPP (Menard, 1995). The basic model takes the following form:
Pr(Extrastate Warj p) = 1/(1+ e~%). Pr(Extrastate War; ¢) is the proba-
bility that the outcome variable (the onset of extrastate war) equals 1;
and Z; is the sum of the product of the coefficient values (B;) across all
observations of the predictor variables (X; 7), that is: Bg + B, Democracy
+ B,Major power + B, Transition + B Militarization + B Development +
BsDownturn + B.Civilization; | . p-1."
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Findings

Before analyzing the impact of democracy on extrastate wars, I will
examine the impact of democracy on international war in general in
order to better contrast the results across the different types of armed
conflict. Turning to the findings reported in the first column of Table
4.1 (Equation 1), which focus on international war as the outcome vari-
able, I find that major power, poor, militarized, and Islamic states are
more likely to be involved in international war. These results are con-
sistent with previous research on state level factors in international war
(see Geller and Singer, 1998) and also provide support for aspects of
Huntington’s (1996) thesis. Ounly the coefficients for Transition,
Downturns, and Western are not significant. As in the case of interstate
war, democracies are more likely to be involved in international war.
These results contradict the monadic level DPP across an even broader
range of warfare than that demonstrated by the findings in Chapter 3
while supporting and expanding on Small and Singer’s (1976), Chan’s
(1984), and Weede’s (1984) earlier findings that refuted the monadic
DPP.

When I include the complete list of civilization variables (with
African states as the baseline) in Equation 2, the greater war-proneness
of democratic states is less evident. Although most of the significant
variables in Equation 1 remain so in Equation 2, the inclusion of the
remaining civilization variables reduces the significance of Democracy,
although the coefficient remains positive. In addition, it’s clear that
Islamic states are not singularly bellicose but that Hindu (mainly India)
and Other (mainly Israel) states are also more prone to become involved
in war, which suggests that Huntington’s (1996) assertion of the singu-
lar bellicosity of Islamic states is misplaced, at best. The findings with
respect to the. civilization variables in Equation 2 largely reflect the
heightened degree of interstate war in South Asia and the Middle East
since World War I1.

In an attempt to determine the war-proneness of particular democ-
racies, I also disaggregated the democracy variable by civilization
membership, as was done in Chapter 3, and found that only the Hindu
democracies (e.g., India) were significantly more likely to be involved
in war. In sum, the findings from Equations 1-2 either refute or fail to
substantiate the monadic DPP. It seems clear that, controlling for a host
of political, economic, and cultural factors, democracies are not more

Extrastate Wars 91

Table 4.1 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with International War,

1946~-1992
Equation 1 Equation 2
Democracy 033* o1
(018) (02)
Major power 7.1 gk 9 3k
(:29) (.33)
Development ek —41%*
(17) (.19)
Militarization 1.36%** 1.31%%%
' (27) 27
Transition . ~04 03
(.68) (.05)
Downturn 15 07
(:25) (:25)
Buddhist e -.59
(.89)
Hindu - 1.41%
(79)
Islamic 8GEE : 1.09%*
(24 (.56)
¥ épanese — ~2.96
(9.69)
Latin American _— -31
(.69)
Orthodox —_ ) ~1.27
97
Other — 1.30%+
(.65)
Sinic — 57
(.65)
Western 02 25
(:35) (.66)
Constant —1.44%% _1.76%*
(:59) (.86)
-2 log likelihood 913.57 892.25
N 4,727 4727
X2 93.57%** 114.89%**

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £.10, **p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level
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peaceful than nondemocracies, and there is some evidence that democ-
racies are more likely to become involved in international war.

One might contend that the apparent refutation of the monadic
level DPP results from my combining extrastate and interstate wars,
which unfairly stacks the deck against the DPP as suggested by
Gleditsch and Hegre (1997). If that’s so, then analyzing international
and extrastate wars separately should give us a more accurate picture of
the relationship between democracy and war. Therefore, I reestimated
Equation 1 from Table 4.1 using only extrastate war involvement as the
outcome variable. If Gleditsch and Hegre (1997) are correct that the
inclusion of extrastate wars biases the results against the DPP, then we
would expect the findings to show that democratic states were more
likely to be involved in extrastate wars since this would largely account
for the positive relationship between democracy and international war
evinced in Equations 1-2. However, the findings from Equation 3 in
Table 4.2 clearly indicate that the more democratic regimes are, in fact,
less likely to be involved in extrastate wars. That is, the findings pro-
vide evidence of a monadic level democratic peace with respect to
extrastate wars. This finding challenges Gleditsch and Hegre’s (1997)
contention that the inclusion of extrastate wars in analyses of the DPP
unduly biases the results against the DPP. What is evident is that since
democracies are less likely to be involved in extrastate wars, including
extrastate wars in analyses of the DPP can only increase the prospect
that one will uncover support for the DPP. One is left with the conclu-
sion that the reason the overall relationship between democracy and
international war is positive is not because of heightened democratic
state involvement in extrastate wars (which is not borne out empirical-
ly) but because individual democracies are more prone to fight inter-
state wars, as was demonstrated in Chapter 3.

Turning to the other relationships revealed by the empirical find-
ings, it appears that while militarization and political transitions are less
important in extrastate wars, economic downturns are positively and
significantly associated with these wars. The latter finding provides
greater support for Russett’s (1990) more modest results and also pro-
vides some support for economic theses of imperialist wars, more gen-
erally. Given that I include data on imperial and colonial wars in the
present analysis, Russett’s arguments may be more salient in these
extrastate conflicts. Also, while Islamic states are significantly
involved in extrastate wars—as was the case with international wars—
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Table 4.2 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Extrastate War,

19461992
Equation 3 Equation 4
Democracy —11%* —.16%*
(.05) [€i1)]
Major power 3.62%%* 4.78%%*
(.64) (1.12)
Development ~1.22%%% . —].24%%%
(38) (41)
Militarization .68 1.27*
' (.62) (70
Transition : -11 -12
(.09 .09)
Downturn 91* 1.02%*
(48 (51)
Buddhist — ~7.05
(25.11)
Hindu — ~7.06
(42.71)
Islamic 1.22% ' 14
(.66) (93)
Japanese e -1.89
(70.99)
Latin American —_ -.23
(1.29)
Orthodox — -8.69
(29.87)
Other — 81
(1.24)
Sinic - 2.51
(1.56)
Western 3.42%x% 2.04*
(.82) (1.16)
Constant ~6.96%%* —4.99%*
(1.66) (2.09)
-2 log likelihood 233.28 225.25
N 4,727 4,727
X2 57.58%** 65.62%%*

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.
*p £ .10, ¥*p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level
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Western statehood is even more strongly associated with involvement
in extrastate wars.

The finding for the Democracy and Western variables support the
earlier contention that while individual democracies are less prone to
extrastate war involvement, Western states are more prone to experi-
ence them. These findings are consistent with what one would intuit
from the experience of Western state involvement in imperialist and
anticolonial wars in the Cold War era.

Equation 4 examines the monadic DPP for extrastate wars control-
ling for the full range of civilization membership as was done previ-
ously in Table 4.1 (Equation 2) with respect to international war. The
results from Equation 4 are generally consistent with those of Equation
3 except that the coefficient for Militarization is significant. In addi-
tion, the findings from Equation 4 challenge Huntington’s view that
Islamic states are more war-prone; in the case of extrastate wars,
Western states are much more bellicose than those of any other civi-
lization. Disaggregating the democracies by civilization type, I found,
not surprisingly, that the Western democracies, in particular, are the
most bellicose with respect to extrastate war involvement.'® This latter
finding is particularly interesting in light of the fact that since demo-
cratic enlargement, which is aimed at expanding the community of
democratic states, became a centerpiece of post-Cold War Western
grand strategy, there has been a heightened degree of encouragement of
a “democratic crusade” on the part of Western states in an effort to pro-
mote peace abroad (see Diamond, 1992; Layne, 1994).!7 In light of the
imperatives of the democratic enlargement strategy, one should be par-
ticularly concerned about the (extrastate) war-proneness of Western
states. In this respect, the findings from Equation 6 are quite discon-
certing because unlike democratic states, in general, which have a
reduced likelihood of extrastate war involvement, the Western demo-
cratic states—the prospective missionaries for “democratic peace”—
have an increased likelihood of fighting extrastate wars.!8

The findings reveal a hitch in the “democratic peace” with regard
to extrastate wars insofar as democracies, in general, are less war-prone
but Western states—including Western democracies—are more war-
prone. While supporting the monadic DPP for extrastate wars, the find-
ings suggest that Western democracies are poor candidates for spread-
ing “democratic peace” since they are the most war-prone of all the
democratic states. It follows that a democratic enlargement strategy led
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by the West may be the political equivalent of sending foxes to build
better henhouses.

At this point, some may question the results insofar as they rely on
a continuous operationalization of the regime variable when a dichoto-
mous one may be more suitable; however, as noted previously, indica-
tors of democracy in research on the DPP should be intervally scaled;
nevertheless, I reestimated the basic equations using a dichotomous
measure of democracy to test the sensitivity of the findings to a differ-
ent specification of the primary predictor variable. The results of these
analyses are reported in Equation 5 in Table 4.3.

Using the dichotomous specification of Democracy, I find a posi-
tive but nonsignificant relationship between coherent democracy and
the likelihood of international wars (using coherent autocracies as a
baseline and controlling for anocracies and the other variables in the
original model). The nonsignificant finding raises concerns regarding
whether it is the impact of interstate or extrastate wars—the two types
of wars constituting international war—that is driving the relationship
between democracy and international war into nonsignificance.
Therefore, Equation 6 and Equation 7 are reestimations of Equation 5
using interstate and extrastate wars as the respective outcome variables.
The findings from Equation 6 indicate that coherent democracies are
significantly more likely to be involved in interstate wars—the class of
wars most clearly associated with the DPP, which replicates the find-
ings in Chapter 3.

By contrast the results from Equation 7 reveal that coherent
democracies are significantly less likely to be involved in extrastate war
(as are anocracies), which is consistent with Equations 3 and 4, which
employ a continuous measure of regime type. Therefore, except in the
case of international wars—where the coefficient for Democracy is
positive but nonsignificant—the findings using the continuous specifi-
cation of Democracy are largely borne out when using a dichotomous
specification of Democracy. It appears that the combination of the pos-
itive and significant relationship between democracy and interstate war
involvement and the negative and significant relationship between
democracy and extrastate war involvement drives the overall relation-
ship between democracy and international war involvement to non-
significance.

In addition, I also conducted separate analyses excluding more
contentious extrastate war cases (namely, the Philippine-Moro War,
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Table 4.3 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with International War,
Using a Dichotomous Democracy Measure, 1946-1992

Equation 5 Equation 6 Equation 7
(International War) (Interstate War) (Extrastate War)
Democracy 49 BgEws —1.51%*
30 (.33) (79)
Anocracy .06 44 —2.26%*
(:28) (.30) (1.07)
Major power 2.17%%= 1,93 3.50%%*
(:29) (.35) (.64)
Development s i —.32% —~1.40%#*
17 (19) (39)
Militarization 1.33%%= 1.40%*= 85
(27 30 (61)
Transition -04 -03 -.10
(.05) . (.06) (.09)
Downturn .16 -12 93w
(.25) (.29) (.48)
Islamic 4% 8GHE 1.23#*
(:24) 270 (.66)
Western .08 —~.64 3.33%x
(.35) (40) (.83)
Constant ~1.71 % ~1.71 ~5.79%%%
(.58) (.63) (1.51)
-2 log likelihood 914.58 722.41 229.95
N 4,727 4,727 4,727
X 9256+ 67.00%+ 60,915

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-tailed tests.

*p <.10, *p £ .05 level, ***p < 01 level

1972-1980; the Kurdish Autonomy War, 1974-1975; and the Ogaden,
19761983, and Tigrean, 1978-1991, wars), and including the Namibian
War (1975-1988), in order to determine the sensitivity of the relation-
ships uncovered in the general findings. The results were consistent
with those reported in Tables 4.1-4.3. All told, the findings support the
monadic level DPP for extrastate wars; however, they reveal that the
Westem democracies, in particular, are especially prone to become
involved in extrastate wars.
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Discussion

The relationship between democracy and extrastate wars reflects the
ambivalence of the DPP with respect to the likelihood of democratic
imperialism. The findings reveal that democratic regimes are less prone
to extrastate wars than nondemocratic regimes; however, Western
states—including the Western democracies—are more likely to be
involved in extrastate wars. One may argue that the greater probability
of war involvement on the part of democratic states may reflect the
greater adherence of democratic states to collective security require-
ments or their greater willingness to support democratic allies in ongo-
ing wars; however, in the case of the extrastate wars involving Western
states, it is clear that the Western states fighting in these wars were
hardly the “victims” or “targets” in their predominantly imperial or
colonial wars.

The finding that democracies, in general, are less likely to become
involved in extrastate wars may provide some comfort for DPP advo-
cates, but this finding must be tempered by the realization that the anti-
colonial processes that generated many of the extrastate wars are large-
ly by-products of a colonial era that is past. Therefore, the impact of
democracy on international war today, and for the near future, will pri-
marily be manifest in interstate wars and MIDs; in this type of interna-
tional conflict, democracies are significantly more conflict-prone than
nondemocracies.

One may counter that since extrastate wars are not exclusively colo-
nial or anticolonial wars, then it is not clear that their era is completely
past. In fact, extrastate wars are evident today in the conflicts in East
Timor and Tibet. There are also several extrastate hot spots in Northern
Ireland and the Basque region of Spain that may erupt in the new cen-
tury within democratic states. The present conflict in the Middle East
between Israel and the incipient but not fully established Palestinian
state also continues to smolder. Moreover, some analysts argue that this
type of war is likely to be even more prevalent in the post-Cold War era
(e.g., Holsti, 1996; Huntington, 1996; Kaldor, 1999). Regardless, even
given such developments, the greater war-proneness of Western democ-
racies with respect to extrastate wars suggests that policies to prevent
these wars should rely on the engagement of non-Western democracies,
which are less prone to fight extrastate wars and, therefore, appear to be
better suited as mediators of extrastate disputes.
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‘Wedding the findings from the previous chapters with those report-
ed here, it appears that by ignoring extrastate wars, scholars have failed
to appreciate—as Vasquez (1993) warned—that the absence of inter-
state war does not preclude the fighting of international wars. To be
sure, the processes that give rise to interstate and extrastate wars seem
to be very different. Clearly, the role of democracy in interstate and
extrastate wars is different, with democracies more likely to fight the
former and less likely to fight the latter. Nevertheless, either the appar-
ent “democratic peace” in the case of extrastate wars is a by-product of
a colonial era that is past, or, even if extrastate wars persist, the
increased likelihood of Western democracies becoming involved in
them does not inspire confidence in Western-led democratic enlarge-
ment strategies as a means to ensure global peace and stability.

Conclusion

In this chapter, 1 examined the relationship between democracy and
extrastate war through an explication of the role of imperialism in the
democratic peace. The discussion of “liberal imperialism” led me to
suspect that Western states should be more likely to pursue imperialist
wars, while democracies, in general, should be less inclined to become
involved in them. The findings revealed that democracies are indeed
less likely to be involved in extrastate wars, but Western states are more
likely to become involved in them. Interestingly, of all the democracies,
I found that the Western democracies are most likely to be involved in
extrastate wars. By including data on extrastate wars, I've also provid-
ed a more inclusive test of the monadic DPP for international wars, in
general. Controlling for a host of factors, I find that there is no signifi-
cant relationship between democracy and international war, broadly
conceived, which further contradicts the monadic DPP. The contrasting
results of the impact of democracy on extrastate, interstate, and inter-
national wars clearly indicate that democracy does not have a consis-
tent impact—much less a consistent conﬂlct~dampemn0 impact-—
across the full range of international war.

