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ABSTRACT

The research reported here extends investigation of the democracy-war hypothesis by 
focusing on the norms of dispute resolution integral to the democratic process. If  we extend 
these norms to the international arena, then it becomes reasonable to expect democratic states 
to adopt compromise solutions to international problems. One implication of this logic is that 
democracies are likely to be more amenable than others to efforts of third parties to resolve or 
ameliorate interstate disputes. This is the hypothesis examined in the present study. A  sample 
of strictly interstate disputes acquired from the Alker-Sherman disaggregated conflict set provide 
the basis for this inquiry. Democracy is assessed for each disputant party with the composite 
index from the Polity H data collection. In order to control for extraneous effects on the 
probability of management, I develop a baseline model consisting of prior management activity, 
the costs of conflict, and the power of the disputants. Because the dependent variable in this 
analysis is a binary indicator, I employ logit regression to estimate the effects of democracy 
while partialling out the controls. The empirical results show that democracy does carry the 
systematic positive influence on the probability of conflict management expected of it.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Im Rahmen dieser Analyse wird die in Demokratien institutionalisierte Form der 
friedlichen Konfliktregulierung auf den Zusammenhang von Demokratie und Krieg angewendet. 
Überträgt man die dieser Norm zugrunde liegenden Verhaltensimplikation auf den 
internationalen Bereich, führt dies zu der Vermutung, daß demokratische Staaten um 
Kompromisse bei der Lösung internationaler Probleme bemüht sind. Daraus folgt u. a., daß 
Demokratien eher gewillt sind, auf die Vermittlungsbemühungen von Drittstaaten einzugehen, 
um zwischenstaatliche Konflikte zu mildern oder zu lösen. Diese Hypothese wird in der 
nachfolgenden Studie überprüft. Grundlage hierfür ist eine Auswahl von zwischenstaatlichen 
Konflikten, die aus dem Datensatz über zwischenstaatliche Konflikte von Alker/Sherman 
stammt. Der Grad der Demokratie der Staaten, die Konfliktparteien sind, wird an Hand des 
aggregierten Demokratieindexes erfaßt, der aus dem POLITY II Datensatz stammt. Um 
unwesentliche Effekte, die die Wahrscheinlichkeit des Konflikt-Managements beinträchtigen, 
herauszufiltem, entwickle ich ein Basis-Modell. Dieses Modell beruht auf früheren 
Konflikt-Management Aktivitäten, den Konfliktkosten und dem Machtstatus der 
Konfliktparteien. Weil die abhängige Variable binär kodiert ist, benütze ich die 
Logit-Regression, um den Demokratie-Effekt zu ermitteln, bei gleichzeitiger Kontrolle der 
anderen Faktoren. Die empirischen Ergebnisse zeigen, daß Demokratie den erwarteten 
systematischen und positiven Effekt auf die Wahrscheinlichkeit des Konfliktmanagements hat.



Introduction

Are democracies less likely to become involved in foreign wars than states organized 

under alternative governing arrangements? This question rests on alluring arguments advanced 

by such theorists as Kant, Bentham, and Schumpeter as well as by contemporary democratic 

pluralists. Moreover, it raises a normatively enticing prospect to most Western analysts; as 

Erich Weede (1984, 650) succinctly put it, "For once, desirable means would serve desirable 

ends." This prospect seems all the more significant in light of the rapid transitions to 

democracy underway in many parts of the world. Unfortunately, the historical record is 

ambivalent, yielding compelling evidence that democracies fight wars no less frequently than 

others, and equally compelling evidence that democracies do not fight wars among themselves 

(Small and Singer 1976; Rummel 1983, 1985; Chan 1984; Weede 1984, 1992; Doyle 1986; 

Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz and Russett 1991, 1992; Ember, Ember and Russett 1992;

Bremer 1992).

The research reported here extends investigation of the democracy-war hypothesis by 

treating the virtual absence of war between democracies as a point of departure. Thus, the 

question posed here is not whether democracies fight one another—for we know they do 

not—but rather, why don’t democracies fight one another? Based on theoretical reasoning 

advanced below, I offer an explanation based on norms of dispute resolution that are integral 

to the democratic process. One fundamental democratic norm is the willingness to accept 

compromise solutions to contentious public issues. If we extend this norm to the international 

arena, then it becomes reasonable to expect democratic states to adopt compromise solutions 

to international problems as well. One implication of this logic is that democracies are likely 

to be more amenable than others to efforts of third parties to resolve or ameliorate interstate 

disputes. This is the hypothesis I examine in the present study.
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The next section briefly reviews the theoretical arguments and previous empirical work 

relating democratic governance to war. This is followed by discussion of the research design 

and analytic procedures used in the present study. The empirical domain is a worldwide 

sample of approximately 250 postwar interstate security disputes compiled by Alker and 

Sherman (1986) from a list originally developed by Butterworth and Scranton (1976) and 

others. The next section presents empirical estimates evaluating the conflict management 

hypothesis. This is followed by a concluding section discussing the significance of the study

and future research directions.

Democracy, War and Conflict Management

Theoretical justifications for expecting democratic political structures to inhibit war 

involvement are generally well known and need not be rehearsed in great detail (e.g., see 

Doyle 1986; Levy 1988; Merritt and Zinnes 1991; Ember, Ember and Russett 1992). Most 

theoretical attention has focused on the structural characteristics inherent in pluralist 

democracy such as competitive elections, limited government power, and public expression 

of preferences (Lipset 1959, Dahl 1971, Bollen 1991). From this general conceptualization 

follows the Kantian premise that democratic consent of the governed serves as a powerful 

restraint on decisions for war since it is the citizens who inevitably end up paying the costs, 

fighting the battles, and repairing the damage. Modem democratic pluralists also argue that 

institutionalized political competition among elites produces cross-cutting ties and multiple 

loyalties that restrain decisions for war still further. This general logic leads directly to the 

expectation that democratic states will be involved in war less frequently than others.

The earliest systematic examination of the proposition was probably conducted as part 

of Quincy Wright’s (1942) seminal study of war. Later efforts by Rummel (1968), Russett 

and Monsen (1975), and Small and Singer (1976) confirmed Wright’s original conclusion that
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democracies were not noticeably less involved in war than other states. Interest in the 

democracy-war hypothesis was later rekindled by the strongly positive findings reported in 

Rummel’s (1983) more recent empirical work and in his (1985) meta-analytic review of 

published literature. Subsequent investigations by Chan (1984), Weede (1984), Domke (1988), 

and Maoz and Abdolali (1989) all failed to replicate the Rummel results over longer time 

periods, thus adding still more weight to the earlier consensus that the chances o f war 

involvement are unaffected by democratic governance. Still the evidence on war proneness 

is not entirely one-sided. A  recent study by Morgan and Campbell (1991) has shown that 

certain decisional constraints common to democratic systems may operate to inhibit war, but 

only for a relatively small subset of great powers. For states more generally, and particularly 

for the vast majority of lesser powers, decisional constraints had no effect.

