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Proponents of the democratic peace have been criticized for failing to discuss colonial wars. Democratic 
countries have repeatedly fought such wars, which critics hold to be incompatible with democratic peace 
theory. Three reasons are suggested to explain why colonial wars do not invalidate the democratic peace 
argument. First, although democracies rarely, if ever, fight one another, they participate in war as much as 
nondemocracies. Thus, mixed political dyads have the greatest propensity for war. If nonstate adversaries 
are commonly perceived to be nondemocratic, democracies should fight colonial wars more frequently. Sec- 
ond, the nature of colonial conflict has changed over time. The relationship between democracy and colonial 
war is examined in colonial, imperialist, and postcolonial periods. Finally, a correct assessment of the demo- 
cratic peace argument needs to rely on a multivariate model. With a suitable set of control variables, the posi- 
tive relationship between war and democracy disappears. We also observe that in the post-World War II 
period, democracies fight colonial wars less frequently than non-democracies. We surmise that this might be 
related to changes in the perception of non-European peoples. 

Keywords: democratic peace; colonial war; imperialist colonization; extrasystemic war; postcolonial 
period 

THE DEMOCRATIC PEACE 

Democracies rarely, if ever, fight one another (Gleditsch and Hegre 1997; Russett 
1993). They almost never experience civil war or serious internal violence (Hegre et al. 
2001), and they generally do not engage in genocide or other extreme human rights 
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violations (Rummel 1995). Indeed, democracy has been characterized as a general 
method of nonviolent conflict resolution (Rummel 1997). However, most studies have 
found that democracies participate in interstate war as frequently as nondemocracies, 
and politically mixed dyads are usually found to be the most hazardous. Democracies 
rarely start new, armed conflicts, and increasingly it is being argued that democracies 
are more peaceful overall than autocracies (Russett and Starr 2000, 94ff.). 

A number of challenges have been issued to the idea of a democratic peace. Realists 
have argued that the democratic peace proposition holds only for the cold war era (e.g., 
Gowa 1999), an argument that loses force as the post-cold war period keeps accumu- 
lating more peaceful democratic-dyad years. It has also been argued that the process of 
democratization is dangerous (Mansfield and Snyder 1995), but the best evidence indi- 
cates that the danger of violence-whether external or internal-lies in political 
change more generally. The perils of transition are eventually outweighed by the 
peaceful impact of a higher level of stable democracy (Ward and Gleditsch 1998; 
Hegre et al. 2001). Recent surveys (Russett and Oneal 2001; Russett and Starr 2000) 
portray the democratic peace argument as having been strengthened by the many chal- 
lenges and responses. 

THE CHALLENGE OF COLONIAL WAR 

One important challenge to democratic peace theory that has not been extensively 
studied concerns the role of democracies in colonial wars. A few studies have exam- 
ined the democratic peace in premoder societies (Ember, Ember, and Russett 1992; 
Robinson 2001; Russett and Antholis 1992; Weart 1998), but even in these studies, lit- 
tle attention is paid to colonial relationships. 

Reiter and Stam (2002, 151) observe that colonial or imperial wars fought by 
democracies provide "particularly compelling evidence against the normative expla- 
nation" for the democratic peace. Democratic norms of peaceful conflict resolution 
should apply most strongly toward obviously weaker states and societies. 

The essential parts of the norms explanation argue that democracies engage in wars out of 
fear of exploitation by nondemocratic states. However, the initiation of wars of empire 
against weaker states to expand democracy's interests and influence at the expanse of 
weaker societies is inexplicable from the liberal norms perspective. (Reiter and Stam 
2002, 151) 

Reiter and Stam (2002) argue that democratically elected political elites have found it 
quite easy to obtain consent from the general public for imperialist wars. In such wars 
against relatively weak and technologically unsophisticated opponents, the elite and 
the general public expect an easy victory, and the target is portrayed as racially or eth- 
nically different. 

Barkawi and Laffey (2001, 2) argue that "the claims for the pacific nature of liberal 
democracy are eurocentric." Mann (2001, 71) claims that democratic colonial regimes 
suppressed the democratic ambitions arising in the colonies, attributing this to a view 
that "those excluded are not actually seen as eligible to be considered free individuals." 
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Ethnocide was practiced on the pre-Columbian population in the United States and on 
the aborigines in Australia, who were seen as "incapable of acquiring civilization," 
"half-breeds," and "renegades." "Liberalism was based on the simple exclusion of 
most collective groups living in the country from the status of the free individual" 
(p. 73). Mann also argues that the Europeans committed mass murder "against native 
peoples who were usually democratically organized" (p. 72). Four U.S. presidents- 
"revered as democrats-were also great ethnic cleansers" (Mann 2001, 74). George 
Washington likened native Americans to wolves, "both being beasts of prey, tho' they 
differ in shape." Jefferson and Jackson also advocated extermination of native 
Americans, and even Theodore Roosevelt thought their extermination "was as ulti- 
mately beneficial as it was inevitable" (p. 75). 

Henderson (2002, 82-83), who regards the democratic peace as an illusion, finds 
that the founding fathers of the democratic peace, such as Immanuel Kant and 
Woodrow Wilson, held racist views and advocated a "Herrenvolk democracy." He 
notes that the battle deaths of the extrasystemic actors are not included in the Corre- 
lates of War (COW) data and attributes this to ideological bias in the recording of his- 
tory and compilation of government records. 

In a singularly vitriolic attack on democratic peace theory, Haas (1995) argues that 
it is precisely democracies that have made colonial conquests and fought wars to 
prevent the liberation of the colonies. Excluding colonial war from the study of the 
democratic peace excludes some of the bloodiest wars fought by democracies (Haas 
1995, 7). 

Preferring to deal only with "coherent," "mature," and "stable" democracies, when these 
varying regimes prevent coherence, maturity, and stability abroad, is clearly 
ethnocentric, an attempt to ask darker-skinned peoples to go to the back of the bus while 
serious research is in progress. (Haas 1995, 14) 

A related criticism raised by Forsythe (1992), among others, is that democracies 
have frequently intervened covertly against elected governments (such as Iran in 1953 
or Guatemala in 1954). Some of these governments cannot be classified as mature 
democracies, and the battle deaths have generally been too few to classify these con- 
flicts as wars. Forsythe nevertheless notes that one possible interpretation (argued 
strongly by Hunt 1987) is that such interventions into the affairs of other countries are 
motivated by "an informal ideology of US superiority, racism, and anti-revolution" 
(p. 393). James and Mitchell (1995, 92), citing covert action by democracies against 
countries such as Iran, Guatemala, and Chile, argue that relatively weak democracies 
that seek changes in structural dependency are likely to be vulnerable to outside efforts 
toward destabilization. Hermann and Kegley (1998) have also speculated about such 
motives for interventions undertaken by democracies, and Galtung (1996) has charac- 
terized democracies as arrogant, missionary, and belligerent. Covert action against 
other democracies is another reason why Reiter and Stam (2002, 150, 159-62) see the 
normative explanation for the foreign policy behavior of democracies as a 
"caricature." 

Even writers sympathetic to the democratic peace have noted the tendency of lib- 
eral democracies to participate in colonial wars. Doyle (1983b, 322), who views liber- 
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alism as a "striking success" in creating a zone of peace among liberal states, argues 
that "liberalism has been equally striking as a failure in guiding foreign policy outside 
the liberal world." This failure is not incidental; the very same characteristics "that pro- 
mote peace among liberal societies can exacerbate conflicts between liberal and 
nonliberal societies" (pp. 324-25). Thus, liberal ideological crusades came to justify 
liberal imperialism. Gleditsch and Hegre (1997, 297) note the tendency for democra- 
cies to engage in colonial conquest, military intervention, and proxy war. Weart (1998, 
239) concedes the existence of democratic imperialism. Russett (1993, 34) observes 
that many democracies have fought wars to acquire or hold colonies or to retain control 
of states formally independent but within the range of their spheres of influence. Yet, 
he views this as more of an anomaly.' 

