
 

 
Democratization and the Danger of War
Author(s): Edward D. Mansfield and  Jack Snyder
Source: International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), pp. 5-38
Published by: The MIT Press
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539213
Accessed: 01-11-2017 17:48 UTC

 
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide

range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and

facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at

http://about.jstor.org/terms

The MIT Press is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend access to
International Security

This content downloaded from 86.133.137.245 on Wed, 01 Nov 2017 17:48:27 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Democratization Edward D. Mansfield
 and the Danger of War and Jack Snyder

 O ne of the best-
 known findings of contemporary social science is that no democracies have

 ever fought a war against each other, given reasonably restrictive definitions

 of democracy and of war.1 This insight is now part of everyday public discourse

 and serves as a basis for American foreign policymaking. President Bill Clin-

 ton's 1994 State of the Union address invoked the absence of war between

 democracies as a justification for promoting democratization around the globe.

 In the week following the U.S. military landing in Haiti, National Security

 Adviser Anthony Lake reiterated that "spreading democracy . . . serves our

 interests" because democracies "tend not to abuse their citizens' rights or wage

 war on one another."2
 It is probably true that a world where more countries were mature, stable

 democracies would be safer and preferable for the United States. However,

 countries do not become mature democracies overnight. More typically, they

 go through a rocky transitional period, where democratic control over foreign

 policy is partial, where mass politics mixes in a volatile way with authoritarian

 elite politics, and where democratization suffers reversals. In this transitional

 phase of democratization, countries become more aggressive and war-prone,

 not less, and they do fight wars with democratic states.

 Edward D. Mansfield is Associate Professor of Political Science at Columbia University and author of
 Power, Trade, and War (Princeton University Press, 1994). Jack Snyder is Professor of Political Science
 and Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia University. His most recent book is
 Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Cornell University Press, 1991).

 The authors thank Sergei Tikhonov for assistance with computer programming; Liv Mansfield for
 preparing the figures; Richard Betts, Miriam Fendius Elman, David Lake, Bruce Russett, Randall
 Schweller, David Spiro, Randall Stone, Celeste Wallander, and participants at seminars at Harvard
 and Columbia for helpful comments; and the Pew Charitable Trusts for financial support.

 1. Michael Doyle, "Liberalism and World Politics," American Political Science Review, Vol. 80, No. 4
 (December 1986), pp. 1151-1169; Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1993). For skeptical views, see David E. Spiro, "The Insignificance of the Liberal
 Peace," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 2 (Fall 1994), pp. 50-86; and Christopher Layne, "Kant
 or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 2 (Fall 1994),
 pp. 5-49. They are rebutted by Bruce Russett, "The Democratic Peace: 'And Yet It Moves',"
 International Security, Vol. 19, No. 4 (Spring 1995), pp. 164-175.
 2. "Transcript of Clinton's Address," New York Times, January 26, 1994, p. A17; Anthony Lake, "The
 Reach of Democracy: Tying Power to Diplomacy," New York Times, September 23,1994, p. A35.

 International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 5-38
 ? 1995 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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 International Security 20:1 | 6

 The contemporary era shows that incipient or partial democratization can be

 an occasion for the rise of belligerent nationalism and war.3 Two pairs of

 states-Serbia and Croatia, and Armenia and Azerbaijan-have found them-

 selves at war while experimenting with varying degrees of partial electoral

 democracy Russia's poorly institutionalized, partial democracy has tense rela-

 tionships with many of its neighbors and has used military force brutally to

 reassert control in Chechnya; its electorate cast nearly a quarter of its votes for

 the party of radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky

 This contemporary connection between democratization and conflict is no

 coincidence. Using the same databases that are typically used to study the

 democratic peace, we find considerable statistical evidence that democratizing

 states are more likely to fight wars than are mature democracies or stable

 autocracies. States like contemporary Russia that make the biggest leap in

 democratization-from total autocracy to extensive mass democracy-are

 about twice as likely to fight wars in the decade after democratization as are

 states that remain autocracies. However, reversing the process of democratiza-

 tion, once it has begun, will not reduce this risk. Regimes that are changing

 toward autocracy, including states that revert to autocracy after failed experi-

 ments with democracy, are also more likely to fight wars than are states whose

 regime is unchanging.

 Moreover, virtually every great power has gone on the warpath during the

 initial phase of its entry into the era of mass politics. Mid-Victorian Britain,

 poised between the partial democracy of the First Reform Bill of 1832 and the

 full-fledged democracy of the later Gladstone era, was carried into the Crimean

 War by a groundswell of belligerent public opinion. Napoleon III's France,

 drifting from plebiscitary toward parliamentary rule, fought a series of wars

 designed to establish its credentials as a liberal, popular, nationalist type of

 empire. The ruling elite of Wilhelmine Germany, facing universal suffrage but

 limited governmental accountability, was pushed toward World War I by its

 escalating competition with middle-class mass groups for the mantle of Ger-

 man nationalism. Japan's "Taisho democracy" of the 1920s brought an era of

 mass politics that led the Japanese army to devise and sell an imperial ideology

 3. Zeev Maoz and Bruce Russett, "Normative and Structural Causes of the Democratic Peace,
 1956-1986," American Political Science Review, Vol. 87, No. 3 (September 1993), pp. 630, 636; they
 note that newly created democracies, such as those in Eastern Europe today, may experience
 conflicts, insofar as their democratic rules and norms are not adequately established. See also
 Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, p. 134, on post-Soviet Georgia.
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 Democratization and the Danger of War | 7

 with broad-based appeal.4 In each case, the combination of incipient democra-

 tization and the material resources of a great power produced nationalism,

 truculence abroad, and major war.

 Why should democratizing states be so belligerent? The pattern of the de-

 mocratizing great powers suggests that the problem lies in the nature of

 domestic political competition after the breakup of the autocratic regime. Elite

 groups left over from the ruling circles of the old regime, many of whom have

 a particular interest in war and empire, vie for power and survival with each

 other and with new elites representing rising democratic forces. Both old and

 new elites use all the resources they can muster to mobilize mass allies, often

 through nationalist appeals, to defend their threatened positions and to stake

 out new ones. However, like the sorcerer's apprentice, these elites typically find

 that their mass allies, once mobilized, are difficult to control. When this hap-

 pens, war can result from nationalist prestige strategies that hard-pressed

 leaders use to stay astride their unmanageable political coalitions.5

 The problem is not that mass public opinion in democratizing states dem-

 onstrates an unvarnished, persistent preference for military adventure. On the

 contrary, public opinion often starts off highly averse to war. Rather, elites

 exploit their power in the imperfect institutions of partial democracies to create

 faits accomplis, control political agendas, and shape the content of information

 media in ways that promote belligerent pressure-group lobbies or upwellings

 of militancy in the populace as a whole.

 Once this ideological connection between militant elites and their mass

 constituents is forged, the state may jettison electoral democracy while retain-

 ing nationalistic, populist rhetoric. As in the failure of Weimar and Taisho

 democracy, the adverse effects of democratization on war-proneness may even
 heighten after democracy collapses. Thus, the aftershock of failed democrati-

 zation is at least one of the factors explaining the link between autocratization

 and war.

 4. Asa Briggs, Victorian People, rev. ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1970), chaps. 2-3; Geoff
 Eley, Reshaping the German Right (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980); Alain Plessis, De la fete
 imperiale au mur des federes, 1852-1871 (Paris: Editions du seuil, 1973), translated as The Rise and
 Fall of the Second Empire, 1852-1871 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); Jack Snyder,
 Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991),
 chaps. 3-5.
 5. Hans Ulrich Wehler, The German Empire, 1871-1918 (Dover, N.H.: Berg, 1985); Jack S. Levy, "The
 Diversionary Theory of War: A Critique," in Manus Midlarsky, ed., Handbook of War Studies (Boston:
 Unwin Hyman, 1989), pp. 259-288.
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 International Security 20:1 | 8

 In developing these arguments, we first present our statistical findings show-

 ing that democratizing states have been disproportionately likely to fight wars.

 We then explain why democratizing states are so war-prone, drawing illustra-

 tions from the history of the great powers. Finally, we offer suggestions for

 reducing the risks of transitions to democracy.

 Quantitative Analysis: Definitions, Measures, and Techniques

 Much of the research on the democratic peace has relied on statistical tests,

 which indicate that democracies become involved in wars about as frequently

 as other states, but that by reasonably restrictive definitions, they have never

 fought each other. Using similar methods and the same databases (covering

 the period from 1811 to 1980), we find that democratizing states-those that have

 recently undergone regime change in a democratic direction-are much more

 war-prone than states that have undergone no regime change, and are some-

 what more war-prone than those that have undergone a change in an autocratic

 direction. In this section, we distinguish between democratic and democratizing

 regimes and explain how we set up our statistical tests. We then report our

 statistical findings.

 Definitional issues have been central to the debate on the democratic peace.

 Even fairly minimal definitions of democracy require periodic elections be-

 tween candidates who compete fairly for the votes of a substantial portion of

 the adult population, and whose outcome determines who makes state policy,

 including foreign and military policy6 Thus, the War of 1812 does not count as

 a war between democracies because Britain's suffrage was too narrow. Con-

 versely, although the German Reichstag of 1914 was elected by universal

 suffrage with voter turnout over 90 percent, the war between France and

 Germany is excluded because German cabinet officials were chosen by the

 Kaiser. Nonetheless, in light of the current enthusiasm about the prospects for

 promoting peace by encouraging democratization, it is important not simply

 to discard cases that are not yet mature democracies, but to analyze democra-

 tization as a significant category in its own right.