One reason for the strong continuing interest in the democracy-war hypothesis is that 

the generally negative findings on war proneness are accompanied by very strong and 

consistently positive findings that democratic states do not engage in war with one another. 

Leaving aside definitional differences about what constitutes a democracy and at what point 

conflicts become wars, there has emerged a consensus that militarized conflicts between 

democracies are at most very rare events (Small and Singer 1976; Rummel 1983, 1985; Chan 

1984; Weede 1984, 1992; Doyle 1986; Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz and Russett 1991, 

1992; Bremer 1992). The theoretical implications o f this finding are extremely important since 

a satisfactory theory of democracy and war must be able to reconcile both findings. 

Explanations focusing on democratic structures have continued to receive systematic attention 

(e.g., Morgan and Campbell 1991; Morgan and Schewbach 1991; Maoz and Russett 1992), 

though the underlying logic based on decisional constraints becomes a bit strained when 

forced to encompass both the positive and negative results.1
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An alternative explanation aimed specifically at the joint democratic peace result posits 

a high degree of policy conformity such that democratic states take similar positions on most 

international issues and therefore have less opportunity to engage in disputes of any kind, 

including wars. This explanation also has the virtue of consistency with the negative result 

since policy conformity makes no claim about the war proneness of democracies. Studies 

supporting policy conformity have shown that pairs of democratic states do seem to engage 

in fewer militarized disputes (Maoz and Abdolali 1989) and sign more mutual defense pacts 

(Siverson and Emmons 1991) than chance alone would predict. Policy conformity may indeed 

contribute to the absence of disputes between democracies; however, it requires a 

fundamentally different logic to explain why disputes that do arise so rarely (if ever) escalate 

to the status of war.2

A still different explanation for the absence of wars among democracies emphasizes the 

development of behavioral norms and expectations for the resolution and management of 

conflict (e.g., Doyle 1986, Morgan and Schewbach 1991, Maoz and Russett 1992). This is an 

international extension of the democratic pluralist argument regarding the moderating 

influence of accommodation and compromise. Put most simply, if political leaders are 

accustomed to nonviolent procedures o f conflict resolution in domestic affairs, then it is likely 

that such methods will also prove useful in settling international disputes. A  closely related 

argument proposed by Wright (1942) suggests that democratic institutions serve as a kind of 

filtering mechanism on the type of individuals ultimately designated for leadership positions 

by promoting those of a more conciliatory nature while discouraging selection of more 

autocratic or belligerent individuals (Merritt and Zinnes 1991). Although Wright’s theory 

differs on how democratic leaders happen to acquire their conciliatory and accommodative 

norms, the result insofar as war is concerned is nevertheless the same.
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This norm-based explanation accommodates both the positive and negative results 

because it establishes an expectation of peaceful resolution through accommodation only in 

cases where both parties share democratic norms. It also entails a fundamental hypothesis that 

has thus far largely escaped empirical investigation. It is that democratic states are more likely 

than others to resolve or ameliorate their international disputes by arrangements secured with 

the assistance of third parties not directly involved in the dispute itself. Third parties may 

consist of other states or coalitions of states, international organizations, transnational or

subnational organizations, individuals, or any other actor with international standing; together 

we refer to them as conflict management agents. Activities that qualify as conflict 

management efforts are as varied as the agents that undertake them. In the postwar era 

management practices have included enunciation of issues, good offices support, mediation, 

field investigation, arbitration, peacekeeping, and even outright intervention. All have in 

common the " . . .  aim of reducing the intensity and frequency of serious interstate security 

disputes and/or the systemic consequences of such conflict" (Butterworth 1978, 196). In 

addition, most such activities—though by no means all— require at least the tacit acceptance 

of the primary parties to a conflict.

Conflict management practices have received sustained attention from researchers for 

more than two decades (Holsti 1966; Nye 1971; Haas, Butterworth, and Nye 1972; 

Butterworth 1978; Alker and Sherman 1982; Haas 1983, 1986; Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and 

Wille 1991). Yet none of these studies have taken account of the governing arrangements of 

disputant parties as a factor that might explain why management is attempted for some 

conflicts and not others.3 The theoretical logic developed above is straightforward: the more 

democratic a state the more likely its political leadership will maintain conciliatory norms of 

dispute resolution, and leaders with conciliatory norms are more likely than others to adopt 

or at least accede to conflict management efforts. I investigate this logic directly by



examining the influence of democracy on the likelihood of conflict management in the post

World War II era.
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Research Design

This examination of the democracy-management hypothesis requires a sample of 

international disputes over some reasonably long time span along with information about the 

governing arrangements of the parties to these disputes. For this initial look at the hypothesis 

it is necessary only to determine whether or not some conflict management activity was 

pursued by some third party not directly engaged in the dispute. Since it is unlikely that 

democracy alone can account for dispute management activity, some suitable control variables 

must be identified to avoid potential confounding effects. Each of these components of the

research design is discussed below.

Dispute Phases and Conflict Management

The conflict sample is drawn from an evolving list of post-World War II interstate 

political and security disputes that for two decades has served as a principal source for 

systematic studies of international conflict management. Conflict situations represented in the 

data base were originally identified by Haas, Butterworth and Nye (1972) for their pioneering 

study of international organization management practices. Coded attributes of the disputes and 

an invaluable collection of synopses for a modified set of 247 conflicts updated though 1974 

were published by Butterworth and Scranton (1976), with a subsequent update through 1979 

by Butterworth adding another sixty conflicts. Further updates have been undertaken by Haas 

(1983, 1986), though here I examine only the 1945 to 1979 period from the files compiled 

by Alker and Sherman (1986).4

In addition to its explicit focus on conflict management, the Alker-Sherman set has 

several specific advantages. First, as Alker and Midlarsky (1985) note, the empirical domain



is defined so as to correspond to international diplomatic and legal practice. In following 

Butterworth (and Scranton 1976, 3), the encoding procedures ". . . included only postwar 

conflicts that centrally involved specific power-political aims and demands having direct 

impacts on national behavior, and that were perceived internationally as being focused on 

political and security affairs. Excluded are domestic issues that did not directly lead to 

interstate conflict, together with more diffuse antagonisms or instances of general interstate 

competition." Second, this particular version of the data incorporates a dynamic element 

missing from other collections by disaggregating conflict situations into distinct phases based 

on a schema developed by Bloomfield and Leiss (1970; Alker and Sherman 1982). And third, 

the actors on the contesting sides of each dispute are itemized individually during each 

separate phase of the conflict. These latter two features are so distinctive that the 

Alker-Sherman data are sometimes designated the "phase/actor disaggregated" conflict set. 

They are also of critical importance to the present effort.