There is very little systematic empirical analysis of colonial war. Doyle (1983a, 
1983b) undertook one of the first systematic studies of the dyadic democratic peace, 
but regarding liberal relations to nonliberal states, he merely noted (in a footnote com- 
menting on Rummel 1983) that the extensive history of liberal imperialism had led 
him to differ with Rummel on the monadic democratic peace, that is, the question of 
whether democracies are more peaceful generally. Chan (1984, 642ff.), in a more 
extended rebuttal to Rummel, analyzed the monadic democratic peace proposition 
using COW data, variously including and excluding "extrasystemic wars" (i.e., colo- 
nial and imperial wars).2 He found the monadic proposition "much more likely to be 
contradicted" if the extrasystemic wars were taken into account. The only systematic 
multivariate study was carried out by Henderson (2002). For the period between 1946 
and 1992, he found democratic countries to be more involved in interstate war but less 
in extrasystemic war. He also found that Western countries were more belligerent and, 
among these, the democracies in particular. 

In this article, we take up these challenges to the democratic peace, particularly to 
the normative explanation for it. Given a lack of data for the dependent territories, we 
are unable to evaluate the dyadic version of the democratic peace argument in relation 
to extrasystemic war. Henderson (2002, 80) notes that some African scholars have 
documented that several African societies had indigenous representative institutions 
and therefore, presumably, should have been protected by the democratic peace from 
colonial warfare. However, the existence of such institutions is a far cry from docu- 
menting democratic procedures as in the Polity or Freedom House indicators. In our 
own study, we prefer to stick to the monadic level, but we carefully distinguish 
between the implications of dyadic and monadic analyses. In a sense, this is a more 
stringent test of the democratic peace because most scholars have found little differ- 
ence in the interstate war participation of democracies. Using COW data over the 
period from 1816 to 1992, we find that, indeed, most of the extrasystemic wars have 

1. Some of this criticism appears to be directed less at democracies in general and more at the policies 
and attitudes of major European powers and the United States-in particular, U.S. behavior during the cold 
war. This distinction would not matter if all these major powers were democratic and were the only democra- 
cies in the world. However, this is not the case. 

2. An extrasystemic war is any war that includes an independent state and a peripheral political entity. 
From here on, we use the Correlates of War (COW) terminology. Extrasystemic wars do not cover covert 
military operations, and so-called "proxy wars" are attributed to the main belligerents instead of alleged sup- 
porters or instigators of the violence. 
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been fought by democracies. Bivariate analysis shows a positive relationship between 
democracy and participation in extrasystemic war. This finding is significant for the 
period as a whole as well as for two subperiods. The implications of these findings for 
the democratic peace argument are, however, not straightforward. It may simply be 
that nonstate actors were generally perceived as nondemocratic. Moreover, the posi- 
tive relationship is not robust. With a reasonable set of control variables, we show 
democracy to generally have a negative relationship with extrasystemic war participa- 
tion. Democracy not only has a statistically significant effect but also reduces war par- 
ticipation substantially for most cases. 

DEMOCRATIC PEACE AND EXTRASYSTEMIC ACTORS 

If we could measure the degree of democracy of an extrasystemic actor, we would 
expect extrasystemic war to be negatively correlated with democracy in the dyad. In 
other words, democracies are not supposed to wage war on democratic nonstate or 
extrasystemic actors. At the same time, nondemocratic extrasystemic actors should 

fight democratic system members more frequently than nondemocratic system mem- 
bers. The problem is that we have no way to assess the regime type of nonsystem mem- 
bers. The two major databases on regime type, Polity III (Jaggers and Gurr 1995) and 

Polyarchy (Vanhanen 2000), contain data almost exclusively for fully independent 
states. Although our test of the relationship between democracy and extrasystemic war 
remains at the monadic level, we need not make any assumptions about a monadic 
democratic peace in general. However, in this case, we have to make an assumption 
about the regime type of the extrasystemic actors. 

Let us make the naive and simple (but not altogether implausible) assumption that 
all nonsystem members are nondemocracies or are perceived as such. Then, if the 
mainstream position in the study of the democratic peace government were correct, we 
would expect nonsystem members to find themselves more frequently at war with 
democratic system members than with nondemocratic system members. This follows 

simply from the observation that mixed dyads are more prone to war. In other words, 
under the assumption that extrasystemic actors are nondemocratic, democracy in the 

system member should be positively correlated with extrasystemic war. The same 
argument applies as long as nondemocracies are in the majority among the actors out- 
side the interstate system. Looking at it from the point of view of system members, we 
shall call this "the ungenerous assumption" about their opponents. Russett (1993, 34) 
seems to share this assumption or at least assume that democratic colonial powers 
shared it. He asserts that, in extrasystemic wars, democracies fought against people on 
the assumption that they did not have institutions of self-government. Many indige- 
nous peoples were not considered capable of having land rights because they were 
hunter-gatherers, uncivilized, and too few in number (Reynolds 1996). They were 
available not only for expanding empires but also for the benefits of modern material 
civilization and Western principles of democracy. Against this background, colonial 
war is no longer an anomaly but is almost to be expected. 



Ravlo et al. / COLONIAL WAR AND DEMOCRATIC PEACE 525 

TABLE 1 

Democratic Peace and Extrasystemic War 

Extrasystemic Actors Assumption Frequency of Extrasystemic War 

Mostly democratic Generous Less for democratic system members 
Proportionally democratic None No correlation with democracy 
Mostly nondemocratic Ungenerous More for democratic system members 

If we make the equally naive and simple assumption that all extrasystemic actors 
are democratic or are perceived to be (we call this "the generous assumption"), we 
should expect democratic system members hardly ever to engage in extrasystemic war. 
On the other hand, the extrasystemic actors would still be forming mixed political 
dyads with nondemocratic system members. Thus, there would still be extrasystemic 
war, but it would be negatively correlated with the level of democracy in the system 
member. 

If the extrasystemic actors are divided between democracies and nondemocracies 
in the same proportion as system members, then we should expect the rate of 
extrasystemic war participation to be the same between democratic and nondemo- 
cratic system members. Thus, in this intermediate case, there should be no correlation 
between democracy in the system member and participation in extrasystemic war. 
Table 1 sets out our three alternative hypotheses relating extrasystemic democracy to 
extrasystemic war. 

We expect the ungenerous assumption to be the most realistic, at least for the period 
before World War II. Our preference is based only partially on a judgment of the actual 
level of democracy in premodern societies. More important, we argue that, at least in 
the pre-World War II period, there was a widespread and strongly held belief that these 
societies were-or even had to be-nondemocratic. To a large extent, these beliefs 
were self-reinforcing. Because the opposing party was not recognized as a state, it 
failed to achieve the full range of institutions that the democratic system member 
would recognize as democratic. Regardless, a positive relationship between democ- 
racy in the system member and participation in extrasystemic war should not come as a 
surprise. 

COLONIES AND EMPIRES 

Colonialism-defined as the conquest and control of land and goods-is not a 
European invention but an old and pervasive feature of human history. The vast 
Roman, Mongol, Chinese, and Aztec empires subjugated a large number of people and 
a variety of ethnic groups (Loomba 1998, 4). However, in the period covered by our 
study, European countries were the most active colonial actors.3 

3. The history of colonialism has been documented extensively. We have relied mainly on Ferro 
(1997), Palmer and Colton (1971), and Woodruff (1989). For the purposes of our study, there are only minor 
discrepancies between the works of these scholars. 
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This period encompasses the rise and fall of European imperialism or capitalist 
colonialism. Changes in the dominant colonial activity determine the type of 

extrasystemic war we are likely to observe. In the early years covered by this study (the 
colonial period), extrasystemic wars were mainly, but not exclusively, wars of con- 

quest. Later, in the imperial period, the colonized area was expanded, and the control 
was solidified. The third period (the postcolonial period) witnessed a rapid decoloni- 
zation. We expect that the relationship between democracy and extrasystemic wars is 

contingent on the historical period being studied. To reflect the different phases in the 

history of colonization, we divide the 180-year period covered by the COW data into 
three subperiods, which we discuss briefly below. 

THE COLONIAL PERIOD (1816-1869) 

In this period, the acquisition of far-away possessions was based mainly on private 
commercial interests. To have a colony meant, above all, to have a reliable partner for 
trade at favorable terms. At the beginning of the 19th century, the only really profitable 
colonies were India and the Indonesian archipelago for the British and the Dutch, 
respectively. The other European powers had no large profitable colonies, but the 
memories of colonial rivalries were kept alive. In the preceding centuries, Portugal, 
Spain, the Netherlands, and England had succeeded each other in exploring the world 
for profitable trade routes. Colonialism generally meant the establishment of trading 
posts in support of trade monopolies. 

