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Regime Types and 
International Conflict, 1816-1976 

ZEEV MAOZ 
NASRIN ABDOLALI 
New York University 

This study replicates and extends previous inquiries on the relations between regime 
type and conflict involvement of states. It examines the robustness of previous findings 
with respect to various regime attributes, various conflict involvement measures, and units 
of analysis. Using two comprehensive datasets on polity characteristics and militarized 
interstate disputes, the empirical analyses reveal: (1) There are no relations between regime 
type and conflict involvement measures when the unit of analysis is the individual polity 
(i.e., a state characterized by a certain regime type over a given time span); this finding is 
robust in that it holds over most regime characteristics and conflict involvement measures. 
(2) There is a significant relationship between the regime characteristics of a dyad and the 
probability of conflict involvement of that dyad: Democracies rarely clash with one 
another, and never fight one another in war. (3) Both the proportion of democratic dyads 
and the proportion of autocratic dyads in the international system significantly affect the 
number of disputes begun and underway. But the proportion of democratic dyads in the 
system has a negative effect on the number of wars begun and on the proportion of 
disputes that escalate to war. 

This article examines the extent to which political and economic 
structures within states are related to patterns of international conflict 
involvement. We reassess the well-known hypothesis that political and 
economic freedom (often, but not exclusively, associated with de- 
mocracy) is inversely related to the magnitude of international conflict 

AUTHORS' NOTE: An earlier version of this article was presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, Illinois, September 3-6, 
1987. Data on regime types were made available by the Inter-University Consortium of 
Political and Social Research. The data were collected by Ted Robert and Erika Gurr 
(Gurr, 1974, 1978). Neither the original collectors of the data nor the Consortium bears 
any responsibility for the analyses and interpretations presented here. We wish to thank 
Ric Stoll for comments and J. David Singer for his continued encouragement of this 
project. 
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involvement of states (Rummel, 1983, 1985). Several questions are 
addressed. 

(1) Are politically and economically free states less conflict prone than states that are 
not free? 

(2) Are politically and economically free states less likely to fight one another than 
those that are politically nonfree? Are politically free states less likely to initiate 
international conflicts in general than those that are nonfree? 

(3) Does the level of conflict in the international system decline as the number of 
politically free states increases?' 

The present study is a comprehensive replication of previous research on 
these topics. We attempt to extend previous knowledge by reformulating 
the test hypotheses and analyzing them on a broad empirical domain so 
as to assess the extent to which previous findings are sensitive to various 
aggregation procedures or limited to certain time periods and units of 
analysis. 

SCIENTIFIC BACKGROUND 

The empirical findings on the relations between regime type and 
conflict involvement are mixed, despite the rigorous nature of most of 
the research. Some studies found no relationship between democracy 
and conflict or war proneness (e.g., Small and Singer, 1976; Chan, 1984; 
Weede, 1984; Vincent, 1987), others found an inverse relationship 
between political and economic freedom and foreign conflict involve- 
ment (Rummel, 1983, 1985), and one study (Gates, 1983) found that 
democracies tend to be more war prone than nondemocratic regimes. 

Rummel (1985) concluded his quantitative literature review by 
stating that the joint freedom proposition is robustly supported. The 
nation-level and dyadic-level versions of the freedom proposition are 
supported, but the empirical support for these hypotheses is not robust. 
There is consensus in the quantitative literature that democracies do not 
fight one another (Small and Singer, 1976; Chan, 1984; Ray, 1987). 
However, disagreement centers on the empirical support for the other 
hypotheses in Rummel's list. In particular, the question is whether 

1. The first and second questions are a more modest formulation of Rummel's (1983: 
29) freedom and joint freedom propositions. The third question seems to us a logical 
extension of the notion that politically free states do not fight one another. 
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regime type is indeed a significant factor in analyses of the causes and 
consequences of international conflicts. 

Recently, it was shown that state participation in international 
disputes is significantly related to economic downturns in preceding 
years, but the effects of economic conditions (measured in terms of 
percent change in gross domestic product, lagged two years back) vary 
across political systems. For democratic regimes there exists an inverse 
relationship between change in GDP and dispute involvement; for 
nondemocratic regimes, this relationship is positive. Moreover, this 
study suggests a significant relationship between economic downturns 
and domestic conflict (protests and rebellion), as well as domestic and 
foreign conflict involvement. The author concludes: "Overall, we not 
only have here evidence that type of political system matters, but one of 
the few pieces of systematic cross-national analysis showing a relation 
between domestic conflict and foreign conflict" (Russett, 1989, 1987). 

This state of the art is, in and of itself, a good reason to attempt a 
general replication of the relations between regime type and interna- 
tional conflict involvement. However, beyond a simple replication, we 
offer at least three additional contributions. First, we attempt to assess 
the extent to which the findings of our predecessors are sensitive to (a) 
the aggregation of specific regime attributes into an overall democracy 
index (the aggregation-effect), (b) the aggregation of conflict involve- 
ment indexes over different levels of hostility (the level-of-hostility 
effect), (c) the unit of analysis (individual states versus dyads), and (d) 
the aggregation of national conflict experience over the different roles of 
the state (i.e., whether a state is the first initiator of a dispute, the 
primary target thereof, or a state that joined an ongoing military 
confrontation). 

Second, our spatial and temporal domain is broader than any of the 
studies mentioned above. We focus on nearly all polities that have 
existed as independent members of the interstate system during the 
1816-1976 period, and include nearly all militarized interstate disputes 
during the same time span. While previous studies (e.g., Small and 
Singer, 1976; Gates, 1983; Rummel, 1983; Chan, 1984; Weede, 1984) 
examined-exclusively or partly-the same temporal domain, their 
analyses were based on the Small and Singer (1982) international war 
dataset. This limits somewhat the generalizability of the findings. As 
Rummel (1985: 425) suggests, it is possible democracies are not less war 
prone than autocracies once they enter into militarized confrontations, 
but that the former are unlikely to enter into such confrontations in the 
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first place. The analyses of relations between regime type and short-of- 
war conflict involvement were based only on a sample of states, and 
cover a limited period, that is, 1976-1980 (Rummel, 1983; Weede, 1984; 
Vincent, 1987). While we do not have cardinal intensity figures for 
international conflicts, our data allow us to distinguish among levels of 
violence on an ordinal scale. 

Third, we refine and extend the various hypotheses examined in 
previous studies. We distinguish among levels of analysis and types of 
involvement in international conflicts, not only as a way of assessing the 
robustness of the results, but also due to theoretical considerations. 

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Here we discuss three issues: (1) the logic that ties regime type to 
conflict involvement, (2) the meaning of political freedom and the 
implications of this notion for conflict behavior of states, and (3) the 
implications of this logic for systemic stability. Rummel (1979, 1983) 
argued that political and economic freedom inhibit violence, not 
because open, democratic, market societies are inherently less violence 
prone than closed, authoritarian, and centralized societies; rather: 

political elites [in democratic states] are dependent on the support of a public 
unwilling to bear the cost in taxes, property, and blood of foreign adventures and 
interventions unless they are aroused by an emotionally unifying issue. Even then, 
the public cannot be trusted to pay the price of foreign violence for long and may 
turn on those responsible even in the midst of war.... [T]he essential diversity of 
interests and values of free people must be overcome, a sufficiently unifying 
national stake or value must be at issue, before elites can risk foreign violence 
[Rummel, 1983: 28]. 

Open economies also serve to constrain foreign violence, because 
they "tend to encourage exchange, rather than coercive and violent 
solutions, in conflicts between groups and individuals" (Rummel, 1983: 
28). The way the hypotheses linking political freedom to peace are 
specified by Rummel may be somewhat misleading. Specifically, the 
argument about the constraints imposed by political and economic 
structures on elites' expectations and behavior implies that politically 
free states should be less likely to initiate violent conflicts than nonfree 
states. It does not follow, however, that politically free states should be 
involved in less conflicts than nonfree states. In fact, politically free 
states may be more likely targets of international violence than nonfree 
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states. A political elite of a nonfree state may calculate that its chances of 
getting its way in a dispute are higher if it picks on a politically free state 
(due to the domestic constraints on violence initiation in the latter). 