International disputes are not static situations that remain always at the same degree of 

intensity and antagonism. Most disputes unfold through a series of stages or phases that are 

distinguished by the seriousness of the conflict and its potential for military hostilities. For 

this reason Bloomfield and Leiss (1970) proposed a classification scheme marking six distinct 

phases though which a conflict may proceed until it is settled or disappears. In recognition 

that conflicts do not evolve in a fixed pattern, the scheme is explicitly nonlinear and iterative 

by permitting phases to be skipped or repeated as necessary. Phase types include initial 

disputes (I) or disagreements; conflicts (II) in which at least one party exhibits some 

commitment to military force; hostilities (HI) during which military force is actually used; 

post-hostility conflicts (IV) where fighting has ceased but the threat of force remains; 

post-hostility disputes (V) in which military resolution is no longer a serious possibility; and

7



settlements (VI) in which the dispute is resolved or no longer of any concern to the contesting 

parties.5

Alker and Sherman’s key insight was that transitions from one conflict phase to another 

may also entail changes in certain other attributes of the conflict situation. For example, 

specific actions taken by the parties to the dispute may vary dramatically from phase to phase. 

Even so central a characteristic as the parties themselves may change, though this is relatively 

rare and usually involves an additional actor joining one side or the other. But most 

importantly for the purpose at hand, neither the mere presence or absence of conflict 

management activity nor even the type of activity pursued necessarily remains constant across 

separate phases of a single conflict. Of the 307 postwar conflicts in the Alker-Sherman set, 

only about 20% exhibit either the presence or absence of management in every observed 

phase, and even this is inflated somewhat for when we consider only those 265 conflicts with 

multiple phases the proportion declines to only 14%. The fundamental importance of 

disaggregation by phases is now apparent: it is only through the disaggregation of disputes 

that it is possible to capture even so basic an attribute as the presence or absence of conflict 

management activity.

My unit of analysis is thus the individual conflict phase with conflict management 

represented by a binary indicator variable that assumes a value of 1 if discernable activity is 

present during a given phase and 0 otherwise. I define conflict management broadly to 

encompass a wide range of activities undertaken by third parties with the aim of resolving or 

ameliorating interstate disputes. Skjelsbeek’s (1986) seven-fold typology of peaceful settlement 

practices, modified slightly to extend beyond intergovernmental bodies, offers a useful 

organizing device. Accordingly, I count as management any one of the following actions by 

some third party: public appeals or resolutions directed at the disputants; facilitation of 

communication between disputants; mediation or arbitration; on-site observation or field

8
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investigation of the situation; peacekeeping or intervention; humanitarian assistance to one or 

both parties; and formal adjudication of the disputant’s claims. All of these activities occur 

repeatedly during the period of observation, though they vary substantially in frequency of 

use with communication, mediation and observation the most common forms of management. 

For this investigation, however, I do not distinguish among specific management types nor 

do I gauge the success or impact of the management effort. However, I do not count 

management as present during a phase if the effort failed to achieve access to the disputing 

parties. Of the more than 900 conflict phases appearing in the Alker-Sherman disaggregated 

set, one or more of these management activities are present in 43%.

With the phase as the basic unit it is evident that many conflict situations will appear 

more than once in the guise of different phases. Although most disputes (70%) transcend no 

more than three phases, two do cycle through nine phases and three through eight. Multiple 

accounting of the same conflict situations suggests at least the possibility of nonindependent 

observations, a property that could have deleterious implications for subsequent estimation 

and inference.6 I come back to this issue in discussion of the data analysis and again in an 

appendix dealing with some technical issues o f estimation.

Democracy

A second key feature of the Alker-Sherman disaggregated conflict set is its 

identification of specific actors comprising the primary parties during each dispute phase. 

The two sides in the dispute are arbitrarily designated parties A  and B as an accounting 

device. With the identification of disputant actors it becomes possible to take explicit account 

of their governing arrangements and, hence, of democracy.

For this purpose I employ the eleven point democracy scale predefined in the Polity H 

data collection (Gurr, Jaggers, and Moore 1989).8 This instrument is constructed as a 

weighted summative index combining judgmental codings of four national level authority



traits recorded annually for 134 contemporary nations through 1986. Although space does not 

permit a full presentation of the democracy scale, I can briefly note its four components and 

their weights. These include competitiveness of political participation (with competitive worth 

3 scale points, transitional worth 2, and factional 1); competitiveness of executive recruitment 

(election worth 2 and transitional 1); openness of executive recruitment (open or partial 

election worth 1); and constraints on the chief executive (parity or subordinate worth 4, 

substantial limitations 2, with two intermediate categories awarding 3 and 1). Because the 

notion of democracy underlying this scale emphasizes political institutions, I follow Gurr, 

Jaggers, and Moore (1991) in referring to it as "institutionalized democracy."

The appropriate institutionalized democracy score is recorded for each primary party 

in each dispute phase for the year in which the phase begins. Several specific points require 

elaboration. First, because conflict phases may span several years, there is the possibility that 

governing arrangements may change within a given phase period. My visual inspection of the 

data suggests that this is not likely to be a serious problem, though it does occur on occasion. 

Second, because my interest is in assessing the effect of institutionalized democracy on 

conflict management, I confine my attention to cases with formally recognized national 

political institutions. These are cases of strictly interstate disputes, that is, phases in which 

both parties to the conflict include at least one nation state represented in the Polity II 

collection. This filter eliminates cases of exclusively nonstate actors such as colonial era 

independence movements, revolutionary groups, political factions, and the like, as well as 

those few states failing to meet the Polity II requirement of at least 1 million population by 

the mid 1980s. The resulting sample encompasses 264 postwar disputes with a total of 718 

phases of which 45% exhibit the management efforts of some third party.9

But strictly interstate disputes are not necessarily bilateral and this fact raises a third 

point for elaboration. Nearly 40% of the remaining dispute phases encompass at least one

10
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party comprised of multiple state actors. In assigning a democracy score to coalitions of states 

I could rely on some summary value such as the mean of coalition members. The theoretical 

implications of such a procedure are not very appealing given that a coalition comprised of 

equal numbers of highly democratic and nondemocratic states, and one o f all moderately 

democratic states might well receive identical mean scores implying that their behavior would 

be governed by equally democratic norms. A  more theoretically satisfying approach to this 

problem rests on what I shall term the weakest link principle. I began with the assumption 

that democratic norms will induce states to seek out or at least acquiesce to management of 

their disputes. This implies that more democratic actors will be more favorable to 

management than less democratic actors, other things being equal. I further assume that most 

management efforts will not be undertaken without at least tacit approval of the active 

disputants.10 Taken together these two assumptions imply that for coalitions of states the 

norms most likely to promote or discourage the potential involvement of conflict management 

agents are those of the least democratic actor—the weakest link.11 Accordingly, I assign 

coalitions of states a value of democracy equal to that of the coalition’s least democratic

member.