Another feature of the first period was that some settlement colonies managed to 

gain independence. The Spanish and Portuguese empires fell apart during the 19th 

century. Spain was preoccupied with European matters, and their colonies took up the 

fight for independence. England had become an industrial power but had lost its Amer- 
ican colonies. Consequently, the remainder of the empire became more important as a 
tool to secure the access to markets and raw materials. 

IMPERIALISM: DIVIDING THE WORLD (1870-1945) 

In contrast to the early colonialism, imperialist colonization became a matter of 
national policy. An active colonial policy seemed a means to national success, a source 
of new power, and a role on the world scene (Betts 1968,49). The asymmetrical power 
relationship not only made imperialism possible; it also made it tempting. Empire 
could be acquired quite cheaply. Most empires expanded from naval bases or trading 
posts acquired during the first colonial phase. The requirements of industrialization 
and the need for markets rivaled the compulsion for domination-eventually the latter 

prevailed. Before too long, nearly all European states joined the competition for 
new territories. Within a few decades, they had divided among them almost the entire 
land surface of the earth. By the 1930s, European states, European colonies, and ex- 
colonies covered 85% of the world's land territory. Only parts of Arabia, Persia, 
Afghanistan, Mongolia, Tibet, China, Siam, and Japan never came under formal Euro- 

pean government (Fieldhouse 1989, 373). 
After 1870, the state was more involved in the colonial enterprise, and the economic 

ties were much closer. The imperial expansion proceeded in different forms in differ- 
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ent parts of the world. Betts (1968, 14) argues that expansion by settlement was funda- 
mentally different from colonial expansion. He also distinguishes between contiguous 
and noncontiguous expansion. Physical distance usually implied a distinct difference 
between the imperial state and the dependent territory with respect to governing insti- 
tutions, culture, and society. If the dominated territory was closer to the dominating 
power, it was more likely that greater political and cultural similarity existed. Contigu- 
ous expansion usually resulted in absorption, whereas noncontiguous expansion most 
often did not. Russia absorbed Siberia and the Caucasus despite cultural dissimilari- 
ties. The United States succeeded in absorbing not just territories all the way to the 
Pacific but also Alaska and Hawaii. But there are few such examples of successful non- 
contiguous expansion. 

THE POSTCOLONIAL PERIOD: 
TOWARD INDEPENDENCE (1946-1992) 

After World War II, most colonies obtained independence. At the same time, the 
international environment changed from a balance-of-power system in Europe to a 
world dominated by the cold war between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

The colonies in the Americas had managed to free themselves from European dom- 
inance much earlier. The leaders of most of these newly independent states were Euro- 
pean settlers. Only in Haiti had the descendants of African slaves won their freedom. 
As a result, the situation for the indigenous population generally did not change much. 
European settlers also won independence in South Africa, but such attempts failed in 
Rhodesia at the end of the 19th century and in Algeria in 1958. 

The liberation movements at the end of the colonial era, on the other hand, had orig- 
inated in new elites among the colonized. The education provided by Christian mis- 
sions helped in the emancipation process, whereas Buddhist, Hindu, and Islamic 
revivals provided focal points for the resistance to European domination. A third 
source of influence was communist internationalism, supported by the Soviet Union 
and later by China and Cuba. The national struggle against imperialism was regarded 
as an essential feature of the international proletarian struggle against capitalism. 

Decolonization was not only a result of the struggle for freedom of the colonized 
peoples. In Europe, many intellectuals had for a long time questioned the moral and 
economic wisdom of colonialism (Crawford 1993). The post-World War II change in 
norms had several earlier origins. After World War I, the League of Nations defined 
three levels of mandate, depending on how quickly the colonial peoples were expected 
to be able to "stand by themselves." During World War II, the Atlantic Charter called 
for self-determination, although the British initially claimed that it applied only to the 
states under the control of Nazi Germany. The United States, now emerging as the 
leading world power, opposed traditional colonialism and imperialism. A turning 
point was reached when India gained its independence in 1948. During the Suez crisis 
in 1956, the decline of the French and British empires became irreversible, and the ris- 
ing power of the United States, the USSR, and third-world nationalism became all the 
more evident. 
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Colonization is no longer an important feature of the foreign policy of any state, 
although many major powers have retained most of their contiguous empire. Most 

non-contiguous empires were dissolved during the first two decades following World 
War II, creating a large number of independent states. Numerous small colonies 
remain, but they total only about 0.1% of the world's population, and most of them are 
reluctant to face independence. The building of empires also seems to have come to an 
end. In recent years, the trend has been toward secession rather than annexation. 
Between 1989 and 1999, some 20 countries became independent as a result of seces- 
sions or the dissolution of federal states (Gleditsch and Ward 1999, 405-10). 

DETERMINANTS OF COLONIAL WARFARE 

What were the reasons for expansion and the defense of imperial interests? Even 
the staunchest critics of the democratic peace argument would hardly claim that 

democracy was the only causal factor. Rather, their claim is that it was perhaps a con- 

tributing and definitely not an inhibiting factor. This means, however, that to assess the 
relative effect of democracy, we have to control for at least the main variables that may 
account for colonial warfare. Our ambition is not to construct a fully specified theory 
of extrasystemic war but to study the relationship between war and the democratic 

peace. However, we do need to discuss a broad set of relationships to establish a rea- 
sonable set of control variables. In particular, we are looking for variables that could be 

responsible for a spurious relationship with our main explanatory variable. 

Major power status and conflict involvement. All types of involvement in armed 
conflict are costly. A state with a larger economy is more capable to fight wars in dis- 
tant places. Often, only the major powers are capable of engaging regularly in 

extrasystemic wars. Major power status, moreover, is not only an indication of pos- 
sessing the necessary ability to fight a war. Major powers may feel the need to engage 
or intervene in extrasystemic wars to maintain the existing international order. An 

empire secures access to resources, which either enhance the state's chances of eco- 
nomic expansion or provide resources to fight a costly war against any adversary 
(Snyder 1991, 52). To quote Reiter and Stam (2002, 148), "Publics of great powers are 
more likely to consent to war under a larger range of circumstances, recognizing that a 

great power has more extended security interests than does a minor power." 

Alliances. A common "realist" explanation for the dyadic democratic peace is that 
democracies are joined in alliances that represent their common interest. At the 
monadic level, matters become a bit more complicated. One would assume that states 

join alliances to increase their security. In a defense pact, a state can rely on the allies to 
come to its assistance in case of an attack. On the other hand, if an ally is attacked, a 
defense pact can cause a state to be involved in a conflict that it would not have joined 
otherwise. From a balance-of-power perspective, Walt (1985, 33) argues that states 
tend to sign alliance agreements when they perceive a security threat. Thus, the num- 
ber of alliances may reflect a state's conflict potential (Gleditsch and Hegre 1998, 21). 



Ravlo et al. / COLONIAL WAR AND DEMOCRATIC PEACE 529 

However, an alliance is only a deterrent if allies can be relied on. Failing to flex its mus- 
cle in any conflict (including extrasystemic conflicts) could lessen a country's credi- 

bility as an alliance partner. Reiter and Stam (2002, 149) see alliances as a "literal 

expression of public consent" to the possibility of going to war. We expect alliance 
membership to significantly enhance the probability of extrasystemic war. 

Colonial possessions. Having a colony is in itself neither a necessary nor a suffi- 
cient condition for fighting extrasystemic wars. To wage an extrasystemic war, a state 
can either have dependent areas or an ambition to acquire such areas. Nevertheless, an 

already acquired colonial possession must be expected to affect the participation in 

extrasystemic war. Having more colonies increases the number of possible adversaries 
or trouble spots. Snyder (1991, 3) argues that a state with a large number of colonies is 
also more likely to engage in colonial war because such a state is more likely to fear 
that the loss of one area may trigger efforts toward independence in other parts of its 
empire.4 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The unit of analysis in this study is the state-year. All independent states are 
included for the period from 1816 to 1992. Using the state-year as the unit of analysis 
makes it possible to control for the fact that some states have been members of the 
international system for a longer period and thus have had more opportunity to get 
involved in wars (Chan 1984, 623). The data analyzed in this study consist of 11,309 
cases. 

