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ABSTRACT

Scholars have offered a number of explanations for the outbreak of war with regard to regime-type. Six hypotheses derived from several works studying “the democratic peace” have been operationalized and quantitatively tested on the Indo-Pakistani dyad. This paper seeks to look at the nature of the processes which are argued to underlie of the democratic peace. Rather than finding support for all of the hypotheses posited, only  freedom and nonmilitary IGO’s are found to exhibit a statistically significant relationship. While freedom had a significant relationship with conflict, outcomes were not as the hypothesis expected. Only IGO’s were both significant and found outcomes matching expectations. Besides what can be said about conflictual dyads, this project attempts to problematize the enterprise of falsifying the democratic peace. No longer should the question be: Is there empirical support for the democratic peace? This is a test of the subtheories, or interpretations, of the democratic peace research program on the Indo-Pakistani dyad. Some are supported; some are not. So the question becomes: What aspects or interpretations of the democratic peace research program receive support? 

(Note: This abstract contains 179 words.)

THE DEMOCRATIC PEACE IN THE INDO-PAKISTANI DYAD


In his second inaugural address, US President George W. Bush proclaimed: “the idea of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands.  The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all the world.” (Bush 2005). American Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice echoed this sentiment in her December 2005 Washington Post Op-Ed: “The goal of our statecraft is to help create a world of democratic, well-governed states that can meet the needs of their citizens and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system.” She continues: 

“Supporting the growth of democratic institutions in all nations is not some moralistic flight of fancy; it is the only realistic response to our present challenges.

In one region of the world, however, the problems emerging from the character of regimes are more urgent than in any other. The "freedom deficit" in the broader Middle East provides fertile ground for the growth of an ideology of hatred so vicious and virulent that it leads people to strap suicide bombs to their bodies and fly airplanes into buildings. When the citizens of this region cannot advance their interests and redress their grievances through an open political process, they retreat hopelessly into the shadows to be preyed upon by evil men with violent designs. In these societies, it is illusory to encourage economic reform by itself and hope that the freedom deficit will work itself out over time.

…But they were wrong, and our statecraft must now be guided by the undeniable truth that democracy is the only assurance of lasting peace and security between states, because it is the only guarantee of freedom and justice within states.” (Rice 2005, B07)

Rarely has a clearer enunciation of an international relations research program been made by a high-ranking political official. Yet, Euro-, or rather Atlanti-centricism may be creeping into the bases for policy prescriptions. Much of what is cited by Rice in her article, and by her underlings in subsequent interviews, comes from the experience of the developed world in the twentieth century. While one cannot – at least while using contemporary operationalizations of “democracy” – escape the twentieth century, it may be useful to expand the set of states considered, even if the Arab world remains problematic.


The Democratic Peace is a vast program - which has expanded far beyond Immanuel Kant’s Perpetual Peace (1795)  - producing more than 300 articles and numerous books in the last decade. It is useful to take a step back and consider: Do the scholars concur in their usage of the democratic peace? Are the operationalizations of the independent and dependent variables conceptually alike across studies? Are scholars undertaking the enterprise contributing to the accumulation of knowledge in the research program or talking past one another? What follows is a brief review of some of the relevant contributions to the democratic peace research program. From these treatments, are derived six hypothesized relationships, to explain interstate conflict. These tests seek to look at the nature of the various aspects of the democratic peace from within its black box. Revisiting the hypotheses, testable operationalizations are presented. These are tested using existing, and publicly-available data sets whose sources are noted. Findings from these data are offered. Then, a number of statistical tests are performed upon the operationalized hypotheses, including tests of significance. Finally, remarks are made concerning possible conclusions from the study.