For each dispute phase I now have measures of democracy for each of the two 

contending parties. At this point it is necessary to consider again the theoretical process or 

mechanism thought to carry the effects of democracy to conflict management. For example, 

if it were reasonable to believe that party A ’s level of democracy exerts an impact on 

management independent of the governing arrangements of B, and vice versa, then it would 

be appropriate to estimate these effects with a model that incorporates democracy scores for 

each party while controlling for the other. The assumption of independent effects seems 

implausible, however, given my earlier assumption that most management activities can 

proceed only with the disputants’ acquiescence. If management is indeed facilitated by



democratic norms in the manner hypothesized, it would seem most likely that both parties’ 

level of democracy must come into play jointly and simultaneously. There are several forms 

capable of representing this type of joint effect, but perhaps the most theoretically 

parsimonious procedure again relies on the weakest link principle, though here applied to the 

contending parties rather than within coalitions. By the same reasoning given above, the 

weakest link principle implies that, other things being equal, management is most directly 

fostered or impeded by the norms of the less democratic party to the dispute. This is surely 

a simplification, though it does not seem unreasonable as an initial approximation. In addition, 

other things are seldom equal, a matter I take up shortly.

The procedures outlined thus far yield a sample of strictly interstate dispute phases 

classified according to the presence or absence of management activity along with two 

institutionalized democracy scores, one for each of the two opposing sides designated party 

A and party B. In cases where a party to a dispute is comprised of a coalition of states I 

assign a democracy value corresponding to that of the least democratic member. I have also 

assumed that it is the norms and expectations of the less democratic disputant that will affect 

the likelihood of management during a given dispute phase. My measure o f democracy thus 

simplifies to the minimum value observed for any actor directly involved in the dispute.

A  Model of Conflict Management

Conflict management efforts must surely depend on more than the governing 

arrangements of the disputant parties. Unfortunately, previous research provides little guidance 

in the matter.12 Nevertheless, it is possible to identify several factors of potential importance 

to conflict management that will require consideration in any attempt to expose independent 

effects of democracy. In particular, I take account of the power of disputant parties, the costs 

of conflict, and previous management activity.

12
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First, I assume that the power of the opposing parties will influence the likelihood of 

conflict management activity. I measure power with the continuous composite indicator of 

national capabilities compiled by the Correlates of War Project (Singer 1988).13 Cases in 

which multiple actors comprise a primary party were assigned the highest value of the 

coalition participants. For reasons I come to shortly, it will be useful to arrange the power 

measures so as to differentiate the stronger and weaker parties to the dispute rather than by 

the less informative and arbitrarily assigned labels A  and B. Power is expected to have a 

negative impact on management activity in two ways. First, more powerful parties will 

eschew management since the chance of a state prevailing in a dispute is generally 

proportional to its power, other things being equal. Second, potential managers have relatively 

little leverage over more powerful disputants and therefore exhibit less interest in becoming 

involved. The preceding logic suggest that the power of each party will exert an independent 

negative effect on management. However, there is also reason to believe that the effects are 

not entirely independent of one another since the chances of any one party prevailing in a 

dispute are also inversely related to its opponent’s power. Thus we should expect that the 

negative impact of one party’s power will diminish as the power of the other party increases, 

and vice versa. This conditional effect can be modeled as statistical interaction with negatively 

signed estimates for power ratings of the two parties along with a positively signed 

cross-product term.

Second, I assume that as conflicts become more costly to the rival parties the 

involvement of one or more conflict managers becomes more likely. This is so not only 

because the parties themselves become more amenable to management efforts as their own 

costs of conflict rise, but also because high costs in terms of fatalities or lost territory will 

elevate the regional or global salience of the dispute and stimulate the interest of potential 

managing agents. Rising costs are thus apt to stimulate more management initiatives from



primary or secondary parties to the conflict and from potential agents, as well as to increase 

the likelihood of acquiescence to any such initiatives. Costs are appraised individually for 

each party during each phase of a conflict using a 3-point rating scale distinguishing minor 

losses (less than 1% of total resources), moderate losses (l%-9%), and heavy losses (10% or 

more).14 Admittedly this is a crude instrument, though it is undoubtedly better than omitting 

costs altogether. With a more discerning measure I would be tempted to extend the argument 

to incorporate a mutually amplifying effect by which the positive impact of costs to one party

increases as losses to the other mount, and vice versa. This scale is built on such coarse

distinctions that any such effect is doubtlessly obscured, a speculation borne out by later

analyses.

I account for the costs o f conflict chiefly because they should directly affect the 

prospects of management activity. However, costs are also related to power since we would 

generally expect more powerful states to suffer fewer losses than less powerful ones in any 

given dispute. Thus while power is expected to diminish the likelihood of management and 

costs to increase it, power can serve to minimize costs. It is therefore of value to know not 

only the costs to each disputant, but also whether those costs are endured by the stronger or 

weaker party. Herein lies the advantage of sorting power resources into stronger and weaker 

categories. By recording the costs of conflict in an identical fashion— that is, arranged by 

costs to the stronger and weaker parties— and then controlling for costs and power 

simultaneously, I gain some additional leverage over these complex interrelationships in 

addition to simply assessing net effects by standard partialling procedures.

The third control factor, unlike the previous two, is grounded more in organizational 

theory than traditional political realism. Here I appeal to theories of organizational task 

definition and habitualized behavior by assuming that the likelihood of conflict management 

in any given dispute phase will be substantially enhanced by management activity occurring

14
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in the immediately preceding phase. Accounting for previous management also introduces a 

dynamic element into the control model in explicit recognition of the evolving nature of 

conflict situations and carries the added methodological benefit of directly incorporating the 

cross-case dependence inherent in the Alker-Sherman disaggregated conflict set.

I count as prior management any type of action undertaken by any third party so that 

two consecutive managed phases may or may not involve either the same action(s) or the 

same agent(s). Although the same agent(s) will often remain active over successive phases 

of a single conflict, it seems reasonable to assume that the presence of management activity 

rather than the identity of the particular agent is the more important factor. In addition, I 

consider prior management only in the immediately preceding phase since once an activity 

ceases leaving an intermediate phase unmanaged, the initiation of new management activity 

will likely be only marginally less difficult than if the conflict had experienced no prior 

management at all.