The major research implications of the findings in this chapter are
that scholars should include extrastate wars in their analyses of the DPP
and not ignore them or assume that their correlates are identical to those
of interstate wars. In addition, it is important to remember that if extrastate
wars are not simply relics of a bygone colonial era, then scholarship on
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international war should delve into the causes of these wars in earnest in
order to propose policies to reduce the likelihood of their recurrence. To
be sure, it is highly likely that the number of nonstate political entities will
increase in the upcoming years as communal groups become more suc-
cessful at secession but not as effective in creating sovereign states.
Nevertheless, international terrorist attacks such as occurred in the United
States in September 2001 may result in full-scale war between targeted
states and the host states of the terrorists, but these are more likely to result
in interstate as opposed to extrastate wars. For example, the U.S.-led war
in Afghanistan, which was initiated by a terrorist attack by a nonstate enti-
ty, may appear, for some, to be an extrastate war, but in actuality it is an
interstate war (between the armed forces of the United States and its allies
and those of the government of Afghanistan, the Taliban, and its allies),
within an ongoing civil war (between the Taliban forces and those of the
Northern Alliance). Similarly, conflicts emanating from efforts to counter
narcoterrorism such as is ongoing in Colombia with the military and eco-
nomic intervention of the Unites States are more likely to result in inter-
state rather than extrastate wars, but as in the previous case these are more
likely to occur within the context of ongoing civil wars. With these types
of situations in mind, there is ample reason to believe that the global reach
of the Western democracies may encourage their continued high level of
involvement in extrastate wars in the future as in the past.

As for policy implications, the findings suggest that the transfor-
mation of states in the present wave of democratization may decrease
the likelihood that they become involved in extrastate wars while
increasing the likelihood that they become involved in interstate war.
Since democracy does not have a consistent effect on different types of
international war, a policy such as democratic enlargement is likely to
be ineffective at best and conflict-exacerbating at worst, since democ-
racy reduces the likelihood of extrastate war but increases the likeli-
hood of interstate war. All told, these findings seriously call into ques-
tion foreign policy pursuits aimed at promoting democracy as a means
of encouraging international peace.

Notes

1. For a critique of Oren’s conclusions, see Maoz (1997: 182-191).
2. This view seems in marked contrast to Russett’s more recent discussion
of such matters (Russett and Starr, 2000: 111): “The transparency of democra-
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cies, along with shared democratic norms and procedures, makes it nearly
impossible for policymakers to dehumanize the people of another democracy
through the manipulation of images of the other as the ‘enemy.’”

3. Belgium registers +6 on the Polity I1I scale, which ranges from —10 to
+10, for the relevant period in the nineteenth century while scoring between +6
and +10 for most of the twentieth century.

4. For an example of the egalitarian aspect of a traditional African socie-
ty, see Thompson (1975: 63-64).

5. Russett (1993: 14) offers a straightforward rationale for his exclusion of
“those ‘colonial’ wars fought for the acquisition of territory inhabited by ‘prim-
itive’ people without recognized states, as practiced by nineteenth-century
imperialism, or for the twentieth-century liberation of those people.” He argues
that since he is interested in “interstate” warfare, which requires that both enti-
ties are, in fact, states, these types of wars do not qualify for inclusion. He adds
that “applying this definition may well display a Western cultural bias, but it is
appropriate to the behavior of states which, in the period, also are defined as
‘democratic’ by the admittedly Western standards spelled out below.” Beyond
the obvious non sequitur Russett supplies as a justification (I'm sure a big prob-
lem was the availability of data for the nonstate entities, so it is understandable
in that sense why he would not include analyses of these wars), he seems to
have overlooked that in the same volume (chapter 5), he provides an analysis of
the democratic peace in “nonindustrial societies”—not states, but “societies,
each of which is a population that more or less contiguously inhabits a geo-
graphical area and speaks a language (or lingua franca) not normally understood
by people in neighboring societies” (p. 99). With different definitions of war-
fare and democracy, he nonetheless proclaims the democratic peace vindicated
with respect to this class of cases. In light of this, the rationale he provides for
excluding extrastate wars, noted above, seems disingenuous. Moreover, his
exclusion of extrastate wars implies that the behavior of democracies with
respect to them is not inconsistent with the DPP. But this is an empirical ques-
tion that Russett’s research design cannot possibly address. Neither can any of
the dyadic level studies that support the DPP mentioned previously.
Interestingly, Small and Singer (1976), who both compiled the data on
extrastate wars and also conducted the first longitudinal analysis of both
monadic and dyadic versions of the DPP, did not exclude these wars from con-
sideration in analyzing the conflict-proneness of democracies.

6. For a discussion of undemocratic policies in the United States during
the Nixon regime, see Hersh (1983) and Summers (2000).

7. This is not meant as a knee-jerk reaction to the cases discussed above,
but it actually emerges from the liberal theoretical underpinnings of the demo-
cratic peace thesis itself, which, as DPP advocates such as Kober (1994) have
observed, maintains as a key element that democratic statehood is character-
ized by popular/civilian control of the military. The prosecution of covert wars
circumvents the democratic process and in that way can be said to undermine
democracy.
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8. There is some inconsistency regarding the inclusion of “international-
ized civil wars” in the extrastate war category. Although Small and Singer
(1982: 52) list them as a “third type” of extrastate war, they include them only
in the list of civil wars. Therefore, I do not include internationalized civil wars
as extrastate wars in this study, and that seems to be consistent with the intent
of the original COW authors (conversation with J. David Singer).

9. The list of extrastate wars (and the year they began) from the COW
project for 1946-1992 include the following: Madagascan (1947); First
Kashmir (1947); Malayan Rebellion (1948); Hyderabad (1948); Sino-Tibetan
(1950); Kenya (1952); Algerian (1954); Cameroon (1955); Moroccan
Independence (1953); Tibetan (1956); Kurdish (1961); Angola-Portugal
(1961); Philippine-Moro (1972); Guinea/Bissau (1962); Mozambique (1964);
Eritrean (1974); Kurdish Autonomy (1974); Tunisian Independence (1952);
East Timor (1974); Western Sahara (1975); Ogaden (1976); and Tigrean
(1978). For the complete list of extrastate and interstate wars see Singer and
Small (1994).

10. Waltz (1979) argues, inter alia, that the behavior of the major powers
as the oligarchic rulers of the system constitutes the core of international phe-
nomena that scholars should focus on in explicating world politics.

11. Rummel’s (1995) research is the exception in this regard.

12. In addition, since research on the success of democracies in interna-
tional war did not include data on extrastate wars (e.g., Lake, 1992; Stam,
1996; Reiter and Stam, 1998a), one cannot state with confidence whether
democracies are more likely to win their extrastate wars.

13. Nevertheless, one should not assume that all of the nonstate entities—
especially during the imperial and colonial wars of the nineteenth and twenti-
eth century—were not egalitarian.

14. There are forty-three international wars consisting of twenty-two
interstate wars and twenty-one extrastate wars from 1946 to 1992.

15. Using the same diagnostics discussed in Chapter 3, I found the results
robust with respect to autocorrelation.

16. I separately examined the bivariate relationships among the probabil-
ity of extrastate war, Democracy, and Western * Democracy, which is the prod-
uct of the two variables, Western and Democracy, respectively. The analyses
revealed a nonsignificant relationship between Democracy and the probability
of extrastate war but a positive and significant association between Western *
Democracy and the probability of extrastate war. In order to determine the rel-
ative war-proneness of Western democracies, I estimated an alternative model
excluding Democracy and the nonsignificant civilization variables, which
showed that the positive and significant relationship between Western *
Democracy and the probability of extrastate war is robust.

17. While U.S. officials often championed democratic enlargement strat-
egy while publicly shunning calls for a “democratic crusade” (e.g., Lake, 1993:
4), the interventionist imperative is implicit in the logic of the DPP because, as
Layne (1994: 46) points out, if democracies are peaceful and nondemocracies
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are not: “The conclusion is inescapable: the former will be truly secure only
when the latter have been transformed into democracies, too.”

18. Doubly troubling are Meernik’s (1996: 391) findings that in the major-
ity of cases, “regardless of the manner in which democratic change is meas-
ured, U.S. military interventions do not appear to lead to increased levels of
democracy.” Peceny (1999) maintains that only when military interventions
are coupled with a clear commitment to democratic elections does U.S. mili-
tary intervention lead to democratization in target states, but problems with his
research design lead me to question his conclusions.

5

The Democratic Peace
and Civil Wars

p to this point, we’ve examined the DPP with respect to inter-

national conflict; however, since 1945 most wars have occurred

within rather than between states, and most of these civil wars
have taken place in the former colonies of the imperial powers. As we
begin the twenty-first century, the violence in these postcolonial states is
among the most pressing problems in world politics, even as we experi-
ence an unprecedented period of peace among the former colonizers (i.e.,
the former colonial powers have not fought each other since World War
II). In this context, several theorists argue that there is a “democratic
peace” evident within this class of wars as well (e.g., Krain and Myers,
1997; Rummel, 1997). They maintain that the presence of democracy in
these states reduces their likelihood of experiencing civil war. In addi-
tion, analysts point out that postcolonial, or third world, states are the
most prone to civil war (Henderson and Singer, 2000). This perspective
draws heavily on the perception of the frailty of these states following
their independence due to institutional underdevelopment as a result of
colonization as well as the failure of postindependence political leader-
ship to effectively integrate their societies into cohesive national entities.

-Clearly, if the DPP is applicable to relations within states such that

democracy reduces the likelihood of civil wars, we should observe a
“domestic democratic peace” for the most civil war—prone states—the
postcolonial states of the third world. Previous work has not explicitly
tested the DPP for this specific group of states.

In this chapter, I examine the extent to which the DPP is evident
with respect to civil wars within postcolonial states. I begin with a gen-
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eral discussion of the role of democracy in large-scale domestic conflict
and outline previous findings on the DPP and civil wars. Since the dis-
cussion up to this point has centered on international phenomena, I pro-
vide a more detailed review of the theoretical arguments that attempt to
explain the onset of civil war. Next, I present several propositions on
the political, economic, and cultural factors that are most likely to give
rise to civil wars. Following that, I evaluate the DPP on the likelihood
of civil wars in postcolonial states in the postwar era. Finally, after pre-
senting the findings, I discuss their implications for future research and
policy.

The Democratic Peace and Civil War

A civil war is a sustained, violent conflict between the military forces
of a state and insurgent forces composed mainly of citizens (or resi-
dents) of the state (Henderson, 1999b). Although there is a dearth of
large-N, longitudinal, data-based studies of civil wars—as compared to
those that focus on international wars—there have been many attempts
to determine the correlates of the broader category of domestic politi-
cal conflict, which is a rather diverse amalgam of civil strife ranging
from protests, strikes, riots, plots, assassinations, coups d’état, to civil
war. But civil war is distinct from other forms of domestic conflict in
terms of objectives, the degree of coordination required for its success-
ful prosecution, and its more protracted nature and level of destructive-
ness.! Gurr (1970) pointed out that the distinctiveness of civil war sug-
gests that scholars should focus on it as a separate form of domestic
conflict. His concerns are understandable in light of the consistent
findings that the correlates of different types of domestic conflict vary
(Garr, 1970; Gurr and Duvall, 1973; Hardy, 1979; Boswell and Dixon,
1990). For example, the presence of a democratic regime is associated
with an increased likelihood of protests but a decreased likelihood of
rebellions (Gurr and Lichbach, 1979). Similarly, while economic devel-
opment reduces the likelihood of major domestic conflicts such as civil
wars, it appears to increase the likelihood of lesser forms of domestic
conflict such as protests, demonstrations, and strikes (Gurr and Duvall,
1973; Eichenberg et al., 1984). ‘

The most straightforward applications of the democratic peace the-
sis to civil wars include Krain and Myers’s (1997) study, which uncov-
ered a negative relationship between democracy and civil war. Krain
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and Myers argued that their findings indicated that the DPP was appli-
cable to intrastate wars as well as interstate wars. Similarly, Rummel’s
(1997) study uncovered evidence that democracy reduces “intense vio-
lence” within states, leading him to conclude that the DPP was appli-
cable to the domestic sphere, as well. In fact, a review of the literature
reveals that of the few large-N, longitudinal, data-based studies that
focus specifically on civil wars, most of these argue in favor of the con-
flict-dampening impact of democracy, which is consistent with a
domestic variant of the DPP. The theoretical argument for the domestic
version of the DPP appears to be much more straightforward than those
proffered as explanations of the. international variant. For the most part,
the domestic DPP claims that democracies are resistant to civil wars
because they provide legitimate channels for dispute resolution that are
absent from nondemocracies.

Just as evidence in favor of a domestic democratic peace was being
uncovered, new findings indicated that the relationship between regime
type and intrastate war was more complex than first understood. For
example, several scholars argued that the conflict-dampening impact of
democracy was not linear (e.g., Goemans, 1997; Hegre et al., 1997;
Henderson and Singer, 2000). They agreed that democracies were less
likely to experience civil wars because of their provision of legitimate
channels to funnel dissent, but they also observed that due to their effi-
cient use of political repression to stifle dissent, autocracies should also
be less likely to experience civil war. The result was that an “autocrat-
ic peace” was just as likely as a “democratic peace.” Hegre et al. (1997)
and Henderson and Singer (2000) went further to assert that the most
likely candidates for civil war were those states with intermediate
regime types, “semidemocracies,” or states that were neither full-
fledged democracies nor full-fledged autocracies.? The semidemocracy
thesis maintains that the relationship between democracy and civil war
is negative and curvilinear, approximating an inverted U shape with
both autocracies and democracies relatively less prone to civil war and
semidemocracies the most prone to civil war.

The theoretical argument as to why semidemocracies are more
prone to civil war rests on the assumption that they do not provide effec-
tive channels for the nonviolent resolution of dissent, while leaders of
these states are not checked by institutional and popular constraints such
as are found in full-fledged democratic regimes. Semidemocratic states
also rarely possess the more expansive repressive machinery that full-
fledged autocracies have at their disposal to deter insurgency. As for dis-
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sidents in semidemocracies, the demands that they make on the state are
rarely effectively addressed through the limited (and often resource-
strained) governmental channels, while at the same time they do not
have to fear an overarching repressive state apparatus, which is usually
absent. In this context, neither the potential for resolving conflict peace-
fully nor the threat of repression is sufficient to prevent insurgency. Prior
to the establishment of full-fledged democracy (or without the repres-
sive machinery of a full-fledged autocracy), semidemocratic states are
beset by demands from dissidents who have both the opportunity and
willingness to pursue insurgency.

Various examples throughout the postcolonial world bear out the
relationship between intermediate levels of democracy and domestic
conflict. For example, incidents of civil violence in India, according to
Ganguly (1996: 144), “have been exacerbated in part by the success of
India’s democratic institutions.” Increased access to education, tech-
nology, media, and grassroots political power by previously disenfran-
chised groups such as Muslims and “untouchables” has improved their
relative standard of living. However, these successes have generated a
backlash from segments of the Hindu community, most notably the
right-wing Bharatiya Janata Party, which prior to coming to power
accused the former government of “pampering” Muslims. Further,
“despite the fact that 80 percent of India’s population remains Hindu,
zealous activists portrayed Hindus as fast becoming an endangered
minority” (p. 146). In fact, “they painted an image of India buffeted in
a sea of Muslim nations stretching from Algeria to Indonesia” (p. 146).
The rise of insurgent violence in Kashmir since 1989 is tied to this
“paradox of Indian democracy” (p. 151).

Africa seems to evince a “paradox of democracy” that might be
even more problematic than that in South Asia. Clearly, Africa’s civil
wars have been among the world’s worst, with those in Angola,
Ethiopia, Mozambique, Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, and Uganda each
resulting in between 500,000 and 1,000,000 total casualties through
battlefield losses or deaths from war-related famine and disease
(Stedman, 1996: 237). Mazrui (1988: 181-186) observes that Africa’s
semidemocratic regimes often fall prey to insurgency. For example,
Uganda’s nascent democracy was terminated by the civil war in the
summer of 1966; Nigeria’s Third Republic was overturned by the civil
violence of 1984; Burundi’s civil war was precipitated by the assassi-
nation of its first democratically elected president; Angola’s civil war
was rekindled following the refusal of the insurgent UNITA forces to
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accept the outcome of internationally observed elections; and the recent
civil war in Congo-Brazzaville began shortly after the country’s first
democratically elected president took office.