India and Pakistan have been independent from British rule for more than half a century. During this time four wars have been fought between these states
, three of which occurred in the first half of this period of independence. In fact, 28 years elapsed between the wars over Bangladesh (1971) and Kargil (1999). Yet, despite this substantial span of time, militarized conflict in the dyad has not ceased. In late Spring of 1999, a militarized conflict was fought on the mountainous heights of Kargil (Jammu and Kashmir, India). Looking not only at Kargil but considering all four wars identified here in this dyad, this article will test various versions of democratic peace hypotheses, reflecting differing aspects and assumptions, from a popular research program in the international relations literature for their explanatory power over these conflicts.


The Indo-Pakistani dyad presents an opportunity to focus on the relationship between domestic institutions — of varying categories — and conflict. The South Asia region has traditionally been outside of the key sovereign interests and spheres of influence for the modern great powers whose hegemonic struggles may overshadow endogenous processes. Trends in economic development and demographic transition have been stable across the years studied. Global institutions have played only a limited role in the region. The lack of variation of these factors suggests the possibility of exploration within the domestic black box and further among competing contributions to the research program. 


Attempts have been made to explain the propensity for conflict under a variety of approaches. A major explanatory device is the democratic peace idea which stretches back to Immanuel Kant and later Woodrow Wilson but which became particularly influential in the literature following consideration of Western Europe during the Cold War. A primarily structural approach still, some studying the democratic peace depart from the black box approach common in late twentieth century international relations paradigm of neorealism and delve within the state particularly to consider variations in domestic regime-types. The democratic peace approach posits that the regime-type of system members influence the propensity to war. With respect to the dyad under analysis, regime-type is a factor that has varied throughout the independence period with Pakistan oscillating between democratic and dictatorial (often, military-run) regime-types. If the democratic peace is to be validated this is a major dyad, in which it is possible to test the theory over a period of time with a number of state-specific characteristics held constant. 


Security could be maximized, or at least enhanced, by recapturing the mountain peaks within India’s Line of Control (LC), established by the 1972 Simla Accord. In this way, neo-realism can account for why India may have an interest in devoting national resources for the seizure of mountain ranges above Kargil. The pitfall of this approach, however, is timing. Throughout the fifty-year period of independence of the states in the dyad, such security-maximizing interests are constant, yet there has been neither continuous war nor continuous peace. What can direct such variation?  Arguments of agency
 would suggest: Decision-makers can decide when security must be maximized. Yet the focus remains structural: Andrew Kydd suggests that security-maximizing states (as all are assumed to be), fearing elimination from the system, seek out ways of reducing uncertainty over both means and motives (Kydd 122).


Kydd argues that the relatively transparent decision-making inherent in democratic institutions reduces the uncertainty of others over motivation. In turn, less uncertainty reduces the likelihood of war amongst security-seekers. Transparent democratic institutions, then, promote peace. These institutions include statutory public laws, a voting parliament, and a court system. Under the government of Nawaz Sharif, Pakistan had all of these; Pervaiz Musharraf’s martial law regime, established in October 1999, however, suspended the operation of these institutions in decision-making. Related to this general claim is freedom. Freedom is treated as an aspect of democratic political culture. For the purpose of the subsequent analysis the following hypothesis is posited. Hypothesis 1: States with democratic institutions, control of which is determined openly, are less likely to engage in war with other states with such institutions. Freedom House’s project provides another available operationalization of this line of argument.  Hypothesis 2: Free states are less likely to engage in war with other free states.


William Thompson considers three historical, dyadic cases for his critique of the direction of causality argued in the democratic peace literature, Sweden-Denmark, US-UK, and Taisho Japan. Thompson reminds us that Jack Levy has bestowed a law-like status on the notion that democracies do not fight each other (Thompson 141) due to constraints in democratic institutions (Thompson 142). Randy Schweller suggests that democratic elites never seriously consider attacking a democratic challenger (Thompson 163) assuming no threat perceived, a positive-sum game. Thompson proposes a further refinement (Thompson 147) from which is derived: Hypothesis 3: Democracies do not fight democracies in their home region. This refinement to the democratic peace argument permits democracies to engage in colonial wars (such as the UK and French Third Republic in the 19th century) while remaining at peace on issues concerning the security of the state itself. India and Pakistan have engaged in militarized disputes in their home region (South Asia) at times when both were democracies in 1948
 and 1999. Thompson’s suggestion which reduces the testable area for conflict to Europe and North America also confines itself to areas where sovereignty of borders and peoples have become settled over long periods of conflict prior to universal electoral democratization. Democratic states historically did engage in conflict in low-cost, low-importance
 colonial wars while remaining at peace at home.


