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Libertarianism and 
International Violence 

R. J. RUMMEL 
Political Science Department 
University of Hawaii 

Based on theory and previous results, three hypotheses are posed: (1) Libertarian states 
have no violence between themselves. (2) The more libertarian two states, the less their 
mutual violence. (3) The more libertarian a state, the less its foreign violence. These 
hypotheses are statistically tested against scaled data on all reported international conflict 
for 1976 to 1980; and where appropriate, against a list of wars from 1816 to 1974, and 
of threats and use of force from 1945 to 1965. The three hypotheses are found highly 
significant. Tests were also made for contiguity as an intervening variable and were 
negative. Finally, two definitions of "libertarian" are tested, one involving civil liberties 
plus political rights, the other adding in economic freedom. Both are highly positive, but 
economic freedom is also found to make a significant added reduction in the level of 
violence for a state overall or between particular states, 

In Understanding Conflict and War (Rummel, 1975-1981) 1 con- 
cluded that libertarianism is causally related to foreign violence: The 
more freedom that individuals have in a state, the less the state engages 
in foreign violence. This conclusion was based on social field theory and 
associated evidence, and on the test of related propositions against the 
empirical literature. 

My purpose here is to test this conclusion directly against the 
occurrence of conflict and violence for all states for the five years, from 
1976 to 1980, and for all interstate wars since 1816. 

THEORY AND PRIOR EVIDENCE 

Put simply, the theory is that in libertarian states (those emphasizing 
individual freedom and civil liberties and the rights associated with a 

AUTHOR'S NOTE: I am indebted to Douglas Bond for his help in checking the data 
and calculations. 
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competitive and open election of leaders) exist multiple, often conflic- 
ting, elites, whose interests are divergent and segmented, checked and 
balanced. Although perhaps formally centralized, as in Great Britain 
and France, in practice political power is relatively decentralized and 
diffuse. Moreover, political elites are dependent on the support of a 
public unwilling to bear the cost in taxes, property, and blood of foreign 
adventures and intervention 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. Of course, an emotional and patriotically aroused people 
can itself be a force for war. But this is to underline that the 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. This is not true for states whose political 
elites are unrestrained by a free press and contending centers of power 
and which are unaccountable through free elections. For these reasons, 
the freer the people of a state, the more nonviolent its elite's expectations 
and perceptions, and the less likely they are to commit official violence 
against other states. This is not to deny such violence does occur (witness 
the Vietnam War and the Falkland Islands conflict, among others), but 
only that free states are least prone to international violence and war. 

At a more basic theoretical level, libertarian states comprise social 
fields in which the actions of groups and individuals respond to many 
divergent and opposing social and psychological forces. These forces 
spontaneously resolve into interlocking and nested balances of powers 
and associated structures of expectations. These define the social order. 
Such systems (like the free market) tend to be self-regulating and to 
isolate and inhibit conflicts and violence when they occur. They tend to 
encourage exchange, rather than coercive and violent solutions, in 
conflict between groups and individuals. 

Libertarian states are by theory not only less violence prone, but 
when foreign relations includes the perception of other libertarian 
states, this inhibition becomes a mutual barrier to violence. Their 
mutual domestic diversity and pluralism, their free and competitive 
press, their people-to-people and elite-to-elite bonds and relationships, 
and their mutual identification and sympathy will foreclose on any 
expectation or occurrence of war between them; violence may occur 
only in the most extraordinary and unusual circumstances. 
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In sum, there are two propositions implied, one relating to interstate 
violence, the other to the overall violence of a state (operational 
statement in parentheses): 

* Joint-Freedom Proposition: Libertarian systems mutually preclude violence 
(violence will occur between states only if at least one is nonlibertarian; Rummel, 
1979: 277-279). 

* Freedom Proposition: Freedom inhibits violence (the more libertarian a state, the 
less it tends to be involved in violence; Rummel, 1979: 292-293). 

As to systematic evidence for the first proposition, a survey of the 
literature uncovered fourteen relevant empirical studies. Ten support 
(three strongly) it and three are negative.' And two of these negative 
ones are based on indirect inferences from complex statistical manipula- 
tions of many variables, themselves indirectly measuring the relevant 
concepts. There are five important (in the scope and relevance of the 
data and analyses) studies, all of which support the proposition (two 
strongly; Babst, 1972; Rummel, 1979: app. 1, 7.5; Barringer, 1972; 
Vincent, 1977a, 1977b, 1979; and Small and Singer, 1979). It is fair to 
say, therefore, that in general the evidence supports the idea that 
violence will not occur between libertarian states. 

In evaluating this evidence, including that to be presented here, keep 
in mind the unusual nature of this proposition. It is not a statement of 
correlation, association, or relationship. It is an absolute (or "point') 
assertion: There will be no violence between libertarian states. One clear 
case of violence or war unqualified by very- unusual or mitigating 
circumstances falsifies the proposition.2 

1. The strongly supportive studies are Babst (1972), Rummel (1979: Appendix I, 7.5), 
and Small and Singer (1976). Only these studies explicitly bear on the proposition. Also 
strongly, but indirectly (as inferences from descriptive analyses of many related variables), 
supportive are the overlapping studies by Rummel (1979: Appendix I, 4.4-4.7). Less 
strongly supportive, but still positive in that their results are what should be found were the 
proposition correct, are Vincent (1977a, 1977b, 1979) and Rummel (1979: Appendix I, 
4.1). Supportive, but indirectly so, are the studies of Barringer (1972) and the four 
independent studies of Rummel, (1979: Appendix Is 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 6.1). There is one 
ambiguous set of studies by Rummel (1979: Appendix 1, 6.2-6.4). No strongly negative 
studies exist, to my knowledge. One negative study is by Rummel (1979: Appendix I, 6.7), 
and an indirectly negative one is also by him (1979: Appendix 1, 4.8). The only other 
negative study is by Phillips (1969), and it is indirectly relevant. 

2. Such as Israel's attack on the spy ship USS Liberty during the 1967 Arab-Israel War, 
killing 34 American sailors. Israel claimed this to be an error. There is also the 
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As for the Freedom Proposition, the evidence in the literature 
described in Rummel (1979: 292-293) is mixed but tends to support it. Of 
25 relevant studies, 13 favor (4 strongly) the proposition and 10 are 
opposed (6 strongly). However, when only directly relevant studies are 
considered, those in favor number the same, while those that oppose the 
proposition drop to 8 (with 5 strongly negative). Finally, if only 
important studies (covering large historical periods, large samples, or 
many variables) are counted, 6 are positive (4 strongly), while only 3 are 
opposed (1 strongly). The result is that the more directly relevant and 
important the published study, the more likely its findings will support 
the proposition. 

DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES 

By theory, libertarian will have two meanings, one a limited version 
of the other. The first is political freedom, involving civil liberties and 
political rights-what we usually mean by a democratic, open system. 
Second, there is freedom in a more expansive sense, which includes not 
only political freedom, but also the freedom of groups and individuals to 
pursue their socioeconomic interests free from government coercion. 
The latter reflects the classical-liberal idea of limited and minimal 
government. While political freedom is consistent with a large, demo- 
cratic-socialist government, as in Sweden or Denmark, I argue that such 
centralized, semi-socialist governments introduce a considerable mea- 
sure of coercion that contributes to foreign violence (see Rummel, 1976: 
Part 8, for the associated theory and classification of governments). We 
should find, therefore, that those states with less freedom, as opposed to 
less political freedom, should have a greater tendency toward violence. 

Freedom is best measured by the degree to which governmental 
power is decentralized and limited and society is based on exchange. 
Here it suffices to measure the level of economic freedom (from 
governmental ownership, control, and regulation). Thus the two 
definitions are: 

(1) Political freedom = civil liberties + political rights 
(2) Freedom = political freedom + economic freedom 

question of whether Israel would be classified as a libertarian state in 1967, since by virtue 
of its limitations on political rights and civil liberties it was barely, if at all, politically free. 
Further considering its mixed capitalist-socialist economy should suffice to classify it as 
only partially free. 
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The Freedom House publication Freedom at Issue presents annually 
a 7-point scale of all states on their political rights and civil liberties. 3To 

paraphrase Freedom at Issue (1981: 6), political rights are defined by an 
open, competitive electoral process through which leaders are clearly 
elected. States rated I have these characteristics; those rated 7 have 
none-those at the top believe they have the right to govern without 
challenge and are not constrained by public opinion or tradition. Civil 
liberties comprise the freedom of the press and the independence of the 
major media from government dictation; the protection of the indi- 
vidual by the courts; the freedom to express individual opinions without 
fear of imprisonment; the respect for private rights and desires in 
religion, occupation, residence, education, and the like; and the 
individual's ability to engage in rational political activities without fear 
for his or her life. States rated 1 have all these civil liberties; those rated 7 
have complete censorship; political prisoners; no right of assembly; 
restricted travel, residence, and occupation; pervading fear tied in to a 
police-state environment; and swift and sure execution. I will opera- 
tionalize political freedom, then, as the sum of these two scales,4 where 
the higher the combined scale value, the less the political freedom. Thus 
for 1980 the United States is I + I = 2; Indonesia is 5 + 5 = 10; Kuwait is 6 + 
4 = 10, and Vietnam is 7 + 7 = 14. 

Freedom at Issue also classifies states by their economic and political 
systems (see Wright, 1982, for a useful refinement of the economic 
classification). According to my estimate of the economic freedom 
under each subclassification, I distributed scale values 1 through 14 in 
the following manner: 

Scale Value Economic System (all examples for 1977) 

1 industrial and preindustrial capitalist, decentralized (e.g., the United 

States, Botswana, Cyprus) 

3. For the years 1976 to 1980, see Freedom at Issue, January-February, 1977, p. 9; 
January-February, 1978, p. 7; January-February, 1979, pp. 4-5; January-February, 1980, 
pp. 4-5; January-February, 1981, pp. 4-5. Also beginning for 1978, Freedom House has 
published a Freedom in the World Yearbook, which presents the same ratings along with a 
brief description of the freedom in each state. 

