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CHAPTER 2

Why Democratic Peace?

WHEN DEMOGRATIC states were rare, the Kantian perspective had little
practical import, and power politics reigned. But if the Kantian perspec-
tive is correct, recent events replacing authoritarian regimes with demo-
cratic values and institutions in much of Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin
America' may have profound implications not just for governmental
practices within states, but for worldwide peace among states. It may be
possible in part to supersede the “realist” principles (anarchy, the security
dilemma of states) that have dominated practice to the exclusion of “lib-
eral” or “idealist” ones since at least the seventeenth century.

Politics within a democracy is seen as largely a nonzero-sum enterprise;
by cooperating, all can gain something even if all do not gain gqually, and
the winners are restrained from crushing the losers. Indeed, today’s win-
ners may, as coalitions shift, wish tomorrow to ally with today’s losers.
if the conflicts degenerate to physical violence, either by those in control
of the state or by insurgents, all can lose. In most international politics—
the anarchy of a self-help system with no overall governing authority—
these norms and practices are not the same. “Realists” remind us of the
powerful norms of legitimate self-defense and the acceptability of military
deterrence, norms much more extensive internationally than within dem-
ocratic states. Politics among nations takes on a more zero-sum hue, with
the state’s sovereign existence at risk.

The principles of anarchy and self-help in a zero-sum world are most
acute in “structural realist” theories of international relations. The nature
of states’ internal systems of government is seen as nearly irrelevant; their
overall behavior is basically determined by the structure of the interna-
tional system and their position in that structure. “Peace” is a fleeting
condition, dependent upon deterrence and eternal vigilance. By this struc-
tural realist understanding the kind of stable peace that exists among
democracies cannot last, because eventually democracies would be com-
pelled, by the structure of the international system and their eternal secu-
rity dilemma, to enter a state of war or at best of military deterrence
(Waltz 1979, Mearsheimer 1990). Realism has no place for an expecta-
tion that democracies will not fight each other. To the degree we establish
that peace between democracies is a fact, and are able to explain it theo-
retically, we build an alternative view of the world with great import for
expectations and for policy. We begin with the theories.
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If scholars are near consensus that democratically governed states
rarely go to war with each other or even fight each other at low levels of
lethal violence, this does not mean there is anything like consensus on
why the phenomenon occurs. Nor can the same generalization be sup-
ported for relations among other kinds of political systems (for example
military or other dictatorships). Sharing common forms of political struc:
ture and political culture in general does not prevent war between inde-
pendent states.? If similarity of form of government in general were
enough, then we would have seen peace between the Soviet Union and
China, between the Soviet Union and its formerly communist East Furo-
pean neighbors, and between China and Vietnam. Despite important dif-
fe.rences in political values and organization among the communist coun-
tries, they were much more like one another in values and ideology than
like the democracies or even like right-wing dictatorships. Yet war be-
tween these countries, and disputes that threatened to erupt in war, were
commonplace. '

Certainly some kinds of differences, if politically salient, can cause con-
flict. But that becomes virtually tautological unless one can specify what
differences will be salient. For sixteenth-century Europe religious differ-
ences between Catholics and Protestants provided politically salient ideo-
logical reasons for killing each other; by the twentieth century those
differences were irrelevant to violent conflict save in isolated pockets
like Northern Ireland. Thus it seems likely that the reasons for “demo-
cratic peace” are either rooted somehow in the nature of democracy itself,
or are correlated in the modern world with the phenomenon of democ-
racy.

Some scholars vigorously question the causal inference that democra-
cies are at peace with each other simply because they are democratic.
They point instead to other influences that are correlated with democracy
and hence create a spurious relation between democracy itself and general
peace between democratic states. Without going into the vast range of
hypotheses about the causes of war and peace, we need to consider some
of the most important ones that might specifically account for the rela-
tionship between democratic states.

ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

Alternative hypotheses to explain the phenomenon include the following.

Transnational and international institutions make peace. The states
in question are peaceful toward each other because they are bound by
common ties in a network of institutions crossing national boundaries.
Democracies often do share many common institutions. Analysts may
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emphasize the role of the European Community (EQ), for ex?\m;_)le, .and
certainly one of the major motivations of the founders of the institutions
that evolved into the EC was to bind together previously hostile states so
that they would be unable to make war on each other. Some i.nternational
organizations clearly have this intention. Others, not pr1ma.nly adf:lressed
to war prevention, help to resolve many troublesome conflicts of interest
that might feed suspicion and hostility. But states and ethni.c groups typi-
cally share common institutions just because they have major interests in
conflict as well as in common; institutions are supposed to provide a
means to resolve those conflicts peacefully. If the common institutions
cannot do so, or if one party is coerced into unwillingly sharing common
institutions with another, the institutions exacerbate conflict and may be-
come the occasion for civil war.® Hence the existence of common inter-
governmental or supranational institutions cannot so plau-sibly be ir}-
voked as a prior reason for the absence of war. Peaceful relations must in
some degree precede the institutions.

An influential variant of the institutional approach focuses on transna-
tionalism: individual autonomy and pluralism within democratic states
foster the emergence of transnational linkages and institutions—among
individuals, private groups, and governmental agencies. Those linkages
can serve to resolve transnational conflicts peaceably and, by forming
transnational alliances into other states, inhibit their national govern-
ments from acting violently toward each other. This perspective derives
from classics both of international integration theory and of bureaucratic
politics and foreign policy.* It is not, however, completely separable from
the matter of democracy. Democracies foster, and are fostered by, the
pluralism arising from many independent centers of power and influence;
autocracies do not. Democracies are open to many private and govern-
mental transnational linkages; autocracies rarely are. (Recall the late and
unlamented Iron Curtain.) Thus transnationalism cannot easily be con-
sidered separately from the distinction between democracies and other
kinds of states. Since it is substantially correlated with the “open” institg-
tions of democratic politics, it cannot be treated analytically or empiri-
cally as an independent cause.