Hermann and Kegley found that from 1975-1991 democracies were less likely to intervene in the military affairs of others (Hermann and Kegley 436). The Kantian/Wilsonian democratic peace assumes when disputes arise between democratic states, they recognize shared norms, institutions and values which predispose them to negotiated resolutions (Hermann and Kegley 437). Thus, Hypothesis 4: As states become more democratic,  intervene in the affairs of others less, they hypothesize. The former claim may be a function of the rich militarily and economically powerful democracies of NATO which are too strong to be made targets of coercive diplomacy (Falklands/Malvinas notwithstanding). Regardless, a more democratic Pakistan engaged in conflict with democratic India as did an authoritarian one; regime-type appears to have played no role in determining the likelihood of peace or war in the dyad


Joanne Gowa (1999) suggests that the democratic peace is a phenomenon of the Cold War only; no evidence of it before WWI exists (Gowa 3). Common interests—the preferences perceived as shared across a group of actors—rather than regime type explains the peace (Gowa 3). According to Gowa, there are three key arguments in the literature (1) the political culture of democratic states embodies a norm of peaceful conflict resolution established domestically which will prevail in foreign policy (2) trade or cosmopolitan law forces states to calculate the costs of trade disruption as a disincentive to militarized conflict (3) the restricted autonomy of leaders by institutions checks the exercise of force (Gowa 6). Between 1816 and 1914 democratic dyads were no less likely to war
 than non-democratic dyads (Gowa 44). She finds that violent disputes do not occur at a lower rate between democratic states (Gowa 66). Yet, democratic governance became linked with common interests (seen as alliances). For her, when not conflated, the democratic peace does not hold while the alliance peace does.


Alliances are adopted as a proxy for “common interests” (Gowa 88), as suggested above. She finds the thesis that “common interests” predict to peace holds while the posited democratic regime-type leads to peace does not. The disaggregation of historical periods—dividing with WWI and WWII—allows the removal of the Cold War biasing of results (Gowa 112), which was the basis for the democratic peace paradigm.


Gowa’s literature  review notes trade, or “cosmopolitan law”—the costs of trade disruption form a disincentive to militarized conflict, thereby deterring it. Fears of trade and investment interruptions which war would bring are especially key to motivate private self-interested actors to devote resources, if necessary, to maintain constraints on the  institutions of government action. Over recent governments, trade has taken a central place on the peace agenda, with increased trade coinciding with peace. Democratic regimes were not essential as this has been pursued effectively between Vajpayee and Sharif as well as with Vajpayee and Musharraf. Thus, Hypothesis 5: Increasing dyadic trade reduces the likelihood of militarized conflict and war.

Gowa’s study also claims “common interests” (alliance) rather than regime-type

 commonalities produce peace between states. From this suggestion, here it is posited:  Hypothesis 6: When states share alliance membership they are less likely to war with each other. What produces the common interests? States decide conflict with a given state is disadvantageous or pending conflict with another state is commonly perceived as a greater threat and negotiate an alliance to mitigate the threat. Elite action in pursuit of peace (or external balancing against a greater threat) may create the common interests and result in peace. Nevertheless, India and Pakistan do not share an alliance and their interests (each seeks sovereignty over Kashmir) are in conflict. Does this mean there can be no hope for peace? Many of the alliances Gowa used concerned issue areas of peripheral interest to the contracting parties and did not necessarily impinge upon the core sovereignty interests: Germany/Prussia and France signed no alliance over Alsace. If taken more broadly than security-oriented alliances, common interests may well have explanatory value in terms of the creation of transnational constituencies for trade and other ends.

