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S

ince the classic Liberals proposed republican governance of states as a
foundation for a “perpetual peace,” a plethora of empirically minded scholars have
investigated this claim. Almost without exception, they have found little support at

the monadic (state) level of analysis and strong support at the dyadic (pairs of states) level:
although democratic countries are just as likely as non-democracies to participate in conflicts,
they do not fight each other. The classic theory for the Liberal peace, however, includes a
systemic dimension. That is, a global political system is expected to become more peaceful as it
exhibits the characteristics and practices of democratic republicanism.
Recent investigations indicate that augmenting global democracy ultimately has a
pacifying effect, but much is left to learn. We do not yet know much about the mechanisms by
which systemic peace is achieved. This paper seeks to investigate the processes by which
aggregate democratic forces produce pacific benefits. In this chapter, we argue that a “strong
democratic community” (Kadera, Crescenzi, and Shannon 2003) nurtures the expansion of
democratic norms in international society. While there are multiple ways to practice democratic
norms, we focus here on conflict alleviation strategies. We consider how the strength of the
democratic community affects the willingness of states to allow third party involvement in the
resolution of contentious issues and the success of third party conflict management efforts. We
evaluate these relationships with data collected by the Issue Correlates of War (ICOW) project,
which includes territorial, river, and maritime claims in the Western Hemisphere, Western
Europe, and the Middle East between 1816 and 2001. 1 Empirical analyses provide support for
the theory, suggesting that a strong democratic community significantly increases the likelihood
and success of third party conflict management, especially by democratic states or international
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organizations (IOs). IOs enhance the prospects for peaceful settlement by offering their services
as third party mediators and by guaranteeing compliance with agreements.

THEORIZING A BASELINE CONFLICT RESOLUTION PROCESS
We begin by assuming that all states prefer peaceful resolution to conflictual resolution because
they would rather avoid the costs of armed violence and reap the benefits of peace (Fearon
1995). States also prefer bilateral settlement to third party mediation in order to control
negotiation outcomes as much as possible (Hensel 2001). Despite these universal state
preferences, history shows that democratic dyads have the best success rate when it comes to
bilateral negotiations. This success appears to be tied to domestic environments that condition
the bargaining process (Dixon 1994; Putnam 1998; Leeds 1999; Lipson 2003). On one hand,
democracies are exceptionally willing to engage in bilateral negotiations; but on the other hand,
their domestic institutions also make it harder to reach agreement. While two democracies are
not more likely than other pairs of states to reach bilateral agreements, the bilateral agreements
they do reach are much more successful. Among states reaching bilateral agreements, jointly
democratic dyads are by far the most likely to comply with the agreement (83.7% compared to
70.2% for mixed dyads and 60.85% for jointly autocratic dyads). An agreement between two
democracies is also notably more likely to resolve the issue at stake (56.3% compared to 39.2%
for mixed dyads and 37.5% for jointly autocratic dyads).2
Although mixed and jointly autocratic dyads are just as able to reach bilateral
agreements, these agreements are less likely to resolve the underlying issues and the parties are
less likely to comply with them. This is because autocrats enjoy more flexibility and are thus
more willing to strike “agreements with some risk of abrogation” (Leeds 1999, 980). Leeds
argues that when states have a hard time forming credible commitments, they can turn to
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guarantors in order to realize successful, lasting agreements. Third party states or IOs are just
such guarantors. Dyads with at least one autocratic state are more apt to rely on these outside
guarantors or enforcement aides. What influences the availability of other states or IOs that are
willing to serve as third parties? When do disputants see third parties as a legitimate mechanism
for the pacific resolution of issues? Under what conditions are these third party efforts most
likely to bear fruit? The answer to all these questions lies in the strength of the democratic
community, a systemic concept that we lay out in the following section.