 Ted Robert Gurr's Polity II database on regime characteristics is commonly

 used to study the democratic peace, and is especially well-suited to measuring

 6. Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, 2d ed. (New York: Harper, 1947);
 Samuel P. Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century (Norman:
 University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), pp. 5-13, esp. p. 6; see also Russett, Grasping the Democratic
 Peace, pp. 16-18, and Michael Doyle, "Liberalism and World Politics," esp. p. 1164.
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 Democratization and the Danger of War I 9

 gradations of regime change toward or away from democracy.7 Gurr created

 measures of democracy and autocracy (with values from 0 to 10) based on the

 competitiveness of political participation, the strength of the rules regulating

 participation in politics, the competitiveness of the process for selecting the

 chief executive, the openness of executive recruitment, and the strength of the

 constraints on the chief executive's power. Bruce Russett has combined these

 measures to develop a composite index of a state's regime type.8 Based on this

 index and following Gurr, Russett distinguishes among democracies, autocra-

 cies, and "anocracies," political systems in which democratic and autocratic

 features are mixed, or in which very little power is concentrated in the hands

 of public authorities.9 Some of the anocracies discussed by Russett include Iran
 under Mossadegh, Indonesia after Sukamo's first election, Goulart's Brazil, and

 Allende's Chile.10 Victorian Britain is coded as close to fully democratic on
 some dimensions, but anocratic on others.11

 We consider states to be democratizing if, during a given period of time, they

 change from autocracy to either anocracy or democracy, or if they change from

 anocracy to democracy. Conversely, states are autocratizing if they change from

 democracy to autocracy or anocracy, or from anocracy to autocracy.

 We conduct separate analyses based on the composite index of regime

 change and on three of its components, because we are interested in both their

 combined and their separate effects on war. The first of these components is

 the openness of executive recruitment. In Gurr's definition, "recruitment of the

 chief executive is 'open' to the extent that all the politically active population

 has an opportunity, in principle, to attain the position through a regularized

 process."12 The second component, executive constraints, measures "the insti-

 7. Ted Robert Gurr, Polity II: Political Structures and Regime Change, 1800-1986, Inter-University
 Consortium for Political and Social Research No. 9263 (1990).
 8. Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, p. 77; see also Maoz and Russett, "Normative and
 Structural Causes of the Democratic Peace, 1956-1986." This index is: PCON(DEM - AUT), where
 DEM is a state's score on the summary measure of democracy, AUT is a state's score on the
 summary measure of autocracy, and PCON is a measure of the extent to which power in a regime
 is monopolized by state authorities, which takes on values ranging from 0 to 10. This index
 therefore takes on values ranging from 100 (maximal democracy) to -100 (maximal autocracy).
 9. More specifically, Russett classifies as democracies those states with values of the index of
 regime type described in footnote 8 ranging from 30 to 100, those with scores ranging from -25
 to -100 as autocracies, and those with scores ranging from -24 to 29 as anocracies. See Russett,
 Grasping the Democratic Peace, p. 77; and Ted Robert Gurr, "Persistence and Change in Political
 Systems," American Political Science Review, Vol. 68, No. 4 (December 1974), pp. 1482-1504.
 10. Russett, Gr-asping the Democratic Peace, pp. 121-122.
 11. Gurr, Polity II, p. 11.
 12. Gurr, Polity II, p. 11; emphasis in 6riginal. This variable is coded, based on a four-point scale
 ranging from closed to open. Closed regimes and regimes in which the recruitment of executives
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 International Security 20:1 | 10

 tutionalized constraints that exist on the decision-making powers of chief

 executives, whether individuals or collectivities."13 The greater these con-

 straints, the more democratic is the polity.4 The third component, the competi-

 tiveness of political participation, "refers to the extent to which alternative

 preferences for policy and leadership can be pursued in the political arena."15

 The greater the competitiveness, the more democratic is the polity.16
 Although Gurr's selection of indicators and his classification of cases are not

 beyond dispute, they are generally considered to be better documented and

 more discriminating than other compilations.17 Moreover, by using Gurr's data,
 we insure that none of the cases included in our analysis were coded with an

 eye toward confirming the hypothesis that democratization promotes war.

 Like most research on the democratic peace, we rely on the Correlates of War

 (COW) Project data on war.18 Most of these studies have focused on wars

 is unregulated were coded autocratic; regimes characterized by hereditary succession and an
 executive chief minister chosen by either "executive or court selection" or "electoral selection" were
 coded anocratic; and open regimes were coded democratic. This sometimes leads to counterintui-
 tive coding of cases. Partly for this reason, Britain's composite score remains anocratic until 1922.
 However, recoding cases piecemeal would be fraught with dangers. Rather than dealing with
 possible validity problems through recoding, we checked for the impact of any particular coding
 quirks by running separate tests for the various component indices and for different time periods.
 The fact that we obtained roughly parallel results from these various tests suggests that possible
 biases in the coding of specific regimes or the measurement of specific indicators were not
 decisively influencing our findings.
 13. Gurr, Polity II, p. 15.
 14. Regimes are coded using a seven-point scale. Polities in which executives are vested with
 unlimited authority and those classified as falling between these regimes and those in which
 limited constraints exist on the executive are coded autocratic. Polities in which "accountability
 groups have effective authority equal to or greater than the executive in most areas of activity"
 (Gurr, Polity II, p. 16), and those classified as falling between these regimes and those in which
 substantial constraints exist on executive authority, are coded democratic. All polities falling
 between these extremes are coded anocratic.
 15. Gurr, Polity II, p. 18.
 16. The competitiveness of political participation is coded on a five-point scale ranging from
 "suppressed competition" to "competitive competition." We code the former polities as autocratic,
 the latter polities as democratic, and all polities in between these extremes as anocratic.
 17. We are unaware of any data set that is better suited to our purposes. For example, Michael
 Doyle's data on democracies emphasize normative features of a polity rather than the institutional
 features on which we focus. Further, since these data do not distinguish among the regime types
 of non-democracies, it is not possible to identify countries that underwent periods of democrati-
 zation but failed to become mature democracies. Arthur Banks's data do not tap the institutional
 factors emphasized in our analysis as well as the Polity II data developed by Gurr. And, as Russett
 points out, although measures of regime type based on Gurr's and Banks's data are moderately
 related to one another, Banks's "simpler categorization, compiled earlier than that of Gurr et al.
 and less fully documented, is probably less discriminating." See Russett, Grasping the Democratic
 Peace, p. 78; Doyle, "Liberalism and World Politics"; and Banks, Cross-Polity Time-Series Data
 (Binghamton: State University of New York, Center for Comparative Political Research, 1986).
 18. See Melvin Small and J. David Singer, Resort to Arms: International and Civil Wars, 1816-1980
 (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1982).
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 Democratization and the Danger of War I 11

 between states. However, we also assessed whether democratizating states

 fight non-state actors, as in a colonial war.19 Consistent with the COW defini-

 tion, we consider as a war any military conflict that led to at least 1,000 battle

 fatalities.20

 Because we view democratization as a gradual process, rather than a sudden

 change, we analyze whether democratization during periods of one, five, and

 ten years is associated with involvement in war over subsequent periods of

 one, five, and ten years, respectively Insofar as the effects of democratization

 on domestic coalitions, interest groups, and ideologies might unfold gradually

 after the initial political opening, the likelihood of war might increase gradually

 over the following decade. We compare the first and last year of each time

 period to identify cases of democratization, autocratization, and no regime

 change. We then examine whether a war involving that state began in the

 subsequent period. We carry out this analysis for each measure of democrati-

 zation discussed above, and for both interstate wars and all wars, during the

 period from 1811 to 1980, the only era common to Gurr's Polity II data and

 the COW data.21

 19. Since the correlation between the COW data sets of interstate wars and all wars is quite modest,
 the relationship between democratization and all wars need not be similar to that between
 democratization and interstate wars. See Edward D. Mansfield, Power, Trade, and War (Princeton:
 Princeton University Press, 1994), chap. 2. Most of the literature on the democratic peace, especially
 that which focuses on the role of norms, is cast at the dyadic level of analysis and therefore analyzes
 wars between pairs of states. Thus, it necessarily ignores wars between states and non-state actors.
 Our tests, however, are not dyadic, but rather address the characteristics of individual states. We
 will analyze dyadic relationships of democratizing states in a subsequent study.
 20. To be counted as a participant, each state involved in an interstate war must have suffered at
 least 100 fatalities or sent at least 1,000 troops into active combat. States involved in wars against
 non-state actors must have sustained (in combination with any allies) at least 1,000 deaths in battle
 during each year of the conflict. On these coding procedures, see Small and Singer, Resort to Arms,
 pp. 55-57.
 21. The COW data on war cover the period from 1816 to 1980, whereas Gurr's data cover the
 period from 1800 to 1986. As a result, our analysis based on one-year periods begins in 1815, and
 our analyses based on five-year and ten-year periods begin in 1811. In the case of five-year periods,
 the first observation measures democratization between 1811 and 1815 and war between 1816 and
 1820. In the case of ten-year periods, the first observation measures democratization from 1811 to
 1820 and war from 1821 to 1830. In order to observe the need for statistical independence among
 the observations, non-overlapping periods are used in each set of analyses. Certain countries were
 formed during this period (e.g., Italy, Germany, the Soviet Union), whereas others dissolved (e.g.,
 Austria-Hungary, the Ottoman Empire, Serbia, Germany). Small and Singer agree with Gurr that
 some countries should be treated separately (Austria-Hungary and Austria; Russia and the Soviet
 Union; Germany, West Germany, and East Germany; the United Arab Republic and Egypt; Cam-
 bodia and Kampuchea; and Tanganyika and Tanzania). We therefore follow this procedure in our
 analyses. In other cases, however, Small and Singer disagree with Gurr. We analyzed these
 countries in two ways. First, the Ottoman Empire and Turkey, Sardinia and Italy, Prussia and
 Germany, and Serbia and Yugoslavia were considered a single country during the period from
 1811 to 1980. Second, we treated each country in every pair separately. Since there was little
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 International Security 20:1 | 12

 To assess the strength of the relationship between regime change and war,

 we construct contingency tables to determine whether democratization and

 autocratization are each statistically independent of a state's subsequent in-

 volvement in war. The null hypothesis is that the probabilities are identical that

 a democratizing state, an autocratizing state, and a regime with no change will

 become involved in a war. To test this hypothesis, we calculate the expected

 frequency of each outcome (democratization and war, democratization and no

 war, autocratization and war, autocratization and no war, no regime change

 and war, no regime change and no war) assuming that the probability of war

 is the same, whether the regime changes or not. We then compare these

 expected frequencies to the corresponding observed frequencies. A Pearson

 chi-square statistic (X2) is calculated, the value of which indicates the extent of
 the difference between these frequencies.22 The greater the value of this statistic,

 the lower is the probability that regime change and war are statistically inde-

 pendent.23

 DEMOCRATIZATION AND WAR: STATISTICAL FINDINGS

 We found that democratizing states were more likely to fight wars than were

 states that had undergone no regime change. As shown in Figures 1 and 2, the

 probability of war for democratizing states always exceeds that for states

 undergoing no regime change. On average, democratizing states were about

 two-thirds more likely to go to war than were states that did not experience a

 regime change. For example, during any given ten-year period, a state that had

 not experienced a regime change during the previous decade had about one

 chance in six of fighting a war; in the decade following democratization, a

 state's chance of fighting a war was about one in four. The relationship between

 difference in the results based on these two sets of tests, we report the results based on the latter
 procedure, which is consistent with that of Gurr.