In order to test the applicability of the DPP to civil wars, it is
important to contrast the linear DPP assumption with the nonlinear
“semidemocracy” thesis. Although these arguments are not mutually
exclusive, they point to very different dynamics in the relationship
between democracy and large-scale conflict. For example, the linear
DPP thesis recommends a clear policy for the prevention of civil war in
postcolonial states: the promotion of democracy. On the other hand, the
nonlinear semidemocracy thesis suggests that increased levels of
democracy may actually lead to increased violence in postcolonial
states. It also recognizes the awful truth that autocratic rule can reduce
the likelihood of civil war through effective repression of dissent.
Moreover, it counsels caution in the case of democratization and
implies that efforts to promote democracy should ensure that the
process result in the institutionalization of a full-fledged democracy,
which is less likely to experience civil war, rather than a semidemocra-
cy, which is most likely to experience civil war.

In this chapter, I’ll examine the degree to which the DPP is appli-
cable to civil wars by analyzing both theses to determine which one
better captures the actual relationship between democracy and civil war
in the postcolonial world. I utilize a research design that is a bit differ-
ent from those used in the previous chapters that focused on interna-
tional conflict. I also control for several variables that have not been
used in the previous analyses. Including these political, economic, and
cultural variables as controls will allow us to better capture the actual
relationship between democracy and civil war and hopefully avoid spu-
rious inferences. In the next section, I discuss several of these variables
and their potential relationship to civil war before testing the main the-
sis of this chapter.

Research Design

Definition of Civil War

T use the COW project’s operational definition of civil war as sustained
military combat, primarily internal, resulting in at least 1,000 battle
deaths per year, pitting central government forces against an insurgent
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force capable of effective resistance, determined by the latter’s ability
to inflict upon the government forces at least 5 percent of the fatalities
that the insurgents sustain (Small and Singer, 1982: 210-220). The
COW definition is useful in that it focuses on the three dimensions of
civil war that are most clearly characteristic of this phenomenon: inter-
nality, types of participants, and effective resistance (pp. 210-218). It
has been used in quantitative analyses of the phenomenon (Mason and
Fett, 1996; Regan, 1996; Goemans, 1997; Collier, 1998; Collier and
Hoeffler, 1998) as well as several case studies of civil war (e.g.,
Licklider, 1993).

Outcome Variable: The Onset of Civil War

I examine the DPP across cases of postcolonial civil wars from 1946 to
1992 beginning with the communist insurgency in China in 1946 and
ending with the civil war in Angola in 1992. Following COW criteria,
there have been fifty-three civil wars in this spatial-temporal domain.
The unit of analysis is the state-year, which is the annual observation
for each of the ninety postcolonial states in the dataset.* The outcome
variable is the onset of civil war (Civil war) and is coded as “1” if a
civil war began during the year and “0” if it did not; war data are from
Singer and Small (1994).

Predictor Variables

The primary predictor variable, Democracy, is measured as the differ-
ence between the democracy and autocracy scores of the state, using
the codings from the Polity Il dataset (Jaggers and Gurr, 1996), and
assumes values from —10 (most autocratic) to +10 (most democratic).
This is identical to the monadic level variable used to estimate the DPP
in Chapters 3 and 4.

Control Variables: Political, Economic, and Cultural Factors

It is also important to control for the various political, economic, and
cultural factors that have been found to significantly affect the war-
proneness of states in order to limit the likelihood of drawing spurious
inferences from simple bivariate results. Moreover, since these controls
have been shown to affect the likelihood of civil war, we need to deter-
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mine the extent to which they vitiate the relationship between democ-
racy and war, which is the central focus of our study. These variables
will serve as the control variables in the analysis of the domestic DPP.

Semidemocracy. Beginning with political factors, in order to test the
proposition that semidemocracies are more prone to civil wars, I
include a dichotomous variable, Semidemocracy, which equals 1 for
those cases where Democracy ranges from 0 to +5 and otherwise
equals 0. That is, the range of Semidemocracy is bounded by the non-
negative values of the difference between the state’s democracy and
autocracy scores and a level below that of a “coherent democracy” on
the Polity IIT scale. ’

Economic development. Turning to economic factors, analysts have long
observed that a postcolonial state’s level of economic development is a
strong predictor of its probability of experiencing civil war (Mullins,
1987; Findlay, 1996; Collier and Hoeffler, 1998). This relationship
reflects the commonly held view that the economic well-being of the
state is the primary responsibility of the political leadership. A populace
facing economic penury is likely to hold the sitting political regime
responsible for their hardship. The fragility of the postcolonial state’s
economic system is often translated into instability for its political sys-
tem as economically marginalized citizens provide fodder for insur-
gency. While more developed states have resources that can be distrib-
uted to disaffected groups to maintain their support of the status quo,
resource-strained postcolonial states often divert their limited revenue
into military spending, which has the dual impact of truncating eco-
nomic development while also providing resources to the militarized
elements in the society that are often quite eager to usurp political
authority.

The conflict-dampening impact of economic development is evi-
dent throughout the postcolonial world. For example, Findlay (1996:
187) observes that in Southeast Asia, economic growth and effective
governance have led to a decline since the 1970s in internal armed con-
flict in Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand while poor economic
growth, inter alia, in the Philippines and Burma has allowed their inter-
nal conflicts to persist. Further, he insists that targeted policies of
“shared growth” enabled governments to establish their legitimacy and
win public support by ensuring that economic development would ben-
efit all major groups (p. 185), thereby reducing the likelihood of insur-
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gencies. Although Huntington (1968) posited that the likelihood of sta-
bility and modernization was quite low in the developing world, sever-
al Southeast Asian countries have become more stable “while experi-
encing what may be the fastest rate of modernization in history”
(Findlay, 1996: 185). Similarly, economic development in African
states such as Botswana, as well as in several of the oil-rich states of
the Middle East, have contributed to their greater stability. Empirical
studies largely support the view that economic development provides a
prophylactic against insurgency (Weede, 1981; Eichenberg et al., 1984;
Muller and Weede, 1990; Hegre et al., 1997); therefore I expect that the
greater a state’s level of economic development, the lower its likeli-
hood of civil war. Development is measured as the log of the ratio of
the state’s energy consumption to its total population.

Military spending. A state’s level of military spending is an additional
economic factor that is associated with the likelihood of civil war.
Although high rates of military spending might appear to reflect a
state’s concern with its external security environment, most of the mil-
itary spending in postcolonial states is not aimed at external enemies
but at internal ones (real or imagined). In these “quasi-states” (Jackson,
1990), elites often suffer from an “insecurity dilemma” (Job, 1992)
where they are more concerned with potential usurpation from disaf-
fected elements within their society than with fears of external aggres-
sion. Leaders in these quasi-states hardly fear external aggression since
international law (or major power or regional patronage) protects the
sovereignty (i.e., juridical statehood) of their states. This is reflected in
the fact that postcolonial states have experienced fewer than 20 percent
of all interstate wars from 1946 to 1992, while experiencing well over
60 percent of all civil wars during that era. In such a context, elites
often privilege their militaries in budgeting decisions (Gyimah-
Brempong, 1989, 1992), but this may have a negative impact on invest-
ment and growth (Deger, 1986; Lebovic and Ishaq, 1987). Further, the
opportunity costs associated with increased military spending often
crowd out social welfare, health, and education expenditures that might
benefit the civilian population. Although the literature on the “guns ver-
sus butter” argument is varied and often contradictory (see Chan, 1985,
1995), Heo’s (1998) empirical analysis of data from eighty countries
largely corroborates Frederickson and Looney’s (1983: 637) findings
that the opportunity costs of military spending are most evident in
resource-constrained countries such as those found throughout the
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postcolonial world. It appears, then, that the social dislocations wrought
from the privileging of the military—beyond the economic downturns
associated with it—are likely to heighten domestic discontent and pro-
vide a breeding ground for insurgency. Therefore, I expect that the
greater a state’s level of military spending, the greater the likelihood of
civil war. The military spending variable, Milspending, is measured as
the log of the ratio of a state’s military expenditures (in constant, 1990
U.S. dollars) to its total population. Data for both economic variables
are from the COW Material Capabilities dataset (Singer and Small,
1995).

Cultural polarization. Beyond economic factors, Posen (1993: 328)
insists that in situations where ethnic groups cannot rely on the central
government to provide protection, a security dilemma writ small at the
ethnic-group level emerges, from which “interethnic civil wars” are
likely to result. This thesis received support from Kaufmann (1996) but
was challenged by Mason and Fett’s (1996: 561-562) finding of “no
relationship between the ethnic basis of the conflict and likelihood of a
settlement” in their analysis of fifty-seven civil wars from 1945 to 1992
and by Regan’s (1996: 351) finding that “ethnic conflicts” are more
likely to be resolved than “ideological” conflicts. Nevertheless, Findlay
(1996: 175) suggests that many Southeast Asian conflicts (e.g., in
Burma, Cambodia, and Vietnam) are driven by ethnoreligious factors,
while Bronson (1996: 207-212) is less persuaded that ethnoreligious
differences are at the heart of the conflicts in the Middle East and North
Africa, such as those in Algeria, Yemen, Lebanon, or the West Bank or
those involving Kurdish populations in Iran and Iraq. Sub-Saharan
Africa has served as a veritable laboratory for the analysis of intereth-
nic conflicts due largely to the dominant view that the culturally diverse
African states are the most likely candidates for “ethno-political con-
flicts” (Gurr, 1994); nevertheless, there are competing findings on the
relationship between cultural factors and civil wars in this region as
well (see Barrows, 1976; Schlichte, 1994; Fearon and L.aitin, 1996;
Collier, 1998; Collier and Hoeffler, 1998).3

Collier (1998) and Collier and Hoeffler (1998) aver that the most
likely candidates for civil war are those states that evince a polarization
of their culture groups, where two relatively equal but distinct cultural
groups account for most of a state’s population.® Their basic contention
is that coordinating insurgency is facilitated where rebels are bound by
a common identity distinct from that of their adversaries, and common
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culture—especially common language—is assumed to provide a basis
for such self-identification. Since heterogeneous societies are more
likely to be fractionalized, they offer little prospect for successful insur-
gency, and culturally homogeneous states lack cultural fissures and
thus face few if any cultural challengers. Therefore, I examine the
extent to which cultural polarization of a state increases the likelihood
of civil war. Cultural polarization, Polar, is a dummy variable that
reflects the extent to which the distribution of a state’s culture groups
approximates a 50-50 split. Polarized states are those in which the sum
of the squared percentage shares of the two largest cultural groups is at
least 50 percent of the total population, with group B (the second
largest group) having no less than half the population of group A (the
largest group), and group C (the third largest group) having no more
than half the population share of group B. Following these coding
rules, states with distributions such as 50-50, 40-40-20, or 45-45-10 are
polarized, while states with distributions such as 70-30 or 40-35-25-5
are not. Polarized states are coded “1” and those that are not are coded
“0.” The polarization measures are estimated using data for each state’s
language groups from the COW cultural composition dataset (Singer,
1995).7

Ethnopolitical conflict. In addition, since Gurr (1994) suggests that the
presence of certain types of “politicized ethnic groups” or “ethno-polit-
ical groups” is associated with domestic conflict, a useful measure of
the extent to which cultural factors are associated with civil wars
should focus on the impact of these groups on the likelihood of insur-
gency. Therefore, I examine the extent to which the presence of eth-
nopolitical groups increases the likelthood of civil war. In their study of
“minorities at risk,” Gurr and Harff (1994: 190) define ethnopolitical
groups as “ethnic groups that have organized to promote their common
interests,” and it is these groups that engage in “ethno-political con-
flict.” There are four types of ethnopolitical groups; among them, eth-
nonationalists and communal contenders are most often associated with
conflict (the other two groups are “ethnoclasses” and “indigenous peo-
ples™). Gurr (1994: 355, 360) contends that “of the 233 politicized
communal groups included in the Minorities at Risk study, eighty-one
pursued ethnonational objectives; their conflicts were on average more
intense than those in which other issues were manifest and increased
markedly in numbers and magnitude from the 1950s to the 1980s.”
Cultural contenders were also involved in a high degree of ethnopolit-
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ical conflict, according to Gurr (1994: 354-355). Therefore, our second
cultural variable, Ethnopolitical, is a dummmy variable that is coded “1”
for those postcolonial states that contain either ethnonationalists or
communal contenders in the 1990s as reflected in the Minorities at Risk
dataset, and is coded “0” for states that do not.

Region. I also construct three dummy variables (Africa, Asia, and Middle
East) to designate the location of the postcolonial states in our study so
that we can account for the impact of region on the likelihood of civil
war.

Data Analysis

A multivariate logistic regression model is estimated to evaluate the
propositions. The logistic regression model takes the following form:
Pr(Civil Warj ) = 1/ (1+ e %) where Pr(Civil Warj 7) is the probability
that the outcome variable (the onset of civil war) equals 1; and Z; is the
sum of the product of the coefficient values (;) across all observations
of the predictor variables (Xjy), that is: o + B Democracy +
B,Semidemocracy + B,Development + B,Milspending + BsPolar +
BEthnopolitical + B,Asia + B, Middle East®

Findings

The results from the application of the DPP to postcolonial civil wars
are reported in Table 5.1.° The findings indicate that there is a positive
and barely significant relationship between democracy and the proba-
bility of civil war, but this result may be due to specification error
reflecting the attempt to capture a nonlinear process using a linear spec-
ification. I test this supposition by using a quadratic specification of the
democracy variable, which requires that I add the square of the democ-
racy variable to the model. If the semidemocracy thesis holds, I would
expect an inverted U relationship between democracy and civil war,
and this would be represented by a positive coefficient for the democ-
racy variable and a negative coefficient for the squared democracy vari-
able. This is exactly what is found in Equation 2; therefore, I can be
more confident that the quadratic specification is the correct one. At
this point, I can explicitly test the semidemocracy thesis using
Semidemocracy instead of the two democracy variables, which pro-
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vides us with a more parsimonious test of the thesis. The findings for
this model (Equation 3) reveal that Semidemocracy is significantly
associated with an increased likelihood of civil war, which is consistent
with recent studies on the impact of regime type on civil war, as noted
earlier. Of the semidemocracies, Indonesia was the most war-prone,
having been the only semidemocratic state to experience three civil
wars (in 1950, 1953, and 1956). It appears that there is not a straight-
forward linear democratic peace. In addition, I estimated a revised
model that included separate democracy and autocracy variables and
found that their coefficient values were both negatively though not sig-
nificantly associated with the probability of civil war (while the rela-
tionship among the other variables and civil war likelihood was con-
sistent with those reported in Table 5.1). We’re reminded of the rather

Table 5.1 Logistic Regression of Factors Associated with Civil War, 19461992

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
Democracy .04% .02 .01
(.03) (.03) (.03)
Democracy? — —Q2%%* —
(.01
Semidemocracy e — 1.33%%*
(43)
Development ~1.46%#* —1.34%%* =147
(33) (.33) (.33)
Milspending K AT S5
(.25) (.25) (.25)
Ethnopolitical 45 53 .36
(32) (33) (.32)
Polar — - —
Asia Ok 1.0]%#= Rl
(37 (37 (37
Middle East 1.03%* 96%* 96%*
(.45) (44) (44)
Constant —6.20%%* 5.2 —6.50%*
(.63) (.68) (.63)
-2 log likelihood 423.50 411.78 414.22
N 2,317 2,317 2,317
x? 28.16%++* 39.88Hx 37.45%%%

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses; *p < .10, **p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level
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disquieting observation, noted above, that autocracies—as well as
democracies—deter insurgency; however, one should be careful in
drawing even tentative conclusions from the latter findings because
neither autocracy nor the democracy coefficient was significant. Never-
theless, it seems clear that democracy is not effective protection against
civil wars in postcolonial states.

In addition, the findings indicate that increased development is asso-
ciated with a decreased likelihood of civil war, which is consistent with
findings from recent analyses of civil war (Goemans, 1997; Hegre et al.,
1997; Collier, 1998; Collier and Hoeffler, 1998). The results indicate that
the conflict-dampening impact of development, which may be barely
evident in all states, is markedly evident in postcolonial states. In fact,
this is corroborated by Auvinen (1997: Annex 2, p. 193), whose results
from a logit regression using the COW civil war data indicate a signifi-
cant negative relationship between economic development and the like-
lihood of civil war for the seventy less-developed countries in his study.'®

The results also indicate that Milspending is significantly associated
with an increased likelihood of civil war, which challenges the view that
by privileging the military in their budgetary decisions, political elites
stave off potential insurgency (e.g., Gyimah-Brempong, 1992). Although
the budgetary prophylactic may obtain in certain instances, it appears that
bloated militaries do not provide effective checks against insurgency. In
fact, the trade-offs in domestic spending from hyperspending on the mil-
itary might hasten internal conflict. Moreover, the military itself, propped
up by the diversion of resources from state leaders, may move on its pre-
vious patrons. To be sure, the history of military-inspired insurgencies in
the postcolonial world suggests that political leaders cannot buy the mil-
itary but can only rent it.

