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ABSTRACT 
 

This work looks for the condition effects of relative power distribution and 

satisfaction with the international status quo, both of which are necessary conditions for 

power transition theory.  The work takes its theoretical inferences from institutional 

views on international conflicts and applies democratic states’ political behaviors to the 

power transition theory by reevaluating the concept of satisfaction with the status quo.  

The theoretical framework utilized is democratic institutional constraints and provision 

of both private and public goods.   

In order to answer to the research question of what conditions of relative power 

distribution in international system and what types of policy in domestic politics lead 

two states to get involved in violent interstate disputes, I  incorporate power transition 

theory into the institutional theory of international conflict.  Without full consideration of 

both international and domestic factors in explaining international war and peace, it is 

hard to answer to a crucial question.  In other words, the effects of international 

distribution of power and domestic politics on the violent interstate disputes will be 

investigated.     

To examine the conditional effects of relative power distribution and domestic 

economic and political factors on the onsets of violent interstate conflict, logistic 

regression analysis, which is popular statistical method in social science, is used.  For 

generating and managing the data used in this study, EUGene program developed by 

Bennett and Scott is utilized.       
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Finally, the onsets of violent interstate conflicts are examined by utilizing four 

types of power and satisfaction conditions: power parity and dissatisfaction, power parity 

and satisfaction, power disparity and satisfaction, and power disparity and dissatisfaction.   

One of the most striking findings is that two conditional variables of power parity 

and dissatisfaction, and power disparity and dissatisfaction, are positively significant.   

These findings imply that under these two conditions two states are more likely than 

other pairs of states to engage in violent interstate conflicts.  They also imply that among 

two necessary conditions of power transition theory, satisfaction factor, which is 

developed on the basis of the theory of democratic institution, is more influential impact 

on the onset of international conflicts.     
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION: A NEW INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT 
AND POWER TRANSITION THEORY 

 

Over the past two decades, the two international events of the peaceful collapse of 

the Soviet Union and the invasion of Iraq by the United States have made an important 

mark on the international system.  During this time, a series of international, political 

events not only dramatically changed the structure of the international distribution of 

power, but also accordingly allowed international relations scholars to have an 

opportunity to develop a new research paradigm to explain these international events.   

The first event, the peaceful collapse of the Soviet Union, transformed bipolar 

international power structure into a unipolar system1.  This change of power structure in 

international system has been regarded as the most dangerous condition for the outbreak 

of international war according to the realist argument that a relatively equal distribution 

of power leads to peace and an imbalance of power brings about the necessary condition 

for war. 2  According to realist arguments, a rise in the power of any nation or bloc will 

potentially be met by an opposing power or bloc ostensibly deterring the potential 

aggressors and creating a stable equilibrium (Morgenthau 1973; Gulick 1955; Waltz 

1979).  Accordingly, peace is preserved only if no power is allowed to gain 

predominance over the system.  Thus, realists predict that a broken balance-of-power 

system leads to a dangerous condition for major war or, at least, serious international 
                                                 

1 We have witnessed a series of big international events since the late 1980’s.  Russian power has 
been withdrawn from the Eastern Europe, which led to the gradual collapse of the Soviet Union in the late 
1980s and early 1990s.  As a result of the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 45-year Cold War ended 
peacefully.  

2Waltz (1964) argues that the bipolar system is more likely than other international power 
distributions, such as unipolar or multipolar systems, to maintain international peace.  In relation to this 
issue, Layne (1993) predict that a multipolar power distribution in international system characterized by 
turbulence and transition begins to emerge.     
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crisis.  Unexpectedly, there has never been an occurrence of an international crisis or war 

due to the breaking of the balance of power system—thus exposing a flaw in realist 

logic.  

In contrast to theoretical weaknesses of realist arguments in explaining a series of 

international events since the late 1980s, liberal contentions may better explain these 

international political environmental changes.  Liberals claim that these changes have 

contributed to, not only alleviating tensions between Russia and the United States and 

even among great powers, but also promoting regional peace.  Thus, the international 

political environmental changes seem to be better explained by liberals who emphasize 

the roles of democratic norms and institutions.  Specifically, democratic peace theory 

seems to argue that the lack of military confrontations since the collapse of the Soviet 

Union should be attributed to the democratization process among states, including old 

members of Soviet Union.   

The second event, regarding the US invasion of Iraq in 2003,3 

 seems to provide different intuitions and thoughts for international relations 

scholars including realists, power transition theorists, and liberals.  The US invasion of 

Iraq is viewed as an attempt to maximize national power by securing natural resources 

for the future.  The main reason why other major powers including France, Germany, 

and Russia did not participate in the war seems to be to check US power and thus 

balance the international power structure by creating a bipolar or a mutipolar system.  On 

                                                 
3 According to Bellamy (2004), the United States and the Great Britain, two full-fledged 

democratic states, invaded Iraq, one of the most autocratic states in the world, in 2003 with assistance of 
British forces.  The US-Iraqi War between democratic and autocratic states was joined by 30 countries that 
openly supported the action, and was anonymously supported by 15 or more countries.  However, this war 
started without the support of United Nations where strong members like France, Russia, Germany and 
Sweden all opposed the war while supporting a request that UN inspectors continue their control work 
inside Iraq. 
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the other hand, liberals might see the US-Iraq War as the fight between democratic and 

autocratic states by inducing the democratic peace argument that the dyads of democratic 

and autocratic states are more likely than other type of dyads to fight one another.  

However, the question is why France and Germany, traditionally regarded as both major 

powers and democratic states in international system, did not initially support US and 

British military policy.  Rather than supporting US and British military policy, these 

three democratic states, all strong members of UN, opposed this war and supported the 

request of the U.N. inspectors to continue inspections inside Iraq.  Essentially, this 

international event in 2003 can be better explained by realists not the democratic peace 

theory.  If the democratic peace theory is correct, the war should have been settled by 

international institutions (e.g. UN or the other third parties like other democratic states).  

Thus, it seems that democratic peace theory’s normative approach cannot explain this 

case. 

Having examined several international events and several theoretical explanations 

by several prominent theories, it is clear that neither liberal nor realist theories fully the 

explain the most recent series of international events.   It seems that a main reason why 

each theory, realism and neo-realism, or the democratic peace theory, has failed to 

explain these events stems from heavily emphasizing a role of international power 

structure and domestic institutions, respectively.  Thus, in order to better predict and 

explain war behavior, we need to consider both international and domestic factors, 

despite the challenges this presents for maintaining parsimony.   

In this sense, power transition theory makes it possible to link international 

factors to domestic factors both theoretically and empirically.  Two necessary conditions 

 3
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for outbreak of a major war, according to power transition theory (Organski 1968; 

Organski and Kugler 1980), are power transition (parity) between a dominant and other 

major states as well as dissatisfaction with status quo.  In other words, a major state’s 

negative evaluation of the status quo leads to the outbreak of major war. 

Power transition theory would explain that a US-Soviet Union war did not occur 

because Soviet Union’s power capability was not equivalent with the US even though 

the Soviet Union was dissatisfied with the status quo established by US.  According to 

power transition theory, the Soviet Union did not have the opportunity to overthrow the 

system due to its power disparity with the US, and thus she changed her willingness to 

follow the existing order.  On the other hand, if we reflect upon the second US attack on 

Iraq, power transition theory might argue that the US’s (the dominant state) initiation of 

war against Iraq can be regarded as sanction or penalty against the state that is 

dissatisfied, and thus does not follow the status quo.  Power transition theory’s two 

necessary conditions for the outbreak of war, power parity and dissatisfaction with the 

status quo, may best explain these international events which occurred from the late 

1980’s to the early 2000’s.  I would like to reevaluate the power transition theory by 

emphasizing how satisfaction with status quo that may be connected to the domestic 

political and economic conditions of democracy. 

In summary, realists emphasized external factors, such as the international 

distribution of power at the systemic level, to explore international peace or war; yet, 

liberal approaches focus on domestic political and economic factors that contribute to 

constraints to use force to explain this phenomenon. However, these two approaches 

contain both theoretical and empirical weaknesses and strengths in exploring the causes 

 4
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of international conflicts because each theory relies too heavily on their central factor—

the international distribution of power for realism and domestic politics for liberals.  

Without full consideration of both international and domestic factors in explaining 

international war and peace, it is hard to answer to crucial questions about when and 

what conditions of power and regime type increase the probability of violent interstate 

disputes.  In other words, when and what conditions of power and polity between states 

lead them to get involved in violent interstate conflicts?  In this dissertation, I investigate 

the effects of the international distribution of power and domestic politics on violent 

interstate disputes.     

 
Two Necessary Conditions for Violent Interstate Disputes 
 

In this dissertation, I directly address the effect of power parity and dissatisfaction 

with status quo on the militarized interstate disputes.  Specifically, I reevaluate power 

transition theory by focusing on two conditions necessary for the outbreak of major war: 

power parity and dissatisfaction with status quo.  To do so, I need to connect power 

transition theory to democratic peace theory both theoretically and empirically.  Without 

incorporating the consideration of power parity and dissatisfaction with the status quo, 

we cannot fully evaluate two theories of international conflicts: power transition theory 

and democratic peace theory.   

Power transition theory (Organski 1968) sees power parity (disparity) and 

dissatisfaction (satisfaction) with the status quo as causes of international wars (peace).  

In other words, power parity among states and the predominance of the states satisfied 

with status quo maintain international peace.  Specifically, Organski (1968, 370) claims 

“war is more likely when the power of the dissatisfied challengers and its allies begins to 

 5
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approximate the power of those who support the status quo.”  Even though Organski’s 

original power transition formulation equally emphasizes how the relationship between 

power parity and dissatisfaction is associated with the outbreak of major war, subsequent 

studies (Organski and Kugler 1980; Doran and Parsons 1980; Houweling and Siccama 

1988; de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997) have overly emphasized the sole role of power 

parity to elucidate the cause of war.  Subsequently, the role of dissatisfaction with status 

quo has generated much attention in power transition research.   

Originally, power transition placed equal or greater emphasis on the importance 

of the status quo in the onset of major wars.  However, this research program has 

recently focused exclusively on examining the relationship between power parity and 

interstate wars.  The main reason for this early failure to include a status quo variable is 

that there were no reliable and valid measures of status quo evaluations (Kugler and 

Lemke 2000).  However, several plausible measures of status quo evaluations have been 

developed in recent years.  These include the following:  change in money market 

discount rates4 (Bueno de Mesquita 1990), a nation’s alliance similarity with a dominant 

state5 (Kim 1991), and extraordinary military buildup6 (Werner and Kugler 1996).  Even 

                                                 
4Change in money market discount rate is measured based on how a nation’s currency is valued 

relative to other currencies.  Decline in a nation’s money market discount rate leads to increasing money 
value in international market, thus people of that nation would able to buy more with their money.  This 
evaluation of money may indicate the level of satisfaction.  On the contrary, climbing money market 
discount rates leads to decreasing money value in international money market, thus this devaluation of 
money may indicate the level of dissatisfaction.         

5According to Kim (1991), satisfied states should form an alliance similar to those formed by the 
dominant state.  He calculates the degree of alliance similarity between each state and the dominant state by 
using  Bueno de Mesquita’s “tau b” measure of alliance portfolio similarity.  In subsequent study (1992), he 
confirms that status quo evaluations are strong predictors of wars among major powers.    
6 Werner and Lemke create a measure of status quo evaluation by assuming that there are different 
behaviors between rising and declining states.  According to him, if the rising state increases its military 
expenditures at a rate greater than it has in the past, and greater than any buildup the dominant state might 
be undergoing, they designate that challenger as dissatisfied.  See DiCicco and Levy (1999) for more 
discussion about the measures of satisfaction with status quo and progressive research program of power 
transition.         
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though all three of these measures of satisfaction with status quo seem appropriate, they 

are not immune from some criticisms.7  Broadly, the most striking defect of these 

measures is that they are only confined to realist variables such as military alliance and 

relative military buildup.  Also, international factors, such as international money market 

value, may be influenced by international distribution of power.  In other words, those 

measures are not considered liberal components of satisfaction with status quo that 

emphasize domestic political and economic attributes that nations may share. 

Important questions of international conflicts cannot be fully understood without 

considering both international and domestic factors.  Furthermore, we cannot fully 

explain states’ conflict propensities by considering an independent effect of power parity 

only or dissatisfaction with status quo only.  We need to incorporate the effects of power 

parity and satisfaction with the status quo in order to examine the probability of violent 

interstate conflicts more accurately.  Power transition theory argues that major power 

wars are most likely when a dissatisfied challenger achieves power parity with the 

dominant power.  This explanation fits into the Cold War case above in that the peaceful 

resolution in the late 1980’s was because the Soviet Union as the dissatisfied challenger 

did not achieve parity with the United States.  After the Soviet Union was disintegrated, 

the successor states wanted to change the old authoritarian and communist system to 

democratic and capitalistic system.  It seems that their motivation to change into a 

different system was aiming at receiving more benefits from the liberal democratic 

                                                 
7It seems that a state’s alliance similarity with a dominant power as diplomatic strategy is problematic.  

Oneal, de Soysa, and Park (1998) rejected Kim’s (1991) military alliance measure because states often 
form an alliance against others precisely because they are in conflict.  Alliance with the dominant power, I 
think, is not always expression of friendship or satisfaction with an existing political order established by 
the dominant state.  See Kugler and Lemke (2000, 152-154) for more criticisms to each measure of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction.        
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international order established by the United States.  In this sense, reevaluating power 

transition theory’s two necessary conditions, power parity and dissatisfaction with status 

quo, is important and indispensable for the full explanation of the onset of violent 

interstate disputes. 

I offer an institutional model of power transition theory and then I will conduct 

empirical tests based on two conditions of domestic political similarities and power 

conditions that lead to engagement in militarized interstate disputes between member 

states of the international system.  I argue that the model must include, not only the 

independent effects of international distribution of power and the degree of 

dissatisfaction with the status quo, but also the effect of these two variables together in 

order to answer the question of what conditions of power and satisfaction increase the 

probability of violent interstate conflicts.             

To date, little theoretical or empirical attention has been devoted to developing a 

conditional model where power parity and satisfaction with the status quo have a 

conditional impact on the onset of violent interstate disputes.  Lemke and Reed (1996) 

attempt to connect power transition theory and democratic peace theory by focusing on 

the relationship between satisfaction with status quo and regime type.  They also argue 

that democracies tend to be satisfied with the status quo.  This argument suggests that as 

long as the dominant state is liberal democratic, other states with similar interests follow 

the dominant state’s political and economic preferences.  Those states following the 

dominant state’s preferences are observed as being satisfied.  On the contrary, states not 

following the international order by dominant state can be regarded as dissatisfied states 

because they are disadvantaged by that order.  Lemke and Reed’s arguments are very 

 8
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interesting and theoretically impressive.  However, their measure of satisfaction with the 

status quo is based on alliance portfolio similarity, which has been regarded as a 

problematic measure because of its inconsistent characteristics.  Furthermore, Lemke 

and Reed roughly coding of satisfied is based upon whether or not the tau-b alliance 

portfolio similarity score for the dominant country is positive. 

Hence, we need more reasonable and relevant measures of satisfaction with the 

status quo in order to properly reflect similar preferences or shared common interests 

between the dominant state and major power as well as among all powers.  Whether or 

not major and minor states are satisfied with status quo depends on the degree of 

similarities of political and economic interests between them and a dominant state.  As 

Lemke and Reed (1996) claim, this explanation of preference similarity is subsumed by 

the power transition argument that differences of interests matter.  The democratic peace 

argument that democratic states do not fight each other can be seen as simply another 

version of the power transition theory because a state’s benefits or interests in 

international system are ordered by proximity to the status quo.  This suggests that power 

transition theory and democratic peace theory are complementary (Hart and Reed 1999).  

Applying a key variable of democratic peace theory to power transition theory provides a 

new research agenda for students of international conflicts. Theoretical linkage between 

the two theories by using a common attribute would help us understand that democratic 

peace theory is not mutually exclusive to power transition theory.  Furthermore, 

incorporating effects of power disparity and satisfaction with status quo will contribute 

to developing an empirical model that informs us why some nations are more likely than 

others to get involved in violent interstate disputes. 

 9
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My research will pursue and conduct two different tests depending upon two 

different dependent variables.  The first test analyzes the outbreak of major wars 

involved in major powers only.  The purpose of this empirical test is to power transition 

theory by following the original argument of the power transition theory created by 

Organski.  The second test analyzes the fatal Militarized Interstate Disputes including all 

powers: the dominant state, major powers, and other minor powers.  However, the test 

will be conducted separately for major powers, minor powers, and all powers.  The 

purpose of this analysis extends power transition theory (where only major powers are 

confined to the empirical test) to all states.  This test will make it possible to compare 

political behaviors between major powers and minor powers.  By doing so, this test 

explores whether or not major powers are more prone than minor powers to get involved 

in violent interstate disputes. 

 

Outline of the Dissertation  

In this dissertation, the independent, interactive, and conditional effects of power 

parity and satisfaction with status quo on major wars will be examined in order to test 

power transition theory as confined to major powers.  I also apply the testing procedures 

to two different levels of state status in international system, major and minor powers, in 

order to examine how they differ in political behavior.  Consistent with a previous 

finding, I assume that major powers are more likely than minor powers to get involved in 

violent interstate militarized disputes.  The empirical evidence I find demonstrates that 

these two indicators in the theoretical model have a great impact on major powers’ 
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participation in major wars as well as on other minor powers’ involvement in violent 

interstate militarized disputes at dyadic level. 

Findings in this study suggest that major wars and violent interstate militarized 

disputes are conditioned by independent and interactive effects of power parity, 

satisfaction with status quo, and economic interdependence among states.  Additionally, 

I examine four “conditional effects” of power parity and satisfaction with the status quo 

on conflicts by using two by two matrix of power parity and satisfaction.  Investigating 

substantive effects of power parity and satisfaction with status quo leads to evaluating 

which theory, power transition or the democratic peace theory, better explains 

international politics. 

In Chapter Two, I review previous literature on how power parity and liberal 

democracy affect states’ involvement in major wars and violent interstate militarized 

disputes.  Particularly, I pay attention to research on power transition in association with 

both the balance of power and liberal peace research program.  This study attempts to 

connect the two theories of power transition and democratic peace theories, by linking 

liberal democracy’s constraining effect to satisfaction with status quo by using domestic-

political and economic conditions.  In addition, I review the similarities and differences 

between the realist approach and power transition theory. 

In Chapter Three, I develop a theoretical model of two states’ involvement in 

major wars and violent interstate militarized disputes that is based on two crucial 

elements: (1) power parity and (2) satisfaction with status quo.  I argue that whether or 

not all states (including major and minor powers) get involved in violent interstate 

militarized disputes is conditioned either by power parity at systemic level or by 
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satisfaction with status quo evaluation, or both.  By reevaluating satisfaction with the 

international status quo, and thus by connecting this critical element to democratic 

characteristics, I argue that the power transition research program subsumes democratic 

peace theory.  I also investigate the effects of economic interdependence and control 

variables, such as military alliance and geographical proximity, on the violent interstate 

militarized disputes. 

In Chapter Four, I discuss the data used in the empirical test of my model.  After 

introducing the dependent and independent variables used in empirical test, I derive 

testable hypotheses regarding the relationship of violent interstate militarized disputes 

with several factors, including: major wars and power parity, satisfaction with status quo, 

economic interdependence, alliance, and contiguity on conflicts.  I operationalize these 

concepts in a measurable, quantitative manner.  In addition, I present basic descriptive 

statistics that inform us about the attributes of the dependent and independent variables. 

In Chapter Five, I present a private goods model of major wars and fatal 

militarized interstate disputes (Fatal MIDs) to test the effects of the explanatory variables 

on the dichotomous dependent variables.  Close attention will be given to the interaction 

between power parity at systemic level and satisfaction with status quo at domestic level.  

In addition, I closely examine the conditional effects of power parity and satisfaction 

with status quo on international conflicts by answering the question of what conditions 

of power and domestic political system increase the probability of violent interstate 

conflicts. 

In Chapter Six, I present a public goods model to test the effect of independent 

variables, which are closely related to satisfaction and public goods, on fatal MIDs. I pay 
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attention to the effect of economic interdependence in order to examine economic 

interdependence among member states as well as among lower levels of member states 

(the middle and minor states).      

In Chapter Seven, I conclude by summarizing and explaining the findings from 

the empirical tests.  Then, I speculate on the problems with this study and offer 

suggestions about how this research should be extended in the future.                         
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CHAPTER 2 
 

POWER TRANSITION THEORY, DEMOCRACY, AND INTERNATIONAL 
CONFLICT 

  
A considerable amount of the literature in international politics has analyzed and 

debated the impact of the international distribution of power among states upon the onset 

of international conflicts.  In general, there are two opposing perspectives on the 

relationship between this international distribution and the onset of war.  Balance-of-

power theory claims that when power is equally distributed among states, wars are less 

likely.  The opposing view, known as power transition theory, argues that war is most 

likely when power parity and overtaking occurs among states.  In addition to these power 

conditions of power parity and overtaking, power transition theory adds dissatisfaction 

with the status quo as a necessary condition for war.   

Power transition theory argues that whether or not a state is satisfied or 

dissatisfied with the status quo plays a critical role in the incidence of major wars.  

According to this theory, major wars are likely to occur only when a state that is 

dissatisfied with the status quo approaches parity with or exceeds the dominant state’s 

power.  Since dissatisfaction with the status quo as well as power distribution critically 

condition the outbreak of war, it is necessary to review the existing literature by focusing 

on the relationship between the distribution of power in international system and 

dissatisfaction and war.  A number of studies attempt to link the degree of dissatisfaction 

to international factors, but few studies link it to domestic factors.  I review this literature 

focusing on the effects of power parity, overtaking, satisfaction with the status quo, 

democratic peace, and related theoretical and empirical issues.          
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The objective of this chapter is to investigate the seemingly contradictory view 

about the effects of the international distribution of power, the degree of dissatisfaction 

with the status quo, and level of democracy on the onset of war or international conflict.  

I delineate the distinctive divergence in these three perspectives as well as the empirical 

findings that support these three different views in the following section.   

 

Controversial Assumptions between BOP and PT Theories 
 
Even though the literature on power transition theory and the realist theory of 

balance of power have a consensus that the international distribution of power is an 

extremely important factor in influencing states’ conflict propensity, each of these lines 

of research still put forth several conflicting arguments and conclusions.  The former 

argues that power parity and overtaking lead to war, whereas the latter argues that power 

parity leads to peace.  This contrasting conclusion stems from a different set of 

assumptions established by each theory, which leads each theoretical perspective to 

develop a distinct set of propositions. First, an assumption made by the balance of power 

literature is that decision-making maximizes power (Morgenthau 1973).8  This power 

maximization assumption differs from the power transition theory’s claim that states fight 

wars to achieve net gains through control over the international hierarchy.  Thus, power 

transition theory implies that a dominant power distributes some benefits to members of 

                                                 
8According to realism, a nation-state is a rational as well as unitary actor in international system.  

Therefore, they calculate the consequences of each policy alternative in terms of its costs and benefits for 
those interests and select the policy that maximizes their interests.  The primary means to maximize their 
interests is power.  Realists have traditionally conceptualized power in terms of military power as well as 
the economic foundations of military power and potential.  A nation’s power is measured relative to the 
power of other nations.  Not only is power necessary to achieve other interests, but it is also relational, such 
that power becomes, for all practical purposes, an end in itself.  The rationality assumption is important 
because it provides a link among the structure of the system, the national interests of states, and their 
foreign policy behavior.  
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the international system in order to maintain the status quo that gives itself 

disproportionate advantages.      

Second, balance of power theory sees the international system as an anarchical 

structure that has no super authority to enforce international rules, norms, and laws;9 

while power transition theory postulates a hierarchical international system established by 

a dominant state.  For this reason, balance of power theory regards the power capabilities 

of competing states as the only means for constraining their behaviors, while power 

transition theory (Organski 1958) claims that powerful nations create, impose, and 

maintain a hierarchy over the weak.  According to power transition theory, the 

international system is organized to the dominant state’s advantage. Some powerful states 

that benefit a lot from the status quo are satisfied with the status quo; however, most 

states that receive relatively few benefits are dissatisfied with the status quo.   

Although most weak states try to change their status by demanding more benefits 

from the dominant state, their requests are resisted by the dominant state.  However, there 

are high costs involved in states’ changing sides to ally with a dominant state rather than 

other dissatisfied major powers.  This changing of sides is accompanied with a total 

transformation of preferences or results in the creation of a bad reputation, such as a 

nation being an unreliable and insubstantial ally (Lemke and Kugler 1996).  Thus, 

according to power transition theory, the only way for dissatisfied states to escape from 

                                                 
9Realist theoretical literature has focused on anarchical structure of international politics and 

power distribution in explaining states’ political behaviors in world politics (Morgenthau 1973; Waltz 
1979).  The importance of the anarchical international structure and power distribution are reflected in the 
realist’s assumptions that states are unitary and rational actors in world politics.  A central determinant of 
state behavior stems from the anarchic structural characteristics of the international system.  Anarchy refers 
to the absence of any legitimate authority in the international system to make and enforce laws, adjudicate 
disputes, and regulate behavior among states.  In the absence of an enforcement mechanism, sovereign 
states must provide for their own interests in a self-help system in which force is the ultimate arbiter of 
disputes.   
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the disadvantageous system is to overthrow the system and establish a new international 

order by rapid internal growth (Organski 1968).   

Third, balance of power theory assumes that military alliance agreements have to 

be fluid and flexible, thus effective diplomacy is necessary for the survival of nations 

who distrust their allies.10  For balance of power theory, external factors such as alliance 

tactics are more important than internal growth of power.  However, power transition 

theory sees alliance as fixed rather than flexible because domestic power changes through 

industrialization result in greatest disturbances in international system (Gilpin 1981).  

Thus, balance of power theory considers diplomatic strategies and military alliances as 

the most important tools for survival in international politics.  On the contrary, power 

transition theory does not place an emphasis on military alliances as an important 

survival skill.     

In sum, power transition theory posits the following: the international system is 

hierarchically structured; nation-states pursue net gains through control over the 

international hierarchy; an alliance is as fixed rather than flexible; and domestic power 

changes through industrialization are an important source of conflict.  In contrast, balance 

of power theory assumes that the international system has an anarchical structure where 

                                                 
10The importance of a military alliance has been emphasized in balance of power theory because 

the role of alliance among nations is directly related to the causes of war.  A relatively equal distribution of 
power through internal and external capabilities leads to peace and an imbalance of power brings about the 
necessary condition for war.  Approximate power parity facilitates peace because it does not allow any 
single state to enforce its will on others, provides several possible blocking coalitions that might form 
against any aggressor, and thus reinforces deterrence.  Concentration of power in the hands of a very small 
number of states would give them an opportunity to initiate war by reducing the number of blocking 
coalitions and hence undermine deterrence (Morgenthau, 1973).  A rise in the power of any nation or block 
will potentially be met by an opposing power or block, ostensibly deterring the potential aggressors and 
creating a stable equilibrium (Gulick, 1955; Waltz, 1979).  Thus, peace is preserved only if no power is 
allowed to gain predominance over the system. Balance of power theorists tend to conceive of a blocking 
coalition as the safety valve to deter the onset of war because they think the blocking coalition functions as 
a power balancer in the system.  According to realist theories, military alliances among nations act as a 
balancing force and contribute to maintaining international stability and peace.    
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there is no super government to enforce international norm and laws, nation-states 

maximize power, and the role of an alliance is important for maintaining peace.  Based 

on these controversial assumptions, power transition theory argues that power parity 

leads to war while balance of power theory holds that power preponderance leads to 

international instability.  However, both theories share a common argument about the 

importance of investigating the role of the international distribution of power in the study 

of international relations—despite the fact that the outcomes of these two theories are 

contrasting.   

 

Empirical Evidence for the Balance of Power Theory          

Balance of power theory proposes that a relatively equal distribution of power 

leads to peace and an imbalance of power brings about the necessary condition for war.  

Approximate power parity facilitates peace because it does not allow any single state to 

enforce its will on others, provides several possible blocking coalitions that might form 

against any aggressor, and thus reinforces deterrence.  Concentration of power in the 

hands of a very small number of states would give them an opportunity to initiate war by 

reducing the number of blocking coalitions and hence undermine deterrence (Morgenthau 

1967).  A rise in the power of any nation or block will potentially be met by an opposing 

power or block, ostensibly deterring the potential aggressors and creating a stable 

equilibrium (Gulick 1955; Waltz 1979).  Thus, peace is preserved only if no power is 

allowed to gain predominance over the system.  Balance of power theorists tend to 

conceive of a blocking coalition as the safety valve to deter the onset of war because they 

think the blocking coalition functions as a power balancer in the system.    
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According to power differentials in the system, it may be called unipolarity, 

bipolarity, or multipolarity if one, two, or more major blocks, respectfully, dominate the 

system.  Balance of power theorists insist that this shape of power polarity has had a 

geared impact on stability or instability in the system.  Some balance of power theorists 

claim that multipolarity is more stable than bipolarity (Deutsch and Singer 1964).  

According to Deutsch and Singer, the increased number of interaction opportunities in a 

multipolar system generates a pluralist crosscutting pressure that reduces the likelihood 

of mutually reinforcing antagonisms.  Conversely, Waltz (1979) and Levy (1985) argue 

that the bipolar system is more stable because bipolarity reflects greater equality than 

does multipolarity even under a different and more realist set of assumptions.  Considered 

both multipolarity and bipolarity with regards to frequency and seriousness of war, 

Rosecrance (1966) reaches an eclectic conclusion that wars in a multipolar system will be 

more frequent but less serious than those under a bipolar system.    

Thompson (1986) presents an interesting conclusion that multipolarity tends to be 

more dangerous to system stability than bipolarity, but he depicts unipolarity as the most 

stable and least conflictual phase in the systemic cyclical concentration/disconcentration 

process. After examining various types of power concentrations, it appears that his 

defense of the order of polarity for stability (unipolarity, near unipolarity, bipolarity, 

multi-polarity) suggests that the type of polarity is associated with the onset of war.  

Midlarsky (1989, 1986), Siverson and Tennefoss (1982), and Siverson and Sullivan 

(1983) reinforce balance of power theory and suggest that balance of power theory is the 

most widely accepted explanation of international conflicts. 
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However, there is no consensus in the literature for what determines the onset of 

war even among balance of power theorists because they disagree on the consequences of 

uncertainty.  Advocates of bipolar stability insist that the reduction of uncertainty reduces 

the likelihood of a war by miscalculation (Waltz 1979) whereas proponents of 

multipolarity argue that the reduction of uncertainty increases the probability of war by 

simplifying the calculation of the opponents (Deutsch and Singer 1964).  In addition to 

the effect of the number of poles, Bueno de Mesquita (1975) test the independent effect 

of the tightness of polarity and the number of poles as well as the their interactive effect 

on the onset of war.  According to them, the interplay of the distribution of power, the 

number of poles, and the tightness of the poles is critical for predicting the occurrence of 

major-power wars.  This argument supports Bueno de Mesquita’s subsequent study 

(1981) where he finds no relationship between the distribution of capability and the onset 

of war in each country only.  This means that the onset of war is not caused by the 

distribution of power alone but by interdependent function of three factors.  Mansfield 

(1992, 1993) sees power concentration rather than distribution of power as a more 

dangerous condition for occurrence of war.  He proposes that the concentration of power 

is related to the frequency of war and has a significant effect on the incidence of war.     

 

Empirical Evidences of Power Transition Theory 

The most important elements from power transition research are the following:  

internal growth for international politics; an emphasis of international hierarchy rather 

than anarchy; fixed rather than flexible alliance; power parity and overtaking; and 

international status quo.  These theoretical attributes of power transition theory produce 
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empirical evidence concerning the conditions of power parity as well as how overtaking 

experiences lead members of international system towards conflict.     

Various patterns of power distribution in the international system have been a 

major indicator to explain the causes of war.11   Power transition theory is a branch of the 

“preponderance of power” school (Geller 1993; Wallace 1982), which states that this 

equality of power is conducive to war rather than peace.  This hypothesis is reflected in 

the old adage that if you want peace, prepare for war.  Some empirical research (Weede 

1976) extends the theory to Asian countries at the dyadic level during the 1950 through 

1960’s period, and concludes that the preponderance of power is conducive to the 

prevention of war in confining power to a partial area and short period.  Garnham (1976a, 

1976b) argues that international violence between two geographically contiguous nation-

states is more likely to occur if the states posses approximately equal national power.  He 

argues for the importance of power parity and geographic contiguousness as an 

explanation and predictor of interstate lethal violence.       