Distance prevents war. Most wars are fought between physically ad-
jacent states, thanks to their combination of capability and willingness
(reasons) to fight neighbors.® Likewise, individuals are most likely to be
murdered by friends and close relatives with whom they are are in con-
stant contact. But until after World War II democracies tended to be rela-
tively few and far between. Hence the absence of murderous guarrels
between democracies was not too surprising, and may need—at least for
the pre-1945 era—little further explanation. Even for much of the post-
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1945 period, the rarity of contiguous democratic states outside of West-
ern Europe might explain much of the absence of violent conflict between
democracies.® Yet the more recent one’s snapshot of the international sys-
tem, with many contiguous democracies in Europe and the Western Hem-
isphere, the less conclusive the distance argument seems.

Alliances make peace. Allies may be presumed to choose each other
because of their common interests, and hence to be already peacefully
inclined toward each other. Moreover, their common interests are likely
to concern security against a common enemy. If so, they are not likely to
fight each other. Many democracies have shared common interests in pre-
senting a unified alliance front. NATO and the Western alliance system
provide the most recent example, but in both world wars the democracies
found themselves ranged together (with some nondemocracies alongside,
to be sure) against the nondemocratic Central/Axis powers.” So of course
democracies won’t fight each other.

One trouble with this hypothesis is that it begs the question. Did they
not fight each other because they were allied, or did they ally because they
teared a common foe (and hence did not fight each other)? And if the
latter, did they fear a common foe because they were united in a desire to
preserve their common democratic institutions? If the latter, then democ-
racy, not alliance, accounts for the peace among them.

A related hypothesis accounts for peace among members of multilat-
eral alliances not by the alliance per se, but by the active policy of a dom-
inant major power to keep peace within the alliance. Such a hegemonic
power may make it very clear to the small powers that in the interest of
common security against a major power rival it simply will not tolerate
violence among them. Surely in the Western Hemisphere {Rio Pact) and
in NATO the United States played such a role, with threats to withhold
economic and military assistance to the culprits.?

The trouble with this variant of the hypothesis, however, is that as a
generalization it is empirically backward. Repeated systematic analyses,
beginning with Bueno de Mesquita’s (1981), affirm that allies are in gen-
eral more likely to fight each other, even while still formally allied, than
are nonallies. Again, the reasons are not so mysterious: the apparently
“common” interests may be enforced by a big power with the capability
and will to keep straying allies in the fold. Military action by the Soviet
Union against Hungary in 1956 provides an example. Consistent with
this interpretation, Bremer (1992a) finds allied states likely to fight ecach
other when both states are militarized. But democratic allied states are
different; they are not likely to have violent conflicts with each other (Si-
verson and Emmons 1991; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992, 166-
67).
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Wealth makes peace. Since democracies are often wealthy, it can be
hard to separate their effects. Several variants of this argument persist.
One is that for politically stable, economically advanced, and rapidly
growing countries the cost/benefit ratio of any war fought on or near their
home territories with another advanced state looks extraordinarily un-
promising. Historically many wars have been fought to acquire territory;
the value of acquiring as war booty the territory of an advanced industrial
country would rarely compensate for the costs of wartime destruction
and the problems of pacifying newly incorporated peoples (Mueller
1989; Shepherd 1986). The disincentives would be magnified for highly
interdependent economies, which suffer even from damage inflicted on
each other’s territory that destroys investments, markets, or sources of
imports. Interdependence also creates groups with vested interests in con-
tinuing economic exchange (Rosecrance 1986; Milner 1988).

The wealth-makes-peace argument is thus closely related to the one
that transnational interests of trade and investment make peace. Writers
a5 various as the nineteenth-century liberal Richard Cobden, the Marxist
Karl Kautsky, and Joseph Schumpeter argued that the web of economic
interdependence would promote internationa! peace. Yet Lenin and other
theorists of imperialism opined otherwise. Economic interdependence,
for example between the United States and Japan, provides both glue and
friction. Even where a relationship between trade and peace can be dem-
onstrated, there may be a chicken-and-egg problem. Weak economic ties
within the industrialized world during the Depression help explain the
political tensions that produced World War II, but after that war peaceful
relations were largely established before high levels of economic interde-
pendence were reached in the 1970s {Russett and Starr 1992, 385-92).
Some systematic evidence indicates that trade diminishes political con-
flict, with the party receiving greater benefits from trade acting on greater
incentives (Gasiorowski and Polacheck 1982; Polachek 1980). But if one
party perceives the benefits as markedly asymmetrical against it, the ef-
fects are not pacific. Trade between rich and poor states may concentrate
on raw materials, with the threat of military action by the rich state in the
background or forefront. Other research (Pollins 1989a, b) points the
primary causal arrow from political relations to economic ones (“trade
follows the flag”) rather than the other way. As with other generaliza-
tions, the conclusions are often context-dependent or indeterminate (Rus-
sett 1967; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992, 289},

Yet another variant of the wealth-makes-peace view emphasizes
growth. Many democracies have experienced fairly consistent rapid eco-
nomic growth during the past half-century. Rapidly growing states may
generally be less inclined to initiate conflict. The reasons are similar to
those regarding the connection between wealth and lack of conflict. A
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special case, however, may be made regarding growth in democracies.
States often engage in international conflict to divert attention and anger
_from domestic problems (Levy 1989). Democratic governments are not
immune to such temptations. They often initiate international disputes
during economic slowdowns or recessions, or if in economic difficulty
respond more aggressively when others initiate disputes (Ostrom and Job
1986; Russett 1990, chap. 2; Russett and Barzilai 1991; Mintz and Rus-
sett 1992). But rapidly growing democracies would not have such an in-
centive for conflict between them.