I do not find support for the conflict-inducing- impact of cultural
polarization (in fact the variable is so highly nonsignificant that it is
dropped from the model and the subsequent equations are estimated
without it), nor is there a significant relationship between the presence of
a mobilized ethnopolitical group and the probability of civil war. It
appears that the relationship between ethnopolitical factors and civil war
is actually quite tenuous. In order to determine the robustness of the rela-
tionship between Ethnopolitical and Civil war, 1 disaggregated the tem-
poral domain and examined the relationship between the two variables
for the period from 1960 to the present, 1970 to the present, 1980 to the
present, and 1990 to the present; yet, there was no significant relation-
ship between the presence of an ethnopolitical group and the likelihood
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of civil war. Separate analyses on each respective region also fail to
uncover any significant relationship between the two variables. 1 con-
clude that the impact of ethnopolitical variables on civil wars is vitiated
by other factors, most likely regime type.

This viewpoint is largely driven by Gurr’s (1994) and Gurr and |

Harff’s (1994) perspective that an important conflict-dampening factor
in ethnopolitical disputes is the ability (or willingness) of the political
system to provide a nondiscriminatory political environment and one in
which institutions of government can effectively redress the legitimate
claims of aggrieved ethnopolitical groups. While democracies may pre-
vent “ethnopolitical conflict” through the establishment of a nondis-
criminatory environment and autocracies may prevent “ethnopolitical
insurgency” through brutal repression, semidemocracies—ifor reasons
discussed earlier—are usually not able to pursue either approach.
Therefore, I expect that the impact of ethnopolitical mobilization on the
onset of civil war is likely to be mitigated by political factors such as
regime type; moreover, the likelihood of insurgency should largely be
a function of the presence of semidemocracy rather than the presence
of ethnopolitical groups. In fact, this is what we find. For example, in
the simple bivariate case, the relationship between Ethnopolitical and
Civil war is positive and significant. However, when I compute the par-
tial correlation between Ethnopolitical and Civil war, controlling for
Semidemocracy, the relationship is no longer significant. On the other
hand, when I compute the partial correlation between Semidemocracy
and Civil war, controlling for Ethnopolitical, 1 find that the relationship
remains positive and highly significant (as it is in the bivariate case).
These relationships indicate that Semidemocracy washes out the impact
of Ethnopolitical on Civil war.

In addition, the vitiating impact of regime type on ethnopolitical
factors is not simply the result of an interaction effect whereby the
combination of both variables is actually the precipitant to civil war.
When we include an interaction variable, which takes the value of the
product of Ethnopolitical and Semidemocracy, in the original equation
in Table 5.1, the coefficient value for Ethnopolitical is not significant
while the coefficient value of Semidemocracy remains significant (the
interaction variable is not significant). It follows that it is not the inter-
action of ethnopolitical and regime factors that increases the probabili-
ty of civil war but rather the independent impact of semidemocracy—
whether there is an ethnopolitical conflict or not. In short, the presence
of semidemocracy vitiates the relationship between ethnopolitical fac-
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tors and civil war. To be sure, one should not infer from this finding that
a policy aimed at reducing the likelihood of postcolonial civil war
should not focus on the protection of the rights of ethnopolitical groups
(see Gurr and Harff, 1994; Singer, 1996; Henderson, 1999b), only that
one should not assume that “ethnopolitical conflict,” in and of itself, is
a harbinger of civil war.!!

The results also reveal a positive and significant association
between the regional variable, Asia, and the probability of civil war.
This finding suggests that Asian states are more likely to experience
civil war as compared to Middle Eastern and African states. It largely
reflects the fact that Asia has experienced more civil wars (n = 23) than
Africa (n = 19) and the Middle East (n = 11), although Africa has more
state-years (n = 1, 343) than either Asia (n = 911) or the Middle East (n
= 696). It follows that Asia’s ratio of civil wars per state-year is higher
(.025) than that of either the Middle East (.016) or Africa (.014).

Discussion

In sum, the findings challenge the domestic democratic peace for post-
colonial states. Instead, I find that states with a modicum of democra-
cy are the most prone to civil war. The finding that postcolonial civil
wars are largely driven by the extent of democracy is consistent with
the thesis that tensions related to the challenges of state building and
nation building constitute the “taproot of insurgency” in postcolonial
states (see Cohen et al., 1981; Henderson, 1999b). For example,
European states had many decades—for some, centuries—to develop
effective institutions of governance and a domestic environment in
which citizens swore fealty to a central government. Moreover, among
European states, nation building followed state building; therefore,
European elites were able to address and resolve problems associated
with each sequentially. Not only have postcolonial states had a much
shorter time in which to build effective state structures and cohesive
national identities, but they have usually needed to accomplish both
simultaneously. One result is that postcolonial political elites face a
“state-strength dilemma” wherein “the attempt to create strong states
creates the resistance that will further weaken [it],” largely because the
heterogeneous groups within these societies are not possessed of an
overarching national identity that recognizes the legitimacy of the cen-
tral government (Holsti 1996: 128). Nevertheless, even as leaders of
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postcolonial states risk the disintegration of their societies, they have
disincentives to providing institutional and infrastructural development
out of fear that political development might lead to the political mobi-
lization of disparate groups and the construction of rival power centers
that might threaten their incumbency (Job, 1992). Many of these elites,
unable or unwilling (or both) to garner legitimacy from a disaffected,
generally poor, heterogeneous, and often disgruntled citizenry, turn to
government sponsored repression in order to ensure the security of
their regime while devoting resources to the military to stave off insur-
gency. The result for many postcolonial states is often the very insur-
gency that the governing elites’ policies were meant to deter.!?

A counterargument to the domestic DPP derives from Huntington’s
(1968) contention that political decay and instability occur when pop-
ular mobilization outpaces political institutionalization. Therefore, one
may posit that it is not regime type, per se, that is associated with civil
war but the degree of institutionalization with more institutionalized
states less prone to civil war and less institutionalized states more prone
to civil war. One would need to control for the degree of institutional-
ization in the state in order to determine the accuracy of these assump-
tions. Benson and Kugler (1998) undertake such an analysis, and
despite several limitations of their study (e.g., they do not address the
role of semidemocracy, and their observations are limited to twenty-six
states for the period 1985 to 1989, without any African cases), their
findings lend greater support to the role of regime type rather than insti-
tutionalization in internal conflicts.

It is also important to remember that Hegre et al. (1997: 25) find
that “regime change clearly cannot serve as an explanation for the high-
er level of civil war in semidemocracies”; instead, they insist that
“there is something about semidemocracies which makes them more
prone to violent domestic conflict, even when they have had time to
stabilize from the regime change.”!3 Since the findings also implicated
militarization and underdevelopment as precipitants of civil war, it fol-
lows that postcolonial states require a more expansive and multifaceted
conflict-prevention strategy that focuses on these issues instead of a
singular—arguably myopic—strategy centering only on democracy as
a precursor to domestic peace. Such a comprehensive approach is nec-
essary because too often “remedies” intended to alleviate problems
related to one class of factors (e.g., economic development) often exac-
erbate difficulties related to other factors (e.g., political stability). For
example, states that attempt to develop economically while navigating
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the maelstrom of semidemocracy are often compelled to appeal to
international organizations for assistance. However, Auvinen’s (1996,
395) analysis of seventy less-developed states from 1981 to 1989
implicates the IMF’s high-conditionality structural adjustment pro-
grams in generating political protest even in more developed and dem-
ocratic third world states. In fact, semidemocratic regimes appear to
suffer greater instability with these programs than without them (pp.
392-393, see figure 2). It is this type of cross-relationship that keeps
many postcolonial states severely hampered from ending their immis-
eration and the domestic conflict that it often spawns. Ironically, the
challenge to demilitarize and develop is made even more difficult with
the end of the Cold War because postcolonial states continue to be ham-
strung by huge debts and poor economies (especially in sub-Saharan
Africa) while development aid floods into Eastern Europe and away
from the South (Thonvbere, 1998: 11-12). For example, even with the
well-publicized efforts to address the economic penury of much of the
postcolonial world over the past twenty years, “the North-South gap
widened dramatically in the decade after 1982. . . . Between 1985 and
1992, Southern nations paid some $280 billion more in debt service to
Northern creditors than they received in new private loans and govern-
ment aid” (Broad and Cavanagh, 1998: 19). Moreover, “in 1960 devel-
oping countries’ gross domestic product (GDP) per capita was 18% of
the industrial nations; in 1990, at 17%, the gap was almost unchanged.”
From 1980 to 1991, GNP per capita “increased only by an average of
1% in the South (and in sub-Saharan African, it declined by 1.2), while
it increased 2.3% in the North—suggesting a widening gap” (Broad
and Landi, 1996: 8). The further widening of the gap between North
and South has come to reflect not only the disparate economic fortunes
of these two regions but their disparate politico-military fates as “zones
of peace” and “zones of war,” respectively (Singer and Wildavsky,
1993).

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have attempted to ascertain the extent to which the
DPP is applicable to civil wars in the postcolonial world. The results
refute the DPP for civil wars; instead, they corroborate previous find-
ings that semidemocracy is associated with an increased likelihood of
civil war. I also find that greater economic development reduces the
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probability of civil war in postcolonial states, while militarized post-
colonial states are more likely to experience civil war, as are Asian—
more than Middle Eastern and African—states. The primary implica-
tion of the findings is that democracy does not appear to reduce the
likelihood of postcolonial civil war even if it is fully implemented;
instead, partial democracies, or “semidemocracies,” are the most civil
war—prone states. Coupled with the findings from Chapter 4, these
results suggest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is
not likely to work for those states that need it most (i.e., postcolonial
states). This does not mandate an abandonment of democracy, but it
does suggest that efforts at democratization should be guided by the
realization that it is often a conflict-riven process that exacerbates
inequalities and encourages disaffected people to pursue insurgency or
even carry out bellicose foreign policy (e.g., see Gelpi, 1997; Snyder,
2000). It is important to remember that even if full-fledged democracy
were to engender peace within postcolonial states—which is not indi-
cated by the findings reported here—it would also likely generate con-
flict internationally, since, as shown in Chapter 3, democracies are
more prone than nondemocracies to initiate and become involved in
interstate wars and militarized disputes. The promise of egalitarianism,
which is the true appeal of democracy, seems to involve a Hobson’s
choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an increased
likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a decreased likeli-
hood of international stability. Such tragic choices rarely appear on the
radar screen of democratic peace theorists who seem to assume that
democracy immunizes states from domestic and international conflict.
Such a view minimizes or ignores the troubling dilemmas facing the
billions of third world people who have yet to experience the “end of
history” or the “triumph of Kantian peace.”

Notes

1. It may be less obvious to some but a civil war is also distinct from an
internal war, which may or may not involve fighting between government and
insurgent forces (e.g., it may involve conflict between groups within a state,
not necessarily the armed forces of the government, such as occurred between
rival warlords in Somalia).

2. This position is consistent with Gurr’s (1970: 334) admonition that
scholars distinguish among (1) relatively spontaneous and unstructured con-
flict (i.e., turmoil); (2) small-scale political violence (e.g., conspiracy); and (3)
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large-scale organized violence aimed at overthrowing a regime (i.e., civil war).
According to Gurr (1970: 334), there are three justifications for separately ana-
lyzing these phenomena: (1) theoretical arguments that they have generally
distinguishable causes; (2) their substantially different effect on political sys-
tems; and (3) empirical evidence indicates that they tend to occur separately.

3. Other studies substantiate the relationship between semidemocracy and
domestic conflict. For example, Boswell and Dixon (1993) find support for the
semidemocracy thesis in their study, which focuses on the magnitude of deaths
from political violence as an outcome variable. Auvinen’s (1996, 1997) find-
ings support the semidemocracy thesis for both political protest and political
conflict; however, Auvinen does not include coefficients on the relationship
between regime type and internal war in his findings (p. 193; also see p. 188).
Regan and Henderson (in press) also find a relationship among semidemocra-
cy, threats, and political repression.

4. The cases include the following ninety states: Afghamstan, Algeria,
Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad,
China, Comoros, Congo, Democratic Republic of Vietnam, Djibouti, Egypt,
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Myanmar (Burma), Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Papua New Guinea, People’s Republic of Korea, Philippines, Qatar, Republic
of Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, Sti
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Syria, Taiwan, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
United Arab Emirates, Yemen Arab Republic, Yemen’s People’s Republic,
Yemen (United), Zaire, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 1 include Ethiopia, Liberia, and
South Africa, which were never actually colonized in the traditional sense, but
a case can be made that their development and civil-military relations were con-
strained by processes quite similar to those operative throughout the postcolo-
nial world. I also wanted to include the Central Asian states of the former USSR
(which also were not “colonies” in the traditional sense), but data were only
available for Kazakhstan, which is included. Sensitivity tests do not indicate
that the exclusion of these states has any significant impact on the findings.

5. There is also disagreement on the role of cultural factors in other
forms of domestic conflict such as coups d’état within Africa (see Henderson,
1998b).

6. Interestingly, Auvinen (1997) found that “ethnic dominance”
increased the extent of political conflict for developing states from 1981 to
1989, while Hegre et al. (1997: 20-24) uncovered no significant relationship
between ethnic heterogeneity and civil war.

7. Cases where a state’s homogeneity score was greater than 110 percent
of its total population in the COW material capabilities dataset were deleted.
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For a discussion of problems and blind spots in the dataset, see Henderson
(1997; 1998a: 471-473).

8. I do not include each regional variable in the equation because that
would create a linear combination and preclude estimation; therefore, I exclude
Africa so that it can be used as the baseline with which to determine the impact
of the other regional variables.

9. In order to ensure that the findings were not skewed by missing data,
which is more of a problem in analyses of postcolonial states, I reestimated
entries for seventeen, mostly African, cases of civil war by using the values of
the variable for the prior or subsequent year closest to the missing observation,
and the findings reported in Table 5.1 rely on these estimates. Employing Beck
et al.’s (1998) autocorrelation diagnostic, I find that the results are robust.

10. I also reestimated the original model to include the annual percentage
rate of change of the Development variable in order to determine whether
“growth” rather than “development” had the strongest conflict-dampening
impact, as suggested by Boswell and Dixon (1990) and Schock (1996). I found
that the direction of the coefficients for the variables in the model were con-
sistent with those reported in Table 5.1; however, while the “growth” variable
was negatively though not significantly associated with the probability of civil
war (B = —13; p = .73), the impact of Development remained negative and
highly significant (B =~1.31; p < .01). It appears that development more than
growth provides the stronger prophylactic against civil war onset, which is
generally consistent with Hardy’s (1979) and Goemans’s (1997) findings.

11. T also reestimated the original model using annual lags on the
Semidemocracy, Development, Milspending, and Ethnopolitical variables in
order to check the temporal order of the associations among the predictors and
the outcome variable. I found that the direction of the relationships was con-
sistent with the original results. The only difference between the findings was
that the coefficient for Milspending, while positive, was not significant below
the .10 level. On the whole, the impact of the predictors appears to be tempo-
rally prior to the outcome.

12. Though I recognize that international factors play an important role in
these conflicts, it appears that factors internal to the state, such as the level of
democracy, greatly affect the likelihood of civil war. To be sure, when one con-
siders the plethora of postcolonial civil wars, one is immediately confronted by
the bloody record of Soviet and American efforts to establish, maintain, and
expand their spheres of influence throughout postcolonial regions. While for-
eign intrigue often plays a major role in the expansion and escalation of post-
colonial civil wars, it is much less obvious that international factors are strong-
ly associated with the onser of these wars, which is the focus of this chapter
(see Luard, 1972, 1989; MacFarlane, 1991: 135; Ayoob, 1995: 189; Holsti,
1996).