4. Freedom House's ratings are explicit, consistent across years, cover all states and 
territories, and most important, discriminate in regard to what I mean by libertarianism. 
To check its discrimination consider how Freedom House rates states whose freedom or 
nonfreedom is marginal or controversial. Israel, for example, is rated in 1978 a 2 for 
political rights and 2 for civil liberties, compared to 1-1 ratings for Austria, Denmark, and 
Iceland. Poland and Yugoslavia received 6-5, compared to 7-6 for the USSR, 6-6 for 
China, and 7-7 for Albania. Iran in 1977 is 6-5, changed to a 5-5 in 1980 after the 
revolution. 
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TABLE 1 
Political Freedom and Freedom Scales, Codes, and Types 

Scalea Fe T b 
Political Freedom Types Code Freedom Types Code Scale 

politically free P 2-4 free F 3-7 

partially politically free PP 5-11 partially free PFC 7-21 

nonpolitically free NP 12-14 nonfree NF 22-28 

a. For states close to the threshold of their types, Freedom House will tip one way 
or another in classification depending on its judgment of any special or mitigating 
forces. 
b. These types and codes should not be confused with those used in Freedom at 
Issue. The scale divisions are primarily into capitalist-free market, mixed, and so- 
cialist types. 
c. A state with a 7 rating is classified as partially free only if it has component ratings 
of civil and political rights = 1 and economic freedom = 5. 

2 all other preindustrial capitalist (e.g., Fiji, Gambia, Honduras) 

3 all other industrial capitalist (e.g., Costa Rica, France, Surinam) 

5 preindustrial capitalist-statist (e.g., Rhodesia, Iran, Zaire) 

6 industrial capitalist-statist (eg., Malta, Taiwan, Ghana) 

8 preindustrial capitalist-socialist (e.g., Burma, Sudan, Peru) 

9 industrial capitalist-socialist (e.g., Austria, Egypt, Yugoslavia) 

11 preindustrial socialist (e.g., Angola, Laos, Tanzania) 

12 industrial socialist, non-Communist (Algeria only) 

14 industrial socialist, Communist (e.g., Albania, Czechoslovakia, USSR) 

Freedom is then measured as the scale values for political freedom 
plus those for economic freedom, which gives equal weight to political 
and economic freedom. Thus freedom for Belgium in 1977 equals 2+ 1 = 
3, for Sweden 2 + 9 = 1 1, for Senegal 8 + 9 = 17, for Poland 11 + 9 = 20, and 
for East Germany 14 + 14 = 28. 

I need also to group states and dyads by their degree of libertarianism 
and to keep distinct the two definitions of a libertarian state. The most 
objective way of doing this is to divide the political freedom and freedom 
scales into the types listed in Table 1. These scales and types are now the 
basic data on libertarianism for testing the propositions.5 

5. Space limitations preclude presenting the data on freedom and violence, listing the 
full variable definitions, and giving the detailed analysis of their reliability and validity. 
Draft appendices providing these are available from the author upon request. 
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MEASURING CONFLICT AND VIOLENCE 

Directed dyadic (e.g., Brazil to Peru) event data were collected on the 
seventeen conflict event variables listed in Table 2. These represent the 
major empirical and theoretical dimensions of official foreign conflict 
behavior, also shown in the table.6 They thus encompass the empirical 
scope and intensity of foreign conflict. 

In application to the event data, each variable (with one exception) is 
scaled from 1 to 8 by judging the hostility involved, severity of 
underlying conflict, values, and stakes at issue, and the possibility of 
escalation to more intense conflict, including violence and war. The full 
definitions cannot be given here (see note 5), but, for example, the 
warnings-and-threats variable is scaled as 0 = none, 4 = warning or threat 
of hostilities short of war, or warning or threat of significant negative 
sanctions and 8 = ultimatum (or threat of war). The economic sanctions 
variable is scaled 0= none, 2= politically significant, showing coolness of 
relations, 4 = politically significant, showing cold and somewhat 
antagonistic relations (or part of coercive diplomacy), and 8 = severe 
sanctions (or strongest possible economic sanctions outside of boycott, 
embargo, or blockade). The alert variable is scaled as 0 = none, 2 = 

politically significant expectations of military action and low, simple 
preparation for a contingency, 4 = an alert preparing for likely military 
action but of lesser magnitude than a war alert, and 8 = an alert 
threatening or involved in preparations for war (or complete and highest 
alert possible). And the war variable is scaled as 0 = none, 1 = a minor, 
limited war fought in a remote area, or a declaration of war or statement 
of war involvement without much military action following, 2 = border 
war, high intensity, but clearly limited to the border, 4 = war, but not 
fought totally-if lost, revolutionary domestic change not threatened, 
and 8 = a total war, from the state's perspective (or revolutionary 
domestic change threatened by a loss). 

The number killed scale needs to be given completely. It is 0 = none 
killed in official dyadic violence; 1 = 1 to 5 killed; 2 = 6 to 25 killed; 3 = 26 
to 225; 4 = 226 to 1,125; 5 = 1,126 to 5,625; 6 = 5626 to 28,125; 7= 
28,126 to 140,625; 8 = 140,626 to 703,125; 9 > 703,125. This is 
roughly a logarithmic (to the base 5) scale selected and adjusted to 

6. The dimensions are limited to official conflict, which best reflects the structural- 
institutional relationship between libertarianism and violence. The dimension of anti- 
foreign demonstrations, which usually delineates the behavior of small, nonrepresentative 
private groups and individuals, is excluded thereby. For a survey of the quantitative 
literature on these dimensions, see Rummel (1979: chap. 15). 
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index the step-up in political intensity with increased casualties, and to 
give scale values comparable to those for other variables. 

I tested the reliability of the above scaling procedures on 1500 news 
reports involving 37 dyads and 24 states (see note 5). The independent 
scalings of two untrained volunteers were compared to that used here. 
The t test of the difference between the mean scalings for each variable 
was nonsignificant (p < .73; .70); the product-moment correlations 
were .87 and .76. The mean absolute scale difference on the 8-point 
scales were .63 and 1.0. All this suggests the scales are fairly reliable. 

The dyad profiles across the seventeen variables need to be collapsed 
into one scale of nonviolent conflict/violence/war. Figure 1 presents a 
Scaling Transformation Chart for the seventeen conflict variables. The 
scale values of a variable were aligned from left to right in the chart 
according to the underlying intensity of conflict, in comparison to the 
scale values of the other variables. Thus it can be seen that the scale 
values of the accusations variable are usually to the left of the same 
values for the protests variable; values for protests are to the left of the 
same ones for threats and warnings. And considering the dimensionality 
of the groups of variables as one moves from negative communications 
variables at the top to the military action variables at the bottom, the 
scale values for the variables move to the right. Actually, as a result, the 
Foreign Conflict Scale is roughly divisible into left to right segments, 
corresponding to these dimensions, as shown at the bottom. One can 
convert from a variable scale value to the Foreign Conflict Scale as 
follows: 

(1) Determine the profile scale values across the seventeen conflict variables for a 
dyad for a year. 

(2) Of all scale values for all variables, isolate the one furthest to the right on 
the Transformation Chart. 

(3) Define for this one value the corresponding (vertical) Foreign Conflict Scale 
value. This is then the measure of conflict for a state or dyad for a year. 

The selected, symmetrical dyads listed in Table 2 provide examples; 
for each a Foreign Conflict Scale value is shown. For India and Pakistan 
this is determined by referring to its profile in Figure 1, where the value 
of 4 for the accusations variable has the highest (is furthest to the right) 
Foreign Conflict Scale value, 10. For the Iran-Iraq dyad, both war and 
number killed variables give the same maximum Foreign Conflict Scale 
value of 47. Such Foreign Conflict Scale values for 1980, as well as those 
for the other dyads, are the conflict data for the tests to be conducted 
here. 
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Reliability tests were done on the Foreign Conflict Scale using the 
event data scalings independently generated for the assessment de- 
scribed above (see note 5). There was no significant mean-scale dif- 
ference from the final scale scores used here (p < .92; .98);7 the product- 
moment correlations were .99 and .99. For the scale length of 52 
units, the percentage mean absolute difference was 2.1 and 3.2. 

Overall, then, this approach to measuring conflict produces one 
ordinal scale measuring the intensity of conflict with clear demarcations 
between violent and nonviolent conflict and between war and nonwar. 
Moreover, very intense war, as well as minor conflict, can be discrimina- 
ted. This Foreign Conflict Scale thus avoids the distortion created by 
adding weighted or unweighted event data counts across variables: 
Many low-level accusations can then equal an embargo; some com- 
bination of low-level conflict can sum to a high level, making states that 
are verbally conflictful appear to have conflict as intense as that of those 
having clashes or military action. 

More important, the Foreign Conflict Scale helps to overcome data 
bias and unavailability. Because of interest and a free press, data are 
more easily available on the low-level conflicts of Western and open 
societies. As conflicts become more intense they tend to be reported, 
even for totalitarian states. The invasion of Afghanistan by the USSR 
could not be hidden, but a sanction against North Korea by China 
would likely be unknown outside their elite circles unless publicized for 
propaganda purposes. To sum weighted or unweighted counts across 
conflict variables therefore biases the resulting scale downward for 
closed (such as Albania), remote (such as Gambia), and uninteresting 
(such as Rwanda) states. My scale helps to avoid this, since the more 
intense an action, the more likely it is that it will be reported, and one 
clash between, say Albania and Yugoslavia, is sufficient to place this 
dyad above any other without violence, irrespective of their negative 
sanctions or communications. 

Finally, the Foreign Conflict Scale is appropriate and conservative in 
testing the propositions of concern here, since both focus on the 
occurrence of violence. Rightly, then, any one act of violence or of war 
automatically creates a high Foreign Conflict Scale value, whereas no 
matter how many negative communications or sanctions, the Foreign 
Conflict Scale value will be low or moderate. 

7. This probability shows that the means are too close together to be likely from 
independent random samples (p < .02). The explanation is that the Foreign Conflict 
Scale squeezes out of the variable's scaling the chance deviation between coders, i.e., 
reduces the unreliability in the scaling technique and thus the difference in means. 
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Table 3 lists the wars and campaigns of violence (the systematic use of 
violence for political ends) reflected by the Foreign Conflict Scale values 
for the 1976-1980 period. Not shown are the many violent incidents, 
involving a singular confrontation, clash, or attack, that also are scaled. 
For other purposes, some of these incidents might be omitted, such as 
the firing by Iranian soldiers on the ships of Panama and Japan caught 
in the Shatt al Arab waterway when the Iran-Iraq war broke out. Such 
were included in the scaling so that any occurrence of violence between 
free states, however minor, could be caught. 

DATA SOURCES, CASES, AND YEARS 

The data sources are diverse, involving daily newspapers (the Wall 
Street Journal and the (New York Times) and weekly magazines (U.S. 
News and World Report, Time, and Newsweek). I also used the daily 
Department of Defense morning and afternoon editions of "Current 
News"-a collection of current clippings and articles on defense and 
relevant conflicts,8 which covers all the major news media, nagazines, 
and journals. 

Data were coded for all legally sovereign and independent states, and 
for all directed, interstate dyads for the years January 1, 1976, to 
December 31, 1980. 