Power transition theorists consider power or change of power as the most 

important cause of war, and thus have focused on the relationship between the shift of 

power and war outbreak.  Organski's (1968) argument implies that whenever a power 

transition between the strongest states occurs, there should be a war.  More convincingly, 

power transition is either a sufficient or necessary condition of major war, according to 

Organski and Kugler (1980).  In addition, Houweling and Sciccama (1988) replicated 

Organski and Kugler's The War Ledger (1980) with a different research design and a 

totally different data set that is employed in Doran and Parsons (1980), and then argue 

                                                 
11In this sense, Levy (1989) presented excellent review of literature about the causes of war by 

general classification of war theories. 
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that wars among major powers as well as among contenders (the top three or four 

nations) should be examined.  These authors conclude that power transition theory is still 

effective in understanding the causes of war.     

One such long-debated assertion is that changes in the relative power positions of 

states are important sources of interstate conflict.  A tremendous number of studies focus 

on the shifting of the distribution of capability as a primary factor in the onset of major 

wars (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Gochman 1990; Geller 1993; Gilpin 1981; 

Modelski 1983).  Shifts in power relations favoring challenger states create the necessary 

condition for war.  Power parity and shifts toward parity are approximately twice as 

likely to be associated with war as are conditions of power preponderance (Geller 1993).  

This means that shifts have almost twice the likelihood of leading to war than do 

transition.  This result is consistent with Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman’s (1992) 

argument that major war is most likely to occur when the challenging nation's internal 

and external capabilities catch up with those of the dominant power.  Gochman (1990) 

argues that major wars are most likely to occur when major countries' own power 

capabilities are increasing rapidly.    

Power transition theories (Organski 1968; Organski and Kugler 1980; Houweling 

and Siccama 1988; de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997) consider the uneven rate of internal 

growth as the causes of war onset because rapid growth gives states a chance to challenge 

the dominant state.  Since industrialization, economic power has been a main criteria in 

estimating a nation's power.  Kim (1992) undertakes, however, a systematic investigation 

of the theory of power transition war as applied to the period from 1648 to 1815 of pre-

industrialization.  Although most power transition theorists have applied their framework 
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to the period after the post-industrialization, Kim attempts to extend the theory’s 

temporal domain to pre-industrialization period.  He finds that war is a result of the 

dynamic power change between the dominant states and the challenging power due to 

differential growth rates across states overtime.  This finding suggests that major power 

war is most likely when internal and external capabilities between two rivals are 

approximately equal.  He also reaches several conclusions that support the findings of 

power transition theory.  His findings extend temporal domain to pre-industrialization 

period, contrasting to the previous power transition studies that emphasize 

industrialization as the primary sources of national power that leads to differential rates 

of economic growth between states.  Therefore, a changing distribution of power in the 

international system contributes to accelerating struggle for power among nations.  These 

changing power differentials are the critical source of war, or at least of major war, in 

international politics.  These empirical findings are consistent with Organski’s (1968) 

claim that wars arise primarily from uneven rates of economic development by referring 

to dangerous parity in a situation in which power differentials are changing.   

In sum, balance of power theory predicts peace within the international system if 

no nation is allowed to dominate, while adherents of power transition theory argue that 

power parity promotes war, and that it is the preponderance of power that preserves 

peace.  However, the debate between the balance of power theory and power transition 

theory, broadly preponderance of power theories, is inconclusive.  One of the most 

systemic and widely cited studies (Singer, Bremer, and Stucky 1972) addresses this issue 

and finds that a stable hierarchy in the 19th century was associated with more war, while 

the opposite seemed to be true for the 20th century.      
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This discussion has focused exclusively on empirical evaluations of power parity 

or transition in explaining the onset of war.  Empirical inclusiveness concerned with the 

relationship between the distribution of power and the onset of war seem to stem from a 

research trend that is shown in previous studies in both theories of balance of power and 

power transition theories; that is, they have over-emphasized the role of the international 

distribution of power.  Although these two theories are theoretically parsimonious, these 

power driven research agendas have theoretical limitations in diagnosing rapidly 

changing world circumstances.  Power transition theory (Organski 1958; Organski and 

Kugler 1980) places equal or greater emphasis on the importance of status quo 

evaluation.  However, most previous studies seem to ignore the effect of satisfaction with 

the status quo on interstate war.  Their basic argument (Organski and Kugler 1980) is that 

the likelihood of a major war is greatest when the military power of a dissatisfied begins 

to approach those of the leading state in the system since the challenger will usually 

initiate a war to gain benefits, privileges, and influence commensurate with its newly 

acquired military power.  Besides power parity condition, status quo evaluation should be 

included in the power transition research.   

 

Satisfaction with the Status Quo, its Measurement and Criticisms  

Power transition scholars argue that the probability of war increases when a state 

dissatisfied with status quo approaches power parity or experiences power transition with 

a dominant state.  According to power transition theory (Organski 1968), power parity, 

transition,  and dissatisfaction with the status quo are necessary conditions for outbreak of 

major war.  The theory is centered on two key explanatory variables, relative power and 
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the degree of satisfaction with the international order.  Unfortunately, there is little 

empirical research evaluating satisfaction with the status quo because power transition 

research programs have heavily focused on the function of power parity as the causes of 

interstate wars.  One reason why early research has focused on only power parity is that 

there is no empirical measure of status quo evaluations.  However, since the beginning of 

the 1990’s, power transition theory has included the importance of status quo evaluation 

in the onset of international conflicts.   

A few measures of dissatisfaction with the status quo have been developed to 

answer the questions of whether or not dissatisfied states behave differently from 

satisfied states in their political behavior in international politics (Bueno de Mesquita 

1990; Kim 1991, 1992, 2002; Werner and Kugler 1996; Lemke and Werner 1996).  

Bueno de Mesquita (1990) offers change in money market discount rate as a measure of 

the status quo.  According to him, this measure indicates the level of satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction depending upon how the people of that state feel about the international 

status quo.  He argues that the relative decline or increase of the money market discount 

rate for the state provides its people with a relatively strong or weak ability to buy 

products with their money.  A weak ability to buy products with their money makes 

people of that state dissatisfied with status quo, while the strong ability to purchase leads 

the people to satisfaction.   

A nation’s satisfaction with status quo seems to be a function of the similarities 

between a state’s general policymaking pattern and a dominant state’s diplomatic 

policymaking.  By employing Bueno de Mesquita’s (1975) measure of portfolio 

similarity, Kim (1991) has attempted to measure satisfaction or dissatisfaction with status 
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quo by use of the degree of similarity and dissimilarity of alliance portfolio summarized 

by Kendall’s tau-b between a state and a dominant state.12  Thus, satisfied states should 

form an alliance similar to those formed by the dominant power.  This implies that a 

state’s military alliance is similar to the dominant state’s alliance pattern; therefore, the 

state is regarded as satisfied with status quo, and thus will receive not only military 

benefits but also political and economic benefits from the international system.  Kim’s 

subsequent studies (1992, 2002) demonstrate that status quo evaluations are a persuasive 

explanatory variable predicting wars among major powers, and concludes that status quo 

evaluations are of greater empirical importance than is power parity in explaining major 

powers’ political behavior.   

In contrast to Kim’s measure that is based on international diplomatic actions 

among major powers, Werner and Kugler (1996) focus on differences between satisfied 

and dissatisfied states by looking at internal military buildup.  According to them, rising 

states can be identified with challenger states as both being dissatisfied.  Dissatisfied 

challengers increase the military ability to overthrow the existing world order established 

by the dominant state.  On the contrary, the lack of a military buildup indicates status quo 

satisfaction by the challenger.  By employing this measure of status quo, Lemke and 

Werner (1996) analyze the war behaviors between the dominant states and other 
                                                 

12Tau-b is a measure of association displayed in 2-by-2 tables and computed as the excess of 
concordant over discordant pairs, divided by a term representing the geometric mean between the number 
of pairs not tied on x and the number not tied on y.  The degree of similarity and dissimilarity of alliance 
portfolio ranges from 1.0 (complete similarity) to –1 (complete dissimilarity).  For example, the negative 
value of tau-b, for example -.69, indicates that the two nations’ alliance portfolio is different, which means 
that foreign policies between two nations dissimilar.  However, positive .69 indicates that the two nations 
pursue similar foreign policies.  Most recently, Bennett and Rupert (2003) investigate the differences 
between Tau-b and S.  They compare existing measures of political similarity, tau-b, with new measure S.  
According to him, the distribution of S and tau b is different because tau-b distribution tends to toward 0 
while S distribution tend to toward 1.  This study is important because they criticize tau-b, which is mostly 
used in measuring satisfaction with status quo, and argues that different measure of similarity and 
dissimilarity leads to different conclusion in international conflict research.   
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challengers, and they find that power parity and dissatisfaction leads to dangerous 

conditions for major wars.   

As seen above, a few scholars have attempted to develop appropriate measures of 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with international status quo.  These measures based on 

similarity or dissimilarity of international market values, military alliance similarity, and 

internal military buildup patterns between a dominant state and other states seem valid.  

Even though developed measures of status quo evaluations seem to be representational 

and valid ones, they are not immune to some criticisms.13  According to Kugler and 

Lemke (2000), each state’s money market discount rate, which was created by Bueno de 

Mesquita, fluctuates at all times and depends on its economic condition.  Though a 

dominant state establishes the international order, even the dominant state’s money 

market discount rate fluctuates all the time.  This fluctuation in the market value of the 

currency of the dominant state makes it difficult for that state to be always identified as a 

satisfied state.  In addition, if a certain state does not concentrate on international trade or 

foreign investment, she may not be sensitive to fluctuations in the international value of 

its money.  Thus, the people of that state would be less satisfied with devaluation of its 

currency than would those of other trade dependent states.   

Extraordinary military buildup is an indicator of dissatisfaction proposed by 

Werner and Kugler (1996) and Lemke and Werner (1996), yet this measure also has 

some theoretical flaws.  Both of these studies used the differences of the rate of military 

expenditure between a rising state and the dominant state as a dissatisfaction measure.  

According to them, if a rising state’s military expenditure rate is greater than the 

                                                 
13For more discussions about defects of these measures, see Signorino and Ritter (1999), Kugler 

and Lemke (2000), Lemke and Reed (1996), and Oneal, de Soysa, and Park (1998). 
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dominant state, then the rising state can be classified as dissatisfied state.  However, the 

problem with this measure of the status quo is how this measure can be applied to all 

other states.  In order for a state to build up military arms, she has to have economic 

wealth.  In order to get economic wealth (benefits) from the international order, the state 

should follow the rules, norms, and laws established by the dominant state.  The state 

following the existing international economic and political order is a satisfied state, or, at 

minimum, appears to be a satisfied state.  Therefore, it is not logically correct to regard a 

rising military state in terms of economic benefits from the order in the same way as a 

dissatisfied state.  In this sense, the reason why a state spends so much military 

expenditure is for its own security, not for challenging the dominant state.  By this 

reasoning, a state’s rapid military buildup is not a necessary condition for being a 

dissatisfied state.   

There are also several criticisms of the popular measure of satisfaction with status 

quo created by Kim (1991).  Specifically, it seems that a state’s alliance similarity with a 

dominant power as a diplomatic strategy is problematic.  Oneal, de Soysa, and Park 

(1998) rejected Kim’s (1991) military alliance measure gauging the similarity of a state’s 

portfolio of alliance14 to that of the dominant state.  According to Oneal et al. (1998), 

states often form an alliance against others precisely because they are in conflict.  If a 

state is in conflict, the state has no choice but to begin to ask for military assistance from 

other powerful states because a state’s survival is the primary objective.  Even though 

                                                 
14Kim’s measure of dissatisfaction with status quo is similar to Bueno de Mesquita’s (1991) and 

applied in Lemke and Reed (1996).  Signorino and Ritter (1999) criticize against Kim’s measure of alliance 
similarity.  Instead of Kim’s tau-b as measure of alliance similarity, they offer a measure, S.  By showing 
that Kim’s measure is based on linear association between two alliance portfolios, they suggest that S 
measure is better than tau-b.  Satisfaction measures by Kim and Signorino and Ritter by using military 
alliance portfolio similarity imply that alliances are sincere and single most important statement of policy 
preference.      
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the state in conflict is dissatisfied with the status quo, she needs a military alliance with 

other states for survival.  It is highly probable that states that are actually dissatisfied 

might pretend to be satisfied with status quo for their political survival.  In this sense, 

gauging the similarity of a state’s portfolio of alliance to that of the dominant state is not 

a consistent measure of satisfaction because major powers’ military alliance with the 

dominant state is not always an expression of friendship or satisfaction with an existing 

political order established by the dominant state.   

All three measures of satisfaction with the status quo have received criticisms due 

to theoretical and empirical flaws.  In order for a measure to be more valid, we should 

fully consider domestic, political, and economic factors as well as important 

international conditions.           

 

Democratic (Liberal) Peace Theories  

Democratic peace theory posits that democracies rarely fight each other.  This 

theory has been prominent in recent literature of international conflict.  Levy (1988, 488) 

regards the pacifism between democracies as “the closest thing we have to an empirical 

law in international relations.”  This prominence seems to be reflected in democratization 

in the post-WWII international society.  This phenomenon called the “third wave of 

democratization” (Huntington 1991) entails a larger proportion of the nations adopting 

societies with democratic governance.  This has influenced scholars to make the well-

known, but controversial, hypothesis that democracies are more peaceful than non-

democracies.  Early efforts to explain this democratic peace have focused on the 

constraining effects of democratic institutions and culture upon the onset of disputes.        
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Cultural norm based explanations emphasize the role of shared democratic 

principles, perceptions, and expectations of behavior.  People in democracies tend to 

solve their domestic political problems through negotiation, compromise, and peaceful 

commitment often without resorting to organized violence against their opponents.  Thus, 

because democratic states tend to solve international disputes without using a violent 

method and by applying their domestic ruling style to international affairs, they rarely 

fight each other.  Structural explanations, on the other hand, emphasize the role of the 

institutional constraints that stem from democratic imposition on decision-makers.  

Democratic institutional characteristics of “separation of powers” and “checks and 

balances” provide decision-makers the opportunity for more consideration in the decision 

to go to war through legislative approval and funding for war; also, these structures make 

democratic leaders more accountable for a bad decision-making.  The two explanations 

are not mutually exclusive but complementary (Russett and Oneal 2001).  The 

intellectual thought of the democratic peace argument stems from Kant in Perpetual 

Peace ([1795] 1970), where he claims that a good constitution for representative 

government would generate a good moral culture.       

In this rest of this section, I will review the empirical evidence of early and recent 

literature by focusing on several factors, including: normative and structural approaches, 

signaling and audience costs, democratic preferences, and finally criticisms.           

On the basis of these two cultural and institutional constraints upon a democracy 

in using force, a number of studies have contributed to answering the questions of 

whether democratic states are less likely than other types of states to go to war (monadic 

level analyses), or that democracies are less likely to fight each other (dyadic level 
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analyses).  Most of the early works (Rummel 1968, 1983, 1985; Weede 1975, 1983, 

1984, 1989; Chan 1984; Doyle 1983, 1986) examined the causal relationship between 

democracy and war in a simple and straightforward manner by simply focusing on 

concepts or definition of democracies.  For example, Chan (1984) attempts to investigate 

a relationship between war and democracy by defining democracy as “free” and non-

democracy as “unfree” states while Doyle (1983, 1986) considers democracy as “liberal 

regime” and non-democracy as “illiberal regime” all in terms of Kant’s Liberalism.  

Rummel’s (1968) work is the most impressive effort to empirically examine the 

democratic peace hypothesis.  He provides the finding of no relationship between regime 

type and involvement in wars.  Weede (1971) verified the thrust of Rummel’s earlier 

results by replicating and expanding his work.  However, Weede’s subsequent study 

(1984) criticized Rummel’s period of observation from 1976 to 1980 as too specific and 

short.  Chan (1984) also criticized Rummel’s analysis method of monadic level, provided 

some new results, and suggested some possible reasons for the divergent views after 

testing his argument in various ways.  He argues that vast differences in  

operationalizations and research designs are responsible for producing divergent results.  

Even though Rummel’s observation coverage is too short and specific, Small and Singer 

(1976) supports his evidence empirically.  Small and Singer’s central research question is 

why bourgeoisie democracies and other states behave differently.  Employing data from 

Correlates of War (COW), they claim that bourgeoisie democracies tend to go to war for 

the same reason as other states.   

In contrast to his earliest work (1968), Rummel’s serial works (1975-81) and 

other works (1983, 1984, 1985) strongly suggested that libertarianism promotes peace.  
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In his pioneering works (1975-81) about democratic peace, his main concern is to 

examine whether libertarian states are peace-prone in comparison to other states.  His 

libertarian states’ peace-prone argument was criticized by Singer and Small (1976) 

claiming that the peace between or among libertarian states, historically, comes from the 

rarity of neighboring democratic states.  Similarly, Doyle (1983, 1986) vindicated Kant’s 

prophecy that the spread of liberalism would make contribution to peace.  According to 

Doyle, liberalism features external sovereignty, private property, market economy, 

judicial rights, citizen government, and representative government.  It seems that Doyle’s 

arguments contribute to producing a plenty of scholarly works on democratic peace 

theme, both theoretical and empirical, by linking domestic political factors and 

international peace.   

In sum, problems in this research arises from differences in research design such 

as time span, level of analysis, or dependent and independent variables.  The early works 

dealt with different time periods (Small and Singer, 1816-1965; Rummel 1960-1980; 

Weede 1960-1980) and different levels of analysis, such as monadic level (Small and 

Singer 1976; Weede 1983, 1984, 1989; Chan 1984; Rummel 1984, 1985) or dyadic level 

(Rummel 1983) analysis.  In addition, early studies have used many different 

operationalizations, measurements, or scalings for the dependent and independent 

variables, which may lead to different empirical results.  For the dependent variable, 

Small and Singer (1976) used at least 1,000 battle deaths among military personnel, 

excluding extrasystemic wars, while most of Rummel’s studies used international 

violence as defined as the official use of violent means against a state, and Weede 

selected interstate or extrasystemic war only, excluding civil war.  Thus, applying 
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different criteria for selecting the dependent variables led to different results (King, 

Keohane, and Verba 1994).   

Recently, a number of studies (Morgan and Campbell 1991; Schweller 1992; 

Weede 1992; Ember, Ember, Russett 1992; Gleditsch 1992; Morgan and Schwebach 

1992; Russett and Antholis 1992; Ray 1993; Maoz and Russett 1993; Rummel 1993; 

Gochman 1996) have done empirical research in a more relevant and reasonable manner.  

These studies generally support the idea that democratic states rarely fight each other.  In 

contrast to earlier works that focused mostly on monotonous conceptions and definitions 

of democracy itself, later works mainly placed weights both on the impact of democratic 

norms on conflict resolution and on the influence of structural constraints for the 

decision-making process.  The structural model, in which a complicated political decision 

process imposes institutional constraints on the leaders of two democracies, implies a 

prediction that democracies will be more pacific toward all states while the normative 

element diagnoses that societies governed by a civil constitution would submit to a 

binding international law of peace. 

 

Normative and Structural Arguments 

Explanations of the democratic peace hypothesis fall into broad categories, 

namely normative and structural.  The debate over the war behavior of democratic states, 

and particularly the democratic peace, centers on whether a normative or an institutional 

explanation best accounts for the known facts (Thompson and Tucker 1997).  On one 

hand, the normative theories of the democratic peace focus on the ideas and principle 

characteristics of democracies that share a common value system, including respect for 
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individual liberties and competition. On the other hand, the structural explanations 

consider democratic institutions and political processes as main causal mechanism of a 

lack of conflict between democratic states.  

Recent studies (Hewitt and Wilkenfield 1996; Lake 1992; Raymond 1994; Ray 

and Russett 1996; Weede 1992; Senese 1997) have capitalized on peaceful conflict 

resolution processes under normative, democratic constraints in order to analyze the use 

of force.  According to this research, democratic states tend to make efforts to 

compromise with other states in the process of conflict resolution through collaboration, 

cooperation, and accommodation.  This norms based approach to democratic peace 

claims that, in the process of conflict resolution democracies are more successful at 

resolving ongoing disputes through international organizations (Hewitt and Wilkenfeld, 

1996), democratic dyads (Raymond 1994), joint democratic international arbitration 

(Raymond 1996), and third-party assistance (Dixon 1993, 1994).  Thus, they reach a 

consensus that because democratic states tend to cooperate with other states, democracies 

are less likely to be involved in wars than non-democracies.  Their efforts provide 

evidence suggesting a complex linkage among democratic culture, institution, and war.   

Mousseau (1998) and Rousseau et al. (1996) reinforce the role of compromise in 

the process of conflict resolution such as acceptance by third-party intervention for 

conflict management or binding third-party settlement, respectively.  Mousseau (1998) 

differentiates compromise and arbitration from negotiation by arguing that the former 

occurs when both parties in a dispute agree to resolve their antagonism through mutual 

concession.  According to him, that compromise is dependent upon the presence of the 

alliance, previous level of hostilities, and the shared level of economic development 
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among disputants.  His argument supports and supplements the findings of Dixon (1993, 

1994) and Raymond (1994).  Rousseau et al. (1996) concludes that democracies are 

unlikely to initiate a crisis with all other types of states, but that once in a crisis, they are 

only less likely to initiate violence against other democracies.  It seems that democratic 

states in a dispute will be more accommodating and more likely to accept third-party 

intervention for conflict management or binding third-party settlement.    

Most recently, Dixon and Senese (2002) argue that democracies are less prone to 

war with one another because of their experiences with mediation, negotiation, and 

compromise at the domestic level.  This argument suggests that negotiated dispute 

settlements are more likely to occur between relatively democratic states than other 

conflicting pairs.  The presence of shared democratic norms directly facilitates the 

process of negotiation, and therefore, advances the prospect of mutually agreeable 

settlement of interstate disputes.     

Previous normative approaches to peace are contrasted by arguments from 

structural and institutional approaches. Morgan and Campbell (1991, 189) argue that “the 

key feature of democracy is government by the people and […] the people, who must 

bear the costs of war, are usually unwilling to fight.”  There are two difficulties with the 

norms-based argument in the literature.  First, according to Morgan and Campbell, the 

normative argument appears to be ad hoc because democratic states, like other regime 

types, are willing to abandon their normative commitment to the peaceful resolution of 

disputes when their survival is threatened by another state.  Second, a related difficulty is 

found in the empirical evidence that many democratic states pursue imperialistic policies 

engaged in wars that were about subjugation rather than self-protection.  They provide 
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substantial empirical evidence that many democratic states have used realist strategies in 

the face of a powerful non-democratic opponent who threatened their existence.      

By applying structural constraining effect of democracy on peace among Greece 

city-states, Russett and Antholis (1992) insist that the institutional and structural 

complexities of democracies are more important for preventing war than the ties of 

common democratic culture.  The institutional constraints argument holds that 

democracies are more deliberate in their decision-making than autocracies because their 

procedures preclude unilateral action by leaders.  Similarly, Maoz and Russett (1993, 

626) claim that the complexity of the democratic process and the requirement of securing 

a broad base of support for the risky policies leads democratic leaders to be reluctant to 

wage wars.  

In keeping with the democratic peace theory, Maoz and Russett (1993) utilize 

structural and normative concepts internalized in democracy.  Their structural model, in 

which the complicated political decision process imposes institutional constraints on the 

leaders of two democracies, implies a prediction that democracies will be more pacific 

toward all states while their normative element indicates that societies governed by a civil 

constitution would submit to a binding international law of peace.  They diagnose 

democratic pacifism in terms of structural and normative incentives for democracies 

based on norms of compromise and cooperation, which inhibit their conflicts from 

escalating into violent clashes.  After testing the democratic peace theory by accounting 

for political regime type, distance, wealth, economic growth, alliance, and political 

stability from 1946 to 1986, these authors conclude that cultural attributes, rather than 
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structural constraints, that are inherent in democracy exert a peaceful influence on 

maintaining international peace.   

While some research focuses on the normative and structural constraining effect 

of democracies on wars, other studies attempt to explain the results of war in which both 

states are democratic.   By linking democracy and the probability of victory, Stam (1996), 

Lake (1992), and Reiter and Stam (1998) show that the more democratic a state is the 

more likely it is to win.  According to them, the winning tradition of democracies is 

attributable to several characteristics. One, democracies do not support war that might 

pose a serious disadvantage compared to autocratic states, and that democracies’ abilities 

to mobilize basic material capabilities towards support of wars are stronger than non-

democracies, once war begin.  Also, democratic leaders are at great risk of political 

defeat at home due to failed policies.  So, democratic leaders attack only if they anticipate 

victory.  In addition, democracies prefer to negotiate rather than pursuing wars in which 

they do not anticipate military success.  These arguments imply that political institutions 

influence on war-fighting incentives.  For example, despite the fact that autocratic state’s 

institutions place few constraints on the decision to fight, a democratic state’s leader is 

generally reluctant to attack a democracy because democracies try hard.  This reduces the 

expected utility from fighting as compared to the expected utility from negotiations, 

which makes war initiated by an autocrat against a democrat less likely than war initiated 

by an autocrat against another autocracy.   

Recently, Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith (1999) demonstrate 

that democratic leaders, when faced with war, are more inclined to shift extra resources 

into the war effort than are autocrats.  Democratic states are unattractive targets, since 
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their institutional constraints cause them to mobilize resources for the war effort.  

According to them, democracies only initiate wars they expect to win because defeat is 

more likely to lead to removal from the office in democracies than in autocracies.  By 

measuring audience costs based on democratic status and executive constraints, Partell 

and Palmer (1999) support Fearon’s hypothesis that the domestic political audience 

exerts strong influence over which state in a crisis is likely to achieve a successful 

outcome.   

      

Audience Costs and Credible Signaling, and Power Capabilities 
 

In the literature on democratic peace, both normative and institutional 

characteristics of democracy have been useful for exploring explanations for international 

peace.  Fearon (1994) explains democratic peace using the concept of domestic audience 

costs.  As a result of the costs faced from backing down from a public statement or 

action, highly accountable leaders are likely to follow through on threats.  The leaders’ 

willingness to use force increases because changing policy becomes more costly when 

they escalate crises.  Democratic leaders have much less flexibility to alter policy 

drastically than do their autocratic counterparts.  As a result, once agreements are created 

and implemented, they are more likely to be maintained.   

Based on institutional rather than normative characteristics of democracy, Fearon 

(1994) argues that the domestic audience in a democratic political system can influence a 

national leader’s political decisions by improving the leader’s ability to commit to a 

course of action and to signal preference and intentions.  Audience costs that are inherent 

for democratic political systems are important factors enabling states to learn about an 
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opponent’s willingness to use force in a dispute.  Fearon also argues that the audience 

costs for democratic states are larger than non-democratic states because democratic 

leaders incur political costs, such as removal from office, when they back down.  

According to Fearon, the fear of political removal is a main reason why democracies are 

less likely than non-democracies to back down significantly when they face a crisis with 

other democracies.   

Several studies attempt to evaluate or test Fearon’s formal model.  Smith (1998) 

and Schultz (1998) confirm that the generation of domestic audience costs, which are 

more significant and influential in democratic states than autocracies, allow democracies 

to send credible bargaining signals.  By applying the concept of audience costs and 

credible commitment, Gelpi and Griesdorf (2001, 635) conclude that “democratic leaders 

face substantial domestic costs including removal from office if their international 

behavior contradicts the preferences of their domestic audience.  Many authoritarian 

leaders are relatively immune from such pressure, and even those who are not immune do 

not appear to be vulnerable.”  This extant literature suggests that, whereas authoritarian 

leaders are not restrained to use force by their domestic audiences, democratic leaders are 

responsive to the preferences of the electorate and thus they are constrained to use force.                  

This higher level of domestic audience costs in democracies, rather than 

autocracies, leads democratic leaders to communicate a clear and credible message to 

foreign opponents.  As a result, in the conflict resolution process democratic leaders can 

make bargaining more credible and therefore they are better able to coerce an opponent to 

back down from the violent confrontation.  According to Prins (2003), these credible and 

clear commitments of democratic leaders are attributed to the role of political opposition 
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groups in a domestic political system.  Prins regards political opposition as a key 

component of audience cost signaling, and thus both the presence of political competition 

and the stability of such competition have important effects on crisis bargaining.  His 

argument suggests that political instability or fluctuation in domestic political structure 

prevents political elites from successfully signaling their true intentions and preferences 

during disputes. 

Eyerman and Hart (1996) evaluate Fearon’s (1994) argument that democracies 

should be less likely to back down in crises and thus be able to signal resolve more 

effectively than autocratic states.  Their evaluation is based on Fearon’s three 

assumptions.15  Their argument that democratic states have the reputation of being 

extremely sensitive and cautious in their foreign policy behavior is consistent with 

Fearon’s conclusions that democracies should be much less likely to back down in a 

crisis. This gives democracies the ability to signal resolve when they choose to escalate a 

conflict, and democratic states will be less likely to initiate “limited probes” in foreign 

policy because each public action bears domestic costs.   

Focused on the degree of credible commitment and defection, Leeds (1999) 

argues that both jointly democratic and autocratic dyads will form more agreements than 

dyads composed of one democracy and one autocracy.  The major reasons, according to 

her, are higher degree of accountability to domestic groups (democracies) and more 

flexible policy-making apparatuses (autocracies).  Thus, jointly democratic dyads can 

make more credible commitments than jointly autocratic dyads because defection from 

agreement will be more common in the latter than in the former.   By this reasoning, 

                                                 
15First, in a conflict a leader must choose to attack, back down, or further escalate the conflict. Second, 

if a state backs down, its leader suffers audience costs that rise as the conflict increases in severity.  Third, 
democracies should be, on average, better able to generate audience costs than non-democracies.   
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interactions within democratic and autocratic dyads should result in comparatively low 

levels of cooperation because uncertainty regarding fulfillment is unappealing to 

democracies.        

Despite initial support for the Fearon’s hypotheses derived from his formal 

models, some studies have raised questions about his theoretical model.  Schlutz (2001) 

claims that it is difficult to find direct evidences that backing down leads to removing a 

leader from office and democratic leaders’ more frequent removals than non-democratic 

leaders.  By introducing two cases of 1898 Fashoda crisis and 1951 crisis over Persia’s 

decision to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, he argues that audience costs is 

not associated with a leader’s political survival.  Despite the potential credibility 

enhancement associated with generating domestic audience costs, Baum (2004) 

investigates why leaders frequently opt to “go private” rather than “go public.”  

According to him, the main reasons for going private are to reduce the potential political 

price of bad outcomes, such as policy failure raises, and to insulate leaders from negative 

reactions by the domestic audience.  If Baum’s argument is true, it undermines Fearon’s 

(1994) argument that the domestic audience in a democratic political system can 

influence a national leader’s political decisions.          

This argument implies that if audience cost is a critical factor influencing the 

leaders’ decision-making on foreign policy and two states have the same audience costs 

rates, they are equally likely to back down in a crisis and equally likely to go to war, 

regardless of ex ante indices of relative power or interests.  In this sense, in addition to 

consideration of audience costs, some studies see states’ material capabilities as an 

influential factor affecting the leader’s decisions.  Eyerman and Hart (1996) conclude that 
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democracies are able to signal resolve more effectively than autocratic states, they also 

find that relative national capabilities do tend to affect the outcome of crises.  This study 

suggests that relative capabilities can also be a factor in the process of foreign policy 

decision-making.  Fordham (2004) also considers improved military capabilities as a 

source of an attractive policy choice.  He finds that military capabilities increase the 

frequency with which force is used.  Observable capabilities and interests influence the 

distribution of the states’ values for going to war and thus the state’s initial beliefs about 

each other’s willingness to fight.  The initial distributions of the state’s values for war 

have a direct influence on the probability that either state will concede without an 

escalation to crisis. 

 

Conclusion 

I have reviewed the literature on the effects of international distribution of power 

(balance of power theory), satisfaction with the status quo (power transition theory), and 

democratic peace theory (and its extended version of signaling and audience costs).  Both 

the balance of power and power transition theories focus on the behavior of major powers 

because they have occupied critical positions in controlling international history and 

politics.  It has been accepted that major powers, including the dominant state, have 

disproportionately participated in interstate wars (Levy 1983; Maoz 1982; Gochman and 

Maoz 1984).  This implies that the major powers seem to fight frequently regardless of 

opponent’s strength of power.   