 22. More formally, X2 = X[(f - e)2/e], where f is the observed frequency for each outcome, e is the
 expected frequency for each outcome, and sigma (1) refers to the summation of this value for all
 outcomes.

 23. The null hypothesis of statistical independence is rejected if X[(f - e)2/e] > X2.o05 if we rely on
 the .05 level of statistical significance. This statistic has degrees of freedom equal to (r - 1)(c - 1),
 where r refers to the number of rows and c refers to the number of columns in the contingency
 table. The use of this statistic is appropriate only if the expected frequency for each outcome
 exceeds one, a condition which is met in all of the following tests. Indeed, the expected frequency
 of war usually exceeds five when five-year and ten-year periods are analyzed. On this issue, see
 Stephen E. Fienberg, The Analysis of Cross-Classified Categorical Data (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT
 Press, 1980), p. 170.
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 Figure 1. Effect of Regime Change (or No Change) on the Probability of All Wars.

 democratization and war was strongest for ten-year periods and weakest for

 one-year periods.

 These findings are not very sensitive to our decision to distinguish autocra-

 tizing regimes from those experiencing no change. When we compared the

 probability of war for democratizing states with that of all countries that were

 not democratizing (i.e., autocratizing countries and those experiencing no

 change), democratization gave rise to a higher probability of war than the

 absence of democratization in every instance. Democratizing states were, on

 average, about 60 percent more likely to go to war than states that were not

 democratizing.

 Although our results provide strong support for the hypothesis that democ-

 ratization promotes war, the strength of this relationship differs depending on

 the measure of democratization used and the length of time that is analyzed.
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 Figure 2. Effect of Regime Change (or No Change) on the Probability of
 Interstate Wars.

 Based on the composite index, states undergoing democratization were, on

 average, about one-third more likely to go to war than states experiencing no

 regime change, regardless of whether all wars or interstate wars are considered.

 The effects of democratization were somewhat stronger when the three com-

 ponents of regime change (discussed earlier) are analyzed separately. Based on

 the openness of executive recruitment, the probability of both interstate wars

 and all wars was, on average, about twice as large for states in the process of

 democratization as for states undergoing no regime change. Based on the

 competitiveness of political participation, the probability that democratizing

 states would fight any type of war was, on average, about 75 percent greater

 than for states undergoing no regime change. The probability of interstate wars

 for countries in the process of democratization was, on average, about twice

 as large as for countries experiencing no regime change. Based on the con-
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 Democratization and the Danger of War | 15

 straints placed on a chief executive, states undergoing democratization were,

 on average, about 35 percent more likely to become engaged in both interstate

 wars and all wars than states experiencing no regime change.

 The strength of the relationship between democratization and war also varies

 depending on the length of time that is analyzed. Our results were statistically

 significant in three out of eight tests based on one-year periods; in four out of

 eight tests based on five-year periods; and in six out of eight tests based on

 ten-year periods.24 (The latter results are presented in Table 1.) Further, based

 on the composite index, the percentage change in the probability of war

 associated with democratization and that associated with the absence of regime

 change increases as the period of time analyzed becomes longer: it is greatest

 based on ten-year periods and lowest based on one-year periods.

 These results are quite robust. Our findings about democratization and war

 did not change significantly when we excluded changes from autocracy to

 anocracy from the category of democratization; when we excluded changes

 from democracy to anocracy from the category of autocratization; when we

 excluded states that underwent transitions in both directions, toward democ-

 racy and autocracy, in a given five-year or ten-year period; when we analyzed

 the periods before and after World War I separately; nor when we analyzed

 great powers and other states separately 25

 24. Only our results based on the competitiveness of participation fail to conform to this tendency
 for the strength of the relationship between regime change and war to increase as the period of
 time we analyzed becomes longer. In this case, however, our results are statistically significant only
 when one-year periods are considered (for all wars, %2 = 5.44 (p < .10); for interstate wars, %2 =
 7.54 (p < .05)) and, for interstate wars, when ten-year periods are analyzed (see Table 1).
 25. For a description of the criteria used to code states as great powers and a list of these states,
 see Small and Singer, Resort to Arms, pp. 44-45. One reason that we conducted separate tests based
 on pre-World War I cases is that a few of the cases of democratizing states that went to war in
 the period after World War I seemed on the surface to be causally questionable. For example, after
 World War II, Greece became democratic and subsequently became involved in the Korean War.
 Though events in Greece and Korea were connected through the larger contest between democratic
 and communist states, it hardly seems correct to say that Greek democratization caused the Korean
 War. Rather than throwing out such cases in ad hoc manner, we checked to see whether these cases
 were substantially influencing our overall findings by examining the seemingly less problematic
 pre-1914 cases separately. In addition, we checked whether states initially autocratized and sub-
 sequently, during the following five or ten years, democratized to a sufficient extent that the state
 was coded as democratizing. Under these circumstances, we would not be able to determine
 whether to attribute a war to the initial autocratization or the subsequent democratization. Fortu-
 nately, there were few cases in which multiple fluctuations occurred within a given period, and
 they did not noticeably influence our results. To analyze their influence, we first omitted these
 periods, and then coded them on the basis of the last fluctuation that occurred in each period. The
 only marked changes in our results due to multiple fluctuations occurred when the composite
 index and ten-year periods were analyzed. In these cases, the results became substantially stronger

 (for all wars, X2 = 11.54 (p < .01); for interstate wars, %2 = 7.75 (p < .05)).
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 Table 1. Contingency Tables of the Relationships Between Regime Change and War,
 Based on Ten-Year Periods, 1811-1980.

 Regime Change War No War Total

 A. All Wars

 Composite Index (x = 7.99**)
 Democratization 22 (17.8) 62 (66.2) 84
 Autocratization 25 (16.6) 53 (61.4) 78
 No Change 142 (154.6) 586 (573.4) 728
 Total 189 701 890

 Openness of Executive Recruitment Q2 = 9.10**)
 Democratization 17 (10.4) 33 (39.6) 50
 Autocratization 10 (6.2) 20 (23.8) 30
 No Change 140 (150.4) 584 (573.6) 724
 Total 167 637 804

 Competitiveness of Participation (Q2 = 3.09)
 Democratization 14 (12.2) 41 (42.8) 55
 Autocratization 14 (9.7) 30 (34.3) 44
 No Change 137 (143.1) 510 (503.9) 647
 Total 165 581 746

 Executive Constraints (Q2 = 6.17**)
 Democratization 14 (13.4) 50 (50.6) 64
 Autocratization 20 (12.6) 40 (47.4) 60
 No Change 135 (143.0) 548 (540.0) 683
 Tota l 169 638 807

 B. Interstate Wars 2
 Composite Index (X = 3.51)
 Democratization 20 (15.4) 64 (68.6) 84
 Autocratization 18 (14.3) 60 (63.7) 78
 No Change 125 (133.3) 603 (594.7) 728
 Tota l 163 727 890

 Openness of Executive Recruitment Q2 = 5.58*)
 Democratization 14 (9.0) 36 (41.0) 50
 Autocratization 8 (5.4) 22 (24.6) 30
 No Change 122 (129.7) 602 (594.3) 724
 Tota l 144 660 804

 Competitiveness of Participation (Q2 = 4.92*)
 Democratization 14 (10.6) 41 (44.4) 55
 Autocratization 13 (8.5) 31 (35.5) 44
 No Change 117 (124.9) 530 (522.1) 647
 Total 144 602 746

 Executive Constraints (Q2 = 5.03*)
 Democratization 13 (11.6) 51 (52.4) 64
 Autocratization 17 (10.9) 43 (49.1) 60
 No Change 116 (123.6) 567 (559.4) 683
 Tota l 146 661 807

 NOTE: Cell entries are observed frequencies of war and no war with expected frequencies in
 parentheses. %2 is the Pearson chi-square statistic for tests of statistical independence. In
 all cases, there are two degrees of freedom. The total number of observations differs
 among the tables due to variations across states in the availability of data on the features
 of regime change analyzed here.

 * Significant at the .10 level.
 ** Significant at the .05 level.
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 We also analyzed whether the relationship between democratization and war

 depends on either a state's regime type prior to this transition or the magnitude

 of the regime change. To do this, we computed the probability of war sepa-

 rately for each of the three types of regime change in a democratic direction:

 that is, from anocracy to democracy, autocracy to democracy, and autocracy to

 anocracy. Likewise, we computed separately the probability of war for states

 that, during a given period of time, remained autocracies, anocracies, and

 democracies. Consistent with our other findings, democratization increased the

 probability of both interstate wars and all wars, especially based on five-year

 and ten-year periods. Consistent with the findings of other scholars,26 stable

 democracies were, on average, no more and no less likely to go to war than

 other states. In addition, the probability of war for regimes that remained

 autocracies, anocracies, or democracies during a given period of time was

 roughly similar.