By nature of the propositions to be tested, directed dyad data (e.g., 
U.-S. threats against Cuba) were converted to symmetrical dyad data 
(e.g., the threats between the United States and Cuba).9 It is these 
symmetrical data that were transformed into the Conflict Scale values 
for dyads (see note 5). 

THE JOINT FREEDOM PROPOSITION 

DIRECT TESTS 

The Joint Freedom Proposition should be clearly stated as a research 
hypothesis first: 

Hypothesis 1: Libertarian states have no violence between them. 

8. "Current News" is prepared by the Current News Branch, Department of the 
Air Force, as executive agent for the Department of Defense. 

9. This conversion involved the following. Let i and j be the actor and object in a 
directed dyad i -+ j. Then for the symmetrical dyad i-j, the highest scale value for dyad 



Rummel / LIBERTARIANISM AND VIOLENCE 39 

TABLE 3 

Violence, 1976-1980 

Type of Violence by Countries Year 

Warsa 

Afghanistan vs. USSRb 1979- 
Cambodia vs. Vietnam 1977- 
China vs. Vietnam 1979 
Egypt vs. Libya 1977 
Ethiopia and Cuba vs. Somalia 1977-1979 
Iran vs. Iraq 1980- 
Lebanon vs. Syria 1977 
Mozambique and Zambia vs. RhodesiaC 1976-1978 
Tanzania vs. Uganda 1978-1979 
Yemen (N) vs. Yemen (S)d 1979 

Campaigns of Violencee 

Algeria vs. Morocco 1976-1979 
Angola vs. South Africa 1976, 1979- 
Botswana vs. Rhodesia 1976, 1978-1979 
Cambodia vs. Thailand 1976-1979 
Cambodia vs. Vietnam 1976 
Chad vs. Libya 1977, 1979-1980 
China vs. Vietnam 1978, 1980 
Ethiopia vs. Somalia 1980 
Iran vs. Iraq 1979 
Israel vs. Syria 1977-1980 
Korea (N) vs. Korea (S) 1976-1978, 1980 
Libya vs. Tanzania 1979 
Tanzania vs. Uganda 1977 
Thailand vs. Vietnam 1977, 1979-1980 

a. These are the events classified as war according to the war-variable definition. Wars 
that also should be defined as such under Singer and Small's (1972) criterion of 1000 
or more killed are indicated with an asterisk. 
b. This began with a Soviet engineered coup d'etat involving about 4000 Soviet 
troops airlifted into Kabul, coincident with or followed immediately by a large-scale 
military invasion across Afghanistan's border. Since the Afghanistan government had 
not freely invited the Soviets in and was in fact a government forcibly installed by 
the Soviets, the subsequent nationwide military action should be considered a war 
between the Soviet Union and the rebels representing the Afghan people. This is 
therefore an exception to the rule that war be between official governments, since in 
this case the official government and army of Afghanistan had been taken over by 
the invading forces. In any case, whether this is classified as a war or not will not 
significantly change the results here. 
c. This involved a declaration of war against white Rhodesia by the leaders of Mo- 
zambique and Zambia, backed up by direct aid and bases for the guerrillas operating 
in Rhodesia; it also involved limited engagements between the troops of each side. 
d. Reports are unavailable on the number killed, but probably it is less than 1000. 
e. A pattern of discrete and continuous military actions and clashes manifesting a 
single conflict and serving political ends. 
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TABLE 4 

Dyadic Violence (1976-1980): Theoretical versus 
Empirical Frequencies 

Frequenciesa 

All Cases Contiguous Cases 

Dyads Violence Theoretical Empirical Theoretical Empiricale 

p - pb YES 0 0 0 0 
[F - F] [0] [0] [?] [?] 

NO 3,530 104 
[1,690] [52] 

Others YES 121 121 86 86 
[Others] [121] [121] [861 [86] 

NO 58,389 974 
[60,229] [1,026] 

N 62,040d 1,164 

a. The figures given in the table are for dyad-years: The total number of dyads for 
each year, summed over the five years. Figures not in brackets concern political 
freedom; in brackets relate to freedom. See text for definitions. 
b. P - P = politically free-politically free dyads (political freedom rating of state 
i + political freedom rating of state j = 4 - 8). 
c. F - F = free-free dyads (freedom rating of state i + freedom rating of state j = 
6 - 14). 
d. Sum of the number of dyads of sovereign states for each year. 
e. Contiguous = Common homeland borders. 
f. Sum of the number of tontiguous dyads for each year. 

Recall that "libertarian" is alternatively measured as political 
freedom or freedom. "Violence" means official violence, i.e., that 
between or involving government forces (the Soviet-Afghan war is an 
exception; see note b to Table 3). This in mind, Table 4 presents the 
relevant theoretical and empirical frequencies. 

Focusing on the frequencies for all cases, by Hypothesis I the 
expected (theoretical) frequency of violence is zero. And empirically 
there is no instance of violence between politically free or free states. 
Thus Hypothesis 1 is not falsified. 

i - j or j -+ i for each event-variable was taken as the scale value for the symmetrical dyad 
1-j. 
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This lack of falsification may be only a lucky result. One way of 
testing for this is to consider the probability that the theoretical and 
empirical frequencies would be as close (or closer) than they are, were 
they truly from separate distributions. To test for this, consider the 
following null hypothesis. 

Null Hypothesis 1: Libertarian states have violence between them. 

This may be tested using the goodness-of-fit chi-square, which for the 
frequencies of Table 4 and 1 degree of freedom (the zero violence for 
libertarian dyads and all violence for other dyads is predicted by 
theory)'0 is zero for both P-P and F-F samples. The probability of 
getting this chi-square were the null hypothesis true is p < .005 for both 
samples. Clearly, on this test the possibility of chance should be rejected. 

However, the chi-square goodness-of-fit test is problematic here 
because of the expected zero violence-even for large samples the 
theoretical expectations should be at least 5 for I d.f. to avoid 
misjudging the Null Hypothesis, although the very small p seems safe 
enough. An alternative without this problem is the binomial test. Let 
each case of violence equal a "success," each P-P (or F-F) dyad per year 
be a "trial,"9 and the empirical probability of violence for each dyad for 
each year be the number of cases of violence divided by the total sample, 
or 121/62,040 = .00195. Also let the Null Hypothesis be that P-P (or F- 
F) dyads are as likely to have at least as much violence as are other 
dyads. Then, for the P-P (or F-F) dyads the probability of zero violence 
for 3530 (or 1690) trials is .001 (or .037). Since both binomial tests are 
significant, this test also enables us to reject (for the Null Hypothesis) the 
possibility that chance explains the zero violence for P-P (or F-F) 
dyads."I 

10. For four classifications the degrees of freedom would usually be 3. However, the 
theory only stipulates the distribution of violence-two classifications-independently of 
the empirical data. Thus, 2 classifications - I = I d.f. 

11. It is possible that libertarian dyads may have a much smaller (but nonzero) 
probability of violence than others, but still have violence, and thus violate Hypothesis 1. 
If, for example, there is really a one-in-a-million probability of violence (not the 
theoretical zero probability) for libertarian dyads, the zero violence for the 1976-1980 
period would be a random result. (However, on the null hypothesis that the probability of 
P-P dyads having violence is one-halfthat of others, the zero violence is still significant at 
p <.032.) The test for this possibility requires generating across different time periods a 
number of samples like the ones here-which I hope eventually to do. In any case, all these 
tests are samples that should be considered as part of a process of building, or wrecking, 
our confidence in Hypothesis 1. 
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In their article on the war-proneness of democracies, Small and 
Singer (1976) tested the belief that democracies are more peaceful than 
than are other states.'2 Using their list of 50 interstate wars (occurring 
between 1816 and 1965), they find that, except in two "marginal" cases,13 
democracies had no wars between them. However, they explain this 
mainly as a result of the lack of common borders between democracies 
and try to show that a large percentage of wars involved neighboring 
states. Aside from difficulties with their percentages,'4 they raise an 
important point. 

Table 4 also presents the cases of violence for contiguous P-P and F-F 
dyads. Of course, since this is a subsample, we will also find zero 
violence as expected. However, the question here also is whether this is a 
random result, especially since the sample size is so much smaller than 
the one for all cases. If chance can explain the zero violence for 
contiguous libertarian states, this would suggest that the significant zero 
violence for all libertarian states is really due to their lack of common 
borders. As for the all-case sample, the goodness-of-fit chi-square test 
for the contiguous cases is zero at 1 d.f.; p <.005. The hypothesis of 
chance should be rejected. 

12. There are some errors and problems in the Small and Singer article. In their Table 
6 the first t test should be -.68, not -.76; in Table 6 the first t test should be 1.05, not .68, and 
the second should be 2.84, not 1.45. The latter is then a significant result at p,< .0023 (one- 
tailed, using the z distribution at 146 d.f.), not insignificant as Small and Singer claim. 
That is, democracies have significantly fewer killed in interstate wars, excluding the world 
wars. There is also a problem in their count of common borders (see note 14). 

13. These are a "rightward-drifting Finnish democracy joining Germany" in her 
attack on the USSR in 1941, and thus becoming technically at war with the democracies 
fighting Hitler, and "an ephemeral republican France attacking an ephemeral republican 
Rome in 1849" (Small and Singer, 1976; 67). 

14. "In thirty-eight (76%) of our fifty interstate wars the belligerents shared common 
land boundaries; in five (another 10%) of the remaining twelve, they were neighbors 
through the proxy of colonial holdings" (Small and Singer, 1976: 67). These figures, 
however, do not tally against their list of wars and participants. Apparently, Small and 
Singer really were referring to a geographic distance scale, and nations within a certain 
distance were considered contiguous. However, even then their figures are not repro- 
ducible. On behalf of Singer and his Correlations of War Project, I received the following 
revised calculations: From Scott G. Gates: For all wars 25.8% of dyads had common 
borders; 41.3%, excluding the world wars; 58.5% also excluding the Korean and Austro- 
Prussian War. The number of wars in which a majority of dyads had a common border is 
56%; it is 72% when the borders of colonial holdings also are included. Taking a slightly 
different slant, 68% of the wars were initiated by contiguous nations or the major 
participants were mostly contiguous; 80% if colonial holdings are included. Clearly, these 
statistics weaken the Small and Singer argument. I wish to thank Scott G. Gates for 
providing a most detailed and helpful response to my questions to J. David Singer on the 
Small-Singer article. 
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The binomial test should also be applied here, especially because of 
the zero expected values. Defining "success" and "trials" and the Null 
Hypothesis as before, and the probability of success as 86/ 1,164 = .074, 
the binomial distribution gives the probability of zero violence for P-P 
contiguous states as p < .0003, and for F-F states as p < .01 8. For both 
meanings of libertarianism, therefore, and with both chi-square and 
binomial tests, we can prudently reject the hypothesis that the signifi- 
cant results for all cases are due to the lack of contiguity among 
libertarian states. 