The realist theory of balance of power contains common assumptions that the 

power factor is of upmost importance and that its distribution in the international system 
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is critically important in illuminating the causes of war.  Both balance of power theory 

and power transition theory emphasize that a nation-state is unitary and rational actor, 

and thus it behaves rationally according to cost-benefit calculation. However, the 

prepositions and hypotheses between these two theories contrast because several 

assumptions in both theories are different.  In stark contrast to the assumptions 

underlying balance of power theory, the assumptions of power transition theory are that 

the international system is hierarchical, military alliance is fixed, and the power of each 

state is relatively flexible.  So, balance of power theory claims that approximate power 

parity facilitates peace because it does not allow any single state to enforce its will on 

others, provide several possible blocking coalition that might form against any aggressor, 

and thus reinforce deterrence.  Different from balance of power theory’s emphasis on 

external factors, such as alliance tactics, power transition theory regards internal factors, 

such as domestic power change, as more important than external factors. 

The assumptions of power transition theory, such as the hierarchical structure of 

international system, fixed alliance, and flexible power change through internal growth, 

yield a proposition that power parity leads to war.  In addition to power parity, according 

to power transition argument, dissatisfaction with status quo established by a dominant 

state plays a role in the decision to go to war.  However, the question is why and when a 

state is satisfied with status quo.  It has been accepted in power transition theory that a 

state is satisfied with status quo if the state benefits from the international system.  

However it is still uncertain about which specific benefits make a state satisfied.  On the 

basis of economic, diplomatic, and military benefits, some scholars have attempted to 

create measures of satisfaction (Bueno de Mesquita 1991; Kim 1991; Werner and Kugler 
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1996).  Yet, the measures of satisfaction have some problems because they are limited to 

rely on a sole international factor such as alliance, international market discount rate, or 

relative military buildup.   

Taken together, this indicates the need to create a more relevant measure of 

satisfaction with status quo.  This measure should not be limited to international factors, 

but also it should include domestic factors because the domestic, economic, and political 

factors are externalized to international politics.  Domestic sources of economic and 

political governance of a dominant state are especially important because it established 

international rules, norms, and laws to maintain international order.  Given the long, 200-

plus year trend of democratic states as the dominant states in the international system, the 

degree to which other states follow liberal democratic system would be a good measure 

of satisfaction with status quo.  In other words, economic and political similarities with 

the dominant state provide a good indication of the degree to which other states are 

satisfied with status quo.  This measure would be directly related to democratic peace 

theory’s proposition that democracies do not fight each other.     

Cultural and institutional characteristics of democracy, according to democratic 

peace arguments, explain why democracies do not fight one another.  Specifically, 

institutional constraint arguments hold that democracies are more deliberate in their 

decision-making than autocracies because their procedures preclude unilateral action by 

leaders.  In this sense, Fearon (1994) explains democratic peace using the concept of 

domestic audience costs.  By emphasizing institutional characteristics of democracy, 

Fearon argues that domestic audience costs influence national leaders’ political decisions 

by improving the leaders’ abilities to commit to a course of action and to signal 
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preferences and intentions.  The audience costs allow democracies to send credible 

bargaining signals (Smith 1998; Schultz 1998).  The higher level of domestic costs in 

democracies rather than autocracies leads them to communicate a clear and credible 

message to foreign opponents.  Therefore, democratic states are more peaceful with states 

that have similar economic and political structures than ones with dissimilar structures.   

However, while domestic economic and political factors seem critically important 

in influencing the leader’s foreign policy making, material capabilities states possess are 

also important (Eyermana and Hart 1996).   More over, the initial distributions of the 

state’s values for war have a direct influence on the probability that one state or other will 

concede without creating a crises.  Therefore, without consideration of domestic 

economic and political (dis)similarities with other sates (satisfaction or dissatisfaction) as 

well as relative material capabilities, we cannot fully evaluate power transition theory’s 

performance in illuminating the causes of war.   
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CHAPTER 3 
 

SATISFACTION WITH STATUS QUO, DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS, 
DEMOCRACY, AND VIOLENT INTERSTSTE CONFLICTS 

 

Power transition theory simply states that a rising and dissatisfied challenger’s 

approach to power parity and overtaking a dominant state is a dangerous condition that 

threatens to destroy the international order shaped by that dominant state (Organski 

1968; Organski and Kugler 1980).  The theory utilizes two theoretical concepts of power 

parity and transition as well as dissatisfaction with the status quo in examining the 

causes of international conflicts.  However, whereas power transition theorists have a 

rich tradition in conceptualizing and measuring the concept of power parity and 

transition, they have less paid attention to specifying how member states are satisfied or 

dissatisfied with the international order established by the dominant state. 

As one of necessary conditions for war, the concept of dissatisfaction with the 

status quo contains an important implication.  That is, whether member states are 

satisfied or dissatisfied with the status quo is closely related to the dominant state’s 

distribution of benefits in managing the international system.  In other words, the degree 

of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the status quo depends upon appropriate 

distribution of benefits by providing its core supporters private goods and by doing other 

members public goods.  If the dominant state fails to distribute those two goods to its 

member states inappropriately, the state faces some difficulties in maintaining the 

established status quo.  Thus, the dominant position, or hegemon, in international system 

will be replaced with a dissatisfied major power.  In this sense, the dominant state’s 

international system management is extremely important because the member states 
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evaluate the efforts and performances positively or negatively.  If member states evaluate 

the status quo positively, the system will be maintained, or vice versa.  Member states’ 

attitudes and evaluations of the existing international economic and political orders set 

up by the dominant state are closely related to their domestic political and economic 

arrangements.  If member states are satisfied with the status quo, they will adopt 

economic and political systems similar to the dominant state.  However, if they are 

dissatisfied, they will adopt a system dissimilar to the status quo.   

No doubt, over the past 200 years, two liberal democratic dominant states, Great 

Britain and the United States, have maintained their hegemonic positions by enforcing 

international rules.  In general, the international governance by liberal democratic 

dominant states leads to a couple of implications.  One is that two democratic, dominant 

states have managed the international status quo by externalizing their domestic liberal 

democratic rules.  The other one is that the liberal and democratic rules contribute to 

reducing the probability of the onset of war between the dominant state and other 

democratic states.  The dominant state has established international status quo order and 

has executed international rules in accordance with liberal democratic policies.  This 

similarity of domestic political and economic institutions between the dominant state and 

member states enable us to connect power transition theory to democratic peace theory 

because power transition theory sees domestic political factors as important roles in 

explaining international politics.   

The theory section of this dissertation comprises of six main sections.  First, I will 

evaluate and criticize the similarity of military alliance portfolios between the dominant 

state and a member that has been recognized as one of the most popular and prominent 
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measure of satisfaction.  Second, I will delineate the relationship between satisfaction 

and benefits that the dominant state provides.  Third, I suggest a new measure of 

satisfaction with the status quo by justifying how economic and political similarities 

between the dominant state and member states facilitate increased benefits overall.  

Fourth, I describe and evaluate two important terms, private goods and public goods, in 

order to explain how the leaders strategically choose private or public goods within the 

domestic and international arenas in order to remain in office.  In this section, I argue 

that democratic leaders and autocratic leaders use different strategies in choosing a 

private or public good in order to maintain the international system because institutional 

domestic characteristics between democracy and autocracy are different.  I then apply 

this logic to international system.  Fifth, I will explain how a middle state and a minor 

state become a major power (or vice versa) because this process is important for 

understanding how to maintain the system.  Finally, I specify two models of private and 

public goods of violent interstate conflicts.  In short, this theory section focuses on the 

question: under what conditions of power distribution and degree of satisfaction with the 

dominant state are violent interstate conflicts more likely to occur? 

In order to specify two models of the onset of major wars and fatal Militarized 

Interstate Disputes (MIDs), I derive insights from power transition theory’s satisfaction 

with the international status quo and democratic peace theory’s institutional 

characteristics.  A model of major wars deals with major powers only, which is 

consistent with the power transition theory.  A model of fatal MIDs expands power 

transition theory’s spatial domain by being applied to all states, including major and 

minor states.  In order to develop a measure of satisfaction with the status quo, I evaluate 
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assumptions of power transition theory: international hierarchy, internal growth through 

industrialization, and military alliance patterns.  I then theoretically link power transition 

theory to democratic peace theory by incorporating a variable for satisfaction with the 

status quo among democracy’s institutional characteristics.  Finally, I specify two 

models of violent interstate conflict.       

 
Similarity of Military Alliance Portfolio as a Measure of Satisfaction with Status 
quo and Its Deficiencies 
 

One of the important assumptions of power transition theory is that a military 

alliance tends to be fixed while traditional realists argue that an alliance is so flexible 

that members of international system tend to use it for maintaining the balance of power.  

Thus, military alliance formations seem more important for realists than power transition 

theorists as a means for maintaining a balance of power in the international system.  An 

assumption of the theory underlying a fixed military alliance implies that once a military 

alliance is formed it is very difficult to change sides.  Changing sides in a military 

alliance between or among states will be accompanied with tremendous transformation 

costs.  In power transition theory, a military alliance between the dominant state and a 

member state is viewed as the most important condition for survival in the international 

system.  Under the assumption of a fixed military alliance in power transition theory, 

changing from military ties with the dominant state to ties with the other side, especially 

to a rising rival of that dominant state, seems to rarely happen.  Thus, military alliance as 

an indicator of satisfaction with the status quo is not valid and relevant because the 

military alliance between the dominant state and member state is not going to vary.  
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However, this is not to say that military ties do not impact the probability of engagement 

in international conflicts.    

However, major scholars of power transition theories argue that “enduring and 

well-formed alliances are formed among nations that share a common commitment to 

the status quo and cooperate with each other” (Tammen et al. 2000, 13).  Furthermore, 

Tammen et al. (2000) argue that the similarity of interests and the degree of agreement 

about the status quo makes a military alliance stable.  Their argument is that the 

formation, endurance, and stability of a military alliance reflect the similarity of interests 

and cooperation between member states and the dominant state.  Consistent with these 

claims, the similarity of military alliance portfolio (tau-b)16 between each state and a 

dominant state has been highlighted as a measure of satisfaction with the status quo 

(Kim 1991).17  This measure is calculated on the basis of the degree of alliance similarity 

between each state and the dominant state by using Bueno de Mesquita’s (1975) measure 

of alliance portfolio.   The satisfaction measure implies that satisfied states tend to form 

military alliances with other satisfied states because they share common interests and 

have similar political and economic goals such as economic development and national 

security concerns.  Military alliances created by the dominant state are “designed to 

                                                 
16 For its criticisms, see Signorino and Ritter (1999).   
17 In addition to this measure, other plausible measures of status quo evaluations have been 

developed.  The first is change in money market discount rates developed by Bueno de Mesquita (1990).  
Change in money market discount rate is measured based on how a nation’s currency is valued relative to 
other currencies.  Declines in a nation’s money market discount rate lead to increasing money value in the 
international market, thus people of that nation would able to buy more with their money.  This evaluation 
of money may indicate the level of satisfaction.  On the contrary, climbing money market discount rates 
leads to decreasing money value in international money market, thus this devaluation of money may 
indicate the level of dissatisfaction.  The second is extraordinary military buildup developed by Werner 
and Lemke (1996).  They create a measure of status quo evaluation by assuming that there are different 
behaviors between rising and declining states.  According to them, if the rising state increases its military 
expenditures at a rate greater than it has in the past, and greater than any buildup the dominant state might 
be undergoing, they designate that challenger as dissatisfied.  See DiCicco and Levy (1999) for more 
discussion about the measures of satisfaction with status quo and progressive research program of power 
transition.   
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strengthen the stability of the system by creating a preponderance of satisfied countries” 

(Tammen et al. (2000, 33)).   

However, it seems that a state’s alliance similarity with a dominant power as a 

diplomatic strategy is problematic.  Oneal, de Soysa, and Park (1998) rejected Kim’s 

(1991) military alliance measure gauging the similarity of a state’s portfolio of alliance to 

that of the dominant state.18  According to Oneal, de Soysa, and Park (1998, 518), “states 

often form an alliance against others precisely because they are in conflict.”  Gauging the 

similarity of a state’s alliance portfolio to that of the dominant state is not a consistent 

measure of satisfaction because a major powers’ military alliance with the dominant state 

is not always an expression of friendship or satisfaction with an existing political order.  

Bussmann and Oneal (2007) empirically show that the similarity of a state’s military 

alliance portfolio is not related to economic growth as a private good distributed by the 

dominant state.  There have been disagreements among scholars in the literature related 

to power transition theory.  According to Reed (1997), the pattern of international 

alliances is in flux because states frequently transform and depart from alliances due to 

political and military needs.  Even when a state is dissatisfied with status quo, it would 

involuntarily form an alliance with the dominant state for strategic purpose, that is, for 

survival (which is the highest goal of all states in international politics) or for economic 

profit.    

Consistent with these arguments, Walt (1990) argues that an alliance with the 

dominant side has two aims: avoiding an attack from other states and sharing the spoils of 

victory.  The purpose of allying with the dominant state is to increase the level of security 

                                                 
18This measure of dissatisfaction with status quo has been applied in a few scholarly works 

(Lemke and Reed 1996; Kim 1992, 1996, 2002).    
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and to share side benefits.  In addition to these aims, there is also a debate in the literature 

about how states choose sides.  Why do some states prefer to ally with the strongest 

powers while others ally with weaker states?  States have very “different reasons to 

choose balancing or bandwagoning”19 (Schweller 1994: 74).  The states’ aims in forming 

alliances differ depending on their aspirations or expectations within the current 

international status quo.  If a state’s alliance aim is self-preservation and the protection of 

values already possessed, the state prefers balancing against the dominant state.  In 

contrast, if a state’s aim is self-extension, the state prefers a bandwagoning strategy in 

order to obtain those coveted values (Schweller 1994: 74).  Military alliances have a 

limited role because a fixed preponderant coalition ensures stability in the international 

system.  Therefore, bandwagoning, where countries join with strong countries rather than 

against them, follows from power transition logic (Kugler and Lemke 1996).  Again, 

once states ally with the dominant state, it is very hard to change sides because the costs 

are too high.  States that renege on an alliance with a dominant state acquire a bad 

reputation in the international system, and thus the state cannot get some benefits from 

the international order.    

A dominant state attempts to ally with as many satisfied states as possible because 

it needs supporters help maintain the international status quo.  For the dominant state, it is 

extremely important to induce many states that may stick with the dominant power 

against a dissatisfied and rising revisionist state.  In order to expand the size of 

supporters, the dominant state uses positive sanctions as a means to induce 

bandwagoning behavior by the promise of future rewards (Schweller 1994: 88-89; Walt 

                                                 
19 Walt (1990) defines bandwagoning as alignment with the source of danger; he also defines 

balancing as allying with the weaker side.   
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1986).  If we assume that states’ alliance behaviors are motivated by profits, this strategic 

bandwagoning behavior makes the similarities of a state’s alliance portfolio with the 

dominant state as the measure of satisfaction with the status quo inappropriate.  This 

implies that although a state is dissatisfied with status quo, the state allies with the 

dominant state in order to share the spoils of victory.  States tend to ally with the 

dominant state (the stronger coalition side) for the purpose of receiving benefits or 

rewards, despite the fact that they are dissatisfied with the system.  Thus, states’ 

bandwagoning behaviors to seek profits as well as the fixed characteristics of an alliance 

make the satisfaction measure of alliance similarities unreliable.20   

As an example, I next discuss how the similarity of a state’s military alliance 

portfolio to the military alliance portfolio of the dominant state is not a relevant measure 

of satisfaction with the status quo.  Lemke and Reed (1996) attempt to link power 

transition theory and democratic peace theory by focusing on the relationship between 

satisfaction with status quo using similarity of a state’s alliance portfolios to the dominant 

state and democratic regime type.  Lemke and Reed (1996, 147) expect “democracies 

disproportionately to be satisfied states, and therefore also to be especially peaceful in 

their relationship with other and with satisfied non-democracies because there is a 

substantial (although not perfect) overlap between satisfaction and democracy.”21  The 

relationship between democracies and satisfaction with the status quo developed by 

Lemke and Reed (1996) is shown in Figure 2-1.  As Lemke and Reed argue, Figure 2-1 

                                                 
20There is quite a bit of research concerning with the inconsistent characteristics of international 

alliances.  They focus on the relationship between alliance success and democracy (Reed 1997), 
democracy’s contribution to alliance durability (Sabrosky 1980; Siverson and King 1980), alliance 
formation pattern among similar regime type than dissimilar regime type (Lai and Reiter 2000), and more 
durability of alliance among democracies (Gaubatz 1996), and etc..    

21Lemke and Reed (1996) calculated the Tau-b scores in order to analyze how much overlap there 
is between satisfied and democratic states.         
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implies that common interests (security) and political similarities between a dominant 

state and other states leads to an overlap between democracy and the degree of 

satisfaction, thereby causing a lack of international violence.  In contrast to the authors’ 

argument, the figure below contains a relatively small portion of overlapping area 

between satisfaction and democracies.   

The area where democracy and satisfaction overlap is much smaller than the 

overlapping portion between satisfaction and non-democracy.  The portion of satisfied 

non-democracies is larger than that of satisfied democracies.  Their satisfaction index 

using similarity of military alliance portfolio between member states and the dominant 

state does not seem to be a good linkage between democracies and satisfaction.  

According to Lemke and Reed (1996: 151), 32% of democracies are satisfied while only 

15% of non- democracies are satisfied.  They also claim that 45% of satisfied states are 

democracies while 24% of dissatisfied states are democracies.  While these findings are 

correct, they also indicate that 68% of democracies are dissatisfied and the 55% among 

satisfied states are non-democracies.  Therefore, on the basis of these same statistics, I 

redraw the relationship in Figure 2-222 (Gurr, Jaggers, and Moore 1989).    

Figure 2-2 shows that 98 cases of 1089 (9%) are classified into the satisfaction 

and democracy, 23 while 121 cases of 1089 (11%) belonged to a category of satisfaction 

and non-democracy.  This means that the similarity of a state’s alliance portfolio to that 

of the dominant state is not a relevant and reliable measure of satisfaction with the status 

                                                 
22Actually, Lemke and Reed (1996) used three different but more widely known measures.  The 

first indicator is the designation of “free” and “nonfree” states developed by Chan (1984).  The second 
indicator is “liberal regime” and non-liberal regime” developed b y Doyle (1986).  The third indicator is 
democracy is drawn from the Polity II dataset from Gurr, Jaggers, and Moore (1989).      

23 Lemke and Reed consider democratic dyads from Polity II (Gurr, Jaggers, and Moore 1989) as 
the states with scores at 6 or above, which is a standard cut points in other studies.    
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quo.  In addition, 206 cases of 1089 (19%) belong to the category of dissatisfaction and 

democracy, while 664 cases of 1089 (61%) are the ones of dissatisfaction and non-

democracy.  The portion of satisfied democracies is two times smaller than the portion of 

dissatisfied democracies.  In addition, the portion of satisfied non-democracies is larger 

than the portion of satisfied democracies.  This means that the similarity of a state’s 

military alliance portfolio to the dominant state as measure of satisfaction with the status 

quo is not a reliable and appropriate measure for satisfaction.  If the measure is good, the 

overlapping portion between democracies and satisfaction should be much larger than the 

overlapping portion between non-democracies and satisfaction.   

I have argued that military alliance is not reliable as a satisfaction measure in the 

hierarchically structured international system.  What is an alternative indicator of 

satisfaction with the status quo?  To answer this question, we need to capture the 

political and economic similarities between the dominant and member states.  I argue 

that internal political and economic similarities between nations seems to be an 

appropriate measure of satisfaction with status quo, in contrast to the external similarities 

captured by alliance portfolios. I attempt to develop an alternative measure of 

satisfaction with status quo by considering the similarities of domestic politics and 

economic policies between a dominant state and other states.  The similarities or 

dissimilarities of the domestic political system and economic policy between them 

reflect member states’ positive or negative attitudes towards the international order 

created by the dominant state.  Thus, this measure contributes to predicting whether they 

maintain hostile or cooperative relations.  Emphasis will be placed on answering the 
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questions of how and why dyads with similar domestic and economic policies are less 

likely than other dyads to interact differently.    

 

Satisfaction with the Status Quo and Distribution of Benefits 

As mentioned in the literature section, the original power transition theory, 

developed by Organski (1968), as well as more recent works posit several assumptions 

about the relationship between the distribution of power, satisfaction, and the onset of 

wars.  According to power transition theory, international politics is characterized by 

hierarchy rather than anarchy; states pursue net gains rather than maximizing power; and 

uneven rate of growth through industrialization allows non-major powers to rise and 

become a major power.24   

According to power transition theory, the international system is hierarchically 

structured on the basis of the power capabilities the member states possess.  Under the 

hierarchically structured international system, the dominant state occupies the highest 

position by establishing international military, political, and economic orders in terms of 

distribution of values (Kugler and Lemke 2000).  The dominant state will “order, adjust, 

and allocate the values” (Siverson and Miller 1996: 59), and it “always benefits 

disproportionately from any enterprise involving less powerful states, be they friends or 

foes” (Organski 1968: 358).25  In maintaining the international order, a dominant state 

                                                 
24These major assumptions established by power transition theory are fundamentally different 

from those established by realism that see international system as anarchy, considers maximization of 
power as a guarantor for national security.  Power transition theory sees the “net gain” as a minimum 
condition for maintaining the international status quo.  Thus, power transition theory regards maintaining 
the international status quo as the highest goal, while realism considers maximization of power as the main 
objective.    

25I cite this sentence from Bussman and Oneal (2007, 90).  The study emphasizes the role of 
leading state’s (hegemonic) distribution of private goods in order to maintain the international status quo.  
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should distribute benefits appropriately to member states.  In the process of distributing 

benefits, some states are dissatisfied if the dominant state distributes benefits 

inappropriately.   

It seems that the dominant state distributes benefits depending on the level of a 

member state’s internal power capabilities.  Depending upon power capability 

possession, the dominant state distributes benefits to its member states.  If a state has a 

relatively small portion of power capabilities in comparison to the dominant state, the 

member state will have a small portion of benefits the international system produces.  By 

this reason, the state will be placed in bottom or middle position in the international 

hierarchical system.  On the contrary, if a member state has relatively considerable 

portion of relative power to the dominant state, the state can be regarded as major power 

or contender.26  It is reasonable to say that the position of the member state is placed 

based on its power capability possession.   

This placement in the international system is important because it is closely 

related to the allocation of benefits from the status quo that member states receive.  The 

higher a member state’s position in the system, the greater benefits the state receives 

from the system.  This suggests that the higher positioned member states in the system 

will receive more benefits than other states who are positioned in a lower level like minor 

                                                                                                                                                 
However, this study fails to show the empirical evidence leading states to distribute private goods to 
member states.      

26Power transition theory defines contender power as a state that has 80% of the dominant state 
power capabilities or three strongest states in terms of power possession  (Organski, 1968; Organski and 
Kugler 1980; Houweling and Siccama 1988).  
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or middle states.  By this reason, the degree of a state’s power possession represents its 

degree of satisfaction with the status quo (Oneal, de Soysa, and Park 1998).27   

As long as the dominant state’s highest goal is to maintain the international 

system by keeping the highest position, the dominant state does not necessarily treat its 

member states equally.  The dominant state’s attitude towards its member states would be 

different depending on who they are (e.g. major or minor states).  If an influential major 

power demands something of the dominant state, the major power may achieve that more 

easily than other middle or minor states would.  In short, the dominant state treats its 

member states differently depending on the member state’s power possession.  Thus, the 

dominant state does not pay attention to the demands the minor states initiate, while the 

dominant state listens carefully to major powers’ opinion because they have the potential 

ability to challenge.  Therefore, serious problems (e.g. the out break of major war) arise 

when major powers are dissatisfied with the status quo because they have the opportunity 

to challenge and the willingness to overthrow the system through rapid internal growth 

(Starr 1978).  In contrast, the possibility of the onset of war is very low when small states 

are dissatisfied because they do not have enough power to change the system.  Thus, 

whether small states are satisfied or dissatisfied with the system does not matter in 

maintaining the international status quo.  Small states’ dissatisfaction does not lead to the 

dangerous condition for the onset of war.  However, a major power’s dissatisfaction 

directly leads to a high probability of engaging in war.  A main objective of initiating a 

war against a dominant state is to get more benefits by restructuring the existing 

international order.    

                                                 
27 However, it is unclear and suspicious that the relationship between power possession and 

satisfaction is linear.  For the further discussion, see Oneal, de Soysa, and Park (1998) and Lemke and Reed 
(1998).  
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Although power transition theory does not specify a mechanism of why and to 

what degree member states become dissatisfied with the status quo, it is generally 

accepted that, except for a dominant state, all states are dissatisfied with the status quo to 

some degree.  Most major powers are more satisfied than other middle and minor states 

because they are assumed to receive more benefits than other non-major powers 

(Tammen et al. 2000, 8-11).  This means that most middle and minor states are more 

likely than major powers to be dissatisfied because they do not receive as many benefits 

as the major powers do.  On the basis of these arguments, I present Figure 2-3 which 

shows the relationship between power status and the degree of satisfaction.  

Figure 2-3 describes the relationship between positions based on whether a state 

possesses power in the international hierarchical system and dissatisfaction.  Figure 2-3 

also displays a striking characteristic, according to power transition theory (Organski 

1968), in which a dominant state that is perfectly satisfied because it created the 

international orders that benefit disproportionately from the enterprise at the expenses of 

other member states.  In Figure 2-3, the shaded area indicates the proportion of member 

states dissatisfied with the status quo.  If the dominant state distributes benefits normally 

by following the rules, norms, and procedures in the international status quo order, the 

shaded area will be normal (C).  However, if the dominant state provides the member 

states with more benefits than normal level, the shaded area will be decreased (B).  In 

contrast, if the dominant state provides the member states with less benefit than normal, 

the area will be increased (A).  Thus, the degree of satisfaction and the number of 

dissatisfied states would be reflected by political, economic, and military interactions 

between the dominant state and the member states.  If the dominant state distributes 
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benefits (or net gains) appropriately by following international rules, norms, and 

procedures to member states, the degree of satisfaction and the number of satisfied states 

will increase.    

There are inconclusive arguments regarding the relationship between the level of 

satisfaction and a rapid growth of power capabilities.  All rising states will be dissatisfied 

with status quo to some degree and satisfaction is simply a function of power and 

benefits (Organski 1968).  However, another argument is that all rising states should be 

satisfied (Oneal, de Soysa, and Park 1998; Bussmann and Oneal 2007).  It seems that the 

both arguments could be wrong or right.  Evaluation of these contrasting contentions 

requires a look at how a state increases power.  If the state grows rapidly with special 

help from the dominant state, it will be regarded as a satisfied state.  By contrast, if the 

state increases its power capabilities without any help from the dominant state, it will be 

classified as a dissatisfied state.  Thus, the main point is that a method to distinguish 

satisfied states from dissatisfied states is to examine whether or not the state benefits 

from the international order.   

 As I discussed previously, the dominant state should keep paying attention to 

member states’ attitudes towards the international status quo orders because their 

cooperative or resistant behaviors reflect member states’ degree of satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction.  Power transition theory posits that the dominant state does not 

necessarily care about the weaker states’ dissatisfaction because there is a low chance of 

them presenting a challenge.  According to the theory, dissatisfied major powers will 

have high probability of challenging the dominant state.  The dominant state’s 

negligence in heeding demands from dissatisfied major powers may result in 

 60



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

international instability.  By this reasoning, in order to prevent a rising member with 

rapid increases in power capabilities from being dissatisfied, the dominant state must 

provide them with benefits commensurate with their positions.  In this sense, it is 

important to note that if there is a sharp unbalance between a state’s power position and 

its foreign policy role, disequilibrium of power and interests for the state occurs, 

according to Doran (1989).28  If this disequilibrium has occurred, some major powers 

might be dissatisfied with the status quo and consequently they may desire to overthrow 

the existing system by increasing domestic capabilities in the hierarchically structured 

system.  Thus, a dissatisfied rising challenger initiates a war in order to remove the old 

international order and replace it with a new international order that benefits itself.  

However, this opportunity to change the international order is only available for major 

powers because they have stronger power to do so.  Although most minor powers have a 

willingness (or dissatisfaction) to challenge, they do not have the equivalent power (or 

opportunity) to do so.29  Middle and minor powers have no choice but to comply with 

and obey the prevailing order. 

                                                 
28 According to Doran (1989), the change in a state’s foreign policy role across a long time period 

lags behind the change in power.  This lag of interest behind relative power causes a gap to emerge 
between a state’s relative power position and its foreign policy role.  Thus, he argues that critical changes 
in relative powers are a much stronger predictor of major power among the top contenders than are either 
power balance or transition.  Thus, he concludes that only those transitions occurring at a critical point 
(high, low, first inflection, or second inflection) are likely to lead to major war.   

29Starr (1978) and Werner and Lemke (1997) suggest that dissatisfaction with the status quo 
provides other major powers with a willingness to change the international order, and power transition and 
parity give them an opportunity to overthrow the existing system established by the dominant state.  In this 
sense, a major power’s negative evaluation of the existing political order and power parity through rapid 
internal economic growth are two windows to predict the major power’s future political behavior.   Thus, it 
is important to consider the reason why some nations are satisfied with the status quo and other states are 
dissatisfied.  Most and Starr (1989: 23-46) argue that “opportunity” and “willingness” help illuminate that 
military capabilities influence decision to use force.  Opportunity includes features of the decision making 
environment that limit the range of available policy choice.  They offer military technology and 
geographical proximity as example of considerations that influence opportunity (1989, 30-31).  Willingness 
refers to the decision maker’s choice from among the valuable options.  They support the argument that the 
possession of greater military capability has made American decision makers more likely to use force.   

 61



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

It is still unclear, however, exactly how a dominant state distributes benefits, and 

what kinds of benefits are given by the dominant state in order to prevent member states 

from becoming dissatisfied.  In order to prevent member states from becoming 

dissatisfied, the dominant state maintains “its position as dominant power by ensuring 

power preponderance over potential rivals and by managing the international system 

under rules that benefit its allies and satisfy their national aspirations” (Tammen et al. 

2000, 6).  Organski (1968) also suggests that the degree of satisfaction seems to depend 

upon how fairly a dominant state applies international rules, norms, and procedures 

governing the international system.30  Investigating similar research questions, Oneal, de 

Soysa, and Park (1998, 518) raise an important point by stating that power transition 

theorists need to explore the reason why “the theory does not identify what benefits the 

international system provides to states and over which they may fight.”  They suggest 

that wealth and power, as measured by GNP, are a measure of these benefits by 

criticizing a previous argument that a dominant state provides its allies with the greater 

benefits than they provide for non-allies.  Oneal and his colleagues’ subsequent study 

(2007: 88) confirms their suggestion by arguing that “states with alliance portfolios more 

similar to the hegemon’s are not protected from aggression nor do they grow rapidly 

than countries with which the leading state is not closely allied.”  They failed to find that 

a leading state’s provision of benefits, or economic growth (measured as GDP), impacts 

the satisfaction of states; however, they did find that the dominant state “helps it allies 

win the wars they fight, an important benefit to be sure, but the means by which the 

leading state affect this result is unclear” (Bussmann and Oneal 2007, 106).   

                                                 
30According to Lemke and Reed (1996, 145-46), the status quo of the international system is 

established by the dominant country and is defined as “the rules, norms and procedures that govern 
international relations,” thus it provides for the dominant country’s interests disproportionately. 
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Research by Bussmann and Oneal (2007, 106) found that a state’s close alliance 

to the dominant state does not contribute to “protecting the state from being the target of 

attack” and a state’s economic prosperity does not result from close association with the 

dominant state.  But, they found that the dominant state contributes to its allies’ winning 

the war they fight.  Their findings indicate that economic prosperity is a private good 

distributed by the dominant state and that this is supposed to engineer satisfaction with 

the international status quo, yet it does not function to make member states satisfied.  

This result implies that economic growth as a private good is not a relevant measure of 

satisfaction.  However, more importantly Bussmann and Oneal’s research design has 

significant theoretical flaws.  Because power transition theory emphasizes the role of 

major powers, their research should have considered a small winning coalition among 

satisfied major powers because the dominant state doesn’t need a large winning coalition 

in order to maintain international orders.  I will explain this argument in details in next 

section on institutional view on power transition theory.   

What benefits, distributed by the dominant states, are an indicator of satisfaction?  