 Our findings based on ten-year periods are presented in Table 2. Depending

 on which index is used to measure democratization, a change from anocracy

 to democracy increased the probability of any type of war by roughly 15 to 100

 percent, and of interstate war by roughly 35 to 115 percent, compared to a state

 that remained anocratic. A change from autocracy to democracy increased the

 probability of any type of war by approximately 30 to 105 percent, and of

 interstate war by approximately 50 to 135 percent, compared to a state that

 remained autocratic. A change from autocracy to anocracy increased the prob-

 ability of war by about 70 percent compared to states that remained autocratic,

 based on the openness of executive recruitment, whereas it slightly decreased

 the likelihood of war based on the other three indices. Moreover, on average,

 the percentage increase in the probability of war was smallest for countries

 making transitions from autocracy to anocracy and greatest for countries mak-

 ing the dramatic leap from autocracy to democracy. More dramatic transitions

 toward democracy therefore seem more likely to promote wars than do less

 profound changes of this sort.

 26. See, for example, Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and David Lalman, War and Reason: Domestic and
 International Imperatives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992); Steven Chan, "Mirror, Mirror

 on the Wall . . . Are the Freer Countries More Pacific?" Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 28, No. 4
 (December 1984), pp. 617-648; Jack S. Levy, "Domestic Politics and War," in Robert I. Rotberg and
 Theodore K. Rabb, eds., The Origin and Prevention of Major Wars (New York: Cambridge University
 Press, 1989), pp. 83-88; Zeev Maoz and Nasrin Abdolali, "Regime Types and International Conflict,

 1816-1976," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 33, No. 1 (March 1989), pp. 3-35; and Melvin Small
 and J. David Singer, "The War-Proneness of Democratic Regimes," Jerusalem Journal of International
 Relations, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Summer 1976), pp. 50-69.
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 Table 2. Probability of War for Autocracies, Anocracies, Democracies, States
 Undergoing Democratization, and States Undergoing Autocratization, Based on
 Ten-Year Periods, 1811-1980.

 Openness
 Composite of Executive Competitiveness Executive

 Index Recruitment of Participation Constraints

 A. All Wars
 No Change in Regime Type
 Autocracy .24 .22 .27 .21
 Anocracy .16 .31 .20 .16
 Democracy .19 .16 .20 .23

 Democratization
 Autocracy to Anocracy .22 .38 .21 .20
 Anocracy to Democracy .33 .39 .27 .18
 Autocracy to Democracy .33 .29 .50 .43

 Autocratization
 Democracy to Anocracy .25 .25 .13 .20
 Anocracy to Autocracy .32 .50 .35 .37
 Democracy to Autocracy .67 .28 .50 .33

 B. Interstate Wars
 No Change in Regime Type
 Autocracy .21 .19 .23 .18
 Anocracy .14 .23 .16 .14
 Democracy .19 .15 .20 .19

 Democratization
 Autocracy to Anocracy .20 .25 .21 .17
 Anocracy to Democracy .30 .31 .27 .18
 Autocracy to Democracy .33 .29 .50 .43

 Autocratization
 Democracy to Anocracy .17 .25 .13 .20
 Anocracy to Autocracy .24 .50 .35 .34
 Democracy to Autocracy .33 .17 0 .11

 AUTOCRATIZATION AND WAR: STATISTICAL FINDINGS

 Although democratization increases the probability of war, autocratization is

 also dangerous. Autocratizing states were more likely to go to war than coun-

 tries experiencing no regime change, based on the results of 16 out of 24 tests,

 which are presented in Figures 1 and 2. However, autocratization tends to be

 a somewhat less combustible process than democratization. States in the proc-

 ess of democratization are more likely to go to war than those in the process

 of autocratization, based on the results of 17 out of 24 tests that we conducted.

 Like the effects of democratization on war, the effects of autocratization vary

 across the different indices and periods of time that we analyzed. For example,
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 on average, autocratization yields about a 35 percent greater likelihood of war

 than does the absence of regime change, when we focus on a state's competi-

 tiveness of participation, and about a 25 percent increase in the probability of

 war, when we focus on a polity's constraints on its executive. In contrast,

 autocratization decreases the likelihood of war in many cases compared to a

 country that experienced no regime change, based on the composite index and

 on the openness of executive recruitment.

 Our findings also indicate that autocratization is less likely to lead to war

 over the short run than in the long run. Regardless of whether all wars or

 interstate wars are analyzed, autocratization occurring over a one-year period

 substantially decreases the probability of war compared to states experiencing

 no regime change, based on every measure except the competitiveness of

 participation. In contrast, as the results in Table 1 show, autocratization over a

 ten-year period yields a marked percentage increase in the probability of war

 in every instance.

 The results in Table 2 likewise show that autocratization over a ten-year

 period is associated with an increased probability of war. States making the

 large change from democracy to autocracy were especially likely to fight in all

 wars, compared to countries that remained democratic. States changing from

 anocracy to autocracy were especially likely to fight interstate wars. However,

 states changing from democracy to anocracy were not especially war-prone at

 all. In combination with our earlier results, these findings suggest that the

 biggest leaps in democratization disproportionately increase the likelihood that

 a country will engage in an interstate war, whereas the most dramatic types of

 autocratization disproportionately increase the likelihood that a state will fight

 non-state opponents.

 In short, although democratizing states are, on average, somewhat more

 likely to engage in war than their autocratizing counterparts, states experienc-

 ing either type of change run a greater risk of war than those experiencing no

 change.

 How Democratization Causes War

 Why are democratization and autocratization associated with an increased

 chance of war? What causal mechanism is at work? Based on case studies of

 four great powers during their initial phases of democratization, we argue that

 threatened elites from the collapsing autocratic regime, many of whom have

 parochial interests in war and empire, use nationalist appeals to compete for
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 mass allies with each other and with new elites. In these circumstances, the

 likelihood of war increases due to the interests of some of the elite groups, the

 effectiveness of their propaganda, and the incentive for weak leaders to resort

 to prestige strategies in foreign affairs in an attempt to enhance their authority

 over diverse constituencies. Further, we speculate that transitional regimes,

 including both democratizing and autocratizing states, share some common

 institutional weaknesses that make war more likely At least in some cases, the

 link between autocratization and war reflects the success of a ruling elite in

 using nationalist formulas developed during the period of democratization to

 cloak itself in populist legitimacy, while dismantling the substance of democ-

 racy In explaining the logic behind these arguments, we draw on some stan-

 dard theories about the consequences of different institutional arrangements

 for political outcomes.

 We illustrate these arguments with some contemporary examples and with

 cases drawn from four great powers at early stages in the expansion of mass

 political participation: mid-Victorian Britain, the France of Napoleon III, Bis-

 marckian and Wilhelmine Germany, and Taisho Japan. In each of these cases,

 elections were being held and political leaders were paying close attention to

 public opinion in the making of foreign policy, yet some key aspects of demo-

 cratic control over policy were absent or distorted. We do not claim that these

 four cases constitute a systematic test of our hypotheses. Our definition of

 democratization is a broad one, and these are not the only instances of democ-

 ratization among the great powers. France has been "democratizing" in fits and

 starts between 1789 and the Fifth Republic, sometimes fighting wars linked to

 surges of democratization and sometimes not. Moreover, there are cases where

 great powers democratized peacefully when circumstances were propitious: for

 example, West Germany and Japan after 1945. Though the qualitative part of

 our study does show that democratization and war have often been linked in

 the history of the great powers, its main task is less to test the strength of this

 relationship than to trace how democratization and war were linked in several

 important cases.

 Nor do we claim that these great powers are necessarily representative of all
 democratizing states. However, as mentioned earlier, in order to assess the

 robustness of our statistical results, we analyzed separately the relationship

 between democratization (and autocratization) and war for great powers, and

 for other states. We found few significant differences between the results based

 on great powers and those based on other states. Further, it is especially

 important to have a theory about democratizing great powers, because they
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 have such a huge impact on world politics, and because Russia-and perhaps

 soon China-is in a democratizing phase.

 The features of democratization captured in Gurr's data are echoed in the

 arguments we derive from the case studies, but they do not correspond in every

 respect. In discussing the case studies, we used concepts that seemed most

 useful in illuminating the patterns we found, rather than strictly applying

 Gurr's categories. Sometimes the fit between Gurr's concepts and our own is

 quite close. For example, Gurr's category of "factional competition," which is

 the mid-point on his scale of the competitiveness of a country's political

 participation, is similar to our concept of interest-group jockeying and logroll-

 ing in a democratizing setting. In contrast, however, elements such as ideology

 play a large role in our argument, but are ignored in Gurr's data.

 In the following sections, we first explain why the institutional structures of

 democratizing states produce a different pattern of policy outcomes than in

 fully democratic states. We then show how this affects the strategies of domes-

 tic interest groups, patterns of coalition politics, and foreign policy outcomes

 in the context of the collapse of an autocratic state.

 Democratic versus Democratizing Institutions

 Well-institutionalized democracies that reliably place ultimate authority in the

 hands of the average voter virtually never fight wars against each other.

 Moreover, although mature democracies do fight wars about as frequently as

 other types of states, they seem to be more prudent: they usually win their

 wars; they are quicker to abandon strategic overcommitments; and they do not

 fight gratuitous "preventive" wars.27 Explanations for these tendencies focus
 variously on the self-interest of the average voter who bears the costs of war,

 the norms of bargaining and conflict resolution inherent in democracy, the

 moderating impact of constitutional checks and balances, and the free market-

 place of ideas.28

 27. David Lake, "Powerful Pacifists," American Political Science Review, Vol. 86, No. 1 (March 1992),
 pp. 24-37; Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 49-52; Randall Schweller, "Domestic Structure and Preven-
 tive War: Are Democracies More Pacific?" World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 2 (January 1992), pp. 235-269.
 28. Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace; Miles Kahler, "Introduction," in Miles Kahler, ed.,
 Liberalization and Foreign Policy (forthcoming); Jack Snyder, "Democratization, War, and National-
 ism in the Post-Communist States," in' Celeste Wallander, ed., The Sources of Russian Conduct after
 the Cold War (Boulder: Westview, forthcoming).
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 However, these happy solutions typically emerge only in the very long run.