Such are the direct tests of Hypothesis 1. The conclusion is that it 
cannot be rejected by virtue of a negative case, and that it is highly 
unlikely that this lack of any violence is due to chance or to the lack of 
borders between libertarian states. 

INDIRECT TESTS 

A direct test of Hypothesis I is of its quantitative prediction. These 
allow us explicitly to reject or accept it. There are other tests, however, 
that, while not specifically dealing with the predictions of the hypoth- 
esis, gauge the relevant implications and meaning of the underlying 
theory. If these are also supported, our confidence in the hypothesis 
should be strengthened. 

While Hypothesis I asserts an amount (zero) and not a correlation or 
association between libertarianism and violence, the credibility of the 
hypothesis will be increased if we also find that violence between states 
scales upward the less they are libertarian. This is because the underlying 
theory implies that there is a gradient of restraining effects on foreign 
violence correlated with the degree of libertarianism within a state. We 
would surely be troubled if libertarian and partially libertarian states 
are more violent toward one another than are wholly nonlibertarian 
states, or if nonlibertarian states are, next to the libertarian ones, the 
least violent toward one another. 

The tests to be presented for the Freedom Proposition (below) will 
give positive evidence for this gradient. Here it should suffice to show 
this. The percentage of dyads of each type with violence or war, moving 
through the six types of dyads from P-P (or F-F) to those involving the 
least libertarian NP-NP (or NF-NF), for the 1976-1980 period is shown 
in Table 5. Note that the last three types include no politically free (or 
free) states at all and have the highest percentage of violence; the last 
type has the highest of all. These percentages can be correlated with the 
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TABLE 5 

Percentage of Dyad Types with Violence and War 

All Casesa Libertarianism 
Violence and War War Only in the Dyad 

Dyad Types NOb YES % Nob YES % actor + object dyad 

P-P 3,515 0 0 3,515 0 0 0 0 0 
[F-F] [1,755] [01 [01 [1,7551 [01 [01 
P-PP 13,477 13 .096 13,490 0 0 0 1 1 

[F-PF] [14,3001 [101 [.0701 [14,3101 [01 [01 
P - NP 10,061 9 .089 10,070 0 0 0 2 2 
[F - NFl [3,9081 [71 [.179] [3,915] [0 [01] 
PP-PP 12,413 12 .097 12,420 5 .040 1 1 2 

[PF -PFJ [27,801] [24] [.086] [27,8191 [6] (.0221 
PP-NP 18,783 32 .170 18,804 11 .058 1 2 3 
[PF - NFI [15,3351 [351 [.2281 [15,3591 [111 [.0721 
NP - NP 6,869 21 .306 6,872 18 .262 2 2 4 

[NF-NF] [2,0191 [11] [.542] [2,013] 1171 [.837] 

r<c .94, p < .003 .81, p < .025 

[r] <c [.91, p < .0061 [.74, p < .0461 

a. Number of cases per year, summed over the five years (1976-1980). 
b. (Number of dyads for 1980) x S. 
c. Product-moment correlation of % violence (or war) with libertarianism in the 
dyad. Significance is one-tailed. 

level of libertarianism in a dyad. Let P (or F) = 0, PP (or PF) = 1, and NP 
(or NF) = 2. Then give a dyad type the joint score of its members as 
shown in Table 5. The resulting product-moment correlations between 
the decreasing libertarianism in the dyad and the percentage of violence 
are given at the end of Table 5, along with their significance. Clearly, 
decreasing libertarianism means increasing violence. 

The violence for political freedom and freedom samples is plotted in 
Figures 2 and 3. They show violence obviously scaling upward to the 
right, as we would expect from the above correlation. Especially 
important is that, for both plots, the best-fitting function (compared to 
power, logarithmic, and linear functions) is an exponential, or growth, 
curve. It bends upward toward higher violence as libertarianism 
decreases; as libertarianism increases it declines and crosses the violence 
threshold into nonviolence in the region of libertarian dyads. Although 
indirect, these plots and functions are among the most important re- 
sults of this study. They show the great power of the underlying theory. 

The growth functions for the above plots are fitted to the variance for 
all cases of violence, and the coefficient of determination (R2) is 
therefore not itself an indirect test. Only the direction and shape of the 
curve are. R2 is an appropriate indirect test, however, for the maximum 
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Figure 2: Dyadic Violence versus Political Freedom 

violence reached for each scale value of political freedom or freedom. 
This will indicate the extreme range of violence likely per decrease in 
libertarianism and can be plotted in Figures 2 and 3 by connecting the 
highest points reached for each freedom value. 

Figure 4 shows the best-fitting curves to these maxima. For political 
freedom, a growth curve is still best, accounting for 85% of the variance 

(p < .4 x 10-52). This is strong, indirect support for Hypothesis 1. For 

freedom, the best fit is a power curve, reflecting the bunching of several 
wars among the middle freedom values in Figure 3; but it still moves 

upward even for the lowest nonlibertarian values. The R2 is also very 
highly significant, accounting for 43% of the variance (p < .4 x 10-20). 

Not only violence, but if the underlying libertarian theory is correct, 
war also should increase with decreasing libertarianism in the dyad. We 
do find this for the 1976-1980 period, as can be seen from Table 5. The 
least libertarian states had the highest percentage of wars, and the 
correlation between a dyad's lack of political freedom (or freedom) and 
percentage of war is .81 (.74), both significant. 

Note also from Figures 2 and 3 that wars do not occur even near the 
region of Politically Free or Free dyads. For example, while a scale 
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value of 8 is the threshold for political freedom, the dyads with war that 
are closest to it have a value of 24. This is, of course, consistent with the 
gradient we are testing for here, and which can be seen so well in the 
right triangular shape of the plots in Figure 2, and to a lesser extent, in 
Figure 3. 

This result for war is so important that I have tried to broaden the 
sample beyond that used here. I have already mentioned the Small and 
Singer (1976) list of 50 interstate wars between 1816 and 1965. Table 6 
presents the total number of dyads engaged in these wars from 1816 to 
1918, the end of World War I, and from 1919 to 1965. Overall, 325 dyads 
were involved in these wars, but with only the 11 marginal exceptions, 
they included no democracies fighting other democracies. This is true 
even though Small and Singer used a less restrictive definition for 
democracy than I did for libertarianism, Which includes not only having 
the franchise and an effective legislature, but many additional civil 
liberties and political rights. Unfortunately, I do not have the data to 
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TABLE 6 

Wars, Democracies, and Opposing Dyads, 1816-1965a 

Dyads Engaged in Wara 

Dyads 1816-1918 1919-1965 Total 

Democracy vs. democracyb (1) (10) (11) 

Democracy vs. nondemocracy 37 99 136 

Nondemocracy vs. nondemocracy 92 86 178 

Totals 130 195 325 

a. Dyadic count based on Small and Singer (1976: 56-58). 
b. Democracy is defined by Small and Singer as "a rather crude dichotomy" based 
on "(a) . . . periodically scheduled elections in which opposition parties were as free 
to run as government parties, and in which (b) at least ten percent of the adult popu- 
lation was allowed to vote either directly or indirectly for (c) a parliament that either 
controlled or enjoyed parity with the executive branch of government" (1976: 54- 
55). Wars represented in this row are put in parentheses because they are identified 
by Small and Singer as "marginal exceptions" for reasons given in note 13 of the 
text. 

determine the number of democracies in the world for the 1816-1965 
period, and so the significance of the distribution in Table 6 cannot be 
tested. This aside, the distribution gives considerable indirect, subjective 
weight to Hypothesis 1. 

Bueno de Mesquita (1981: 209) updated the Small and Singer list of 
wars to 1974. No democracies, as Small and Singer defined them, on the 
updated list had war. Considering my list of wars (from 1976 to 1980) in 
Table 2, the Small-Singer-Bueno de Mesquita list (from 1816 to 1974), 
and the fact that no war between democracies occurred in 1975 (and 
including the marginal exceptions noted above) we have not had a real 
war between democracies in over a century and a half, from 1816 to 
1980.This gives more indirect, subjective support to Hypothesis 1. 

Pride (1970) provides a classification of 14 democracies in terms of a 
democratization index and the stability of this index for the twentieth 
century. This gives us a very conservative (some of the democracies were 
marginally so, and lasted for only a few decades) way of testing the 
significance of the Small-Singer list of wars, as shown in Table 7. 
Clearly, using Pride's sample of democracies, there has been a 
significant lack of war between them. 

What about this possibility being due to the lack of borders between 
democracies? The number of dyads with and without war who share 
borders is also shown in Table 7. Unfortunately, because of the very low 
expected values for the top row of the table and the marginal values for 
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TABLE 7 

Democracies, Dyads, and War, 1920-1965 

Dyads Engaged in Warf 

Dyads No War War Total 

Democracy vs. Democracya 91 (6) 0 (0) 91 (6) 

Other Dyadsb 1,257 (44) 192 (29) 1,449 (73) 

Totals 1,348 (50) 192 (29) 1,540c (79)d 

X2 = 13.78 (2.33), p <.0002 (.07)e, one-tailed. 
Binomial test for borders: p <.034, one-tailed. 

a. Based on Pride (1970: Figure 3). Includes 14 stable, unstable, and quasi-democ- 
racies during the twentieth century. These are: stable = Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
Great Britain, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland, United States; un- 
stable = France; quasi-democracies = Belgium, Chile, Mexico, Sweden. 
b. States not among Pride's list of democracies are assumed nondemocratic over this 
period. This is a valid assumption regarding the war frequency. 
c. This is the number of dyadic combinations among the total states independent 
since 1920, based on the three lists of Ferris (1973: Table A-1); considering Germany 
and Korea as one, after 1945; ignoring the loss of independence during World War II. 
d. The number of dyads with common borders. 
e. Cells in the top row corrected for continuity. If uncorrected, the X = 3.77; 
p <.027, one-tailed. 
f. Based on the Small and Singer list of wars (1976: Table 1). Frequencies for con- 
tiguous states are given in parentheses. 

the significance of the resulting X2, we cannot base a clear decision 
about the significance of this distribution on it. In this case, then, we can 
use the binomial test, which gives us a significance of p <.03 (one- 
tailed). 

In sum, whether controlling for borders or not, the lack of wars 
between democracies is unlikely to have occurred by chance, and 
Hypothesis 1 is indirectly supported. 

By theory we should expect not only a gradient of violence with 
decreasing libertarianism, but also that libertarian states make no 
preparations for violence or war regarding each other-the undefended 
border between the United States and Canada should be paradigmatic 
of libertarian states. 