Given these arguments concerning the relationship between satisfaction with the status 

quo and benefits, political and economic interactions between the dominant state and 

member states may play a key role in maintaining the hierarchically structured 

international system.  Having established the claim that the similarity of military alliance 

portfolios between the dominant state and member states are not a relevant measure of 

satisfaction with the status quo, this study next attempts to create a different measure 

based on economic and political institutional similarities.             
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Satisfaction with Status Quo and Domestic Political and Economic Institutional 
Similarities  
 

Power transition theory posits that domestic politics is similar to international 

politics in terms of management style.  Thus, domestic democratic governance and liberal 

economic policies of the dominant state have been externalized and embedded in 

managing international politics and economy (Lemke and Reed 1996).  The dominant 

state‘s domestic policies will be executed similarly in international politics.  If a liberal 

democratic dominant state manages its domestic affairs democratically, we expect that 

the international political and economic order will function both democratically and 

liberally (Lake 1992; Brawley 1993a).  In contrast, if the dominant state manages its 

domestic politics and economy autocratically (e.g. planned economy by the central 

government and autocratic political procedure), it is expected that a different international 

status quo will be established.  The international economic and political picture would be 

different depending on what kinds of states establish the international status quo, 

resulting in liberal democratic or authoritarian (autocratic) systems.  If a democratic state 

has dominated, the international system would be operated by democratic norms and 

institutions.  On the contrary, if an autocratic state has dominated, the system would be 

executed by autocratic rules and norms.  For the past 200 years, the two dominant states 

have practiced the liberal democracy.  This is why international system has operated by 

liberal rules and norms for past two centuries.    

Domestic democratic rules, norms, and decision-making procedures have been 

applied to the international level, and this has played a role in increasing the peaceful 

resolutions of interstate conflicts and also in decreasing the interstate conflicts among 

democratic states.  These institutional and normative explanations of democratic peace 
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base their theoretical intuitions on empirical evidence of the spread of liberal 

democracies in the international system.  However, democratic peace theories fail to 

explain why democracies are not peaceful against other types of regime states and fail to 

explain why autocratic states are also rarely fight one another as well (Peceny, Beer, and 

Sanchez-Terry 2003).  This suggests that regime type differences (domestic political 

factor) between the dominant state and its member states are not the only factors 

influencing the outbreak of war.  It is desirable to consider other factors (international 

factors such as international power distribution) in illuminating the causes of violent 

interstate conflict.  Therefore, it is important to note that the probability of interstate 

conflicts depends on the similarities of economic and political systems, power parity, 

and overtaking.   

Regardless of types of government or regime, it is reasonable to argue that the 

main reason why a dominant state has established its preferable international order is to 

pursue maximum “net gains” necessary for maintaining the international status quo by 

providing its member states with some type of benefits.  According to Bueno de 

Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith (1999) and Mayhew (1974), a state leaders’ 

main goal is to stay in office (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Mayhew 1974).  By the 

same token, the most important objective for the dominant state as a international system 

leader is to remain in the supreme position by maintaining an international status quo 

through securing the disproportionate benefits from an enterprise involving less powerful 

states (Organski 1968).   

For the dominant state, peaceful management of the international system is the 

main concern because managerial failure resulting from allowing member states to 
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become dissatisfied with the system may lead to military confrontation.  Thus, 

international managerial problems may directly lead to threatening its supreme position 

in the international system.  If the dominant state fails in managing the system, it would 

lose all rights that it has enjoyed.  Under the international status quo, member states also 

attempt to achieve a maximum amount of benefits.  If some member states are eager to 

realize more benefits than others, they should adopt economic and political management 

styles similar to those of the dominant state.  Consequently, they tend to operate with 

economic and political system similar to the dominant state.  So, it is expected that states 

that follow the international order by adopting similar economic and political systems to 

that of the dominant state may be regarded as satisfied states.     

I consider domestic, economic, and political similarities between a dominant state 

and other member states as a measure of satisfaction because these similarities reduce 

disagreement over important economic and political matters (Werner 2000) and 

transaction costs (Keohane 1984; Levy 1998; Weingast and Marshall 1988).  By 

adopting similar economic and political policies to the dominant state, the member states 

receive more benefits from the status quo.  By contrast, when member states do not 

follow the rules, norms, and procedures established by the dominant state, they receive 

less benefits than do other states with similar economic policies. For example, if some 

member states adopt economic rules and norms (e.g. closed economy) dissimilar to those 

of the status quo (liberal economy), they have some institutional impediments in 

receiving benefits that accrue from the liberal economic system.  In this sense, political 

and economic similarities between a dominant state and other member states are thought 

to be a more reliable and reasonable measure of satisfaction with status quo.  The use of 
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the measure of satisfaction with the status quo may increase the portion that overlaps 

between democracies and satisfaction level for the dominant state and member states.   

Power transition theory makes it possible to link both international and domestic 

factors to violent interstate conflicts both theoretically and empirically.  Organski (1958, 

326-33) claims that the more similar a state’s domestic composition and international 

outlook is to the dominant power, the more satisfied the state is because it receives 

commensurate benefits with the similarities.  Therefore, the levels of similarities in 

domestic economic and political outlook are regarded as the degree of satisfaction.  A 

state that received relatively more benefits than others from the status quo can be 

regarded as more satisfied state.  This satisfied state, in the long run, would be a stronger 

state than other states not following the status quo.  Thus, whether or not a state is 

satisfied with status quo is a function of benefits from the existing international order.  

By adopting and executing domestic political and economic policies similar to the 

dominant state, member states express their attitude towards the current international 

order.  This means that a degree of similarity of domestic, political, and economic 

policies between a state and a dominant state is a window into predictions about how 

much they are satisfied with the status quo.31  Similarities of the domestic political 

system and domestic economic policies between a state and a dominant state help 

explain how these two politically and economically similar states are less likely than 

other types of dyads with dissimilarities to engage in wars and violent interstate 

                                                 
31As similar measures of satisfaction with the status quo, international market discount rate, 

military buildup, and similarities of military alliance portfolio have been developed.  These measures are 
related to international factors that are based on similarities or dissimilarities of international value of 
money and military interactions indices between member states and a dominant state.  However, 
considering similarities of international economic policies and domestic political factors between two states 
as measures of satisfaction with the status quo is more appropriate than previous measures to predict states’ 
conflict behaviors.     
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conflicts.  I expect that similar liberal democratic institutions between two states will 

lead them to similar political and economic interactions by facilitating the appropriate 

distribution of benefits, thereby making the member states satisfied with the system.   

 
Provisions of Private and Public Goods as Vehicles for Maintenance of International 
System  
 

In this section I elucidate the concepts of private and public goods by defining 

them and outlining some examples.  By using these definitions, I explain how the 

dominant state has used private and public goods in order to maintain the international 

system, how the dominant state’s failures of provision of private and public goods to its 

member states result in system maintenance failure, and what is the relationship between 

the provision of private and public goods and the dominant state’s decline in power, 

which lead to removal of old leader and selection of new leader.   

In general, a public good has a characteristic of non-rivalness and non-

excludability.  Snidal (1973, 533-35) explain the concept of public goods by 

differentiating from private goods.  He explains these two goods by using “joint in 

supply” and “nonexclusive.”  According to him (1973, 533), public goods are “joint in 

supply” because “consumption by one person does not diminish the amount available to 

others” and are also “nonexclusive” because “if the good is available to one person then it 

is automatically available to all others.”  In similar, Samuelson (1954, 387) also defines 

public goods as “goods which all enjoy in common in the sense that each individual’s 

consumption of such a good leads to no subtraction from nay other individual’s 

consumption of the good.”  For example, national defense is regarded as a public good 

because nobody can be excluded from the benefits provided by national government and 
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because one individual’s consumption does not reduce the amount of the good available 

for consumption by others.32   

In contrast to public goods, private goods have the opposite definition and 

meaning.  The private good has the properties of excludability and rivalness.  For a 

common example, the loaf of bread is a private good because its owner can exclude 

others from consuming it and once it has been consumed, it cannot be used again.  Thus, 

only those who paid for it can use this private good.  However, public goods can be used 

by all people whether they paid or not.  These definitions and understandings about the 

two goods are very useful for explaining how and why the dominant state might more 

frequently utilize private goods, rather than public goods, in order to maintain 

international system.  On the basis of these characteristics of private goods and public 

goods, I argue why the hierarchically structured international system has been ruled with 

the autocratic rules by the dominant state.  .   

In relation to the institutional view of power transition theory, I argue that the 

dominant state maintains the international system by providing its key member states 

with private goods rather than by providing all member states with public goods, by 

borrowing theoretical insights from the institutional theory of international conflicts 

(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999, 2003, 2004; Lake 1992, 1993).  The institutional 

explanation of international conflict is plausible and useful because several assumptions 

established in power transition theory are similar to domestic political rules.  First, power 

transition theory posits that the international system is hierarchically structured, which is 

similar to the domestic politics.  Second, power transition theory portrays that the 

constituents of the international system pursue their maximum net gains from the 
                                                 

32  For more examples of public goods, see Samuelson (1954). 
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international system.  Similarly, the institutional explanation of democratic peace sees 

citizens as benefit seekers who are trying to get the maximum gains from their society or 

government.  These similar characteristics between the two theories, in terms of similar 

structures between international system and domestic political systems and similar 

behaviors of the constituents enable us to connect these two different theories of 

international conflict. 

The institutional explanation of democratic peace applies domestic institutional 

rules to the international system in order to examine the international conflict behaviors 

among member states. On the other hand, power transition theory focuses on how the 

dominant state (supply side) peacefully maintains the international system by making 

member states satisfied through the provision of benefits as well as how member states 

(demand side) interact and respond to the system’s offers.  The leaders in a state, despite 

government type, are “motivated by the same unilateral interest, a desire to remain in 

office” (Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith 1999, 793).  In other words, 

according to Bueno de Mesquita et al., the leaders’ highest goal in domestic politics is to 

survive in office or to be reelected in next election.  Similarly, I assume that the most 

important goal the dominant state pursues in international politics is to remain in the 

strongest position in the international system, thereby maintaining the international order 

it creates.  By this reason, I assume that the final political goal the dominant state 

pursues in the international system is basically same as the leaders in domestic politics 

because the leaders in both levels of pursue is to remain in their office or the strongest 

position. 
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So long as the highest goal for leaders in domestic politics is to remain in office 

and to remain the dominant state in the international system, an important question is 

how they are able to remain in office. That is, it is important to uncover how leaders 

maintain their positions in both levels of domestic and international systems where their 

constituents are trying to get maximum benefits from the system.  In this sense, Bueno 

de Mesquita et al. (1999) suggest that the domestic leaders should choose policies with 

benefits for society.  Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s suggestion implies that the leaders who 

wish to remain in office should distribute private goods or public goods to their 

supporters.  If the leaders decide to provide benefits to a relatively large portion of 

citizens (half of them), their provision of benefits is regarded as public goods.  In 

contrast, if the leaders decide to disperse benefits to a relatively small portion number of 

constituents (winning coalition), their provision of benefits would be private goods.   

The leaders’ strategic choice of a private or public good is closely related to the 

domestic institutional structure (regime type), although their final objective is same.  If 

the leaders are selected from the political system that is democratically operating, they 

consider choosing public goods that are not excludable and not rivalrous because most 

citizens have the right to vote in selection process.  On the contrary, if the leaders are 

selected from the political system that is autocratically operating, they consider choosing 

private goods that are excludable and rivalrous because only a few people have the right 

to participate in selecting process of leaders.  In order to remain in office, the leaders 

need some portion of supporters out of the selectorate “who have the right to participate 

in choosing the government” (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999, 793).  So, members of the 

winning coalition that are “those people whose support is required to keep the incumbent 
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in office” (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999, 793) is a subset of selectorate and they are 

defined as “the section of the populace whose support is essential for the leaders to 

survive in office” (Hicken, Satyanath, and Sergenti 2005, 899).       

The leaders’ decision of whether distribution benefits a large or small population 

depends on the type of government.  In other words, whether or not they choose public 

goods or private goods depends on the political regime type.  In a democratic society 

where there exists a large selectorate, the size of the winning coalition for holding office 

will be expanded.  In contrast, the size of the winning coalition in autocratic societies is 

relatively small, although some authoritarian regimes have a large selectorate.  The size 

of the winning coalition is an important concept because it has a great impact on the 

degree of satisfaction of the existing members of the winning coalition.  As the size of 

winning coalition increases, “each member’s share of private goods decrease” (Bueno de 

Mesquita et al. 1999, 794).  By contrast, as the size of winning coalition decreases, each 

member’s share of private goods will be increased.  Therefore, increase or decrease of 

the size of winning coalition determinates each member’s share of private goods, which 

makes the existing members of winning coalition satisfied or dissatisfied with the 

leaders’ policy.  So, the minimum winning coalition strategy will be the best for the 

leaders.   

As a part of their duties and responsibilities, elected leaders in domestic politics 

choose and implement public policies that are either public goods or private goods, 

according to Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999).  They argue that the leaders have limited 

resources to use to these different goals and this limitation of available resources makes 

leaders prudent in spending resources.  Some leaders may use them more on public 
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goods, benefiting all citizens in the polity, rather than using them on private goods, 

which are consumed only by members of the winning coalition (Bueno de Mesquita et 

al. 1999).  If leaders spend a large portion of the resources on providing public goods 

(i.e. national defense or security) for the citizens, it follows that they spend small portion 

of resources on providing private goods to their key supporters.  The scarcity of 

resources leads leaders to choose their preferred public policy.  Their preferred spending 

behavior depends upon the regime type.  If they are leaders of autocratic states, they tend 

to spend resources on providing private goods to the members of the winning coalition 

consisting of their key supporters (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999).  By contrast, if they 

are leaders in democratic states, they spend resources on providing public goods to all 

citizens.  This different spending preference between the leaders results from a different 

institution-type, yet same political goal of remaining in office.  The leaders in autocratic 

states are more concerned with providing private goods to a small winning coalition of 

members who are necessary for keeping their office.  By contrast, the leaders in 

democratic states are heavily concerned with providing public goods to a large winning 

coalition of members.  In short, in order to be selected and remained in office, leaders 

who have different institutional bases, autocracy or democracy, use different strategies.  

This argument indicates that leaders’ choices of strategies are influenced by types of 

institutions.    

Whether leaders remain or are removed from office is also closely related to the 

type of institution when they fail at public policy.  The democratic leaders should be 

more concerned about policy failure than are the autocratic leaders because policy failure 

directly leads to their removal from office (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995).  On 
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the contrary, policy failure is not fatally influential for removal of the autocratic leaders 

from the office because the size of the winning coalition is small.  Thus, the autocratic 

leaders who fail at policy can be easily forgiven by means of providing private goods to 

key supporters.  This argument relates to Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s (1999, 794) claim 

that the leaders in a democratic state “make a larger effort to succeed in disputes.”  

According to them, in order to compensate for their policy failures with private goods, 

leaders in an authoritarian state, where it has a small size of winning coalition, reserve 

more resources for distribution to their supporters in the form of private goods (1999, 

794).  The leaders in an authoritarian state with a small winning coalition are more 

concerned with saving the resources to distribute private goods to their key members 

(winning coalition) in order to remain in office.  Therefore, the leaders in authoritarian 

state should reserve resources for private goods as much as possible.  However, it is very 

difficult for the leaders in a democratic state to provide private goods to a large winning 

coalition.  That’s why democratic leaders are removed from their office when they fail at 

public policy.    

In order to keep their office, as Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999) suggest, the 

leaders in authoritarian states choose policies that exclusively benefit the small winning 

coalition by providing private goods.  That policy choice is not efficient as a means of 

retaining power for the leaders in democratic states with large winning coalition because 

“private goods are perforce spread relatively thinly across the members of winning 

coalition” (Hicken, Satyanath, and Sergenti 2005, 899), which is not effective at 

maintaining their office in democracies.  As long as the provision of private goods to the 

small winning coalition is an effective means for remaining in office, the leaders in 
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authoritarian states have all efforts to “earn rents at the expense of their society” (Lake 

1992, 24), which may result in economic distortions (Brawley 1993).  Therefore, the 

autocratic rules and political structures lead leaders to be more concerned with domestic 

political maintenance rather than winning international disputes because policy failures, 

such as losing a war or domestic economic disaster, rarely lead them to leave office.   

The institutional explanation of the democratic peace (Bueno de Mesquita, 

Morrow, Siverson, and Smith 1999, 2003, 2004; Lake 1992, 1993) explores answers to 

the question of how the international distribution of benefits influences the degree of 

satisfaction with the status quo, which is the main question in the literature surrounding 

power transition theory (Organski 1968; Organski and Kugler 1980; Werner 2000; 

Werner and Lemke 1997; Lemke 1997; Lemke and Werner 1996; Lemke and Reed 1996; 

Bussmann and Oneal 2007).  The institutional explanation of the democratic peace argues 

that the two domestic political institutions of the selectorate and winning coalition play 

critical roles in explaining foreign policy choice and war outcomes.  In order to apply the 

domestic level of this institutional explanation of democratic peace to the international 

level of power transition theory, I present Table 2-1 which describes some similarities 

and dissimilarities between the institutional view on domestic politics and power 

transition theory’s view on international politics.  The descriptions in Table 2-1 facilitate 

explanations of violent international conflicts using the degree of satisfaction with the 

status quo in international system.  

In both a domestic and an international political system that is hierarchically 

structured, the leaders and international leading state maintain a minimum winning 

coalition size that is just large enough to remain in office for domestic leaders and 
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remain in the strongest position for the dominant state.  Due to the limited resources, 

both domestic and international leaders do not want to waste their resources in other 

affairs except for maintaining or remaining in office.  Although the institutional theory 

of democratic peace (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999) argues that leaders in democratic 

states need a relatively a large winning coalition and policy success in order to remain in 

office, power transition theory posits that the dominant state just needs support from a 

few major powers.  If the dominant state secures support from half of all major powers 

(members of the selectorate), she can remain in the strongest position, although the 

international system consists of a large number of member states.  This is because a 

major power as a member of the selectorate has a different supporting impact on forming 

the winning coalition from a small and weak member state (middle or minor state).   

The dominant state supported by just over half of the major powers is able to 

maintain the international system peacefully.  The international relations literature has 

shown that anywhere from five to nine major powers have dominated the international 

system at any given time, although the number of major powers differs over different 

time periods.  Under a international system composing of five major powers and other 

minor states, support by three major powers enables the dominant state to remain in the 

highest position.  In this case, the dominant state is supposed to provide these key 

supporters with private goods to maintain the position.  In this sense, there are vastly 

different strategies for maintaining the minimum winning coalition between the 

dominant state in the international system and the leaders in democratic states.  One 

important reason why the democratic leaders and the dominant state use a different 

strategy stems from the different degree of impact of each selectorate member’s support 
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for the leaders.  In domestic politics, each member’s (voter) support exerts the same 

impact as other member’s support in selecting a leader of the state.  However, in the 

hierarchically structured international system, the degrees of support are different 

depending on the level of position like major power, middle, or minor states.  This is 

because each member’s power capability possession in hierarchical system determines a 

position in the hierarchically structured international system.   

However, in domestic politics, especially in an institutionalized democracy, each 

voter’s support has same weight in the process of selecting the leaders.  This fact informs 

us about why the leaders in a democracy are concerned about distributing the public 

goods consumed by all citizens or the selectorate.  This is why democratic leaders fear 

being removing from the office if they fail at public policy.  However, the leaders in an 

autocratic state do not worry much about policy failure because they can easily 

compensate for these failures in foreign policy by providing private goods to their 

supporters (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999, 2004).  By the same token, if the leading 

state in the international system fails at public policy, the state is not easily removed 

from the position because the hierarchically structured international system is operating 

by autocratic rules in the process of leadership removal from its position.  By contrast, 

democratic leaders can be easily removed from the office if they fail at public policy 

because their supporters (winning coalition members) can defect relatively easily to 

other potential leaders.  In a democratic state with a large size of the winning coalition, it 

is inevitable to have the distribution of private goods be smaller than in autocratic states.  

Thus, it is not possible to distribute the considerable amount of benefits (private goods) 
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to a large number of members in the winning coalition in democracies due to limited 

resources.   

Next, I will describe the similarities in details between the rules operated in 

international system as viewed by the power transition theory and autocratic rules.  As I 

argue above, the dominant state maintains a hierarchically structured international 

system by applying autocratic rules.  Similar to the leaders in the autocratic state, the 

dominant state enforces authoritarian rules in order to not be removed from the strongest 

position in the international system by providing private goods to its key supporters.  

Thus, distinct from the leaders of democratic regime, “authoritarian regimes are 

considered equally unconstrained and inefficient at providing public goods such as 

victory in wars” (Peceny, Beer, and Sanchez-Terry 2002, 17).  According to Peceny et 

al. (2002), authoritarian regimes can be classified into three different types of regimes, 

the military as an institution, a hegemonic political party, and a single individual.  

Regardless of types of autocratic government, they all allow a small elite tremendous 

leverage in determining national policy.  According to Peceny et al. (2002, 17), in a 

personal regime, “one man possesses overwhelming authority to make decisions.”  Other 

two types of autocratic regimes have more constraint to make a decision.  More 

importantly, the size of selectorate is different because a single-party regime possesses a 

large selectorate and the other two autocratic regimes (military regime and personalist 

dictator) have small ones (Peceny et al. 2002).  In this sense, the international system is 

closer to a personal dictator regime.  Dictators can maintain their position by resisting 

pressure to leave power because “their regimes are unlikely to experience the split within 

the governing elite” (Peceny et al. 2002, 19).  Like a personal dictatorship regime, the 

 78



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

dominant state needs only a small winning coalition composing of a few key supporters 

from its selectorate of major powers (elites).  Thus, although the dominant state fails at 

public policy, it can remain in office by providing a few key supporters with private 

goods.  This is different from the democratic political system.   

In a democratic state, the leaders such as the president, prime minister, or 

members of the legislature can be removed from the office relatively easily if they fail at 

public policy.  Members of a large winning coalition can defect to the other side because 

they receive relatively smaller private goods than do members of a small winning 

coalition.  By contrast, autocratic leaders provide relatively large private goods to their 

key members because the size of the winning coalition in autocratic state is smaller than 

the one in a democratic state.  Similar to the leaders in autocratic state, the leader in the 

international system (the dominant state) can provide a considerable amount of private 

goods to its key supporters (some major powers) who help maintain that international 

system.   

 

Theoretical Mechanism for Selection and Removal of International Leader Position 
in the Hierarchically Structured System  

 
Is it impossible to replace the dominant state with other members of the 

international system?  This is important because the removal process of the dominant 

state in the international system is closely related, not only to the selection process of the 

international leader, but also to directly to failure or success of international system 

management.  In order to answer this important question, I offer a causal mechanism of 

replacement of the dominant position by referring to three theories of international 

relations: the global leadership of long cycle theory, hegemonic stability theory, and 
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power transition theory.  In particular, I focus on a theoretical mechanism that includes 

the power decline of the dominant state and its consequences, uneven rates of growth, 

system instability, and selection of a new international leader with new orders.    

The existence of a hegemon, or the dominant position in international politics, has 

been accepted as a deterring effect on international systemic stability among three 

theories, the global leadership of long cycle (Modelski and Morgan 1985; Modelski and 

Thompson 1989), hegemonic stability theory (Gilpin 1981, 1988), and power transition 

theory (Organski 1968; Organski and Kugler 1980).  In other words, these three theories 

agree that the rules and norms set up by the hegemon33 are important for maintaining the 

international system.  Other member states usually follow these rules established by a 

hegemon because they do not have enough power to challenge the hegemon, even when 

they disagree with the rules and policies it establishes.  For other reasons, member states, 

who are all regarded as rational actors in international system, may follow the rules by 

finding that they receive greater benefits when they follow them, rather challenging them 

(Butler 2006).  Thus, the international system can be seen as a series of political, 

economic, and military interactions between the hegemon and its member states.   

In a hierarchically structured international system, the hegemon imposes the rules 

of international politics (i.e. the international status quo) on its member states.  In order 

for the imposition to be executed effectively, the hegemonic state should have 

preponderant power capabilities34 relative to its member states.  Thus, the relative 

                                                 
33In this study, I will use the terms hegemon, the dominant state, or the leading state interchangeably.    

34 Tammen et al. (2000:18) defines power capability as the ability or influence “to impose on or 
persuade an opponent to comply with demands.”  They see population size in a nation as a key element 
used to explain interstate interaction in the global and regional power hierarchies.  Similarly, Swaminathan 
and Thomas (2007, 218) define national power by emphasizing three components: national population 
size, economic productivity of the population, and the capacity of the national political system.   
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dominant power plays a great role in maintaining the international system.  However, it is 

impossible for the dominant state to keep preponderant power because the costs of 

maintaining the status quo are high.  The hegemon should provide its member states with 

private and public goods.  For example, the dominant state provides its key supporters in 

maintaining the system with the private goods such as peace (or absence of war), glory, 

and prosperity (Siverson and Miller 1996).  As the support for and power of the hegemon 

increase, violent interstate conflicts are less likely to occur in the post-World War II 

period (Volgy and Imwalle (1995).  The dominant state may also provide the public 

goods of international stability, economic and military organization, and the rules for 

international economic relations (Thompson 1983).  As long as the dominant state 

pursues a strategy that distributes disproportionate benefits, international stability can be 

maintained.  However, according to Gilpin (1981), if the costs exceed the hegemon’s 

economic benefits and resources in maintaining international stability, the dominant state 

will experience military withdrawal and economic decline.  Gilpin also argues that this 

economic decline is relative, yet virtually inevitable, because the costs of maintaining the 

dominance of security in the system are high.  When costs exceed benefits, the hegemon 

loses its control over maintaining global affairs, such as supplying order and stability to 

the global political and economic systems by providing its key supporters and member 

states with private and public goods.  The stability of the system is threatened when the 

hegemon loses its dominant position (Gilpin 1981) and the failure of international system 

management may lead to changing the international leadership (Boswell and Sweat 

1991).  Thus, the existing hegemon can be supplanted by a more powerful country.   
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Under the international status quo that disproportionately favors the dominant 

state, is it possible that a major power can exceed the dominant state in terms of power 

capability, or is it possible that a minor or middle power could catch up with a major 

power?  The answer is yes.  In addition to the costs and benefits ratio, uneven rates of 

growth are a reason why a challenger can rise, a minor power can become a major power, 

or a major power can be minor power under an international system with rules structured 

by the most powerful states.  Power transition theory (Organski 1968; Organski and 

Kugler 1980; Houweling and Siccama 1988; de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997) observes 

that the uneven rate of internal growth is a main causal mechanism of change of position 

in the hierarchical international system that is eventually becomes an impetus of war.  A 

state’s rapid growth gives it a chance to become a major power and also provides it a 

chance to become a dominant state.  Therefore, an individual state’s uneven rate of 

internal growth leads to a change in the international distribution of power and 

contributes to an opportunity to deter or accelerate international conflicts among nations.  

These changing international power structures through uneven rates of internal growth 

are, not only a key factor through which a state can promote its position to that of a major 

power or a dominant state, but also a critical source of war in international politics.  Thus, 

wars arise primarily from uneven rates of economic development by referring to the 

dangerous parity in a situation in which power differentials are changing (Organski 

1968).  

Each major power’s holding period depends upon when the nation begins to 

industrialize and also its ensuing capabilities.  A state’s holding of a major power 

position is related to its power capability through internal industrialization, which is an 
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important factor influencing international conflict in power transition theory.  I present 

Table 2-2 which contains information on who are or were major powers depending on the 

time periods using data from the COW project.  From 1816 to current, the United 

Kingdom, France, Germany, and Russia have maintained major power status, even 

though there were some exceptional years; for example, there are notable fluctuations 

during the two World War periods.  Austria-Hungary became a major power from 1816, 

but she was dropped from the major power list because of a sharp decrease of capabilities 

after being defeated in World War I.  Similarly, Italy, Germany, and Japan, initiators and 

losers of World War II, were not major powers until 1990.  But Japan and Germany have 

been enlisted major powers again since 1991 because of their rapid economic growth.35 

Relatively later, the United States since 1898, Japan since 1895, and China since 1950 

have actively participated in world politics.  The power status in the international system 

as shown in Table 2-2 implies that an uneven rate of internal growth gives member states 

the chance to become a major power (or decline to the status of minor power).     

As I argue above, the most important factor influencing a dominant state’s decline 

from its position is a decline in power.  In addition to the dominant state’s decline in 

power, whether the member states are satisfied or dissatisfied with the status quo is also 

another critical condition for the process of selection and removal of the dominant state.  

Of course, the dominant state’s power decline and member states’ dissatisfaction with the 

status quo is closely interwoven but not exclusive.  The dominant state’s decline of power 

may lead to a challenge from a rising major power.  Consequently, this challenge may 

result in removing the existing international leader from the dominant position by 

                                                 
35For the explanations about how they achieve major power status, see a major empirical indicator 

of the Phoenix factor (Organski and Kugler 1977; Kugler and Arbetman 1989). 
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replacing the old leader with a new one. Consistently, Modelski and Thompson (1989, 

199) claim that “war is seen as a selection process of finding a new leading power.”  The 

most striking effect of this system dynamic, resulted from by the uneven rates of internal 

growth among members of the international system, leads to war.  However, the resulting 

methods for the process of selecting a new leader and for removing an old leader will be 

different.  Gilpin (1981: 191) argues that the most effective method the declining 

dominant state may choose is to launch a preventive war against the rising challenger 

when it has a military advantage.   

The choice of the methods may differ depending on the degree of dissatisfaction 

for the challenging state.  If the challenger is dissatisfied with the existing status quo, the 

process will end with hegemonic war.36  On the contrary, if the challenger is satisfied 

with the status quo, the process will end with peace (i.e. the United Kingdom and the 

United States).  The degree of satisfaction and power are critical determinants of peace 

and conflict (i.e. the peaceful transition between the US and the United Kingdom) 

because the US has accepted the Anglo-French international order that is established on 

the basis of democratic norms and rules ( Kugler and Organski 1989).  This argument 

implies that the outbreak of hegemonic war depends on satisfaction or dissatisfaction of 

the challengers.37  Changes in the relative power distribution through the uneven rates of 

                                                 
36  Gilpin (1981, 199) defines characteristics of a hegemonic war by explaining how “such a war 

involves a direct contest between the dominant power in an international system and the challenger or 
challengers.  The conflict becomes total and in time is characterized by participation of all the major 
powers and the most of the minor states in the system.”   Modelski and Thompson (1989) explain why 
hegemonic wars been occurred and illustrate some long power cycles that was ended with major warfare: 
Portugal emerges after the Italian Ocean Wars (1494-1516), the Dutch cycle after the Spanish-Dutch War 
(1580-1609), the first British cycle after the wars of Louis XIV, the second British cycle after the wars of 
the French Revolution and the Napoleon Wars, and the American cycle after World I and II.  

37 For this reason, some scholars are interested in diagnosing the relationship between India or 
China (who is one of the most fast growing nations in the world and the most powerful state in existence in 
the international system) (Lemke and Tammen 2003; Swaminathan and Thomas 2007).   
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internal growth determine conditions of power parity or preponderance among nations, 

creating the structural conditions for war or peace in the world politics.  Power transition 

concepts of satisfaction and rates of capability change can be used as a main cause of the 

directed dispute initiation behavior.  Staying in office mirrors domestic politics.  The 

dominant state, as a leader of the system, should have superior military and economic 

capabilities that enable it to maintain the international system peacefully.  This 

overwhelming power capability possession by the dominant state allows the dominant 

state to “threaten and impose sanction against less powerful states seeking to change the 

existing order” (Spiezio 1990, 168).   

On the basis of rational choice models, Gilpin (1981) argues that a state will seek 

to change the system when expected benefits exceed the costs.  His argument (1981, 152) 

is similar to the power transition argument that, in order to maintain its dominant 

position, the dominant state must consume its resources by providing “military forces, the 

financing of allies, foreign aid, and the costs.”  For the dominant state, these costly 

provisions to its allies or key supporters in order to remain in the dominant position lead 

to “economic drain on the economy of the dominant state.” (157).  Eventually, the 

dominant state faces a state of disequilibrium38 as a consequence of the increasing costs 

of protection and the decreasing benefits hegemony, according to Gilpin.  Gilpin explains 

the outbreak of hegemonic war based on the cost-benefit calculations among member 

states in international system, it is reasonable to consider the domestic institutional and 

political structure as a mechanism that leads to the outbreak of hegemonic war and 

                                                 
38 “Disequilibrium entails a disjuncture between the basic components of the existing international 

system and the capacity of the costs of defending the existing distribution of territory, spheres of influence, 
rules of the system, and international economy, on the one hand, and the revenues necessary to finance 
these arrangements” (Gilpin 1981,187).   
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removal of the dominant state.  The dominant state exploits benefits at the expense of its 

member states, according to power transition theory (Organski 1968).  When a declining 

dominant state provides services for its member states, the state will face a financial 

problem with high costs that exceeds benefits.  The declining dominant state seeks heavy 

rents from its member states, and thus the dominant state’s rent seeking leads to 

distortion of international economy, according to Brawley (1993).  Therefore, other major 

powers, members of a winning coalition or selectorate, suffer from these high rents 

imposed by a strong rent seeker.  These major powers dissatisfied with the status quo 

attempt to replace the existing leader with a promising major power.  This selection and 

removal process will be accompanied with the outbreak of major war or with peaceful 

change.  A new leader emerges during the global war, as an ally of the declining 

incumbent leader (Rasler and Thompson 2005, 256) As the hegemon declines, the 

probability of war increases as the relative economic and military power of core states 

equalize and states contend to reorder world relations to fit their national interests. 