 In the initial stages of expanding political participation, strong barriers prevent

 the emergence of full-fledged democratic processes and the foreign policy

 outcomes associated with them. The two main barriers are the weakness of

 democratic institutions and the resistance of social groups who would be the

 losers in a process of full-fledged democratization.

 Popular inputs into the policymaking process can have wildly different

 effects, depending on the way that political institutions structure and aggregate

 those inputs.29 It is a staple of political science that different institutional rules

 -for example, proportional representation versus single-member districts, or

 congressional versus executive authority over tariffs-can produce different

 political outcomes, even holding constant the preferences of individual voters.

 In newly democratizing states, the institutions that structure political outcomes

 may allow for popular participation in the policy process, but the way they

 channel that input is often a parody of full-fledged democracy. As Samuel

 Huntington has put it, the typical problem of political development is the gap

 between high levels of political participation and weak integrative institutions

 to reconcile the multiplicity of contending claims.30 In newly democratizing

 states without strong parties, independent courts, a free press, and untainted

 electoral procedures, there is no reason to expect that mass politics will produce

 the same impact on foreign policy as it does in mature democracies.

 In all of the democratizing great powers, public inputs were shaped and

 aggregated in ways that differed from those of mature democracies. In mid-

 Victorian Britain, rural areas had greater representation than urban areas, the

 ballot was not secret, and only propertied classes could vote.31 In rural France
 under Napoleon III, the local prefect, appointed in Paris, stood at the ballot

 box and exercised control over voters' choices.32 In Wilhelmine Germany, the
 parties that won the elections could not name governmental ministers; rather,

 they had to use their limited powers over the budget to bargain over policy

 with ministers named by the kaiser.33 In Taisho Japan, the electoral franchise

 29. Kenneth Shepsle, "Studying Institutions: Some Lessons from the Rational Choice Approach,"
 Journal of Theoretical Politics, Vol. 1, No. 2 (April 1989), pp. 131-147.
 30. Samuel Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press,
 1968).
 31. D.C. Moore, "The Other Face of Reform," Victorian Studies, Vol. 5, No. 1 (September 1961),
 pp. 7-34.

 32. Theodore Zeldin, The Political System of Napoleon III (New York: Norton, 1958), pp. 84-85, 91-94,
 135.

 33. Wehler, German Empire.
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 was widened, but the choice of who would govern was left to the oligarchs

 who had founded the Meiji state. 34 And in Russia today almost none of the
 major institutions of representative government work in a reliable way: consti-

 tutional rules change to fit the needs of the moment; constitutional courts take

 sides on transparently political grounds; elections are postponed or announced

 on short notice; and political parties are transitory elite cliques, not stable

 organizations for mobilizing a mass coalition. Moreover, in all of these cases,

 the political press was to some degree bribed or censored by the government

 or had not yet institutionalized the objectivity, knowledge, and professionalism

 needed to create a full and fair public debate.35
 As a result of these institutional deformations, ruling circles in these democ-

 ratizing great powers were only haphazardly accountable to the electorate.

 Typically, elite groups reached out intermittently and selectively for mass

 support but were able to buffer themselves from systematic accountability

 through the ballot box. In Britain both the Whig and Tory parties were still

 dominated by landed oligarchs, who refused to entertain the notion of anything

 more than issue-specific alignments with the parliamentary representatives of

 middle-class radical opinion. Similarly, in Wilhelmine Germany the ruling elite

 bargained with mass groups like the Catholic Center Party over specific horse-

 trades, for example, exchanging support on the naval budget for concessions

 on Catholic rights. The Center Party was not, however, offered ministerial

 portfolios.

 As a consequence, public groups in all of these polities tended to organize

 as narrow pressure groups or single-issue lobbies, such as the Anti-Corn Law

 League in Britain in the 1840s, or the Navy and Agrarian Leagues in pre-1914

 Germany These groups often worked outside the electoral system, making

 direct demands on public authorities, since the democratic path to power was

 rigged against them. This tendency toward direct action in the streets or in

 smoke-filled back rooms rather than through the ballot box is typical of what

 Huntington calls the "praetorian society," where pressures for participation are

 strong but institutions for effective participation are weak.36

 34. Peter Duus, Party Rivalry and Political Change in Taisho Japan (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
 University Press, 1968).

 35. Lynn M. Case, French Opinion on War and Diplomacy during the Second Empire (Philadelphia:
 University of Pennsylvania Press, 1954), pp. 2-6; Stephen Koss, The Rise of the Political Press in
 England (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1981), pp. 72-80.
 36. Patricia Hollis, ed., Pressure from Without in Early Victorian England (London: Edward Arnold,
 1974); Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies, pp. 78-92.
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 To some extent this weakness of democratic institutions simply reflects the

 difficulty of building effective structures from scratch. Well-developed organi-

 zations, skilled cadres to staff them, and habits of democratic action are not

 acquired overnight by journalists, parliamentarians, judicial officials, and party

 politicians. Nor is trust in the efficacy and objectivity of such institutions easily

 acquired. As rational-choice analysts of the creation of institutional structures

 have convincingly and repeatedly shown, "transaction costs" and dilemmas of

 collective action hinder the emergence of institutions to facilitate bargaining

 that would make everyone better off.37

 Of course, the development of efficient democratic institutions is hindered

 further by the fact that everyone is not made better off by effective democratic

 reforms. Many social groups, including many powerful ones, are likely to be

 losers from the strengthening of democratic institutions.38 These include the

 autocratic rulers themselves, state bureaucrats of the old regime who might

 fear that their function would lose its importance in a transformed polity, social

 and economic elites whose privileges might diminish in a more open system,

 or even mass special interest groups who would lose from reforms that the

 average voter might find attractive. In the nineteenth and early twentieth

 centuries, constituencies having an interest in holding back full democratiza-

 tion typically included kings, nobles, landowners, owners of industrial capital,

 militaries that were closely tied to old elites or the old regime, and artisans and

 other middle-class groups that benefited from the guild-type economic restric-

 tions backed by the old regime.39 In contemporary post-communist states, the
 analogous cast of characters has, in one place or another, included national and

 local former Communist party officials, the military, ministries or firms con-

 trolling obsolete industrial capital, workers in such sectors, and people living

 and working in the regions where such sectors predominate.

 The strength of these groups' incentives to hold back democratic change

 depends in large part on the mobility of their assets and skills. British land-

 owners were comparatively relaxed about the expansion of democratic rights:

 the relative mobility of their substantial commercial investments allowed many

 37. Todd Sandler, Collective Action (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1992); Robert Keohane,
 After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
 sity Press, 1984).
 38. For a rational choice perspective emphasizing distributional issues, see Jack Knight, Institutions
 and Social Conflict (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).
 39. The classic study is Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Boston:
 Beacon, 1966).
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 of them to accept the end of agricultural protection and to profit from a

 liberalizing, free-trading political alliance with the commercial middle classes.

 In contrast, Germany's Junker landowning elite, who largely staffed the Prus-

 sian state, had very few attractive economic prospects outside of their relatively

 inefficient agricultural holdings, and thus had a larger stake in using state-

 backed protectionism and political repression to maintain their social posi-

 tion.40 In Russia today, some former Communist elites have shown agility in

 adapting to a privatized economy, where they have devised ways to maintain

 control over or profit from the disposal of many of the elite's economic assets.

 However, the military has suffered greatly in status and organizational cohe-

 sion from the opening of the political system. And even the elites who are doing

 well in the transition have a stake in making the transition a controlled, partial

 one, where profiteering is not too fettered by democratic scrutiny or rule of

 law.

 Both in the nineteenth century cases and in the contemporary post-commu-

 nist ones, it is striking that many of the groups with an interest in retarding

 democratization are also those with a parochial interest in war, military prepa-

 ration, empire, and protectionism. This is not accidental. Most of the benefits

 of war, military preparations, imperial conquest, and protectionism-e.g., in

 career advancement or in protection from foreign economic competition-are

 disproportionately concentrated in specific groups.41 Any special interest
 group, including the military, that derives parochial benefits from a public

 policy has to feel wary about opening up its affairs to the scrutiny and veto of

 the average voter, who pays for subsidies to special interests. Whenever the

 costs of a program are distributed widely, but the benefits are concentrated in

 a few hands, democratization may put the program at risk.

 When autocratic states start to democratize, many of the interests threatened

 by democratization are military in nature. As Charles Tilly says, "war made

 the state and the state made war."42 In early modern Europe, military organi-
 zations occupied a privileged position in the state, which was built to serve

 their needs. Moreover, ruling aristocracies were intertwined with military in-

 40. In addition to Moore, Social Origins, see David Spring, ed., European Landed Elites in the
 Nineteenth Century (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1977); and Robert Moeller, ed.,
 Peasants and Lords in Modern Germany (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1986).
 41. Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 32-35, 49-52; Lance Davis and Robert Huttenback, Mammon and
 the Pursuit of Empire: The Political Economy of British Imperialism, 1860-1912 (Cambridge: Cambridge
 University Press, 1986).
 42. Charles Tilly, "Reflections on the History of European State-Making," in Charles Tilly, ed., The
 Formation of National States in Europe (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975), p. 42.
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 stitutions, so democratization inherently challenged the vested social, eco-

 nomic, and bureaucratic interests of an old elite that was at its core a military

 elite. Joseph Schumpeter constructed a whole theory of imperialism on the

 atavistic interests of the military-feudal aristocracy.43 It is true that middle-class

 reformers sometimes wanted to build up the state's military power: this was

 a rallying cry of English radicals in the Crimean War, and of German middle-

 class officers before 1914. However, they wanted to replace aristocratic dead-

 wood with middle-class rationalizers. Democratization led by proponents of

 military power was thus nearly as much of a threat to the old army as

 democratization led by pacifists like Richard Cobden.44

 THE POLITICAL IMPASSE OF DEMOCRATIZATION

 This situation of social change, institutional weakness, and threatened interests

 tends to produce a political impasse along the route toward democracy: it

 becomes difficult to form stable political coalitions with coherent policy plat-

 forms and sufficient support to stay in power. This impasse, which breeds the

 kind of short-run thinking and reckless policymaking that lead to war, occurs

 for four reasons.