‘ Political stability makes peace. The diversionary effects of economic
instability are related to those of political instability. States with stable
a1_1d durable political systems will tack incentives to externalize domestic
discontent into conflict with foreign countries, They will be even more
reluctant to engage in conflict against other states that are politically sta-
ble. If they see the government of the would-be opponent as possessing
substantial legitimacy, they will expect the population at large, and those
sectors of society that have ensured domestic stability, to back it in inter-
national conflict (Huth and Russett 1993, Maoz 1989). Unstable govern-
ments have more to gain from scapegoating and diversion, and are more
likely to do so when they confront an adversary that faces substantial
domestic political problems.

If stable governments are less likely to initiate international disputes
especially against other stable governments, it is important to note tha;
twentieth-century European and Anglo-American democracies were gen-
erally more stable—more durable and adaptable—than were nonde-
mocracies (Gurr 1974). The more years a given type of political system
lasts, the better its odds of surviving another year. Perhaps the inherent
stability that characterizes many democratic political systems accounts
for their low rate of conflict with other democracies. In fact, the combina-
tion of variables denoted as stable democracy becomes a component of
the theory to be developed and tested in this book.

Conceptually and empirically the competing explanations overlap
somewhat and reinforce each other. Some of them are quite plausible.
The network of international institutions has been strongest in the past
half-century among the democratic, allied, prosperous, and politically
stable states of Western Europe. Yet counterexamples can be cited for
each proffered explanation. There have not been wars even between poor
bpt democratic states, yet World War Il is an obvious example of a war
pitting advanced capitalist states against each other. Argentina and Brit-
ain fought in 1982 despite their common alliance with the United States.
The Soviet Union, after achieving apparent stability by the early 1920s,
nevertheless fought four wars. Later we will analyze the incidence of wars
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and less violent conflicts between states in the post-1945 era, with proper
statistical controls to test many of the above alternative hypotheses. Even
when controls for physical distance, alliance, wealth, economic growth,
and political stability are incorporated into the analysis, an independent
explanatory role for democracy remains.” Nevertheless, no merely empir-
ical relationship can be compelling without a powerful theoretical expla-
nation. Nor can it be clear how widely, in different historical and cultural
contexts, the relationship may apply. Two kinds of theories, one stressing
norms and the other stressing political structures, offer explanations to
which we now turn.

DEMOCRATIC NORMS AND CULTURE?

We should begin with the common assertion that democracies are inher-
ently more peaceful or “dovish” internationally because of the political
culture favoring the peaceful resolution of disputes, or because demo-
cratic processes produce restraint by the general populace which will have
to pay the price of war in blood and money (Schumpeter 1955; Snyder
1991). Individual examples of the operation of these factors can easily be
found. Over the course of a long war democratic governments may expe-
rience seriously eroding domestic support for the war effort, and may feel
constrained, if they do go to war, to pursue strategies designed’to mini-
mize their own costs, especially in casualties. (U.S. strategy against Iraq in
1991 immediately comes to mind.)

This is a strong assertion, however, and, overall, the evidence for it as
a generalization is not very compelling.'® It ignores the evidence for the
familiar “rally *round the flag effect” typically induced by the threat or
use of force by democracies against other countries. Hostility especially to
certain kinds of foreigners—those seen as governed autocratically—can
often be mobilized to support military actions by democracies (Geva,
DeRouen, and Mintz 1993; Mintz and Geva 1993). Elites can even feel
impelled by popular pressures to act militarily (Russett 1990, chap. 2).
Also, so long as this explanation focuses on the characteristics of single
states, it cannot explain the consistent evidence that democracies are
about as war-prone and disputatious in general {not toward other democ-
racies) as are other kinds of states (recently, Maoz and Abdollali 1989;
Bremer 1992a; chapter 4 of this volume). Nor can it explain the pattern
of nineteenth- and twentieth-century imperialism by democracies. {On
Snyder’s 1991 effort see Zakaria 1992.) And it would have us believe that
the United States was regularly on the defensive, rarely on the offensive,
during the Cold War. Though there are elements of plausibility in the
argument that democracies are inherently peaceful, it contains too many
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holes, and is accompanied by too many exceptions, to be usable as a
major theoretical building block.

A more plausible theoretical strain, however, yields a more limited as-
sumption. It focuses on powerful norms within democratic states against
the use of lethal force under certain conditions—namely, “dovishness” in
relations between democracies, though not necessarily in their relations
with other kinds of states. Several authors offer a perspective emphasizing
social diversity, perceptions of individual rights, overlapping group mem-
berships, cross-pressures, shifting coalitions, expectations of limited gov-
ernment, and toleration of dissent by a presumably loyal opposition. The
basic norm of democratic theory is that disputes can be resolved without
force through democratic political processes that in some balance ensure
both majority rule and minority rights. A norm of equality operates both
as voting equality and certain egalitarian rights to human dignity. Demo-
cratic government rests on the consent of the governed, but justice de-
mands that consent not be abused. Resort to organized lethal violence, or
the threat of it, is considered illegitimate, and unnecessary to secure one’s
“legitimate” rights. Dissent within broad limits by a loyal opposition is
expected and even needed for enlightened policy-making, and the opposi-
tion’s basic loyalty to the system is to be assumed in the absence of evi-
dence to the contrary."