Operationalizations

For five of the hypotheses, the independent and, for all, the dependent variables are dichotomous. Regime-type is treated, as a dichotomous variable, as the presence or absence of democracy (the authoritarian regime-type falls in a residual category) in a state. Of the variety of potential sets of characteristics including universal suffrage and civil liberties, this analysis has adopted a focus on contestation—whether a variety of forces can compete for the control of governing institutions with a reasonable chance that the outcomes are not predetermined. Similarly, the dichotomous nature of conflict, posited here, finds itself echoing the existing literature. The data set adopted is the ever-popular Correlates of War (COW), which has set the threshold for a conflict being counted as a war at 1,000 battle-deaths cumulatively from system members, which presents a comprehensive listing of wars for the period 1816-1992.


Gowa’s alliance argument—alliances are a collective defense-oriented subset of IGO’s—draws upon the  CIA World Factbook which reports international organization participation answering whether India and Pakistan members of the same alliance for the reported year for empirical study. Those of these IGO’s which constitute organizations for collective defense are recorded for each state and checked for matching memberships. Following Gowa, this study confines the interpretation of alliances to (military) security alliances.


Free states are less likely to war with other free states is an additional implication of Herrmann and Kegley. Freedom House’s “Annual Survey of Freedom Country Ratings 1972-2000" provides its Freedom Rating whose thresholds are Free 1.0-2.5, Partly Free 2.5-5.5 and Not Free 5.5-7.0. The Freedom Rating
 was created by averaging their political rights and civil liberties ratings.  The survey included questions addressing rights of expression, association, personal autonomy, economic liberties, the rule of law, stateness, regime institutions and international influence. For each question states are awarded 0-4 points which are then summed. The raw point totals for political rights and civil liberties are separately broken into seven categories with equal point-spreads. These two indices are then averaged to produce the freedom rating. States with higher scores are less free.

Results and Analysis
Given time constraints, I will focus upon Hypotheses 6 (a summary of all  results appears in the appendix).

Hypothesis 6

Gowa provides her own argument on alliances (used as a proxy for the commonality of interests) which argues that states sharing common security alliances will not war. If India and Pakistan are allied they do not war. Of course, India and Pakistan have not shared alliance ties. As they were not aligned, this approach is unable to explain the events of peace and war between India and Pakistan. For much of the period under consideration Cold War divisions placed India in the Non-Aligned Movement (not a collective security alliance) and Pakistan in the US-aligned CENTO (Baghdad Pact) alliance. Even after the Cold War’s exit from South Asia, neither India nor Pakistan forged alliance ties. Yet there have been periods of both conflict and peace between them. A more generic form of common interests between them may be embodied in the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation ( SAARC
) institution, created in 1985, but this organization specifically addresses itself to issues other than dyadic security. This supports Gowa’s assertion  that similar regime-types which lack common interests may war. This hypothesis is not helpful for explaining the Indo-Pakistani dyad as Gowa has confused and conflated common interests with alliance membership. The concept of common interests needs to be disaggregated, beyond the common security interests encompassed by alliances. If extended to include SAARC as a stabilizing institution, the claim can be considered more thoroughly. Conflict occurred only once during the 15 plus year period of membership in SAARC (Kargil in 1999), but also occurred only once in the previous 15 years. The purpose of SAARC at its founding was to shift the focus of strategic attention from a dyadic to a multilateral regional approach with interest placed in common development economics. The organization, however, was unable to prevent the Kargil conflict. Gowa’s alliance argument seems to work only for strategic alliances in the face of a stronger extra-alliance threat, e.g., France and the FRG were more threatened by the USSR/Russia than each other. 