This is so despite Rummel's claim to the contrary. Rummel asserts 
that the theory does not imply that politically free states should be less 
prone to initiate war than nonfree states: "After all, a libertarian state 
may find a hostile state clearly preparing to attack it, and the only 
recourse for its own survival is a pre-emptive strike (as was the case for 
Israel on its attack on Egypt in 1967, launching the six day war)" (1985: 
438). While this argument may be valid with respect to war initiation, it 
does not extend to conflicts short of war. In fact, cases such as 
preemptive strikes should be picked up in datasets that look at both 
low-and high-level conflicts. If a politically free state feels threatened by 
a hostile adversary, then it must have been the target of some hostile 
activity short of war, such as mobilization, troop movements, blockades, 
and the like-precisely the kind of actions that characterized the 1967 
Israeli crisis (Brecher, 1980). The logic of the theory implies that 
politically free states will not initiate low-level conflicts that have a high 
potential to escalate into large-scale conflagrations, and, in general, are 
less likely to initiate high-hostility conflicts. Since a vast majority of the 
wars (89%) were the culminations of preceding lower-level militarized 
disputes (Maoz, 1982), the distinction between initiation-proneness and 
involvement-proneness is, we think, theoretically meaningful and 
follows directly from Rummel's analysis. 

Most of the studies on the topic are characterized by the implicit or 
explicit assumption of a linear continuum going from political freedom 
(or democracy) to nonfreedom. Just as we can talk about linear 
continua from left to right in the analysis of party systems within states, 
we can think about freedom and nonfreedom as being the two extreme 
ends of a continuum. Thus it is possible to phrase hypotheses such as 
"the more libertarian a state, the less it tends to be involved in violence" 
(Rummel, 1979: 292-293, 1983: 29). The operational definition of 
libertarianism is based, however, on an aggregation of several attributes 
of political systems: the competitiveness of elections, the level of 
governmental coerciveness, diffusion of political power, freedom of 
group opposition, civil liberties, and so forth.2 

2. A central element in Rummel's (1983) definition of freedom is that of economic 
freedom, or capitalism. Rummel distinguishes between political freedom and freedom in 
general, where the latter variable is a composite of political and economic freedom. This 
suggests a notion of ideal-type democracy the model of which is the (pre-New Deal?) 
United States. 
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However, both democracies and autocracies have many character- 
istics in common. These characteristics set apart these forms of 
government from other forms that might be equally relevant to theories 
linking regime types to conflict behavior. Both regime types are well- 
defined entities. They have a set of institutions capable of making, 
interpreting, and enforcing laws. Both democratic (capitalist or other- 
wise) and autocratic regimes possess the monopoly over the means of 
coercion. Even when a system of checks and balances is in place, the 
institutions that make up a state operate in close coordination with one 
another. All this is in sharp contrast to less well-defined forms of 
government, termed by Gurr (1974) as "anocracies." Anocracies may 
have a mixture of the characteristics of both democracies or autocracies, 
or they may be states that are undergoing rapid change. The definitions 
of political freedom used in many of the studies reviewed above share a 
strong bias toward contemporary Western capitalist societies.3 Another 
aspect concerns the aggregation bias. While each aspect of political 
freedom might itself be theoretically valid, the way in which they are 
aggregated may be biased to some degree. Virtually all the analyses 
reported in the studies reviewed above are based on classification of 
states into regimes on the basis of threshold values of aggregated 
variables. None of these studies attempted to assess the extent to which 
certain attributes of political systems are or are not related to conflict 
behavior. 

Therefore, our analyses will attempt to differentiate between primary 
and aggregated measures of political freedom, and define a scale, which 
goes from one well-defined politically free system, through an undefined 
political system, to another well-defined but politically nonfree system. 
In this way, we hope to tackle both the issue of political freedom and 
political stability as characteristics of political systems. 

The argument that democracies are less conflict prone than autoc- 
racies has a normative implication that can-and often has been- 
extended to the systemic level of analysis. This is also a logical extension 
of the "joint freedom" proposition. If politically free states do not fight 
one another, then the more democracies, the less international conflict. 
Extended ad infinitum, Kant's notion of eternal peace-a peaceful 

3. For example, if the notion of "representativeness" of political institutions is a 
necessary element of a politically free state, this would probably exclude all states from 
that category up to the twentieth century due to the lack of voting rights for women. In 
addition, the notion of economic freedom, or minimal government intervention in 
economic affairs, would probably exclude all states from the highly free category due to 
their welfare policies and social legislation. 
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world composed of a federation of politically free republics-gets a new 
look according to this logic.4 It is therefore important to examine 
whether the joint freedom proposition has significant system-level 
implications. Another reason for such an extension is that previous 
studies showed cross-level differences: Relationships uncovered at one 
level of analysis are not generalizable to other levels of analysis.5 Thus 
we must examine the robustness of the relationships between regime 
type and conflict involvement with respect to level of analysis. 

Given the theoretical issues discussed in this section, we can now 
specify the test hypotheses of this study. 

(a) Nation-Level Hypotheses 

(I) The more democratic a polity is on a given regime-attribute, the less likely it is 
to initiate interstate disputes at any level. 

(2) The more democratic a polity is on a given regime-attribute, the less likely it is 
to escalate disputes in which it is involved to an all-out war. 

(3) Democratic states on any regime-attribute are neither more nor less likely to 
be the targets of disputes than are autocratic (or anocratic) states. 

(4) The relationships specified in hypotheses a. I -a.3 are robust with respect to (i) 
variations in regime attributes, (ii) aggregation of regime attributes to overall 
regime type scales, and (iii) aggregation of regime type scales into simple 
regime categories. 

(b) Dyadic-Level Hypotheses 

(I) Democracies do not wage wars against each other. 
(2) Militarized interstate disputes between democratic states are less likely, 

regardless of the level of hostility, than are disputes between either democratic 
and nondemocratic states or disputes between nondemocratic states. 

(3) Disputes initiated by democratic states against other states are less likely than 
disputes initiated by other states against democratic states or against 
nondemocratic states. 

(4) Dispute dyads of which at least one member is a democratic state are less 
frequent than expected given the number of these dyads in the general 
population of states. 

(5) Propositions b. I through b.4 are robust with respect to level of hostility and 
historical period. 

(c) System-Level Hypotheses 

(I) The higher the proportion of democratic-democratic interaction opportuni- 
ties, the less the number of disputes in the system. 

4. See Vincent's (1987) criticism of Rummel along these lines. 
5. See, for example, the studies on status inconsistency and war involvement: 

Wallace (1973) and Midlarsky (1975) found a strong association at the systemic level. 
However, Ray (1974) and Gochman (1980) found that status inconsistent states are not 
more likely to be involved in war than status consistent ones. 
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(2) The higher the proportion of democratic-democratic interaction opportuni- 
ties, the smaller the proportion of interstate disputes that escalate into war. 

(3) The more homogeneous the interstate system in terms of the regime types of 
its member states, the less disputes it experiences and the smaller the 
proportion of disputes that escalate to war. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

DATA SOURCES 

This study uses two datasets, each covering nearly all independent 
political entities and nearly all militarized interstate disputes (including 
all wars) among these entities during the 1816-1976 period. The first is 
the polity persistence and change dataset (Gurr, 1974, 1978), which 
concerns the attributes of political systems during that period. The 
second is the COW's militarized interstate dispute dataset (Gochman 
and Maoz, 1984). These datasets were merged into three separate data 
files, each based on a different unit of observation. The first file is called 
the polity characteristics data. Its unit of observation is a polity, that is, a 
state characterized by a certain regime type over a period of time. The 
period of time for each observation varies from one polity to another 
and depends on the persistence of the fundamental features of its regime 
(Gurr, 1974). For example, Great Britain constitutes only one observa- 
tion because it preserved its fundamental regime characteristics through- 
out the 1816-1976 period. On the other hand, Argentina makes for 11 
observations because it has changed its regime structure 11 times. The 
duration of Great Britain in this dataset is 161 years. The duration 
periods for Argentina vary between 1 and 77 years. This dataset contains 
both attributes of the political system of each polity and attributes of its 
international conflict involvement, such as the number of militarized 
interstate disputes (MIDs) it has initiated during its persistence period, 
the number of MIDs it has joined on the initiator's side, the number of 
MIDs (broken down by the various levels of hostility) in which it 
featured as the primary target, and so forth. This dataset contains 475 
polities and it serves as the basis for the nation (or polity)-level analyses. 

The single militarized interstate dispute is the unit of observation in 
the second data file. It is organized in a manner that is identical to the 
original COW dataset (Singer, 1987), except that each dispute has a 
total of 19 data records: The first three records specify the characteristics 
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of the MID (such as start and end dates, the participants with the levels 
of hostilities they reached, the duration of the dispute, etc.); the 
remaining 16 records (one for each of up to a possible eight initiators 
and up to a possible eight targets) contain information regarding the 
regime characteristics of the state. This dataset covers all 960 MIDs in 
the COW dataset. It is used for the dyadic-level analyses. 