All participants in the political process are expected to share these
norms. Even though all these images may be founded to a large extent on
myth as well as on reality, they may operate as powerful restraints on
violence between such systems. In practice the norms do sometimes break
down, but the normative restraints on violent behavior—by state and
citizens—are fully as important as the state’s monopoly on the legitimate
use of force in keeping incidents of the organized use of force rare. The
norms themselves may be more important than any particular institu-
tional structure (two-party/multiparty, republican/parliamentary) or for-
mal constitutional provision. If institutions precede the development of
norms in the polity, the basis for restraint is likely to be less secure.

By this hypothesis, the culture, perceptions, and practices that permit
compromise and the peaceful resolution of conflicts without the threat of
violence within countries come to apply across national boundaries to-
ward other democratic countries. In short, if people in a democracy per-
ceive themselves as autonomous, self-governing people who share norms
of live-and-let-live, they will respect the rights of others to self-determina-
tion if those others are also perceived as self-governing and hence not
easily led into aggressive foreign policies by a self-serving elite. The same
structures and behaviors that “we” assume will limit our aggression, both
internally and externally, may be expected similarly to limit similarly
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governed people in other polities. Those who claim the principle of self-
determination for themselves are expected to extend it to others. Within
a transnational democratic culture, as within a democratic nation, others
arc seen as possessing rights and exercising those rights in a spirit of en-
lightened self-interest. Acknowledgment of those rights allows us to miti-
gate our fears that they will try to dominate us. That acknowledgement
also prevents us from wishing to dominate them; a norm that it would be
wrong to do so in effect raises the “costs” to us of doing so.

By contrast, these restraints do not apply toward a country governed
by very different and nondemocratic principles. According to democratic
normes, authoritarian states do not rest on the proper consent of the gov-
erned, and thus they cannot properly represent the will of their peoples—
if they did, they would not need to rule through undemocratic, authori-
tarian institutions. Rulers who control their own people by such means,
who do not behave in a just way that respects their own people’s rights to
self-determination, cannot be expected to behave better toward peoples
outside their states. “Because non-liberal governments are in a state of
aggression with their own people, their foreign relations become for lib-
eral governments deeply suspect. In short, fellow liberals benefit from a
presumption of amity; nonliberals suffer from a presumption of enmity”
(Doyle 1986, 1161). The essence of America’s Cold War ideology was
that it had no quarrel with the Russian people, but only with the atheistic
communist elites who repressed them. A vision of the other people as not
in self-governing control of their own destiny justified a hostile policy.
Authoritarian states are expected to aggress against others if given the
power and the opportunity. By this reasoning, democracies must be eter-
nally vigilant and may even need to engage in defensively motivated war
or preemptive action anticipating an immediate attack.

Whereas wars against other democratic states are neither expected nor
considered legitimate, wars against authoritarian states may often be
both. Thus an international system composed of both democratic and
authoritarian states will include both zones of peace (actual and expected,
among the democracies) and zones of war or at best deterrence betwen
democratic and authoritarian states. And by this reasoning democracies
may fight wars and other lethal conflicts as often as authoritarian states
do—which is what most of the systematic empirical evidence indicates.
They just will not fight each other.

The presumption of enmity from and toward nondemocracies was ex-
emplified by American determination to root out aggressive fascism and
Nazism in Japan and Germany after World War II, and to establish the
basis for democratic government there. It took more dubious forms in
many Cold War interventions (including covert operations, which we
shall consider later) and in the 1989 invasion of Panama. Elihu Root’s
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(1917) wartime rhetoric, in his presidential address to the American Soci-
ety of International Law, expressed the tradition vividly:

So long as military autocracy continues, democracy is not safe from atracks,
which are certain to come, and certain to find it unprepared. The conflict is
inevitable and universal; and it is & loutrance. To be safe democracy must kill
its enemy when it can and where it can. The world can not be half democratic
and half autocratic. It must be all democratic or all Prussian. There can be no
compromise. If it is all Prussian, there can be no real international law. If it is
all democratic, international law honored and observed may weil be expected

as a natural development of the principles which make democratic self-govern-
ment possible,

These assumptions lead to the following propositions about democra-
cies’ external relations. The norms of regulated political competition,
compromise solutions to political conflicts, and peaceful transfer of
power are externalized by democracies in their dealing with other na-
tional actors in world politics. On the other hand, nondemocracies may
not externalize these norms. Hence, when two democracies come into a
conflict of interest, they are able to apply democratic norms in their inter-
action, and these norms prevent most conflicts from mounting to the
threat or use of military force. If they do go that far, at least they will not
go to all-out war. By contrast, when a democracy comes into conflict with
a nondemocracy, it will not expect the nondemocratic state to be re-
strained by those norms. It may feel obliged to adapt to the harsher norms
of international conduct of the latter, lest it be exploited or eliminated by
the nondemocratic state that takes advantage of the inherent moderation
of democracies. Similarly, conflict between nondemocracies may be dom-
inated by the norm of forceful conduct and search for decisive {noncom-
promise) outcome or elimination of the adversary.

Axelrod’s {1984, 1986; also Behr 1980; Dacey and Pendegraft 1988}
work on the evolution of cooperation and norms shows how norms of
behavior depend heavily on the environment in which they are applied.
When a player employing a conditionally cooperative strategy like tit-
for-tat is confronted by someone playing a consistently noncooperative
strategy, noncooperation dominates. Short of teaching cooperation to
“meanies”—which takes a long time—noncooperative strategies typi-
cally force cooperative strategies to become noncooperative.'?