13. In additional analyses I found, controlling for semidemocracy, no sig-
nificant relationship between regime transition—coded as the difference in a
state’s annual regime score of either one or more, two or more, or five or more
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units on the Polity II1 scale, respectively—and the probability of civil war. I also
used Ward and Gleditsch’s (1998: 37, table 3) research design that examines
changes over a ten-year period and found that the direction of the coefficients
for current regime score, direction of regime change, regime change, and vari-
ance of regime change variables are identical; however, none of the variables
are significant when controlling for semidemocracy (B = 1.13, p < .05).



6

An Alternative Explanation
of the Postwar
“Democratic Peace”

he argument and the statistical evidence up to this point largely

refute the DPP for international and civil wars; however, one

might still, understandably, be struck by the absence of warfare
between democracies in the postwar era. Although this apparent “dem-
ocratic peace” is not significantly different from what we’d expect to
occur randomly (given the controls utilized in the statistical analyses),
for some, the absence of warfare between democracies—whether it is
statistically significant or not-—demands an explanation because it is
substantively interesting. In this chapter, I'll address this perspective,
which asks the question, If not a democratic peace, then what accounts
for the absence of warfare between democracies in the postwar era? To
my mind, the assumption that political regime type is responsible for
the absence of war between democratic states draws attention away
from more consistent though admittedly less elegant explanations of
the phenomenon. I contend that a combination of factors including
bipolarity, nuclear deterrence, alliance aggregation, and trade links con-
tributed to the formation of an international security regime among the
major-power democracies and their minor power democratic allies. It
was this international regime—more than joint democracy-—that
allowed for postwar joint democratic stability. This view is supported
by the empirical evidence in the preceding chapters, and it reflects the
confluence of events in the postwar era that marked it not only as an era
of a putatively “democratic peace” but as one characterized as a “long
peace,” as well (Gaddis, 1987). A focus on international regimes
explains the postwar stability among the superpowers and the demo-

125



126 Democracy and War

cratic states in the system. Such an approach reflects an appreciation of
the myriad factors that affect foreign policy while eschewing single-
factor explanations like the democratic peace thesis, whose attractive-
ness—and major shortcoming—is its simplicity.

The chapter proceeds in several sections. Initially, I outline sever-
al factors that emerged in the post~World War II era that contributed to
the reduction of conflict among democracies. Next, I explain the emer-
gence of an international regime that reduced interstate conflict. After
a brief discussion of how this regime emerged, I show how the inter-
play of bipolarity, nuclear deterrence, alliance aggregation, and trade
interdependence increased the general stability of the postwar system
and helped to reduce major-power conflict and interstate violence
between democratic states. Following that, I delineate the factors that
give rise to international security regimes and show how such a regime
laid the groundwork for the postwar stability among democratic states.
Finally, I conclude with a brief recapitulation of the main argument.

The Roots of the Alternative Theoretical
Argument on the Democratic Peace

The argument that the postwar stability among democratic states result-
ed mainly from the impact of an international regime borrows heavily
from the neoidealist approach to world politics (see Henderson, 1999a).
Neoidealism is a recent variant of the idealist paradigm, which is the
classical liberal perspective of world politics. Whereas idealists posit
that cooperation among states should emerge from an underlying har-
mony of interests among peoples and states that compels them to pur-
sue democracy, collective security, and commercial ties, neoidealists
eschew this rationale and propose different mechanisms to account for
the emergence of cooperation among states. For them, the motivation
for international cooperation derives primarily from the interests of
state actors viewed as egoistic and rational expected utility maximizers.
Eschewing the “utopic” aspects of classical idealism, neoidealists rely
on functionalist arguments rooted in Axelrod’s (1984) explication of
cooperation among egoists and Keohane’s (1984) emphasis on the role
of market failure in generating interstate cooperation. The basic
neoidealist argument is that state (and nonstate) actors pursue coopera-
tion in order to deal effectively with market failure in important issue
areas, and they construct international regimes in order to secure gains
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through interstate cooperation. Interstate cooperation ensues from a
reduction in transaction costs, decreased uncertainty, and the formation
of institutions to reward cooperation and punish noncooperation with
the rules and norms of the international regime. This cooperative
behavior results, in part, from homogenization of interstate behavior
through a process similar to that proposed by Waltz (1979: 73-77),
whereby the impact of international anarchy, sovereignty, and self-help
serves to regularize the behavior of states throughout the system. There
is some disagreement on whether regimes require a hegemon for their
establishment and maintenance. Gilpin’s (1981) analysis is consistent
with neorealist assessments in general, which view hegemony as nec-
essary for the establishment of regimes, but others challenge this view
and contend that regimes can persist “after hegemony” (Keohane,
1984; also see Young, 1989).

The importance of international regimes is that they affect the
coordination of international behavior in ways that comport with
expectations from rational actor models. The focus on decisionmakers
as egoistic rational actors distinguishes the neoidealist version of homo
politicus from the classical idealist variant (in fact, it largely appropri-
ates the realist version). The result is that just as neorealists reject
Morgenthau’s emphasis on the role of human nature in foreign policy—
substituting the impact of system structure on world politics—neoide-
alists reject the Wilsonian reliance on shared norms and altruism as
motivation for international cooperation.

It is commonly assumed that democratic peace findings are con-
sistent with neoidealist approaches to international security, but this is
incorrect. For example, Bremer (1992: 388) points out that his findings,
which support the democratic peace thesis, “suggest that a deeper
examination of the idealist position might bring us closer to under-
standing the conditions that foster peace” and that “perhaps it’s time to
seriously entertain neoidealism.” Neoidealists argue that, ceteris
paribus, the coaction of states (of varying political regime types, eco-
nomic systems, cultural composition, military capabilities, etc.)—beset
by problems of market failure—Ieads to the construction of interna-
tional regimes to facilitate agreements, institutionalize rules, and pro-
vide norms for interstate interaction in some issue areas. In this way,
norms emerge from international regimes and thus are extrinsic to
states and are not incumbent on political regime type. This is a core
tenet of neoidealism. Both the normative and the institutional versions
of the democratic peace thesis, however, are at odds with the neoideal-
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ist perspective insofar as they suggest that norms and institutional con-
straints that proscribe the use of force between democracies are intrin-
sic to states. These two views are not consistent.

Neoidealist explanations of the absence of warfare between
democracies in the postwar era draw our attention to developments in
world politics particular to that period that may have given rise to inter-
state cooperation in security affairs. Two are immediately apparent
because they were unprecedented: global bipolarity and the presence of
nuclear weapons.! As will be shown below, both appear to have signif-
icantly contributed to the development of an international security
regime among democracies. Neoidealists assert that international secu-
rity regimes are the primary instruments for the maintenance of inter-
state stability. To my mind, the postwar stability among democratic
dyads suggests that during this era democracies might have been able
to construct an international security regime that reduced the level of
conflict among them. This is not to argue that the mere absence of war
demonstrates the presence of a security regime or vice versa, because
the absence of war may not result from purposive policies but might
emerge from a random process or mere coincidence.

Like international regimes in general, an international security
regime is an institutionalized set of principles, norms, rules, and deci-
sionmaking procedures (Keohane, 1984); however, it is focused on
security issues. If a security regime had emerged among democracies,
these states would have had to overcome relative gains problems that
allegedly inhere in security issues and make cooperation difficult if not
impossible (Grieco, 1988). Realists remind us that even though
absolute gains may accrue from cooperation, if such cooperation
enables one state to gain relative to another, then one must consider that
relative advantages might be used to increase the capability of the gain-
ing state, which may then use these increased capabilities against the
losing state. States will forgo cooperation, the argument goes, if they
conclude that the benefits of absolute gains are offset by the danger of
relative losses. Thus realists insist that states must be concerned with
relative—more than absolute—gains that might accrue from coopera-
tion (Grieco, 1988). Relative gains problems, it is argued, are more
severe in security issues because of the nature of security itself. In the
realist view, security is primarily a function of a state’s relative capa-
bility, which provides the basis for a state’s protection of its sovereign-
ty and largely determines a state’s rank in the international hierarchy.
State leaders have great difficulty in assessing another state’s capabili-
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ties (or its leader’s intentions), and the security dilemma makes it diffi-
cult to attain (or accurately know) the requisite capability level that wil]
ensure a state’s security. Since relative gains or losses in the security
sphere have major implications for state survival, realists insist that
interstate cooperation in this realm (beyond flexible alliance making) is
unlikely.

Scholars have effectively challenged the neorealist relative gains
argument and have showed that relative gains problems emerge only in
special circumstances while they have only negligible effects on the
likelihood of interstate cooperation in situations involving many actors
with opportunities to link issues (Snidal, 1991ab). Werner (1997: 291)
argues that “even if there is no central authority and violence is an
effective and efficient tool of state policy such that security fears pre-
dominate, states do not necessarily maximize relative gains and that
cooperation is far more possible than neorealists claim.” In fact, she has
demonstrated that security concerns, themselves, may provide the basis
for cooperative relations. These conclusions reinforce Powell’s (1991)
assertion that a permissive environment for the use of force does not
necessarily follow from the assumption of anarchy but depends on the
decreased cost of the use of force and the increased fear of interstate
aggression. Only where the costs of the use of force are low are rela-
tive gains markedly salient and likely to preclude cooperation; howev-
er, where the costs of the use of force are high, cooperation is indeed
likely, even absent a central authority.

Among the various challenges to neorealist relative gains argu-
ments, Matthews’s (1996) analysis has important implications for a
neoidealist explanation of the “democratic peace.” He points out that
the debilitating impact of relative gains on interstate security coopera-
tion is overcome in issue areas where the defense is dominant and the
cumulation effects of cooperation are low. Where such conditions
obtain, leaders do not fear that relative gains in one bargaining round
can be used to increase the likelihood of gains in the mext round
(Powell, 1991). That is, since the defense is dominant and unilateral
action is possible, states do not fear preemption or surprise attack.
Utilizing this perspective, Matthews (1996) explains how nuclear
weapons agreements (an issue area where the defense is dominant and
cumulation effects are low), such as the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT),
the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT), and the Intermediate
Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) as well as agreements on antiballistic mis-
sile (ABM) deployment, were successfully concluded during the Cold
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War while conventional weapons agreements (an issue area where the
offense is dominant and cumulation effects are high), such as the
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR), were not. Recognition
of the role of cumulation effects in fostering interstate cooperation in
security affairs provides neoidealists a means to circumvent relative
gains problems in security issues and suggests the basis for the emer-
gence of international security regimes in world politics.

Further, if certain types of nuclear weapons agreements are not cir-
cumscribed by relative gains problems, as argued by Matthews, then
nuclear-armed states—primarily the major powers—might be more
inclined to cooperate in important nuclear weapons issues such as non-
proliferation and strategic arms limitation. Since the major powers
were polarized into rival camps we would not expect them to be coop-
erative in general, which is why superpower competition colored the
postwar canvass. Nonetheless, during the postwar period of ““dual hege-
mony” (Gaddis, 1992), one by-product of interbloc competition was
the creation of certain intrabloc relationships that helped provide sta-
bility within each bloc. Not only was there a tightening of the links
among bloc members and their respective superpower hegemon, but
trade ties lubricated the links among bloc members, particularly those
in the Western bloc where most major-power (and conflict-prone) dem-
ocratic states were situated. Building on the reduced salience of relative
gains problems in important security issues in the postwar context,
democratic major powers and their democratic allies appear to have
been motivated to create an international security regime through
alliance networks. Let’s consider these points more fully.

Alliances and International Regimes

In the postwar period, the two alliance systems, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact, became the princi-
pal alignment mechanisms for the major powers that were largely bifur-
cated across ideological lines. Realists, drawing on the experience of
the classical multipolar balance of power system in Europe, insist that
ideological issues should not inform alliance making; however, in the
bipolar Cold War era, factors other than relative capability became
salient because minor powers could not effectively tilt the military bal-
ance (though they could potentially draw their superpower allies into
their disputes and instigate major-power crises and war). Ideology
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largely reflective of the worldview of the hegemon—an advanced cap-
italist society intent on promoting, inter alia, global trade in order to
maintain its power position—appeared to be salient, in the realist view,
because it served the hegemon’s military interests. For realists, this ide-
ology was actually superstructure to the more capability driven base.
For neoidealists, the ascendancy of ideology primarily reflected the
free-trade imperatives born of the capitalist global economy in opposi-
tion to those emanating from the socialist camp.

Consistent with the neoidealist argument, Simon and Gartzke
(1996: 633) maintain that “the superpower-led alliances of the cold war
period were more ideological in nature than alliances have been
throughout the past 180 years.” In this environment, the prospect of
nuclear annihilation provided an absolute-loss threshold that states
dared not traverse. From the promulgation of NSC-68 in 1950 to the
successful management of the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, the super-
powers came to appreciate that the possession of nuclear weapons by
both of them made their use suicidal since a first strike by either of
them would result in a devastating counterstrike against the initiator.
Early in the Cold War, the dominant perspective in strategic circles had
been to view nuclear weapons simply as bigger bombs. Following pub-
lication of Brodie’s (1946) work, the broader implications of the
“absolute weapon” were such that deterrence more than victory, and
success in crises more than wars, became primary objectives of super-
power military strategy.? A nuclear taboo slowly emerged that restrict-
ed war to the conventional level while mutual assured destruction
(MAD) provided for superpower stability wrought from a delicate “bal-
ance of terror” (Wohlstetter, 1959).

The nuclear taboo provided a security threshold for all states in the
system, and their refusal to violate it reflected a greater concern with
the potential absolute losses (i.e., nuclear conflagration) of “going
nuclear” than with relative gains born of short-term military victory
that might have resulted from the use of nuclear weapons. In this way,
the threat of nuclear holocaust in a context where defense was domi-
nant alleviated relative gains problems among bloc members as they
became more concerned with the potential for absolute loss (nuclear
annihilation) that might result from interbloc instability but that also
might emerge from intrabloc disruptions that could drag the super-
powers into interbloc conflict. Specifically, the superpowers were
intent on reducing the likelihood of (1) interbloc conflict that might
precipitate superpower war, and (2) intrabloc conflict that might waste
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resources of alliance members and thereby reduce interbloc war-fight-
ing capabilities by weakening allies and leaving them vulnerable to
insurgency. One implication of the limitations on the use of nuclear
weapons was the increased significance of conventional (and increas-
ingly, special-operations) forces as leaders sought to develop a “flexi-
ble response” capability for international crises. Bipolarity and the
nuclear standoff further heightened the utility of conventional forces as
the superpowers responded to, intervened in, or initiated militarized
disputes below the nuclear level. Such use of force allowed the super-
powers to solidify their respective blocs and to defend the perimeters of
their respective spheres of influence.

In short, the nuclear standoff provided interbloc stability through
effective nuclear deterrence. In a study of militarized disputes, Small
and Singer (1979: 77) point out, “the fact that the 20 major versus
major confrontations since V-J Day have gone to neither conventional
nor nuclear war . . . strongly suggests that the nuclear deterrent, as
clumsy and fragile as it is, seems to exercise an inhibiting effect.”® In
addition, bipolarity increased the salience of intrabloc stability through
its impact on postwar alliance-aggregation, specifically, the emergence
of the two major alliances, NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Although
alliances are more often associated with wars (Levy, 1981), especially
large wars (Siverson and King, 1979), enduring alliances—those that
are more long term—evince more benign effects (Ostrom and Hoole,
1978; Wayman, 1990). Therefore, while alliances are positively associ-
ated with war involvement in the short term, they are negatively asso-
ciated with war involvement in the long term.* Postwar bipolarity and
the nuclear standoff gave rise to long-term alliances that were more
peaceful, thus reducing the likelihood of conflict among allied dyads.

Moreover, since democracies were more likely to be allied in the
postwar era, low levels of intra-alliance conflict may have resulted in
low levels of joint democratic conflict, which is consistent with the
findings in Chapter 2. Siverson and Emmons (1991: 295) found that
from 1946 to 1965, “democracies allied with each other at almost 80%
more than the rate they would have by chance.” During this period
there were 129 exclusively democratic alliances out of 367 alliances
that included at least one democracy (35.2 percent) as compared to the
interwar period, 1919-1939, when there were only 10 out of 87 (10.3
percent) such alliances. In addition, Siverson and Emmons found that
“democratic major powers formed considerably greater numbers of
alliances with democratic minor powers,” at a rate more than 300 per-
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cent higher than what would be expected (p. 302). At the same time,
democratic major powers evinced “no particular proclivity to enter into
alliances with nondemocratic minor powers,” which, for Siverson and
Emmons, reflects the tendency of democratic major powers to “protect
the weaker democracies” (p. 302). In addition, democratic minor pow-
ers were far less likely to ally with nondemocratic minor powers.