THEORIZING ABOUT THE DEMOCRATIC COMMUNITY
Just as individuals comprise local communities, nation-states comprise a global community.
Hedley Bull provides a foundational look at the closely related notion of an international society,
in which states share “common interests and common values” and feel obligated to adhere to a
“common set of rules and institutions” (1995, 40). The particular interests, values, rules, and
institutions seem less important than their universality. An international community can be
based on norms such as “might makes right” and rebus sic stantibus just as it may be based on
norms such as human rights and egalitarianism. Furthermore, just as individuals might disagree
about which norms should govern a local community (e.g., group security vs. individual privacy,
personal choice vs. limited externalities), members of the international system have struggled
over a variety of norms: dominance of church and primacy of princes in Richelieu’s days,
capitalism and socialism during the Cold War, human rights and state sovereignty, nonaggression and punishment of aggressors, and the like.3
What distinguishes democratic norms and institutions from autocratic ones? The answer
begins with domestic politics. Whereas authoritarian governments are ruled by methods such as
coercion, repression, religious edict, and despotism, democracies are ruled by consent of the
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governed. Leaders are elected and controversies are settled with a system of bargaining,
negotiation, and jurisprudence. Consider, for example, how these liberal processes and
institutions operated after the Québécois narrowly lost their secessionist effort in 1995.
Concerned by the close referendum result, the federal government asked the Supreme Court of
Canada to assess whether or not Quebec had the constitutional right to secede. The court artfully
provided an answer to smooth current and potential tensions. Drawing on principles such as
democracy, rule of law, and respect for minorities, the decision stated that Quebec did not
possess the right to unilateral secession, but it also emphasized that if a future referendum were
successful, the federal government would have a “constitutional duty to negotiate” (Toope 1999,
521). Impartial third parties, such as arbiters and courts, are important democratic resources for
maintaining harmony when bilateral efforts break down.
The dyadic democratic peace is often attributed to democratic states’ willingness to
resolve disputes with one another peacefully (Dixon 1994; Maoz and Russett 1993; Simmons
1999). Many extrapolate from the dyadic democratic peace finding to predict a systemic
democratic peace. In a sense, the system “can be socially constructed from the bottom up; that
is, norms and rules of behavior internationally become extensions of the norms and rules of
domestic political behavior” (Maoz and Russett 1993, 637). If pacific norms prevent
democracies from going to war with each other, then a predominantly democratic system should
also be governed by pacific norms and exhibit less violence. Several analytic investigations
demonstrate impressive evidence of lessened hostilities as a result of a more democratic global
community (Gleditsch and Hegre 1997; Crescenzi and Enterline 1999; Mitchell, Gates, and
Hegre 1999; Harrison 2002; Kadera, Crescenzi, and Shannon 2003). Democracies represent an
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“Axelrod-like core of cooperators,” whose behavioral norms are more likely to be adopted by
other states as their numbers increase (Starr and Lindborg 2003, quoting Axelrod 1984).
Strength and the Democratic Community
When the democratic community is strong, its norms dominate the international system. Bull
posits that order in any society is maintained “not merely by a sense of common interests in
creating order or avoiding disorder, but by rules which spell out the kind of behaviour that is
orderly” (1977, 54). States have incentives to legitimize these rules (or norms) by convincing
others to accept them, and IOs play an important role in this process (Bull 1977, 72). To assess
the universality of democratic norms and the community’s ability to enforce them, we draw on
Kadera, Crescenzi, and Shannon’s (2003) model of systemic democracy, which emphasizes three
features to represent the aggregate community: proportion, influence, and intensity. The first is
the common and straightforward comparison of the number of democracies and the number of
autocracies, typically reported as the proportion of democratic states (Crescenzi and Enterline
1999; Gleditsch and Hegre 1997; Maoz and Russett 1993; Mitchell, Gates, and Hegre 1999;
Mitchell 2002).
The second feature modifies this basic scorecard approach by considering the degree of
influence held by autocratic versus democratic states. Democracies can help each other more
when their group’s material strength outweighs that of nondemocracies. It is not enough for
democracies to outnumber autocracies; they must also possess sufficient resources to affect the
democratic community’s preferences. While this strength might come from a democratic
hegemon, results can also be realized when many democracies share their power advantage more
equally among themselves.
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Third, we evaluate how intensely committed the competing states are to their respective
community’s norms. For example, regimes that exhibit only primitive features of liberalism
contribute very little to the strength of the democratic community. Mature democracies, on the
other hand, can lead the way as “norm entrepreneurs” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, Mitchell
2002). Intensely democratic states such as Great Britain and the United States pioneered the use
of peaceful methods of conflict resolution such as arbitration and mediation (Mitchell 2002,
751). Pragmatically speaking, highly democratic states are more motivated to practice and
propagate norms such as the rule of law and conflict management than are weakly democratic
states. The most intense regimes, almost by definition, are most committed to a particular norm
structure (be it democratic or autocratic). As such, they stand to lose the most if those norms are
overridden by the principles of less egalitarian (or less centralized) states.
The model thus relies on the number, material strength, and ideological intensity of
democracies in comparison to the same qualities for autocracies, and it is particularly focused on
the interaction of these three components for the production of community strength. Material
capabilities such as economic and military strength facilitate democracies’ promotion of their
ideas and norms. States’ understanding of which norms are dominant and legitimate in the
international system depends on the frequency, intensity, and strength of different regime types
in the world.
Activities of the Democratic Community: Third Party Dispute Management
In a global arena dominated by numerous, strong, and intensely democratic states, we expect that
less violent and more community-based methods of resolution will emerge in response to
political disputes. We focus here on one particular instantiation of these methods, namely third
party conflict management. While direct bilateral negotiation is the most frequent method
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employed for the peaceful settlement of disputes (Levi 1991), states often involve third parties
when they are unable to reach a bilateral settlement. A strong democratic community ensures
that when states need third parties, there is a ready supply of them, they are reliable and
trustworthy, and their use is seen as legitimate.
Democracies themselves may not need to frequently tap into third party resources for
conflict resolution. Because democracies can credibly signal a willingness to use third parties
should bilateral talks fail, jointly democratic dyads are more likely than others to successfully
end a disagreement without third party assistance. If democracies do not necessarily use third
parties when dealing with each other, is third party management really a democratic norm that
can form the basis of an international democratic community? Yes. Democracies effectively
demonstrate and propagate third party management because they adopt community-based forms
of non-violent conflict resolution at home, are willing to use third parties if bilateral talks fail on
the international scene, and convince others that third parties are legitimate and trustworthy
arbiters of international disagreements. Community-based procedures for resolving disputes
carry over into international affairs to the extent that democratic states are more willing to accept
binding forms of third party conflict management (Powell and Mitchell 2007, Raymond 1994).
Prominent democracies serve as norm entrepreneurs when they are able to relate third party
management success stories, such as the U.S. and Britain’s establishment of an international
court of arbitration to handle the Alabama claims (Mitchell 2002).
As the democratic community increases its membership, net strength, and the members’
commitment to liberal ideas, we should see the acceptability of third party conflict management
“cascading” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998) to nondemocracies. Not only does a strong
democratic community power this cascade by encouraging the use of neutral third parties to
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settle intractable disagreements (Dixon 1993, 1994; Raymond 1994) and legitimating third party
efforts, it does so by increasing the availability of high quality mediators (Crescenzi et al 2007).