 WIDENING THE POLITICAL SPECTRUM. First, the social changes impelling de-

 mocratization create a wider spectrum of politically significant groups with

 diverse, incompatible interests. Kings, aristocrats, peasants, and artisans may

 share the historical stage with industrialists, an urban working class, and a

 middle-class intelligentsia. Or in the contemporary post-communist cases, for-

 mer party apparatchiks, atavistic heavy industrialists, and downwardly mobile

 military officers may share the stage with populist demagogues, free-market

 entrepreneurs, disgruntled workers, and newly mobilized ethnic groups. In

 principle, a fully institutionalized democracy can integrate even the widest

 spectrum of interests through party competition for the favors of the median

 voter. But where democracy is only incipient and partial, the wide spread of

 politically mobilized social interests characteristic of a transition to democracy

 may make the formation of stable coalitions extremely difficult.

 For example, in Britain during the period leading up to the Crimean War,

 neither Whigs nor Tories could form a governing coalition that was more than

 temporary, because so many groups refused to enter into stable political alli-

 43. Joseph Schumpeter, Imperialism and, Social Classes (New York: Kelly, 1950; orig. ed. 1919).
 44. Olive Anderson, A Liberal State at War: English Politics and Economics during the Crimean War
 (New York: St. Martin's, 1967).
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 ances with each other. None of the old elites would coalesce with the parlia-

 mentary bloc of radicals elected by British urban middle-class and Irish voters.

 Moreover, protectionist Tories would not unite with free-trading Tories or

 Whigs. Thus, the social and political mid-Victorian "equipoise" between tradi-

 tional and modern Britain created a temporary political stalemate, as groups

 found it impossible to compromise vital interests in the construction of a ruling

 coalition.45

 An even more serious example is the stalemate in Wilhelmine-era electoral

 politics. In principle, coalitions of the left and the right might have formed to

 vie for the median voter, thus driving policy in a moderating direction. In fact,

 both the left and the right were too divided internally to mount effective

 coalitions with internally consistent policies. Progressives dreamed of a bloc

 extending "from Bassermann to Bebel," from the liberal-democratic middle

 classes through the Marxist working classes, but the differences between labor

 and capital chronically barred this development. Conservatives had more suc-

 cess in forging a "marriage of iron and rye," but fundamental differences

 between military-feudal Junkers and Ruhr industrialists, ranging from the

 distribution of tax burdens to military strategy, made their policies incoherent.

 Germany wound up with plans for a big army, a costly navy, and nobody

 willing to pay for it.46
 In more recent times, incipient democratization has caused political impasse

 by widening the political spectrum to include too many irreconcilable political

 forces. In the final days of Yugoslavia, efforts by moderates like Ante Markovic

 to promote compromise on a federalist, democratic, economic reformist plat-

 form were hindered not only by ethnic divisions but also by the cleavage

 between market-oriented business interests, on the one hand, and party bosses

 and military officers, on the other.47
 INFLEXIBLE INTERESTS AND SHORT TIME HORIZONS. Groups threatened by so-

 cial change and democratization, including still-powerful elites, are often com-

 pelled to take a very inflexible view of their own interests, especially when

 their assets cannot be readily adapted to changing political and economic

 45. W.L. Burn, The Age of Equipoise (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1964).
 46. Eckart Kehr, Economic Interest, Militarism, and Foreign Policy (Berkeley: University of California
 Press, 1977); David D'Lugo and Ronald Rogowski, "The Anglo-German Naval Race and Compara-
 tive Constitutional 'Fitness'," in Richard Rosecrance and Arthur Stein, eds., The Domestic Bases of
 Grand Strategy (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 65-95, esp. 81-83.
 47. V.P. Gagnon, Jr., "Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia," Interna-
 tional Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 130-166; Branka Magas, The Destruction of
 Yugoslavia: Tracking the Break-Up, 1980-1992 (London: Verso, 1993).
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 conditions. In extreme cases, there may be only one solution that will maintain

 the social position of the group. For the Prussian landowners, it was agricul-

 tural protection in a non-democratic state; for the Japanese military, organiza-
 tional autonomy in an autarkic empire; for the Serbian military and party elites,

 a Serbian nationalist state. Compromises that may lead down the slippery slope

 toward social extinction or irrelevance have no appeal, despite the danger that

 taking an intransigent stance might provoke a hostile encirclement by great-

 power opponents. This adds to the difficulty of finding an exit from the

 political impasse.

 COMPETITIVE MASS MOBILIZATION. In a period of democratization, threat-

 ened elite groups have an overwhelming incentive to mobilize allies among

 the mass of people, but only on their own terms, using whatever special

 resources they still retain. These have included monopolies of information (e.g.,

 the German Navy's unique "expertise" in making strategic assessments);

 propaganda assets (the Japanese Army's public relations blitz justifying the

 invasion of Manchuria); patronage (British Foreign Secretary Palmerston's gifts

 of foreign service postings to the sons of cooperative journalists); wealth

 (Krupp steel's bankrolling of mass nationalist and militarist leagues); organiza-

 tional skills and networks (the Japanese army's exploitation of rural reservist

 organizations to build a social base); and the ability to use the control of

 traditional political institutions to shape the political agenda and structure the

 terms of political bargains (the Wilhelmine ruling elite's deal with the Center

 Party, eliminating anti-Catholic legislation in exchange for support in the Reich-

 stag on the naval budget).48
 This elite mobilization of mass groups takes place in a highly competitive

 setting. Elite groups mobilize mass support to neutralize mass threats (e.g.,

 patriotic leagues to counter workers' movements) and to counter other elite

 groups' successful efforts at mass mobilization (e.g., the German Navy League,

 as a political counterweight to the Junker-backed Agrarian League). Thus, the

 elites' resources allow them to influence the direction of mass political partici-

 pation, but the imperative to compete for mass favor makes it difficult for a

 single elite group to control the outcome of this process. For example, mass

 groups that gain access to politics through elite-supported nationalist organi-

 zations often try to outbid their erstwhile elite sponsors. By 1911, German

 popular nationalist lobbies were in a position to claim that if Germany's foreign

 48. Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 103, 140-141, 205; Louise Young, "Mobilizing for Empire: Japan
 and Manchukuo, 1931-1945," Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1992.
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 foes were really as threatening as the ruling elites had portrayed them, then

 the government had sold out German interests in reaching a compromise

 settlement of the Moroccan dispute with France.49 In this way, the process of
 elite mobilization of the masses adds to the ungovernability and political

 impasse of democratizing states.

 Ideology takes on particular significance in the competition for mass support.

 New participants in the political process may be uncertain of where their

 political interests lie, because they lack established habits and good informa-

 tion, and are thus fertile ground for ideological appeals. Ideology can yield

 particularly big payoffs, moreover, when there is no efficient free marketplace

 of ideas to counter false claims with reliable facts. Elites try out all sorts of

 ideological appeals, depending on the social position that they need to defend,

 the nature of the mass group that they want to recruit, and the type of appeals

 that seem plausible in the given political setting. A nearly universal element in

 these ideological appeals is nationalism, which has the advantage of positing

 a community of interest that unites elites and masses, thus distracting attention

 from class cleavages.

 Nationalist appeals have often succeeded even though the average voter was

 not consistently pro-war or pro-empire. For example, the French public was

 not keen to enter the Crimean War when it began in January 1854, and after

 sustaining 100,000 war-related deaths by 1855, the public's war-weariness led

 Napoleon to make concessions to Russia at the bargaining table. Likewise, the

 French public was initially opposed to participation in the Italian and Austro-

 Prussian Wars, fearing a disruption of the economy 50 Mass opinion was simi-
 larly pacifist and anti-imperial in Britain during the high tide of Richard

 Cobden's Anti-Corn Law League, which succeeded in linking foreign military
 intervention and military budgets to the popular issues of free trade and

 democracy 51 In Japan, too, the Naval Arms Limitation Treaty of 1930 was
 initially popular with the public.52 And even in Germany, where public opinion
 was more consistently bellicose, the two largest mass parties, the Social Demo-

 crats and the Catholic Center Party, had no interest in imperialism. Though the

 49. Eley, Reshaping the German Right, chap. 10.
 50. William E. Echard, Napoleon II and the Concert of Europe (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univer-
 sity Press, 1983), pp. 31, 37, 49; Case, French Opinion, pp. 54-56, 64-65, 71, 273.
 51. Peter Cain, "Capitalism, War and Internationalism in the Thought of Richard Cobden," British
 Journal of International Studies, Vol. 5 (October 1979), pp. 229-247.
 52. Tatsuji Takeuchi, War and Diplomacy in the Japanese Empire (Garden City, N.Y: Doubleday, 1935),
 pp. 303-304.

This content downloaded from 86.133.137.245 on Wed, 01 Nov 2017 17:48:27 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security 20:1 | 30

 German leaders' strategy is often called "social" imperialism, its appeal was

 almost entirely to the middle classes, not the workers. And Catholics backed

 the fleet not out of conviction, but to get side-payments on domestic issues.53

 Since mass opinion was typically mobilized into politics by elite interest

 groups rather than by broad-based parties competing for the median voter,

 mass voices tended to reinforce the pattern of elite interests, rather than to

 check them: in Germany, the Agrarian League clamored for grain tariffs, the

 Navy League for a fleet, the imperial groups for settler colonies abroad, and

 the Pan-German League for a bigger army. In cases where mass opinion has

 been articulated through different channels, such as the institutionalized two-

 party competition in twentieth century Britain and the United States, its impact

 on foreign policy has been very different.

