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The democratic peace and territorial conflict
in the twentieth century

This book re-evaluates the foundations of the democratic peace lit-
erature and presents three distinct theoretical models of how do-
mestic institutions can influence the foreign policy choices of state
leaders — Political Accountability, Political Norms, and Political Affinity.
Huth and Allee test their hypotheses against a new and original global
data set of 348 territorial disputes from 1919 to 1995. Each territo-
rial dispute is divided into three separate but related stages for empiri-
cal analysis: Challenge the Status Que stage, Negotiation Stage, and
Military Escalation Stage. The authors employ advanced statistical tests
to compare the explanatory power of the three theoretical models across
each stage of a territorial dispute. Their results provide strong support
for the importance of democratic accountability and norms in shaping
the diplomatic and military policies of incumbent leaders, and add new
insights into understanding when and why democratic leaders engage
in highly cooperative or confrontational foreign policies.

PAUL K. HUTH is Professor at the Department of Political Science and
Senior Research Scientist at the Center for Political Studies, Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan. Previous publications include
Extended Deterrence and the Prevention of War (1988) and Standing Your
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TODD L. ALLEE is a Ph.D. Candidate at the Department of Politi-
cal Science of the University of Michigan. His research focuses on the
dynamics of international cooperation and conflict, international trade
institutions, comparative trade poliey, ‘and research methods in world
politics.
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1 Another study of democracy and
international conflict?

Introduction

Over the past decade numerous books and countless articles have been
published on the theoretical and empirical relationship between democ-
racy and international conflict.! The central theoretical claim advanced
by scholars is that decisions by state leaders to rely upon either peaceful
diplomacy or military force as the means to resolve international disputes
are influenced by the political institutions and norms of political compe-
tition and conflict resolution within states. As a result, analysts have ar-
gued that patterns of international conflict behavior should vary between
democratic and non-democratic countries because of differences in the
degree of state leaders’ political accountability, or the strength of non-
violent norms of resolving political conflict among political elites (e.g.
Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow,
Siverson, and Smith 1999; Dixon 1993, 1994, 1998; Doyle 1986; Kahl
1998/99; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993; Owen 1994, 1997; Raymond
1994; Rummel 1983, 1985; Russett 1993; Schweller 1992; Weart 1998).

In empirical research scholars have examined patterns of military con-
flict between democracies and non-democracies, as well as among the two
types of states. Two different conclusions have emerged from empirical
findings. The first, more widely accepted, claim is that while democratic
states rarely if ever go to war against each other, they do adopt more
confrontational diplomatic and military policies towards non-democratic
states. Thus, patterns of military conflict between democracies and non-
democracies are not very different from patterns of military conflict
among non-democracies. Both are characterized by much higher rates
of militarized disputes and war than are found between pairs of demo-
cratic states (e.g. Chan 1984; Dixon 1993, 1994; Owen 1994, 1997;
Maoz 1997; Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993;
Oneal and Ray 1997; Small and Singer 1976; Weart 1998; Weede 1984,

I Reviews of much of the literature can be found in Ray 1995: ch. 1, 1998; Maoz 1997,
1998; Chan 1997; and Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996.