A fear of destabilizing the Western Alliance through internecine
conflict might also have motivated the democratic states to limit vio-
lence among themselves. In addition, the fear of sanctions from the
United States, which furnished collective goods—especially security
and access to trade—provided additional incentive for intrabloc stabil-
ity. For example, this was evident in the U.S. response to the British,
French, and Israeli invasion of Egypt in 1956 in an attempt to over-
throw Nasser and wrestle control of the Suez Canal. Eisenhower did
not countenance what he perceived as the unilateral policies of the troi-
ka, and he “used the UN General Assembly to call for a truce and then
cut off oil exports from the Americas until Britain, France, and Israel
complied” by withdrawing their forces, which was accomplished by the
end of the year (McCormick, 1989: 124). In the Cold War context,
“nations allied with the same superpower effectively lose the decision-
latitude to make wars against the other allies of the same superpower”
(Weede, 1992: 378).

Evidence of intrabloc stability is provided by Weede’s (1983)
study, which found that formal allies of superpowers did not fight wars
from 1962 to 1980. Ray (1993: 429) noted that “no two formal allies of
states with nuclear weapons and not allied to each other fought wars
against each other from 1945 to 1986.” The implication for democrat-
ic pairs of states was that since most of the democracies—especially
those that were more conflict-prone (i.e., major powers and contiguous
states)—were clustered, then their joint alliance membership more than
their regime type probably accounted for their reduced conflict levels
in the postwar era.’ This view is partly consistent with Gowa (1999),
but she proposes it for the prewar era and not the postwar era, which
she suggests is marked by a democratic peace. Moreover, since the
Western Allies were dominated by the global hegemon, the United
States, it stands to reason that its presence would increase the conflict-
dampening impact of intrabloc stability for its alliance members to a
greater extent than would be evident in the rival Warsaw Pact alliance.
Therefore, while superpower alliance-aggregation would tend to
dampen both jointly democratic and jointly nondemocratic conflict, the
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effect on the former would be more evident than that on the latter. One
reckons that were the global hegemon in the socialist camp, then we
would be considering the “socialistic peace.”

Observers might point out that the alleged intervening role of
alliances in the democratic peace is gainsaid by the various multivariate
analyses demonstrating that the presence of alliances does not vitiate the
impact of joint democracy on peace (e.g., Bremer, 1992; Maoz and
Russett, 1992; Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997); how-
ever, these findings are refuted by those in Chapter 2, which indicate
that, controlling for political distance, alliance membership, more than
joint democracy, contributed to peace in the postwar era. Nonetheless,
the observation that democracies often ally with each other does not
suggest that they ally because they are democracies. In fact, by joining
an alliance, a nondemocracy may be encouraged to become more dem-
ocratic. One need only reflect on the process of alliance-aggregation in
the early years of NATO to appreciate these effects. Clearly, the estab-
lishment of NATO was driven by the leadership of the democratic states
of the Atlantic Alliance, primarily the United States and Great Britain,
and its preamble states that it is “founded on the principles of democra-
cy, individual liberty and the rule of law.” Interestingly, it appears that
alliance membership for several NATO states preceded—and more than
likely helped to make possible—their subsequent democracy. For exam-
ple, Portugal was an original signatory of the NATO Treaty in 1949, but
it did not become democratic until 1976. Stuart (1989: 78) notes that
although attempts were made to assuage “Western consciences” by sug-
gesting that participation in a “democratically oriented alliance system
might have a reformatory effect on the Portuguese regime over time,”
nonetheless, the autocratic Salazar regime made public pronouncements
that it would resist such “meddling” in Portugal’s affairs. Only follow-
ing the revolution of 1974 did Portugal move toward its present demo-
cratic form of government. In addition, Greece joined NATO in 1952
when it also was clearly not democratic. According to Polity III data,
Greece did not become a democracy until 1975. Turkey, which like
Greece joined the alliance in 1952, was democratic in that year (regime
score of 10); however, for the years 1953 to 1959 it descended into anoc-
racy (regime score of 4) and has fluctuated regime types over the years
prior to settling into its present democratic form of government. It fol-
lows that alliance membership may have induced both the democratiza-
tion of these states and the concomitant reductions in the likelihood of
their experiencing joint democratic conflict.
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In fact, Simon and Gartzke (1996: 633) find “a strong tendency for
regimes of most types to prefer alliances with dissimilar regimes”
while maintaining that “it may be the case that regimes of similar type
prefer each other as alliance partners for primary or major alliances in
bipolar systems only”—such as occurred in the post—World War II era
(p. 633). Nonetheless, the neoidealist argument put forward here does
not rely simply on the mitigating impact of alliances on interstate con-
flict, per se, but centers on the interdependent impact of alliance-aggre-
gation and trade on the development of an international security regime
that reduced joint democratic conflict. This security regime emerged in
a context of global bipolarity and the superpower nuclear standoff, both
of which provided the impetus for reductions in postwar interstate con-
flict among the major powers, in general, while the interplay of
alliance-aggregation and intra-alliance trade (as will be shown later)
provided the lubricant for the emergence of the regime, which in turn
reduced interdemocratic conflict, specifically. So, importantly, it was a
combination of alliance-aggregation and trade interdependence that
provided the proximate cause for the rise of an international security
regime among democracies. In the next section, I discuss the manner
by which the alliance-trade relationships emerged and helped reduce
joint democratic conflict in the postwar era.

Trade and the Rise of International Regimes

One is reminded that bipolarity and the superpower standoff not only
inspired a nuclear arms race but also encouraged alliance-aggregation,
which served to increase trade links among bloc members as the inter-
ests of the superpowers (especially those of the United States) came to
guide global and intrabloc trade. Gowa (1994: 3) reminds us that, with-
out exception, NATO members became signatories of GATT (the liber-
al international trade regime, now the World Trade Organization, or
WTO), and Warsaw Pact members joined COMECON. Empirical evi-
dence demonstrates a consistent negative relationship between trade and
interstate conflict at the dyadic (Polachek, 1980) and system (Mansfield,
1994) levels. Since trade “follows the flag” (Pollins, 1989ab), one can
assume that state decisionmakers’ utility function with regard to trade
includes not only the potential economic benefits that might accrue from
commerce but also the extent to which the foreign policy interests of
partners are convergent with one’s own. This is consistent with Gowa’s
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(1994) view that there are security externalities of trade since the returns
of trade can potentially be used to increase the military capabilities of
states. She maintains that potential trading partners recognize such
externalities and coordinate their trade accordingly. One result is that
free trade is more likely within rather than across alliances. Gowa
(1994) and Gowa and Mansfield (1993) demonstrate that in bipolar sys-
tems there is an increased likelihood of intra-alliance trade and a
decreased likelihood of inter-alliance trade.S Further, in bipolar (more
than multipolar) systems, alliances have a greater impact on trade and
an increased likelihood of evolving into free-trade coalitions.

Considering the consistent negative relationship between trade and
conflict, and the increased impact of alliances on trade in bipolar sys-
tems, one can argue that bilateral trade links among alliance partners
within the largely democratic Western bloc exerted a dampening effect
on intrabloc, thus joint democratic, conflict. It follows that common
trade links—Ilargely born of alliance membership and system struc-
ture—contributed to reductions in joint democratic conflict. If such
relationships actually obtained, one would expect that, inter alia, con-
trolling for trade interdependence would wash out the impact of joint
democracy on interstate conflict in the postwar era. In fact, this is
exactly what was demonstrated in Chapter 2. It appears that in the post-
war era major-power democratic allies coordinated their trade ties in
order to realize security externalities and in so doing reduced the levels
of conflict among their states while providing the basis for an interna-
tional security regime. Further, the system’s bipolar structure provided
a supportive context for the formation of a free-trade coalition among
democratic allies while U.S. hegemony provided a resin for the coop-
erative linkages among the major-power democracies and their minor-
power democratic allies. The convergence of these factors reduced con-
flict levels among democracies by encouraging the creation of an
international security regime among these states. An appreciation of the
factors that give rise to security regimes will allow us to more clearly
discern the manner in which democracies constructed their own inter-
national security regime in the postwar period.

The Rise of an International Security Regime

Since Deutsch et al.’s (1957) discussion of pluralistic and amalgamat-
ed security communities, research on the etiology of international secu-
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rity regimes has been relatively sparse largely due to regime theorists’
conceding much of the security realm to neorealists in the past few
decades (e.g., Keohane, 1984). Scholars differ on whether security
regimes exist(ed) in the post-World War II era. For example, Jervis
(1983) maintains that while the Concert of Europe was a regime, MAD
and superpower arms agreements in the postwar era did not constitute
security regimes because superpower agreements and precedents were
neither “unambiguous or binding.” Further, these postwar agreements,
for him, simply reflected the “narrow and quite short-run self-inter-
est[s]” of the major powers, and these interests—more than regimes—
“can account for most of the restraints” on the superpowers in this era
(p. 187). Nye (1987) agrees that there is an absence of an overall super-
power security regime in the postwar era; however, he recognizes
regimes in “subissues” related to nuclear weapons, including the
destructive power of nuclear weapons, control problems, proliferation,
arms race stability, and deterrent force structure. Smith (1987) takes the
view that the postwar era witnessed the emergence of a security regime
in nonproliferation (in a manner inconsistent with hegemonic stability
or functionalist perspectives), while Tate (1990) and Brzoska (1992)
differ on whether the NPT was a regime. '

Although this literature is interesting (though inconclusive), it
deals mainly with the existence of a security regime between super-
powers. However, the argument presented here does not rely on the
existence of a security regime between the superpowers but only the
presence of a security regime among the democratic major powers con-
centrated in the Atlantic alliance and other multilateral and bilateral
relationships among democracies. What is necessary to reconcile the
postwar absence of international war between democratic states with
the theoretical argument presented here is evidence that a security
regime existed among democracies that constrained violence between
them. A case could be made that a security regime is an independent
variable in the democratic peace process if alliance membership (and
resultant trade links) actually preceded democracy within some of the
major democracies (as noted above); therefore, we might suggest that
the security regime is not simply epiphenomenal of joint democracy. I
use Jervis’s (1983) index of the factors that give rise to security regimes
in order to support the view that the conditions that give rise to securi-
ty regimes obtained for the postwar democracies.

Jervis (1983) suggested the following criteria for security regime
formation: (1) the major powers want to establish a regime (i.e., a reg-
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ulated issue area); (2) the actors perceive that others share their securi-
ty interests; (3) major powers eschew expansion as a security option;
(4) war is perceived as costly; and (5) “offensive and defensive
weapons and policies are distinguishable but the former are cheaper
and more effective than the latter, or they cannot be distinguished but
it is easier to defend than attack” (p. 178). Even a cursory review of the
historical record reveals that Jervis’s criteria are satisfied for the post-
war major-power democracies and their democratic allies and trading
partners.

First, the United States and its democratic major-power allies were
intent on creating a security sphere as a result of the exigencies of the
Cold War that began with the pronouncement of the Truman Doctrine.
Since power alone did not define the adversarial relationship between
the superpowers (they had been formal allies in World War II), ideolo-
gy, especially the espousal of capitalism (and later the presence of
democracy for membership in NATO), became an important determi-
nant of alliance membership and a causeway to the realization of eco-
nomic gains that would accrue to allies (Simon and Gartzke, 1996:
633). Second, the democratic major powers appear to have desired a
regime because it was clear that following World War II, U.S. power
was unmatched, and the United States appeared to be the only state that
could provide the collective goods of free trade and security for the
capitalist democracies—and arguably the global system as a whole.
The Marshall Plan and the World Bank laid the basis for the recon-
struction of the Western European states lying prostrate after the war.
Also, unlike in the interwar period, the United States aggressively pur-
sued both an activist foreign policy in Europe and international eco-
nomic leadership evident in its dominance of the major postwar inter-
national governmental organizations (IGOs): the UN and the Bretton
Woods institutions. Third, the Western bloc sought to check perceived
Soviet expansionism and rationalized its own foreign adventures
through the policy of containment. Actually, both superpowers sought
to solidify their respective spheres of influence more than expand them.
U.S. foreign policy, in particular, was largely one of developing the
capacity of former and potential trading partners in Western Europe and
East Asia. Fourth, major-power war was clearly viewed as costly (espe-
cially following the Korean War), and superpower war was proscribed
(though this did not preclude proxy wars). Fifth, the spread of nuclear
weapons ushered in a period of unsurpassed defense dominance in mil-
itary strategy even though many nuclear weapons systems had both
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offensive and defensive applications. In sum, using Jervis’s criteria, it
appears that conditions facilitating the emergence of a democratic secu-
rity regime were present in the postwar era.

While Jervis’s criteria allow us to determine whether the condi-
tions were ripe for the formation of a security regime among demo-
cratic states, Gowa’s (1994) and Gowa and Mansfield’s (1993) research
explains the process behind its emergence. Specifically, Gowa (1994:
45) asserts that “countries can use their ability to affect their terms of
trade to correct the market failure produced by trade in an anarchic sys-
tem.” Her research on security externalities of trade establishes a clear
connection between market failure (the fulcrum on which neoidealist
arguments on interstate cooperation rests) and contextual factors such
as bipolarity, alliances, and trade links in the development of security
regimes. Since the extent to which allies trade with each other depends
largely on the risk of exit (which is lower in bipolar systems), then free
trade is more likely to emerge in bipolar systems because the security
externalities of free trade agreements are likely to remain internalized
in alliances under bipolarity (pp. 41, 53). Enforcement problems in
international regimes are also reduced in agreements among allies
because incentives to defect (rooted in political and economic interests)
are limited. All told, just as international regimes, in general, form in
response to market failure, security regimes have a similar etiology and
are more likely to form from intra-alliance trade relationships in bipo-
lar systems where cumulation effects are low (Gowa and Mansfield,
1993; Gowa, 1994; Matthews, 1996). Again, this etiology of regime
formation dovetails with neoidealist arguments that specify that the
emergence of an international regime is not dependent on the regime
type of the state. What I assert here—building on Gowa’s arguments—
is that international security regimes are rather a function of the alliance
and trade ties under conditions of bipolarity as states seek to confront
problems of market failure in the global anarchy.

During the Cold War era, it appears that allied democratic states
realized security externalities of trade—that are more pronounced
under bipolarity-—while intrabloc stability provided by “dual hegemo-
ny” and nuclear deterrence led to the creation of a security regime
among the vast majority of democratic states, resulting in the absence
of war between them. Following this logic, the “democratic peace”
emerged from an international security regime molded largely from the
interplay of unit (i.e., state response to market failure), dyadic (i.e.,
alliance ties and trade links), and system (i.e., bipolarity) level vari-
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ables rather than simply from shared political regime type. The
alliance-trade links that reinforced the international security regime
among democratic states were less evident among the nondemocratic
states. Though the impact of bipolarity and alliance-aggregation are
similar for nondemocratic states, as explained earlier, nondemocracies
did not demonstrate the affinity to ally and develop free-trade links.
The conflict-dampening impact of the security regime on the for-
eign policy of democratic dyads resulted largely from the fact that
free-trade links appear to have been more pronounced among demo-
cratic allies than among their nondemocratic contemporaries. This is
hardly surprising considering that the global hegemon happened to be
situated in the democratic bloc. Intrinsically, the states’ regime type
probably mattered less than the fact that the global system was domi-
nated by this particular hegemon that operated in a bipolar environ-
ment and encouraged a particular pattern of alliance-aggregation and
intrabloc trade. It is important to remember that the emergence of a
security regime among democracies of the global scope suggested by
democratic peace arguments rests primarily on the activity of the
major-power democracies—chief among them, the United States, the
global hegemon. Clearly, such an international regime can have glob-
al scope and impact even if every individual democracy is not tied to
it through intra-alliance trade links. Instead, less powerful democra-
cies often become linked to the international regime informally
through the acceptance of the basic rules, norms, procedures, and
institutions of the regime. This is evocative of Kant’s argument with
regard to the impact of a “federation of free republics” on the behav-
ior of states outside of the federation, about which Huntley (1996: 56)
observes, “Once initiated, the federation’s benefits to its members cre-
ate competitive pressures on nonmembers to reform themselves suffi-
ciently to join as well.” This is consistent with Krasner’s (1983b: 361)
analysis of the feedback relationship among international regimes,
basic causal variables, and foreign policy behavior and outcomes in
that *“once principles, norms, rules, and decisionmaking procedures
[regimes] are entrenched they may alter the egoistic interests and
power configurations that led to their creation in the first place.” The
centerpiece of this arrangement—less a Kantian federation and more
an international security regime—was underwritten by forces beyond
political regime type. This process is evocative of that which Deutsch
et al. (1957) described with respect to security communities.
Democracy may have been associated with the creation of a security
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regime in an idiosyncratic way, given the role of the Western democra-
cies led by the United States in its institutionalization; nevertheless, the
expansion and maintenance of this regime (and its conflict-dampening
attributes) are rooted, to a greater extent, in the interplay of bipolarity,
alliance-aggregation, and security externalities of trade. One result of
this international regime was to reduce the likelihood of conflict
between democratic states in the postwar era.