(Boswell and Sweat 1991, 128) 

 In summary, the process of selection and removal of the international leader or 

hegemon is closely related to the dominant state’s power decline due to high costs in 

maintaining the system, the rising challenger through the uneven rates of internal growth 

among member states, dissatisfaction with the status quo due to the hegemonic state’s 

management failure that lead to losing its key supporters to remaining in the strongest 

position, and the outbreak of hegemonic wars.  In order to prevent challenges from its 

member states, the dominant state should maintain superior military and economic power 
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capabilities that enable it to manage a peaceful international system and provide private 

or public goods to its supporters.   

 
 
A Private Goods Model of Absence of Violent Interstate Conflicts among Major 
Powers 

 
I have argued that in order to maintain an international status quo, a dominant 

state uses public goods or private goods as a means to satisfy its supporting member 

states.  Power transition theory posits that the objective of the dominant state is to 

maintain the international system peacefully.  Therefore, in order to enjoy the economic 

benefits of the international system it has organized, a state distributes benefits to its 

supporters, but denies them to potential rivals and dissatisfied states.  The liberal 

democratic dominant state provides its supporters with national security by protecting it 

from external threats or attacks that may be initiated by politically rivalrous states or 

states dissatisfied with the international status quo.  Here, I investigate the question of 

why and when the dominant state tends to support some specific states by focusing on 

the relationship between democracy’s institutional characteristics and major wars and 

fatal MIDs.     

The dominant state, as international system manager, is less likely than the leaders 

of democratic states to need a large winning coalition because the dominant state only 

needs several powerful states (major powers) to keep the position.  This argument is 

different from the institutional explanation of the democratic peace formally developed 

by Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s logic (1999, 2003, 2004) arguing that leaders of a 

democratic state need a wide range of support from the selectorate to stay in office.  

Institutional explanations assume that, in domestic politics, each voter has an equally 
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weighted vote regardless of its position or authority while power transition theory posits 

that each state’s authority, or supporting power, depends upon the degree of its power 

capabilities and position (major, middle, or minor powers) in a hierarchical system.  This 

indicates that states of different power and position among member state will be affected 

differently.  For instance, the level of support is different when a weaker state supports 

the dominant state’s policies than when a major state does.  That is, the dominant state 

tends to pay attention to major states’ opinions or advice more seriously than do minor 

states.  That’s why the roles of major powers are so important in a hierarchically 

structured international system (see Figure 1).  Thus, the democratic dominant state pays 

more attention to the demands from major supporters or major potential supporters 

(major powers) than the minor states across time.  A state’s power capabilities would be a 

condition that influences on its own evaluation of the status quo.       

In the process of economic, political, and military interaction between member 

states and the dominant state, both sides of member states and the dominant state make 

evaluations based upon the performance of each side.  These performances are reflected 

in the evaluation, which is directly related to the degree of bilateral satisfaction.  In order 

for the degree of satisfaction to be maximized, political, economic, and military relations 

should not be hostile.  For the supply side, the dominant state creates self-serving patterns 

of interactions in order to secure net gains, and therefore obtain more values from its 

international interactions (Kugler and Lemke 2000).  This self-serving pattern of the 

international status quo provides the member states with benefits including private and 

public goods.  In order to stay in a leading position in the international system, the 

dominant state should have strong support from its members by expanding the size of the 
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winning coalition, or consolidating the level of support from a smaller winning coalition.  

These strategies by the dominant state are regarded as efforts to satisfy the member states 

and eventually to “maximize their opportunities for staying in power” (Siverson and 

Miller 1996, 59).  In order to remain in the strongest position, the dominant state should 

provide benefits and distribute them for the members appropriately.  This argument is 

consistent with Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson’s (1995) proposal that the leader in a 

state distributes private and public goods to their supporters in order to remain in their 

office.     

For the demand side, member states have to choose their policies in response to 

the international order established by the dominant state.  If they are dissatisfied with the 

international status quo, they choose policies different from the international order, which 

involves operating dissimilar political and economic institutions.  Dissatisfied states 

remain outside the leading coalition, so they reject and challenge existing international 

rules and norms (Tammen and Kugler 2005).  In contrast, if states are satisfied, they 

adopt similar economic and political institutions to support the leading state’s policies.  

Satisfied states accept the rules that the dominant state creates, manages, and defends 

because they share in the resulting stability, prosperity, and peace (Tammen and Kugler 

2005).  In order to facilitate these rules, the member states should operate similar 

economic and political institutions.  Choosing similar policy options can be regarded as 

an expression of their loyalty to and satisfaction with the status quo.  For instance, if the 

member states choose democratically operating political institutions, which are similar to 

those of the dominant state, they are satisfied with the status quo.  As long as dominant 

states had and have been democracies, the autocratic states can be regarded as dissatisfied 
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states and the democratic states as satisfied states.  Democracies are easily satisfied with 

the status quo due to greater legitimacy and economic well-being through low rents and a 

high provision of public goods (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1997).  This bilateral 

satisfaction through similarities in economic and political institutions between the 

dominant state and member states leads to keeping peaceful relations between them.   

Even though it is assumed that the effect of satisfaction with status quo is an 

important indicator for militarized interstate disputes, power parity is also an influential 

variable in power transition theory.  The set of credible policy options available to 

decision makers are constrained by relative power, satisfaction with the dyadic status 

quo, and the limits imposed by the hierarchies of each member of the dyad (Efird, 

Kugler, and Genna 2003).  A satisfied challenger, one comfortable with the relationship 

within the hierarchy, is less likely to seek a conflictual approach to reorder the dyadic 

relationship (Efird, Kugler, and Genna 2003) even when the state has power parity and 

experiences necessary for overtaking the dominant state (Werner and Kugler 1996).  As a 

satisfied challenger approaches power parity with (and even overtaking of) the dominant 

state, they are less likely to engage in violent international conflict.     

According to the power transition theory, when two states approach power parity, 

the probability that they are involved in international conflicts is high.  As seen in the 

literature section of this dissertation, although major powers tend to participate in 

international affairs more than other small or middle powers, they are less likely to 

engage in conflict with the dominant state if they are satisfied with the status quo.  In 

other words, these dissatisfied major powers may break international peace when they 

have enough power to challenge the dominant state.  Both when major powers are 
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dissatisfied with status quo and when they have power equal with the dominant state, 

international stability will be threatened with this potential to overthrow the system.  

Whether major powers are satisfied or dissatisfied is critically important in explaining 

major wars as well as militarized interstate disputes.   

I have argued that the probability of violent interstate conflict is affected by 

power overtaking between a major power and the dominant state and is conditional on the  

degree of satisfaction.  Table 2-3 shows conditions based on power overtaking and 

dissatisfaction between a major power and the dominant state. Dissatisfaction with the 

status quo measured by political institutional (dis)similarity and power overtaking 

between a dominant state and other major powers indicates power transition experience.  

In other words, I explain the probability of international conflict between a dominant 

state and major powers by considering two variables of dissatisfaction and power 

transition, which are two key indicators of power transition.   

Cells A and C in the first column of Table 2-3 represents the relationship between 

power overtaking and domestic political dissimilarity between a dominant state and a 

major state.  When a major power is dissatisfied with the status quo and experiences 

power transition, the major power is expected to challenge the dominant state.  The 

probability of war between the dominant state and a major power increases when power 

transition occurs and the probability is conditioned by the degree of dissatisfaction.  The 

degree of dissatisfaction with the system is measured regime differences between the 

dominant state and a major power.  Theoretically, if there is an extreme regime 

dissimilarity, that is, when two states have different regime types (i.e. a perfect autocratic 

and democratic regime type), there is high probability that two states will go to war.  I 
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expect that these dyads with conditions of power overtaking and dissatisfaction between a 

major power and a dominant sate leads to the onset of major war and fatal MIDs.  Thus, 

the probability of war or fatal disputes is high when both states experience power 

overtaking and it is also conditioned by differences in the domestic political systems.     

 
Hypothesis 1:  
The probability of major war between a major power and the dominant state 
increases when they experience power transition and it is conditional on the 
degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.        
 
Hypothesis 1-1 
The probability of fatal MIDs between a major power and the dominant state 
increases when they experience power transition and it is conditional on the 
degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.        
 

I extend this effect of two conditions of power and dissatisfaction on the onset of 

major wars to major power dyads (major-major dyads).  This empirical test extension to 

major power dyads is plausible because if a major power is dissatisfied with the existing 

international order, the major power may have a political system dissimilar to the 

dominant state.  On the contrary, if the other major power is satisfied with the status quo, 

the major state may have political regime type that is similar to the dominant state.  Thus, 

these two major powers with different regime types are more likely to engage in major 

war.  So, satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the status quo among major powers affects 

conflict behavior of two major powers with power disparities.  Power disparity pairs of 

major powers will be influenced by their regime type to engage in major wars.   

Hypothesis 2 
The probability of major war between major powers decreases when they have 
power disparity and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s 
dissatisfaction with the status quo.     
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Hypothesis 2-1 
The probability of fatal MIDs between major powers decreases when they have 
power disparity and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s 
dissatisfaction with the status quo.     
 

Cells B and D in the second column of Table 2-2 represent the relationship 

between no overtaking and domestic political similarity between a dominant state and a 

major state.  Cells B and D are the opposite cases of Cells A and C.  In these dyads of no 

power overtaking and institutional similarity, the major power has adopted a political 

system similar to that of the dominant state in order to get more benefits from the system.  

As long as major powers keep receiving considerable benefits from the international 

status quo, they are satisfied and thus they do not challenge the dominant state. I expect 

that major power dyads with no power overtaking are conditioned by their regime 

differences and similarities.     

If two major powers do not experience power transition, they are less likely than 

other dyads to engage in violent interstate conflicts because both states receive private 

benefits from the system.  In these dyads with institutional similarity, they have adopted 

similar political systems to that of the dominant state in order to get more benefits from 

the system.  Under the power disparity and satisfaction condition, it is highly expected 

that two states will have no opportunity and no reason to fight.  

 

A Public Goods Model of Violent Interstate Conflicts among Member States  

The term liberal democracy has two meanings: economic liberalism and political 

democracy.  These two concepts stem from Kant’s Perpetual Peace (Kant 1991 [1795]).  

Kant’s ‘perpetual peace’ emphasizes that democratic rules are based upon governance 
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and free trade among states in the internationals system.  Based on Kant’s Perpetual 

Peace, Doyle (1986) argues that Kant’s republics lead to peace among themselves due to 

democratic caution, respect for the international rights of foreign republics, and the 

interdependence of commerce that helped create crosscutting transnational ties.  The 

effect of liberal democracy on the absence of war and on an increase of commercial 

interdependence has contributed to produce democratic peace theory as well as liberal or 

economic peace theory.  Although there has been a tremendous amount of research on the 

relationship between international conflicts, regime type, and economic interdependence, 

power transition theory has not yet incorporated liberal democracy’s tendency into its 

own theoretical frameworks.  In this section, I will reinvestigate the effect of liberal 

democracy on violent interstate conflicts in power transition’s theoretical framework by 

linking together public goods provided by the dominant state and international conflicts.   

The fact that two dominant states, the United Kingdom and the United States, 

have operated liberal, democratic political and economic system for past 200 years 

provides us a good theoretical foundation that a liberal democratic state’s economic 

policy will be similar to that of the dominant state that has maintained international status 

quo.  As I have shown above, the dominant state has influenced member states’ domestic 

governing frameworks and imposed and suggested to them to change their attitudes 

towards the international status quo that benefits them disproportionately in an enterprise 

involving less powerful states (Organski 1968).  Some states have accepted its proposals 

by changing their domestic political system in accordance with the requests and 

suggestions, but some have not.  These different reactions to the international order and 

rules established by the dominant state reveal member states’ willingness to follow or 
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resist.  If a member state adopts and executes similar economic policies to the dominant 

state, the state is satisfied with the order because the current international system provides 

economic benefits.  By contrast, if a state employs dissimilar economic policies, by the 

same token, the state is dissatisfied.  However, the main question is how economic 

similarities between member states and the dominant state contribute to increasing 

economic benefits, and why this economic benefit due to similarities of economic policy 

leads them to reduce the probability to engage in conflicts?  

In power transition theory, the dominant state distributes private goods to its 

supporters among member states in order to maintain the international order.  This theory 

posits that the absence of international conflicts is considered as a private good and is 

rewarded for supporting the dominant state’s international order.  In addition to private 

goods, the dominant state provides all member states of the international system with 

some public goods.  According to hegemonic-stability theory, the dominant state 

provides public goods “necessary for smooth functioning of the world economy” 

(Bussmann and Oneal 2007, 88).  The dominant state’s authority to govern the 

international system is based on three factors: victory in major powers; provision of 

public goods, which establishes the power’s ability to cajole other states into participating 

in the hegemon-led regime; its overall economy would be more competitive than others 

(Gilpin 1981).  These three kinds of benefits are necessary for governing, controlling, and 

maintaining the international system.   

Among these three benefits, the provision of public goods consumed by all 

member states in the international system are the most basic efforts by the dominant state 

for cajoling dissatisfied or neutral states into participating in international status quo.  The 
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aim for providing public goods to all states, regardless of their territorial sizes, economic 

and military powers and positions, or satisfaction with the status quo is to overcome 

difficult situations, such as when the dominant state is declining in power or when a 

rising dissatisfied major power defects and challenges the dominant state.  States satisfied 

with the provision of public goods will take sides with the dominant state faced with an 

impending management problem.  Thus, the provision of public goods is regarded as 

insurance to extract support from its beneficiaries.  Also, the dominant state looks 

forward to receiving some rewards for its benevolent provision of public goods and also 

aims to receive positive responses from its potential supporters.  The provision of public 

goods to member states can be a good indicator whether other member states are satisfied 

with status quo.   

Although one argument claims that power transition theory and hegemonic-

stability theory disagree about “whether the leaders creates primarily public or private 

goods” (Bussmann and Oneal 2007, 89), the dominant state also creates public goods 

aimed at expanding supporting resources that help the dominant state when it faces a 

dangerous situation in terms of losing its hegemonic position due to declining its relative 

power capabilities or failure to manage the international orders.  This implies that the 

dominant state’s objective of distributing public goods to all members is to benefit itself 

in the future.  For the preparation of management difficulties that might happen in the 

future, the dominant state provides public goods to all potential helpers by persuading 

some to join and be satisfied with the existing order.   

 The hierarchically organized international system operates economically with 

liberal rules that are embedded in the dominant state’s domestic political and economic 
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management.  Dominant states have created and maintained an “international liberal 

order based on liberal economic principles, such as the free exchange of goods and open 

capital flows” (Brawley 1995, 96).  In similar line with this liberal democracy, Reuven 

and Moon (2003) claim that the presence of hegemony leads to trade openness and the 

dominant state’s economic leadership promotes world trade openness.  The dominant 

state’s domestic political and economic arrangement impacts its international 

management style, which also influences member states’ domestic political and economic 

policy choices.  Thus, economic policies and institutions of the dominant state influences 

the types of economic institutions and economic policy choices of the member states of 

international system “despite the absence of enforcement code of international law” 

(Kugler and Organski 1989; Lemke and Kugler 1996, 8).  Therefore, the type of 

international order, liberal or authoritarian, is very important for the member states’ 

formation of domestic political and economic system.  If the international order is 

established by a liberal democratic dominant state, satisfied states will adopt similar 

political and economic policies in order to get more benefits from the system.   As long as 

a state is assumed as a unitary rational actor both in power transition theory and realist 

theory, the state calculate the cost-benefits when it adopt the liberal democracy.    

Whether or not a state adopts a liberal democracy similar to the dominant state’s 

depends upon whether the state is satisfied with the economic and political system the 

dominant state offers.  If the leaders of a state think that the liberal democracy benefits 

the state, the state adopts that system by evaluating it positively.  By contrast, the leaders 

of a state consider it as harmful to its economic and politics, it will deny to adopt by 

evaluating it negatively.  Thus, these positive and negative evaluations about liberal 
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democracy will be directly related to the degree of satisfaction.  A state satisfied with the 

international order will establish similar economic and political institutions in order to get 

net gains from the liberal democratic system established by the dominant state.  By 

contrast, a state that is dissatisfied with the order does not accept the system.  So, it is 

necessary to examine why liberal democracy leads states to an open their economy to the 

international market, and more importantly, and how states with a liberal economy are 

less likely than those with other types of economic systems to engage in violent interstate 

conflicts.   

It seems that domestic and international political and economic environments 

influence economic openness through international trade.  In addition to the argument 

that the domestic economic size of the trading state is associated with the amount of trade 

it conducts (Tinbergen 1962, 262), domestic political systems between a state and trading 

partners affect the degree of economic openness.  Democratic regime type promotes 

international trade and the promotional effect of democracy on trade can also be 

indirectly linked to peace between democracies (Bliss and Russett 1998). This is 

consistent with the argument that economic openness through international trade is 

greater among democracies and among states sharing certain military alliance 

characteristics, in contrast to other mixed types of regimes and non-allied ties (Morrow, 

Siverson, and Tabares 1998).   

An argument that international trade increases when both the exporter and 

importer are democracies implies that a democratic political system has institutional 

characteristics that promote a political relationship between them and somehow facilitates 

international trade.  Drawn from the microeconomic theory of the state, Lake (1992: 24) 
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argues that democratic states, constrained by their societies from earnings rents, are more 

likely than other types of regime types to “create fewer economic distortions and possess 

national wealth.”39  By contrast, autocratic states, which typically earn rents at the 

expense of their societies, will possess an imperialist bias and tend to be more 

expansionist and, in turn, more war-prone, according to Lake (1992).  The prevailing 

rents at the expense of societies “which some autocratic states can arrange lead to 

economic distortion of the domestic market, which would change the preferences of 

economic sectors from those calculated by Stolper-Samuelson theorem”40 (Brawley 

1995, 98).  These domestic institutional based arguments imply that the regime 

similarities or differences between states contribute to promoting or deterring the 

probability of conflicts as well as national wealth, respectively.  In addition to Lake’s 

argument that democracy’s lack of rent seeking tendencies contributes to peace and 

economic wealth.  Leeds (1997, 1999) notes that democratic institutions’ high 

accountability contributes to promoting international trade by decreasing uncerta

risks. Furthermore, Mansfield, Milner, and Rosendorff (1997) and Mousseau (2

argue that the legislatures in democracies represent protectionist interests and make 

negotiations for lower trade barriers easier between democratic pairs than non-democra

pairs.  Also, Dixon and Moon (1993) claim that similarity in domestic governing 

arrangements and practices promote the commercial exchange of goods.  The simila

of political institutions between trading states tends to increase trade due to their role o

inty and 
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39 In addition, Lake argues that democratic states, constrained by their societies from earnings 

rents, devote grater absolute resources to national security.  Thus, democracies tend to win and form 
overwhelming counter-coalitions against expansionist autocracies.  For more on democracies’ tendency to 
win and try harder during conflicts, see Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999, 2003).     

40 According to Brawley (1993, 1995), Stolper and Samuelson theorem explains the domestic 
market for factors of production.  When one factor is relatively more abundant than another, its relative 
price will be lower.      
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reducing transaction costs (Lektzian and Souva 2003).  On the basis of institutional 

factors, dyads with political and economic institutional similarities that lead to similar 

foreign policy preference are less likely to experience conflict than other types of dyads 

(Souva 2004, 263).41  Thus, economic openness as a public good is determined in part

domestic political similarities, and it is also potentially related to the probability that

are engaged in international conflicts.  Subsequently, economic openness throu

international trade among states makes the world more economically interdependent, 

which leads to decreases in the probability of international conflicts among trading states 

(Oneal and Russett 1997; Russett and Oneal 2001).   

 by 

 they 

gh 

                                                

Power transition theory implies that non-major powers can be major powers 

through fast growth that stems from an uneven rate of growth.  There are conflictual 

arguments concerning whether a fast rising state is dissatisfied with the status quo 

(Organski 1968) or not (Oneal, de Soysa, and Park 1998).  However, both arguments 

seem wrong.  A state’s fast power growth may result from economic support from the 

dominant state as a form of rewards for in part helping or supporting the dominant state’s 

maintenance of international orders.  In this case, the state can be regarded as a rising 

satisfied state.  Therefore, an argument that a state is “satisfied” or “dissatisfied” on the 

basis of only power growth or growth speed seems inappropriate.  Rather, whether a 

state’s economic institutions are similar to the dominant state will be a better indicator for 

 
41 There are several findings in relation to sanctions and dyads of regime types.  First, democracies 

are more likely to initiate sanctions than other types of regime because democracies substitute economic 
conflict for military conflict due to too high costs of using force than sanction, according to substitutability 
theory of sanction (Most and Starr 1984; Palmer and Morgan 2002). Second, democracies are less likely to 
initiate sanctions against other democracies because they have different goals such as pursuing human 
rights and democratization (Cox and Drury 2006).  Lektzian and Souva (2003, 657) support for the first 
argument by claiming that “democracies are more likely to initiate sanctions than other regime types,” even 
controlling for other variables, such as trade interdependence, economic growth, major power, and 
hegemon.”       
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satisfaction or dissatisfaction.  In a sense, domestic economic openness as a function 

public good provided by the dominant state and is good indicator of satisfaction.   

Economic openness is a public good provided by the dominant state to increase a member 

state’s satisfaction with the status quo by enjoying economic wealth.  The extent to which 

a state is satisfied with the international economic order depends on how similar the 

state’s economic institutions are to the dominant state.  Satisfied states’ economic 

institutions are more similar than dissatisfied states to the dominant state.  More 

importantly, satisfied states are less likely than other satisfied states to engage in violent 

international conflicts.    

 Even when the dominant state puts economic sanctions on member states that do 

not cooperate with the international order, the dominant state must be stronger than 

target states in order to be effective at sanctioning and restricting their economic 

activities in order to reduce in their economic benefits.  For another example, for the 

economic sanctions to be effective, the power gap should be large and economic 

interdependence substantial between the sending state and the target state (Lektzian and 

Souva 2003).  Therefore, in addition to economic similarities between the dominant state 

and other states, a state’s powers based on its total capacity of economic, military, and 

political resources influences the state’s amount of international trading through  

economic openness, as measured by public goods.  This argument is not confined to the 

relationship between the dominant state and other member states.   

Like liberals claiming that economic interdependence reduces uncertainty and 

transaction costs through international trade, power transition theory advocates economic 

integration among satisfied states supporting the international status quo because such 

 101



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

economic arrangements support international stability, according to Tammen et al. 

(2000).  The main argument concerning the advantages of economic integration lies in 

producing joint benefits among status quo, which contributes to enhancing a cooperative 

relationship.  This economic integration has been supported by the dominant state 

because economic interdependence provides member states incentives through economic 

gains, thus making them satisfied with international economic order that may lead them 

to support the dominant state.  Also, economic integration into other regions is expected 

to disperse economic gains as public goods to all member states, which also functions as 

an incentive to make them satisfied with the international order.   

On the basis of these theoretical arguments, I established several hypotheses.  

These hypotheses are as follows: 

 
Hypothesis 3 
Dyads composed of economically satisfied states are less likely than other dyads 
to engage in fatal MIDs. 

 
 

In the public model of fatal militarized interstate disputes, it is assumed that the 

dominant states provide public goods not only for its member states’ economic wealth 

but also for its economic interests because the international status quo provides the 

dominant state with disproportionate benefits at the expenses of the less powerful states 

(Organski 1968).  Thus, economic integration through provision of public goods makes 

both member states and the dominant state satisfied because such economic arrangements 

support international stability, according to Tammen et al. (2000).  The main argument 

concerning the advantages of economic integration lies in producing joint benefits among 

status quo, which contributes to enhancing a cooperative relationship.  The economic 
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interdependence between two member states is closely related to their economic 

dependence on the dominant state.  If states A and B are economically dependent on the 

dominant state, these two states will have similar economic institutions in order to reduce 

economic transaction costs in receiving benefits from the dominant state.  Because they 

are satisfied with the international economic order, they are less likely than other dyads 

with dissimilar institutions to engage in violent interstate conflicts because the dyadic 

states are satisfied with the status quo.  Economically satisfied dyads are less likely to 

experience conflict than other types of dyads because they have nothing over which they 

fight.    

As I shown in the private goods model of violent interstate conflicts among major 

powers, I analyze the relationship between regime types and international conflict 

behaviors between member states of international system.  I analyze this relationship by 

testing hypotheses 7 and 8 for all member states, and 9 and 10 for the middle or minor 

states in order to compare political behaviors between those two groups.  I expect that if 

dyads with equal power are dissatisfied with the international status quo, they are more 

likely than other dyads to engage in fatal militarized disputes because these dyads have 

two necessary conditions for onset of disputes, willingness and opportunity.       

 
Hypothesis 4 
The probability of fatal MIDs between member states decreases when they have 
power disparity and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s 
dissatisfaction with the status quo.     
 
 
Hypothesis 4-1 
The probability of fatal MIDs between small member states decreases when they 
have power disparity and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s 
dissatisfaction with the status quo.     
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Conclusion 

Power transition theories argue that the onset of major wars is likely to occur 

when a major power has power parity or experiences overtaking.  However, satisfaction 

or dissatisfaction with the international status quo, as another key variable of power 

transition theory, has not been fully evaluated.  The conditions of power parity or 

overtaking as well as dissatisfaction with the status quo are important in explaining why 

some major powers challenge the dominant state while others do not.  In this study, I 

consider political and economic similarities between a dominant state and a major power 

as measures of satisfaction with the status quo.   

Once international orders are established and operated by the dominant state, 

member states evaluate the system.  If they evaluate status quo negatively, they are 

dissatisfied with the current international system.  On the contrary, if they evaluate the 

status quo positively, they are satisfied.  Therefore, this argument implies that a state’s 

adoption of domestic political and economic systems (democracy or economic openness 

through free trading) similar to the dominant state expresses its satisfaction with the 

status quo, and thus represents a willingness to follow the current international order 

established by the dominant state.  On the contrary, if a state has a political and 

economic system (autocracy and economically closed system) that is dissimilar to the 

dominant state, the state is regarded as a dissatisfied state.  Similar political institutions 

allow two states the better manage their relations with each other and thus are less likely 

to be involved in conflicts (Werner 2003).   

The dominant state’s goal is assumed to be the desire to remain in the strongest 

position in a hierarchically structured international system.  In order to maintain this 
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position, the dominant state distributes benefits to member states by providing them 

private and public goods.  The dominant state cares, not only about major powers 

because of their potential for power parity through industrialization, but also about other 

middle and minor states because they can help out in difficult times.  Therefore, the 

dominant state provides its stronger supporters with private goods while also providing 

all member states with public goods in order to maintain the international orders 

peacefully.  Following and applying the institutional theory of international conflict 

(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Lake 1992), I reevaluate the power transition theory. 

 In this chapter, I established testable hypotheses by erecting two models: the 

private goods model of the absence of violent interstate conflicts among major powers 

and the public goods model of violent interstate conflicts among member states.  This 

institutional view on the power transition theory will contribute to better understanding 

about why some states engage in international conflict and other states are not.   
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Satisfied

Democracies

Dissatisfied

All States

 

Figure 3-1 Overlap between Status Quo Evaluation and Regime Type  
     (Conceptual) from Lemke and Reed (1996: 147) 
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Satisfied 
Democracies 
(98/1089 =9%) 

Dissatisfied 
Democracies 
(206/1089=19%) 

Satisfied Non-
Democracies 
(121/1089=11%) 

Dissatisfied Non-
Democracies 
(664/1089=61%) 

 

Figure 3-2 Revised Overlap between Status Quo Evaluation and Regime Type in 
International System based on Polity II dataset from Gurr, Jaggers, 
and Moore (1989) 
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         Figure 3-3   Power Possessions, Hierarchical Position, and Dissatisfaction  
                       Among Member States in International Hierarchical Orders 
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               Theories 
Components 

Domestic Politics 
(Institutional View) 

International Politics 
(Power Transition Theory’s 
View) 

Structure 
 
Decision-maker 
 
Goal 
 
Fearing About 
 
 
Strategy 
 
 
Supporters 
 
 
 
Selectorate 
 
Disenfranchised 
Polity 

Hierarchical 
 
Leaders 
 
Stay in Office 
 
Removing from His Office 
 
 
Minimum size of winning 
coalition 
 
Minimum number of 
supporters necessary for 
maintaining office  
 
Eligible Voters 
 
Ineligible Voters (e.g. 
Children) 

Hierarchical 
 
Dominant State 
 
Stay in Dominant Position 
 
Replacement of Hegemonic 
Position with Other State 
 
Minimum Size of Winning 
Coalition  
 
Minimum number of 
supporters necessary to 
remain as a hegemon status 
 
Major powers 
  
Weak states 
 

 
Table 3-1 Comparative Views on Domestic and International Politics between  

  Institutional Approach of Democratic Peace and Power Transition  
  Approach to International Peace.   
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Table 3-2 Major Powers During 1816-2002           
________________________________________________________________________ 
Nation   Non-Major Power Period Major Power Period 
________________________________________________________________________ 
United Kingdom     1816-2002                               
France   1941-1944   1816-1940, 1945-2002 
USSR   1918-1921   1816-1917, 1922-2002       
Austria-Hungary 1918-2002   1816-1917 
Germany  1919-1924, 1946-1990 1816-1918, 1925-1945, 1991-2002         
Italy   1944-2002   1860-1943 
US   1816-1897   1898-2002 
Japan   1816-1894, 1946-1990 1895-1945, 1991-2002 
China   1816-1949   1950-2002 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Power Overtaking             No Overtaking 

                    
 

A. Dissatisfaction and   
Power Overtaking       

             

 
 

B. Dissatisfaction but 
No Overtaking 

            
 
 

C. Satisfaction but  
      Power Overtaking  

 

 
 

D. Satisfaction and No 
Overtaking  

  

Dissatisfaction 
 

 
 
            Satisfaction  
 
 

 
Tae 3-3. Power Overtaking, Regime Similarities, and Violent Interstate Conflicts  
   Between A Dominant State and Other Major Powers. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

DATA, METHODOLOGY, AND VARIABLES 
 

In this dissertation, I assess the relationship between the distribution of power in 

the international system and the onset of violent interstate conflict by adding a measure 

of ‘satisfaction with the status quo,’ which has failed to gain attention by scholars of 

international conflict and is a key variable in power transition theory.  To do so, I 

conceptualize and operationalize satisfaction with the status quo by borrowing several 

theoretical components from power transition theory, which emphasizes the effects of 

power parity and overtaking, as well as democratic peace theory, which focuses on the 

role of domestic institutions and norms in explaining the causes of violent interstate 

conflict.  On the basis of domestic and international factors, this study establishes two 

models in order to test power transition theory:  first, a private goods model of violent 

interstate conflict among major powers; and second, a public goods model of violent 

interstate conflict among all member states.   

I test the first model utilizing two dependent variables: major wars among major 

powers and fatal Militarized Interstate Disputes (MIDs) among all states.  I do this 

because this study tests the traditional power transition theory developed by Organski 

(1968) and Organski and Kugler (1980) by dealing only with major powers, and then 

applies the test to fatal MIDs.  In a different fashion, a second model separately 

examines the onset of fatal MIDs among major powers only, other middle and minor 

states, and all member states.  The main reason for attempting various tests by separating 

all member states into major powers, other small states, and all member states is that 
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military behavior is different depending on states’ relative positions in the international 

system.   

I assume that member states tend to adopt political and economic systems similar 

to the dominant state in order to adjust their domestic institutional conditions for the 

purpose of getting maximum benefits. I will test how the similarities of political and 

economic systems are indicators of satisfaction.  Also, I will uncover how the degree of 

satisfaction determines the amount of benefits a state receives from the system.  

Therefore, in addition to power position commensurate with power possession, the 

degree of similarities of each state’s political and economic system, as a measure of 

satisfaction with the status quo, is an important factor in determining reception of more 

benefits from the system.  I employ data from EUGene (Bennett and Stam 2000), which 

consists of many useful datasets including trade, MIDs, alliance, contiguity, CINC, etc. 