Legal systems in democratic states seem to make distinctions between
democratic and authoritarian states when deciding whether to enforce in
their own courts the laws of other nations. Other democratic states are
recognized as within a “zone of law,” a legal community defined by vari-
ous institutional and ideological similarities. Courts in democracies share
enough common values to recognize and enforce each other’s law in
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accord with pluralist principles of tolerance and reciprocity. They do not,
however, recognize the legal systems of nondemocratic states as equal
partners; they are seen as lacking the political autonomy of democratic
legal systems, and hence not appropriate as providing norms for conflict
resolution (Burley 1992). .

Governments and political institutions can change rapidly after a revo-
Jution, but norms take time to develop. Laws can change faster than the
practices in which norms are embedded. Formal norms such as one of
nonrecourse to war can be written into a constitution, but become effec-
tive only with the repeated practice of bargaining and conciliation (Kra-
tochwil 1991). Thus if violent conflicts between democracies do occur,
we would expect them to take place between democratic states that are
relatively young in terms of the tenure of the democratic regime. That s,
they would occur between states in at least one of which democratic
norms have not matured to a degree that is expressed in moderate and
dependable strategies of peaceful conflict management. Democratic gov-
ernments in which democratic norms are not yet fully developed are likely
to be unstable, or to be perceived by other states as unstable, so they may
be unable to practice norms of democratic conflict resolution internation-
ally. Equally important, the democratic states with whom they develop
conflicts of interest may not perceive them as dependable in their prac-
tices. Newness and instability cloud others’ perceptions.

Of course, democracies have not fought wars only out of motivations
of self-defense, however broadly one may define self-defense to include
anticipation of others’ aggression or to include “extended deterrence” for
the defense of allies and other interests. Many of them have also fought
imperialist wars to acquire or hold colonies, or to retain control of states
formally independent but within their spheres of influence. Here is an-
other aspect of perception and misperception, of cases where democracies
have fought against people who on one ground or another could be char-
acterized as not self-governing.

The nineteenth-century objects of colonial expansion were peoples
who in most instances were outside the European state system. They were
in most instances not people with white skins, and whose institutions of
government did not conform to the Western democratic institutional
forms of their colonizers. Europeans’ ethnocentric views of those peoples
carried the assumption that they did not have institutions of self-govern-
ment. Not only were they available for imperial aggrandizement, they
could be considered candidates for betterment and even “liberation”—
the white man’s burden, or mission civilatrice. They could be brought the
benefits not only of modern material civilization, but of Western princi-
ples of self-government. If they did not have such institutions already,
then by definition they were already being exploited and repressed. Their
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governments or tribal leaders could not, in this ethnocentric view, be just
or consensual, and thus one need have few compunctions about conquer-
ing these legitimate candidates for “liberal” imperialism.'® Later, 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. Decolonization came not only because the colonial gov-
ernments lost the power to retain their colonies, but because in many
cases they lost confidence in their normative right to rule.

We can now summarize all this discussion about restraints on viclent
conflict among democracies in a set of propositions as follows.

ThHE CULTURAL/NORMATIVE MODEL

1. In relations with other states, decisionmakers (whether they be few or
many) will try to follow the same norms of conflict resolution as have
been developed within and characterize their domestic political processes.

2. They will expect decisionmakers in other states likewise to follow the
same norms of confict resolution as have been developed within and
characterize those other states’ domestic political processes.

A. Violent conflicts between democracies will be rare because:

3. In democracies, the relevant decisionmakers expect to be able to resolve
conflicts by compromise and nonviolence, respecting the rights and con-
tinued existence of opponents.

4. Therefore democracies will follow norms of peaceful conflict resolution
with other democracies, and will expect other democracies to do so
with them.

5. The more stable the democracy, the more will democratic norms govern
its behavior with other democracies, and the more will other democra-
cies expect democratic norms to govern its international behavior.

6. If viclent conflicts between democracies do occur, at least one of the
democracies is likely to be politically unstable.

B. Violent conflicts between nondemocracies, and between democracies and
nondemocracies, will be more frequent because:

7. In nondemocracies, decisionmakers use, and may expect their oppo-
nents to use, violence and the threat of violence to resolve conflict as
part of their domestic political processes.

8. Therefore nondemocracies may use violence and the threat of violence
in conflicts with other states, and other states may expect them to use
violence and the threat of violence in such conflicts.

9. Democratic norms can be more easily exploited to force concessions
than can nondemocratic ones; to avoid exploitation democracies may
adopt nondemocratic norms in dealing with nondemocracies.
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The numbered propositions are part of the deductive structure, an.d
whereas it will be useful further to illustrate their application anq plausi-
bility, we will not subject most of them to rigorous empirical testing. The
basic empirical statements A and B, however, will be so tested, in the form
that violent conflicts between democracies should be obsgrued much less
frequently than between democracies and nondemocrac_zes.. Indeed, be-
cause of the susceptibility of democratic norms to exploitation, we may
well find violent conflicts between democracies and at least some kinds of
nondemocracies to be more frequent than would be expected if conflicts
were distributed around the international system totally by chance. Prop-
osition 6, that if violent conflicts do arise between democraciels at le.as.t
one of the democracies is likely to be politically unstqi?le, also is empiri-
cally testable. As such, it can provide some extra Fmpmcal content to the
basic hypothesis about the relative frequency of v1olenF conflict of democ-
racies with other democracies and with nondemocracies. .