The third file was compiled by Maoz (forthcoming). Its unit of 
observation is a year. For each year this dataset contains information on 
the number of major and minor powers in the interstate system, the 
number of interaction opportunities between major powers, between 
major and minor powers, and between minor powers. It also includes 
numbers of disputes begun and underway broken down by types and 
levels of hostility (Gochman and Maoz, 1984), and number of dyads in 
disputes begun and underway. This dataset was expanded to include 
information about the number of democracies, anocracies, and 
autocracies in the interstate system at each year (including the major- 
minor breakdown of regime types). This dataset is used for the system- 
level analyses. 

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF THE VARIABLES 

For the sake of brevity, we restrict our discussion to variables the 
operational definitions of which are given here for the first time. 
Readers are referred to the original sources for the more elaborate 
discussion of the operational definitions of the other variables. 

Regime characteristics and regime types: Gurr (1974) identified 
regime type as a function of several attributes: method of executive 
selection, type of political competition and opposition, the character- 
istics and independence of executive policymaking and its decision- 
making latitude, the distribution of authority, type of political participa- 
tion, and the scope of governmental functions. Each of these regime 
characteristics is discussed at length elsewhere (Gurr, 1974, 1978; 
Lichbach, 1985). Here, we must discuss two issues regarding these 
scales. First, the current version of the polity data is based on scores 
assigned to each of these characteristics at two points in time: the date of 
polity onset, and its termination date. These scores might differ 
markedly. The regime type scores are based on the average scores of 
each characteristic. Lichbach (1985) worked out a scheme for converting 
these data into a time series form, but at this time data are not yet 
available for all states. We are aware of the limitations imposed by this 
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issue, and will replicate our analyses when the time series of regime 
characteristics become available.6 

Second, as we pointed out above, Gurr's notion of regime type is not 
based on a strict linear continuum. A state can have many characteristics 
of a democracy and at the same time be highly anocratic in that other 
regime characteristics are of the autocratic sort. That this is the case is 
suggested by the results of cross-tabulating the democracy score of a 
polity with its autocracy and anocracy scores: (1) Using the seven-point 
scales given in the original polity dataset, the association between a 
polity's level of democracy and its level of autocracy is Tb = -0.676 (p < 
.001), between democracy level and anocracy level, Tb = -0.015 (p = 
.346), and between autocracy level and anocracy level Tb = -0.167 (p < 
.001). (2) Using the dichotomous (Yes/No) variables of democracy, 
anocracy, and autocracy given in the polity data, we obtain an 
association between democracy and anocracy of Tb = -0.036 (p = .217), 
between democracy and autocracy Tb = -0.318 (p < .001), and between 
autocracy and anocracy Tb = -0.238 (p < .001). 

In order to generate a meaningful scale of regime type that takes into 
account both the level of political freedom in a given polity and the 
stability and clarity of these characteristics, we developed a scale based 
on six composite variables in the polity data: high democracy, 
democracy, high autocracy, autocracy, high anocracy, and anocracy. 
Each of these variables is binary, with the values 1 for yes and 0 for no.7 
Using all of the logically possible combinations of these variables, we 
developed a scale that runs from 1 (high democracy, zero autocracy, 
zero anocracy) to 24 (high autocracy, zero democracy, zero anocracy). 
The medium levels of this variable (8 through 16) reflect mixed regime 
characteristics. Given the ordinal nature of this variable and the large 
number of ranks, we reduced it into eight levels, going up from high 
democracy through anocracy, and ending with high autocracy. A 
further simplification led to a division of this scale into three categories, 
according to Gurr's original distinction. Both scales were used in the 
nation-level analyses. 

6. Gurr's (1974) definition of regime change is based on drastic changes in three of 
these characteristics. Whenever the scores of several regime characteristics undergo 
marked change, a new polity is said to have been formed, and this becomes a new 
observation in our dataset. 

7. For example, if high democracy has a score of 1, democracy also has a score of 1. 
But the opposite is not necessarily true. Obviously, some combinations are logically 
impossible. If high democracy has a score of 1, autocracy cannot have a score of 1 (and 
neither can high autocracy). 
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Militarized interstate dispute: A militarized interstate dispute is a set 
of interactions between or among states involving the threat, display, or 
use of military force in short temporal intervals. To be included, a 
certain act has to be overt, nonaccidental, government-sanctioned, and 
government-directed (Gochman and Maoz, 1984). The initiator of the 
dispute is the state that has first committed an action that included the 
threat, display, or use of force. The state toward which such an act was 
directed is designated as the target of the dispute. Other states that get 
involved in the dispute by threatening, displaying, or using force toward 
the primary initiator or primary target arejoint initiators orjoint targets 
according to whom they join.8 All dispute involvement variables are 
defined in the Appendix.9 

Interaction opportunities: The measurement of interaction opportuni- 
ties is based on a procedure developed by Maoz (forthcoming). In a 
system composed of N states, there are a total of IO, = N(N - 1)/2 
interaction opportunities (or possible dyads). Denote by D the number 
of democratic states in the system, Au the number of autocracies in the 
system, and by An the number of anocracies (N = D + Au + An). The 
number of purely democratic interaction opportunities is, of course, 
IOdd = D(D - 1)/ 2, and the proportion of democratic interaction 
opportunities is given by I0ddl I0t. The same can be done with respect to 
the purely autocratic interaction opportunities, and with respect to the 
purely anocractic interaction opportunities. The total number of 
interaction opportunities of democratic states is given by IOd = I0dd + 

D(N - D) = D(2N - D - 1)/ 2. Again, this number can be presented as a 
proportion of the total number of interaction opportunities. 

Systemic heterogeneity: This measure represents the extent to which 
the system is heterogeneous in terms of the regimes of its member states. 
A fully homogeneous system is one in which all states have the same 

8. See Maoz (1982) and Gochman and Maoz (1984) for more elaborate definitions of 
these concepts. 

9. In cases of prolonged periods of transition from one polity type to another, we 
created a special polity record indicating the transition status of the polity and using the 
regime characteristics scores as the average scores between the termination scores of the 
previous polity and the onset scores of the new polity. For example, Cuba is seen to have 
been in a stage of transition between 1959 and 1961 and thus a special case was made for 
this period in Cuban history, with the regime characteristics being the means of those of 
the end of Batista's regime and those of Castro's regime in 1962. This is a somewhat 
dubious scaling process but is necessary given that, by definition, transition periods are 
characterized by considerable ambiguity of regime type. By separating polities in a process 
of transition from those that are not undergoing such transition, we can examine whether 
there are significant differences in the results. 
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regime type. A fully heterogeneous system is one in which (given three 
regime types) exactly one third of its members are democracies, one 
third are autocracies, and one third are anocracies. The measure of 
heterogeneity of the system is simply the index of qualitative variation 
(IQV), given by: 

k - 1 

where ri is the proportion of states with regime type i and k = 3 are the 
three regime categories (Bohrnstedt and Knoke, 1982). The index of 
qualitative variation is a standardized measure of dispersion for 
categorical variables. This measure varies between zero (no dispersion 
or complete systemic homogeneity) and one (maximum dispersion, or 
complete systemic heterogeneity). 

DATA ANALYSIS METHODS 

Three sets of analyses are reported in this study, one for each unit of 
analysis. At the nation level, the unit of analysis is the polity rather than 
the state. This is so because a state can move from one regime type to 
another during its history. The nation-level analyses started out with 
simple bivariate associations between a given regime attribute (e.g., the 
executive selection method) and a given conflict involvement measure 
(e.g., number of MIDs initiated per year). Given that virtually all the 
independent variables are measured on a nominal or ordinal scale and 
the dependent variables (measures of conflict involvement) are ratio- 
level variables, the appropriate method for analysis is simple one-way 
analysis of variance. However, given that a certain regime attribute may 
receive different scores at the polity onset and at the polity termination 
date, the ANOVAs are divided into two groups: The first group consists 
of analyses that focus only on polities that have preserved the given 
regime characteristic throughout the period of polity persistence; the 
second group consists of those polities that have altered their regime 
attributes from beginning to end dates. For this group, we ran two 
separate sets of ANOVAs: one using the characteristic scores of onset, 
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and the other using the characteristic scores at the termination of the 
polity. 

The second step was to combine several regime attributes in a 
multivariate ANOVA (typically, a two-way analysis of variance) in 
order to assess multivariate and interaction effects of regime attributes 
on the dependent conflict involvement variables. Finally, we have used 
the regime type scales developed by Gurr and the modification we 
introduced as independent variables using, again, one-way ANOVA. 