 THE WEAKENING OF CENTRAL AUTHORITY. The political impasse and reckless-

 ness of democratizing states is exacerbated further by the weakening of the

 state's authority Autocratic power is in decline vis-a'-vis both the elite interest

 groups and mass groups, but democratic institutions lack the strength to

 integrate these contending interests and views. Parties are weak and lack mass

 loyalty Elections are rigged or intermittent. Institutions of public political

 participation are distrusted, because they are subject to manipulation by elites

 and to arbitrary constraints imposed by the state, which fears the outcome of

 unfettered competition.

 In each of the historical great-power cases, the problem was not excessive

 authoritarian power at the center, but the opposite. The Aberdeen coalition that

 brought Britain into the Crimean War was a makeshift cabinet headed by a

 weak leader with no substantial constituency Likewise, on the eve of the

 Franco-Prussian War, Napoleon III's regime was in the process of caving in to

 its liberal opponents, who dominated the parliament elected in 1869. As

 Europe's armies prepared to hurtle from their starting gates in late July 1914,

 Austrian leaders, perplexed by the contradictions between the German Chan-

 cellor's policy and that of the German military, asked "Who rules in Berlin?"

 The 1931 Manchurian Incident was a fait accompli by the local Japanese military;

 Tokyo was not even informed.54 Today, the return to imperial thinking in

 53. Jonathan Steinberg, Yesterday's Deterrent (London: Macdonald, 1965), pp. 190-191; David Black-
 bourn, Populists and Patricians (London: Allen & Unwin, 1987), pp. 161-162, 190, 211.
 54. J.B. Conacher, The Aberdeen Coalition, 1852-1855 (London: Cambridge University Press, 1968);
 Zeldin, The Political System of Napoleon, III, pp. 3, 135; Gerhard Ritter, The Sword and the Sceptre: The
 Problem of Militarism in Germany, Vol. 2 (Coral Gables: University of Miami Press, 1969), pp. 257-
 263; Sadako Ogata, Defiance in Manchuria (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1964).
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 Moscow is the result of Yeltsin's weakness, not his strength. As Sergei Kara-

 ganov has recently argued, the breakdown of the Leninist state "has created

 an environment where elite interests influence [foreign] policy directly"55 In

 each of these cases, the weak central political leadership resorts to the same

 strategies as do the more parochial elite interests, using nationalist ideological

 appeals and special-interest payoffs to maintain their short-run viability, de-

 spite the potential long-run risks associated with these strategies.

 IMPLICATIONS FOR WAR-PRONENESS

 Political leaders in the great powers resorted to a typical syndrome of expedi-

 ents in their attempts to deal with the political impasse of democratization.

 These tactics-logrolling, squaring the circle, and prestige strategies-tended

 to breed recklessness in foreign relations and the resort to war.

 LOGROLLING. In these democratizing states, the power of elite groups was

 strengthened relative to the weakened autocratic center, yet the power of mass

 groups was not yet institutionalized as in a mature democracy. This created the

 incentive to make policy by logrolling among elite interest groups. Elite log-

 rolling often yielded policies of war, military preparation, and imperial expan-

 sion, in part because many of the interest groups created in the process of

 weakening and breaking up the autocratic state were its military-feudal detri-

 tus: the army, the navy, and the aristocratic elites that staffed them. Similar

 military interest groups also figure in some of the post-communist cases,

 especially Yugoslavia and Russia. Militaries do not necessarily favor war, es-

 pecially when they feel unprepared to win quickly and decisively. However,

 because of militaries' typically zero-sum view of security, they often recom-

 mend offensive military strategies that inadvertently lead the state down the

 path toward war.56

 Moreover, logrolling works by giving each group what it wants most, so that

 even if only some of the groups in the coalition favored policies leading to war

 55. Sergei A. Karaganov, "Russia's Elites," in Robert Blackwill and Sergei A. Karaganov, eds.,
 Damage Limitation or Crisis? Russia and the Outside World (Washington, D.C.: Brassey's, 1994), p. 42;
 see also Robert Legvold, "The Russian Question," in Vladimir Baranovsky, ed., Russia and Europe:
 Emerging Security Agenda (NY: Oxford University Press, forthcoming in 1995).
 56. Stephen Van Evera, "Causes of War," Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Berkeley,
 1984. This does not seem to apply in cases of military dictatorship. Rather, it is when the military
 acts as a cartel in political logrolling or as an actor in the politics of the democratization process
 that the military's political role makes war more likely. See Stanislav Andreski, "On the Peaceful
 Disposition of Military Dictatorships," Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 3, No. 3 (December 1980),
 pp. 3-10.
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 and expansion, that would be enough to make their adoption likely. The classic

 example is the Wilhelmine iron-and-rye logroll, where the navy and heavy

 industry insisted on a fleet that alienated Britain, the Junkers got grain tariffs

 that sowed discord with Russia, and the army got the offensive Schlieffen Plan,

 which threatened all of Germany's neighbors. Another instance is the logroll

 between the Japanese imperial army and navy, which overtaxed the economy

 and embroiled Japan with enemies on all azimuths.57
 SQUARING THE CIRCLE, OR INTEGRATING OPPOSITES. Since democratizing

 states typically comprise such a broad spectrum of social interests, would-be

 ruling coalitions must often be cobbled together from diverse or even contra-

 dictory bases of support. For this reason, one of the characteristic problems of

 the leadership of transitional, democratizing states is explaining away the

 self-contradictory aspects of a coalition or policy that must integrate antithetical

 elements. In foreign affairs, this often means sweeping tough trade-offs under

 the rug, pretending that contradictory policies actually make sense or cannot

 be avoided. As a consequence, the foreign policies of democratizing states are

 often overcommitted, provoking too many enemies at the same time, while

 claiming that the resulting conflicts are due to the others' inherent hostility For

 example, Wilhelmine iron-and-rye policies leading to a hostile encirclement of

 Germany were explained away in two ways: first, that the hostility was inher-

 ent in the nature of Germany's opponents, and that German policy had done

 nothing to provoke it; and second, that the way to break apart the hostile

 coalition was to issue threats, rather than to make concessions that would have

 jeopardized the policies of the iron-and-rye coalition.58
 Palmerston and Louis Napoleon faced a somewhat different problem of in-

 tegrating opposites. Their strategies required winning over substantial middle-

 class backers to a strategy of social conservatism to safeguard the interests of

 old elites in an era of mass politics. In part, the rise of the working-class threat

 made this alliance possible. But in order to win converts from middle-class

 radicalism, Palmerston and Napoleon both had to show that their conservative

 policies were somehow actually liberal. The simplest way to do this was to

 back liberal goals abroad, such as national self-determination and the expan-

 sion of commercial opportunities, while fighting a rear-guard action against

 them at home. This was convenient because liberal goals abroad could easily

 57. Michael Barnhart, Japan Prepares for Total War: The Search for Economic Security, 1919-1941
 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).
 58. Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 85-89.
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 be made to dovetail with geopolitical goals that Palmerston and Napoleon

 wanted to pursue anyway59 However, liberals were not completely passive

 dupes of this strategy In Britain, for example, they used the Crimean War to

 force an opening of the administration of the war office to middle-class ration-

 alizers, a move that Palmerston could hardly prevent in light of the way he

 had justified his foreign policy.60
 In Russia today, foreign policy is likewise providing glue for an emerging

 "red-brown" coalition of nationalists and neo-communists. The Soviet system

 created organized vested interests in a particular pattern of industrial invest-

 ment, a large military establishment, a working class protected from market

 forces, a local elite that served as a substitute for the market in administering

 the economy, and a division of labor on an imperial scale. The collapse of the

 Marxist-Leninist state took away the ideological underpinnings of this collec-

 tion of interests, but many of these interests remain in place. The doctrines of

 nationalism and of the distinctiveness of Russia from the liberal West provide

 natural ideological justification for reasserting imperial control and retaining

 at least some of the strong-state, limited-market tendencies from Russia's past.

 It may also help to justify a truncated approach to democratization, which

 would help secure these traditional elite interests.

 PRESTIGE STRATEGIES. One of the simplest but most risky strategies for a

 hard-pressed regime in a democratizing country is to shore up its prestige at

 home by seeking victories abroad. Johannes Miquel, who revitalized the iron-

 rye coalition at the turn of the century, argued that "successes in foreign policy

 would make a good impression in the Reichstag debates, and political divisions

 would thus be moderated.",61 The domestic targets of such strategies often
 share this view. Cobden, for example, argued that military victories abroad

 would confer enough prestige on the military-feudal landed elite to allow them

 to raise food tariffs and snuff out democracy: "Let John Bull have a great

 military triumph, and we shall have to take off our hats as we pass the Horse

 Guards for the rest of our lives."62

 Prestige strategies make the country hypersensitive to slights to its reputa-

 tion. As the kaiser found out in the First and Second Moroccan Crises, stiff

 foreign resistance can produce not cheap victories but embarrassing defeats,

 59. Plessis, De la fete, p. 189; Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 180-183.
 60. Anderson, A Liberal State at War.
 61. J.C.G. Rohl, Germany without Bismarck (Berkeley: University of California, 1967), p. 250.
 62. Letter to John Bright, October 1, 1854, quoted in John Morley, The Life of Richard Cobden,
 abridged ed. (London, n.d.), pp. 311-312.
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 which further complicate domestic governance. In another instance, Napoleon

 III was easily goaded into a fateful declaration of war in 1870 by Bismarck's

 insulting editorial work on a leaked telegram from the kaiser.63
 If the public itself is wary of war, the prestige-enhancing venture may have

 to be mounted in the face of initial domestic opposition. Nonetheless, the

 gamble may be worth it. The Crimean victory created the conditions for what

 is acknowledged to be the high point of Napoleon III's rule, despite the popular

 reluctance and war-weariness that accompanied it.64 Napoleon learned this

 lesson well, and tried to recapitulate his success when he saw his popularity

 waning in January 1859. On the eve of French military intervention in the

 Italian struggle with Austria, Napoleon told his cabinet, "On the domestic

 front, the war will at first awaken great fears; traders and speculators of every

 stripe will shriek, but national sentiment will [banish] this domestic fright; the

 nation will be put to the test once more in a struggle that will stir many a heart,

 recall the memory of heroic times and bring together under the mantle of glory

 the parties that are steadily drifting away from one another day after day "65
 Napoleon was trying to lead public opinion to become bellicose, not just to

 follow opinion, but in order to stir a national feeling that would enhance the

 state's ability to govern a split and stalemated political arena.