Analysis and Results

The empirical elements for evaluation of the democracy-management hypothesis are

now in place. I begin by assuming that conflict phases vary in their latent propensity for

management and that this propensity can be modeled as a linear function of prior management 

*(*
activity and the disputants’ power resources, costs, and democracy. Letting Ilf symbolize this 

unobserved propensity for management in phase i and P, C  and D  stand for power, costs and 

democracy, respectively, the preceding discussion of these factors is formally expressed by 

equation (1) where all parameters except the constant, ß0, are signed in accordance with prior

~ ßo + ß l^ i- l  "  ~ ßß^IW + + ßs^s/ + ßfi^M + A r) + Ui

expectations. Subscripts s  and W are added to distinguish the stronger and weaker parties’ 

power and costs. While I have no need to characterize levels of democracy in this manner,
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these subscripts are nevertheless retained for consistent notation. Equation (1) also 

incorporates a term to denote observed management activity, M, subscripted by i-1 indicating 

a lag that operates across phases of a single conflict but never across conflicts. I interpret M  

as an observed realization of the latent propensity with values signifying the presence or 

absence of management activity defined by some threshold on M  . As is the usual practice 

this threshold is set at 0, establishing the relationship depicted in equation (2). This leads

M . , 1 (2)
1 0 i f  M i ±  0

directly to a binomial probability model such that the probability of management (i.e., 

Prob[A/f-=l]) can be expressed as some function of the right hand side of equation (1) with 

the exact functional form determined by the expected distribution of the error term, u. For the 

present analysis I assume to be distributed normally, which defines the usual probit model.

I begin by evaluating the role of the cost and power control variables alone to examine 

their performance without the expected strong effects of prior management. Probit regression 

estimates of the parameters are displayed in column 1.1 o f Table 1. It is evident that the two 

cost measures perform as expected, with positive estimates that suggest a high degree of 

confidence.15 I also examined, though do not report, a slight variation that accommodates 

mutually amplifying effects carried by the cross-product of the two cost measures. Although 

the very small t-ratio for this term reveals that no such effect is present in these data, mutual 

amplification retains its theoretical appeal and may well be uncovered by more discerning 

measures of costs that are available for this study. The power term estimates are also properly 

signed—negatively for each party’s power and positively for their product— though only the 

weaker party’s power is large enough in relation to its standard error to infer an effect. 

Nevertheless, with strong theoretical expectations regarding the power terms and particularly 

of the interaction between them, I retain them in the analysis.



[Table 1 about here]

Column 2.1 of Table 1 introduces the minimum of democracy to the previous 

specification. With an estimate of .059 and a t-ratio of 2.8, it is immediately evident that 

democracy does have the systematic positive effect on management that would be expected 

from the theoretical arguments reviewed earlier. The contribution of democracy is also 

revealed in the improved chi squared and log-likelihood values indicating a better overall fit. 

At the same time the effects of costs remain much the same as before while the power 

estimates now appear to be relatively stable and indicative of the hypothesized interaction. 

Finally I introduce prior management activity with the specification in column 1.3. As is 

usually the case with lagged dependent variables, the estimates are quite strong and highly 

stable with a concomitant improvement in overall fit. Even so, the democracy estimate is only 

slightly altered and still remains substantially larger than its standard error. The cost and 

power terms also perform as expected, though the latter are moderately reduced by the 

inclusion of prior management. On the whole these results reveal a pattern of effects that 

closely correspond to the theoretical expectations outlined in the preceding sections.

It bears repeating at this point that these estimations have been performed over dispute 

phases, not entire disputes. This issue merits further attention because the disaggregated phase 

structure of the Alker-Sherman data entails at least the possibility of cross-phase dependence 

in the stochastic component of the model that could seriously impair empirical estimates. The 

problem is analogous to serial correlation of disturbances in least squares regression of time 

series, though these data do not constitute a time series in the usual sense because phase 

periods do not span equal intervals. Nevertheless, the analogy is close enough to suggest at 

least a rough diagnostic measure. I investigate the extent of cross-phase dependence by 

calculating residuals from the baseline model and then examining their autocorrelations across 

phases for up to 5 lags (see Appendix). Only at two lags is there even a modest hint of cross

17
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phase correlation and the overall pattern reveals no cause for alarm. I therefore conclude that 

potential cross-phase dependence is not a serious threat to the model estimated in Table 1.

I now turn to a series of estimations designed to test the robustness and stability of the 

democracy effect found in Table 1. These are conducted across a wide range of alternative 

specifications all of which introduce some additional term that poses a challenge either to my 

procedures or the conclusions drawn from them. I focus on four general areas: assumptions 

regarding my measurement of democracy, the composition of disputant parties, the potential 

confounding effect of economic development, and two relational attributes—geographic 

contiguity and alliance ties. In all, this exercise covers sixteen different probit regressions, 

though I do not present each estimation in full since my interest is only in those results that 

bear on the role of democracy in conflict management. It should be understood, however, that 

these estimations also include terms for power, costs, and prior management. The results are 

presented in Table 2. All entries follow a similar pattern, listing an estimated parameter and 

immediately below it a t-ratio in parenthesis, with minimum democracy in the first column, 

the newly introduced measure in the second under the heading Test Parameter, and, where 

appropriate, a cross-product interaction term in the last column. Because these alternative 

hypotheses challenge the democracy result it is prudent to minimize type II errors; 

accordingly I employ a significance level set at a conservative .10.

Because an interstate dispute has by definition at least two participating states, each 

with its own level of democracy, I arrived at a single representation o f democracy by what 

was earlier termed the weakest link principle. From a power politics perspective one might 

alternatively suppose that the strongest state involved on either side of a dispute could compel 

others into management if it chose to do so. The first test parameter entered in panel A of 

Table 2 represents democracy in just this way. The estimate of .034 carries a somewhat 

weaker effect than what was seen in Table 1 for minimum democracy though it still manages
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to attain significance. This is not too surprising since the two measures are moderately 

correlated with one another (r=.38). When the minimum is entered along with this power 

democracy measure the latter drops out entirely leaving only the former with any observable 

impact. The bottom portion of panel A  follows this same procedure using the maximum 

democracy score among all the parties involved on either side. Though there is no compelling 

theoretical justification for this measure, I include it as a further check on the stability and 

robustness of the earlier findings. Once again it is evident that the alternative measure reaches 

significance when entered alone but fails to do so when estimated alongside minimum 

democracy.

[Table 2 about here]

The set of estimates in panel B also examines the weakest link principle, here focusing 

on its application to coalitions of states. Two test parameters are considered: first, a dummy 

variable indicating whether or not the dispute phase is strictly bilateral with only one state on 

each side, and second, a dummy variable indicating whether or not the minimum democracy 

score is drawn from a coalition of states. Because I am testing the stability o f minimum 

democracy rather than alternatives to it, I include it along with the test parameter and then 

enter a product term to detect any interactive effects. The product term estimate is of 

particular interest because if found to be significant it would mean that the democracy effect 

differs under the conditions indicated by the constituent dummy variable. In neither case is 

this so. Furthermore, the minimum democracy measure is noticeably affected in only one 

estimation of panel B and this can be ignored because it includes a nonsignificant interaction 

term. I conclude from these estimates that the minimum democracy elfect on conflict 

management is unaffected by the existence of coalitions on either side of the dispute.