We subjected nation-level associations (or nonassociations) between 
regime characteristics and conflict involvement measures to two types of 
assessment of robustness. First, the aggregation of distinct character- 
istics of a political system into an overall regime type is said to be robust 
if the associations between the components of the regime type scale and 
conflict involvement measures are similar or identical to the association 
between the aggregated regime type scale and the same conflict 
involvement measures. Otherwise, the relations between regime type 
and conflict involvement are sensitive to how a composite regime type 
scale is created. Second, the results of the nation-level analyses are said 
to be robust with respect to conflict involvement scales to the extent that 
associations between independent and dependent variables remain the 
same irrespective of the specific conflict involvement measure used in 
the analysis. 

The dyadic analyses required breakdown of each dispute into all of its 
initiator-target dyads. In a dispute with i states on the initiator's side and 
t states on the target's side, there are i X t dyads. The analysis at this level 
consists of cross-tabulations using the regime scale we have developed. 
The rows of each table represent the regime category of the state on the 
initiator's side and the columns of the table represent the regime 
category of the state on the target's side. The hypotheses of dyadic 
relations between regime type and conflict involvement are such that 
they require an a priori specification of what constitutes an error cell in 
such a table, that is, those dyads that are not expected to be involved in 
conflict.'0 In addition, dyadic-level analyses allow us to determine, via 
chi-square tests, whether the actual involvement of various regime types 
in MIDs is more or less than what would have been expected given the 

10. With the exception of hypothesis b. 1, which requires no cases of war in the 
democracy-democracy cells of the table, concentration of cases on the main diagonal does 
not imply support for the hypothesis, just as the spread of cases away from the main 
diagonal does not imply rejection of the hypotheses. More generally, the hypotheses are 
not monotonous; they do not suggest that the more similar the regime type of a dyad, the 
less conflict it would experience. 
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number of states of that type in the system. (This procedure follows the 
logic, but not the details, of the analyses performed by Gates, 1983, and 
Chan, 1984.) 

Two types of measures are used to test the dyadic-level hypotheses. 
First, the del measure of ordinal association (Hildebrand et al., 1977) 
allows assessment of the joint freedom hypothesis. This hypothesis 
implies that the only error cell in the contingency tables representing the 
regime types of conflict dyads is the democratic-democratic cell. The del 
measure allows assessment of the proportionate reduction of error 
produced by this specification of errors. 

To test the other dyadic hypotheses, which require a more flexible 
analysis of errors, we developed a chi-square measure of association 
given a directional hypothesis. This measure requires an a priori 
specification of a ratio of observed-to-expected frequencies for each cell 
in the 3 X 3 table that is consistent with our hypotheses. i " For example, 
in a cell that is posited as an error cell, the observed-to-expected ratio 
must be smaller than one. In a nonerror cell, this ratio must be greater 
than one. Given the hypothesis that democracies are expected to be less 
initiation prone than other regime types, we posited that the 
observed/ expected ratio must be smaller than one in all the cells of the 
upper row of each table (representing disputes initiated by democracies), 
and larger than one in all of the other cells. A cell that displays an 
observed/expected ratio consistent with that expectation is termed a 
consistent cell and one in which the actual ratio differs from the 
postulated one is termed an inconsistent cell. The test statistic used is 
called mb. It denotes the relationship between expected and observed 
frequencies in the distribution, given a directional hypothesis. Since x2 
does not distinguish between differences that are consistent with a 
hypothesis and those that are not (i.e., it is a two-tailed test), this 
measure reflects the extent to which the differences between observed 
and expected frequencies are consistent or inconsistent with a given 
directional hypothesis. It is measured by 

(0ej- ej)2 n (Oir -ir )2 

j=1 eC r 1 e 

mb = 2 

11. Expected frequencies are computed via the chi-square method, that is, the 
expected frequency of cell ij is equal to the product of the marginal frequency of the ith row 
and the jth column divided by the grand total of the table. 
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where c is a consistent cell and i is an inconsistent cell, and m and n 
represent, respectively, the number of consistent and inconsistent 
categories. This measure varies from - to + 1, and as it approaches + 1, 
the data is said to be increasingly in line with the directional hypothesis. 
(Negative values of mb suggest that the opposite hypothesis is supported. 
In our case this means that democracies are more dispute prone than 
other regime types.) 

The system-level hypotheses are tested via regression analyses, with 
corrections for serial correlations. Here we examine the extent to which 
the number of MIDs in the system or the number of dyads in conflict is 
affected by the proportion of the democratic and autocratic dyads in the 
system and by the diversity of the system composition in terms of the 
regime types of its member states. The selection of proportions of dyads 
rather than raw number of dyads is due to the need to control for system 
size that was shown to be highly correlated with a wide variety of dispute 
attributes (Gochman and Maoz, 1984; Maoz, forthcoming). 

RESULTS 

NATION-LEVEL ANALYSES 

Overall, there were 30 standardized measures of conflict involvement 
variables. Correlations among these measures reveal that, except for 
high correlations between composite involvement measures (e.g., total 
involvement) and their component measures (e.g., total initiation, total 
target), the correlations are not very high. This suggests that the 
dependent variables are sufficiently distinct to render assessment of 
robustness of results meaningful.'2 

We performed 9 X 2 X 30 = 540 ANOVAs on the distinct primary 
indicators of regime type. We analyzed nine independent variables 
(method of executive selection, characteristics of executive, inde- 
pendence of executive, type of political competition and opposition, 
distribution of authority, scope of government functions, type of 
decision-making latitude, directiveness of the government, and type of 
political participation), each measured twice (once at polity onset and 

12. For example, the correlation between total involvement and total initiation is 
r = .711, and the correlation between total involvement and total target is r = .795. 
However, the correlation between total initiation and total target is only r = .267. For the 
definitions of the various conflict involvement indexes, see the Appendix. 
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once at termination, with the second analysis performed only on the 
polities that exhibited a different characteristic at each point), on each of 
the 30 measures of conflict involvement. The vast majority of the 
ANOVAs exhibited statistically insignificant results, suggesting that, 
overall, there were no significant associations between various indicators 
of regime type and various conflict involvement measures. 

Some exceptions to this statement must be mentioned, however. 
Polities with competitive methods for executive selection tended to 
initiate less disputes per persistence year than polities with other 
selection methods (F = 2.57, p = .037, R2 = .022). Such polities tended 
also to be less frequent targets of MIDs (F = 3.844, p = .004, R2 = .032), 
and to be involved in fewer wars (F = 2.889, p = .022, R2 = .022) than 
polities with noncompetitive methods of executive selection. 

The same picture emerged when we employed aggregate democracy, 
anocracy, and autocracy scales as predictors of conflict involvement 
measures. In most of the cases we found little or no statistical differences 
among polities belonging to different categories of the scales in terms of 
their conflict involvement. Some of the statistically significant results 
include the following: As autocracy levels increased, polities tended to 
initiate more disputes (F = 2.657;p .0 15; R2 0.039) and to be involved 
in more disputes per year of persistence (F = 7.289; p < .00 1; R2 = 0.101). 
When using the dichotomous regime type variables, the results become 
increasingly significant. Democratic states do not initiate fewer disputes 
than nondemocracies, but the proportion of the disputes in which they 
participate that escalate to war is significantly lower than that of 
nondemocratic polities (F = 2.965; p = .086; R2 = 0.079). Autocratic 
polities tend to initiate more disputes at the limited-use-of-force level 
than do nonautocratic polities (F - 3.345; p = .068; R2 = 0.007), to be 
involved in more disputes per year than nonautocratic states (F = 2.946; 
p = .087; R2 = 0.006), and to join ongoing disputes on the initiator's side 
(F - 8.570;p = .004; R2 = 0O018). 

Most of the two-way analyses of variance also did not yield 
significant results. Some of the interesting findings emerging from the 
two-way ANOVAs include the fact that, during the nuclear (1946-1976) 
era, democracies tended to be less likely to get involved in ongoing 
disputes both on the initiator's side (F = 4.749; p = .009; R2 = 0.027) and 
on the target's side (F = 2.629; p = .0073; R2 = 0.028). In general, the 
breakdown of the entire 160-year period into six subperiods corre- 
sponding to the Maoz-Gochman (1984) classification did not affect the 
national-level results in any major way. 
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TABLE 1 

Selected Difference of Means Tests for States that 
Changed Regime Types (tests are one-tailed T-scores) 

Regime 

Change 

From To Dispute Variable Before After Ta p N 

Dern. Aut. Total Invol. as Targeth .254 .508 1.81 .05 14 
Dem. Aut. Total Disp. Invol. .415 .816 1.64 .07 14 
Dens. Aut. Total War Invol. .015 .223 1.42 .09 14 

AnLt. Deem. Total Invol. as Target .332 .061 -3.74 .00 9 
Aut. Denl. War Invol. as Target .044 .000 -1.77 .05 9 
Aut. Dem. Total Invol. .679 .404 -1.57 .08 9 

Anoc. Dem. War Invol. .061 .030 -1.54 .07 22 
Anoc. Dem. War Invol./Disp. Invol. .023 .001 -1.58 .07 22 

NOTE: Before = before regime change; After = after regime change. 
a. The probability of type I error for the T-scores is one tailed because all hypotheses 
are directional. 
b. All variables are normalized by polity persistence years. See Appendix for defi- 
nitions of the conflict variables. 