This point is also important methodologically. It may be that, tests 
for chance aside, the 1976-1980 period just happened to have no violence 
between libertarian states, but later periods will. If we find even no 
preparations for war or violence, even no activity warning of violence or 
war (such as shows of strength, alerts, troop movements) between 
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libertarian states, the probability decreases that, relevant to Hypothesis 
1, 1976-1980 is an aberrant sample of violence. 

As will be shown for the Freedom Proposition (below) there are no 
warning and defensive acts between politically free or free states for the 
1976-1980 period. Interestingly, when the maximum conflict behavior 
for each value of the Political Freedom or Freedom Scale is plotted, the 
best-fitting plots are logarithmic, dipping sharply down below violence 
and toward zero at the greatest freedom. This is shown in Figure 5 (to be 
clear, the difference between Figures 4 and 5 is that in the former the 
functions fit only the maximum violence; in the latter the functions fit 
the maximum conflict behavior, violence or not, for each value of the 



Rummel / LIBERTARIANISM AND VIOLENCE 51 

TABLE 8 

Democratic Dyads and the Threat and Use of Force, 1945-1965 

Threat of or Use of Forcea 

Dyads No Yes Total 

Democratic vs. Democraticb 276 (21) 0 (0) 276 (21) 

Other dyadsb 3,047 (83) 80 (21) 3,127 (104) 

Totals 3,323 (104) 80 (21) 3,403 (125) 

X2 = 7.23 (3.74)c; p <.004 (.027), one-tailed. 
a. Data on 33 conflicts (1945-1965) involving the threat of or actual use of military 
force are as compiled by Ferris (1973: Table C-1) from Holsti (1966). Ferris provides 
a more complete list of the parties involved. Frequencies for contiguous states are 
given in parentheses. 
b. From Feierabend and Feierabend (1973: Table 12). Democratic nations are de- 
fined by their combined scores on suffrage, internal press censorship, party opposi- 
tion, general civil rights, and executive permissiveness for each of the years between 
1945 and 1966. The total scores range from 1.0 to 6.0 (the least democratic overall). 
I made the cut between democratic and nondemocratic nations at 2.00, for this 
(1) was where a gap appeared in the scores, (2) gave approximately the same per- 
centage (33) of democratic nations as the Freedom House data, and (3) constituted 
close to the same kind of scale division, proportionally, as I used for the Freedom 
House data. A second list of Feierabend and Feierabend (1972: Table 11) was con- 
sulted for six additional states (China, Greece, Guatemala, Iran, Malaya, and Yugo- 
slavia). This list was based apparently on similar criteria and covered the years (1948 
through 1960; I used the same 2.0 cutoff between democratic and nondemocratic 
states. Six states (Burma, North Korea, South Korea, Mongolia, North Vietnam, and 
South Vietnam) were not on either list and were judged nondemocratic over the time 
period. The total sample is 83 states and excludes those not independent for at least 
half the period covered by the Ferris (1973) list of conflicts. 
c. Frequencies corrected for continuity. 

libertarian scale). Relevantly, both curves decline steeply into the region 
of libertarian dyads at the threshold of warning and defensive acts. 

As for war, it is important to determine whether other periods will 
also indirectly support this gradient extending to the threat of, or 
preparation for, violence. Table 8 presents 20 years of data on conflicts 
involving the threat or actual use of force. As shown, there were no such 
conflicts between democratic states, as defined by Feierabend and 
Feierabend (1972, 1973). And this is highly significant (p < .004), even 
when controlling for common borders (p <.027). This is a critical 
result, although indirect. It uses the definitions and data of others to 
arrive at the same conclusion as Hypothesis 1. The only reason the 
results must be considered indirect, however, is that threats of force were 
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also involved, and such threats are not specifically part of the 
hypothesis. 

FREEDOM PROPOSITION 

There are two general research hypotheses implied by the proposition 
that freedom inhibits violence, both of which will be tested. 

H2: The more libertarian a state, the less its foreign violence. 
H3: The more libertarian two states, the less their mutual foreign violence. 

The first is a restatement of the operational expression of the 
proposition at the national level; the second states the proposition's 
implied operational meaning for dyadic relations. While obviously 
related, these hypotheses are separate and make distinct assertions 
about freedom. 

As for the previous tests, "libertarian" will be alternatively defined 
here as political freedom (which comprises political rights and civil 
liberties) and freedom (which also includes economic freedom-a free 
market). Moreover, recall that by theory freedom is the preferred 
definition, since it defines the maximum freedom within a state; it is, 
indeed, what libertarians (or classical liberals) usually mean by freedom. 
Where possible, tests will be performed for any significant differences in 
results between the two definitions. 

HYPOTHESIS 2 

The basic data for testing this hypothesis are those on violence used 
previously, plus all cases of nonviolent conflict behavior that I could 
find from the same sources for the same years (1976-1980). These data 
will be the basis for two appropriate but yet quite different data samples. 

The first, which I will call the Max Violence Sample (N = 112), will 
consist of the maximum conflict behavior of each state between 1976 
and 1980. This will avoid weighting the tests by the several states 
involved in continuous violence for the five years. These data, then, 
really will gauge the relationship between libertarian freedom and the 
highest intensity of conflict behavior reached during this period. 

The second sample will comprise all cases of violence for each year, 
summed over the five years. Thus, if state i had a conflict scale value (as 



Rummel I LIBERTARIANISM AND VIOLENCE 53 

defined earlier) of 12 in 1976, 41 in 1977, and 21 in 1980, each of these 
values is a separate case (for the Max Conflict Sample, only the 41 in 
1977 for state i would have been included). I will call this the Full Sample 
(N = 334). Although separate years with violence for the same state are 
thus considered different cases, this should not create a problem of 
dependent cases. Theoretically and mathematically, there is no neces- 
sary relationship between nonviolence in one year and violence or 
nonviolence in the previous or following year: Two states may be at 
peace one year, at war the next, and at peace the year after, or peace or 
war may extend over many years. Of course, there may be a temporal 
correlation in the occurrence of violence that can influence the tests. But 
this may work for or against the hypotheses, and there is no reason by 
theory that it should go either way. In any case, the Max Violence 
Sample does not have this problem and thus serves as a check for those 
who remain concerned about possibly dependent cases. 

Table 9 presents the two samples, cross-classified by politica- 
freedom and freedom types, and the range of conflict behavior. The 
tabulated numbers are frequencies. To be sure the table is clear, for the 
Max Conflict Sample over the 1976-1980 period, only one politically 
free state (P) had conflict behavior no more intense than negative 
communications; four other politically free states had conflict behavior 
as intense as warning and defensive acts; and another politically free 
state was involved in a war. For the Full Sample and nonpolitically free 
(NP) states, there were a total of 32 cases of states having conflict 
behavior reaching the level of negative sanctions over the five years, i.e., 
[(number of NP states reaching the level of negative sanctions for 1976) 
+ (those for 1977) + . . . + (those for 1980) = 32]. Now for Hypothesis 2. 

The hypothesis first asserts a negative relationship between the 
libertarianism of states and their foreign violence. Table 9 gives the 
appropriate frequencies; the relationship between libertarianism and 
violence can be seen to be largely negative (the major exception being 
the nonwar violence for F cases in the Max Sample). However, the 
differences in these frequencies may be due simply to there being fewer P 
or F cases to have violence, for example. Table 10, therefore, presents the 
proportion of cases with violence. As can easily be seen, the proportions 
are in the hypothesized direction, and the correlations at the bottom of 
the table measure this (they are positive because the higher number for 
the nation type, the less libertarian it is). The correlations by them- 
selves, or their significance, are not a sufficient test of Hypothesis 2, 
however; they are linear measures, while the relationship specified in 
Hypothesis 2 may be nonlinear. 
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TAB3LE 9 

Nation-Level Conflict Behavior, 1976-1980 

Foreign Conflict ScaleC 

Negative Warning and 
Nation Communi- Negative Defensive Vilence 

Sample Typed cations Sanctions Actions Nonwar War 

Maximum P [F] 1 [11 14 [6] 4 [4] 6 [6] 1 [0] 

Conflica PP [PF] 4 [41 16 [29] 7 [9] 11 [17] 9 [11] 

NP [NFJ 0 [0] 10 [5] 3 [1] 10 [4] 16 [15] 

Full b P [F] 10 [4] 33 [22] 13 [10] 8 [10] 4 [O] 
Sample PP [PF] 9 [15] 51 [77] 17 [25] 40 [55] 16 [22] 

NP [NFl 3 [3] 32 [17] 10 [5] 47 [30] 41 [39] 

a. The number of states of a given type whose maximum conflict behavior reached 
the indicated level of conflict (e.g., for P types, 14 states had maximum conflict 
behavior reaching the level of negative sanctions during the 1976-1980 period). 
N= 112. 
b. The number of states of a given type having the indicated level of conflict be- 
havior for each of the five years, 1976-1980 (e.g., for P types, the number of states 
havingviolence [nonwar] in 1976 + 1977 +... + 1980 = 8). N = 334. 
c. The Conflict Scale values are: negative communications = 1 - 8; negative sanc- 
tions = 9 - 20; warning and defensive actions 21 - 33; violence 34 - 43; war = 

44-52. 
d. P = politically free [F = free]; PP = partially politically free [PF - partially free]; 
NP nonpolitically free [NF = nonfree]. 

The appropriate tests are provided in Table I1. Given (see above) that 
the data show the hypothesized direction of relationship, the question 
the table should answer is whether this is a significant contingency. Can 
we, with fair confidence, reject the possibility that these data favor 
Hypothesis 2 by chance? First, the Null Hypothesis. 

Null Hypothesis 2: Violence is not less the freer a state (violence is either greater the 
more libertarian a state, or is independent of its libertarianism). 

To reject this null hypothesis requires that the contingency table show 
a negative relationship between violence and libertarianism and that this 
be significant. The appropriate coefficient is the chi-square ( X2), which 
is shown for the two samples and each of the definitions of freedom. The 
significance level is one-tailed, due to the null hypothesis being 
directional. 
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TABLE 10 

Proportion of Violence by Nation Type, 1976-1980 

Proportion Violencea 

Number Nation Type Maximum Sample Full Sample 

1 P [F] .18 [.24] .05 [.06] 

2 PP [PF] .30 [.26] .22 [.15] 

3 NP [NF] .46 [.61] .29 [.46] 

rb .997C [.89] .97 [.95] 

a. The proportion of violence = violence/(none + violence), where the numbers for 
the denominator are given in Table 11. 
b. Product-moment correlation of the number (on the left) of the nation type with 
the proportions. 
c. Significant at p < .05, one-tailed. 

First, the contingency is in the opposite direction to that specified in 
the null hypothesis, as shown in Table 1O. Second, all the X2 results are 
highly significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis should be rejected with 
confidence; we can say that for the 1976-1980 period, the more 
libertarian a state, the less violence. 