 Autocratization and Great Power War

 Though democratization has been a cause of great power war, reversing that

 process is not an effective antidote. At least four times, great powers have

 undergone sharp reversals of incipient democratization: France under Napole-

 ons I and III, Nazi Germany, and Japan in the 1930s. Each then embarked on

 an aggressive foreign adventure. It is true that the reassertion of traditional

 autocracy under the Concert of Europe after 1815 produced a period of com-

 parative peace. However, this merely postponed domestic and international

 conflicts, which returned with the democratizing trend after the revolutionary

 uprisings of 1848.66

 63. Case, French Opinion, p. 267.
 64. Thompson, Louis Napoleon, pp. 144-145.
 65. Alain Plessis, The Rise and Fall of the Second Empire, 1852-1871 (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
 sity Press, 1985), pp. 146-147.
 66. Charles A. Kupchan and Clifford A. Kupchan, "Concerts, Collective Security, and the Future
 of Europe," International Security, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Summer 1991), pp. 114-161.
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 How should the link between autocratization and war be interpreted? It is

 possible that any regime change increases the likelihood of war, whether it is

 on the dimension of democratization and autocratization, or on any other

 dimension. Regime change more generally may lead to some of the same

 war-causing pathologies that are present in democratizing states, including

 policy stalemates, threatened elites, and other social groups with shortened

 time horizons. Since political scientists have barely begun to address this

 question, this interpretation cannot be ruled out.67

 However, at least some wars of autocratization can be best understood as

 wars of failed or perverted democratization. In each of these great power cases,

 the autocratizing ruler's foreign policy was either a tool that helped him to

 overcome the political impasse of the democratizing regime, or else it grew out

 of ideas that had arisen in the political context of the preceding period of

 democratization. For example, explanations of Nazi foreign policy can be

 grouped into two general categories: "structuralist" ones that see Nazi policies

 as functional responses to the political impasse of Weimar society, and "inten-

 tionalist" ones that see such policies as the implementation of racist, nationalist

 ideas spawned in the coffeehouses of the late Wilhelmine and Weimar peri-

 ods.68 In either case, the warlike character of the new autocracy grew out of a
 flaw in the democratizing society that preceded it.

 These new autocrats, unlike traditional monarchs, all claimed to rule in the

 name of people, while shutting down democratic institutions. Napoleon I

 exploited the popular nationalism of the French Revolution, promising to

 spread its ideals throughout Europe even as he extinguished them in France.

 The Japanese army invented a populist ideology, rooted in the nation's imperial

 myths, designed to solidify the army's links to a rural mass constituency and

 to denigrate the commercially-oriented Taisho democrats. Thus, the foreign

 policy of these autocratizing states was at least partially shaped by the charac-

 ter of the democratic political system that they were escaping. In some cases,

 it was a means for accomplishing that escape. In this sense, the wars of

 re-autocratization can be seen as part of the larger phenomenon of wars of

 democratization.

 67. Addressing one aspect of this question is Zeev Maoz, "Joining the Club of Nations: Political
 Development and International Conflict, 1816-1976," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 2
 (June 1989), pp. 199-231.
 68. John Hiden and John Farquharson, Explaining Hitler's Germany: Historians and the Third Reich
 (Totowa, N.J.: Barnes and Noble, 1983).
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 Implications for Policy

 In light of these findings, it would be hard to maintain a naive enthusiasm for

 spreading peace by promoting democratization. Pushing nuclear-armed great

 powers like Russia or China toward democratization is like spinning a roulette

 wheel, where many of the potential outcomes are likely to be undesirable.

 However, in most cases the initial steps on the road to democratization will

 not be produced by the conscious policy of the United States, no matter what

 that policy may be. The roulette wheel is already spinning for Russia, and

 perhaps China, regardless of what the West does. Moreover, reversals of de-

 mocratization are nearly as risky as democratization itself. Consequently, the

 international community needs a strategy not so much for promoting or re-

 versing democratization as for managing the process in ways that minimize its

 risks and facilitate smooth transitions.

 What might be some of these mitigating conditions, and how might they be

 promoted? The association of democratization with war is probabilistic. De-

 mocratization can lead either to war or to peace, depending on a variety of

 factors, such as the incentives facing the old elites during the transition process,

 the structure of the marketplace of foreign policy ideas, the speed and thor-

 oughness of the democratic transition, and the character of the international

 environment in which democratization occurs. Some of these features may be

 subject to manipulation by astute democratic reformers and their allies in the

 international community

 One of the major findings of scholarship on democratization in Latin Amer-

 ica is that the process goes most smoothly when elites that are threatened by

 the transition, especially the military, are given a "golden parachute."69 Above
 all, they need a guarantee that if they relinquish power they will not wind up

 in jail. The history of the democratizing great powers broadens this insight.

 Democratization was least likely to lead to imprudent aggression in cases

 where the old elites saw a reasonably bright future for themselves in the new

 social order. British aristocrats, for example, had more of their wealth invested

 in commerce and industry than they did in agriculture, so they had many

 interests in common with the rising middle classes. They could face democra-

 tization with relative equanimity In contrast, Prussia's capital-starved, small-

 69. On the importance of bargaining with and co-opting old elites (giving them incentives, a
 "golden parachute," to depart from power), see the literature summarized in Doh Chull Shin, "On
 the Third Wave of Democratization: A Synthesis and Evaluation of Recent Theory and Research,"
 World Politics, Vol. 47, No. 1 (October 1994), pp. 135-170, esp. 161-163.
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 scale Junker landholders had no choice but to rely on agricultural protection

 and military careers.

 In today's context, finding benign, productive employment for the erstwhile

 Communist nomenklatura, military officer corps, nuclear scientists, and smoke-

 stack industrialists ought to rank high on the list of priorities. Policies aimed

 at giving them a stake in the privatization process and subsidizing the conver-

 sion of their skills to new, peaceful tasks in a market economy seem like a step

 in the right direction. According to some interpretations, Russian Defense

 Minister Pavel Grachev was eager to use force to solve the Chechen confron-

 tation in order to show that Russian military power was still useful and that

 increased investment in the Russian army would pay big dividends. Instead

 of pursuing this reckless path, the Russian military elite needs to be convinced

 that its prestige, housing, pensions, and technical competence will rise if and

 only if it transforms itself into a western-style military, subordinate to civilian

 authority and resorting to force only in accordance with prevailing inter-

 national norms. Moreover, though old elites need to be kept happy, they also

 need to be kept weak. Pacts should not prop up the remnants of the authori-

 tarian system, but rather create a niche for them in the new system.

 A top priority must also be placed on creating a free, competitive, yet

 responsible marketplace of ideas in the newly democratizing states. Most of

 the war-prone democratizing great powers had pluralistic public debates, but

 the terms of these debates were skewed to favor groups with money, privileged

 access to the media of communication, and proprietary control over informa-

 tion, ranging from historical archives to intelligence about the military balance.

 Pluralism is not enough. Without an even playing field, pluralism simply

 creates the incentive and opportunity for privileged groups to propound self-

 serving myths, which historically have often taken a nationalist turn. One of

 the rays of hope in the Chechen affair was the alacrity with which Russian

 journalists exposed the true costs of the fighting and the lies of the government

 and the military about it. Though elites should get a golden parachute in terms

 of their pecuniary interests, they should be given no quarter on the battlefield

 of ideas. Mythmaking should be held up to the utmost scrutiny by aggressive

 journalists who maintain their credibility by scrupulously distinguishing fact

 from opinion and tirelessly verifying their sources. Promoting this kind of

 journalistic infrastructure is probably the most highly leveraged investment

 that the West can make in a peaceful democratic transition.

 Our research offers inconclusive results about the wisdom of speed and

 thoroughness in transitions to democracy On the one hand, we found that
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 states making the big jump from autocracy to democracy were much more

 war-prone than those moving from autocracy to anocracy This would seem to

 favor a strategy of limited goals. On the other hand, the experience of the

 former Communist states suggests that those that have gone farthest and

 fastest toward full democracy are less nationalistic and less involved in milita-

 rized quarrels. This is a question that needs more research.

 Finally, what kind of ruling coalition emerges in the course of democratiza-

 tion depends a great deal on the incentives that are created by the international

 environment. Both Germany and Japan started on the path toward liberal,

 stable democratization in the mid-1920s, encouraged in part by abundant

 opportunities for trade and investment from the advanced democracies and by

 credible security treaties that defused nationalist scare-mongering in domestic

 politics. But when the international supports for free trade and democracy were

 yanked out in the late 1920s, their liberal coalitions collapsed. Especially for

 the case of contemporary China, whose democratization may occur in the

 context of sharply expanding economic ties to the West, the steadiness of the

 Western commercial partnership and security presence is likely to play a major

 role in shaping the incentives of proto-democratic coalition politics.

 In the long run, the enlargement of the zone of stable democracy will

 probably enhance the prospects for peace. But in the short run, there is a lot of

 work to be done to minimize the dangers of the turbulent transition.
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