The next step was to examine what happened to those polities that 
changed their regime type. The nation-level hypotheses imply that 
change in a state's regime type from democracy to autocracy or to 
anocracy should yield an increase in the conflict involvement rate of the 
new polity, compared to the conflict involvement rate of the previous 
polity. Likewise, regime change from anocracy or autocracy to 
democracy should result in significant reduction of a polity's conflict 
involvement rates. Moreover, minor regime changes, that is, changes in 
the regime attributes that do not amount to a switch in the political 
system from democracy to another regime type (or from another regime 
type to democracy) should have no effect on the conflict involvement 
rates of the polity. 

These propositions were analyzed via simple T-tests for differences 
between the mean involvement rates of polities that have undergone 
political change (whether or not the changes amounted to actual 
transition from one type of political system to another). Not surprisingly, 
most of the results were nonsignificant, indicating that, by and large, 
within-polity regime change has little or no effect on conflict involvement 
rates. There are, however, some important exceptions to this statement. 
These are summarized by Table 1. 
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TABLE 2 
Regime Types of Dyads in Militarized Interstate Disputes 

(all dyads where both actors have valid regime type scores) 

Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democracy 73 207 192 472 

Anocracy 174 289 162 625 

Autocracy 172 179 177 528 

Col. Total 419 675 531 1625 

Del = 0.400; mb 0.125 

It is important to note that not one analysis yielded a statistically 
significant difference between the conflict involvement rate of the old 
polity and the conflict involvement rate of the new polity that went 
contrary to the hypotheses. 

The nation-level analyses reveal that, with few exceptions, politically 
free or politically and economically free polities are neither more 
conflict prone nor less conflict prone than nonfree polities. This finding 
is extremely robust. It is sustained over specific attributes of political 
systems, over aggregated measures of political and economic freedom 
(or the way we prefer to label it: regime types), and over virtually all the 
conflict attributes we examined. Even in the few cases in which we did 
find significant differences among regime types in terms of their conflict 
proneness, the proportion of variance accounted for in the dependent 
conflict measure was extremely low, never exceeding 10%. This suggests 
that regime type is generally not an important predictor of national 
conflict involvement. 

DYADIC-LEVEL ANALYSIS 

A total of 1,666 dyads were involved in the 960 disputes included in 
the COW dataset of militarized interstate disputes. We have valid 
regime type data on 1625 (or 97%) of these dyads. Table 2 presents the 
regime types of all dyads that were involved in militarized interstate 
disputes. This table contains only the simple three-fold regime classifi- 
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cation of democracies, anocracies, and autocracies. The discussion of 
the results is based both on this classification and on the more detailed 
scales of regime types.13 

Table 2 reveals that the joint-freedom proposition is significantly 
supported. This is seen from the del measure that suggests a reduction in 
error of 40% is achieved using this hypothesis. However, the association 
between the expectations deduced from the freedom hypothesis and the 
data was generally weak. This pattern is repeated in Table 3, which 
breaks down the aggregate figures provided in Table 2 into several 
strata. 

Table 3 suggests that the dyadic-level hypotheses are generally 
supported by the data. Democratic states never fight one another. They 
are also less likely to engage in lower-level conflicts with each other, but 
the likelihood of democratic-democratic dyads does not clearly diminish 
as the highest level of hostility reached in the dispute grows higher. 
Democratic states do not engage in many verbal or demonstrative 
disputes with each other, but they do engage in disputes that involve 
limited use of military force, and mild violence. However, regardless of 
the level of hostility of a dispute, the likelihood of observing a 
democratic-democratic dyad is significantly smaller than chance alone, 
as suggested by the del scores (all of which are significant at the 0.001 
level). 

The likelihood of democracies engaging in conflict with one another 
is especially low in disputes involving at least one major power on each 
side or in disputes involving strictly minor powers. In major-minor and 
minor-major disputes, the number of democratic-democratic dyads is 
not significantly different from what one could expect by chance alone. 
The marginals of the matrices in Table 3 also tell an interesting story. It 
seems that, in general, dyads with democracies on the initiator's side are 
neither more nor less frequent than those in which democracies are on 
the target's side. The same goes for other regime types. The division of 
the temporal domain into three subperiods suggests that the frequency 
of democratic-democratic dispute dyads is particularly low in the 
nuclear era, but it is not significantly more than would have been 
expected by chance alone in the nineteenth century or in the prenuclear 
period. 

13. In this and the next section we look only at the overall regime type scales, but not at 
specific regime characteristics. The number of combinations using regime characteristics 
in dyadic and systemic analyses approaches infinity. Moreover, the nation-level analyses 
revealed that aggregation of distinct regime characteristics into composite regime type 
scales has no effect on the results. 
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TABLE 3 

Regime Types of Dyads in Disputes Broken Down 
by Levels of Hostility and by Dispute Type 

1. Highest Level of Hostility 2. Dispute Type 

1.1. Threat of Force 2.1. Major-Major 

Target Row Target Row 
Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 6 30 7 43 Democ. 8 31 86 125 
Anoc. 7 7 6 20 Anoc. 44 45 41 130 
Autoc. 5 5 4 14 Autoc. 56 47 40 143 

Col. Total 18 42 17 77 Col. Total 108 123 167 408 

Del = 0.403; "lb = 0.12 Del = 0.758; "lb = -0.04 

1.2. Display of Force | 2.2. Major-Minor 

Target Row Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 15 55 45 115 Dernoc. 23 99 44 166 
Anoc. 19 58 34 111 Anoc. 14 74 33 121 
Autoc. 18 28 24 70 Autoc. 25 41 49 115 

Col. Total 52 141 103 296 Col. Total 62 214 126 402 

Del = 0.257; mb = 0.37 Del = 0.101; rnb = 0.04 

1.3. Use of Force 2.3. Minor-Major 

Target Row Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 52 95 90 237 Democ. 30 23 19 72 
Anoc. 121 164 80 365 Anoc. 54 35 35 124 
Autoc. 107 96 115 318 Autoc. 50 27 28 105 

Col. Total 280 355 285 920 Col. Total 134 85 82 301 

Del = 0.279; mb = -0.156 Del = 0.064; l'b = -0.23 

1.4. War 2.4. Minor-Minor 

Target Row Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total Initiator Dernoc. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 0 27 50 77 Democ. 12 54 43 109 
Anoc. 27 60 42 129 Anoc. 62 135 53 250 
AuLtoc. 42 50 34 126 Autoc. 41 64 50 155 

Col. Total 69 137 126 332 Col. Total 115 253 146 514 

Del = 1.00; "lb = 0. 186 Del = 0.507; mb = -0.06 
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TABLE 3 Continued 

3.1. 19th Century 3.2. 1900-1945 

Target Row Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 19 74 42 135 Democ. 34 89 44 167 
Anoc. 43 105 52 200 Anoc. 61 152 56 269 
Autoc. 16 51 32 99 Autoc. 38 57 56 151 

Col. Total 78 230 II1 434 Col. Total 133 298 156 587 

Del 0.217; rnb= 0.28 Del= 0.101; nib = -0.04 

3.3. Nuclear Era 

Target Row 

Initiator Democ. Anoc. Autoc. Total 

Democ. 20 44 106 170 
Anoc. 70 32 54 156 
Autoc. 118 71 89 278 

Col. Total 208 121 221 604 

Del = 0.637; mb = 0.17 

Looking at the mb measures associated with the 3 X 3 tables, we 
observe that, overall, the freedom hypothesis suggesting that de- 
mocracies are less conflict initiation prone than other regime types is 
weakly supported. A closer inspection of the mb measure reveals the 
weak support for this hypothesis is due primarily to two reasons. First, 
democracies, while not inclined to engage in disputes against other 
democracies, are disproportionately likely to initiate disputes against 
anocracies and autocracies. Second, autocracies are also unlikely to 
initiate disputes against other autocracies. Hence the frequencies of the 
democratic-democratic, autocratic-democratic, and anocratic-demo- 
cratic cells that are consistent with the dyadic hypotheses contribute to 
the mb score. Yet these are offset by the frequencies in the other cells of 
the table that are inconsistent with the dyadic hypotheses. 