Gowa contends that “common interests” rather than regime-type commonalities produce peace between states. Gowa expects that when states share alliance membership they will not war with each other. She uses military alliances as a proxy for the hypothesized common interests. Gowa argues if two states are members of the same alliance they will not war. India and Pakistan never shared alliance ties so Gowa’s contribution would be unable to explain the variation. As the two states were not allied, all Gowa could offer would be that this institutional linkage would not be available to provide a disincentive for war. 


 As joint alliance membership for dyadic participants does not vary, a chi-squared statistic cannot be tested. The wider applicability of Gowa’s argument is in question as military alliance penetration in the post-Cold War period in the developing world is rather limited. Furthermore, Przeworski et al has suggested that militarized conflict in the developed world is relatively unlikely, in fact the authors suggest that while war will not the eliminated it will be limited to the African continent (Przeworski et al 273). Like South Asia, war-prone Africa lacks the alliance institutions which overlap potential conflict which the West has (France/Germany, Greece/Turkey).


As suggested above, Gowa’s use of alliances as a proxy for common interests only incompletely captures the hypothesized concept. So, a potential extension is to query whether membership in a regional IGO which affords institutions for the discussion of sovereignty and security issues. The expectation of this hypothesis is that when both India and Pakistan were members of SAARC there would be no war as opposed to other times. The states engaged in war three times before and once after joining SAARC.

	
	War
	Not War
	Total

	Both in SAARC
	1
	15
	16

	Not Both in SAARC
	5
	33
	38

	Total
	6
	48
	54


Table 1: Frequencies of Conflict by SAARC Membership

	
	SAARC

	Chi-squared
	8.963

	degrees of freedom
	1

	Significant at
	.003


Table 2: Chi-squared Test Statistic


The test reveals significance at the 95% confidence level. With the standard p < .05 requirement, the null hypothesis can be rejected. There is a statistically-significant relationship as deduced from the data. The Indo-Pakistani dyad can provide significant support for the thesis which postulates a relationship between SAARC membership and conflict. Again, this is an extension of Gowa’s argument which looks at a nonmilitary IGO (i.e., not an alliance) and finds a role for it. Perhaps such institutions are a solution for resolving continuing conflictual ties. Anecdotally, after bomb testing and again after Kargil, India and Pakistan interacted largely through the SAARC institutions to rebuild ties. These meetings facilitated direct contact among governing elites rather than being filtered through the ministries of external affairs diplomats. Consequently, these types of institutions may be policy avenues to be pursued. During years when India and Pakistan were both members of SAARC, they spent proportionally fewer years warring with each other. From SAARC’s first summit (1985) focused on multilateral cooperation in the region to address common problems of development. The seven South Asian states to gain collective self-reliance in nine fields which did not include security affairs. Each state was given equal responsibilities and rights with the aim to shift the paradigm from the Indo-Pakistani dyad to a regional focus. However, SAARC also afforded Indian and Pakistani leaders the opportunity discuss their bilateral relationship apart from dyadic summits at which the focus was wholly security-oriented. The SAARC institution appears to have ameliorated the relationship. The sort of institution that has been created may be a useful model to follow for other conflictual regions of the developing world.

Conclusion

At this point it will be useful to review what has been attempted in the present study (which is summarized in Appendix A). This has been a test of the subtheories, or interpretations, of the democratic peace research program on the Indo-Pakistani dyad. Some are supported; some are not. The development of the democratic peace literature has neglected these cases in the past by concentrating on a subset of the states in the global system whose divergence in terms of conflict may be explained by factors other than regime-type. As such, it is important to extend the discourse, gradually broadening the range of states included.


A general but key finding is that scholars have different concepts in mind when contributing to the democratic peace research program. From these concepts, scholars are led to a variety of different findings. Rather than affirming or denying the veracity of a vague notion of the democratic peace, the particular underlying processes should be evaluated, as has been done here. In this study, some strands found empirical support while others did not.