Conclusion

The Cold War era witnessed the convergence of several conflict-
dampening factors that resulted in the “democratic peace,” including
bipolarity, which is negatively correlated with large wars (Wayman,
1984); nuclear deterrence, which decreased the likelihood of great-power
war (Small and Singer, 1976); enduring alliances, which are negatively
correlated with war (Ostrom and Hoole, 1978; Wayman, 1990); height-
ened alliance-aggregation among democracies, which reduced conflict
(Siverson and Emmons, 1991; Simon and Gartzke, 1996); increased
trade among allies (Gowa, 1994), which is negatively correlated with
interstate war (Polachek, 1980; Mansfield, 1994); “dual-hegemony”
among superpowers (Gaddis, 1992), which decreased conflict within
their respective blocs (Weede, 1983); and the emergence of an interna-
tional security regime (Jervis, 1983), which ultimately reduced conflict
among democratic states. Gaddis (1992) is correct that the stability of the
postwar era is overdetermined; yet an analysis of the role of internation-
al security regimes provides a more compelling explanation of the “dem-
ocratic peace,” especially given that there is no significant relationship
between joint democracy and peace in the postwar era.
Nevertheless—and evocative of Mearsheimer (1990)—policymak-
ers must consider the following question: If the absence of wars among
democracies is best understood as the result of an international securi-
ty regime born largely of Cold War exigencies, then how can we be
sure the irenic structures that emerged from the Cold War will persist
now that it has ended? Well, even if the factors that gave rise to the
international security regime were primarily a function of the Cold War
(which is not wholly accurate), it is evident, as Keohane (1984) and
others point out, that regimes can persist even after the circumstances
that brought them into existence have passed. Therefore, it is not nec-
essary to wax nostalgically about a Cold War “stability” that must
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inevitably desist with the era’s passing. Further, it is important to
remember that while the democratic major powers limited intra-
alliance violence among their fellow democracies and held their allies
in check in order to maintain the balance of power during the Cold War,
they also supported or participated in the slaughter of millions in the
wars endemic throughout the periphery. Therefore, although the Cold
War may have been marked by a “long peace” for the major powers,
states in the periphery suffered a long trauma often exacerbated by
major-power intervention. This is hardly an era to recall nostalgically,
at least not for the majority of the world’s people, who reside in the
postcolonial states.

All told, the line of argument presented here reinforces the view that
factors beyond regime type led to the relative absence of interstate war
between democracies. Further, it suggests the need to appreciate the
multifaceted aspects of foreign policy that often converge to provide the
trajectories of international interaction that we observe in world politics.
By focusing on the effect of international security regimes on conflict
reduction, we are likely to depend less on either Cold War-oriented
realpolitik or the spread of democracy as facilitators of peace in the
post—Cold War era, and more on the establishment of international insti-
tutions to more effectively foster interstate cooperation. While democ-
racy as a political system has many virtues, international stability—
much less international peace—depends on something beyond the
proliferation of democratic states, which are among the most war-prone
states, to bring it about. To be sure, leaders should be concerned about
the development of democracy in states throughout the globe as a mat-
ter of humanitarian interest; however, the assumption that Russia’s or
China’s democratization, for example, will encourage those states to
become more peaceful is gainsaid by the findings in the previous chap-
ters. Further, this chapter suggests that leaders concerned with the
peacefulness of Russia and China, in particular, should give greater con-
sideration to including them in the prominent international institu-
tions—namely, NATO and the WTO-that provided the core of the
international security regime that allowed for “democratic peace” in the
Cold War era. To be sure, stability in the post-Cold War era is not like-
ly to rely simply on the replication of processes operative during the
Cold War. Although the present era has witnessed the end of the nuclear
standoff and the proxy wars stimulated by the superpower rivalry, it has
also presented new challenges unseen in the previous era that to some
degree emerge from the transformation of that era. These new chal-
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lenges, some of which I’ll discuss in Chapter 7, make it all the more
imperative that states orient their foreign policy away from monocausal
models such as the democratic peace, which grossly oversimplify the
complexity of the processes that encourage peace and embrace more
multifaceted and multidimensional strategies to help us navigate the
often forbidding terrain of world politics.

Notes

1. Although Hopf (1991) suggests that there was a period of bipolarity
between the Hapsburg and Ottoman Empires from 1521 to 1559, clearly, his
focus is regional and not global, and most scholars agree that global bipolari-
ty emerged only after World War II (see Waltz, 1979; Gaddis, 1992).

2. While early strategic thought was marked by prudent analyses such as
Brodie (1946), a rival school emerged around theorists such as Wohlstetter
(1959) and Kahn (1960), who argued for war-fighting, war-winning, and war-
surviving approaches to nuclear strategy.

3. For an opposing viewpoint see Vasquez (1991).

4. There is a slight disagreement between Ostrom and Hoole (1978) and
Wayman (1990) on the timing of the reversal of the positive relationship
!Jetween alliance membership and war. The former point out that the dampen-
ing effect occurs after only four years while the latter suggests that it occurs
between six and seven years, and after ten years.

5. This conclusion is not gainsaid by Bueno de Mesquita’s (1981) statisti-
cal findings that allied states are more likely to fight each other because con-
trolling for contignity washes out this relationship (Bremer, 1992; Maoz and
Russett, 1992).

6. In contrast, Liberman (1996) maintains that multipolar systems are
more likely to reduce relative gains problems in trade and encourage coopera-
tion among rivals in a manner evocative of Deutsch and Singer’s (1964) clas-
sic argument with regard to the impact of “interaction opportunities.”
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The Democratic Peace:
A Great lllusion?

n this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study and

briefly discuss their research and policy implications. The main

finding resulting from the statistical analyses is that democracy is
not significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of internation-
al wars, militarized disputes, or civil wars in postcolonial states. There
does not appear to be a dyadic democratic peace or a monadic one. To
the extent that a democratic peace obtains, it does for extrastate wars,
which are more than likely relics of a bygone era; nevertheless, even
for these wars, while democracies in general are less likely to become
involved in them, Western states—especially Western democracies—
are more likely to fight them. These findings result from analyses
using straightforward research designs, similar data, and identical sta-
tistical techniques as those found in research supporting the DPP. They
suggest that politico-economic factors in the postwar era greatly con-
tributed to the phenomenon that is erroneously labeled the “democrat-
ic peace.” Further, they imply that foreign policy strategies aimed at
increasing the likelihood of peace in the future by spreading democra-
cy are likely to be ineffective, at best, or conflict exacerbating, at
worst.

Each of the analytical chapters examined the DPP at different lev-
els of aggregation or for different types of armed conflict. In the sec-
tions that follow, I'1l briefly recap the findings from each of these
analyses before summing up the main contribution of this study.
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Are Democracies Less Likely to
Fight Each Other?

The replication and extension of Oneal and Russett (1997), which is
one of the most important studies on the DPP, showed that democracies
are not significantly less likely to fight each other. The results demon-
strate that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings in support of the DPP
are not robust and that joint democracy does not reduce the probability
of international conflict for pairs of states during the postwar era.
Simple and straightforward modifications of Oneal and Russett’s
(1997) research design generated these dramatically contradictory
results. Specifically, by teasing out the separate impact of democracy
and political distance (or political dissimilarity) and by not coding
cases of ongoing disputes as new cases of conflict, it became clear that
there is no significant relationship between joint democracy and the
likelihood of international war or militarized interstate dispute (MID)
for states during the postwar era. These findings suggest that the
post—Cold War strategy of “democratic enlargement,” which is aimed
at ensuring peace by enlarging the community of democratic states, is
quite a thin reed on which to rest a state’s foreign policy—much less
the hope for international peace.

Are Democracies More Peaceful
than Nondemocracies with
Respect to Interstate Wars?

The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-
democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu-
ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars.
The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of polit-
ical, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the
onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors
instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level
observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett,
1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic
enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states
since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini-
tiate—interstate wars.
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Are Democracies More Peaceful than
Nondemocracies with Respect to Extrastate Wars?

Controlling for several factors implicated in the onset of international
war, I find that democracies are less likely to become involved in
extrastate wars, but Western states are more likely to become involved
in them. Interestingly, I find that of all the democracies, the Western
democracies are most likely to become involved in extrastate wars. In
addition, I find no significant relationship between democracy and
international war (viewed as the sum of interstate and extrastate wars).
Although the finding that democracies, in general, are less likely to
fight extrastate wars may provide some support for DPP claims, this
finding should be tempered by the realization that the anticolonial
processes that generated many of the extrastate wars are by-products of
a colonial era clearly past. Therefore, the impact of democracy on inter-
national war today, and in the near future, will primarily be manifest in
interstate wars and MIDs. In this type of international conflict democ-
racies are significantly more conflict-prone than nondemocracies. The
results suggest that since democracy does not have a consistent effect
on different types of international war, a policy such as democratic
enlargement is likely to be ineffective at best and conflict-exacerbating
at worst, since democracy reduces the likelihood of certain types of
international war but increases the likelihood of others.

- Are Democracies in the Postcolonial World Less
Likely to Experience Civil Wars?

The results fail to support the democratic peace for civil wars in post-
colonial states since democracy is not significantly associated with a
decreased probability of intrastate war in postcolonial states. Instead,
the results corroborate previous findings that semidemocracy is associ-
ated with an increased likelihood of civil war. Therefore, although
coherent democracy does not appear to reduce the likelihood of post-
colonial civil wars, partial democracy exacerbates the tensions that
result in civil war. Given the findings from Chapter 6, these results sug-
gest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is not likely to
succeed for those states that need it most—the postcolonial, or third
world, states. Further, even if full-fledged democracy were to engender
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peace within these states—which is not indicated by the findings
reported here—it would likely generate conflict, internationally, since
democracies are more prone to initiate and become involved in inter-
state wars and militarized disputes. As noted earlier, the promise of
egalitarianism, which is the-true appeal of democracy, seems to involve
a Hobson’s choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an
increased likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a
decreased likelihood of international stability.

If Not Democracy, Then What?

The results from the data analyses, which contradict the DPP for most
large-scale international and domestic conflicts, beg the question, “If
not democracy, then what factor(s) accounted for the absence of war
between democratic states in the postwar era?” I maintain that the
“peace” among democracies during the Cold War was overdetermined.
The second half of the twentieth century witnessed the convergence of
several conflict-dampening factors across different levels of aggrega-
tion: bipolarity, which is negatively correlated with large wars; nuclear
deterrence, which decreased the likelihood of great-power war; endur-
ing alliances, which are negatively correlated with war; heightened
alliance-aggregation among democracies, which reduced their conflict
levels; increased trade among allies, which is negatively correlated
with interstate war; “dual-hegemony” among superpowers, which
decreased conflict within the respective blocs; and the emergence of an
international security regime, which ultimately facilitated the reduction
in conflict levels between democratic states.

As noted, it is clear that while democracy as a political system has
many virtues, international stability, much less international peace, is
not likely to emerge from the proliferation of democratic states. This is
not to say that we shouldn’t be concerned about the development of
democracy in states throughout the globe as a matter of humanitarian
interest. Instead, the findings remind us that even the promotion of what
most would agree is a positive good (i.e., democratic government) may
result in unexpected and undesired outcomes. The relationship between
democracy and peace is prismatic, in that sense. The findings have par-
ticular relevance for the democratization of the two nondemocratic
major powers, Russia and China, since they challenge the popular
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assumption that these states will become more peaceful as they become
more democratic. Similarly they cast doubt on the prospects for peace
among postcolonial states in the present wave of democratization.

To be sure, the behavior and interaction of leaders are not limited
to the patterns revealed in the statistical analyses, which, at best, can
only tell us how the variables of interest such as democracy ancf war
have been associated with each other in the past. Leaders may learn les-
sons from history so as not to repeat past mistakes. In addition, inter-
national contexts may change and encourage different relationships
among the variables of interest. Further, there are myriad factors that
affect decisions to go to war,-and we cannot hope to account for all of
them. Neither can we perfectly anticipate those that may affect the
decisions of leaders in the future. So forecasts from statistical analyses
should be approached with caution. However, one can meaningfully
f:onjecture from the evidence on the likelihood of certain developments
in the future given what we have observed of similar processes in the
past. Since the theoretical argument presented in this study suggests
that the peace among democratic states in the Cold War era reszlted
less from democracy, as such, than from factors associated with the cre-
a.tion of an international security regime, it is reasonable to examine the
likelihood that these conflict-dampening factors will persist in the
post—Cold War era.

At the risk of appearing even more pessimistic than I have already,
I maintain that it is not clear that the factors that exerted a conflict-
flampening impact on states in the Cold War era will have a consistent
irenic impact in the post-Cold War era. For example, although the
focus on the role of international security regimes in promoting stabil-
ity in the Cold War casts a favorable light on the role of international
institutions in global peace, the extent to which such a regime will con-
tinue to exhibit such an impact on international relations rests to a large
degree on its ability to perform similar functions in the unipolar
post-Cold War era. But a key element in the maintenance of this regime
was the bipolar structure of the system, which encouraged not only the
creation of superpower alliances, but, as Gowa (1994: 120) observed,
“less dispersion of market power than had prevailed earlier. As a con-
sequence, it made the evolution of political-military alliances into free-
Frade coalitions more likely.” This dynamic, which eventually resulted
in an international regime that limited warfare among democracies, was
largely rooted in the interplay between two key institutions, NATO and
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the WTO. But these institutions have become more fluid in the
post—Cold War era, and it’s not clear whether their impact will be con-
sistent across the two eras. This is most evident in the case of NATO.

With the end of the Cold War there was an emergent view that
NATO had outlived its purpose and that the international relations of
the states of the two Cold War blocs would no longer be marked by the
unilateral pursuit of their respective bloc’s interests but by a commit-
ment to multilateral initiatives. This perspective gained increasing sup-
port as a result of the behavior of the United States and the former
Soviet Union during the Gulf War. In the first major military engage-
ment of the post—Cold War era, the United States amassed an effective
and unlikely coalition of over thirty states ranging from staunch allies
such as Britain to staunch adversaries such as Syria to dislodge Iraq’s
military forces from Kuwait. The Gulf War witnessed a U.S.-led coali-
tion receiving the tacit endorsement of the former Soviet Union, Saudi
Arabia allowing Western states to stage troops on its territory, and
Israel—which had initiated a surprise attack on Iraq’s incipient nuclear
weapons building facilities a decade earlier—refraining from retaliat-
ing against Iraq even as Saddam Hussein’s forces rained SCUD mis-
siles down upon it. U.S. President George H. Bush feverishly rallied
international support for what would become known as Operation
Desert Storm, in order to ensure that it took on a multilateral character.
This was accomplished primarily through consultation with the UN.
The result was Resolution 660, which demanded Iraq’s withdrawal
from Kuwait; Resolution 661, which imposed a trade embargo on Irag;
and, finally, Resolution 678, which authorized member states to use
“all necessary means” to evict Iraq from Kuwait.