Is freedom a significantly better fit to the hypothesis than political 
freedom? Clearly, both definitions yield significant results. And the X 2 

for freedom is higher. Moreover, as can be seen from the difference in 
X 2 t test, this is a significant difference for both samples. '5 Therefore, I 
can conclude that there is significantly less violence when a state's 
economic freedom is added to civil liberties and political rights. The 
above constitute direct tests. There are indirect tests that also can be 
applied that should affect our confidence in Hypothesis 2. 

If the theory underlying the hypothesis is valid, we also would expect 
that the more libertarian states are, the less they have wars. The data 
support this, significantly. The appropriate contingency table (like 
Table 11, with war in place of violence) can be calculated from Tables 9 
and 1O, and would yield four X2 tests, all significant in the hypothesized 

15. The t test of any differences a - b is t = (a - b)/ D, where D is the sampling standard 
deviation of the differences. Then, t = (a - b)/ (S2N)i?. where S is the standard deviation of 
the population, which is assumed the same for a and b; and N= (INI)+ (1 /N2), and Ni and 
N2 are the sample sizes for a and b. Now, for ( X 12 - X22), with vi and V2 degrees of freedom, 
t = ( X 12 - X22)/ (2vw)y, where 2v equals the variance of the chi-square; w = (I /v i) + (I /v2). 
But, for the tests I will conduct, Vi = V2, and therefore v = VI = V2. Thus, the t test of the 
difference of chi-squares is t = (X 12 - X22)/ 2 for vi + V2 degrees of freedom. 
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TABLE 11 
Nation Type by Level of Violence, 1976-1980 

Violencea 

Maximum Conflict 

Nation Sample Full Sample 
Type Noneb Violence None Violence 

P [F] 32 [19] 7 [6] 224 [145] 12 [10] 

PP [PF] 47 [78] 20 [28] 202 [423] 56 [77] 

NP [NF] 30 [12] 26 [19] 213 [81] 88 [69] 

N= 162 N= 795 [80.5] 

X2 = 8.90 [14.271 x2 = 49.97 [89.691 
p <.006 [.0004], p <.5 x 0l-l [.5 x 10l, 

one-tailed one-tailed 

difference in X2 difference in X2 
t test = -2.685c t test = -19.86 e 
p <.027, one-tailed p < .00002 

a. See notes to Table 9. 
b. The number of states with zero conflict behavior for all five years, 1976-1980, 
plus those with nonviolent conflict from Table 9. 
c. The sum of the number of independent P, PP, and NP states for each of the years, 
1976-1980. 
d. The number of F, PF, and NF states for 1979 (N = 161) was multiplied by 5 to 
get the five-year total. 
e. This is a test of whether the X2 for freedom is significantly better than for political 
freedom. 

direction at p < .002, one-tailed. Moreover, freedom would still do 
significantly better than political freedom at p <.007, one-tailed. 

By theory, we also would expect that, relative to their nonviolent 
conflict behavior, the more libertarian states are, the less their violence. 
This is because the very forces that limit violence-greater activity 
among divergent interest groups, the greater pluralistic dynamism of 
open societies, the greater segmentation of interests, and the greater 
cross-pressures-also promote internal and external (nonviolent) con- 
flict. This can be tested by cross-tabulating nonviolent conflict behavior 
and violence separately against the nation types for both samples. The 
contingencies would be then in the proper direction; the four X2 
calculated for such a 3 x 2 table would be all significant at p < .003, 
one-tailed. That is, relative to their nonviolent conflict, the more 
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libertarian a state, the less its violence. There is, however, no significant 
difference between these results for political freedom and freedom. 

HYPOTHESIS 3 

The test of this hypothesis will involve the same data base used above, 
but now in dyadic form. First, since as for the previous hypotheses we 
are concerned only with violence between states and not with who 
initiates it, the sample will contain symmetrical dyads, i.e., the total 
conflict behavior of states i and j directed toward each other. 

Second, this symmetrical dyadic data will be organized by year, so 
that the frequency counts will be of the number of dyads with given 
conflict behavior per year, over the five years. This is comparable to the 
Full Sample used above. A Max Sample is not employed because of the 
greater refinement in cross-classifications (for example, now instead of 
just a classification for free states F, there are F-F, F-PF, and F-NF 
subclassifications of dyads), and thus a reduction in subsample sizes 
(and expected values for a-contingency table). 

Third, since the hypothesis posits a general relationship between 
freedom and violence, one should avoid letting a dyad with violence 
over the five years and having the same joint political freedom or 
freedom score skew the tests. The conservative approach to the 
hypothesis, given that the test of Hypothesis 2 already shows a tendency 
for violence to be associated with nonlibertarian states, is to omit those 
years of data for a dyad for which the dyad's joint political freedom or 
freedom score is duplicated, keeping only the year of highest conflict 
behavior. This will combine the virtues of both the Full and Max 
Samples used above and make any positive results for Hypothesis 3 
more robust. That is, it is a conservative procedure. 

To make sure this procedure is understood, consider the data on 
violence for Ethiopia-Somalia. For those years having conflict behavior 
between these states, joint political freedom scores and conflict scale 
values were: 

Joint Political Freedom Conflict Scale Value Year 

28 49 1977 
28 47 1978 
28 45 1979 
28 45 1980 
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Therefore, since the joint PF were the same for these four years, only the 
data for the highest conflict scale value, which is for 1977, will be used. 
Had 1976 had conflict behavior, but with a different joint-PF score, it 
would have been also included. The year 1976, however, will be a case of 
no violence. 

In total, 680 symmetrical dyads had conflict behavior over the five 
years, (1976-1981; that is, those dyads with conflict behavior in 1976 + 
those in 1977 + . + those in 1980 = 680). The sample for political 
freedom, omitting all but the highest conflict data for a dyad base whose 
joint political freedom scores were duplicated, is 510; for freedom it is 
527. Therefore, the elimination procedure drops 23% to 25% of the 
cases. 

Table 12 presents the data, subdivided as finely as the frequencies 
permit. These will be the basic data for testing the hypothesis. Table 13 
shows the hypothesis-relevant data on violence that were omitted. 

One can see from Table 12 that there is a tendency overall for the raw 
frequency of violence to increase as joint political freedom and freedom 
decrease (note the clustering of zero violence in the upper right). This is 
even more obvious in Figures 2 and 3, which plot this violence for the 
joint political freedom and freedom scores. To measure this increase in 
violence here, Table 14 gives the proportion of violence to total dyads. 
As for Hypothesis 2, the problem now is to determine the probability 
that the direction of relationship those proportions show and the 
contingencies also given in Table 14 are due to chance. 

The Null Hypothesis to be tested is: 

Null Hypothesis 3: Violence is not less between two states the more libertarian they 
are (violence is either greater between two states the more libertarian they are, or is 
independent of their libertarianism). 

The correlation coefficients in Table 14 show the contingencies to be in 
the wrong direction for the null hypothesis; the X 2 is highly significant 
for both definitions of libertarian. We must therefore reject the null 
hypothesis as being very highly unlikely (less than two in a billion 
probability) and accept alternative Hypothesis 3. 

Are my data elimination procedures responsible for rejecting the null 
hypothesis? The answer can be seen in Table 13, in which the elimination 
of data on violence associated with duplicate political freedom or 
freedom scores tends to favor those dyads involving the least libertarian 
states (empirically they tend to have stable scores while also having the 
most violence, as for example, Vietnam; the freest states also tend to 
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TABLE 13 

Total Dyads, Dyadic Violence Sample, and Omitted Data, 1976-1980 

Violence 

Violence SampleC Omitted Violenced 

Dyad Typea Totl Dyads Nonwar War Nonwar War 

P-P [F-F] 3,515 [1,755] 0 [0] 0 [0] 0 10] 0 [O] 

P-PP [F-FP] 13,490 [14,310] 7 [9] 0 [01 5 [1] 0 10] 

P-NP [F-NF] 10,070 [3,915] 8 [61 0 [0] 1 [1 0? [0] 

PP-PP [PF-PF] 12,425 [27,825] 10 [17] 4 [6] 3 [6] 1 [1] 

PP-NP [PF-NF] 18,815 [15.3701 28 [30] 10 [10] 4 [5] 1 [1] 

NP-NP [NF-NF] 6,890 [2,030] 16 [8] 10 [9] 5 [3] 8 [8] 

a. See note b, Table 12. 
b. The number of total dyads for 1980 (13,041) times five, since the violence fre- 
quencies are the sum of the frequency for each year, 1976-1980. N = 65,205. 
c. This is the sample remaining after omitting dyads with duplicate political freedom 
[freedom] scores. N = 93 [95 ]. 
d. These are the distribution of dyads with violence omitted because of duplicate 
political freedom [freedom] scores. N = 28 [261. 

have stable scores, but with little violence), which would work for the 
null hypothesis. To prove this, I recalculated the X2 results for Table 14 
using all data on violence (N = 121). The X 2s are 75.2 (182.3), which are 
57% (97%) higher than those in Table 14. Therefore, for all the data the 
null hypothesis also would be rejected, but with even much greater 
significance. This is why I say that my data procedures are conservative. 

Freedom, as it should by theory, clearly does better in rejecting the 
null hypothesis than does political freedom, and the difference is highly 
significant. 

For the first proposition, I tested the possibility that lack of common 
borders between libertarian states may be causing the significant results. 
This may also be true here. Table 15, therefore, presents the violence 
data of Table 14 only for those dyads whose members are contiguous. If 
the increase in violence with the decrease in libertarianism is due to 
contiguity-it may be that the least libertarian states commonly share 
borders, while the most libertarian have few-then the distribution of 
violence in Table 15 should not enable us to reject Null Hypothesis 3. 
However, as the proportions show and correlations measure, the 
direction of relationship between violence and dyad type is opposite to 
that specified by the Null Hypothesis; and the X2 proves that this is 
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TABLE 14 

Dyadic Violence and Proportion of Violence, 1976-1980 

Proportion 
Violence of Violenceb 

Numberd Dyad Typea None Violence (x 10-2 

2 P - P [F -F] 3,515 [1,755] 0 [0] c 0 [0] 

3 P-PP [F-FP] 13,478 [14,300] 7 [9] .05 [.06] 

4 P-NP [F-NNF] 10,061 [3,908] 8 [6] .08 [.15] 

4 PP-PP [PF-PF] 12,407 [27,795] 14 [23] .11 [.08] 

5 PP-NP [PF-NF] 18,772 [15,324] 38 [40] .20 [.26] 

6 NP - NP [NF - NF] 6,851 [2,002] 26 [17]c .38 [.84] 
e r = .94 [.85] 

N= 65,177 [65,179]. 

x2= 47.82 [92.46]. 

p < .2 x 1 8 [ .5 x 1-10], one-tailed. 
2 9 tie. difference in X t test = 22.32; p < .4 x 10- one 

a. See note b, Table 12. 
b. Violence/total dyads from Table 13. 
c. In computing the X2, this cell was corrected for continuity by ?.5, whichever 
reduced the difference between the actual and estimated values. 
d. This number is the sum for a dyad of nation types rated P [F] = 1, PP [PF] = 2, 
and NP [NF] = 3. Thus, P - NP has the number 1 + 3 = 4. This measures the lack of 
libertarianism in the dyad. 
e. Product-moment correlation of the dyad number on the left and the dyad's pro- 
portion of violence. Both correlations are significant at p < .025, one-tailed. 
f. Duplicate violence excluded. See note d, Table 13. 
g. See note e, Table 11. 

highly unlikely to be random. Therefore, the Null Hypothesis should be 
rejected. Even when controlling for common borders, the less liber- 
tarian two states are, the more mutual violence there is. 