While not claimed to be exhaustive, tests in the dyad have been executed based upon six hypotheses which appear in the world politics and policy literature. These have been operationalized and then quantitatively tested. Two additional hypotheses which were prompted during the course of study have also been tested. Freedom and nonmilitary IGO membership were shown as statistically significant explanatory factors for the empirically-found variation on the relevant variables. There is policy relevance to these findings. 


Firstly, freedom (Hypothesis 2) as operationalized by the Freedom House surveys has a relationship to conflict. States and other organizations seeking to diminish the propensity of war within a dyad may encourage the types of institutions which encapsulate the political rights and civil liberties that Freedom House studies. Freedom includes the common criteria of participation and contestation which appear in the regime literature. Yet, the operationalization of freedom goes beyond that to include many aspects of individual liberties, freedoms of association and group identity rights which are overlooked by both regime-oriented data sets used here. While Freedom House provides a listing of their survey questions, data is not provided from the individual responses to these questions. A useful further study would be to isolate the various aspects of freedom and to assess their individual relationships to the propensity for war. Yet, as much as a relationship can be statistically demonstrated, it was the opposite of the hypothesized expectations. In fact, the one war in the measured period occurred when India was Free and Pakistan was Partly Free. Further study is needed before the predictive nature of freedom can be assessed, yet Freedom House’s more multifaceted assessment of states may be more powerful than the paradigmatic contestation and participation operationalizations of regime-type.


Secondly, a statistically significant relationship (the most significant of those tested) was found between membership in the nonmilitary regional IGO SAARC and conflict (a refinement of Hypothesis 6). During years when India and Pakistan were both members of SAARC they spent proportionally fewer years warring with each other. From SAARC’s first summit (1985) it focused on multilateral cooperation in the region to address common problems of development. The seven South Asian states joined to gain collective self-reliance in nine fields which did not include security affairs. Each state was given equal responsibilities and rights with the aim to shift the paradigm from the Indo-Pakistani dyad to a regional focus. However, SAARC also afforded Indian and Pakistani leaders the opportunity discuss their bilateral relationship. The SAARC institution appears to have ameliorated the relationship. The sort of institution that has been created may be a useful model to follow for other conflictual regions of the developing world.


Other enumerated hypotheses were not found to be statistically significant. Such a statement does not refute the democratic peace research program but only particular interpretations disaggregated from it.


An intriguing finding of this study for policy-relevance has been that of the development-oriented IGO. This type of institution has been largely overlooked in terms of its potential responsibility for ameliorating conflict. Of the literature that has been surveyed above, Gowa’s critique of the democratic peace comes the closest to positing expectations to which outcomes have conformed. Recall that she argued that it was common interests rather than regime-type which was a useful predictor to whether wars and militarized disputes short of war occurred. Gowa then operationalized common interests as military alliance membership. This argument was unable to explain the period of varying war and peace in the history of the Indo-Pakistani dyad as there was no variation on the independent variable. Membership in SAARC was tested as a different operationalization on Gowa’s hypothesis of common interests. This IGO is a expression of common interests as from its founding the signatory states committed to work collectively to address common development interests. Rather than uniting against a common enemy image, economic development was the subject of attention. Where Gowa’s operationalization of her hypothesis attempted to explain an interstate security relationship with an interstate security relationship, here the independent variable is institutional non-security (often economic) interaction. This basic idea in Gowa’s hypothesis appears to be on track (more so than any of the other hypotheses) but her operationalization was too restrictive. The findings from the SAARC test lead to a reevaluation of contexts in which peace has been attributed to security alliances where other regional IGO’s are present. More concretely, in western Europe, was peace in the Franco-German dyad due to NATO (as Gowa’s operationalization would suggest) or the European Union/EEC (as posited here)?