What was no less impressive (and quite controversial at the time)
was that after expelling Iragi forces from Kuwait the U.S.-led UN coali-
tion forces exercised restraint by not occupying Baghdad and in this way
acted in strict accordance with the UN resolutions under which the
forces operated. The prosecution of the Gulf War was hailed by many as
a harbinger of the multilateralism that would mark the post-Cold War
era. President’s Bush consultation with UN representatives helped both
to legitimize in the eyes of many—especially those in the Arab world—
the expulsion of Iraq from Kuwait and to strengthen the post-Cold War
visage of the UN. But if observers thought that U.S. policies in the Gulf
War would provide a blueprint for its post-Cold. War military engage-
ments, their conclusions were shown to be premature at best.
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What disabused many analysts of the view that international organ-
izations such as the UN had increased in salience with respect to major-
power international security issues occurred less than a decade later,
when U.S. President Clinton chose to bypass the UN regarding his plan
to have NATO air forces strike the Federal Republic of Yigoslavia in
response to the government’s attacks on its own citizens in the region
of Kosovo. Although NATO air strikes had been used briefly and selec-
tively against Serb positions around Sarajevo in the previous conflict
in Yugoslavia regarding the fate of Bosnia-Herzegovina, NATO bomb-
ing in this round of Balkan violence began in March 1999 and lasted
seventy-eight days with NATO aircraft flying more than 37,000 sorties
against Yugoslavia. Clinton argued that the cessation of attacks against
Kosovar Albanians by the- Serbian-dominated Yugoslavian armed
forces constituted a “moral imperative” for the United States and
NATO. Interestingly this “moral imperative” did not extend to atroci-
ties committed by U.S. allies in the region, such as those committed by
Turkey against its Kurdish populations. Moreover, this seems to be
more of a case of “selective moral outrage” given the Clinton adminis-
tration’s refusal to intervene to prevent the Rwandan genocide and its
guidance to diplomats and staff to avoid using the term genocide in dis-
cussions of the slaughter that would result in 500,000-800,000 deaths.
The highest estimate of the number of people killed in Kosovo does not
represent a tenth of the lowest estimate of victims in Rwanda.

U.S. decisionmaking was more likely motivated by the fear that the
conflict in Kosovo would spill over into neighboring states such as
Macedonia (which it eventually did) and possibly threaten stability
among NATO allies themselves (especially Greece). As Kegley and
Raymond (2002: 228) point out, “If NATO acted without a UN
Security Council resolution specifically authorizing the use of force
against Yugoslavia, it would violate the UN Charter. Article 2(4) pro-
hibits ‘the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or polit-
ical independence of any state,” except in self-defense (Article 51) or
when authorized by the Security Council (Chapter VII).” None of these
exceptions applied in Kosovo. As the administration put forth its own
propositions to justify its actions, it became clear that in matters of U.S.
military interests, multilateralism represented by appeals to the UN was
not imperative. Further, the U.S. prosecution of the war in Kosovo
through NATO as opposed to the UN seems to indicate that the lone
superpower is not as committed to international organizations and mui-
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tilateralism as may have been inferred from its behavior leading up to
the Gulf War. :

The use of NATO air strikes in Kosovo is all the more telling since
NATO, as an alliance, did not fire a shot in anger against any Warsaw
Pact member’s armed forces during the Cold War even in cases of clear
Soviet aggression in Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968, and
Afghanistan in 1979. Some analysts aver that through its actions in
Kosovo, NATO, “which was founded in 1949 as a collective defense
alliance to deter an attack on Western Europe by the Soviet Union, inau-
gurated its new Strategic Concept that expanded NATO security con-
cerns to crisis management operations outside of its original scope”
{Kegley and Raymond, 2002: 230). NATO’s use of force in Kosovo also
inaugurates a new phase in the post—Cold War era, one in which the
overwhelming hegemony of the United States allows it to bypass the
UN, leaving major international institutions to play second fiddle to
power politics. This case shows that the lone superpower is no more
committed to international institutions in what it construes as important
security issues than what was evident among the superpowers during the
Cold War. It also reminds us of NATO’s changing role in the post—Cold
War era, which calls into question the extent to which NATO will be
able to provide the bedrock for a security regime. This conclusion is not
gainsaid by the recent NATO actions in the U.S.-Afghan War since the
September 2001 attacks on the United States (a NATO member) allowed
NATO to invoke its self-defense clause for the first time in its history.
The U.S.-led “war on terrorism” is likely to lose its multilateral cast as
the “antiterrorism” coalition disintegrates around the divergent interests
of its individual members such-as occurred with the Gulf War coalition.
Beyond these recent ventures, what are likely to be more common are
more single-minded U.S. military initiatives such as those in Colombia
ostensibly aimed at countering narcoterrorism but in actuality placing
U.S. troops within a bitter and ongoing civil war and casting them in a
role strikingly similar to that of U.S. “advisers” in Vietnam in the early
1960s with little hope for the establishment—by military force—of sta-
bility or democracy in Colombia, much less peace.

For democratic peace advocates, it may seem obvious that now
more than ever NATO can provide the basis for international security
among democracies because of its ability to democratize member states
and thereby increase the likelihood of peaceful relations among them.
This impact, the argument suggests, will be even more apparent as
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NATO pursues its present policy of enlargement, which brought three
new states into the alliance in 1999—Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic—and led nine other states to petition for membership
(Albania, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Romania,
Slovakia, and Slovenia). Even if one accepts against the evidence pre-
sented here that democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, it
is evident, as Reiter (2001) acknowledges, that NATO has not “spread
democracy” in the post-Cold War era because the new members of
NATO had embarked on a course of democratization before and quite
apart from their solicitation for entry into the organization. Moreover,
NATO enlargement has done little to assuage the suspicions of Russian
leaders who fear Western encroachment and the potential threat of a
renewed arms race driven by the U.S. desire to develop antiballistic
missile technology and President George W. Bush’s desire to scuttle the
ABM Treaty. Further, it is yet to be seen if NATO assertiveness in the
Balkans can be balanced with its democratization mission in an envi-
ronment where both of these orientations—especially the latter—are
increasingly seen as the domain of the dominant regional organization,
the European Union, which has been much more committed to spread-
ing democracy and is much less likely to alienate Russia (see Reiter,
2001). In fact, NATO is viewed more today as an impediment to the
development of an effective European security system.

Although it is premature to determine whether NATO’s actions in
Afghanistan will generate democracy in that country, few analysts of
the region think that is likely given that prominent members of the
U.S.-backed Northern Alliance had egregious records of human rights
abuses before they were toppled by the even more brutal Taliban
regime. Further, the selective support for repressive regimes such as
was evident in the Gulf War in the case of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia
(whose domestic policies are nearly as repressive as those of the
Taliban), and in the Afghan War with respect to Pakistan (which had
previously been accused by Western intelligence agencies of support-
ing terrorism) will further undermine the view of NATO as an instru-
ment of democratization. Moreover, the war in Afghanistan has exac-
erbated the decades long India-Pakistan dispute resulting in renewed
conflict between those nuclear-armed rivals. With further military and
nonmilitary actions threatened in other states that are viewed as sup-
porters of terrorism, the U.S.-led coalition is likely to fracture around
the divergent interests of its members. The internal conflicts will not
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simply reflect the rift between Western and Islamic members of the
coalition amid charges that the United States promptly responds mili-
tarily to terrorism committed by those who associate themselves with
Islam but often supports or is silent in the face of state-sponsored ter-
rorism committed by its ally Israel, against Palestinian Muslims in the
Occupied Territories, or by its NATO ally Turkey, against its predomi-
nantly Muslim Kurdish population. These charges have largely been
ignored by the West and, in the face of jingoistic support for military
retaliation against the attacks on the United States, are likely to contin-
ue to fall on deaf ears until the embers of the destruction of September
11, 2001, have died out. But with the discussion of subsequent military
forays in the “war on terrorism” turning to targets such as Somalia, the
Phillipines, Yemen, Iraq, Iran, and possibly others, disputes are likely
to emerge from within the NATO alliance itself, as the members begin
to resist the subordination of their own foreign policy interests and their
conception of the appropriate direction for NATO to those of the United
States, especially given the absence of an overarching threat that would
galvanize the alliance, such as was evident during the Cold War, and
emerging controversy over which states are legitimate targets of
“antiterrorist” strikes. Clearly, even the presence of such a threat dur-
ing the Cold War did not prevent France from withdrawing from
NATO’s military command structure in 1966. Given the increasing eco-
nomic power of the EU, it is only a matter of time before it flexes its
muscles in the security sphere. In such a context, the multilateralism of
NATO that played such a key role in the creation of the international
security regime among democracies during the Cold War is likely to
decline in the post—Cold War era. With that, the incentives of its mem-
bers to recreate or sustain the multilateral support necessary for the
maintenance of the Cold War era security regime and the “democratic
peace” that it spawned will be significantly reduced.

But it is not only NATO that faces changes and challenges in the
post—Cold War environment. The other major institution of the Cold
War’s “democratic peace,” the WTO, is also affected by the changed
context of international relations. The most obvious difference is the
change from a bipolar to a unipolar system, which is a seminal trans-
formation since the global system has never been unipolar. Although,
as argued in Chapter 6, the linkage between alliance membership and
trade interdependence gave rise to—and in large part sustained——the
international regime among democracies in the bipolar Cold War era, it
is not at all clear that this type of relationship will persist in a unipolar
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system—although the ascent of China to the WTO seems propitious on
its face. Some might contend that in a unipolar system, it is more like-
ly that international regimes will be created to allow the hegemon to
coordinate international relations in the key areas of security and trade,
But, in fact, it is hard to imagine that international trade will follow the
patterns manifest during the Cold War era when trade “followed the
flag.” Without the Cold War to provide the ideological glue binding
allies and trading partners, it is likely that some trade patterns will
assume different trajectories and that new trading partnerships will
develop while others come to an end.! Further, though trade interde-
pendence is likely to continue to reduce the probability of armed con-
flict, in the post-Cold War era one would expect a greater influence of
regionally based trade associations such as the European Union (EU),
NAFTA, Mercosur, APEC, and to some extent the SADC.2 As these
associations become more institutionalized, they may emerge as
regionally based regimes (the EU has already progressed beyond this
stage). The resultant regionally based regimes might then come into
conflict with the hegemon’s more globally based ones, such as the
WTO. Since security externalities of trade persist, and market failure is
an enduring concern, the issue is not so much whether international
regimes will emerge, but rather whose interests they will reflect. The
post-Cold War era is likely to witness increasing tensions between
regionalism and unipolarity, which have the potential to fracture the
hegemon’s existing trading regime and undermine the stability it has
helped to provide. In sum, there are potential challenges to the ability
of those institutions that helped generate peace among democracies in
the Cold War era to perform similarly in the post—Cold War era.

Conclusion

‘We began this investigation of the “democratic peace” by reflecting on
the relevance of Angell’s (1910) and Bloch’s (1899) conclusions on the
changed nature of warfare in the industrial age and the lessons it por-
tended for future large-scale conflict among the major powers. Both
agreed that given the level of destructiveness of weaponry at the time
and the immense value of the profits from trade that would be lost as a
result of sustained combat, major-power war would become obsolete if
political and military elites of the major powers recognized the inher-
ently Pyrrhic nature of the enterprise. Such arguments rely on the
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changing international environment to encourage adaptive behavior on
the part of state leaders navigating the maelstrom of international rela-
tions. But often, as in the case of World War I, leaders fail to heed the
lessons enunciated by those who recognize such transformations.
Democratic peace scholars, in many ways, are of a similar lot. But
instead of acknowledging a transformation in the nature of warfare, per
se, they substitute for it an argument on the difference in international
context for certain types of states in the system-——democracies, which
they argue operate largely outside the Clausewitzian security environ-
ment, at least in their relations with other democracies. Democratic
peace advocates insist that once leaders recognize the pacific benefits
of democratic government, they will come to appreciate that the expan-
sion of democracy throughout the global system is among the most—
if not is the most—effective means of ensuring peace. The findings in
this book contribute to disabusing scholars of the notion that democra-
cies are more peaceful with each other, that they are more peaceful than
nondemocracies, or that they are more peaceful with respect to civil
wars in postcolonial states. However, the findings do not challenge the
appropriateness of “democracy” as a form of government or an ideal to
be pursued among and within nations. Instead, they challenge the dem-
ocratic peace proposition, which, in its most prominent form, suggests
that democracy generates peaceful international relations. As such, they
challenge—as did Guetzkow (1950) more than a half-century ago—the
appropriateness of monocausal “theories” of foreign policy that empha-
size a single factor (or two) to explain complex phenomena such as
war. The major theoretical implication of this study is that stability,
much less peace, in the post-Cold War era—just as in the Cold War
era—will not be provided by democratic enlargement. Instead it will
require, as a first order, complex, multifaceted, multilateral foreign
policies and flexible domestic policies that recognize and are respon-
sive to the challenges of a dynamic international political economy.
The findings also remind us of the need to examine factors across var-
ious levels of aggregation: system (the persistence of regimes), dyad
(trade interdependence), unit (semidemocracy), and individual (percep-
tions of racial or cultural difference) in formulating our theoretical
arguments. They also suggest the need to move beyond statistical tests
of the DPP, focusing instead on detailed case studies of the foreign poli-
cies of democratic states in order to make causal arguments about the
relationship between democracy and war (see Henderson, 1999a: 212).
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Finally, it is important to remember that Bloch correctly assessed
the awesome destructiveness of future major-power war. The bloody
records of the world wars bear this out, but of course the major-power
elites did not attend to his thesis. The much-maligned Angell was also
correct that the view that military conquest—not warfare in general—
would be an effective means of pursuing a state’s economic interests in
a highly interdependent world was, in fact, a “great illusion.” The sta-
tistical findings and theoretical argument of this study indicate that
international stability—much less international peace—does not result
from the proliferation of democracies, which are among the most war-
prone states. Therefore, the democratic peace is hardly an empirical
law; in fact, it appears to be a “great illusion.”

Notes

1. Huntington (1996) argues that culture as articulated through major civ-
ilizations has replaced ideology as the hub around which world politics spins
in the post—Cold War era. For an empirical assessment of Huntington’s theo-
retical arguments, see Russett et al. (2000) and Henderson and Tucker (2001).

2. While trade clearly has a conflict-dampening role in international rela-
tions, I maintain that it accomplishes this apart from any impact it has on pro-
moting democracy—since democracy increases the likelihood of interstate
conflict for a state. It isalso important to remember that free trade does not
necessarily encourage democracy as the examples of authoritarian free traders
such as Singapore and Malaysia attest. Likewise, it is not at all evident that
China’s increased trade is having a liberalizing effect on that country’s politi-
cal institutions. For example, Kaplan (2001: 27) observes, “The rapid expan-
sion of China’s trade ties to the outside world over the past decade has coin-
cided with a worsening of political repression at home.” It is yet to be seen
whether China’s recent ascent to membership in the WTO significantly affects
its liberalization or its conflict propensity.
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Estimation of DPP Using General Estimating Equation (GEE) and Robust

Standard Errors

Equation B Equation D
Equation A (Drop Equation C (Drop Ongoing
(Replication Ongoing (Add Dispute Years,
of Oneal and Dispute Political Add Political
Russett, 1997) Years) Dissimilarity) Dissimilarity)
Democracy, ,, —.Q5%** -.03* —.003*** -01
(01 (.016) (.001) (.02)
Economic growth, ,  —.02%* —.03%* —.02%* —.04%x*
(€1)3)] (.013) .01) oD
Allies B Yaic —65F+* =TT — 52
(22) (21 21 (.20)
Contiguity 1.24%%* 1.66%** 1.37 %% 1.78%%*
(23) (21) (:23) (22)
Capability ratio — 003 #** ~002%*+* 003 +*+* —002%%*
(.001) (.001) (-001) (.001)
Trade ratio, , -40.64%* ~41.23%* —43.26%* -42.36*
(20.52) (23.02) (21.17) (23.55)
Political dissimilarity — — .02 RS
oD on
Constant —3.20%F%* ~3.97%%% —3 .44k —4 33k
(.18) [8Y)] (22) (22)
Deviance 6,957.57 497448 6,931.83 4,940.70
N 20,985 20,985 20,985 20,985
x? 78.20%%* 110.77%** 81.2]%%* 112.00%%**

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses; all p-values are estimated using two-

tailed tests.

*p £.10, **p < .05 level, ***p < .01 level
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