Also as shown in Table 15, freedom still is the significantly better 
definition: Economic freedom does make a difference, even when 
controlling for contiguity. 

There is another kind of direct test of Null Hypothesis 3, but this time 
using curvilinear regression. If the null hypothesis is correct, we should 
find anywhere from a horizontal line fitting a plot of violence against 
joint political freedom or freedom to a curve of decreasing violence with 
decreasing joint political freedom or freedom. The best regression 
curves among the linear, logarithmic, power, and exponential types are 
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shown in Figures 2 and 3. For political freedom and freedom these 
curves are: 

y = 28.9e .014_ .28 p <.6 x 10 1l, one-tail 

y = 31.3 e 058x2 = .21 p<.1 x o07, one-tail 

where y = violence score on the Conflict Scale 

x - joint dyadic political freedom score 

X2 = joint dyadic freedom score 

R2 = coefficient of determination 

N = 12116 

For both political freedom and freedom these are growth curves that 
cross the violence threshold beyond the region of jointly free dyads and 
curve upward in violence as the dyad's joint freedom declines. This 
contradicts Null Hypothesis 3, and, judging by the R2, very significantly 
so. Therefore, for this kind of test also, alternative Hypothesis 3 must be 
accepted. 

So far, only the central tendency of violence, which was found to lie 
along the above curves, has been tested. However, if Hypothesis 3 is 
correct, we would also expect that the peak violence would increase with 
decreasing political freedom or freedom scores. Since the curvilinear 
test for the central tendency was based on minimizing the squared 
deviations from the curve (i.e., least squares regression analysis), it is 
possible for the peak violence (defined by the top points in the plots, as 
shown in Figures 1 and 2) to remain the same or even decrease with 
decreasing libertarianism, inconsistent with Hypothesis 3. Were either 
to occur it would question the hypothesis, regardless of the central 
tendency. Therefore, a regression analysis was done on the highest level 
of violence reached for each scale value of political freedom (N 19) and 
for transformed scale values 17 of freedom (N 20). 18 The reason for the 

16. Since I am defining mathematical functions that may be useful in studies other 
than this one, rather than statistically testing contingencies I employed the full sample of 
dyadic violence used for testing Hypothesis 1. 

17. The transformation was as follows. Freedom scores 6 and 7 were each given a new 
score of 4; 8 and 9, a new score of 5; 10 and 11, a new score of 6; ... ; 55 and 56, a new score 
of 28 (at the midpoint-to make up for an extra freedom score compared to political 
freedom-scores 30, 31, and 32 were each given a new score of 16). Then the highest 
violence score for 6 and 7 became that for the new score of 4, the highest for 8 and 9 became 
that for 5, and so on. 

18. The reason for the difference in N is that no dyad having the political freedom scale 
value of 10 had violence (as can be seen from Figure 2). 
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transformation, which uses the highest violence on adjacent scale 
values, is that the freedom scale is twice that for political freedom, and I 
want to make the two regressions comparable. 

The best-fitting regression curves (among linear, logarithmic, power, 
and exponential) for these maximum intensity data are these: 

y = 25.97e 025x1 R2 .85 p < .2 x 10O7, one-tail 

.3 2 y = 18.13x R = .53 p < .0002, one-tail 

where y = maximum violence (Conflict Scale value) 
reached by any dyad 

xl =joint dyadic political freedom score 

X2 = joint dyadic freedom score 

N1 = 19 

N2 = 20 

Both curves are plotted in Figure 4. Note that these curves are of 
different types. The one for political freedom is a growth curve, with the 
maximum violence between states curving upward as their joint political 
freedom decreases; the other is a power curve, which has its greatest 
slope upward in maximum violence between states when they are 
partially free. Because of the jump in magnitudes of violence in the 
middle ranges of freedom, the curve crosses the violence threshold just 
within the region of jointly free dyads in spite of their having no 
violence. Moreover, the difference between these curves shows that the 
decrease in civil liberties and political rights increases the intensity of 
violence most when they are all but eliminated. But the added decrease 
in economic freedom increases the intensity of violence most at the early 
or middle stages-that is, when free market economies become mixed 
socialist or statist. In sum, since both curves contradict Null Hypothesis 
3 with high statistical significance, it must be rejected. 

As with Hypotheses 1 and 2, there are several indirect tests that also 
can be made-these get more at the implications of the underlying 
theory and the sense of Hypothesis 3 than at its operational meaning. 

If the X2 tests of Table 14 are recomputed for a contingency table 
with the number of cases of no war and war cross-tabulated for nation 
types, the contingencies are in the proper direction and with a X2 of 
26.09 [86.38], significant for both political freedom and freedom at 
p < .00005 (one-tailed). And freedom does significantly better (at 
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TABLE 15 

Dyadic Violence Between Contiguous States, 1976-1980 

Violence Proportion 

Numberc Dyad Typea None Violence of Violence 

2 P - P [F-F] 110 [55] 0 [0] c 0 10] 
3 P-PP [F-FP] 111 [104] 4 [5] .03 [.05] 

4 P - NP [F - NF] 55 [20] 0 [0] 0 [0] 

4 PP-PP [PF-PF] 203 [479] 9 [15] .04 [.03] 

5 PP - NP [PF - NF] 362 [330] 29 [30] .07 [.08] 

6 NP-NP [NF-NF] 239 [92] 20 [14] .07 [.12] 

rd =.81 [.81] 
N f= 1,142 [1,144]. 

X2 15.51 [25.41]. 

p <.004 [.00006 ], one-tailed. 

Difference in X2 t test = -4.95; p < .0003, one-tailed.g 

a. See note d, Table 9. 
b. Proportion = violence/(none + omitted violence). For omitted violence, see note g, 
below. 
c. See notes to Table 14. 
d. Product-moment correlation of dyad number and proportion of violence. Both 
correlations are significant at p <.03, one-tailed. 
e. Between contiguous states with nonduplicating political freedom [freedom] scores. 
f. This is the number of contiguous states for 1979 times five (1165), minus 23 [21] 
cases of omitted violence. Beginning at the top of the violence column, the number 
of cases of omitted violence are: 0 [0] ,5 [1] , 0 [0], 3 [6], 4 [5], and 11 [9]. 
g. See note e, Table 11. 

p <.3 + l0 10, one-tailed). That is, the implication that the inverse 
relationship between libertarianism and violence should also hold for 
even extreme violence-war-is strongly supported. 

There is also the theoretical implication that violence between states 
will be higher the less they are libertarian, even relative to their overall 
conflict behavior. That is, nonlibertarian states should have higher 
violence even in proportion to their conflict behavior. If nonviolent 
conflict behavior and violence are separately cross-tabulated against the 
nation types, the X2 results are 39.66 [29.02], both significant in the 
correct direction for political freedom and freedom at p < .00002 (one- 
tailed). 

Earlier in this section, the curves of violence were found to fit 
Hypothesis 3. By theory, we should also expect a curvilinear regression 
to do equally well for the maximum conflict behavior, whether violent 
or not. By only specifying violence, Hypothesis 3 allows for the 
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Figure 6: Maximum Dyadic Conflict per Dyadic Political Freedom Score 

empirical possibility that it may well fit the maximum violence, when 
violence occurs. However, for many joint political freedom or freedom 
.scores there may not be any violence at all, and if this lack of violence is 
at the nonlibertarian end, it is contrary to theory. Accordingly, curves 
were fitted to the Maximum Conflict Scale Value per political freedom, 
or freedom, score. The results are shown in Figures 6 and 7, where for 
comparability, the transformed scores are used for freedom (see note 
17). Their equations are: 

y = -26.2 + 23.3Qnx R2 =87 p <.5 x 1011 one-tail 

y = -26.7 + 24.1Qnx R2 8-tail 2 ~ ~~~3 p<.1 x 10 ,one-ti 

where y = score on the Conflict Scale 
x 1 =joint dyadic political 

freedom score 

x2 = joint dyadic freedom score 

Qn = natural logarithm 
N = 25 
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Figure 7: Maximum Dyadic Conflict per Dyadic Freedom Score 

As should be expected, the maximum conflict behavior per political 
freedom or freedom score is well represented by continually rising 
curves, logarithmic in each case. This is shown by the coefficients of 
determination R2, both of which are highly significant. Freedom, 
however, is not a significantly better fit than political freedom. But when 
the results get this good (accounting for at least 83% of the variance), 
even greater significant improvement becomes very difficult. 

Nonetheless, as theory predicts, when the curves of Figures 6 and 7 
are overlayed, as shown in Figure 5 the freedom curve is higher. That is, 
for the same political freedom and (transformed) freedom score, 
freedom predicts to a higher level of violence. 

All this aside, the plots and shape of the curves in Figures 6 and 7 in 
the region of those dyads involving libertarian states sum up the theory 
underlying Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 3. Clearly, freedom makes a 
critical difference in conflict behavior and marks a fundamental 
threshold between violence and nonviolence. Note especially that the 
greatest increase in the maximum conflict behavior along the curves 
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happens when freedom is beginning to be lost, and the maximum 
violence occurs when both members of a dyad are no longer free at all. '9 

CONCLUSION 

The direct and indirect tests given here provide strong, positive sup- 
port for the three hypotheses and thereby for the Joint Freedom and Free- 
dom Propositions, and thus reinforce the conclusion of my Understanding 
Conflict and War. A necessary condition of violence between two states 
is that at least one of them be partially or completely nonlibertarian. Or, 
to turn this around, violence does not occur between libertarian states. 
Moreover, whether states are considered individually or dyadically, the 
less free-libertarian-a state, the more violence it engages in. 

Contiguity is not an intervening variable: Contiguous or not, 
libertarian states do not exert violence on each other; and whether 
having common borders or not, the less freedom in states, the more 
violence between them. 