 

Dependent Variables: Onsets of Major Wars and Fatal MIDs 

The dependent variables in this study are two broad categories of major wars and 

fatal MIDs.  I use these measures because I am attempting to extend the domain of 

traditional power transition theory, which confines itself to only major powers, by 

applying this model to all member states in this study.   

The first category of the dependent variable is major wars, defined as at least one 

major power’s participation on each side (de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997) that occurred 

from 1816 to 2002.  For the analysis, the initial problem is how to define a war and a 

major war.  Following Levy’s (1983, 55)42 criteria to distinguish war and not war, I 

                                                 
42Levy (1983: 55) defines war as “a substantial armed conflict between the organized military 

focus of independent military units.”  Levy excludes hostilities that do not involve a Great Power, civil war, 
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exclude wars such as civil wars and imperial or colonial wars.  Definitions of war vary 

and are critical because the results can vary depending on how a war is defined.  In 

addition to Levy’s definition of a war, it is also important to define a major war.  It is 

worthy to think about Organski and Kugler’s (1980) criteria about major wars in 

consideration of the measurement of a major war.  They defined a major war depending 

upon three criteria defined as following: 1) at each opposing side at least one major 

power should participate; 2) the number of the battle deaths should reach higher levels 

than in previous war; 3) to ensure that the contestants are really try to win, the struggle 

should results in the loss of territory or population for the vanquished.  They selected four 

major wars by applying their rule: the France-Prussian War, the Russo-Japanese War, and 

World War I and II.  Organski and Kugler’s (1980) second criterion of major wars seems 

ambiguous because the old war might have more battle deaths than the contemporary war 

because when civilization is more modernized and more developed, the main strategy for 

each side changes according to goals of targeting material sites, not human lives.  This 

change reflects public opinion in both of the warring nations, or at least from the side 

respecting democracy. 

Criticizing Organski and Kugler’s severe restraints selecting major wars as the 

dependent variable, Houweling and Siccama (1988) selected ten wars using the war data 

collected in the COW group (Small and Singer, 1982, 82-95) by accepting the first and 

second criteria.  This study follows Houweling and Siccama’s methods.  The adoption of 

criteria described in Houweling and Siccama (1988) produced ten major wars.    The 

following 10 major wars fit their criteria: Crimean War (1853-1856), Italian Unification 

                                                                                                                                                 
and imperial or colonial wars, unless they expand through the intervention of another state" (1983: 51).  
According to Singer and Small (1982), war includes “sustained and severe armed conflict between states 
which result in a large number of deaths” (1000 or more).   
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War (1859), Seven Weeks War (1866), Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871), Russo-

Japanese War (1904-1905), WWI (1914-1918), Changkufeng War (1938), Nomohan War 

(1939), WWII (1939-1945), and the Korean War (1950-1953).  In my section testing the 

original power transition theory, the dependent variable I use is dichotomous: “war” or 

“no war.”43  I coded the variable 1 if two major powers went to war and 0 otherwise. 

The second dependent variable is a fatal MID, a subset of the MIDs complied by 

the Correlated of War Project (Jones et al. 1996) defined as “a conflict in which at least 

one member of the armed force of the parties to the hostilities was killed” (Bussmann and 

Oneal 2007, 95).  The fatal MIDs inform us of more “clearcut examples of militarized 

disputes than those not involving fatalities,” (Hegre 2004, 417) and “there is reason to 

suspect that militarized disputes between rich democracies are overreported in the MID 

dataset” (Hegre 2000, 13).  A fatal MID indicates the increased severity of the militarized 

dispute than does a simple measure of the hostility level due to accompanied battle 

deaths, the participants’ cruel intentions to defeat the enemy, and the real motivations for 

that dispute.44  In contrast to fatal MIDs, measures of hostility levels of disputes, in 

general, show even minor military moves or actions, such as the display of force and 

even the threat to use force.  It seems that fatality levels in disputes include a broad range 

of serious disputes resulting in at least one battle death.  A dichotomous variable of the 

                                                 
43Militarized Interstate Disputes (MIDs) are broader category than wars.  MIDs include, for 

example, threats and mobilizations that do not directly reflect theoretical argument about use of force.  
Restricting analysis to wars might better characterize traditional theory on the democratic peace.  This 
approach would challenge the results reported in Oneal et al. (1996) and Maoz and Russett (1993).  For a 
discussion of the relationship between regime type and escalation in disputes, see Senese (1997).   

44According to Oneal et al. (2003), using fatal disputes as dependent variables has two advantages: 
it reduces bias in the reporting of less severe military incidents, and it makes the analysis relevant to the 
violent interstate conflict of greatest concern.   
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dependent variable, fatal MIDs, is coded 1 if two states fight each other and it results in at 

least one battle death and 0 otherwise.45   

The MIDs data complied in the COW project provide a lot of useful information 

on disputes.  It provides extremely important information on the start and end day, 

month, and year of disputes, settlements, fatality levels, hostility levels, and the highest 

actions by a state in the disputes.  Recently, Ghosn et al. (2004) have updated the MIDs 

dataset, which is named MID346, to 2001, which gives scholars more extension of their 

research in the temporal domain.  Commenting about the MID3 dataset’s usefulness, 

Ghosn, Palmer, and Bremer (2004, 133) cite Diehl et al. (1999) claim that the MID data 

“is widely used by the scholarly community […] and now clearly surpass all other 

international conflict data sets combined […] MID data has been a central part of a wide 

variety of studies, many of these central to the key theoretical debates in international 

relations research.”  Especially, the most recent version, MID3, “promise(s) to allow 

researchers to engage in more detailed analyses of interstate conflict for a variety of 

purpose.” (Ghosen, Palmer, and Bremer 2004, 152).   

 

Independent Variables 

Power Difference 

One of the factors influencing wars and fatal MIDs is the relative power 

difference between two states.  Based on the Composite Index of National Capabilities 

                                                 
45 The fatality categories for this measure are composed of six levels: no death; 1-25 deaths; 26-

100 deaths; 101-250 deaths; 251-500 deaths; 501-999 deaths; and more than 999 deaths.  I coded 1if a fatal 
dispute results in at least one battle deaths, and otherwise 0.       

 
46I use militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) version 3.0 made available by the Peace Science 

Society from http://pss.la.psu.edu/MID_DATA.HTM.  
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(CINC) developed by Singer, Bremer, and Stucky (1972) from the Correlates of War 

projects (COW), I calculate the value of the power ratio by dividing  state A’s power by 

state B’s.  Small values of POWERRATIO indicate a smaller gap of power in the dyad, 

while large value means a large gap occurs.  This continuous measure of power ratio used 

in this study is more effective than the previous ones (Organski 1968; Organski and 

Kugler 1980; Houweling and Siccama 1988; de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997) because of 

the accuracy of its test results of statistical robustness.  So, the value of the power ratio 

ranges from 0.1 to 21.39 for the private goods model and from near 0 to 156545 for the 

public goods models.  Because the value of the power ratio is too large, I leveled out this 

volatility using the natural logarithm.  This creates a range from near 0 to 11.961 among 

all member states.  If the power ratio is 1.0, both states have exactly the same power 

capabilities.  Therefore, the closer the ratio is to 1.0, the more equal two states are in 

terms of power.     

In addition to generating a continuous measure of power differences 

(POWRATIO), I generate POWPARITY as a dichotomous measure of power 

distribution, power parity and disparity, which will be used in examining the effect of 

interaction between power distribution and political similarities between two states on the 

onset of violent interstate conflict.  Power parity is defined as a situation where one major 

power occupies 80% or more of the other power in a dyad, which could be regarded as 

categorical measure of power parity (Organski 1968); Houweling and Siccama 1988; de 

Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997).  POWPARITY, as a dichotomous measure, is coded 1 if 

power gap between two states is less than 20%, and 0 otherwise.  In addition to 

generating power parity, I consider power transition between the dominant state and a 
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major power as a variable affecting the probability that they go to major war.  Thus, I 

generate POWERPTRAN variable for the private goods model.  Because it is not only 

that the exact time a major power overtakes the dominant state is not certain, but also that 

power transition includes power parity condition, I coded this variable 1 if a dominant 

state and a major power experience power transition, which means that a major power 

overtakes the dominant state, I code 1 before and after the year of overtaking, and 0 

otherwise.  Thus, if overtaking is occurred in 1890 between the dominant state and a 

major power, I coded 1 in 1889, 1890, and 1891.                

 In order to measure power distribution among nine great powers (United States, 

United Kingdom, France, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Italy, USSR, Japan, and China) 

and other minor states, I employ CINC from COW.  CINC reflects a state’s relative 

proportion of total system capabilities and is composed of three dimensions of power 

components.  This multidimensional power measure is based on six sources for indicators 

of demographic data: (1) total population, and (2) urban population; for indicators of 

military data: (3) military personnel (armed force size), and (4) military expenditure; for 

economic indicators: (5) iron and steel production, and (6) energy consumption.  Singer, 

Bremer, and Stucky (1972) measured power capabilities by combining these six 

indicators with equal weight.47   Through this procedure of combining the six indicators, 

they created the Composite Index of National Capabilities (CINC)48 based on COW.   

                                                 
47Military capability is measured in terms of the amount of military expenditure and the size of 

armed forces.  Industrial capability is based on energy consumption and iron/steel production.  
Demographic capability include the size of the total population and that of urban population – the number 
of people living in cities of twenty thousands or larger.  For each of these six indicators, each major 
power’s share of the major powers’ subsystem is calculated.  The six indicators are always to yield the 
composite capability index.  National capability score is a relative measure. 

48CINC scores are produced by computing the power share on the basis of six indicators in equal 
weight.  The military dimension consists of military expenditures and personnel. After computing a 
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Political Similarities as a Measure of Satisfaction with the Status Quo 

According to Dahl (1971), a democracy is defined on the basis of three criteria: 

the availability of vote for most citizens; government power through free and fair 

elections, contested by two or more parties; and the executive being popularly elected 

and responsible to an elected legislature.  But the initial problem is how to operationalize 

and measure democracy.  One of the most popular measures of democracy is regime type 

(Jaggers and Gurr 1995), a summary measure of the political character of a regime.  

Similar to Dahl’s basic classification of democracy, regime type is computed on the 

basis of three characteristics of national governments: the competitiveness of political 

participation, the openness and competitiveness of executive recruitment, and the level 

of institutionalized constraints on the chief executive.   

 Polity IV data, which is updated based on Polity III, informs us to the distinctions 

between democratic and autocratic (authoritarian) governments.  Marshall et al. (2002, 

40) describes the new version of Polity data (Polity IV) saying that it increased “the 

accuracy and confidence of the data by reexamining the historical records and identifying 

and reporting the exact dates of policy changes.”  This updated Polity data allows 

scholars to extend their temporal domain of international conflict study.  According to the 

                                                                                                                                                 
nation’s shares of the world’s total military expenditure and personnel, and these proportions were summed 
and divided by two in order to obtain a military score.  By repeating the same procedure, economic and 
demographic scores are yielded.  Finally, a nation’s military, industrial, and demographic scores were 
summed and divided by three in order to produce a single composite score that indicates the nation’s power 
score.  Even though CINC is widely used in scholars, there has been an important criticism against the 
equally weighted CINC.  Moul (1989: 113) claims that weighting equally is to ignore the proper mixture 
for each major power over a long period of time.  He weights industrial development heavier after 1860, 
when energy consumption is added to the index and additional weight after 1880, when steel production is 
added.  Against this criticism, Stoll (1989) argues that the equal weighting of the three dimensions has been 
justified on two grounds: 1) it is the simplest scheme, and 2) there appears to be no compelling theoretical 
rationale to guide an alternative set of weights.  By following Stoll’s equal weighting of the three 
dimensions, this paper examines the robustness of the equal weighting used by Singer, Bremer, and Stucky 
(1972).         

 

 119



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

Polity IV data compilation, a state’s perfect score of democracy is 10 point and the lowest 

score is 0, while a state’s perfect score of autocracy is 10, and lowest score is also 0.   

Subtracting each country’s score on the autocracy scale from its score on the democracy 

scale gives us the country’s degree of being either a democracy or autocracy.  So, a 

country’s summary evaluation based on regime scores ranges from –10 (extreme 

autocracy) to 10 (extreme democracy).   

Most scholars have previously used a dichotomous measure of democracy or 

autocracy.49  The dichotomous measure of joint democracy equals 1 if the two states’ 

democracy scores were 6 or above and 0 otherwise (non-democracy or mixed democratic 

and non-democratic).  This joint democracy variable, which is identical to a variable 

named “coherent democracy” variable (Oneal and Ray 1997, 758), has been regarded as 

key variable in democratic peace theory.  I use this dichotomous measure, joint 

democracy, in this study.  However, one shortcoming of this variable is that it cannot 

explain other mixed dyads and other cases, such as pure non-democratic dyads (less than 

0 scores), or dyads with pure but low democratic scores (varying from 0 to 5) and mixed 

dyads (varying from -10 to +5).  However, this coding scheme focusing on relatively 

higher democratic scores (+6 or higher), which has been used in tests of democratic peace 

theories, cannot evaluate other states’ political behaviors sensitively.  In other words, it is 

not able to sensitively take account for the relationship in dyads composed of other lower 

democratic scores and international conflicts.  This coding scheme also cannot capture 

                                                 
49For example, if the sign of two countries’ summary evaluation is negative, the dyad is regarded 

as a non-democratic dyad.  Conversely, if the sign is positive, the dyad will be regarded as democratic 
dyad.  In addition, if the sign is mixed, one is positive and other is negative, and vice versa, the dyad will be 
labeled mixed dyad (democratic-nondemocratic dyad).  Previous studies adopting dichotomous measures of 
democracy tend to see dyads that have a positive sign as democratic dyads, and dyads that have negative 
and mixed signs as non-democratic dyads.   
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how a state’s political system change leads to different political behavior.  For this 

reason, I use the democracy-autocracy continuum in order to see how a state’s regime 

change results in changed in the political behavior of a state.   For example, if country 

A’s democratic score changes from –1 to 5, it is reasonable to regard the country as 

democratic state.  This change is expected to lead to a different outcome in terms of 

political behavior.  However, under that coding rule (democracy should have 6 or more), 

the state is still classified as autocratic state.  Furthermore, two states that have 

democratic scores of 5 are regarded as a non-democratic dyad if we apply that rule.  For 

this reason, I speculate that the use of a continuous measure of democracy-autocracy 

seems better than dichotomous measure.  We expect that differences of the domestic and 

political systems in dyads are expected to increase the probability of involvement in wars 

and fatal MIDs.   

 This argument about how the similarities of domestic political institutions 

impacts international conflict outcomes belongs theoretically to the political affinity 

model (Huth and Allee 2002).  According to the affinity model, domestic political 

institution can play a great role in influencing the state leaders who make foreign policy 

concerning whether the state is going to war or not.  More specifically, the political 

affinity model bases its theoretical framework on “common or divergent interests on 

fundamental issues of domestic and international security” (Huth and Allee 2002, 124).  

The affinity model implies that state leaders in two states that share common political 

institutions and ideologies are less likely to adopt different foreign policies; thus, they are 

less likely to experience military conflict.  On the basis of this theoretical reasoning, I 

expect that the two states with dissimilar political institutions are more likely than other 
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states to engage in military conflicts.  I apply the political affinity argument to the fatal 

militarized interstate disputes among all states and between middle and minor states.  I 

measure dissimilarity of political institutions between two states as the absolute regime 

differences between two states (REGIME DIFFERENCES or SATISFACTION 

DIFFERENCES) by subtracting state A’s regime score from state B’s, which ranges -10 

to +10.  In order to make the variable with positive values, I add 10 to these scores.  

Thus, the REGDIFF variable rages from 0 to 20.   

 

Conditional Variable of Political Satisfaction and Power Distribution 

In contrast to previous studies, I develop a measure of satisfaction (or 

dissatisfaction) with the status quo by combining power and regime type.  I assume that 

state behaviors are conditioned on different compositions of power and regime type in 

dyads.  These different compositions of power and regime type produce four different 

dyadic categories as I have shown in Table 2 of Chapter 2: satisfied dyads in terms of 

both power and regime (non-challenging dyads); dissatisfied dyads in terms of both 

power and regime (challenging dyads); mixed dyads with respect to either power or 

regime type, which are power satisfied but regime dissatisfied; and power dissatisfied but 

regime satisfied.  I consider a challenging dyad as one composed of different regime 

types and power parity, while a non-challenging dyad is one composed of power disparity 

and similar regime types between a dominant state and a major power.  I also consider a 

mixed dyad as one composed of either similar regimes type but power parity, or different 

regimes type but power disparity.   
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I expect states’ political behaviors to depend on the degree of satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction in terms of power parity as well as regime similarities between two states.  

First, satisfied dyads with respect to both power and regime indicate that two states have 

a similar regime type and power disparity.  These non-challenging dyads are satisfied 

with the status quo because they do not have the willingness to oppose the existing order 

because they are all democratic, and they do not have the opportunity to challenge the 

dominant state because they do not have enough power to challenge to it.  These states 

consider benefits from the existing international political and economic order and try to 

avoid being involved in war and disputes because there is little chance to win due to a 

relatively big power gap.  Thus, these dyads lead to peace or non-fatal MIDs.   

In order to know how power conditions (parity or disparity, power transition or no 

transition) affect the probability of violent interstate conflict, I use interaction terms 

capturing the conditional impact of power conditions and regime differences (satisfaction 

differences).  In the private good models, I generate an interaction term using power 

transition (a dichotomous variable) and regime differences (continuous variable).  In the 

public good model, I generate an interaction term using power disparity and regime 

differences (satisfaction differences).  It equals 1 if two states have similar regime and 

power disparity and 0 otherwise.  In general, the probability of violent interstate conflict 

is conditioned by power conditions and the political institutional similarities between two 

states.  The probability of international conflicts is a function of the power distribution 

and domestic political system among states.  The probability of the onsets major wars and 

fatal MIDs depends upon the degree of similarity of regime type and of relative power 

ratio in dyads.   
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Economic Similarities as a Measure of Satisfaction with Status Quo 

Whether two states are economically interdependent is an important condition to 

account for the observation that they seldom fight each other.  These so called “liberal 

peace” arguments have their origin in Kantian philosophy (i.e. Perpetual Peace) and state 

that trade helps maintain peaceful relationships between nations (Doyle 1986).  Free trade 

gives nations the opportunity to accumulate wealth, but war forfeits those gains.  Thus, 

the commercial liberal's position posits that higher levels of trade discourage war.  

Economic interdependence through international trade functions has a constraining effect 

on international conflicts.  This position is consistent with the view of those who "believe 

that the mutual benefits of trade and the expanding web of interdependence among 

national economies tend to foster cooperative relations" (Gilpin 1987, 56-57). 

 Economic interdependence among states is considered as a proxy measure of 

economic similarity.  Economic interdependence can be regarded as an aggregating 

economic interaction among states because international economic transactions through 

international trade reflect various factors (e.g. economic, military, and political relations, 

which include domestic economic conditions, economic policies, degree of economic 

integration, liberalization, openness, military alliance, and political regime).  Thus, 

economic interdependence between states facilitates bilateral economic transactions, 

which produces economic ties.  These economic ties between two countries, through 

trade, lead to the maintenance of peace because breaking economic ties results in high 

costs for both countries.50  Both countries do not make a decision to break that economic 

                                                 
50 There is a voluminous amount of empirical research on liberal peace (Polachek 1978, 1980; 

Gasiorowski and Polachek 1982; Gasiorowski 1986; Pollin 1989; Domke 1988; Benoit 1996; Oneal et al. 
1996; Oneal and Russett 1997; Oneal and Russett 1999a, 1999b; Russett, Oneal, and Davis 1998; Bliss and 
Russett 1999; Russett and Oneal 2001; Papayoanou 1997; Polachek 1997; Bussmann and Schnieder 2007). 
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tie when costs exceed benefits.  This cost-benefit explanation for maintaining peace 

between them is appealing to international conflict scholars.   

It has been generally accepted that economic interdependence contributes to 

world peace.  Barbieri (1996), however, argues that economic interdependence results in 

international conflicts.  The main reason for this divergent conclusion stems from the use 

of a different measure of interdependence.51  Thus, the measure of economic 

interdependence is critically important because different measure of interdependence 

leads to different results and conclusions.  Hegre (2000) rightly assesses the two different 

measures for economic interdependence used separately by Barbieri (1996) and Oneal 

and Russett (1997).  According to Hegre (2000, 11), the major differences between these 

authors’ measures and findings stem from whether or not they consider the size of the 

economy.  Specifically, Barbieri’s measure, “the dyadic trade flow (imports and exports) 

between two states relative to total trade” did not consider the size of economies between 

trading partners, while Oneal and Russett’s (1997) measure, “the dyadic trade flow 

relative GDP” did it.   

In order to assess the effect of economic interdependence between two states on 

the onset of violent interstate conflict, I use Oneal and Russett’s measure, the ratio of 

bilateral international trade to the state’s GDP.  This measure reflects the relative portion 

of bilateral trade concentration to the state’s economic size (the ratio of trade to GDP).  I 

                                                 
51Barbieri (1996) suggested trade share equals dyadic tradeij / total tradei.  She measured it as 

country i and j’s proportion of dyadic trade (both imports and exports flows) over i’ total trade or j’s total 
trade for each state with its trading partner.  De Vris (1990) measured economic interdependence by 
dividing the sum of total imports and exports between nation i and j by total trade.  Polachek (1978) 
measured relative trade volume, by dividing a country’s average yearly trade volume by GDP of a specific 
year, while Domke (1988) measured it as a ratio of exports to gross national product.  In a different way, 
Mansfield (1994) used the ratio of trade to GDP in order to operationalize the effect of trade on the 
likelihood of war at the system level of analysis for the years 1850 through 1965.   
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generate a continuous measure of economic similarities by following Oneal and Russett 

(1997, 275; 1999, 428).  First of all, I construct a state’s economic dependence on other 

state, DEPENDi,t and DEPENDj,t by using the ratio of bilateral international trade to 

their GDP.  A state i’s dependence on trade with its partner j in year t is:  

DEPENDi, t = (Exports and Imports between i and j in a year) / GDPi,t                

By the same calculation, a state j’s dependence on trade with i in a year is:  

DEPENDj, t = (Exports and Imports between i and j in a year) / GDPj,t  

Oneal and Russett (1997) suggest several measures economic interdependence, such as 

lower or higher bilateral trade-to-GDP ratio in dyad, higher change in bilateral trade-to-

GDP ratio, and lower total trade-to-GDP ratio.  Among these measures, I use lower and 

higher bilateral trade-to-GDP.52  This means that the degree of trade interdependence 

between two states can be measured as a state’s economic dependence on its trading 

partner.   

I follow the logic of the “weak-link assumption,” which argues that the likelihood 

of dyadic conflict depends on the less-economically dependent state in the dyad, 

according to Oneal and Russett (1997) and Oneal and Ray (1997). This argument 

suggests that the probability of a militarized interstate dispute is a function of the 

continuous change of the ratio of exports to GDP.  It is usually accepted that a country 

exporting less to counter state is freer to use force than the country exporting more 

because war costs for the former are less than the former in case of losing the war.  Thus I 

                                                 
52Economic interdependence has been operationalized in a variety of ways in the literature 

(Barbieri and Peters 2003; Gartzke and Li 2003); Oneal and Russett 2003). Each operationalization has its 
strengths and weaknesses.  The bilateral trade-to-GDP seems better measure of economic interdependence 
than others because it “captures the broad connectedness the two states in a dyad have with the world 
market” (Kim and Rousseau 2005, 530). The measure also reflects the concepts of public goods provided 
by the dominant state, as a measure of member states’ satisfaction with the international order.          
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expect that if a nation enjoys prosperity through exports, this reduces its probability of 

any dispute, and conversely, a nation less economically interdependent would be more 

likely to be involved in disputes.   

By following Oneal and Russett’s (1997, 275-276; 1999, 428) and Oneal, Russett, 

and Berbaum’s (2003, 377) variable generating method, I construct two variables: 

DEPENDL,t and  DEPENDH,t,  The construction of these variables are based on the “weak 

link” assumption” that the less-constrained state has the greater influence on the 

likelihood of dyadic conflict.  

DEPENDL = Min (Dyadic Tradeij /GDPi, Dyadic Tradeij/GDPj      

DEPENDH = Max (Dyadic Tradeij /GDPi, Dyadic Tradeij/GDPj 

Thus, an economically less dependent state (DEPENDL,t) has “greater freedom to initiate 

conflict because its economic costs would be less” (Oneal and Russett 1997, 276), while 

economically more dependent state (DEPENDH) have less freedom to do because its 

economic costs would be more.  As I mentioned in theory chapter, in relation to 

economic interdependence among states, the function of economic satisfaction with the 

status quo needs to be addressed.  Papayoanou (1997) argues that balancing policies 

through extensive economic ties in the great power system between status quo powers are 

conducive to peace in the international system.  These economic ties influence, not only 

the strategies of status quo powers, but also those of aspiring revisionist powers.  In other 

words, if there are no economic ties between status quo powers and aspiring revisionist 

powers, there is a great likelihood of aggression by the latter.  This implies that the 

aspiring revisionist power’s decision over war is dependent upon economic 

interdependence as a means of balance of power policies.  This argument implies that if 
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aspiring revisionist powers are economically interdependent with status quo powers, the 

likelihood of aggression would be greatly reduced.   

In order to test whether economic similarities affect the onset of violent interstate 

conflict, I use bilateral trade relative to GDP datasets collected by Oneal and Russett 

(1997) that were uploaded in the EUGene data management program (Bennett and Scott 

2000). 

 

Control Variables 

In order to demonstrate that the relationship between the political and economic 

similarities and engagement in violent interstate conflict is not spurious, I conduct the 

quantitative analysis with three control variables.  First, I control for military alliance 

between two states.  Although I have argued about the inconsistency and unreliability of 

the measures of similarities of military alliance portfolios between a member state and 

the dominant state in Chapter 2, military alliances, in general, are less likely than non-

allies to engage in violent interstate conflicts.  In chapter 2, I did not argue about the 

reducing effect of an alliance on conflicts but its relevance as a measure of satisfaction 

because of its inconsistency and unreliability.  An alliance indicates a diplomatic 

commitment to common interests (Farber and Gowa 1995), which is closely related to 

economic interdependence (similarity) and having similar political systems.  If two states 

are politically similar, they are more likely to ally with each other; and so this 

relationship between the political and economic similarities of the two states and the 

absence of international conflict may be spurious.  Thus, it is important to control for the 
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effects of military alliance in order to investigate the effects of direct political similarity 

(Werner 2000).  

Allies in dyads are less likely than non-allies in dyads to engage in violent 

interstate conflicts with each other because two allied states share common security 

interests and other economic and political interests.  Most studies treat alliance variables 

as dummy variables (e.g. allied or non-allied dyads).  In a realist argument, a shared 

alliance resulting from common interests has been one of the important determinants of 

state behavior before and after two nations go to war.  I control for the influence of 

military alliances using a dummy variable (ALLIANCE) that is coded as 1 if two states 

of a dyad are militarily allied through a mutual defense pact, a neutrality pact, or an 

entente and coded it as 0 otherwise.  

The source of data comes from COW data sets.  According to Gibler and Sarkees 

(2004), the Correlates of War Formal Alliance dataset have been assembled on the basis 

of three coding criteria.  First, each formal alliance has been formed between at least two 

interstate system members.  Second, the alliance should be one of three types of defense 

pacts:  neutrality,  non-aggression treaty, or entente agreement.  Third, the effective dates 

of alliance such as start and end dates should be identified.      

 Also, this analysis controls for geographic proximity between states.  Geographic 

proximity facilitates military interactions and also increases bilateral trade between two 

contiguous states. Thus, it is necessary to control for this variable.  The Correlates of War 

Colonial/Dependency Contiguity data provide information on geographic distance 

between states.  COW data identifies all contiguity relationships between states in the 

international system from 1816 through 2002 which involve colonies or dependencies.  
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This dataset classifies four types of direct state-to-state contiguity: contiguous by land, or 

separately by 12, 24, and 150 miles or less of water. The dataset provides important 

information on the beginning year and final year of the contiguity relationship as well as 

contiguity type depending on distance.53  In order to examine whether two contiguous 

states are prone to violent interstate conflict, I generate a dichotomous variable 

(CONTIGUITY) that indicates directly or indirectly contiguous through dependencies, 

either sharing a land border or separated by less than 150 miles of water.  I coded this as a 

1 if the two states are geographically proximate and 0 otherwise.  I expect that the 

probability of fatal MIDs between two states is positively related with geographical 

proximity. 

Third, I include major power status as a control variable in this model.  This 

factor is identified by the Correlates of War project on the basis of a state’s strength of 

power capabilities in international system.  A major power has the power capabilities to 

interact with a large proportion of the states in the international system.  Therefore, it is 

expected to project more influence upon the propensity for international conflicts than 

other minor states.  Thus, if a dyad includes a major power, the dyad is more likely to 

engage in conflict.  Furthermore, if two major powers are included in a dyad, the dyad is 

defined as a “high-relevance dyad” (Hegre 2000: 14).  I generate a dummy variable, 

MAJORPOWER, coded 1 if a dyad includes at least one major power and 0 otherwise.    

                                                 
53In addition to major power status, this contiguity is one of the criteria judging whether or not the 

dyad is “politically relevant.”  The dyad existing at least major power in both sides or geographic 
contiguity has been regarded as “a politically relevant dyad” in most empirical studies of interstate 
disputes.   
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Methodology   

Unit of analysis 

The unit of analysis in this study is the dyadic year ranging from 1816 to 2002.  In 

the private goods model of violent interstate conflict, the unit of analysis is a dyadic year 

including the dominant state and major power because this model deals with only major 

power and the dominant powers.  However, in the public goods model of violent 

interstate conflict, the unit of analysis is yearly dyads composed of all members including 

the dominant state, major, middle, and minor states in international system.  As long as 

this study mainly focuses on international political interactions among states, dyadic 

analysis is a more appropriate method than monadic analysis.  Both models of private and 

public goods cover the time period from 1816 to 2002.  

 

Statistical Method Issues 

In explaining the relationship between power distribution and satisfaction with the 

status quo and the onset of violent interstate conflict, the dependent variables are 

dichotomous variables including: war or no-war; fatal MIDs or no-fatal MIDs in the 

private goods model of violent interstate conflict; and fatal MIDs or no-fatal MIDs in the 

public goods model.  Because the analyses utilize dichotomous dependent variables, 

using a Ordinary Least Square (OLS) statistical method is inappropriate (Hanushek and 

Jackson 1977).  For this reason, I test my arguments about power transition theory using 

multivariate analysis with logistic regression techniques as used in many leading studies 

on the liberal peace (Oneal and Russett 1997; Bremer 1992; De Vries 1990; Maoz and 

Russett 1993).  A logistic regression analysis measures a probabilistic relationship 
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between the variables, which is different from the absolute and deterministic relationship 

generated in formal models.  This statistical method allows for analysis of the 

relationship between independent variables such as power parity, regime type, and 

economic interdependence and the dependent variables in the study, major wars between 

major powers, and fatal MIDs for all member states.  . 

The data in my analyses are also time-series and cross-sectional data. These data 

may suffer from temporal autocorrelation because the likelihood of a dyad being engaged 

in a violent interstate conflict in a given year ought to be significantly related to whether 

there was a conflict in the previous year due to expansion of conflict.  Ignoring temporal 

dependence can lead to incorrect estimates of standard errors (Beck, Katz, and Tucker 

1998).  According to Morrow, Siverson, and Tabares (1998, 655), the analyses of binary 

time-series cross-sectional (BTSCS) data present “a variety of statistical problems for 

estimation.”  The error terms without controlling for temporal dependence are in 

inaccurate estimates of the standard errors of the estimated coefficients.  Thus, Beck, 

Katz, and Tucker (1998) pointed out those existing empirical analyses of BTSCS data 

have failed to account for temporal dependence among observations of the dependent 

variable.  They provide a simple solution to the problem.  According to them, in order to 

test for and account for duration dependence, the statistical models should include a 

series of dummy variables that represent the length of time that the dependent variable 

did not occur.  For example, researchers examining the onset of war with BTSCS data 

should include a series of dummy variables that represent the length or duration of peace.  

In more details, Clark and Hart (1998) claim that the role of these dummy variables is to 
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capture the change in the hazard rate resulting from temporal dependence among 

observations on the dependent variable.   