Next I examine one of the chief rival hypotheses to democracy as a factor discouraging 

state involvement in serious conflict or war. The argument is based on the observation that
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most democratic states are also economically developed, suggesting that any democracy effect 

is actually spurious and that the true causal agent is economic development. I gauge the 

economic development of the states involved in disputes by using total energy production per 

capita drawn from the COW capabilities data base (Singer 1988). Panel C includes estimates 

for two different representations of development and their interactions with democracy. The 

first, which is loosely based on the weakest link principle, uses the minimum level of 

development among all the states on either side of the dispute. The second enters the level 

of development of that state identified to have the minimum democracy score in the dispute 

(or, in case of ties on minimum democracy, the minimum of economic development). The 

results show that democracy retains its effect in all four estimations while neither 

development coefficient nor the interactions even exceed the magnitude of their standard 

errors. These results compliment those of Maoz and Russett (1992) for conflict involvement 

by demonstrating that the effect of democracy on dispute management is not spuriously 

confounded with economic development.

Finally, in panel D, I consider geographic contiguity and alliance bonds, two factors that 

traditionally have received considerable attention in studies of interstate conflict (Maoz and 

Russett 1992). Although most wars and militarized disputes occur between contiguous states 

(Bremer 1992) we might also expect contiguity to insure shared cultural norms and a degree 

of familiarity that would increase prospects for conflict management. For this analysis I take 

account of land contiguity only, leaving aside the various alternatives based on territorial 

limits and colonial ties. This is accomplished with a dummy variable assuming a value of 1 

if any state on one side shares a border with any opposing state. From the first set of entries 

in panel D it is evident that contiguity carries neither a direct impact on the likelihood of 

conflict management nor an interactive effect conditioning the influence of the minimum

democracy measure.
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Common membership in a formal alliance may signify a degree of policy conformity 

between states (Siverson and Emmons 1991). If so, we would expect the probability of 

management to be noticeably higher in disputes between allied states. Alliance ties (Small and 

Singer 1969) were recorded as a dummy variable with 1 indicating mutual membership in any 

type of alliance by any state on one side with any state on the other. Although the failure of 

the interaction term to reach significance shows that the democracy effect holds steady 

whether or not alliance bonds exist, an alliance between parties does carry some independent 

positive effect on the probability of conflict management. Once again my results are 

consistent with those of Maoz and Russett (1992) in showing the efficacy of democratic 

governance to be unaffected by either contiguity or alliance memberships.

In all of these tests the effect of minimum democracy on conflict management has 

remained remarkably stable. But how should we interpret this effect? The probit estimate of 

.056 in column 1.3 of Table 1 is not directly interpretable in the same way as a least squares 

estimate, though it does carry comparable information. For example, the probit estimate can 

be easily transformed into a slope measuring the effect of changes in democracy on predicted 

probabilities. In the probit case, however, these probabilities follow the familiar S-shaped 

curve of the cumulative normal distribution. A probit slope, which is calculated as a partial 

derivative along this curve, must be evaluated at particular values of the variables comprising 

the probit function.16 Evaluated at the means, this corresponds to a slope value for 

democracy of .02 (t-ratio=2.6). Put differently, the instantaneous effect o f democracy on the 

probability of management is .02 at the means.

Although the slope may be a useful interpretative device, it is not always intuitive. From 

a substantive standpoint, what we really want to know about institutionalized democracy is 

how it affects the probability of management net of other factors in the model. The qualifying 

phrase "net of other factors" means to hold those factors constant at some value while
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allowing levels o f democracy to vary. This is exactly what is done in Table 3. The range of 

democracy scores is listed at the left and all other columns contain predicted probabilities of 

management at each level of the democracy scale. The first column of probabilities holds all 

variables in the model at their mean values. This range of probabilities begins at just over .4 

for cases in which neither party is judged to have even minimally democratic institutions and 

rises steadily to over .6 for cases in which both parties are rated highly democratic.

[Table 3 about here]

While means may provide the best overall summary of probabilities, they are not 

necessarily the most informative values and at times they may not be even a realistic 

representation. For example, because prior management is recorded as a binary indicator 

variable its mean is equivalent to the proportion of dispute phases previously managed. But 

by my definition management must be either present or absent during a phase, information 

not carried by the mean. The columns labeled present and absent under the prior management 

heading display probabilities calculated under these two conditions with all other variables 

set at mean values. The marked shifts upward and downward in the range of probabilities 

demonstrates the strong impact this factor has on the overall probability of management. And 

yet a comparison of these two columns reveals that disputes between two highly democratic 

states are nearly as likely to be managed in the absence of prior management (.56) as disputes 

between minimally democratic states that have been previously managed (.61).

The three remaining columns in Table 3 show variations in the predicted probabilities 

with different combinations of power values assigned to the stronger and weaker parties to 

the dispute, again with all other variables— including prior management—held at their means. 

The power measure is scaled to represent percentage shares of total system resources, though 

the specific values used in the calculations are essentially arbitrary and are not intended to 

portray any particular disputes. The low parity column is intended to represent a confrontation



23

between equivalent powers with low but not insignificant capability levels. High parity also 

assumes equivalence but at a much higher level, though not so high as to approach 

superpower status. The final column sets power levels so that the stronger party has a huge 

advantage in material capabilities. Both the low parity and imbalance columns closely parallel 

the overall means, while the high parity probabilities show this to be the condition least 

conducive to management. Even the most democratic of states locked in disputes would rarely 

agree to management under this power configuration. Moreover, the high parity column is 

distinctive in that it is only here that we see the highest levels of democracy not producing 

probabilities of management exceeding .5. The power balance of disputants has received 

considerable attention in the literature on conflict management (e.g., Bercovitch, Anagnoson, 

and Wille 1991), attention my analysis shows to be justified. At the same time, it would 

appear that the matter is much more complex than merely whether or not a rough parity exists 

between parties.

Another interesting feature of the probability values in Table 3 is the near perfect 

linearity in each of the columns, with probability increments varying between .2 and .3 

occurring at each step along the democracy scale. Although probabilities calculated from 

probit estimates often follow an S-shaped curve, such a pattern is not at all evident here.17 

Consider the implications of a curved probability distribution: relatively small probability 

increments to either side of especially large increments would suggest the presence of a sort 

of threshold effect. But no such threshold appears to underlie the values in any of the 

columns. To the contrary, it is evident that the probability of conflict management is expected 

to improve by about the same amount with every increase in institutional democracy, an 

expectation that applies with equal force to the least democratic and most democratic states

alike.
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Conclusion

This study began with the observation of two empirical facts. The first is that 

democratic states engage in wars about as often as other types of states, and the second is that 

democracies virtually never fight wars against one another. Because theoretical explanations 

of the first are not always consistent with the second, I adopted a rationale focusing on the 

conciliatory norms of democratic leaders. This rationale not only accommodates both 

empirical facts concerning war, but also entails the additional prediction that democratic states 

embroiled in disputes would be more likely than others to accede to the involvement of 

conflict managing agents. This I designated the democracy-management hypothesis.