Propositions 5 and 6 therefore incorporate into thf: CUltural/noFrr.lgtlve
theoretical structure the point about political stability that was initially
treated as one of several alternative perspectives on the phenomenon of
peace between democracies. They do not yet, hoyve.ver, ipfiicate just why
force might be used when one democracy in a pair is polmcaily'unstable.

As noted in the discussion about the possible role of economic g}'owth
or its absence, increasing evidence is accumulating that democracies are
more likely to use or threaten to use military force, in general, wher} th.e
economy has been doing badly. Most of the studies cited there alsq {ndl—
cate that democracies are more likely to use or threaten to use military
force in the year or months immediately preceding an election.** The mo-
tivation, of diverting hostility toward foreigners and .of'producmg a
“raily *round the flag” effect for the party in power, is 31m11a}:. If we ex-
pand the notion of political instability to include c?omesnc poln}tlcal
threats to the government because of its economic policy shortcomings,
or competition in a close election, this gives us a temporal contcxt“for the
possible use of military force by democracies. It suggests that the unsta-
ble” state will initiate, or escalate, the use of force in a diplomatic dispute.
But it does not tell us against whom it may direct that force.

To do that, we can elaborate the hypothesis as suggesting that the
threat or use of force will be directed against states that a democracy
perceives as politically unstable. At least two possible reasons for this
come to mind: The state may see an unstable democratic regime as un.der
these political pressures, and hence as a real danger needing to bfe forcnlbly
constrained or deterred. Alternatively, an unstable democratic regime
may seem a publicly more legitimate and acceptable object for diverting
hostility and provoking a ’rally effect. That is, the government may truly
feel itself threatened in some degree by such a regime, or, if not, it may
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believe that the public will at least accept perception of a threat. If the
adversary is perceived as a stable democracy, by contrast, the cultural/
normative argument suggests little political benefit in trying to invoke a
rally against it. Thus instability may work both as encouraging the use or
threat of force by the “unstable” regime, and in selecting an “unstable”
object for the exercise of force,

Empirically it will be very difficult to sort out the mechanism systemat-
ically. Even in the 1946-86 period with many democracies in the interna-
tional system, table 1.2 showed only fourteen militarized disputes be-
tween democracies. In their manifestation of threat or use of force all of
them were extremely localized, typically an air incursion or shelling in the
general direction of a boat lasting a single day. None were reciprocated
uses of military force, in which the attacked party made any military re-
prisal, and nearly all of them were bloodless. Most could plausibly have
been unauthorized acts by local commanders. In most instances it is hard
to show that they were deliberate and considered governmental acts of
the sort plausibly included under the rubric of politically motivated inci-
dents just discussed. And while one can identify who actually used force
or first threatened to use it, it is not so easy to say which side played the
greater role in provoking the incident. Thus one should not expect to find
a systematic pattern of motivation in such low-level incidents. In near-
wars, however—where the level of violence may be greater, and the de-
gree of central control and deliberate act may be stronger—we may find
some such evidence.

We should also, by extension, expect such events to occur between
states where one or both states’ status as a democracy leaves some basis
for doubt. Perceptions of instability may be based on the recency and
immaturity of experience with democratic processes and norms: a new
democracy will not yet have developed wide experience in practices of
democratic conflict resolution. Perceptions of instability may also be
based on a high degree of violent opposition to the democratic govern-
ment: a democracy under siege of domestic terrorism, insurgency, or civil
war is one in which the ostensible norms of peaceful conflict resolution
simply are not working well. If a government’s practice of democratic
forms of government is very recent and subject to violent domestic chal-
lenge, or its practice of democracy is incomplete or imperfect by the
standards of the day, it may be imperfectly constrained by the norms of
democratic government that are supposed to keep conflict nonviolent. Or
uncertainty about the commitment to democratic norms by the state with
which one has a conflict of interest may lead to perceptions and expecta-
tions that it will practice those norms imperfectly.

The list of numbered propositions above often implies a dichotomy
between democratic and nondemocratic states. But in the real world such
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a dichotomy masks degrees of democratic practice. Therefore if we find
militarized disputes between democracies we should typically find that
one party or both is only recently democratic, is subject to violent domes-
tic challenge, or is toward the center of a democratic to nondemocratic
continuum. We should also, in a revised version of proposition 6, look
for evidence that one party, correctly or not, perceives the other as not
really democratic.

STRUCTURAL AND INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS?

As with the normative and cultural argument, it is best to avoid assuming
that democracies are dovish or peaceful in all their relations. Rather, a
plausible argument can be constructed on the strategic principles of ra-
tional action; that is, about how states, in interactions of threat and bar-
gaining, behave in anticipation of how their bargaining adversaries will
behave. Decisionmakers develop images of the government and public
opinion of other countries. They regard some governments or peoples as
slow to fight, or as ready and eager to do so. In forming these images
leaders look for various cues: in other leaders’ and countries’ past behav-
ior in diplomatic or military disputes, and in other countries’ form of
government. Perhaps other governments will see a democracy as cultur-
ally (normatively) dovish on the above grounds, but Kant’s own view
argued that institutional constraints—a structure of division of powers,
checks and balances—would make it difficult for democratic leaders to
move their countries into war.

Democracies are constrained in going to war by the need to ensure
broad popular support, manifested in various institutions of government.
Leaders must mobilize public opinion to obtain legitimacy for their
actions. Bureaucracies, the legislature, and private interest groups often
incorporated in conceptualizations of the “state” must acquiesce. The
nature and mix of institutions varies in different kinds of states (for exam-
ple, “strong” states and “weak” states, parliamentary and presidential
systems) but it is complex. Popular support in a democracy can be built
by rhetoric and exhortation, but not readily compelied.