The high level of conflict observed in the democratic-anocratic and 
democratic-autocratic cells suggests democratic regimes, which his- 
torically have viewed themselves as defenders of the status quo, tended 
to get involved in disputes against states undergoing rapid political 
changes internally. This finding is consistent with Maoz's (forthcoming) 
conclusion that states undergoing fundamental regime change often 
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find themselves targets of conflicts initiated by other states that wish to 
reestablish the status quo ante. 

However, the results presented in Tables 2 and 3 may be misleading 
because they are based only on conflict dyads. The notion of "chance" in 
the statistical tests of the dyadic hypotheses may be substantively 
erroneous, as we did not incorporate information about the general 
distribution of regime types in the system. To provide a more powerful 
test of the dyadic hypotheses, we need to know something about 
whether the distribution of conflict dyads over regime types is different 
from what might be expected given the distribution of regime types in 
the population of states. Table 4 shows this analysis. 

A brief comment on how the table is to be read is in order. First, the 
top row gives the distribution of dyads in the population of states over 
the entire 161-year period of the study. The proportion of each type of 
dyad in the population of dyads is given in the second row. To compute 
the expected number of dispute dyads of the same type, we simply 
multiply the number of dispute dyads (N = 1,625) by the proportion of a 
given dyad type in the population of states. Thus there are, for example, 
1,625 X 0.09 = 146.25 expected democratic-democratic dispute dyads. 
The fact that we observe only 73 such dyads is consistent with the 
hypothesis that democracies tend not to fight one another. A more 
general hypothesis suggesting that democracies are less conflict prone 
than other regime types implies that the number of observed dyads of 
which at least one member is a democracy should be smaller than the 
number of expected dyads and that the number of observed dyads not 
involving democracies should be larger than the number of expected 
dyads. The comparison is not only across dyad types but also between 
the proportion of nation-dyads of a given type in the population of 
states and the proportion of dispute dyads of that type. 

As the table indicates, both the joint freedom hypothesis and the 
freedom hypothesis are supported in this kind of analysis. Dispute 
dyads composed strictly of democratic states had significantly less than 
their fair share of conflict. This holds true regardless of the highest level 
of hostility reached. The PRE measure suggests that the differences 
between observed democratic-democratic dyads and expected ones 
account for significant chunks of the overall expected-observed differ- 
ences as measured by the chi-square statistic. Except in the case of 
disputes involving no violence and in nineteenth-century disputes, the 
more general freedom hypothesis appears to be supported. The mb 
scores suggest that, in the general MID population as well as the war 
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TABLE 4 
Expected and Observed Number of Dyads in Disputes 

Ty'pe of Dyad 

Stratum Dem-Dem Dem-Ano Dem-Aut Ano-Ano Ano-Aut Aut-Aut Statistics 

All 24,489 54,478 55,682 43,000 60,101 34,154 
Dyads Prop. 0.09 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.22 0.13 

Disp. Exp. 146.25 325.00 331.50 256.75 359.13 203.13 x2 = 57.85** 
Dyads Obs. 73.00 381.00 364.00 289.00 341.00 177.00 PRE = 0.63 

Obs/Exp (+)0.50 (-)1.17 (-)1.10 (+)1.13 (-)0.95 (-)0.87 mb = 0.41 

War Exp. 29.88 66.40 67.73 52.46 73.37 41.50 x2 = 43.38** 
Dyads Obs. 0.00 54.00 92.00 60.00 92.00 34.00 PRE = 0.69 

Obs/Exp (+)0.00 (+)0.81 (-)1.29 (+)1.28 (+)1.20 (-)0.67 mb= 0.58 

Use Exp. 82.80 184.00 187.68 145.36 203.32 115.00 x2= 23.46** 
of Force Obs. 52.00 216.00 197.00 164.00 176.00 115.00 PRE = 0.49 
Dyads Obs/Exp (+)0.63 (-)1.17 (-)1.05 (+)1.13 (-)0.87 (+)1.00 mb = 0.18 

Non- Exp. 33.57 74.60 76.09 58.93 82.43 46.63 x2 31.63** 
Violence Obs. 21.00 111.00 75.00 65.00 73.00 28.00 PRE= 0.38 
Disps Obs/Exp (+)0.63 (-)1.49 (+)0.99 (+) 1.10 (-)0.89 (-)0.60 mnb -0.66 

19th Exp. 7.16 72.91 31.25 147.56 130.20 37.76 x2 87.97** 
Century Qbs. 19.00 117.00 58.00 105.00 103.00 32.00 PRE =-0.22 
Dyads Obs/Exp (-)2.65 (-)1.61 (-)1.86 (-)0.71 (-)0.79 (-)0.85 mb -1.00 

20th Exp. 123.86 245.35 275.12 142.92 241.77 158.40 x2 - 57.28** 
Century Obs. 54.00 264.00 306.00 184.00 238.00 145.00 PRE = 0.68 
Dyads Obs/Exp (+30.44 (-)1.07 (-)1.112 (+)1.29 (-)0.98 (-)0.92 mb = 0.79 

1900- Exp. 52.83 158.49 78.07 140.88 111.53 33.46 x2 22.58** 
1945 Obs. 34.00 150.00 82.00 152.00 113.00 56.00 PRE = 0.30 
Dyads Obs/Exp (+)0.64 (+)0.92 (-)1.05 (+)1.06 (+)0.97 (+)1.65 mb = 0.98 

Nuclear Exp. 67.04 106.91 164.29 40.47 124.42 99.66 x2 - 58.10** 
Era Obs. 20.00 114.00 224.00 32.00 125.00 89.00 PRE = 0.57 
Dyads Obs/Exp (+)0.30 (-)1.07 (-)1.36 (-)0.79 (+)1.00 (-)0.89 mb = 0.14 

NOTES: 
(1) The PRE measure denotes the extent to which the differences between observed 
democratic-democratic dyads account for the chi-square score. It is measured as 
follows: 

(odd edd) / edd 
PRE= - 2 

X 

where o = observed frequency and e = expected frequency, and the dd subscript de- 
notes dem-dem dyads. 
(2) Note that, in contrast to Table 3, we did not distinguish between initiator and tar- 
get in this table. The reason for this is that there is no meaningful a priori breakdown 
of initiator-target dyads in cases where expected frequencies are drawn from a popu- 
lation of states. When expected frequencies are drawn from a population of conflict 
dyads, such a distinction is meaningful. 
a. Nonviolence disputes include threat and display of force disputes. 
b. (+) = The proportion of observed to expected frequency is consistent with the 
freedom hypothesis. (-) = the proportion of observed to expected frequency is in- 
consistent with the freedom hypothesis. 
**p <.001. 
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subset, dyads involving at least one democratic state are underrepre- 
sented-considering the number of such dyads in the international 
system-whereas dyads with only anocratic or autocratic states are 
generally overrepresented. In disputes involving limited use of force, 
democratic dyads appear only slightly less frequently than expected, 
and in the case of low-violence disputes, they appear more frequently 
than expected. 

When the temporal domain is broken down into three subperiods, the 
results display considerable inconsistencies across time. In the nineteenth 
century, democratic states were considerably more conflict prone than 
expected, given their number. (For much of the period, Great Britain 
and the United States were the only democratic regimes around.) In the 
twentieth century, the increase in the number of democratic regimes 
reduced their conflict proneness because of the increase in the number of 
democratic-democratic dyads. Consequently the support for both the 
joint freedom and the freedom hypotheses rises from the nineteenth 
century to the twentieth century. The results of the dyadic-level analysis 
seem to echo Rummel's (1985) conclusion: The joint-freedom propo- 
sition is robustly supported, but the support for the freedom hypothesis 
is less clear. 

SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSES 

Before going into the appropriate tests of the system-level hypotheses, 
a word on the results of an inappropriate test are in order. Simple 
bivariate correlations between the proportion of democratic-democratic 
dyads and the main indexes of system-level conflict reveal that as the 
proportion of democratic-democratic interaction opportunities in- 
creased, so did the level of conflict in the system.14 On the other hand, 
the correlations between the proportion of autocratic-autocratic inter- 
action opportunities and the same dispute measures were slightly 
negative, but-without exception-statistically insignificant. The 
systemic heterogeneity variable exhibited positive correlations with the 

14. The correlations between the proportion of dem-dem interaction opportunities 
and conflict indexes for the entire 1816-1976 period are as follows: with the number of 
disputes begun r = .54, with the number of disputes underway r = .55, with the number of 
dyads in disputes begun r = .38, with the proportion of dyads in disputes underway r = .34, 
with the number of wars begun r = .07 (not significant), and with the proportion of disputes 
that escalated to war r = -.13. 