An environment characterized by a strong democratic community nurtures a population of
democracies (Kadera, Crescenzi, and Shannon 2003) and international organizations (RisseKappen 1995), potential mediators that are more likely to exhibit reliability and transparency
(Lipson 2003; Grigorescu 2003) and therefore gain disputants’ trust. Through democracies’
wide-reaching free presses (Sullivan and Gartner 2006) and IOs’ information-gathering and
dissemination functions (Grigorescu 2003), a strong democratic community can also promote the
reliability and transparency of third parties. In short, as the democratic community takes hold,
the domestic institutional features that allow for compromise and non-violent conflict resolution
in democratic societies allow for similar types of peaceful conflict resolution in international
affairs.
Widespread faith in third party mediation is also based on a strong democratic
community’s system of property rights and its establishment of the sanctity of contracts. States
involved in disagreements with democracies may find the involvement of third party managers
attractive because democracies tend to comply with agreements they sign (Gaubatz 1996; Leeds
1999; McGillivray and Smith 2000; Lipson 2003). Advanced contracting skills lead to more
efficient non-violent outcomes, and this technology is exported to non-democratic states through
the democratic community. This explanation is supported by Bull’s (1977) contention that the
sanctity of contracts and stability of property rights are essential for maintaining order in
international society. As the democratic community strengthens, it becomes more capable of
fostering this confidence by providing more reliable, transparent third party guarantors. Because
a strong democratic community promotes the legitimacy and trustworthiness of third parties by
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producing a system characterized by bounded competition, reduced contractual uncertainty, and
improved expectations about the sanctity of contracts, we propose:
Hypothesis 1 – Third Party Management: As the strength of the democratic
community increases, the likelihood of third party conflict management increases.
We also believe that the democratic community’s institutions play an essential role in the
promotion of third party conflict management. Institutions help facilitate the spread of
democratic norms through a process of socialization (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Mitchell
2002). States join IOs to gain a variety of benefits such as economic development, security
enhancement, and gaining a voice in global affairs. In this sense, IOs serve as agents of
collective legitimization and conformity (Claude 1966; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998).
Two principles commonly advocated in the charters of prominent IOs are the promotion
of democracy and peaceful conflict resolution. For example, numerous institutions (e.g., the
Organization of American States (OAS), the Council of Europe, the Arab League, and the
Organization of African Unity (OAU)) call for the use of good offices, conciliation, mediation,
arbitration, and so forth. Because institutional enforcement and benefits extend to even nondemocratic members, such states are socialized to adopt democratic conflict management
practices. IOs populated with a larger share of democratic members may be more effective at
promoting peace as well (Pevehouse and Russett 2006). In this way, institutions serve as the
“third leg” of a Kantian peace (Russett and Oneal 2001). Therefore, we expect that when
contending states jointly belong to organizations promoting peaceful conflict resolution methods,
they are more amenable to third party mediation efforts, regardless of their own regime type.
Hypothesis 2 – Institutional Socialization: As two disputing states increase the
number of shared memberships in peace-promoting institutions, their odds for
third party settlement are enhanced.
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Not only do we expect a vital democratic community and its institutions to yield more
frequent third party settlements, we also anticipate that certain types of actors will be more
common as third parties. Because democracies externalize their norms of resolving
disagreements through bargaining and negotiation, they are more likely to offer mediation, good
offices, and the like to disputing states. States at odds with one another are also more likely to
accept interventions by democracies. Given that they emphasize the rule of law in their external
affairs and are more transparent, liberal states should be viewed as more legitimate and
trustworthy third parties. When considering the universe of third party management cases, we
postulate:
Hypothesis 3 – Democratic Management: As the strength of the democratic
community increases, democratic states are more likely to become involved as
conflict managers.4
International organizations are also more likely to act as third parties as the democratic
community takes hold. Beyond providing a nurturing environment for third party management,
institutions also directly act as third party managers. For instance, the Arab League’s charter
specifically calls for its own involvement in disputes that could escalate to war between members
(Article 5). Consistent with its charter, the Arab League mediated 21 times from 1950-1990
(Berkovitch and Schneider 2000, 159). The frequency of Arab League mediation efforts ranks
lower than only those of the United Nations (158 mediations), the U.S. (84), the OAU (38), Syria
(31), and the OAS (26). Beyond the call for peaceful conflict management in many IO charters,
institutional conflict management also occurs frequently because IOs provide neutral forums for
bargaining, decrease uncertainty by providing information to disputing parties, raise the
reputation costs for reneging on agreements, and provide credible guarantees for carrying out
agreements reached (Keohane 1984; Mitchell and Hensel 2007). Because democracies are more
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committed to forming and sustaining IOs (Russett and Oneal 2001), our expectation is that a
strong democratic community will foster the conflict management efforts of institutions, which
we present as the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4 – Institutional Management: As the strength of the democratic
community increases, international institutions are more likely to become
involved as conflict managers.
Beyond Involvement: The Democratic Community and Conflict Management Success
Once a third party comes to the aid of claimants, there is no guarantee that this mechanism will
be successful. For example, only 57% of third party conflict management efforts in the Western
Hemisphere, Western Europe, and the Middle East have produced agreements between the
disputants.5 Potent and reliable, the resources and commitments of a strong democratic
community should bolster third parties’ chances for success. Regardless of the third party’s type
(free or not, state or IO), the democratic community supports conflict managers’ work by
providing templates for institutional frameworks designed to prevent future hostilities,
recommending reconciliation tactics, dispatching peace keeping forces, offering neutral meeting
grounds, making side payments to buy off disputants’ claims, and coercing provocative
claimants into conciliation.
A good example of the role the democratic community plays in promoting third party
managers’ chances for success can be seen in the International Court of Justice’s (ICJ) efforts to
settle the controversy between Honduras and Nicaragua over delimitation in the Caribbean Sea.
In 2000 and 2001, the ICJ’s work was bolstered by the OAS, which helped broker a series of
agreements in which both claimants agreed to separate their ground forces, create a demilitarized
zone in the Caribbean, mark their border in the Gulf of Fonseca, and create a verification mission
to ensure compliance. This series of confidence-building measures was extremely effective for
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helping the parties avoid further conflict prior to the October 2007 ICJ ruling on the case.
Furthermore, once binding decisions are rendered, IOs provide resources to ensure disputants’
compliance with agreements. For example, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan provided crucial
assistance in the process of the transfer of the Bakassi Peninsula from Nigeria to Cameroon
following the ICJ’s ruling on the territorial dispute in 2002 (Mitchell and Hensel 2007).
Because success is a broad concept, we consider three specific indicators of success,
which we stipulate in three hypotheses below: 1) whether a given attempt to settle a contentious
issue produces an agreement, 2) whether an agreement reached ends a contentious issue claim,
and 3) whether claimants comply with agreements that are struck. These specific measures of
success are similar to those found in other empirical analyses of conflict management (Dixon
1996; Goertz and Regan 1997).
Hypothesis 5a-Agreements: States are more likely to reach agreements to resolve
a contentious issue claim when the democratic community is strong and when its
institutions are influential.
Hypothesis 5b-End of claim: Agreements reached are more likely to end
contentious issue claims when the democratic community is strong and when its
institutions are influential.
Hypothesis 5c-Compliance: States are more likely to comply with agreements
reached to resolve contentious issue claims when the democratic community is
strong and when its institutions are influential.
With these hypotheses in mind, we now turn to the task of testing our arguments.