We use the data on extrasystemic war in the COW database. The first published edi- 
tion of the data set (Small and Singer 1982) reports 51 extrasystemic wars for the 
period from 1816 to 1980. The newer edition (Singer and Small 1994) contains 134 
wars up to 1992. The expansion of the list is not just due to the inclusion of 12 more 
years but also results from a relaxation of the coding criteria. For these wars, the 
threshold criterion of 1,000 battle deaths no longer has to be met in a single year. The 
battle deaths are still, however, counted only for the system member, not for the non- 
member adversary. According to the COW data, 28 states have participated in 
extrasystemic war. This includes all the great powers, with the exception of Japan.6 

As noted, we have divided our time period into three subperiods in an attempt to 
control for important differences in the international environment. The colonial period 

4. But not all colonial powers fight colonial wars; Haiti, South Africa, Australia, Japan, New Zealand, 
Israel, and Denmark have had dependent areas without waging war on them according to COW criteria. 

5. These states are included in Appendix A, which gives the number of wars fought by each state and 
whether they were imperial or colonial wars. 

6. Several scholars have argued that from the late 17th century, Japan was at least as expansionist as 
the European states (Ferro 1997, 103; Snyder 1991, 151). Japan is not included in the COW data until 1860, 
excluding some of the early Japanese advances. Other advances resulted in interstate wars with European 
states or China. Japanese expansionism in the 1930s and early 1940s is counted as interstate war (mostly as 
part of World War II). In a more recent version of the COW data, Japan is represented with one extrasystemic 
war (Sarkees 2000). We prefer to use the 1994 edition of the COW data because the coding rules of the 2000 
data have not yet been fully documented. 
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Figure 1: Number of Ongoing Extrasystemic Wars per Year (1816-1992) 

covers from 1816 to 1869, with 125 state-years of extrasystemic war (6.9% of all state- 
years in that subperiod). The imperialist period between 1870 and 1945 includes 155 
state-years with extrasystemic war (4.3%). Finally, the postcolonial period from 1946 
to 1992 includes 135 state-years of extrasystemic war (2.3%). Figure 1 shows that in 
nearly all years, an extrasystemic war was being fought (with the exception of the 
World War II period). It also shows that in many years, more than one extrasystemic 
war was going on. However, few countries have regularly fought more than one 
extrasystemic war in a same year. 

All wars included in the COW database require the participation of at least one sys- 
tem member. System membership, in turn, requires a degree of outside recognition of 
the state. Prior to 1920, system membership is operationalized as having diplomatic 
relations with Britain and France. This inherently Europe-centered view of things may 
underestimate the warfare of other political entities in the earlier periods. On the other 
hand, many recent extrasystemic wars were fought by poor minor powers (e.g., Ethio- 
pia and Somalia). Using the COW data might skew the results against finding peaceful 
behavior by democracies in earlier periods, whereas the results for the most recent 
period could be influenced by some long wars fought by non-European minor powers. 
Yet, we have chosen to use the data without making any changes. The COW 1994 data- 
base is probably the best one available. Rather than performing ad hoc changes, a revi- 
sion should be guided by a thorough reconsideration of the criteria. 

In our analysis, we use bivariate correlation and multivariate nonlinear (Poisson) 
regression. To assess the substantive and not just statistical relevance of our findings, 
we have also calculated the effects of the independent variables. The effects were cal- 
culated by changing a given independent variable from its minimum to its maximum 
value while holding the other independent variables at their mean. To assess the impact 
of interaction between democracy and being a European state, we have determined the 
effect of the independent variables comparing European with non-European states.7 

7. The effects were estimated with the help of Clarify (in Stata); see King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 
(2000) and Tomz, Wittenberg, and King (1999). 
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Bremer (1992, 320) has argued strongly for the need to distinguish between the 
onset and incidence of war. He argues that different processes govern the start of the 
war and its continuation. His view is not shared by Blainey (1988, x), who argues that 

the beginning of wars, the prolonging of wars, the ending of wars and the prolonging or 
shortening of periods of peace all share the same causal framework.... The same factors 
are vital in understanding in understanding each stage in the sequel of war and peace. 

Oneal and Russett (1999, 428) also take the view that "for several reasons, researchers 
should be concerned with all years in which states are involved in a conflict." This 
belief is based on the assumption that national leaders frequently reevaluate a decision 
to use force. Maintaining a conflict thus reflects the same mix of domestic politics, the 
availability of military and economic resources, and international alignments that 
shaped the decision to go to war in the first place. 

Apart from Bremer's (1992) theoretical argument, studying the onset of war rather 
than the incidence of war can also be defended as a way to reduce the problem of 
autocorrelation. When only studying the first year of a war, the dependence between 
state-years of war is eliminated. However, deleting years of continuing war from the 
data only remedies a part of the problem because peace also tends to persist from one 
year to another (Raknerud and Hegre 1997; Chan 1997, 73). Reducing the number of 
war events also makes it more difficult to obtain statistically significant results. Of the 
417 state-years with incidence of extrasystemic war in this study, only 140 contain 
onsets of war. Therefore, we have decided to use the incidence of extrasystemic war as 
our dependent variable. 

In technical terms, our study requires an analysis of time-series cross-section data. 
Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) argue convincingly for the inclusion of temporal 
dummy variables as controls for temporal dependency.8 An equivalent alternative is 
the inclusion of so-called cubic splines-an approach also suggested by Beck, Katz, 
and Tucker. An advantage of using the cubic splines is that they estimate a smooth 
baseline hazard rate. In other words, the probability of an extrasystematic conflict for a 
country is assumed to decline consistently as the number of years without such conflict 
increases. Because we have no reason to assume that the hazard of a conflict increases 
after a certain number of years, it is appropriate to use a smooth baseline hazard rate. 
The cubic splines were created using the BTSCS program in Stata (Tucker 1999). 

OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES 

In one of the first multivariate analyses of its kind, Bremer (1992) made use of seven 
predictors to dyadic interstate war: geographical proximity, power parity, major power 
status, alliance, regime type, level of development, and degree of militarism. In a study 

8. We tested for the existence of temporal dependence in our data by including a set of 18 temporal 
dummy peace-year variables. A standard likelihood ratio test of the hypothesis that the set jointly equaled 0 
had to be rejected for the whole period as well as for each of the subperiods. 
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of the monadic democratic peace, Gleditsch and Hegre (1998) used Bremer's analysis 
to derive a set of control variables at the nation level. We follow their design here but 
limit ourselves to three of the variables due to the nature of extrasystemic war.9 

The dependent variable-extrasystemic war. The dependent variable is the num- 
ber of extrasystemic wars a state is involved in during a given year. For most states and 
years, the variable either takes the value 0 or 1. However, some states (most notably 
Great Britain) are occasionally involved in more than one extrasystemic war simulta- 
neously. Empirically, the variable follows very closely a Poisson distribution (with X , 
0.049). Less than a quarter of the war years involved more than one extrasystemic war 
for any state, and no state has ever fought more than four wars simultaneously.?1 

The measure somewhat blurs the difference between short and long wars. For 
instance, the Belgian war (1830-1831) lasted only 2 months, but because it went from 
one year to the next, its three participants are assigned a total of 6 state-years of 
extrasystemic war. 

Independent variables. The most important independent variable is regime type. 
Many studies of the democratic peace have used categorical measures of regime type. 
Chan (1997, 71), for instance, argues that a dichotomous measure better reflects the 
perceived attributes state leaders give to their counterparts. Some scholars, such as 
Dixon (1994), use a third value, "anocracy," for a polity that is neither democratic nor 
autocratic. Hegre et al. (2001) and others use the full range of the Polity 21-point scale 
of democracy minus autocracy. 

We use the democracy and autocracy indexes from the Polity IIId data (McLaughlin 
et al. 1998) for all independent states. Following Jaggers and Gurr (1995), we subtract 
the autocracy scores from the democracy scores, so the resulting index varies between 
-10 (full autocracy) to 10 (full democracy). If democracy is an important force for 
peace, we expect differences not only between democracies and nondemocracies but 
also between states with different degrees of democracy. 

Nonviolent norms and institutional constraints have been suggested as possible 
explanations of the democratic peace. However, it has proven difficult to distinguish 
between the normative and consent rationales. Reiter and Stam (2002, 144-63) suggest 
that democratic involvement in extrasystemic wars undermines the normative expla- 
nation for the democratic peace, whereas it is compatible with the consent explanation, 
at least under certain circumstances. We have tried to take both explanations into 
account, but we only assess their relative merits indirectly. 