Following Beck, Katz, and Tucker’s (1998) suggestion for solutions to these 

problems, recently a number of researchers have attempted to develop their statistical 

models with BTSCS by making a correction for the temporal dependence problem.54  

Among them, Bennett and Stam (2000) propose several correction methods, including the 

use of robust standard errors accounting for dyadic clustering, incorporating counter 

variables for “peace years,” as well as the derivation of spline variables.  Oneal and 

Russett (1999) analyzes a relationship between economic interdependence and disputes 

with BTSCS data and correct for temporal dependence by including the three variables 

PEACEYRS1-PEACEYRS3; also, they correct for an autoregressive process of the first 

order (AR1) using the general estimating equation (GEE) approach, following the Beck, 

Katz, and Tucker (1998) suggestion.  Similarly, I follow this method in order to correct 

for temporal dependence by including peaceyears and three spline variables.    

 Finally, previous studies that analyze international conflict have paid little 

attention to the interactive effects of the international distribution of power, political and 

economic similarities, and other confounding control variables.  This negligence leads to 

partial explanations on the causes of international conflicts, thus encountering significant 

theoretical and empirical limitations.  In order to solve these problems, it is necessary to 

consider the conditional effects of power as well as the economic and political 

similarities on international conflict.  Thus, this research pursues a comprehensive 

                                                 
54A number of researchers have developed correction methods for temporal dependence and 

applied to their models.  Important correction methods for temporal dependence include cubic spline 
smoothing variables (Bennet and Stam 2000; Cox and Drury 2006; Gartzke, Li, and Boehmer 2001), 
General Estimating Equation (GEE) (Oneal and Russett 1999; Lektzian and Souva 2003; Souva 2004), and 
event history model (Lektzian ansd Souva 2001).    
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analysis of international conflict by looking closely at both international and domestic 

factors causing international conflict.      

 

Conclusion 

  This study extends previous power transition studies (Houweling and Siccama 

1988; de Soysa, Oneal, and Park 1997; Oneal, de Soysa, and Park 1998) by applying the 

institutional theory of the democratic peace.  One of the main concerns in this study is to 

examine the conditional relationship between power parity (transition) and satisfaction 

and violent interstate conflict and to extend a spatial domain of the power transition 

theory by including all member states of the international system to a period covering 

1816 to 2002.     

I establish two theoretical models of violent interstate conflicts: a private goods 

model of violent interstate conflict and a public goods model of fatal Militarized 

Interstate Disputes.  These two models of international conflict will be tested in three 

separate procedures depending upon different dependent variables (wars or fatal 

Militarized Interstate Disputes) and upon power status (major powers or minor and 

middle powers).  First, the private goods model of major wars and Fatal MIDs will be 

tested for only the dominant state-major power dyads and major power-major power 

dyads in order to replicate power transition theory.  Second, the public goods model of 

fatal MIDs will be tested by including all member states.  Third, I test the other public 

goods models including middle and minor states.        

The first and second tests allow us to compare major powers’ political behaviors 

between when they fight major wars and fatal MIDs as a lower level of disputes.  In 
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addition, the first and the second, and the second and the third tests will inform us about 

the differential impact of political behaviors upon fatal MIDs between all member states, 

and gives some comparison of conflict behaviors between all member states and minor 

states.  By doing so, this study explores whether or not major powers are more prone 

than minor powers to get involved in violent interstate disputes.  However, the most 

important concern is to see how domestic political and economic similarities among 

states or between a member state and the dominant state contribute to maintaining the 

hierarchically structured international system by promoting international peace.     
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Table 4-1 Introduction of Dependent, Independent, and Control Variables 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Variables   Description 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Dependent Variables 
Major War   Coded 1 if major powers are engaged in major wars,  

0 otherwise 
FatalMID Coded 1 if a fatal MID results in at least 1 battle death, 0 

otherwise   
Independent Variables 
Joint Democracy  Coded 1 if both states have 6 or higher democratic scores,  
(Joint Satisfaction) 0 otherwise   
Regime Differences Absolute values of democratic scores between two states  
(Satisfaction Differences) (A’s regime score – B’s regime score): continuous measure  
ln(Power Ratio) COW capability ratio of a stronger state’s capabilities to a 

weaker state’s capabilities: continuous measure  
Power Transition Power overtaking between two states.  Coded 1 if one state 

overtakes other state in a dyad 
Joint Power Parity Coded 1 if the power ratio between two states ranges from 

1.0 to 1.2, 0 otherwise 
Joint Power Disparity Coded 1 if the power ratio between two states is larger than 

1.2, 0 otherwise 
 
Depend(Low) Lower bilateral trade-to-GDP ratio in dyad 
Depend(High) Higher bilateral trade-to-GDP ratio in dyad      
  
Control Variables 
Peace years Duration of peace year since the last event 
Major Power Status Coded 1 if a dyad has at least one major power in each side, 

0 otherwise 
Alliance   Coded 1 if two states are militarily allied, 0 otherwise     
Contiguity   Coded 1 if two states are contiguous by land and water, 0  
    otherwise 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA ANALYSIS: THE PRIVATE GOODS MODEL OF VIOLENT 
INTERSTATE CONFLICT 

The test of the private goods model examines the effect of satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with the status quo and power transition on the violent interstates conflict.  

Using logistic regression analyses for the time period of 1820 to 2002, these models 

analyze conflict behaviors of major powers against the dominant state under the 

conditions of power transition and political regime differences.  This test allows us to 

examine the original power transition argument that the probability of the onset of major 

war is high when a dissatisfied challenger exceeds the power capability of the dominant 

state.  I examine, not only the effect of power transitions or overtaking between major 

powers and the dominant state on the onset of major wars, but also the effect of 

dissatisfaction with the status quo by major powers.   

In these tests of the private good model of violent interstate conflict, I examine 

whether the dominant state provides its key supporters (members of winning coalition) 

with private goods, the absence of major wars between them, in order to maintain the 

international system.  This question is important because the provision of private goods 

plays a great role in preventing a major power from experiencing increased 

dissatisfaction with the status quo.  It is expected that the probability of major wars 

between a major power and the dominant state increases when they experience power 

transition (overtaking).  In addition, it is expected that the probability of the onset of 

major war is high when a major power is dissatisfied with the status quo.    

Table 5-1 provides useful descriptive statistics on the dependent, independent, and 

control variables for the dominant state and other major powers.  As shown in Table 5-1, 
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I generate power distribution related independent variables, such as Power Disparity and 

Power Transition, and Power Ratio, and also democratic institution related variables 

relating to measures of satisfaction, such as Joint Satisfaction and Satisfaction Difference.  

Using regime scores, power transition, and power disparity, I analyze the effects of these 

factors on the onset of major war in order to test power transition theory under the 

condition of political institutional factors.  In this section of the dissertation, I am mainly 

concerned about the effects of two conditions: power distribution and democratic 

institutions between the dominant state and a major power.  In order for all models to be 

effective and non-spurious, I include four control variables including military alliance, 

geographic contiguity, presence or absence of a major power in a dyad, and the distance 

between two states.   

In order to investigate which factors influence major powers’ involvement in 

major wars and fatal MIDs, I use a logistic regression because the dependent variables 

are dichotomous (e.g. “war” or “nor war” and “fatal dispute” or “no fatal dispute”).  A 

full model of major wars and fatal MIDs between the dominant state and a major power 

is as follows: 

A. Logistic Regression Model of Main Effect Models of Major War and fatal  
MIDs (Equation 1) 
 

=β0 + β1*(Regime Differences) + β2*(Power Transition) + β3*(Alliance)  
  + β4*(Contiguity) + β5*(Peace Years) 

 
 
 B. Logistic Regression Models of Interaction Effect Model of Major War and  
      fatal MIDs (Equation 2) 
 

A Logistic Regression Model of Major Wars (and Fatal MID)   
= β0 + β1*(Regime Differences) + β2*(Power Transition) + β3*(Power Transition  
*Regime Differences) + β4*(Alliance) + β5*(Contiguity) + β6*(Peace Years) 
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I begin with a model of major wars between the dominant state and a major 

power.  I account for the onset of a major war for a pairing of the dominant state and a 

major power for the purpose of testing Organski’s (1958) original power transition 

theory.  This model helps address how a dominant state and other major powers interact 

under the relative power capabilities and the degree of satisfaction with the status quo.  

Their influences are estimated controlling for duration of peace years, military alliances, 

and the existence of shared border (either directly by land and water).   

The results of the model estimates for major wars and Fatal MIDs between the 

dominant state and a major power are reported in Table 5-2.  The first model of major 

war includes Regime Differences (satisfaction differences), Power Transition, Alliance, 

Contiguity, and Peace Years.  However, the coefficient and standard error of Alliance are 

omitted from the model because of collinearity problems.  Model 1 in Table 5-2 shows 

the results for the analysis of major wars between the dominant state and major powers.  

The power transition variable is positively significant indicating that when the dominant 

state and a major power experience power overtaking, they are more likely to engage in 

major wars.  This finding suggests that the large gap between the dominant state and a 

major power lowers the incidence of major wars.  This finding supports the original 

power transition theory developed by Organski (1958) and his subsequent study with his 

colleague (Organski and Kugler, 1980).  In addition to the explanatory power of the 

power transition variables in this model, the liberal variable (a large regime difference 

between the dominant state and major power) has a positive impact on the likelihood of 

the onset of major war.  These statistical results support both the original power transition 

theory and democratic peace theory.  Power transition theory posits that when a major 
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power and the dominant state experience power transition, the probability of the onset of 

major war is most likely.  Democratic peace theory argues that two democracies rarely 

fight against each other.   

In this model in Table 5-2, I include three control variables in order to get more 

precise results.  The Contiguity variable is not statistically significant in this model.  This 

suggests that geographical proximity does not exert significant influence because both 

major power and the dominant state have sufficient capability to transport their military 

material to attack other powers.  Thus, geographical distance is not important factor 

influencing the onset of major wars.  The duration of peace since the last major war is 

negatively significant.  This indicates that as a period of peace lasts, the probability that 

two states will engage in major war decreases.   

Next, I analyze the interaction effects of satisfaction differences and power 

conditions on the onset of Fatal MIDs in Model 2 of Table 5-2.  The effect of power 

transition on Fatal MIDs between the dominant state and major power is statistically 

insignificant.  This result is different from Model 1, which analyzes the major wars.  This 

finding implies that power transition is a more influential factor for the onset of major 

war than the onset of a Fatal MID (a lower level of conflict). This means that the 

dominant state and a major power are more likely to be engaged in major wars if they 

experience power overtaking.  The results imply that the dominant state and major power 

are less concerned with a relatively lower level of conflict because they are concerned 

with remaining in the strongest position in the international system.   

The effect of regime difference has a positively significant impact on the 

probability of a Fatal MID.  This variable performs well for predicting the onset of a 
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lower level conflict as well as for predicting the onset of a major war.  These findings 

suggest that a major power dissatisfied with the status quo and the dominant state are 

more likely than satisfied dyads to be involved in fatal MIDs.  These results imply that if 

a major power is satisfied with the international status quo the dominant state created, the 

major power does not challenge the dominant state because of a lack of willingness.  In 

addition, if they are militarily tied, these states are less likely to engage in a Fatal MID.  

The results in Models 1 and 2 of Table 5-2 imply that the power transition variable has a 

less influential impact than satisfaction differences on both the onset of Fatal MID and 

the likelihood of a major war.     

The upshot of the analysis in this section is the examination of which conditions 

of power and satisfaction make the dominant state and a major power less or more likely 

to engage in major war.  In these models, I include the constitutive variables used to 

produce the interaction terms, following a suggestion by Brambor, Clark, and Golder 

(2006, 64) that researchers “should include all constitutive terms in their interaction 

model specifications.”  These authors also find that “the constitutive term X in interaction 

model must not be interpreted as the average effect of a change in X on Y as it can in a 

linear-additive regression model because the coefficient on X only capture the effects of 

X on Y when Z is zero” (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006, 72).   

In the private goods model, which tests a relationship between power condition 

and the probability of major war, one interaction term in Equation 2 shown in Chapter 3 

is required to test the hypothesis that the probability of a major war between a major 

power and the dominant state increases when they experience power transition and that 

this is conditional on the degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.  
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This hypothesis indicates that power transition will have an increasing effect on the 

probability of the onset of major war when major powers are dissatisfied with the status 

quo.  The effect of power transition on the probability of the onset of major war between 

the dominant state and major powers is conditional on the degree of satisfaction with the 

status quo by major powers (Friedrich, 1982).  Put differently, the dominant state and a 

major power are more likely to engage in major war when these two states experience 

power overtaking and they are dissatisfied with the international status quo (versus other 

power and regime conditions).  This finding generally supports the Hypothesis 1. 

However, these results are unexpected because the coefficient on the interaction term 

(power transition*regime differences) is negative.55   

By following the suggestions on interpretation (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006; 

Friedrich 1982), I interpret these statistical results as follows.  The results are presented in 

Table 5-3.  In Model 1 and Model 2, the coefficients on the two constitutive variables of 

power transition and regime differences are positively significant.  The interactive terms 

(power transition *regime differences (satisfaction differences) in Models 1 and 2 are 

negatively significant.  These results indicate that the dyads experiencing power 

transition between the dominant state and major powers have a significant increasing 

effect on both the onset of major war and fatal MIDs when there are a few regime 

differences between them (the coefficient of the power transition variable is positive).  

From the statistical results of Models 1 and 2, we can see that the coefficient on Power 
                                                 

55 According to Norton, Wang, and Ai (2004, 156), the sign of the coefficient of interaction term 
does not necessarily indicate the sign of the interaction effect. Their base their claims on four reasons: one, 
the interaction effect could be nonzero, even the coefficient is zero; two, the statistical significance of the 
interaction effect cannot be tested with a simple t test on the coefficient of the interaction term; three, the 
interaction effect is conditional, unlike the interaction effect in linear models; and four, because there are 
two additive terms, each of which can be positive or negative, the interaction effect may have different 
signs for different covariates.       
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Transition*Regime Differences is negative.  These two results indicate that the increasing 

effect of power transition on the onset of major war and fatal MIDs declines as the 

regime differences increase because the coefficient of the power transition variable 

should be positive.  This result predicts that this increasing effect of the power transition 

coefficient should become weaker when the regime score differences are increasing.  Put 

differently, the increasing effect of power transition should become stronger as the 

regime score differences decrease.   

According to Brambor, Clark, and Golder (2006, 75), there is no way to know 

what the impact of power transition is when the regime differences are greater than zero.  

Thus, they graphically show how the marginal effect of power transition changes across 

the observed range of regime differences.  The solid lines in Figures 1 and 2 indicate that 

the marginal effect of power transition changes with the regime score differences.  The 

95% confidence intervals around the line allow us to determine the conditions under 

which power transition have a statistically significant effect on both the onset of major 

wars ad fatal MIDs.  The power transitions have a statistically significant effect whenever 

the upper and lower bounds of the confidence intervals are both above and below the zero 

line.  It is obvious that power transitions have a strong increasing effect on the onset of 

major war and fatal MIDs when regime differences decrease.  As seen in Figures 1 and 2, 

when regime score differences range from 0 to 12, the effects of power transition on the 

onset of major war significantly increase the probability of the onset of war.  Once there 

are more than 12 regime differences, power transition no longer has a significant and 

increasing impact on the onset of major war.     
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In general, these findings indicate support the hypothesis in the sense that the 

probability of major war between a major power and the dominant state increases when 

they experience power transition and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s 

dissatisfaction with the status quo.  A dyadic analysis between the dominant state and its 

strong member states (major powers) in the international system between 1816 and 2002 

reveals support for the hypotheses. However, although the results support Hypothesis 1, 

this is unexpected because the effects of the power transition variables on the onset of 

major war between the dominant state and major powers should theoretically increase 

when regime score differences increase.   

Once there are more than 12 regime score differences, the power transition 

variables no longer have a significant impact in increasing the probability of the onset of 

major war and fatal MIDs.  This suggests that if the regime score difference is 

sufficiently high, then the marginal effect of power transition may stop being negative 

and become positive.  I am concerned about the unexpected sign on the coefficient of 

these interaction terms (Power Transition*Regime Differences).  The effect of power 

transition on the onset of major war is statistically significant only when the regime 

differences are changing within relatively large range of 0 to 12.   

The regime differences variable is produced on the basis of calculation by 

subtracting a state’s democratic score from the other state’s score.  The democratic scores 

are ranging from -10 to +10 (21 point scale), which changed to 0 to 20 by adding 10 

points.  Thus, the range of 12 may contain a lot of coherent cases (i.e. democratic-

democratic dyads or autocratic-autocratic dyads) and some mixed cases.  For examples, if 

state A has democratic score 4 and state B has -4, the absolute value of the regime 
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difference between state A and B is 8.  If state C has democratic score 12 and state D has 

20, the regime difference between state C and D is also 8.  Although democratic score is 

same between two dyads, each group’s domestic political system is different because 

state A and B have different political system (democratic-autocratic) while state C and D 

have similar political system (democratic-democratic).  Though two states’ regime scores 

are different, domestic political system can be similar or dissimilar.  If this reason is the 

case, regime differences variable has reductive effect on the power transition variable.  

Thus, although the regime score is the same in both cases, the effect will be different, 

according to democratic peace theory.  If dyads contain a lot of coherent cases (demo-

demo or auto-auto) rather than mixed cases, it is possible that, although regime 

differences are large but ranging from 0 to 12, the effect of regime differences may 

negatively impact the probability of the onset of major war and fatal MIDs.    

In addition to several analyses on the statistical effect of power transition and 

democracy on the onset of war and fatal MIDs, I assess the substantive effect of these 

variables. The substantive effects of Models 1 and 2 are presented in Table 5-4.  The 

substantive effect in Model 1 of increasing power transition by a one unit (one statistical 

derivative) change in regime score differences is an increase in the probability of the 

onset of war between the dominant state and a major power by 1.81 percent.  Also, the 

substantive effect in Model 2 of increasing power transition by one unit against the 

regime score difference is an increase in the probability of the onset of fatal MIDs by 6.5 

percent.56  In the Model 1 in Table 5-4, if the regime score differences are relatively large 

                                                 
56 I calculate the marginal effect of each independent variable on the probability of the onset of 

major war and fatal dispute by holding them at their mean value.  In order to calculate the predicted 
probability changes, I set all other values at their mean value.  For these values, I used the Stata program 
“prchange” after running the logistic regression of the model.   
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(more than 12), the marginal effect of power transition is insignificant.  In contrast to the 

arguments discussed earlier from the extant power transition research, I find that the 

effect of power transition is conditional on the regime differences between the dominant 

state and major powers.   

Next, I examine the effects of power conditions and regime differences on two 

dependent variables: the onset of major wars and Fatal MIDs among major powers. 

  A full model of major wars between major powers is as follows:  

 A Logistic Regression Model of Major Wars (and Fatal MID)   
  
= β0 + β1*(Regime Differences) + β2*(Power Disparity) 
+ β3*(Power Disparity *Regime Differences) + β4*(Alliance) + β5*(Contiguity) 
 + β6*(Peace Years) 
 

Table 5-5 shows important descriptive statistics for the private goods model 

including two dependent variables, independent variables, and control variables.  These 

descriptive statistics are similar to the ones in Table 5-2 for the dominant state and a 

major power.   

In Models 1 and 2 of Table 5-6, I analyze major powers’ conflict behavior with 

key independent variables and several control variables.  From Model 1, examining the 

effect of power disparity and regime differences on violent interstate conflict, the 

coefficient on power disparity is negatively significant.  This indicates that power 

disparity decreases the probability of the onset of major wars among major powers.  

However, the coefficient on regime differences is negatively insignificant.  Model 2 of 

the additive and independent model also shows that a satisfaction difference does not 

affect the probability of whether major powers are engaged in Fatal MIDs.  This finding 
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is sharply different from the findings from Models 1 and 2 of Table 5-2 that examine the 

effects of power transition and regime differences on the onset of major wars and fatal 

MIDs between the dominant state and major powers.  These different results suggest that 

power transition and regime differences have a greater impact on the onset of major war 

and fatal MIDs between the dominant state and major powers than among purely major 

powers.  One major finding in Models 1 and 2 of Table 5-5 is that only the dyads 

experiencing power transition are more likely than other dyads to engage in major wars. 

Among the three control variables included in this table, Peace Years has a 

significantly large impact on deterring both major wars and fatal MIDs.  In both Models, 

only the military ties between major powers variable exerts a strong effect of decreasing 

the probability of Fatal MIDs onset, yet it does not have a significant effect upon the 

onset of major wars between major powers.   

Next, I examine the interaction effects of power disparity and regime differences 

between major powers.  In the private goods model testing a relationship between power 

disparity between major powers and the probability of major war, I include one 

interaction term in two models of major war and fatal MIDs.  These analyses test 

Hypothesis 2 and 2-1: the probability of the onset of major wars (Hypothesis 2) and fatal 

MIDs (Hypothesis 2-1) between major powers decreases when they have power disparity 

and it is conditional on the degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo. 

These two hypotheses indicate that the power disparity will have a decreasing effect on 

the probability of the onset of major war when major powers are dissatisfied with the 

status quo.  The results are presented in Table 5-7.  In Model 1, the interaction term of 

Power Disparity*Regime Differences is not statistically significant, although the 
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coefficient on Power Disparity is negatively significant.  The result (p > 1.3) seems not to 

support Hypothesis 2.  However, Model 2 of fatal MIDs among major powers shows that 

the interaction term is positively significant (p < .012), thus this result support Hypothesis 

2-1.  If we follow Bromber, Clark, and Golder’s (2006) interpretational suggestion, the 

interactive terms (Power Disparity*regime differences (satisfaction differences)) is 

interpreted by saying that the power disparity between major powers has a strong 

reductive effect on the probability of the onset of fatal MIDs when they have similar 

regime types.  From the statistical results of the Model 2 in Table 5-6, the coefficient on 

Power Disparity*Regime Differences is positive.  This result indicates that the reductive 

effect of power disparity on the onset of fatal MIDs declines as the regime differences 

increase because the coefficient of the power disparity variable should be negative.  This 

result predicts that this decreasing effect of the power disparity should become weaker as 

the regime score differences are increasing.      

Brambor, Clark, and Golder (2006, 75) suggests that there is no way to know 

what the impact of power disparity is when the regime differences coefficient is greater 

than zero.  Thus, they graphically show how the marginal effect of the main variable 

changes across the observed range of the moderating variable.  The solid lines in Figure 3 

and Figure 4 indicate that the marginal effect of power disparity changes with the regime 

score differences.  The 95% confidence intervals around the line allow us to determine 

the conditions under which power disparity has a statistically significant effect on both 

the onset of the major war and fatal MIDs.  The power disparity has a statistically 

significant effect whenever the upper and lower bounds of the confidence intervals are 

both above and below the zero line.  It is obvious that power disparity has a strong 
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reductive effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when there are less regime differences 

between major powers.  As seen in Figure 3, when regime score differences are ranging 

from 0 to 8, the effects of power disparity on the onset of major war significantly 

decrease the probability war.  However, this shows that when there are more than 8 

regime differences, power disparity has no longer significantly decreasing impact on the 

onset of major war.  As seen in Figure 4, when regime score differences range from 0 to 

10, the effects of power disparity on the onset of fatal MIDs shows that when there are 

more than 10 regime differences, power transition no longer has a significant increasing 

impact on the onset of major war.        

In order to examine how much of the probability of the onset of war and fatal 

MIDs will change given a one unit change in power disparity, I assess the substantive 

effects of the variable in Models 1 and 2 of Table 5-8.  The substantive effect in Models 1 

and 2 of increasing power transition by a one unit (one statistical derivative) change 

against regime score differences is a decrease in the probability of the onset of major 

wars and fatal MIDs between major powers .69 percent and 2.94 percent, respectively.  

However, the marginal effect of power transition shown in Models 1 and 2 in Table 5-8 

will be insignificant when regime score differences between major powers are larger than 

8 (for major war) and larger than 10 (for fatal MIDs).  These findings indicate support the 

Hypothesis 2-1 that that the probability of fatal MIDs between major powers decreases 

when they have power disparity and that this is conditional on the degree of major 

power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.  A dyadic analysis of fatal MIDs between 

major powers in international system between 1816 and 2002 reveals support for the 

hypotheses.    
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In comparison with the analyses of major war and fatal MIDs between the 

dominant state and major powers, the range of regime differences in both models of 

major war and fatal MIDs among major powers is smaller.  This smaller range of regime 

differences can contain less mixed dyadic cases of democratic and autocratic pairs.  Thus, 

the effect of power disparity on the onset of fatal MIDs is statistically significant only 

when the regime difference score changes within a relatively small range from 0 to 10.  It 

seems that this different data property of regime differences seems to lead to a declining 

the reductive effect of the power disparity on the onset of major war and fatal MIDs when 

regime difference increases.      

In short, the effect of power disparity on the probability of the onset of fatal MIDs 

between major powers is conditional on their degree of satisfaction with the status quo.  

Power disparity has a strong reductive effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when two major 

powers are becoming satisfied with the status quo.  However, if those two major powers 

have regime score differences larger than 8 (for major war) or 10 (for Fatal MIDs), the 

effect of power disparity’s reducing effect is not statistically significant.    

In summary, in the models of private goods, the findings imply that the 

probability that the dominant state and major powers engage in major wars is conditioned 

by their degree of satisfaction with the international order.  It is expected that if a major 

power has both necessary conditions of power parity and dissatisfaction for the onset of a 

major war, there is a high probability that the major state will challenge the dominant 

state.  Theoretically, if the dominant state fails to distribute benefits to major powers, 

major powers could challenge the dominant state under the condition of larger regime 

differences.  In addition, the power disparity between two major powers has a reductive 
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effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when they have similar regime types, and this reductive 

effect is declining as regime difference increases.     

These findings have theoretical implications in relation to institutional views on 

power transition theory.  A democratic major power will not challenge the dominant state 

because the state is satisfied with the international order.  Even under the condition of the 

power disparity between the dominant state and its major member states, a dissatisfied 

major power is more likely than a satisfied major member states to engage in both major 

wars and fatal militarized interstate disputes.  This implication based on the statistical 

results weakens power transition theory’s early argument that only when two states meet 

power parity, they fight each other.  The decision of whether or not a major power will 

challenge the dominant state depends on the state’s degree of (dis)satisfaction with the 

international order.          
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Table 5-1 Descriptive Statistics (Private Goods Model): The Dominant State and Major  
     Powers 
________________________________________________________________________  
                Mean  Min Max  Std Dev. Obs. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Dependent Variables   
Major War   .0438  0 1  .204  1346 

FatalMID   .062  0 1  .241  1346 

 

Independent Variables     
Regime Differences  9.29  0 20  6.15  1220  

(Satisfaction Differences) 

Joint Power Parity  .072  0 1  .258  1346 

Joint Disparity   .927  0 1  .258  1346 

Power Transition  .022  0 1  .147  1346 

  

Control Variables 
Peace Years   17.49  0 101  19.26  1335 

Alliance   .354  0 1  .478  1346 

Contiguity   .232  0 1  .422  1346 
  

_______________________________________________________________________  
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Table 5-2 Logistic Regression of Major Wars and Fatal MIDs from 1816 to 2002  

Independent Variables 

The Dominant State- Major Power Dyads 

War (Model 1) 
Fatal MID 
 (Model 2) 

 
Power Transition 
 
 
Regime Differences 
(Satisfaction Differences) 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  
 
 
Spline1  
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
Constant 
  
 

 
1.502^ 
(.8043) 

 
.076** 
(.0281) 

 
 
 
 

.5241 
(.4840) 

 
-.1225*** 

(.0280) 
 

-.0128 
(.0131) 

 
.1080*** 
(.0190) 

 
-.2783*** 

(.0527) 
 

19.402 
(24.494) 

 
 .7335 
(.6708) 

 
.0985*** 
(.0281) 

 
-1.4563** 

(.4607) 
 

.5180 
(3639) 

 
-.0728*** 

(.0189) 
 

-.0138 
(.0094) 

 
.0686*** 
(.0143) 

 
-.0744*** 

(.0148) 
 

21.954 
(17.587) 

 
 

 N= 1220 
LR chi2(8)=183.61 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .4210 

N= 1220 
LR chi2(8)=156.90 
chi2 = 0.0000 

Pseudo R2= .2784 

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05, **:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Table 5-3 Logistic Regression of Major Wars between the Dominant State  
  and a Major Power from 1816 to 2002 (Interaction Models) 

Independent Variables 

The Dominant State- Major Power Dyads 

War (Model 1) 
Fatal MID  
(Model 2) 

 
Power Transition 
 
 
Regime Differences (Satisfaction 
Differences) 
 
Regime Differences *Power 
Transition 
  
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  
 
 
Spline1  
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
Constant 
  
 

 
6.833*** 
(2.052) 

 
.1288** 
(.0365) 

 
-.4275** 
(.1392) 

 
 
 
 

.6452 
(.6413) 

 
-.1270*** 

(.0293) 
 

-.0304* 
(.0157) 

 
.1371*** 
(.0233) 

 
-.3245*** 

(.0573) 
 

51.6938 
(29.259) 

 
5.133*** 
(1.5082) 

 
.1132*** 

(.030) 
 

-.3264** 
(.1064) 

 
-1.4238** 

(.4611) 
 

.4982 
(.3767) 

 
-.0708*** 

(.0189) 
 

.0186^ 
(.0099) 

 
-.0751*** 

(.0153) 
 

-.0755*** 
(.0149) 

 
30.711^ 
(18.484) 

 

 N= 815 
LR chi2(8)=188.50 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .4807 

N= 1220 
LR chi2(8)=165.62 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .2938 

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05, 
**:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Table 5-4 Marginal Effects of Main and Interaction Variables on the Onset of  
      Major War and Fatal MID among the Dominant state and major  
      Powers  

Independent Variables 

The Dominant State- Major Power 

War (Model 1) 
Fatal MID  
(Model 2) 

 
Power Transition 
 
 
Regime Differences (Satisfaction 
Differences) 
  
Regime Differences *Power 
Transition 
  
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  
 

 
.0181 

 
 

.0003 
 
 
 

-.0011 
 
 
 
 

.0017 
 
 

-.0003 
 

 
.0656 

 
 

.0014 
 
 
 

-.0042 
 

-.0182 
 
 

.0054 
 
 

-.0009  
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Figure 5-1 The Effects of Power Transition on the Regime Score Differences  
              (Dependent Variable: The Onset of Major Wars between the Dominant  
   State and Major Powers, 1820-2002.  
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Figure 5-2 The Effects of Power Transition on the Regime Score Difference  
     (Dependent Variable: The Onset of Fatal MIDs between the Dominant  
     State and Major Powers, 1820-2002.  
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Table 5-5 Descriptive Statistics (Private Goods Model): A Major Power-A Major Power 

________________________________________________________________________  
                Mean  Min Max  Std Dev. Obs. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Dependent Variables   
Major War   .046  0  1  .210  2776 

FatalMID   .062  0  1  .241  2776 

 

Independent Variables     
Regime Differences  7.86  0  20  6.16  2475  

(Satisfaction Differences) 

Power Ratio   2.93  1.0006  21.39  1.87  2755 

Power Parity   .090  0  1  .287  2776 

Power Disparity  .909  0  1  .287  2776 

Power Transition  .043  0  1  .204  2776 

 

Control Variables 
Peace Years   17.13  0  101  18.23  2755 

Alliance   .354  0  1  .478  2776 

Contiguity   .626  0  1  .483  2776  

_______________________________________________________________________  
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Table 5-6 Logistic Regression of Major Wars and Fatal MIDs among Major  
     Powers from 1816 to 2002  

Independent Variables 

Major-Major Power Dyads 

War (Model 1) 
Fatal MID 
 (Model 2) 

 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
(Satisfaction Differences) 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  
 
 
Spline1  
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
Constant 
  
 

 
-.7981* 
(.3410) 

 
.0060 

(.0172) 
 

-1.2567 
(.3048) 

 
-.2425 
(.2430) 

 
-.0814*** 

(.0113) 
 

-.0022 
(.0104) 

 
.0929*** 
(.0122) 

 
-.0814*** 

(.0113) 
 

1.7626 
(18.553) 

 
-.2628 
(.3129) 

 
.0089 

(.0151) 
 

-1.1912*** 
(.2719) 

 
-.2505 
(.2058) 

 
-.0307*** 

(.0068) 
 

.0022 
(.0074) 

 
.0158*** 
(.0093) 

 
-.0307*** 

(.0068) 
 

6.4813 
(13.848) 

 
 

 N= 2475 
LR chi2(8)=286.64 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .3142 

N= 2475 
LR chi2(8)=223.17 
chi2 = 0.0000 

Pseudo R2= .2009 

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05, **:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Table 5-7 Logistic Regression of Major Wars and Fatal MIDs among Major  
     Powers from 1816 to 2002 (Interaction Models) 

Independent Variables 

Major- Major Power Dyads 

War (Model 1) 
Fatal MID  
(Model 2) 

 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
(Satisfaction Differences) 
 
Regime Differences *Power 
Transition 
  
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  
 
 
Spline1  
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
Constant 
  
 

 
-1.5614** 

(.5845) 
 

-.0796 
(.0522) 

 
-.0809 
(.0538) 

 
-1.2873*** 

(.3083) 
 

-.2326 
(.2450) 

 
-.1513*** 

(.0230) 
 

-.0017 
(.0106) 

 
.0930*** 
(.0123) 

 
-.0803*** 

(.0113) 
 

1.4363 
(19.986) 

 
-1.613*** 

(.5028) 
 

-.1313* 
(.0524) 

 
.1517** 
(.0537) 

 
-1.2387*** 

(.2752) 
 

-.2650 
(.2080) 

 
-.0957*** 

(.0143) 
 

.0025 
(.0076) 

 
.0523*** 
(.0094) 

 
-.0302*** 

(.0069) 
 

-5.8366 
(14.217) 

 

 N= 2475 
LR chi2(8)=288.98 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .3168 

N= 2475 
LR chi2(8)=234.20 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .2090 

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05, 
**:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Table 5-8 Marginal Effects of Main and Interaction Variables on the Onset of  
      Major War and Fatal MID among Major Powers, 1816-2002  

Independent Variables 

Major Powers 

War (Model 3) 
Fatal MID  
(Model 4) 

 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
(Satisfaction Differences) 
  
Power Disparity* 
Regime Differences 
 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Peace Years  

 
-.0069 

 
 

-.0004 
 
 

.0004 
 
 
 

-.0057 
 
 

-.0010 
 
 

-.0007  

 
-.0294 

 
 

-.0024 
 
 

.0028 
 
 
 

-.0226 
 
 

-.0048 
 
 

-.0017 
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Figure 5-3 The Effects of Power Disparity on Regime Score Differences  
     (Dependent Variable: The Onset of Major Wars among Major Powers,  
     1820-2002).  
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Figure 5-4 The Effect of Power Disparity on Regime Score Difference  
       (Dependent Variable: The Onset of Fatal MIDs among Major Powers,  

       1820-2002.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DATA ANALYSIS: THE PUBLIC GOODS MODEL OF VIOLENT INTERSTATE 
CONFLICT 

In Chapter 5, I analyzed the conditional effect of power transition and regime 

differences on the onset of major war and fatal MIDs.  Chapter 5 focused on the role of 

private goods provided by the dominant state in maintaining the international system.  In 

this chapter, I will focus on the role of public goods in the management of the 

international system by the dominant state.  