RESEARCH DESIGN
To empirically evaluate our hypotheses, we utilize data collected by the Issue Correlates
of War project. Rather than starting with a set of militarized disputes or wars and coding the
issue at stake (e.g., Holsti 1991; Mitchell and Prins 1999), the ICOW project collects data based
on verbal contention over an explicit issue between two or more states. This allows one to more
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fully study the process by which conflicts are managed, as some contentious issues are resolved
peacefully, while others lead to open hostility.
The ICOW project identifies contentious issue claims based on explicit evidence of
contention involving official representatives of two or more nation-states over the issue type in
question. For example, the territorial claims dataset is based on evidence that officials from at
least one state make explicit statements claiming sovereignty over a specific piece of territory
that is claimed or administered by another state. The project has collected data on two additional
distinct types of contentious issues: maritime claims, which involve explicit contention between
two or more states over the ownership, access to or usage of a maritime area; and river claims,
which involve explicit contention over the usage of an international river. The spatial-temporal
domain of the data used in this chapter is the set of all qualifying claims to territory from 1816 to
2001, maritime zones from 1900 to 2001, and cross-border rivers from 1900 to 2001 in the
Western Hemisphere (North America, Central America, South America, and the Caribbean),
Western Europe, and the Middle East.6 In these regions, the project has identified 191 dyadic
territorial claims, 68 dyadic maritime claims, and 82 dyadic river claims.
Two ICOW data formats are relevant for our analyses, the dyad-year claim data and the
settlement attempt data. The dyad-year claim data includes a case for each year of every dyadic
claim. For example, the Belize territorial claim involves two dyads: Guatemala-United Kingdom
(1868 - 1981) and Guatemala-Belize (1981 - present). There are 114 dyad claim years for the
Guatemala-UK dyad and 21 dyad claim years for the Guatemala-Belize dyad (through 2001).
The settlement attempt data provides information on each peaceful effort to settle a contentious
issue claim. This includes, inter alia, start and end dates of the attempt, the type of settlement
attempt (bilateral negotiations or third party efforts such as good offices, inquiry, conciliation,
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mediation, arbitration, adjudication, etc.), the identity of any third party, whether an agreement
was reached, and whether the claimants complied with resulting agreements. For the Belize
claim, ICOW codes 16 settlement attempts between Guatemala and Great Britain and 12
attempts between Guatemala and Belize. Each peaceful attempt represents a single case.
Methodological Innovations
Our use of the ICOW data is innovative both empirically and methodologically. The
ICOW data is unique in comparison to other datasets because it allows for comparison across
distinct issues of contention (territory, maritime, river) and because it provides detailed
information about all militarized and peaceful attempts to manage contentious issues. Many
conflict management datasets focus on situations that become militarized at some point in time.
The ICOW data, on the other hand, include a large set of cases that never become militarized
(Hensel et al 2008). This helps to avoid a common methodological problem in the study of
international relations, the estimation of biased coefficients due to selection effects.
The ICOW data is also helpful for evaluating substitutable foreign policy options, which
is ideal given our emphasis on how the democratic community influences different types of
conflict management strategies, as well as the success of those efforts. As noted above, our
estimation strategy involves the analysis of both claim dyad-year data and settlement attempt
data. The dyad-year format codes the “zero” cases, where no conflict management efforts occur.
This is useful for capturing the selection process by which claimants make decisions to employ
peaceful conflict management techniques (e.g. engage in bilateral negotiations or do nothing).
On the other hand, our analysis of the settlement attempt data provides for a comparison to other
studies that select on conflict management attempts. In the settlement attempt analyses, we
select out only those cases where bilateral and third party peaceful settlement attempts occurred,
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which gives us leverage for comparing bilateral and third party conflict management strategies.
This form of multi-level data analysis can provide a more complete picture regarding the process
of conflict management and avoid the methodological pitfalls that plague previous research.
Independent Variables
The independent variables employed in our analysis are similar across the various models
we estimate, so we describe them first. The summary statistics for all variables are reported in
Table 1. Our first theoretical variable of interest is the strength of the Democratic Community.
We adopt the measure developed by Kadera, Crescenzi, and Shannon (2003), which multiplies
each state’s CINC score (the Correlates of War (COW) project’s measure of industrial,
demographic, and military capabilities, first introduced by Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey in 1972)
by its Polity 4 score (Marshall and Jaggers 2000). The scores are then summed over all states in
the international system during each year, creating a systemic measure of the democratic
community’s strength. The measure ranges from –4.998 to 5.604, with the democratic
community becoming stronger as the variable’s value increases.
To capture the influence of the democratic community’s institutional framework for
pacific dispute settlement, we create a Joint Institutions variable. This variable is measured as
the count of multilateral treaties and institutions calling for the peaceful settlement of disputes
that both claimants have signed and ratified. The greater the number of treaties that both states
have accepted, presumably, the greater should be the pressure on them to peacefully settle their
disputes and to call on the assistance of third parties. We measure membership in qualifying
institutions with the ICOW project’s Multilateral Treaties of Pacific Settlement (MTOPS)
dataset, which records the signature and ratification of all multilateral treaties and institutions at
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either the global or regional level that explicitly call for the pacific settlement of political
disputes among members (Hensel 2001; Mitchell and Hensel 2007).
Control Variables
Because we expect democratic dyads to employ their internal conflict resolution
technologies and take advantage of their expectation of compliance with third party mediation,
we create a dyadic regime type variable, Democratic Dyad, utilizing the democracy scores from
the Polity 4 data set. If both states score six or higher on the democracy scale, we consider the
dyad to be jointly democratic. Although we expect democratic dyads to be more amenable to