Maoz, Abdolali / REGIME TYPES AND CONFLICT 27 

various dispute measures.'5 Obviously, due to significant autocor- 
relations in virtually all of the dependent variables, these correlations 
are misleading. Hence, Table 5 presents the results of time series 
regressions in which various indexes of systemic instability are related to 
the proportion of democratic dyads in the system, to the proportion of 
autocratic dyads, and to the level of systemic heterogeneity. 

The results of the systemic analyses suggest that, for the entire 1816- 
1976 period, the proportion of democratic-democratic dyads in the 
system had a positive effect on the number of disputes begun per year, 
on the number of disputes underway per year, and on the number of 
dyads in disputes begun per year. This runs contrary to the hypotheses 
derived from the freedom theory with respect to the relations between 
the level of democracy in the system and the degree of international 
stability. On the other hand, the proportion of democratic-democratic 
interaction opportunities had a negative effect on the number of wars, 
though the proportion of variance accounted for was very small. The 
proportion of autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities also had 
significant positive effects on the number of disputes begun and 
underway, but it negatively affected the proportion of dyads in disputes 
underway and the number of wars begun.'6 Finally, the degree of 
regime-type heterogeneity in the composition of the international 
system had a significant positive effect on the proportion of disputes 
underway and on the number of wars. 

However, when the entire period is broken down to two subperiods, 
the effects of the independent variables on the dependent ones exhibit 
marked cross-time variations. In the nineteenth century, the proportions 
of both democratic-democratic and autocratic-autocratic interaction 
opportunities negatively affected most of the dispute and war variables. 
The degree of heterogeneity of the international system was unrelated to 
systemic stability. 

15. These correlations between SH and the dispute measures are: with the number of 
disputes begun r = .40, with the number of disputes underway r = .43, with the number of 
dyads in disputes begun r = .33, with the proportion of dyads in disputes underway r = .30, 
with the number of wars begun r .13, and with the proportion of disputes that escalated 
to war r = -.07 (not significant). 

16. It must be noted that the number of disputes begun is highly correlated with the 
number of disputes underway r = .93, and with the number of dyads begun r = .82. The 
number of disputes begun is moderately correlated with the proportion of dyads in 
disputes underway r = .65 and with the number of wars r = .43, but it is insignificantly 
correlated with the proportion of disputes that escalated to war r = .06. 
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TABLE 5 

Regression Analysis of System-Level Conflict Indexes 
on Regime Distributions in the System 

D(')ependenlt Parameter lstimzates D- It' 

Variable Period (Conslant PRDFI-1J PR iK.I 1I 511 R 2 Stat. A\ 

Disputes 1817-1976 5.33 63.76" 11,53"' - 4.15 .60" 1.98 160 
Begun 1817-1899 6.62 44.45' -11 10"' -1.95 .25" 2.00 83 

1900-1976 57.08' 39.44" 86,14;' -64.16' .61; 1.99 77 

1900-1945 16.14 ----6.08 10.13 10.61 .30 2.00 46 

1946-1976 236.6 3 58.01 120.13' 233.43' .68;' 1.98 31 

Disptites 1817-1976 ---3.68 78.26' 10.17"' 8.85 .7 1 1.98 160 

Underway 1817-1899 5.75 - 78. 59; -17.72;' 2,20 ( 39't 1.99 83 

1900-1976 69.54'' 18.21 1 16.28' --72.88' .69"i 2.01 77 

1900-1945 34.17 -2 1.15 5 1.58 -2599 .5 3d 1.96 46 

1946-1976 84.60 -81.91 102.51' -76,65 ,70 1.95 31 

Dyads in 1817-1976 -20.56 59,66;' --1.41 31,60 ,32' 2..00 160 

Disputes 1817-1899 7.34 .172.19 -29.24' 459 13'r 1.99 83 
Beiun 1900-1976 47.66 -1 3.89 108.09' --43.41 .25 2.00 77 

1900-1945 85.44 9.78 156.98 -91,05 ,14 2.00 46 

1946-1976 -464.21 -10.93 152.33' 481 32 .10 1.99 31 

Prop. Dyads 1817-1976 -23.10' 4.90 1 3.42;1 3340' 59" 1.99 160 

Underway 1817-1899 -3.56 -81.25' -15.76" 4.59 .21' 1.99 83 

1900-1976 5.89 60.97" V4 19" 6,74 .55' 1.99 77 

1900-1945 56,78 
b 

14.42 115.48' --5899 .55 1.87 46 

1946-1976 90.27 102.58 16.59 --69,38 .43"' 1,97 31 

No. of Wars 1817-1976 4.51 1 --4.241' -2.47" 6.24' 17 1.99 160 

Begin 1817-1899 1.18 -- 23.26" -2.19;' ---.27 .06 1.99 83 

1900-1976 ---4.11 -1327' -.68 6,75' .19 1.99 77 

1900-1945 1.27 --6.44 10.41 --.'9 18 2.00 46 

1946-1976 .52 --17.58 .75 2.09 .00 1.94 31 

Prop. War 1817-1976 -.20 -.77 ---.19 .39 .00 2.00 160 
BegILl 18 17-1899 .4 3 - 3.87 --.20 -.30 .00 1.99 83 

1900-1976 --.34 -1.40" -.25 .62 i 1.98 77 

1900-1945 .56 .-38 1.42 - .55 .12 1.95 46 

1946-1.976 2.35 --1.98 I.45 2.7 .01 1.93 1 
, . . . . . . . . .. . . . . ~~~~~~. 

4 

. 2.0. 
. 

0 1.9 

NOTES: (1) N = 160 for the entire 1816-1976 period and n1 = 83 for the 1816-1899 
period due to the use of the first year in the MA(1 ) moving average. (2) The Durbin- 
Watson statistic leads to rejection of the null hypothesis of no serial correlation when 
D-W < 1.78 for N > 40 and when D-W < 1.83 for N = 31. (3) Prop. Dyads Under- 
way = proportion of dyads in disputes underway; Prop. War Begun = proportion of 
all MIDs begun that escalated to war. (4) Regression is corrected for autocorrelation 
using an ARMA modification of the Cochrane-Orcutt autoregressive model which 
employs moving averages rather than first-order autoregressive estimates. Otherwise, 
it follows the same iterative procedure to correct for serial correlation. The D-W 
statistics are of the corrected equations. 
a. .01 <p < .05. 
b.0.05 <p .10. 
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In the twentieth century, democratic-democratic interaction oppor- 
tunities positively affected the number of disputes begun, but had a 
negative effect on the number of dyads in disputes begun and underway 
and on the number of wars begun. Autocratic-autocratic interaction 
opportunities positively affected most of the dependent dispute vari- 
ables. The measure of systemic heterogeneity had a significant negative 
effect on the number of disputes begun and underway, and a weak-but 
significant-positive effect on the number of wars and on the proportion 
of disputes that escalated to war. The proportion of democratic- 
democratic interaction opportunities still exhibits a negative effect on 
the proportion of dyads in disputes underway, on the number of wars, 
and on the proportion of disputes that escalated to war. 

Breaking the twentieth century into two subperiods (pre- and 
postnuclear) suggests that, with the exception of the positive effect of the 
proportion of autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities on the 
proportion of dyads in disputes underway, none of the independent 
variables exhibits a statistically significant effect on the indicators of 
systemic stability for the 1900-1945 period. In the nuclear era, however, 
the proportion of autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities posi- 
tively affects the number of disputes begun and underway and the 
number of dyads in disputes begun. The proportion of democratic- 
democratic dyads has a negative effect on the proportion of dyads in 
disputes underway. 

The first point to be made about the relations between regime types 
and international conflict at the systemic level is that all of the variables 
we hypothesized to affect systemic stability did prove to be significant. 
This is not to say that our hypotheses were supported in the manner 
presented above. On the contrary, the fact that the proportion of 
democracies in the system positively affects the number of disputes 
begun and underway goes against the idea of making the world safe for 
democracy. But the same can be said with respect to the notion of 
making the world safe for autocracy, because the proportion of 
autocracies also has a positive effect on the number of disputes begun. 

However, what is true for aggregate conflict measures that include 
both wars and short of war disputes is not necessarily true for wars 
alone: Here the proportions of both democratic-democratic and 
autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities have a significant nega- 
tive effect on the number of wars begun. Thus, while more democracies 
and more autocracies made for more disputes and more dispute 
involvements (number of dyads involved in disputes), they tended to 
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make for less war, and they tended to reduce the probability that a 
low-level militarized dispute would escalate to an all-out war. 