First, I briefly report descriptive information on dependent, independent, and 

control variables for the analysis in this chapter.  This information is presented in Table 

6-1 for all member states and 6-2 for small states.  The dependent variable of the public 

goods model is the occurrence of a fatal MID, which is a less severe level of violent 

interstate conflicts.  I employ three key independent variables, Regime Differences, 

Power Disparity, and Depend (Low).  To avoid bias in the statistical results, I also 

employ four control variables: Peace Years, Major Power Status, Alliance, and 

Contiguity.   

I test hypotheses that I established in Chapter 3 examining the effect of economic 

interdependence through free trade provided by the dominant state as public goods, and I 

also examine the effect of power and regime condition on the onset of fatal MIDs.  I test 

these hypotheses by dealing with two groups, all member states and small states (middle 

and minor states), separately.  Doing so allows me to compare across the statistical results 

of each group.  Put differently, the reason for examining two different groups is to see 

how small states’ conflict behaviors differ from whole group member states.  Several of 

the hypotheses tested in this chapter illuminate the impact of economic interdependence 
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as a public good necessary for maintaining the international system on peaceful 

international system.   

Besides the functions of power distributions and regime differences among 

member states, economic interdependence plays a great role in maintaining the 

international system peacefully.  For this reason, I assume that the dominant state 

provides free trade as a public good for the purpose of remaining in its position.  The 

provision of free international trade by the international system leader (hegemon) leads 

most of the international member states to become economically interdependent, and thus 

prevents them from becoming entangled in international conflict.  This economic strategy 

for maintaining the peaceful international system (status quo) by the dominant state is a 

long-run strategy.  Based on the dominant state’s economic strategy, this study 

investigates how power conditions and satisfaction with the status quo influence member 

states’ conflict behavior.  The logistic regression analysis is a useful tool for examining 

whether or not member states engage in disputes.   

A full model of fatal disputes for all member states is as follows: 

Fatal MIDs (All States)  
 
= β0 + β1*(Regime Difference) + β3 *(Power Disparity) + β3 *(Depend(Low)) 
+ β4 *(Satisfaction Difference and Disparity) + β5 *(Peace Years) 
+ β6 *(Contiguity)+ β7 *(Alliance) + β8 *(Major Power Status) 
 

The logistic regression analysis of the onset of fatal militarized interstate disputes 

for all member states and small states between 1885 and 1992 reveals strong support for 

my argument.  The statistical results are presented in Table 6-3.  In Model 1, the power 

disparity between two member states has a statistically significant and negative impact on 

the onset of fatal MIDs.  The negative sign on power disparity indicates that the dyads of 
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power disparities between two member states decrease the probability of their 

engagement in fatal MIDs.  This finding implies that power disparities between two states 

do not give them an opportunity to fight each other.  According to the power transition 

argument, a power disparity between two states does not give them any opportunity to 

fight each other.  This power disparity variable performs very well as a deterrent effect on 

dispute occurrence in Model 1.    

The Regime Difference variable (representing satisfaction differences in this 

study) also performs very well, which is consistent with democratic peace theory.  

Regime difference has a statistically significant and positive impact on the onset of fatal 

disputes.  This indicates that the dyads of regime difference are more likely than other 

pairs (power parity) to engage in fatal MIDs. In other words, when two states are satisfied 

with the international order, they are not going to fight each other.  This result implies 

that the extent to which two states are dissatisfied with the international order has a 

positive impact on the probability that they are engaged in a fatal dispute.   

The four control variables also perform well.  Two states tied with military 

contracts do not fight each other among member states.  Two states that share common 

borders are more likely than other states with large geographical distance between them 

to be involved in disputes.  The dyads containing at least one major power major are 

closely related with the onset of disputes.  Lasting peace years measured as elapsed peace 

years since the last military conflict is negatively related to disputes.    

Next, I examine the factors underlying economic interdependence between two 

member states.  As indicated in Model 2 of Table 6-3, the variable Depend (Low) is 

statistically significant and has a negative impact on the onset of the fatal disputes.  
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According to Oneal and Russett (1999), the probability of two states being engaged in 

conflict depends largely upon the state that is economically less dependent.  This 

assertion is borrowed from an insight from the “weak-link” assumption first developed by 

Dixon’s (1993) claim that the least constrained member in dyads drives the conflict 

potential of the dyad.  The gist of this argument is that when the state in a dyad that is 

less economically dependent on other state becomes more dependent on bilateral trade 

flows, the states in that dyad become less likely to engage in military conflict with each 

other.  This also indicates that the higher the level of economic interdependence of two 

states, the less probable they are engaged in fatal disputes.  So, two states economically 

liberalized through free trade are less likely than two states economically closed (or 

highly protected by domestic regulations) to be involved in fatal disputes.  This also 

suggests that an increase of symmetrical economic dependence between two traders 

(dependence parity) decreases the probability of disputes.  In relation to the main theme 

in this study, this implies that two states which are more economically satisfied with the 

liberal international economic order are less likely overall than other pairs to engage in 

fatal disputes.  This finding and interpretation supports Hypothesis 3 that dyads 

composed of economically satisfied states are less likely than other dyads to engage in 

fatal MIDs.   

In Model 2, the positive and statistically significant coefficient on contiguity 

indicates that two states are more likely to be engaged in fatal disputes if they share 

common borders.  Although this study does not include a distance variable, this finding is 

consistent with negative impact of the geographical distance on international conflict, 

which often prevents two states from engaging in disputes.  When two state share 
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common borders, they are more likely to experience fatal militarized interstate disputes 

than are two states not sharing a border.  This finding conforms to the argument that 

when at least one major power exists in each side, they are more likely to engage in 

disputes.  The coefficient of the control variable major power status is positively 

significant, indicating that dyads that include at least one major power increase the 

probability of fatal disputes.  This finding suggests that major powers are more likely to 

be involved in international affairs than other middle and minor states.  I also include 

military alliance as a control variable.  This variable is negatively significant at the level 

of 0.001.  This result indicates that the formation of a military contract between two 

states plays a great role in reducing the probability that they are engaged in fatal disputes 

with each other.  

In the next section, I analyze data concerning the relationship between two 

necessary conditions of power transition theory;  power and satisfaction with the status 

quo, and the onset of fatal disputes between the middle or minor states in a hierarchically 

structured international system.  A logistic model of fatal MIDs for these lower levels of 

member states (middle and minor states) is as follows:  

 

Fatal MIDs among Middle and Minor States  

= β0 + β1*(Regime Difference) + β3 *(Power Disparity) + β3 *(Depend(Low)) 
+ β4 *(Satisfaction Difference and Disparity) + β5 *(Peace Years) 
+ β6 *(Contiguity)+ β7 *(Alliance) 
 

I present these results in Models 1 and 2 for the middle and minor states in the 

third and fourth columns in Table 6-3.  In Model 1, the power disparity variable has a 

significant and negative impact on the probability of fatal disputes.  This indicates that 
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relative power differences between middle or minor states leads them not to fight each 

other.  This finding implies that they rarely fight each other because a weaker state does 

not challenge the stronger state due to a lack of opportunity.  This result is consistent with 

power transition theory.  The coefficient on regime difference, which is a measure of 

dissatisfaction with the status quo, is statistically significant and positively impacts 

conflict behavior among small states.  Two small states having dissimilar regime types 

are more likely than other states with similar regime types to engage in fatal MIDs.  This 

result implies that states satisfied with the status quo are more likely to fight with 

dissatisfied states than other satisfied states.  This argument is consistent with the 

democratic peace argument that democratic states rarely fight against each other.  In 

Model 1 for the small states, other control variables such as Alliance, Contiguity, and 

Peace Years have impacts similar to the previous analysis on the onset of fatal MIDs.   

In order to examine the effect of economic interdependence on fatal disputes, I 

included the Depend (Low) variable in Model 2 for small states.  The results are sharply 

different from Model 1.  The Power Disparity and Regime Difference variables both lose 

significance.  Furthermore, Alliance, as a control variable, has become insignificant.  

These variables are not significant any more in the Model 1, whereas the Depend (Low) 

variable is significant and has a negative impact on the onset of fatal MIDs.  This means 

that the introduction of the economic dependence variable weakens the effect of regime 

difference on conflict.  As a measure of public goods provided by the dominant state, 

economic interdependence through liberal economic activities performs very well among 

lower levels of states.  This indicates that when the less dependent state in a dyad 

becomes more dependent, the probability of a fatal dispute decreases because the state is 
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becoming more satisfied with the international economic order, which provides it with 

economic benefits.  This finding suggests that, in order to obtain similar economic 

benefits from the system, small states tend to operate similar economic policies and 

institutions to the system manager (the dominant state).  Thus, this implies that when the 

economically less satisfied state in a dyad becomes more satisfied, the probability of a 

fatal dispute decreases.  This finding supports Hypothesis 3.    

In summary, all member states are more likely to engage in fatal MIDs when two 

states have a similar power level and dissimilar domestic political systems under the 

condition of less economic transactions between them.  However, if they are 

economically interdependent, the effect of a power condition will be attenuated among all 

member states and for the small states the peaceful effects of political similarity and 

military alliance will be disappeared and even effect of power disparity becomes 

insignificant.  Thus, the effect of economic interdependence for both categories of states 

(all member states and small states) overpowers the effect of other variables.   

Similar to the private goods model from Chapter 5, I also examine the interactive 

effects of the main variables on fatal MID in the analyses in Table 6-4.  In Model 1, the 

interaction term, power disparity and regime difference, is statistically insignificant.  As 

shown in Figure 6-1, the solid line indicates how the marginal effect of power disparity 

changes with the regime difference.  “95% confidence intervals around the line allow us 

to determine the conditions under which” (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006, 76) power 

disparities there is a statistically significant effect on the onset of fatal MIDs.  However, 

as the graph shows, two variables fail to have a statistically significant impact because 

the upper and lower bounds of the confidence intervals are not above (or below) the zero 
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line (Brambor, Clark, and Golder: 76).  Thus, the marginal effect of power disparity is 

not significant, thus lending no support for Hypothesis 4 that the probability of fatal 

MIDs between general member states decreases when they have power disparity and that 

it is conditional on the degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.   

In Model 2 of Table 6-4 the interaction term—power disparity and regime 

difference between middle and minor member states—is of marginal statistical 

significance, meaning that power disparities have a marginally significant reductive 

effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when regime differences are small.  In order to easily 

interpret the interaction effects between power disparity and regime differences, I draw a 

graph.  Figure 6-2 indicates how the marginal effect of the power disparity changes with 

the different degree of regime differences.  Because the coefficient of the power disparity 

variable is negative, the power disparity has a reductive effect on the onset of fatal MIDs 

when regime difference is small.  This reductive effect of power disparity declines when 

the regime difference score increases.  As predicted, this reductive effect declines as the 

regime score differences increase.  Thus, the effect of power disparity on the onset of 

fatal MIDs is conditional on the level of regime differences.  This finding suggests that 

two states with power disparity are less likely than those with other power conditions 

(power parity) to engage in fatal MIDs when they are satisfied with the international 

status quo.  This finding supports Hypothesis 4-1 that the probability of fatal MIDs 

between small member states decreases when they have power disparity and it is 

conditional on the degree of major power’s dissatisfaction with the status quo.  This 

finding is different from the effect of power transition on the onset of major war in 

previous chapter (the private goods model of violent interstate disputes).  But the finding 

 171



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

is similar to the effect of power disparity on the onset of fatal MIDs among major 

powers.  In contrast to the dyads of the dominant state and major power, for the two types 

of dyads composed of small states (middle and minor states) and the dyads of major 

powers meaning all member states except for the dominant states the power disparity has 

a greatly reductive effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when they have a politically similar 

regime type.  In this sense, it is relevant argument that dyads composed of all 

international system member states except for the dominant state are less likely than other 

dyads composed of the dominant state and other member states to engages in fatal MIDs 

when they have domestically similar political system or satisfied with the status quo.   .     

In order to examine how much of the probability of the onset of war and fatal 

MIDs will be changed when there is a one unit increase in the power disparity, I assess 

the substantive effect of the variable.  On the basis of Models 1 and 2 in Table 6-4, these 

substantive effects are presented in Table 6-5.  The substantive effects of the power 

disparity in the Models 1 and 2 are -.0002 and -.001.  The influence of these marginal 

effects coefficients are relatively weak and have the effect of decreasing the probability 

of the onset of fatal MIDs.  The marginal effect of regime difference is stronger than 

those of power disparity.  With a one unit change in the regime difference, the probability 

of the onset of fatal MIDs increases by .06 percent.  Thus, two key variables’ marginal 

effects are too minimal to have a large impact on changes in the probability of disputes.   

 

Theoretical and Empirical Implications in Public Good Models 

The public good model indicates that economic interdependence as a measure of 

economic satisfaction with the status quo is inversely related to the onset of fatal MIDs.  
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The statistical results in the public goods model show that two states regardless of the 

size of a state are less likely to be involved in a military dispute if they are economically 

interdependent through international trade.  This implies that economic interdependence 

has a stronger affect than does the power conditions and domestic political systems for 

decreasing the probability of their engagement in disputes.   

In the public goods model, I analyze the effects of economic satisfaction for all 

member states as well as lower levels of member states by focusing on the effects of 

economic interdependence through international trade between member states on the 

onset of fatal militarized disputes.  Economic satisfaction with the international status 

quo performs very well in all public goods models of fatal disputes.  However, there are 

some differences between these two groups in examining the effect of economic 

interdependence on the onset of disputes.  For the groups of all member states, a regime 

dissimilarity between two states is statistically significant and has a positive effect on the 

onset of fatal MIDs.  However, for the group of small states the effect is not significant 

for increasing the probability of dispute onset.   

In the model including the economic interdependence variable, power disparity no 

longer has the reductive effect we saw in previous models.  The effect of economic 

interdependence on disputes lies at the heart of this analysis of the public goods models.  

Previous studies argue that economic interdependence through trade has a great impact 

on reducing international conflict (Oneal and Russett 1991, 1999; Russett and Oneal 

2001).  The results show that low economic dependence has a statically significant and 

negative impact on the onset of a fatal dispute.  This implies that peace can be expected 

when the less dependent state in a dyad becomes more dependent.    
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The main findings in this public model of fatal disputes suggest that economic 

dependence in a dyad contributes to maintaining peace between two states if they have 

other economic benefits, and thus they are satisfied with the economic international 

order.  In the international system that is operated by the dominant state with liberal 

political and economic institutions, a democratic state tends to also adopt this liberal 

economic system in order to economically benefit from the system.  The liberal 

democratic dominant state provides a relatively small number of member states with 

private goods in order to secure its winning coalition.  By doing so, the dominant state 

attempts to make them satisfied with the international order it has created.  By the same 

token, the dominant state provides the selectorate and disfranchised polity (weaker states) 

with public goods not for member states but for itself because the provision of public 

goods makes the world economy smooth, which leads to more benefits from the system.    

This implication confirms the idea that economic interdependence decreases the 

probability of international conflict.   This is the most striking finding in the public goods 

model.  Specifically, the effect of economic dependence on the onset of fatal disputes is 

similar between all member states and lower levels of member states, middle or minor.  

In  public goods models of fatal disputes among all member states of the international 

system as well as  among middle and minor states, the variable Depend (Low) has a 

significant and negative impact on the onset of fatal disputes.  When the economic 

dependence gap through bilateral trade is getting smaller, the probability of dispute onset 

decreases.  In other words, reduction of the dependence gap contributes to an increase in 

peaceful relations among all member states.       
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 Table 6-1 Descriptive Statistics (Public Goods Model): All Member States 
________________________________________________________________________  
                Mean  Min Max  Std Dev. Obs. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Dependent Variables   
FatalMID   .0027  0 1  .052  693351 

 

Independent Variables 
Regime Differences  6.486  0 20  6.99  693351 

Satisfaction Differences) 

ln(Power Ratio)  2.42  0 11.961  1.899  674068 

Joint Power Parity  .048  0 1  .213  693351 

Joint Power Disparity  .951  0 1  .213  693351 

Depend(Low)   .0014  0 .212  .005  693351 

Depend(High)   .001  .00008 1.823  .034  693351 

   

Control Variables 
Peace Years   22.77  0 185  22.50  675015 

Major Power Status  .1054  0 1  .307  693351 

Alliance   .0636  0 1  .244  693351 

Contiguity   .0482  0 1  .214  693351
   

_______________________________________________________________________  
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Table 6-2 Descriptive Statistics (Public Goods Model): Middle or Minor Member States 
________________________________________________________________________  
                Mean  Min Max  Std Dev. Obs. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Dependent Variables   
FatalMID   .0016  0 1  .040  591295 

 

Independent Variables 
Regime Differences  6.248  0 20  6.90  591295 

(Satisfaction Differences) 

ln(Power Ratio)  2.20  0 11.13  1.77  573740 

Joint Power Parity  .054  0 1  .225  591295 

Joint Power Disparity  .946  0 1  .225  591295 

Depend(Low)   .0012  .008 .212  .006  97406 

Depend(High)   .0058  .00008 1.823  .034  97406 

  

  

Control Variables 
Peace Years   22.13  0 185  21.66  574642 

Alliance   .0602  0 1  .237  591295 

Contiguity   .0389  0 1  .193  591295
   

_______________________________________________________________________  
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Table 6-3 Logistic Regression Models of Fatal MIDs among All Member States from  
     1816 to 2002 and Middle and Minor Member States from 1885 to 1992 

Independent 
Variables 

All Member States 
 

Middle and Minor States 

Model 1 
 

 Model 2 
 

Model 1 
 

 Model 2 
 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
(Satisfaction 
Differences) 
 
Depend(Low) 
 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Major Power Status 
 
 
Peace Years  
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
Constant 
  
 

 
-.2712** 
(.0999) 

 
.0367*** 
(.0034) 

 
 
 
 
 

-.1896* 
(.0859) 

 
2.4075*** 

(.0530) 
 

5.2657*** 
(.2177) 

 
-.4911*** 

(.0135) 
 

.6105*** 
(.0222) 

 
.4859*** 
(.0136) 

 
-4.2889*** 

(.1071) 

 
 .3963 
(.3934) 

 
.0202* 
(.0102) 

 
 

-99.490*** 
(25.605) 

 
.4880** 
(1735) 

 
2.2593*** 

(.1574) 
 

1.0237*** 
(.1426) 

 
-.3529*** 

(.0279) 
 

.3824*** 
(.0460) 

 
.3415*** 
(.0283) 

 
-5.4288*** 

(.4231) 
 
  

  
-.6000*** 

(.1118) 
 

.0267*** 
(.0049) 

 
 
 
 
 

-.3174** 
(.1025) 

 
3.258*** 
(.0720) 

 
 
 
 

-.4895*** 
(.0184) 

 
.6096*** 
(.0304) 

 
.4811*** 
(.0187) 

 
-4.644*** 

(.1258) 
 
 

 
.9588 

(.5917) 
 

.0129 
(.0151) 

 
 

-144.027** 
(48.893) 

 
.1073 

(.2134) 
 

4.0163*** 
(.3074) 

 
 
 
 

-.3369*** 
(.0390) 

 
.3825*** 
(.0642) 

 
.3343*** 
(.0392) 

 
-7.2780*** 

(.6720) 
  

 N= 675015 
LR 
chi2(8)=7280.25 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .2819 

N= 136651 
LR chi2(8)=838.61 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .2585 

 N= 574642 
LR 
chi2(8)=4351.82 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .3063 

N= 97406 
LR chi2(8)=637.46 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= .3537 

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05, 
**:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Table 6-4 Logistic Regression Models of Fatal MID among All Member States  
           and Middle and Minor Member States from 1816 to 2002  

Notes: coefficients reported, standard errors in parentheses, ^:p<0.1, *:p<0.05,  

Independent Variables 
Model 1 (All Member 

States) 

 
 

Model 2 (Middle and Minor 
States) 

 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
   
  
Power Disparity* 
Regime Differences 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Major Power Status 
 
 
Peace years   
 
 
Spline2  
 
 
Spline3  
 
 
constant  
 
 

 
-.2627^ 
(.1491) 

 
.0377** 
(.0142) 

 
-.0011 
(.0146) 

 
0.1893* 
(.0859) 

 
2.4075*** 

(.0530) 
 

5.2658*** 
(.2177) 

 
-.4911*** 

(.0135) 
 

.6105*** 
(.0222) 

 
.4859*** 
(.0136) 

 
-4.2968 
(.1494) 

 
  

 
-.3924*  
(.1659) 

 
.0534*** 
(.0155) 

 
-.0293^ 
(.0163) 

 
-.3059** 
(.1026) 

 
3.2583*** 

(.0726) 
 
 
 
 

-.4893*** 
(.0184) 

 
.6091*** 
(.0304) 

 
.4809*** 
(.0187) 

 
-4.8332 
(.0169) 

  
N= 675015 
LR chi2(8)= 7280.26 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= 0.2819 

 
N= 574642 
LR chi2(8)= 4354.99 
chi2 = 0.0000 
Pseudo R2= 0.3065 

*:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001 
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Figure 6-1 The Marginal effects of Power Transition on the Onset of Fatal MIDs  
    Among all Member States, 1820-2002.  

 179



                                                           Texas Tech University, Yong-Hee Park, May 2008  

 

-6
00

-4
00

-2
00

0
M

ar
gi

na
l E

ffe
ct

 o
f P

ow
er

 D
is

pa
rit

y

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Satisfaction Changes

conb upper
lower

Impact of Disparity Conditional on Satisfaction (Fatal MIDs)

 
 
Figure 6-2 The Marginal effects of Power Transition on the Onset of Fatal MIDs  
    Among Minor and Middle States, 1820-2002.  
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Table 6-5  Marginal Effects of Interaction Variables on the Onset of Fatal MID 

Notes:  * means a statistically significant variable 

Independent Variables 
Model 1 (All Member 

States) 

 
 

Model 2 (Middle and Minor 
States) 

 
Power Disparity 
 
 
Regime Differences 
   
  
Power Disparity* 
Regime Differences 
 
Alliance 
 
 
Contiguity 
 
 
Major Power Status 
 
 
Peace years   
 

 
-.0002* 

 
 

.0006* 
 
 

-.000 
 
 

-.0001* 
 
 

.0060* 
 
 

.1136* 
 
 

-.9796*  
  

 
-.0001* 

 
 

.0004* 
 
 

-.0002* 
 
 

-.0001* 
 
 

.0069* 
 
 
 
 
 

-.9414*  
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CHAPTER 7 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

In this dissertation, I have linked power transition theory and democratic peace 

theory using satisfaction with the international status quo, which is one of the key 

variables of power transition theory.  In order to answer the main research question about 

the conditions of power and regime type that increase or decrease the probability of 

violent interstate conflicts, this study concentrates on generating conditional variables by 

linking international factors and domestic factors which have garnered little attention by 

major scholars of international conflicts.  By doing so, this study examines the effects of 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the status quo under the condition of relative power 

distributions in the international system.   

Based on statistical results, the analyses conveyed two major theoretical and 

empirical findings.  First, in the private goods model, the dominant state and major 

powers experiencing power transition are likely to be engaged in major wars, but this 

conflict is conditional on their regime differences.  Specifically, power transition has a 

positive effect on the onset of major war when regime differences are decreasing.  In 

other words, power transition has a strong increasing effect on the onset of major war 

when their regime difference decreases.  Second, if a major power is satisfied with the 

status quo, they are less likely than other dyads to get involved in both major wars and 

fatal disputes.  However, the regime difference (satisfaction difference) between major 

powers does not affect their engagement in both major war and fatal MIDs.  It can be 

generalized that the greater the power gap in dyads composed of the dominant-major 

powers, major-major powers, small-small states, the less likely they are to engage in 
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violent interstate conflicts.  These findings confirm previous arguments shown in the 

literature of power transition theory.   

Third, in the public goods model the economic interdependence through trade 

among all member states has had a negative impact on fatal disputes.  More specifically, 

when a less dependent state in a dyad becomes more dependent, it is less likely to engage 

in fatal disputes.  Another implication is that the degree of the economic dependence gap 

affects the probability of disputes for all member states.   Fourth, in general the effect of 

alliance between major powers has a great constraining impact on dispute engagement.  

However, the effect of contiguity is weak among major powers.  At least one major 

powers’ existence in a dyad leads to promoting a fatal dispute among all member states.  

In all models, the independent effects of the variables I included perform very well.         

Finally, the most important finding in this study, the effect of power conditions 

among member states of the international system on the onset of violent interstate 

conflicts is conditional on their degree to which the member states are satisfaction or 

dissatisfied with the status quo.  In the models of private goods, the findings imply that 

the probability that the dominant state and major powers engage in major wars is 

determined by two factors: whether or not major powers are satisfied with the status quo 

(willingness) and whether they have power parity enabling them to challenge the 

dominant state (opportunity).  It is expected that when this power parity or transition 

conditions between two states is met with their domestic political system, there will be a 

high probability that they are involved in violent interstate conflicts.  Thus, the 

probability of violent interstate conflicts is conditioned by power distribution and 

dissatisfaction with the status quo.  Particularly, it is expected that if the dominant state 
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fails to distribute benefits to major powers, the major powers could challenge the 

dominant state, but this is conditional on domestic political dissimilarities.  The results 

also indicate that the power disparity between small states (middle and minor states) has 

reductive effect on the onset of fatal MIDs when regime score difference (dissatisfaction) 

decreases.       

However, this study included an unexpected empirical result because 

dissatisfaction with status quo measured by regime differences has not reinforcing effect 

on the onset of major power when power transitions between the dominant state and 

major power occurs.  More specifically, the increasing effect of power transition is 

significant only when regime score difference ranges from 0 to around 12.  This means 

that when two stronger states’ regime difference scores are larger than 12, the increasing 

effect of the power transition will be stopped.  Although these results generally support 

hypotheses in the private good models, they do not it support perfectly because the 

theoretical argument in this study is that the effect of power transition power on the onset 

of major war should reinforce the effect of power transition’s positive effect.   

I speculate two possible reasons for these results.  The one is that the unexpected 

result may be caused by the variable properties of regime difference.  The regime 

differences dyads may contain a lot of coherent regime cases (i.e. democratic-democratic 

or autocratic-autocratic) because the value of the regime difference contains relatively 

wide ranges from 0 to 12 in order for the effect of power transition to be significant.  The 

regime differences’ wide range may contain many coherent dyads including autocracy-

autocracy, or democracy-democracy (i.e. 2 and 9, 4 and 9, 11 and 20, or others).  I 
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suspect that these coherent dyads may condition power transition variable’s reductive 

effect on the onset of major war.   

The other is that a satisfied major power can challenge against the dominant state 

because the satisfied major powers have benefited from the status quo more than other 

dissatisfied major powers.  This study assumes that in order to get more benefits from the 

status quo established by the dominant state, most major powers have domestically 

similar political and economic institutions.  These institutional similarities to the 

dominant state lead them to have more benefits than those with dissimilar economic and 

political institutions   Due to internal power growth at uneven rates, the major powers 

will have a opportunity to challenge the dominant state when the dominant state is 

declining in power.  All member states are rational actors, according to power transition 

theory (and balance of power theory), and thus they calculate costs and benefits for 

political and economic behaviors.  When the dominant state is declining in its relative 

power to other major powers, the state may lose its control over the international system.   

At that moment, other qualified major power can challenge the status quo, even though 

the major state maintained domestically similar to the dominant state.   These possible 

answers to the unexpected results will also be a topic in future research.    

The importance of this research is underlined by evaluating two prominent theories 

of international conflicts, power transition and the democratic peace theories, by focusing 

on the conditional effects of power and satisfaction.  More broadly, this study contributes 

to the theoretic linkage between power transition and democratic peace theory by applying 

satisfaction with the international status quo as one of two necessary conditions of power 

transition theory to the democratic peace theory.   Second, this research uses two 
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dependent variables, major wars and fatal militarized interstate disputes (MID), in order to 

examine how differently major and minor powers behave at different levels of conflicts, 

wars, and disputes.  Finally, in addition to analyzing the independent effects of each 

variable as well as the interactive effect of power and regime type, this study also 

speculates about the effect of two control variables, alliance and contiguity, on the 

dependent variables in order for empirical results to be less spurious.  This speculation 

about the control variables contributes to understanding how much control variables affect 

the dependent variable under the power and polity conditions.     

Theoretically, the private goods model of major wars between the dominant state 

and a major power, and between major powers is based on theoretical inferences from 

power transition theory.  Power transition theory implicitly suggests that the dominant 

state needs a few strong major powers’ support in order to maintain the international 

system peacefully.  Basically, power transition theory’s assertion that the smaller the size 

of a winning coalition is instrumental in maintaining international system is important.  

However, the dominant state as international system manager should provide a few 

strong supporters with private goods as well as public goods in cases of failing 

international public policy.  So long as the most important goal for the dominant state is 

to remain in the strongest position in the international system, the dominant state’s 

management skills through political and economic rewards and punishment should be 

emphasized in future research.  Therefore, scholars of international conflict need to 

develop a theory of rewards and punishment. This research scheme should be focused on 

answering the questions about the strategic nature of economic and political sanctions 
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among states, how these sanctions impact satisfaction of states with the status quo, and 

how conventional control variables have an ancillary impact on sanction utilization.     

The provision of private and public goods by the dominant state plays a great role 

in making member states satisfied or dissatisfied.  These political and economic activities 

of providing private and public goods by the dominant state in the international system, 

and also by sub-regional leader states in sub-regional system are directly related to 

economic and political sanctions which will be a constraining motivation to keep 

international peace.  When the dominant state acts as a system manager and provides 

private or public goods, it might consider member states’ past commitments.  In this 

sense, power transition theory can be expanded in its theoretical domain by adopting 

domestic institutional views on international politics.  The dominant state may provide 

more economic benefits on purpose to democratic states with high audience costs, thus 

committing more credibly than other states because its aim is to remain in the strongest 

position.  The reason is that democratic states can be reliable supporters is because the 

leader of these states have high audience costs, thus they have credible commitment.  

More importantly, the dominant state has a defensive attitude towards international 

affairs, which is similar to the leaders of the democratic states.     
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