third party conflict management if bilateral efforts fail, we also recognize that democratic dyads
are much more likely to settle their grievances on their own (Hensel 2001; Mitchell 2002).
However, when they do call on third parties, we expect democratic dyads to be more successful
at resolving their claims and complying with resulting agreements.
Another relevant variable is the Salience, or importance, of each claim. Conflicts that are
highly salient to one or both claimant states are more difficult to resolve and more likely to lead
to militarized conflict (Hensel 2001). In the territorial, river, and maritime data, salience is
measured through a variety of indicators, each addressing an aspect of the claim that should
increase its value to one or both sides. We combine six dichotomous indicators of salience for
each issue type to create an overall index. Each indicator contributes up to two points to the
index, one point per claimant for which the indicator is present, producing a total range from
zero to 12 (Hensel et al 2008).
Our next control variable addresses the extent of the settlement attempt. A dummy
variable, Procedural/Functional SA, represents whether the settlement attempt was procedural,
spelling out procedures for future dispute settlement, or functional, dealing with smaller issues
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such as troop placement or resource extraction, but not settling the overall issue in contention.
Procedural and functional settlement attempts should be less likely to involve third parties
because they do not resolve the larger issues at stake and should therefore facilitate agreements.
Our final control variable is Hostility, which controls for a dyad’s history of hostile
interaction. This variable is included only in the dyad-year analyses to help compensate for
temporal dependence. Hostility is measured using Crescenzi and Enterline’s (2001) Interstate
Interaction Score (Conflict Interaction Level version). The score captures conflictual interaction
as a shock to the dyadic relationship, and the impact of these shocks decay over time in the
absence of additional activity. The variable ranges from zero (neutrality) to negative one
(maximum hostility) and is lagged one year.
Dependent Variables
Direct bilateral negotiation is the most frequent method employed for the peaceful
settlement of disputes, constituting 70% of all settlement attempts. The remaining 30% involve
third parties; 13% of which are binding, and 87% of which are non-binding. Among the 26% of
non-binding forms of third party settlement (as a percentage of all settlement attempts), mediation is
the most frequent, occurring in 9% of all settlement attempts.
The two dependent variables created to test Hypotheses 1 and 2 capture the involvement of
third parties in attempts to settle contentious claims. In the dyad-year format, we code the Third
Party Settlement variable one if a third party attempt began during a given claim dyad year, and
zero otherwise.7 Zero thus includes both years where no settlement attempt was initiated and
years where bilateral negotiations began. In the settlement attempt data, we code the Third Party
SA variable one if a third party was involved (both binding and non-binding attempts) and zero if
the attempt involved bilateral negotiations. Here, we are effectively comparing how claimants seek
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to resolve their conflicts. Involving third parties is a risky proposition for states, so states should
generally find bilateral negotiations more attractive, especially in highly salient claims.8
A third dependent variable is used to test Hypothesis 3, which argues that democratic states
should be more active as conflict managers when the democratic community is strong. ICOW
codes up to six third party (state and non-state) actors for each peaceful settlement attempt. We
considered the third party actor to be democratic if it was a COW system member and scored six or
higher on the Polity 4 scale. Any settlement attempt that involved one or more democratic states
was coded as a one for this Third Party DemActor variable. Zero represents cases of bilateral
settlement or instances where third party actors are non-democratic.
To test Hypothesis 4, we look at the involvement of institutions in the conflict management
process, most of which are IOs such as the UN or OAS. Our belief is that IOs playing a conflict
management role generally embody democratic values, especially if their charters explicitly call for
peaceful conflict management. We create a Third Party IOActor variable that is scored one if one
or more institutions are involved in a given settlement attempt, and zero otherwise.9
Our final hypotheses—5a, 5b, and 5c—examine the influence of the democratic
community’s strength and its institutions on the success of conflict management efforts. We use
three dichotomous measures of success: 1) whether an agreement was reached for a given
attempt (Agreement Reached), 2) whether the attempt ended the claim (Settlement Ends Claim),
and 3) whether the claimants complied with agreements that were reached (Compliance).
Compliance is coded as one if both states followed through with the terms of the agreement
within five years. As the strength of the democratic community and its institutions increases,
agreements should be easier to reach, claims should be more likely to end if agreements are
reached, and claimants should be more likely to comply with the terms of agreements reached.
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EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
Third Party Settlement
Part I of Table 2 tests the third party management hypothesis (H1) and the institutional
socialization hypothesis (H2). Model 1 provides results from the dyad-year analysis. As
predicted, third party settlement attempts become more likely as the democratic community
gains strength. Democratic dyads themselves are not significantly more likely to embrace third
party settlement. A dyad’s total joint membership in peace-promoting institutions is positively
correlated with third party settlement attempts. Consistent with our theoretical argument, this
finding suggests that the democratic community’s institutional mechanisms successfully promote
pacific settlement. Members of these institutions are more open to third party settlement.10
Using cases of attempted settlements, Model 2 assesses support for Hypotheses 1 and 2.
It compares how states try to resolve issue claims peacefully, whether through bilateral
negotiations (zero) or with third party assistance (one). Again we find support for Hypothesis 1;
strengthening the democratic community leads to a higher likelihood of third party involvement
relative to bilateral negotiations. We also find support for Hypothesis 2; the more overlapping
memberships in institutions calling for pacific dispute settlement, the greater a dyad’s chances of
involving a third party. Recall that our measure of institutions focuses on organizations with
charters that explicitly call for peaceful conflict management. The positive and significant
influence of this measure on the likelihood of third party conflict management supports our view
that member states adhere to the general principles and norms promoted by these organizations
to capture a broad array of institutional benefits. The substantive effects for both key theoretical