Maoz and Russett (1993) suggest that norms can be judged by the political stability 
of the polity or, preferably, by the degree to which it experiences violent internal con- 
flict. Data limitations require us to focus on political stability to evaluate the impor- 
tance of democratic norms. We have coded a country as a stable democracy if at least 

9. The monadic nature or our study excluded the use of geographical proximity and power parity. 
Degree of militarism was excluded because of data limitations. 

10. Our findings are robust with respect to the choice of Poisson or logistic regression. We decided to 
use all information contained in the dependent variable. 
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10 years have passed since the polity became democratic.1 States that were demo- 
cratic when they entered the international system are coded as nonstable for the first 10 

years. Some states lose their status as members of the international system for a limited 

period, an example being Norway during the German occupation in World War II. 
Such countries are coded as stable democracies from the first year of reentry if they 
were in that category prior to the interruption. Both stable nondemocracies and unsta- 
ble polities are coded 0. The variable is thus an interaction term, combining democracy 
and stability in one measure. Because the stable democracy variable is highly corre- 
lated with democracy, we have used it only as an alternative operationalization of the 
democracy variable. 

We measure institutional constraints by a component of the Polity index, a 7-point 
scale ranging from unlimited executive authority to executive subordination. Because 
this variable is highly correlated with the democracy index (Gleditsch and Ward 1997), 
we use it as a substitute for the democracy variable rather than as a supplement. 

Control variables. Our discussion of colonialism above has shown that in the mod- 
ern era, European states were originally the main colonizers and later also the main 
imperialist states. In the period covered by this study, European rulers felt, almost 
without exception, the urge to compete for new colonies and dependencies. For exam- 
ple, in 1885, Congo became the personal possession of King Leopold of Belgium. Fol- 
lowing his death in 1908, the Belgians found themselves the reluctant heirs of an Afri- 
can colony. Therefore, we use European states as a dummy control variable. The lust 
for colonies and the empire affected virtually all European states regardless of size, 
major power status, or other capability measures. It did not matter whether these states 
were major powers or already had colonies; they were all trying to get a piece of the 
new territories. Democracy may possibly dampen this imperial spirit; we have 
included an interaction term (European democracy) to see if this is the case. 

The European states were significantly more democratic than non-European states 
during the imperialist and postcolonial periods. However, non-European states were 
on average more democratic in the colonial subperiod (although neither group of states 
could be considered on average to be democratic). The findings for the early period are 
clearly determined by the level of democracy in the United States. 

Reiter and Stam (2002, 148-51) relate the willingness of the general public to con- 
sent to war to a broad definition of the national interest, higher levels of external 
threats, and a likely, quick, and low-cost victory. They argue that democracy is only an 
inhibiting factor if political elites find it difficult to obtain consent. Their argument 
suggests, first, that we need to control for these factors. But it also suggests an avenue 
to assess the relative importance of the normative and consent explanations of the dem- 
ocratic peace. After controlling for the relevant consent variables, any remaining ef- 
fect of democracy should be attributed to democratic norms of peaceful resolution of 
disputes. 

11. The stable democracy variable requires a dichotomous democracy variable. For this purpose, we 
have used the value of +3 as the cutoff on the democracy-autocracy scale. 
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We generally follow the measurements for consent suggested by Reiter and Stam 
(2002). Major powers have more extended security interests than minor powers. We 
use the major power variable from the COW project data set.12 External threats are 
measured by alliance membership. The COW database identifies three types of formal 
alliances (Singer and Small 1969), but we include only defense pacts in our analysis. 
States are coded with the number of alliance membership in the given year. 
Nonaggression and neutrality pacts are the other types of formal alliances. 
Nonaggression pacts usually involve potential enemies and are largely irrelevant for 
extrasystemic wars (Raknerud and Hegre 1997, 394). Neutrality pacts are also 
unlikely to affect the probability of extrasystemic war because they do not depend on 
the credibility of military assistance. 

To measure the level of anticipated power advantage, we use the log of urbaniza- 
tion. The data come from the COW project's national capability database (Singer and 
Small 1993). Urbanization data are fairly highly correlated with other measures of 
economic development and present the most complete series for the full time period. 
Although this measure has some weaknesses, it allows the measurement of economic 
activities that take place outside the marketplace and are not included in the formal 
economy. In Appendix C, we assess the robustness of our results for alternative mea- 
sures of economic development-namely, energy consumption (from COW capabili- 
ties data) and real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita (from Russett and Oneal 
2001) for periods for which these data are available. 

The number of colonies is calculated on an annual basis using data in Gleditsch 
(1988) as a starting point and supplemented with information from various reference 
works. The colonies are included at the start of the time period or from the time when a 

colony is established. The year the colony is established is entered in the database, and 
the year the colony obtained independence is coded as the first year of independence. 
This coding scheme does not account for areas that are still dependent on a system 
member. We made this decision because it is difficult to account for all dependent 
areas. There are areas that, by formal agreement, form a part of a system member, as 
Tibet is a part of China. Tibetans who want independence challenge this agreement. 
Thus, one can regard Tibet as a Chinese colony with a great conflict potential. On the 
other hand, some annexations have become an integral part of system members, such 
as the southwestern United States or Russian Siberia. Thus, some colonies have 
become inseparable parts of system members, whereas some dependencies remain 
conflict areas even though they are based on formal agreements rather than violent 
occupation or annexation. One could of course include as dependencies those areas 
that are still contested, but this would raise the problem of how large the independence 
movement must be for the situation to be defined as contested. Hawaii has a movement 
for independence, as does Brittany. Moreover, we would face a selection problem if we 
excluded areas that have been dependencies in the past but are now regarded as insepa- 
rable from a system member or peaceful dependencies. Because it is virtually impossi- 
ble to make sure that all relevant dependencies are included, we have chosen to focus 

12. In Appendix B, we assess the robustness of our results by replacing the major power variable with 
dummies for the country-years in which specific countries had major power status. 



Ravlo et al. / COLONIAL WAR AND DEMOCRATIC PEACE 535 

TABLE 2 

Democracy and the Incidence of Extrasystemic War, 1816-1992 (%) 

Democratic Countries' Democratic Countries'Share 
Period Share of All Nation-Yearsa of All Nation-Years with Wara Correlation 

Colonial subperiod 9.0 24.0 0.06** 
Imperial subperiod 32.8 56.4 0.07*** 
Postcolonial subperiod 37.7 25.0 -0.04*** 
Whole period 31.8 36.0 -0.01 

NOTE: Pearson's r. 
a. Dichotomous democracy measure using +3 as the cutoff on the democracy-autocracy scale. 
**Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level. 

on those dependencies that have later become an independent member of the interna- 
tional system. 

Finally, we use a direct measure of conflict involvement as a single control variable 
for participation in a civil war, an interstate war, or a militarized international dispute. 
According to the COW data, less than 10% of the state-years are affected by civil war 
or interstate war, whereas more than 30% of the state-years experience a dispute. A 
state-year scores positively on conflict involvement if the state is involved in one or 
more conflicts other than the extrasystemic war. In 34.6% of the state-years, a state is 
involved in other conflicts. Our expectations for the conflict involvement variable are 
ambiguous. On one hand, conflict involvement drains resources potentially available 
for extrasystemic conflicts. On the other hand, a colonizer distracted by domestic 
problems or security issues presents a clear opportunity for liberation movements. 

RESULTS 

BIVARIATE ANALYSIS 

Because most of the discussion of democracies and colonial war reviewed above 
has been in implicit bivariate terms, we report briefly our bivariate analysis before 
moving on to the multivariate results. Table 2 tests the "naive" observation that democ- 
racies are more likely to take part in extrasystemic wars. Compared with their share of 
state-years, we find that democracies are indeed more involved in extrasystemic war. 
This is true for the first two subperiods and for the entire period since the Congress of 
Vienna. As discussed earlier, this observation is compatible with the democratic 
peace, with the ungenerous assumption that most extrasystemic actors are nondemo- 
cratic. Only in the postcolonial period are democracies less involved in extrasystemic 
war relative to their share of state-years. 