Procedures followed to empirically evaluate this hypothesis were detailed in preceding 

sections. The sample of strictly interstate disputes used in the analysis was acquired from the 

Alker-Sherman disaggregated conflict set, which also contains information regarding the 

presence or absence of one or more managing agents. Democracy was assessed for each 

disputant party with the composite index from the Polity II data collection. In order to control 

for extraneous effects on the probability of management, I developed a baseline model 

consisting of prior management activity, the costs of conflict, and the power of the disputants. 

Because the dependent variable in this analysis was a binary indicator, I employed probit 

regression to estimate the effects of democracy while partialling out the controls. The 

empirical results proved to be remarkably stable under a variety of alternative specifications. 

The overall implications are exceedingly clear: democracy does carry the systematic positive 

influence on the probability of conflict management expected of it.

The theoretical significance of this study is equally clear. The democracy-management 

hypothesis examined here rests on an explanatory logic emphasizing the norms of dispute 

resolution held by democratic leaders. Alternative explanations of democratic war 

involvement, particularly those focusing on decisional constraints, cannot easily account for
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the democracy-management result and would likely be stretched beyond recognition by any 

attempt to do so. This study thus represents a modest step in the direction o f a norm-based 

theory of democratic dispute resolution. It is also encouraging that others are beginning to 

report results consistent with the norm-based approach (Maoz and Russett 1992).

For this initial query I elected to consider only the proposition that democracy will 

promote the likelihood of conflict management. An even more significant proposition remains, 

for the mere presence of management efforts cannot insure peaceful settlements of disputes. 

Therefore, it is of paramount importance that subsequent investigation focus on management 

effectiveness and the role democracy might play in contributing to successful management 

efforts. This line of inquiry may well require taking account of the identity and capabilities 

of managing agents, or of the particular management activities pursued by them, or of the 

issues motivating disputes, or of countless other factors of potential relevance. Obviously, 

much remains undone. In the meantime, however, this study has given us reason to believe, 

as Weede (1984) had only hoped, that desirable means may indeed serve desirable ends.
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Appendix: Phase Disaggregation and Estimation

The repeated appearance of conflicts in the Alker-Sherman phase disaggregated set 

raises the possibility of cross-phase dependence of observations, a condition that can have 

detrimental consequences for estimation. Here I address this potential threat and its diagnosis 

in somewhat more detail than was possible in the text. Throughout I concentrate on the 

specification in column 1.3 of Table 1.

The problem of cross-phase dependence is analogous to cross-time dependence in least 

squares time-series regression. In the least squares case the usual diagnostic procedure

involves examination of the autocorrelation function, that is, the correlations of current and

lagged disturbances over a sequence of potentially relevant time points. Application of this 

procedure to probit regression estimates must begin with calculation of current disturbances. 

Unfortunately even this initial step is not so straightforward in probit regression as in least 

squares. In keeping with the least squares analogy, I follow Pyndick and Rubinfeld (1981) by 

taking the difference between the observed dependent variable and its predicted value, the 

former represented as a binary indicator with discrete values of 0 or 1 and the latter a 

probability with continuous values between 0 and 1. These residuals will be positive where 

a managing agent is present and negative otherwise, and will be smaller in magnitude for 

phases displaying a better fit to the probit specification.

Cross-phase autocorrelations are constructed by correlating these residuals with their 

lagged values within conflicts for up to 5 previous phases. For example, the lag 1 

autocorrelation matches residuals from phases 1 and 2, phases 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and so forth 

up to phases 8 and 9, which is the maximum observed number of phases. Similarly, the lag 

2 autocorrelation matches phases 1 and 3, phases 2 and 4, and so on. Because most conflicts 

(70%) have fewer than 3 phases, the N used in the calculation of autocorrelations drops off 

rather quickly, from 437 for 1 lag to only 21 for 5.
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[Appendix Table 1 about here]

Phase autocorrelations for the optimum specification in Table 1 (1.3) are listed across 

the top panel of Appendix Table 1. Contrast these to autocorrelations in the lower panel from 

the specification that excludes prior management activity (1.2). The lower panel reveals 

evidence of cross-phase dependence for the first two lags and an overall dampening pattern 

that bears some resemblance to first-order autoregressive error common to time series data. 

On the other hand, the first panel shows only a hint of modest dependence at the second lag. 

These sets of autocorrelations indicate that cross-phase dependence is not a serious threat to 

estimation so long as the phase-dependent process is modeled directly.

Appendix Table 1. Cross-Phase Autocorrelations

Model
Specification Lae 1 Lae 2

Cross-Phase Lags 
Lae 3 Lae 4 Lae 5

Including prior 
management activity

.015
(437)

.139*
(233)

-.026
(108)

.006
(49)

.063
(21)

Excluding prior 
management activity

.276**
(437)

.202**
(233)

-.019
(108)

-.010
(49)

-.085
(21)

Note-. Number of cross-phase lags listed in parentheses.
* p <. .05, two-tailed test

** p s  .01, two-tailed test
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Notes

1 Maoz and Russett (1992), for example, propose that decisional constraints in democracies can 

be overcome in emergency situations such as an escalating confrontation with a nondemocratic state.

2 Siverson and Emmons (1991, 304) point out another problem with the policy conformity thesis 

based on their research findings and those of others: "(1) allies have a higher propensity for war against 

each other than is expected; (2) democracies have a higher propensity to ally with each other than is 

expected; but (3) democracies do not fight each other."

3 The only possible exception of which I am aware is an examination of mediation by "multiparty 

regimes" included in a study by Bercovitch, Anagoson, and Wille (1991). Unfortunately their results do 

not directly bear on the present research because they focus on the related but fundamentally different 

question of mediation success. In addition, their reliance on the number of political parties to crudely 

approximate democracy and their exclusively bivariate analysis seriously limit the interpretation of their 

results. Even so, they conclude "that disputes involving multi-party regimes may be slightly more 

amenable to mediation than those involving other regime types" (p. 10).

4 This collection is sometimes informally designated the "SHERFACS" data, an acronym 

recognizing several individuals associated with the project. I refer to the data as the Alker-Sherman set, 

though this is not intended to diminish the contributions of others, including those noted in the text. The 

data were acquired from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research. Neither the 

ICPSR nor the original collectors bear any responsibility for their use in this study.

5 The outbreak of military hostilities serves as a kind of watershed phase. Prior to hostilities 

phases may cycle between types I and II, after hostilities cycles may involve types III, IV and V. Type 

IV, settlements, may occur at any time. Specific phase transition rules are given by Alker and Sherman 

(1986:91). Use of "conflict" and "dispute" to designate phases creates some terminological ambiguity. 

Throughout I employ both terms more generally and interchangeably when referring to the entire episode 

inclusive of its phases; the more specific usage will be made clear with appropriate modifiers.

6 Although it is often stated that observations must be independent for valid statistical estimation, 

actually what is necessary is that residual errors be independent across observations.

7 Disputes may also involve secondary parties whose role is essentially facilitative. At present I

ignore secondary parties.