variables are notable. As we increase the strength of the democratic community from its
minimum to its maximum value, while holding all other variables at their mean or mode, the
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probability of third party settlement increases by 19%. States that share membership in eleven
conflict managing institutions are 22% more likely to turn to third party assistance than are states
that share none.
Democratic and Institutional Management
The test results for Hypotheses 3 and 4 are reported in the third and fourth columns of
Table 2. We find that democracies are more likely to get involved as conflict managers as the
democratic community takes hold. The substantive impact of this variable is the largest in
Model 3, increasing the probability of third party settlement by 24% as we go from the minimum
to the maximum level for the strength of the democratic community.
Democracies are less likely to be involved, however, in claims between two other
democracies.11 Institutions also are more likely to serve as mediators when the democratic
community is strong, but they do so regardless of whether the dyad is democratic or not.
Increasing the strength of the democratic community from its minimum to its maximum value
raises the probability of institutional third party settlement by 14%. Not surprisingly, the
variable with the largest impact on institutional third party involvement is the Joint Institutions
variable. States with shared membership in 11 institutions calling for peaceful conflict resolution
are 35% more likely to involve institutions as managers than dyads belonging to no such
institutions. At the same time, a higher level of joint institutional membership has no bearing on
democratic third party involvement. Both hypotheses are supported by these results, indicating
that systemic democratic community strength translates into democracies’ and institutions’
greater ability and willingness to help resolve contentious claims in the international arena.
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Success
Finally, the test results for the success hypotheses—5a, 5b, and 5c—are reported in Part
II of Table 2. Models 5, 6, and 7 assess the likelihood that a settlement attempt will produce an
agreement, end the claim,12 and result in compliance by the primary parties if an agreement is
reached. Here we find mixed results. A stronger democratic community makes compliance with
agreements more likely, but has no effect on helping claimants reach agreements or ending the
overall issue claim. We should note, however, that the effect of the democratic community is
significant for ending the overall issue claim when estimated in a bivariate model. One
explanation for the weak findings on reaching agreements is that as the democratic community
gets stronger, it becomes involved with more intractable disputes. Management efforts would
presumably be more effective in less contentious claims, leaving the highly salient, and most
difficult, claims to resolve. This problem is at least partially accounted for by controlling for
issue salience. In addition, robustness checks using selection models prove to be consistent with
the analysis in Table 2.13
Shared membership in institutions committed to the norm of peaceful conflict resolution
promotes the termination of claims and compliance with agreements, but does not affect whether
or not agreements are reached. A vigorous democratic community coupled with the
institutionalization of the community’s pacific norms produces agreements that are more likely
to be carried out and to terminate contentious conflicts. This supports our contention that the
democratic community and its organizations provide formal mechanisms for enforcement,
socialization, and conformity.
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Robustness of the Empirical Analyses
We perform a variety of tests to determine if our empirical results are robust. These
include clustering standard errors to control for non-independence of observations and thinking
carefully about alternative explanations for these results, most notably hegemony. We clustered
the standard errors in our logit analyses in two ways: by dyad and by claim. Clustering by dyad
captures the interdependence among cases involving the same countries (e.g. all US-Canada
claims), while clustering by claim controls for the dependence among settlements (or dyad years)
for a particular claim (e.g., the US-Canada Gulf of Maine claim). When clustering the standard
errors for all seven models in Table 2, our results are virtually identical. The strength of the
democratic community maintains its effect in all models when clustering standard errors except
in Model 2, where its coefficient is no longer significant (p = 0.239, by dyad; p = 0.241, by
claim). On the other hand, the results for Democratic Community are the same (positive
coefficient, statistically different from zero) in Model 1’s dyad-year analyses when clustering is
employed. Likewise, the results for Joint Institutions are robust to clustering. The only model
where the influence of institutions becomes insignificant is in Model 1, where the coefficient
becomes indistinguishable from zero when clustering standard errors by dyad (p = 0.145) and by
claim (p = 0.615). Clustering by dyad actually strengthens our findings for the influence of Joint
Institutions on ending the claim (Model 6), making the coefficient statistically significant
(p = 0.010). In short, while a few of our findings are slightly altered when clustering standard
errors, we are confident in the summary inferences from our empirical analyses.
As healthy skeptics, we are also compelled to ask if the results found here are due to the
realities of hegemonic dominance rather than to the norms of a liberally minded community.
Does the U.S. (or did Britain) simply force claimants to use mediators? Empirical investigations
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do not support this alternative hegemonic explanation (Kadera and Mitchell 2005). Our
robustness checks utilized two measures of hegemony: 1) CON: a systemic power concentration
measure developed by Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey (1972), which ranges from zero (perfect
balance of power among major powers) to one (complete preponderance by a single state) and 2)
Hegemon: a spliced measure of British (1816-1899) and U.S. (1900-2002) CINC scores,
capturing each leading state’s share of total system military, economic, and demographic
capabilities. Our indicator for Democratic Community is clearly capturing something different
than hegemony. Not only is hegemonic power inversely related to Democratic Community, the
correlations are modest (-0.40 with CON, -0.36 with Hegemon).
We entered each of these indicators for hegemony (separately) in all seven models
presented in Table 2. Virtually none of our findings for Democratic Community or Joint
Institutions are altered by inclusion of either CON or Hegemon (Joint Institutions becomes
insignificant in Model 1, but achieves significance in Model 6).14 Hegemonic power alone, then,
cannot account for the spread of peaceful democratic practices. Rather, “it is the consensual
normative order that binds ruler and ruled and legitimates power” (Ikenberry and Kupchan 1990,
289).