The complexity of the mobilization process means that leaders will not
readily embark on an effort to prepare the country for war unless they are
confident they can demonstrate a favorable ratio of costs and benefits to
be achieved, at acceptable risk.'* Moreover, the complexity of the process
requires time for mobilization, as the leaders of various institutions are
convinced and formal approval is obtained. Not only may it take longer
for democracics to gear up for war, the process is immensely more public
than in an authoritarian state. Democratic governments can respond to
sudden attack by using emergency powers, and by the same powers can
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even strike preemptively in crisis, But in normal times they are ill suited to
launching surprise attacks.'® Apparently for these reasons, major-power
democracies seem never to have launched preventive war {a deliberate
attack not under immediate provocation) against another major power
(Schweller 1992). The greater the scale, cost, and risk of using violence,
the more effort must be devoted to preparations in public, and of the
public.

Even if two states were totally ignorant of each other’s form of govern-
ment, structural delays in the process of mobilization for war in both
states would provide time to elapse for negotiation and other means of
peaceful conflict resolution. Yet perceptions matter here too. If another
nation’s leaders regard a state as democratic, they will anticipate a diffi-
cult and lengthy process before the democracy is likely to use significant
military force against them. They will expect an opportunity to reach a
negotiated settlement if they wish to achieve such a settlement. Perhaps
most importantly, a democracy will not fear a surprise attack by anocther
democracy, and thus need not cut short the negotiating process or launch
a preemptive strike in anticipation of surprise attack.

If democratic leaders generally consider other democracies to be reluc-
tant and slow to fight because of institutional constraints (and possibly
because of a general aversion of the people to war), they will not fear
being attacked by another democracy. Two democratic states—each con-
strained from going to war and anticipating the other to be so inhibited—
likely will settle their conflicts short of war. Bueno de Mesquita and Lal-
man (1992, chap. 4) provide a deductive argument that rwo such states,
each with perfect information about the other’s constraints, will always
settle their conflicts by negotiation or by retaining the status quo. In the
real world perfect information is lacking, but the presence of democratic
institutions provides a visible and generally correct signal of “practical
dovishness”—restraints on war in the form of institutional constraint if
not of inherent disposition. Reading that sign, democracies will rarely if
ever go to war with each other.

Leaders of nondemocratic states may also anticipate that a democratic
country will be slow to go to war. Bur if they are themselves aggressive,
they may be more likely to threaten or bully a democracy to make conces-
sions. In turn, that would raise the threshold of provocation facing the
democracy, and perhaps overcome its initial inhibition against fighting.
That would explain why the overall frequency of war fighting by democ-
racies is no different from that of nondemocratic states.'” But leaders
of two nondemocratic states, neither encumbered by powerful structural
constraints, are more likely than two democratic states to escalate to
war.

This argument can be summarized as follows.
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THE STRUCTURAL/INSTITUTIONAL MODEL:

A. Violent conflicts between democracies will be infrequent because:

1. In democracies, the constraints of checks and balances, division of
power, and need for public debate to enlist widespread support will
slow decisions to use large-scale violence and reduce the likelihood that
such decisions will be made.

2. Leaders of other states will perceive leaders of democracies as so con-
strained. '

3. Thus leaders of democracies will expect, in conflicts with other democ-
racies, time for processes of international conflict resolution to operate,
and they will not fear surprise artack.

B. Violent conflicts between nondemocracies, and between democracies and
nondemocracies, will be frequent because:

4. Leaders of nondemocracies are not constrained as leaders of democra-
cies are, so they can more easily, rapidly, and secretly initiate large-scale
violence.

5. Leaders of states (democracies and nondemocracies) in conflict with
nondemacracies may initiate violence rather than risk surprise artack.

6. Perceiving that leaders of democracies will be constrained, leaders of
nondemocracies may press democracies to make greater concessions
over issues in conflict.

7. Democracies may initiate large-scale violence with nondemocracies
rather than make the greater concessions demanded.

DISTINGUISHING THE EXPLANATIONS

The cultural/normative and institutional/structural explanations are not
neatly separable. Institutions depend on norms and procedures. For ex-
ample, stability, which we treated ds a measure of normative acceptance
of democratic processes, is also an institutional constraint if political
structures are not subject to overthrow. States may also consider the
dominant norms in other states, as well as their institutions, as signals;
thus both explanations also depend in part on perceptions. Great empha-
sis on reading signals of the other’s intention, however, slights the impor-
tance of self-constraint. Institutions may slow or obstruct one’s own abil-
ity to fight. Perhaps more importantly, a norm that it is somehow not
“right” to fight another democracy raises the moral and political cost,
and thus limits one’s own willingness to do so. Bueno de Mesquita and
Lalman (1992) neglect this, as well as the opposition a democratic gov-
ernment might find among its own population against fighting another
democratic government {Geva, DeRouen, and Mintz 1993). Within de-
mocracies, structural impediments to using force are less strong than
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within autocracies; normative restraints must bear the load. So we should
not assume that normative constraints are unimportant in relations be-
tween democracies. Both norms and institutions may contribute to the
phenomenon of peace between democragies; they are somewhat comple-
mentary and overlapping. But they are also in some degree distinctive and
competing explanations, allowing us to look for greater impact of one or
another in various contexts.