8 These data were generously made available by Will Moore. Neither he nor others associated 

with the Polity II project are responsible for their use in the present study. For further details on the 

component measures and their weights, see Gun, Jaggers and Moore (1989). It also merits noting that 

Polity II or its predecessor, which profiled states’ authority patterns only at the adoption and termination 

of certain basic governing arrangements (Gurr 1974), are routinely used in democracy-war studies (e.g., 

Maoz and Abdolali 1989, Maoz and Russett 1992, Morgan and Campbell 1991, Morgan and Schewbach 

1991, Siverson and Emmons, 1991).

9 A list of these disputes and the number of phases for each is available from the author.

10 The chief exception to this generalization would be the category of management Skjelsbaek 

(1986) terms public appeals, though occasional exceptions may arise in other categories as well. The 

analysis of individual categories of management is left for future research, though based on an initial 

examination of relative frequencies I can say that inclusion of public appeals is not likely to undermine 

the general thrust of this assumption.

11 In an earlier version of this research I assumed that the norms governing coalition behavior 

would be those of its most powerful member, an approach resting more on power politics than a theory 

of democratic norms. While the two procedures are fundamentally different in principle, they are barely 

distinguishable in practice and yield virtually identical results.

12 This is so for two reasons. First, most previous studies have focused on management 

procedures and their effectiveness rather than merely the presence of a managing agent (Holsti 1966; Nye 

1971; Haas, Butterworth and Nye 1974; Haas 1983, 1986; Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille 1991). 

Second, in an attempt to address this question directly, Butterworth (1978, 202) failed to uncover "a set 

of conflict characteristics that regularly determined whether a manager became involved." It now seems 

that this failure may be attributed Butterworth’s use of conflict situations rather than phases as the unit 

of analysis.

13 The COW capabilities index uses a multiple indicator approach to represent military, economic, 

and demographic dimensions of national power by recording each actor’s share of total system resources 

in each area and then taking the average of all three.

14 Other procedures are available if costs are measured jointly rather than separately for the two 

parties. An index combining the two cost measures such as their sum or product would be one example. 

Another is to measure costs in terms of fatalities to both sides during a dispute phase. Finally a surrogate

29
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measure distinguishing phases of type III (hostilities) from others could be used since costs are surely 

related to the use of military force. While I prefer separating costs to A and B for theoretical reasons, my 

analyses show that the choice among these alternatives has no bearing on the results pertaining to the 

impact of democracy.

15 One-tailed tests are used in evaluating estimates because I have quite strong expectations 

regarding the direction of each estimated parameter. However, all but the power terms and their product 

consistently exceed the usual .05 level even with a more conservative two-tailed test.

16 The partial derivative in the probit case is given by -  tJ>(x.ß)ßjfc , where the

kth element in is the variable of interest and ßk is its estimated parameter (Maddala 1983).

17 A graph of these values reveals a generally linear shape with only a very slight curvature.
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Table 1. Probit Regression Estimates (t-ratios) for Conflict Management as a Function of 
Minimum Democracy, Prior Management, Power, and Costs over 718 Conflict Phases

1.1 1.2 1.3

Minimum democracy .059
(2.8)**

.056
(2.6)**

Power of stronger party -.012 -.013 -.010
(-1-5) (-1-7)* (-1-3)

Power of weaker party -.086 -.103 -.099
(-1-7)* (-2.0)** (-1-9)*

(Power of stronger party X .003 .004 .004
power of weaker party) (1-5) (1-9)* (1.8)*

Costs to stronger party .309 .313 .333
(2.6)** (2.6)** (2.8)**

Costs to weaker party .365 .385 .351

Prior management activity

(3.4)** (3.6)** (3.2)**

.689
(6.8)**

Constant -.286 -.372 -.597
(-4.0)** (-4.8)** (-6.8)**

Chi squared 94.6** 102.7** 143.4**

Log-likelihood -446.9 -442.9 -422.6

* p .05, one-tailed test

p s  .01, one-tailed test
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Table 2. Probit Regression Estimates (t-ratios) for Selected 
Hypotheses Challenging the Effect of Democracy on Conflict Management

Alternative Hypothesis
Minimum

Democracy
Test

Parameter
(Parameter X 
Democracy)

A. Measurement of democracy
Democracy score of strongest actor .027

among disputant parties (2.1)*
.046 .015

(1.9)* (1-0)

Maximum democracy score among .034
disputant parties (2-5)*

.042 .023
(1.8)* (1-6)

B. Disputant party composition
Dispute phase is strictly bilateral with one .058 -.089

state in each party3 (2.7)* (0-8)
.020 -.146 .050
(0-4) (1-1) (1-0)

Disputant with minimum democracy score .056 .045
in a coalition with other actors3 (2.7)* (0-4)

.058 .055 -.001
(2-5)* (0-4) (0-2)

C. Economic development
Minimum economic development among .057 -.267

disputant parties (2.6)* (0-3)
.055 -.417 .085

(2.3)* (0-3) (0-2)

Economic development of disputant actor .056 -.490
with minimum democracy score (2.6)* (0-7)

.055 -.504 .013
(2.2)* (0-5) (0.0)

D. Dyadic Relations
Land contiguity between disputant parties3 .051 -.147

(2.4)* (1-4)
.068 -.091 -.038

(2-4)* (0.7) (0-9)

Formal alliance ties between disputant parties3 .054 .259
(2.5)* (2.5)*
.048 .242 .001
(1-5) (2.0)* (0-2)

Note-. All entries are from probit regressions that also include prior management, costs, power, and a power 
interaction term. N-size is 718 in all cases except for panel C where one phase is dropped due to missing data.
3 Dichotomous indicator: l=attribute is present; O=attribute is absent.
* p £ .10, two-tailed test
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Table 3. Predicted Probabilities of Conflict Management 

at Varying Levels of Institutionalized Democracy

Predicted Probabilities of Conflict Management

Democracy

Score

Mean

Values* 3

Prior Management

Present Absent

Power Balance

Low parity b High parity0 Imbalance1

0 .42 .61 .34 .38 .20 .40

1 .44 .63 .36 .40 .22 .42

2 .45 .64 .37 .41 .23 .43

3 .49 .67 .40 .44 .26 .46

4 .51 .69 .42 .47 .27 .49

5 .53 .71 .45 .49 .29 .51

6 .55 .73 .47 .51 .31 .53

7 .58 .75 .49 .53 .33 .55

8 .60 .77 .51 .56 .35 .57

9 .62 .78 .54 .58 .37 .60

10 .64 .80 .56 .60 .39 .62

Note-. Probabilities are calculated from the estimates in column 1.3 of Table 1 while holding all 

variables but democracy constant at the specified value.

3 All variables set at means except for the interactive power term which is the product of the 

means rather than the mean of their product.

All variables held at means except power values which are set at 2 for both parties.

c All variables held at means except power values which are set at 10 for both parties.

d All variables held at means except power values which are set at 15 and .1.