CONCLUSION
The charge to uncover the causal mechanisms linking democracy and peace is essential. To be
sure, a multitude of these causal mechanisms operate at every level of analysis. In this chapter,
we have explored the linkage between global democratic community and dyadic peace. Our
argument, that a strong global democratic community and its institutions cultivate norms of
pacific dispute resolution, provides a glimpse into a complex web of linkages between influence,
norms, and contentious world politics. Democracies and international institutions tap into this
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global strength to aid settlement attempts, offering democratic techniques to help resolve claims
that threaten peace. Third party conflict managers are able to reflect the norms available from
the democratic community. Increases in the strength of the community lead to more reliable
third party conflict management options. This same strength makes such options more appealing
to governments involved in settlement attempts, thereby increasing the willingness to adopt these
techniques.
This research suggests a critical interdependence between the capability to exercise
power, the ideas that become the product of this influence, and the embodiment of those ideas in
formal organizations. Such a conclusion challenges schools of thought that deal with the study
of power and ideas independently. The success of the global democratic community does not
exclusively rest on a belief in the inherent appeal of liberal ideals, nor on the strength of a
democratic hegemon. Rather, democratic beliefs must be broadly demonstrated in the structure
of many states’ regimes and aggregate capabilities must chiefly rest in the hands of democracies.
Furthering the degree to which states belong to the democratic community’s institutions
can be accomplished by offering states incentives for joining. Although a strong democratic
community can use its muscle to encourage autocracies to use third parties, resulting agreements
are more likely to be successful when those autocracies have bought into an IO with pacific
ideals. World leaders interested in global peace should therefore consider an expansion of the
benefits allocated to members of institutions such as the OAS, OAU, and Arab League.
More research is needed, both to uncover the plentitude of causal linkages between
democracy and peace and to further our understanding of how norms, capability, and IOs
combine to affect political interaction. This initial investigation nonetheless presents an
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optimistic assessment of the Kantian vision of a global democratic peace: democratic norms and
institutions permeate world politics and have a pacific impact on contentious disputes.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics for ICOW Claim Data
I. Dyad-year Claim Data (N = 9202)*
Variable