We also report bivariate correlations. There is a positive and significant correlation 
between democracy and extrasystemic war in the colonial and imperial periods. 
Democracy is, however, negatively correlated with the incidence of extrasystemic war 
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TABLE 3 

Incidence of Extrasystemic War, Multivariate Poisson Analyses 

Subperiods 

Colonial Imperial Postcolonial 
Variables Whole Period (1816-1869) (1870-1945) (1946-1992) 

Constant -2.891*** (.236) -2.945*** (.657) -3.344*** (.393) -2.967*** (.408) 
Democracy -0.153*** (.025) -0.152** (.073) -0.099** (.041) -0.207*** (.043) 
European 1.173*** (.221) 0.515 (.769) 1.152*** (.333) 1.343*** (.377) 
European democracy 0.118***(.027) 0.115 (.086) 0.111** (.044) 0.109** (.048) 
Other conflicts 0.625*** (.105) 0.340* (.185) 0.540*** (.180) 1.106*** (.208) 
Majorpower 0.390*** (.140) 1.057*** (.371) 0.767*** (.251) 0.469* (.281) 
Alliances -0.034 (.046) -0.010 (.109) -0.322*** (.116) -0.261*** (.010) 
Number of colonies 0.056*** (.007) 0.100*** (.019) 0.003 (.008) 0.069*** (.017) 
Urbanization (log) 0.287*** (.049) 0.185 (.165) 0.360*** (.130) 0.153* (.087) 
Peace-years -0.530*** (.032) -0.525*** (.089) -0.492*** (.061) -1.428*** (.166) 
Cubic spline la -0.002*** (.000) -0.005*** (.002) -0.003*** (.000) -0.015*** (.003) 
Cubic spline 2a 0.000** (.000) -0.003** (.001) 0.002*** (.000) 0.010*** (.002) 
Cubic spline 3a -0.000*** (.000) 0.001 (.001) -0.000 (.000) -0.002* (.001) 
Log-likelihood 

ratio (df) 2,275.23 (12) 508.64 (12) 626.84 (12) 1184.23 
Pseudo-R2 .53 .49 .46 .64 
Number 10,131 1,524 3,308 5,299 

NOTE: Unstandardized coefficients from Poisson regression, with standard errors in parentheses. 
a. Coefficients of peace-years cubic splines segments. 
*Significant at the .1 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level. 

after 1945. For the period as a whole, there is no significant relationship between 

democracy and conflict involvement. Thus, we do not find a strong and uniform rela- 

tionship between the two variables. However, most findings so far tend to support the 
notion that democracies are more active in extrasystemic war than nondemocracies, 
except in the postcolonial period. 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS 

Because many of the control variables can be shown to correlate significantly with 
involvement in extrasystemic wars as well, we should expect that the introduction of 

controls would alter the picture significantly. Table 3 gives the results of the multi- 
variate Poisson analysis for the involvement in extrasystemic wars.13 

13. Poisson is a maximum likelihood regression appropriate when the dependent variable is a 

nonnegative count variable following a Poisson distribution. Heterogeneity or contagion may cause 

overdispersion of the cases (i.e., more variation than would be expected from a simple Poisson process). To 
account for this possibility, negative binomial models were estimated as well. However, there was no indica- 
tion of overdispersion; in each model, it could not be rejected that a = 0, suggesting that temporal depend- 
ency has sufficiently been taken care of. 
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When using multivariate analysis, the role of democracy appears in a new light. We 

generally find a negative (and significant) relationship between democracy and 

extrasystemic war. An important caveat is that the negative effect of democracy is par- 
tially (and, for the imperial period, even completely) offset for European states, as 
revealed by the positive sign of the European democracy interaction term. We will 
assess the impact of the interaction between European states and democracy more pre- 
cisely when we consider the substantive effects in Table 4. 

For the colonial period, there is no relationship between being a European state and 

being involved in extrasystemic war. In other periods, there is a significant positive 
relationship, indicating that European states were indeed more involved in 

extrasystemic war than non-European states. 
Major power status and urbanization generally increase the likelihood of involve- 

ment in extrasystemic wars. A broad national interest and anticipated power advantage 
may thus indeed generate public consent for war, as suggested by Reiter and Stam 
(2002). Alliances are, however, generally negatively related to extrasystemic wars. 
This suggests that alliances may not signal public consent for involvement in 

extrasystemic wars. 
Table 3 shows that major powers are much more likely to be involved in 

extrasystemic war. Consequently, some of the major powers (most likely Great Brit- 
ain, France, or the United States) might have largely determined our findings. We cre- 
ated dummy variables for the years a specific state was a major power (e.g., the United 
Kingdom dummy scores 1 for all years, whereas the United States dummy scores 1 
from 1899) and reran our analyses. The results are given in Appendix B. Our main 
findings are quite robust. The democracy variable is no longer significant in the colo- 
nial period but becomes significant in the imperial period. The European variable is 
also somewhat affected, but this is no surprise when country dummies for several 
European countries are included. France and the United States are always more 
involved in extrasystemic war than we would expect from the rest of the model. In 
summary, we have no reason to be particularly concerned about the influence of spe- 
cific countries. 

In Appendix C, we assess the robustness of our findings for other measurements of 
economic development than urbanization. Because of missing data, we can only look 
at the imperial and postcolonial subperiods. In the imperial period, we still lose about 
half of our observations. Not unexpectedly, it becomes more difficult to attain signifi- 
cant coefficients. Even so, our findings suggest that the findings for urbanization need 
to be treated with caution. Energy consumption and real GDP are not significantly 
related to extrasystemic conflict involvement in most models. In the postcolonial 
period, real GDP is significantly but negatively related to conflict involvement. The 
findings for the other independent variables are, however, robust. 

Turning to the other control variables, we find that the number of colonies is related 
to increased involvement in extrasystemic wars. We also find a consistently positive 
and significant relationship between extrasystemic war and other conflict involve- 
ment. The peace-years variable (with the cubic splines) indicate that the hazard of 
extrasystemic war involvement is indeed declining when the number of peace years 
increases.14 
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TABLE 4 

Effect on the Incidence of Extrasystemic War, Multivariate Poisson Analyses 

Subperiods 

Geographic Colonial Imperial Postcolonial 
Variables Area Whole Period (1816-1869) (1870-1945) (1946-1992) 

(Baseline) Non-European 0.005 0.012 0.004 0.002 

European 0.007 0.012 0.015 0.005 

Democracy Non-European -94.90a -88.07 -84.28 -97.96a 

European -49.31a -44.59 28.08 -83.76 
Other conflicts Non-European 86.51 41.61 70.75 49.60 

European 86.80 41.33 70.64 204.44 

Major power Non-European 48.80 _b 51.81 65.72 

European 47.49 188.82 118.35 60.75 
Alliances Non-European -13.88 0.15 -60.05 -69.90 

European -21.25 12.19 -88.81a -85.57 
Number of Non-European 27.23 111.47 6.49 6.17 

Colonies European 96.72 256.73 27.06 1270.08a 
Urbanization Non-European 297.94 74.39 326.39 99.48 

European 368.50a 113.49 270.57 89.25 

NOTE: Effect is the percentage change in expected incidence of extrasystemic war, based on Poisson re- 

gression, when the independent variable changes from minimum to maximum value determined while keep- 
ing the other relevant variables at their mean. Mean, minimum, and maximum values are conditional on geo- 
graphic area. 
a. Distinct 95% confidence intervals of expected value given minimum and maximum values. 
b. No non-European major powers. 

Coefficients of nonlinear regression, like Poisson regression, may provide a mis- 

leading impression of the substantive effect of the various independent variables. In 
Table 4, we present the substantive effect of democracy and other control variables for 
the involvement in extrasystemic wars. The effects are the percentage change of war 
involvement if a specific independent variable changes from its minimum to maxi- 
mum value. We have calculated the effects for European and non-European states sep- 
arately.15 The baseline values show that European states were more likely to be 
involved in extrasystemic wars. We note also that the value of expected involvement is 

very low. 

14. The cubic splines are also an appropriate way to take care of time dependency (or 
autocorrelation). Brandt et al. (2000) discuss various approaches to modeling time-series event count data. 
Their argument suggests that our Poisson model with peace-years correction may be less efficient than the 
Poisson exponentially weighted moving average (PEWMA) model. Our approach is, however, still quite 
standard and widely used. Any bias in our model, moreover, goes against finding significant coefficients. 