Whether libertarian is defined by political freedom or freedom, the 
data are highly supportive of the propositions. However, while econo- 
mic freedom does not significantly detract from the Joint Freedom 
Proposition, it is clearly important for the Freedom one. To add 
economic freedom to civil liberties and political rights is to reduce 
significantly the level of violence for a state overall, or between 
particular states. For the Freedom Proposition, the libertarian's (or 
classical liberal's) faith in the peaceful effects of economic freedom 
appears, according to these data, well justified. 

POSSIBLE CRITICISMS 

(1) The analysis is ideologically biased, or colored by a Western or 
liberal idea of freedom. Obviously I favor freedom, especially when 
defined in classical liberal terms. But all studies of conflict have some 
explicit or implicit normative premises or point of view. Often these are 
ideological, as are those defining social justice and positive peace as 
equality or those that use the value-laden concept of structural violence. 
Regardless, one should not try to eliminate any of this, but rather to 
make normative assumptions explicit and honest by incorporating them 

19. I need to underline here that the classification of politically free or free states 
depends on Freedom House's criteria of "free," "partially free," and "nonfree" types, and 
therefore was established for this study prior and external to any data analysis. 



68 JOURNAL OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

into a clear theory, and insofar as is possible, make them part of 
whatever empirical testing is done.20 

The best check against normative bias involves two stages. One is 
presenting clear and precise data and methods, using systematic and 
objective techniques, and making tests and conclusions intersubjectively 
verifiable. The second is even more important. It is the actual attempt to 
refute through reanalysis or new data what one believes to be biased or 
wrong. It is, in short, through the dialectical process of presenting 
controversial results and the attempts at their public refutation that we 
check bias. 

(2) The sample is too limited, and does not include the period when 
democracies were heavily involved in war, such as the Suez or Vietnam 
War periods. First, in including all violence forfive years, the sample is 
hardly limited. Second, other samples were drawn on, such as of all wars 
between 1816 and 1974, and all threats or actual use of force between 
1945 and 1965, which all show the same lack of violence or wars between 
democracies. Third, such wars as Vietnam are irrelevant to the Joint 
Freedom Proposition, for that is a case of a libertarian state versus a 
nonlibertarian one. In any case, one must make one's tests with one 
sample at a time. The real question is whether this sample is important 
and these tests well d6ne. 

(3) Violence is misconstrued. This study severely neglects the 
violence of the rich or imperialist nations against the poor, or what is 
called "structural violence." "Violence" as physically attacking the life, 
limb, and property of others is the consensual meaning in both field and 
libertarian theory. This criticism would really want to use another 
theory and meaning, one based on a socialist and equalitarian 
perspective. Fine. But then the onus is the critic's to show that the 
concept of "structural violence" will yield better results, in some sense, 
than the one given here.21 

(4) The theory is too sketchy-its logic andproperties need detailing, 
especially regarding economic freedom. I agree, but the purpose here is 
to test the two propositions and not to present the theory that I have 
elaborated elsewhere in greater detail (Rummel, 1975-1981). 

With regard to economic freedom, the basic idea is that intervention 
of centralized, coercive power-government-into a social field has 
certain social effects, among which is an increase in the polarization of 
interests (forces) and a reduction of cross-pressures. By theory and 

20. I am well aware of the dichotomy between facts and values. However, values, often 
involve empirical assumptions that can be tested. 

21. I have tried to deal normatively and systematically with the concept of structural 
violence elsewhere (Rummel, 1981: 3.9.3). 
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holding other things constant, this should increase the level of violence 
in the field (Rummel, 1976: Part VIII) and decrease inhibitions in the 
foreign policy behavior of the elite. That mixed capitalist-socialist 
democratic systems like Sweden or Denmark, therefore, should be more 
violent than the United States or West Germany may strike some as 
silly. But then among the mixed democracies are also Israel, the United 
Kingdom, and Portugal; and also among the capitalist are Iceland, 
Switzerland, and New Zealand. For these two groups the claim that the 
former should and does have more violence is not at all strange. All this 
says, of course, is that the theory should not be left to socialist or liberal 
predispositions, but must be tested systematically. And this I have tried 
to do here. 

(5) But you still should have carried out a sensitivity analysis. What 
would be the result if, say, Sweden'sfreedom values were changedfrom 
partially free to free? Ordinarily, I think it methodologically unwise to 
change the values of a case alone in a sensitivity study, for then it is not 
clear what unique or common aspects of a case are causing the resulting 
effects. A better approach is to vary uniformly a variable or group of 
cases based on some theoretical or hypothetical principle. Here, I have 
in fact done this. For although mixed capitalist-socialist democracies 
like Sweden, Denmark, and Norway are coded partially libertarian on 
the freedom scale (and these are the cases that I believe will most bother 
some readers), their values are all changed to libertarian for the political 
freedom scale. That is, on the principle that political and civil rights 
completely dominate economic freedom, Sweden, Norway, and others 
are treated as free. Thus we have the two sets of results for political 
freedom and freedom, where those for political freedom in comparison 
to freedom can be considered methodologically a sensitivity analysis of 
the role of economic freedom. 

(6) Contiguity should have been measured on a many-valued scale to 
take account of the impact of near contiguity. Perhaps, but I do not 
believe the scale will make much difference. Politically, the threshold 
condition is a common border; lack of such contiguity is, however 
scaled, of a different order. In other words, scaling contiguity should 
only marginally, if at all, alter the present results. 

(7) Statistical tests were done without a well-defined sample, in a 
sample survey sense. The population is of interstate, dyadic violence, 
anywhere, anytime. The sample is of all such violence between 1976 and 
1980 and was selected randomly with regard to the hypothesis. It is 
arguable whether this sample represents well the relevant characteristics 
of the historical population, but the working assumption is that it does. 
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Clearly, more samples must be taken and much more work be done 
before this question can be shelved; however, recall that other and larger 
samples of war and violence were used also. 

But there is another answer. The statistical tests also assess whether 
for the given sample the particular combination of results (i.e., no 
violence falling among libertian dyads) could occur by chance. And if 
the critic does not like my answer about sampling, he or she should 
nonetheless accept the statistical tests as valid on these second (not 
secondary) grounds. 

(8) The variance in violence that libertarianism explains is low (note 
Figures 2 and 3). Therefore, while the results are statistically significant, 
they are for practical purposes insignificant. True, the variance 
explained is low in some cases (but note also the high variance for the 
functions fitting the highest magnitudes of violence), but explaining 
variance is not the essence of this study. It is determining whether the 
prediction of no violence, or of decreasing violence with increasing 
libertarianism, holds true, and if so, whether this result could be due to 
chance. As to practical significance, the policy importance of establish- 
ing the credibility of these propositions should be obvious. 

REFERENCES 

BABST, D. V. (1972) "A force for peace." Industrial Research (April): 55-58. 
BARRINGER, R. E. (1972) War: Patterns of Conflict. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
BUENO DE MESQUITA, B. (1981) The War Trap. New Haven, CT: Yale Univ. Press. 
FEIERABEND, I. K. and R. L. FEIERABEND (1973) "Violent consequences of 

violence," pp. 187-219 in H. Hirsch and D. C. Perry (eds.) Violence as Politics: A Series 
of Original Essays. New York: Harper & Row. 

---(1972) "Systematic conditions of political aggression: an application of frustration- 
aggression theory," pp. 136-183 in I. K. Feierbend, R. L. Feierabend, and T. R. Gurr 
(eds.) Anger, Violence, and Politics: Theories and Research. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 

FERRIS, W. H. (1973) The Power Capabilities of Nation-States: International Conflict 
and War. Lexington, MA: D. C. Heath. 

Freedom at Issue (1981) (January-February). 
GASTIL, R. D. (1981) Freedom in the World 1981. New York: Freedom House. 
HOLSTI, K. J. (1966) "Resolving international conflicts: a taxonomy of behavior and 

some figures on procedures." J. of Conflict Resolution 10 (September): 272-296. 
PHILLIPS, W. R. (1969) "Dynamic patterns of international conflict." Ph.D. dissertation, 

Universsity of Hawaii, Honolulu. 
PRIDE, R. A. (1970) "Origins of democracy: a cross-national study of mobilization, party 

systems, and democratic stability." Sage Professional Papers on Comparative Politics, 
Vol. 1, Series 01-012. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 



Rummel / LIBERTARIANISM AND VIOLENCE 71 

RUMMEL, R. I. (1981) Understanding Conflict and War, Vol.5: The Just Peace. Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage. 

---(1979) Understanding Conflict and War, Vol. 4: War, Power, and Peace. Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage. 

-- (1976) Understanding Conflict and War, Vol.2: The Conflict Helix. Beverly Hills, 
CA: Sage. 

(1977) Field Theory Evolving. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
(1966) "A foreign conflict code sheet." World Politics 18, 283-296. 
(1963) "Dimensions of conflict behavior within and between nations," pp. 1-50 in 

General Systems Yearbook of the Society for General Systems Research, Vol. 8. 
SINGER, J. D. (1972) The Wages of War: A Statistical Handbook. New York: John Wiley. 
SMALL, M. and J. D. SINGER (1976) "The war-proneness of democratic regimes, 1816- 

1965." Jersulam J. of Int. Relations 1 (Summer): 50-69. 
VINCENT, J. (1979) Project Theory: Interpretation and Policy Relevance. Washington, 

DC: University Press of America. 
---(1977a) "Distance theory: an inventory of significant findings for conflict." 
Attributes and National Behavior. Research Monograph 27. (unpublished) 

---(1977b) "Project theory: an overview and selected results." Presented to the 
Canadian School of Peace Research, Carleton University, Ottawa. 

WRIGHT, L. M. (1982) "A survey of economic freedoms." Freedom At Issue 
(January-February): 15-20. 


	Article Contents
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. 32
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56
	p. 57
	p. 58
	p. 59
	p. 60
	p. 61
	p. 62
	p. 63
	p. 64
	p. 65
	p. 66
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Mar., 1983), pp. 3-190
	Front Matter [pp. 72-72]
	The Buffer System in International Relations [pp. 3-26]
	Libertarianism and International Violence [pp. 27-71]
	A Probability Model of Credibility: Analyzing Strategic Nuclear Deterrence Systems [pp. 73-108]
	A Test of M Bargaining Sets in Sidepayment Games [pp. 109-135]
	Conceptualizing "War": Consequences for Theory and Research [pp. 137-159]
	Review Section
	Review: The Statistical "n" of "n" Nuclear Weapons States [pp. 161-179]
	Review: Freeze: The Literature of the Nuclear Weapons Debate [pp. 181-189]

	Back Matter [pp. 190-190]