Other influences, such as trade and the network of international law
and organizations as suggested by Kant, likely also play a role in directly
supplementing and strengthening that of democracy. Further elaboration
of the theoretical arguments is probably needed. Certainly, detailed em-
pirical work is necessary on how institutions operate, and on how percep-
tions toward other countries evolve, so as to make it possible to weigh the
relative power of institutional and normative explanations. So too is the
creation and application of systematic empirical tests to differentiate be-
tween the two kinds of explanations for violence in the modern interstate
system. One such test, distinguishing between measures of democracy as
stability (normative) and of democracy as the adoption of particular insti-
tutions, will be performed later in this book. The prediction about stable
democracies being less likely than unstable ones to use military force
against each other is embedded in the normative model, and more tenu-
ously so in the structural one.

Another way of differentiating between the two is to look for other
hypotheses that may be derived from either, and tested. One such hypoth-
esis for the normative model is represented in work by Dixon (1993, also
1992). He postulates that democracies, with norms of using third-party
intervention for peaceful and non-coercive resolution of conflicts inter-

‘nally, will carry those norms into management of their international con-

flicts with other democracies. Dixon then looks at how international con-
flicts have been settled in the post-World War II era. Not only does he
confirm our results from table 1.2 that conflicts between democracies are
much less likely to escalate to lethal violence and to be settled peacefully,
but he finds that they are much more likely to be settled by some means
of third-party conflict management, such as the use of good offices, medi-
ation, and intervention. Also, all conflicts between democracies were
ended either by agreement or by stalemate; none terminated in a settle-
ment imposed by one of them or by a third party. Such a pattern is much
more readily explicable by common norms than by characteristics of in-
ternal democratic institutions acting as constraint. Leng (1993) similarly
infers support for the normative argument from evidence that in inter-
state crises democracies are much more likely to use strategies of recipro-
cating the escalatory or de-escalatory moves of other states than are
authoritarian regimes. He argues that reciprocation is an engrained dem-
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ocratic norm, as constrasted with behavior like bullying, appeasing, or
stoncwalling.

Another test can be derived from the patterns of strategic interaction as
discussed in the model of structural constraints. By that argument, two
democracies engaged in a conflictual bargaining process with each other
can reasonably expect each other not to escalate the dispute to the point
of war or serious violence. Therefore, many bargaining models predict
there would be few strategic restraints on escalating the conflict up to, but
not beyond, the point of an exchange of lethal violence. In fact, each state
might have strong incentives to go that far for the purpose of showing
resolve; perhaps even escalating to the first {limited) use of force in confi-
dence that the other would be unlikely to reply in any substantial military
manner. Such behavior is implicit in the bargaining “game” of chicken,
which is widely applied to crisis negotiation (Brams and Kilgore 1988;
Brams 1990; Poundstone 1992). This reasoning, therefore, leads to the
prediction that disputes between democracies should commonly escalate
to the display and even limited use of force, though not to war. But as
table 1.2 showed, that is not the case. Democracy/democracy pairs are
less likely to enter into militarized disputes at all than are other pairs of
states, and less likely to escalate them at any level up the escalation lad-
der—not just at the top to war."®

Rather, this suggests that to use or threaten to use force is not usually
normatively acceptable behavior in disputes between democracies, even
in the form of symbolic, ritualized bargaining behavior. Relations
between democracies therefore fit into the category of “stable peace”
(Boulding 1979) or a “security community” (Deutsch et al. 1957) in
which states not only do not fight each other, they do not expect to fight
each other, or significantly prepare to fight each other. In such relation-
ships disputes are routinely settled without recourse to threat and military
deterrence. Dependent as the definition of security community has been
on expectations, it has been a difficult phenomenon to observe reliably;
here, in the relative absence of militarized dispute and escalation, is a
reasonably objective measure. ‘

We shall continue to juxtapose the normative and structural models
for their relative cxplanatory power throughout the book. It is also im-
portant to explore the outer limits of the empirical domain to which the
proposition about lack of war between democracies may apply. All the
systematic empirical work to date has employed modern and Westernized
definitions of both war and democracy. Careful relaxation of these defini-
tions, in ways appropriate to other times and contexts, may also produce
insights about the relative importance of normative and institutional
constraints.

s g e st o

CHAPTER 3

The Imperfect Democratic Peace of
Ancient Greece

With William Antholis

As A Basis for understanding better the sources and nature of peac
among modern democracies, we begin with the only other well-doc
mented state system with a large number of democratic regimes—the city
state system in Greece during the late fifth century B.c. That examinatio
allows us to consider influences that restrained, or failed to restrain, d.
mocracies from fighting each other in a polirical and cultural context ver
different from the modern state system. Doing so may help give insighj
into the role that related yet quite differenc institutions and perceptiot
have played in restraining such conflict more recently.

We first establish some definitions, appropriate to the conditions «
ancient Greece, by which to identify autonomous states, democracie
and wars. Next we look at the aggregate evidence of who fought whon
and find that support for the proposition that democracies fight one a:
other less often than they fight other states is mixed and inconclusive. W
then show why the aggregate evidence is misleading—largely exaggera
ing the disposition of democracies to fight each other—by looking in
tail at the cases that deviate from the hypothesis. Finally we discuss
fragile emergence, during the Peloponnesian War era, of some norms 1
democracies should not fight each other, and briefly address some a
native hypotheses.

DemMocrACY, AUTONOMY, AND WAR IN
ANCIENT GREECE

Anyone familiar with the Peloponnesian War will surely recall instance
of democracies fighting one another—most notably the great clash b
tween Athens and Syracuse. Many scholars have speculated on the inc:
dental causes and meanings of such conflicts (Ste. Croix 1954-55, 1972
Bradeen 1960; Gillis 1971; Legon 1968; Pope 1988; Quinn 1964; Sabi
1991), but no one has conducted a systematic examination of the fr
quency and causes of wars between Greek democracies.’