Offering a meaningful substantive interpretation for these results is 
not easy, for they seem to defy both conventional wisdom and other 
kinds of intuitions. One speculation we might offer is that both types of 
well-defined political systems have been quick to react to political 
instability in other states but were generally reluctant to convert those 
foreign interventions to full-blown hostilities. The bases of political 
legitimacy in both types of political systems-be they popular or 
restricted to certain classes or sectors within the society-require elites 
to restrain themselves once disputes reach a potentially explosive point. 
In political systems the characteristics of which are not well defined, 
using foreign conflict as a device for rallying around an unstable 
government seems to be a tactic that is frequently resorted to. Hence 
when the number of units with well-defined regime characteristics 
increases, the probability of disputes escalating to war declines. The 
cross-time variations in the signs and magnitudes of associations is not 
surprising given the well-known intercentury differences in studies of 
international conflict. We merely added another example to this 
puzzle. 17 

DISCUSSION 

How do the research hypotheses stand in light of the empirical 
analyses? The following general conclusions can be stated. 

(1) There is no relationship between regime type and conflict involvement at the 
national (or polity) level of analysis. This finding is extremely robust; it holds 
regardless of the indexes of regime types used, the aggregation of specific indexes 
to overall regime categories, the indexes of conflict involvement, and the 
breakdown of the temporal domain into subperiods. 

(2) The dyadic analyses generally provide clear support to the joint freedom 
proposition. This proposition receives relative clear support both when the 
analyses were performed on the population of dispute dyads alone and when we 
analyzed the dispute dyad population relative to the entire population of states in 
the system. The support for this proposition is robust; it holds across various 

17. What this example suggests, however, is that we can rule out the notion that the 
changes in the composition of the international system in terms of regime types (i.e., the 
idea that the twentieth century is an era of an increased prevalence of democratic regimes 
and that this has altered the relations between alliances and war or between capability 
concentration and war) accounts for the famous intercentury difference. The relationship 
between regime types and conflict attributes is itself subject to this problem. 
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substantive and historical breakdowns of the population of disputes. On the other 
hand, the freedom proposition receives only weak support in the dyadic analysis. 
It is weakly supported when the dispute population is examined alone. Its support 
is somewhat stronger when the regime types of dispute dyads are related to the 
regime distribution in the entire population of states. 

(3) The system-level extension of the original hypotheses linking regime types to 
conflict involvement of states revealed some interesting relationships. 

(i) For the entire period: (1) The proportion of democratic-democratic 
interaction opportunities had a positive effect on the number of disputes 
begun and underway and on the number of dyads in disputes begun. 
However, it had a significant negative effect on the number of wars and on 
the proportion of disputes that escalated to war. (2) The proportion of 
autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities had also a significant positive 
effect on the number of disputes begun and underway, and on the proportion 
of dyads in disputes underway. It also had a significant negative effect on the 
number of wars begun. (3) The degree of heterogeneity in the system in terms 
of the distribution of regime types had a significant positive effect on the 
number of wars in the system. 

(ii) These relationships exhibit considerable cross-time variations. The effects of 
democratic-democratic and autocratic-autocratic interaction opportunities 
on the number of disputes begun and underway is negative in the nineteenth 
century and positive in the twentieth century. The effects of systemic hetero- 
geneity on international conflict are statistically insignificant for the nineteenth 
century but significant and mixed in the twentieth century. (SH had a 
significant negative effect on the number of disputes begun and underway 
and a significantpositive effect on the number of wars and on the proportion 
of disputes that escalated to war in the twentieth century.) 

(iii) The only aspect of the relationship that is invariant with respect to time is the 
negative effect of the proportion of democratic-democratic interaction 
opportunities on the number of wars and on the proportion of disputes that 
escalate to war. 

These results suggest that the answer to the question of whether 
democracies are more or less conflict prone than nondemocratic regimes 
depends on which level of analysis one examines, what period is covered 
in the investigation and-to a lesser extent-on how regime types and 
conflict involvement are measured. The results of our investigation are 
generally mixed. We think they provide ammunition to both schools of 
thought dealing with the relationship between democracy and conflict 
involvement, but this ammunition is not sufficient to win the scientific 
war on this issue. 

Substantively, our findings indicate some clues regarding the reasons 
underlying the mixed results in all the studies on this topic. Democracies 
are generally not less dispute prone than other regime types because they 
disproportionately initiate against, and are targets of disputes initiated 
by, other regime types. This aspect of dispute proneness of democracies 
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offsets the very low likelihood of conflict among democratic states. 
Democracies are quick to enter low-level conflicts, especially against 
anocratic states undergoing rapid regime change, but generally shy 
away from war. Because democracies view themselves as guardians of 
the existing international order, they are willing to enter nonviolent 
confrontations, but refrain from escalating disputes to levels at which 
there is a clear danger of war. What is surprising is that autocratic 
regimes exhibit very similar patterns: They are disproportionately 
unlikely to engage in disputes with other autocracies, but are dispropor- 
tionately likely to engage in disputes against both democracies and 
anocracies. Autocracies, too, are not as eager as anocracies to escalate 
disputes to the war level. 

Given these observations, it might be well advised to think of regimes 
in terms of a distinction between well-defined political systems and 
those systems the features of which are weakly and ambiguously defined 
or those systems undergoing transition processes. Gurr (1974) pointed 
out that anocracies have a relatively short life span. However, he did not 
identify the most typical causes of change of these regimes. It is possible 
that the disproportionately high level of involvement in violent confron- 
tations serves to further weaken anocratic regimes and embroil them in 
more trouble from within and without their political systems. 

The cross-time variations in directions and strengths of associations 
between regime characteristics and dispute measures may well be due to 
changes in the nature of the political systems themselves. The twentieth 
century marked a major shift to true and full representation in 
democratic systems (voting rights for women, minorities, and unedu- 
cated people). It also marked a major change in the nature of 
authoritarianism. Authoritarian systems shifted from the monarchical 
and hereditary variety to the ideological and technocratic one. These 
changes may have altered the dispositions of these regimes to escalate 
international conflicts to highly violent levels. Whether or not this 
accounts for the intercentury differences in our findings is an issue to be 
explored in future investigations. 

APPENDIX 
Conflict Involvement Variables: 

Operational Definitions 

The appendix lists the nation-level conflict involvement measures employed. 
For more elaborate definitions of the system-level measures, see Maoz 



Maoz, Abdolali / REGIME TYPES AND CONFLICT 33 

(forthcoming); for the definitions of the basic concepts in the dispute data, see 
Gochman and Maoz (1984); for the measures of regime characteristics and 
regime type, see Gurr (1974, 1978). 

NATIONAL CONFLICT INVOLVEMENT MEASURES 

Total initiation: Number of MIDs in which polity was the first initiator 
divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Join initiator: Number of cases in which polity joined the side of the initiator 
in an ongoing dispute divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Total target: Number of disputes of which polity was the primary target 
divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Join target: Number of cases in which polity joined the target in an ongoing 
dispute divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Threats initiated: Number of disputes a polity has initiated at the threat level 
divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Displays initiated: Number of disputes a polity has initiated at the display of 
force level divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Limited use offorce initiated: Number of disputes a polity has initiated at the 
use-of-force level divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Wars initiated: Number of wars a polity has initiated divided by the number 
of polity persistence years. (Note: Similar indexes are computed for targets and 
for joiners in ongoing disputes.) 

War involvement: Total numbers of war involvements of a polity divided by 
the number of polity persistence years. 

Proportion of war involvements: Total number of war involvements of a 
polity as a proportion of total number of dispute involvements divided by the 
number of polity persistence years. 

Proportion of war initiations: Total number of war initiations of a polity as a 
proportion of total number of dispute initiations divided by the number of polity 
persistence years. 

Proportion of war targets: Total number of war involvements as a target of a 
polity as a proportion of total number of dispute involvements as a target 
divided by the number of polity persistence years. 

Total dispute involvement: Total number of dispute involvements of a polity 
(either as initiator, target, orjoiner) divided by the number of polity persistence 
years. 

SYSTEM-LEVEL INDEXES OF INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT 

Disputes begun: Number of MIDs begun per year. 
Disputes underway: Number of MIDs begun at a given year plus the number 

of MIDs carried over from previous years. 
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Dyads in disputes begun: Number of dyads in conflicts begun at a given year. 
(This is a sum, over all MIDs begun at a given year, of the number of actors on 
the initiator's side times the number of actors on the target side.) 

Proportion of dyads in disputes underway: Number of dyads in conflicts 
underway in a given year divided by the number of total dyads in the system for 
that year. 

Number of wars: Number of wars begun in the system at a given year. 
Proportion of wars begun: Number of wars begun in the system at a given 

year divided by the number of disputes begun in the system at that year. 
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