Mean

S.D.

Minimum

Maximum

Third Party Settlement

0.038

0.192

0

1

Bilateral Settlement
Democratic Community
Democratic Dyad
Salience
Joint Institutions
Hostility

0.093
1.85
0.245
6.053
2.602
-0.048

0.291
2.241
0.43
2.48
3.239
0.185

0
-4.998
0
1
0
-0.990

1
5.604
1
12
11
0

II. Peaceful Settlement Attempt (SA) Data (N = 1444)**
Variable
Third Party SA
Agreement Reached
Settlement Ends Claim
Compliance
Democratic Community
Democratic Dyad
Salience
Joint Institutions
Proc./Func. SA
Third Party Dem. Actor
Third Party Inst. Actor

Mean
0.301
0.573
0.219
0.752
1.96
0.327
7.169
2.543
0.438
0.138
0.075

S.D.
0.459
0.495
0.414
0.432
2.318
0.469
2.229
2.955
0.496
0.345
0.264

Minimum

Maximum

0
0
0
0
-4.998
0
1
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
5.604
1
12
11
1
1
1

* Each case represents a (challenger-target) dyad-year for each claim.
** Each case is a peaceful attempt to settle a claim
(with variables merged on the year the settlement began).
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Control Variables

Key Variables

Table 2: Third Party Settlement Attempts

I. Probability of Settlement Attempt
Model 1:
Model 2:
Model 3:
Model 4:
Third Party Third Party Third Party Third Party
Settlement
SA
DemActor
IOActor
(Dyadic data) (SA data)
Democratic Community 0.108***
0.078**
0.201***
0.251***
(0.038)
(0.035)
(0.045)
(0.064)

II. Success of Settlement Attempts
Model 5:
Model 6:
Model 7:
Agreement
Settlement Compliance
Reached
Ends Claim
-0.029
(0.030)

0.043
(0.050)

0.079*
(0.043)

Joint Institutions

0.037*
(0.020)

0.084***
(0.022)

-0.011
(0.028)

0.252***
(0.032)

0.021
(0.021)

0.057
(0.036)

0.093***
(0.033)

Democratic Dyad

0.127
(0.144)

-0.641***
(0.148)

-0.671***
(0.199)

-0.127
(0.244)

-0.250*
(0.133)

0.042
(0.265)

0.596***
(0.231)

Salience

0.205***
(0.025)

0.096***
(0.030)

0.014
(0.038)

0.078
(0.058)

-0.062**
(0.026)

-0.099**
(0.045)

-0.117***
(0.035)

Hostility

-1.316***
(0.221)
-0.648***
(0.127)

-0.150
(0.162)

-0.737***
(0.238)

0.734***
(0.118)

-1.468***
(0.246)
1320

-2.089***
(0.305)
1320

-4.393***
(0.504)
1320

0.551***
(0.209)
1319

Procedural/Functional
SA
Constant
N

-5.107***
(0.219)
7613

0.463***
(0.178)
0.192
(0.345)
376

1.181***
(0.283)
768

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01, All tests are one-tailed, with robust standard errors.
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ENDNOTES
1

We employ Version 1.0 of the ICOW dataset, which is available at http://www.icow.org. See Hensel et

al (2008) for a description of the data.
2

The data that produced these statistics are described in the Research Design section of this paper.

3

For Bull, security against violence, observance of agreements, and property rights stability (1977, 5) are

necessary for any society. While this is consistent with our conception of a democratic society, we argue
that alternative norms can constitute different types of societies.
4

Crescenzi et al (2007) also provide empirical support for this claim. Examining all potential mediators

in the Western Hemisphere, the study finds that democratic states are more likely to serve as third party
mediators and that increases in global democracy and shared institutional memberships enhance the
chances for third party mediation.
5

This figure is based on all third party settlement attempts. Bilateral talks are fairly successful, producing

agreements 58% of the time. Breaking down third party settlements into binding and non-binding types
reveals more variation in agreement rates. 89% of binding settlements produced agreements, compared to
a mere 51% of non-binding settlement attempts.
6

The data for Western Europe includes territorial and river claims, while the data for the Middle East

includes only river claims.
7

Third party settlement attempts make up 3.87% of the values in the dyad-year data. Bilateral attempts

comprise 9.33% of the data.
8

30% of the cases for this variable are third party attempts. The rest are bilateral attempts.

9

23 institutions helped resolve claims in the three regions we examine. They include the League of

Nations, the United Nations, the Vatican, the OAS, CARICOM, the EU, the Arab League, and a number
of regional courts, boundary commissions, and peace conferences. A full list is available upon request.
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10

The substantive effects for the dyadic model are small for all variables, which is not surprising given

the large number of zeros for our dependent variable (96%). Increasing the strength of the democratic
community from its minimum to its maximum (holding all other variables at their mean or mode)
increases the probability of third party settlement by 2.9%. Increasing the total number of joint
institutions from zero to 11 increases the probability of third party settlement by 1.3%. The variable with
the largest substantive effect is salience, which increases the probability of third party settlement by 8.2%
as we move from the least to the most salient claims.
11

This may also be a function of US and UK dominance in the Western Hemisphere and Western

European claims data.
12

The Procedural/Functional SA variable is removed from this analysis because such settlements, by

definition, cannot end the overall claim.
13

We used a (Heckman) maximum likelihood probit model with sample selection. The first stage

assesses the likelihood of third party involvement, and the second stage assesses the likelihood of
compliance given an agreement is reached. The Democratic Community variable is positive and
statistically significant (p = 0.001) in the first stage, but negative and statistically significant (p = 0.002)
in the second stage. Complete results of this analysis are available from the authors.
14

These analyses are available from the authors upon request.
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