15. The effects are calculated by changing the relevant independent variable from minimum to maxi- 
mum value, whereas the other independent variables are kept at their mean. Mean, minimum, and maximum 
values are conditional on geographic area. For European states, the effect of democracy is calculated by 
changing simultaneously the values of democracy and European democracy. 
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Table 4 shows, first of all, that democracy had a substantial negative effect on 
involvement in extrasystemic war for both European and non-European states for 

nearly all periods. The effect is, however, generally about twice as strong for non- 

European as for European states. There are two important exceptions. First, in the 
imperial period (1870-1945), democracy actually increased involvement in 
extrasystemic wars for European states. Second, in the postcolonial period (1946- 
1992), the negative effect of democracy was about equally strong for European and 
non-European states. The restraining impact of democracy is largely consistent with 
the findings in Henderson (2002) for the period since 1946. However, we do not repli- 
cate Henderson's finding of less restraint among Western states and Western democra- 
cies in particular. In contrast, we find that democracy similarly constrains European 
and non-European states.'6 

Using data covering the whole period, European as well as non-European democra- 
cies are clearly distinct from nondemocracies. The impact of urbanization is, however, 
unmistakably the largest, whereas the effect of democracy is comparable to the impact 
of the other control variables. In the colonial period, the number of colonies and major 
power status have the largest impact, but the effect of democracy is still sizable (and 
comparable to urbanization for non-European states). In the imperial period, as 
already noted, democracy reduces conflict involvement only for non-European states. 
In this period, urbanization once more has the largest impact, whereas alliance signifi- 
cantly reduces conflict involvement for European states. In the postcolonial period, the 
process of decolonization notably affected conflict involvement for European states. 
Non-European democracies are significantly distinct from non-European 
nondemocracies, but the size of the democracy effect is very similar to European 
states. 

Robustness of the democracy variable. To further assess the impact of democracy, 
we take a second look at the substantive effect of democracy measured in various ways 
in Table 5. As noted previously, democracy has a largely negative effect in the post- 
World War II subperiod as well as for the period as a whole. We find some differences 
using alternative democracy measures. Stable democracies did not fight a single 
extrasystemic war in the colonial period. In the other periods, stable democracies are 
not significantly distinct from unstable democracies and nondemocracies. The effect 
of the stable democracy variable is also smaller than that of the democracy scale. The 
implication would seem to be that either stability does not accurately measure demo- 
cratic norms or democratic norms are not very important. The effects of institutional 
constraints are generally comparable to the effects of the democracy variable. Institu- 
tional constraints have mainly a negative effect on war propensity. An important 
exception is that during the imperial period (1870-1945) for European states, 

16. There are some technical differences between our analyses and those in Henderson (2002). First, 
we compare European with non-European states, whereas Henderson compares Western with non-Western 
civilization. Second, we explicitly compare the effect of democracy for both sets of states, whereas 
Henderson analyses the impact of the democracy-civilization interaction in isolation. Finally, we base our 
conclusions on substantive effects as well as statistical significance, whereas Henderson relies entirely on 
statistical significance. 
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TABLE 5 

Effect on the Incidence of Extrasystemic War under 
Various Democracy Scales, Multivariate Poisson Analysis 

Subperiods 

Geographic Colonial Imperial Postcolonial 
Variables Area Whole Period (1816-1869) (1870-1945) (1946-1992 

Democracy Non-European -94.90a (.005) -88.07 (.012) -84.28 (.004) -97.96a (.002) 
European -49.31a (.007) -44.59 (.012) 28.08 (.015) -83.76 (.005) 

Stable democracy Non-European -27.592 (.008) b 28.68 (.004) -51.25C (.003) 
European -27.742 (.007) b 4.80 (.012) -52.75c (.007) 

Institutional constraints Non-European -83.60a (.007) -43.27 (.015) -69.63 (.004) -82.25 (.004) 
European -31.44 (.007) -68.75(.011) 66.13(.011) -82.84 (.005) 

NOTE: The effects were calculated using the same control variables as in the multivariate Poisson analysis 
above. The control variables did not change direction, and the magnitude of the coefficients and the signifi- 
cance levels experienced only minor changes. Effect is the percentage change in expected incidence of 
extrasystemic war, based on Poisson regression, when the independent variable changes from minimum to 
maximum value determined while keeping the other relevant variables at their mean. Mean, minimum, and 
maximum values are conditional on geographic area. Baseline value given between brackets. 
a. Distinct 95% confidence intervals of expected value given minimum and maximum values. 
b. No stable democracy with extrasystemic war. 
c. Interaction term between stable democracy and European country excluded because of multicollinearity 
problem. 

democratic institutions seem to have a relatively large positive effect on extrasystemic 
war involvement. 

To inspect for possible multicollinearity, we ran ordinary least square (OLS) regres- 
sions for each independent variable on all other independent variables. As expected, 
the highest R2 was found for the variables involving the interaction term. Nevertheless, 
the R2 for democracy regressed on the other independent variables remained accept- 
able: .49 for the whole period, .65 for the colonial period, .62 for the imperial period, 
and .41 for the postcolonial period. In most models, moreover, there were no indica- 
tions suggesting multicollinearity in the data.17 

CONCLUSIONS 

In contrast with a common claim in the literature, being democratic does not imply 
more involvement in colonial war. We generally find that democracy has had an inhib- 
iting effect on extrasystemic war involvement. Claims to the contrary are based on fail- 
ing to distinguish the effect of democracy from other causal factors. It is, however, a 
simplification of the democratic peace argument to hold that democracy is the only 
pacifying factor and that its effect has to be equally strong in all historical periods. In 

17. Whenever there was suspicion of multicollinearity (e.g., in the models with the stable democracy 
variable and occasionally when the major power country dummies were used), the variables causing 
multicollinearity were omitted. 
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substantive terms, the pacifying effect of democracy has been modest, particularly for 

European states. This makes it even more necessary to carefully specify the causal and 

temporal factors influencing the likelihood of extrasystemic conflict. A more careful 

specification also reduces the need to rely on a priori assumptions about the nature of 
the nonsystemic actors involved in these conflicts. 

Because we have found evidence for the existence of a democratic peace also with 
regard to extrasystemic wars, it is appropriate to evaluate whether a normative or insti- 
tutional (or consent) interpretation is more relevant. Our main conclusion would be 
that it is very difficult, if not almost impossible, to distinguish between the two inter- 
pretations. But the evidence presented here suggests that the history of imperialistic or 
colonial wars does not imply that a norms-based interpretation should be discarded. 
Most important, we find that a pacifying effect of democracy remains even after con- 
trolling for factors that influence the ease of attaining public consent for the use of 
force. To recap, democracy was significant in our models that controlled for capabili- 
ties, external threat perception, and broader security interests. However, we also found 
that in these models, institutional constraints seem to be more relevant than democratic 
stability. 

We have been unable to account explicitly for the racist justification of imperial 
wars. As Reiter and Stam (2002, 152) argue, "What makes imperial wars especially 
disturbing to the liberal conscience is that they demonstrate also that it is easier to gen- 
erate public consent if the target is racially or ethnically different from the attacker." 
We have found that the pacifying effect of democracy applies especially to non- 
European states. For European states, democracy emerges as a significant factor only 
in the postcolonial period or since World War II.18 In the imperial period (1870-1945), 
European democracies were actually more involved in extrasystemic wars. 

However, these findings can still be reconciled with a norms-based explanation. 
After World War II, the norms regarding colonial rule changed markedly, and decolo- 
nization became one of the central features of international relations (Huth 1996, 61). 
Universal standards of human rights became an integral part of democratic norms in 
this period. As late as the 1930s, the superiority of "the white race" was more or less 
taken for granted in wide circles in the West. In the postcolonial period, although rac- 
ism certainly persisted, state racism went into a steep decline. The one state that tried to 
move against the trend and openly institutionalize racism, South Africa, became an 
international pariah. The adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 
1948 and the 1960 Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries 

18. A contrasting view of the postcolonial period emphasizes that Western and other major powers 
have engaged in neo-imperialist foreign policies, and colonial and imperialist wars have been replaced by 
covert military action and "proxy wars." Accordingly, the diminishing importance of the European variable 
would thus merely reflect a shift from imperialist to such neo-imperial policies not covered by our data. 
Much of this criticism is generally leveled against the United States, obviously not a European state. Fur- 
thermore, we see no obvious reasons to assume that democracies are more prone to support covert actions or 
proxy wars than nondemocracies. During the cold war, both the United States and Soviet Union used covert 
action and proxy wars to yield influence. Clearly, the question whether democracies are more or less neo- 
imperialist is ultimately an empirical one. Without systematically collected data about covert action and 
proxy wars, there is little we can conclude at this stage. 
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and Peoples testify to this major change in the global normative structure. By 1970, the 
United Nations had labeled colonialism a crime. 

A basic assumption for democracy-and thus for the democratic peace-is that all 
human beings are considered equal. This was not the case for the inhabitants of the col- 
onies. Attempts at religious conversion suggested that indigenous peoples of the colo- 
nies were regarded as at least potential equals. As economic goals became more 

important, the indigenous populations were treated more harshly and with less respect 
(Ferro 1997, 32). In extreme cases, such as Tasmania in the 19th century, virtually the 
entire indigenous population was exterminated. Significantly, some scientists 

regarded the Tasmanians as a missing link between humans and apes (Diamond 1993, 
278-80). The social Darwinism of the late 19th century became a moral justification 
for exploitation and inequality. We do not dispute that in this period, elites must have 
found it easier to generate public consent for imperialist wars, but this mainly reflects 
the failure to extend democratic norms to non-Western people. In other words, the 
norms- and consent-based explanations of the democratic peace are indistinguishable. 

World War II was in some ways a war against an extreme version of the racist men- 

tality. The universal norms adopted by the victors provided a visible sign that norms of 
fundamental inequality were no longer thought of as just. Crawford (1993, 53) refers to 
"a long-term trend toward the humanization of the other." Russett (1993, 34-35) refers 
to the period of colonial expansion as an era when the ethnocentric views of the Euro- 

pean colonizers automatically assumed that the people who were colonized did not 
have democratic institutions. Decolonization occurred when colonial governments 
lost confidence in their normative right to rule. This change seems to be reflected in 
our findings. Democracy proved in the end to be a restraining force in extrasystemic 
warfare. 
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APPENDIX A 

System Members that Have Fought Extrasystemic Wars 

Country Colonial War Imperial War Total 

Great Britain 25 17 42 
France 13 12 25 

Turkey/Ottoman Empire 12 3 15 
Russia 5 7 12 

Spain 7 1 8 
China 4 2 6 
Netherlands 4 1 5 

Austria-Hungary 3 3 
Argentina 2 1 3 

Germany 2 1 3 

Italy 1 2 3 

Portugal 3 3 

Ethiopia 3 3 
Cuba 2 2 
India 2 2 

Iraq 2 2 
Mexico1 1 
United States 1 1 
Philippines1 1 
Peru 1 1 

Egypt 1 1 
Yugoslavia 1 1 

Belgium 1 1 
Somalia 1 1 
Iran 1 1 
Indonesia 1 1 
Morocco 1 1 
Mauritania 1 1 
Total number of wars 84 65 149 

SOURCE: Singer and Small (1994). 
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APPENDIX B 

Incidence of Extrasystemic War, 
Multivariate Analyses, Country Dummies 

Subperiods 

Colonial Imperial Postcolonial 
Variables Whole Period (1816-1869) (1870-1945) (1946-1 992) 

Constant -3.321*** (.287) 
Democracy -~0.193*** (.031) 
European 1.398*** (.277) 
European democracy 0. 132*** (.034) 
Other conflicts 0.603*** (.106) 
Alliances -0.013 (.048) 
Number of colonies 0.025*** (.008) 
Urbanization (log) 0.324*** (.053) 
Peace-years -0.518*** (.032) 
Cubic spline la -0.001*** (.000) 
Cubic spline 2a' 0.001*** (.000) 
Cubic spline 3a -0.000*** (.000) 
Austria-Hungary b -0.193 (.523) 
China b -0.035 (.422) 
France b 0.779*** (.185) 
Germany b 0.130 (.514) 
Italyb -0.172 (.339) 
Japan b d 

Russia/USSR b 0.063 (.235) 
United Kingdom b 0.104 (.274) 
United States b 3.266*** (.739) 
Log-likelihood 

ratio (df) 2,308.12 (19) 
Pseudo-R 2 .53 
Number 10,131 

-3.011*** (.641) -5.244*** (.936) -3.046*** (.414) 
-0.073 (.082) -0.294*** (.l01) -0.214*** (.043) 

0.213 (.751) 2.987*** (.927) 0.538 (.492) 
0.059 (.095) 0.260** (.104) 0.042 (.059) 
0.251 (.186) 0.516*** (.183) 0.995*** (.207) 
0.065 (.109) -0.467** (.140) -0.140 (.090) 
0.082*** (.031) 0.050** (.021) 0.077*** (.025) 
0.405** (.206) 0.377** (. 159) 0.195** (.088) 

-0.505'*'* (.088) -0.459*** (.061) -1.389*** (.164) 
-0.006*** (.002) -0.003*** (.001) -0.014*** (.002) 
0.003** (.001) 0.002*** (.001) 0.0l0*** (.002) 

-0.001 I (.00 1) -0.000 (.000) -~0.002* (.001) 
0.600 (.682) -0.430 (1.027) 

___ -c -0.128 (.429) 
1.288*** (.449) 0.748* (.391) 1.995*** (.672) 

_d 0.434 (.537) -C 
d 0.377 (.419) C 

_c _d _cS 

1.108** (.555) -0.323 (.490) d 

-0.407 (.843) -0.789 (.803) 0.699 (.919) 
__C 5.927***(1.968) d 

519.72 (15) 655.38 (18) 1,205.88 (14) 
.50 .48 .66 

1,524 3,308 5,299 

NOTE: Unstandardized coefficients from Poisson regression, with standard errors in parentheses. 
a. Coefficients of peace-years cubic splines segments. 
b. Only for those years when country had Correlates of War major power status. 
c. No major power status in the subperiod. 
d. Multicollinearity problem, variable deleted. 
*Significant at the .1 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level. 
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APPENDIX C 
Incidence of Extrasystemic War, 

Multivariate Poisson Analyses, Alternative Models 

Model 2 Model 3 

imperial Postcolonial Imperial Postcolonial 
Variables (1870-1945) (1946-1992) (1870-]945) (1946-1992) 

Constant 0.170 (1.751) 1.039 (1.022) -1.885*** (.371) -2.742*** (.391) 
Democracy -0.018 (.046) -0.206*** (.055) -0.O81* (.042) -0.207*** (.043) 
European 0.485 (.359) 2.489*** (.530) 0.377 (.320) 1.713*** (.399) 
European democracy 0.040 (.048) 0.156** (.061) O.099** (.042) 0.131 *** (.049) 
Other conflicts 0.300 (.240) 0.848*** (.222) 0.523*** (.186) 1.232*** (.202) 
Major power 0.913*** (.345) 0.029 (.304) 0.895*** (.266) 0.316 (.289) 
Alliances -0.372** (.148) -0.239** (.104) -0.283** (.116) -0.264*** (.098) 
Number of colonies 0.015 (.009) 0.049** (.018) 0.009 (.008) 0.055** (.017) 
Real gross domestic 

product per capita 
(log) 

Energy consumption 
per capita (log) 

Peace years 
Cubic spline Ia 
Cubic spline 2a 
Cubic spline 3a 

Log-likelihood 
ratio (dJ) 

Pseudo-R2 
Number 

-0.269 (.236) -0.470*** (.139) 

0.062 (.088) -0.053 (.055) 
-0.514*** (.078) 1.305*** (.159) -0.499*** (.063) -1.456*** (i6) 
-0.003*** (.001) -0.014*** (.003) -0.003*** (.001) -0.015*** (.003) 
0.002*** (.001) 0.009*** (.002) 0.002*** (.000) 0.010*** (.002) 

-0.000 (.000) -0.002 (.001) -0.000 (.000) -0.002** (.001) 

345.10 (12) 
.43 

1,631 

1,052.74 (12) 
.68 

4,410 

509.32 (12) 
.42 

2,257 

1,186.18 (12) 
.65 

5,174 

NOTE: Unstandardized coefficients from Poisson regression, with standard errors in parentheses. 
*Significant at the .1 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***significant at the .01 level. 
a. Coefficients of peace-years cubic splines segments. 
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