Besides what has been said about the Indo-Pakistani dyad and other conflictual dyads, this project attempts to problematize the enterprise of falsifying the democratic peace. No longer should the question be: Can the democratic peace explain this case? Is there empirical support for the democratic peace? Again, this has been a test of the subtheories, or interpretations, of the democratic peace research program on the Indo-Pakistani dyad. Some are supported; some are not. So the question becomes: What aspects or interpretations of the democratic peace research program receive support? What democratic peace hypotheses explain a given case? Democratic peace theorists can have very different notions of what they are studying. While the initial suggestions of the democratic peace as presented by Kant had some level of specificity, further renditions — especially those pronouncements of policy-makers — have become vague to the point that verification becomes problematic. This article argues that scholars must be precise with their concepts. This is especially a problem with the most used and fundamental concepts, including democracy. Without democracy, operationalization of the democratic peace is, of course, not feasible. A variety of variables are conflated. Scholars should take apart these concepts to their operational elements and empirically test the elements, doing so with the broadest set of cases possible. 

Appendix A: Hypotheses, Operationalizations, and Findings

	Literature
	Expectations
	Results
	Theoretical/Empirical Comparison

	Kydd: The relatively transparent decision-making inherent in democratic institutions reduces the uncertainty of others over motivation. In turn less uncertainty reduces the likelihood of war amongst security-seekers. Transparent democratic institutions promote peace. These institutions include statutory public laws, a voting parliament and a court system.
	At times when both India and Pakistan are/were democratic no wars will occur in the dyad.

	India: Parliamentarism

1950-90

Pakistan: Parliamentarism 

1950-55 (by these criteria begins 1947); 1988-90 (and extend to 1999)

These extensions can be made as Przeworski’s conditions can be met and no regime change occurred between them and the studied years.

Wars in 1947-9 and 1999 occurred with both states democratic.
	Wars occurred at times when the hypothesis would suggest otherwise

	Thompson: Democracies do not fight democracies in their home region
	When both are democratic India and Pakistan will not fight in South Asia

	Identifies three wars between India and Pakistan in 1947-9, 1965 and 1971 in South Asia, the home region of both states; Kargil (1999) as well can be added
 
	Wars occurred in the home region of the democracies unlike what Thompson would expect.

	Gowa: Trade, or “cosmopolitan law” - the costs of trade disruption forms a disincentive to militarized conflict
	When bilateral trade is increasing, there will be a reduced likelihood of war in the dyad
.
	Indo-Pakistani bilateral trade grew more than twelve times (in nominal terms) from 1987 to 1999 but declined from 89-90, 92-93 and from 98; there were drops in trade levels in the last period following nuclear testing. Vajpayee’s initiative with Sharif following the test sought to increase trade; trade had however plunged in the two years leading up to the Kargil Crisis removing or lessening this constraint upon militancy.
	Peak trade was less than US$200m which is less than 0.1% of the combined Indo-Pakistani GDP, at exchange rates. If the hypothesis had used “high trade” rather than increasing trade this dyad may not have qualified at all, but the decline in years preceding war support the hypothesis. Data is available for a shorter time period than other tests. Unfortunately Chengappa  does not provide earlier data.

	Gowa: “Common interests” (alliance) rather than regime-type commonalities produce peace between states
	If two states are members of the same alliance they will not war

	India and Pakistan have not shared alliance ties. Yet there have been periods of both conflict and peace between them. A more generic common interests between them may be embodied in the SAARC institution, created in 1985, but this addresses issues specifically other than dyadic security. This supports Gowa that similar regime-types which lack common interests may war.
	This hypothesis has problems explaining the Indo-Pakistani dyad as Gowa has confused and conflated common interests with alliance membership. The concept of common interests need to be disaggregated, beyond the common security interests encompassed by alliances

	Common interests embodied in IGO’s rather than regime-type commonalities produce peace between states.
	If two states are members of the same developmental IGO they are less likely to war.
	India and Pakistan have shared membership is SAARC since 1985. While members proportionally less dyad-years have been spent in conflict. When not members India and Pakistan warred during 4 years (1947-8, 1965, 1971) over the course of 38 years (10.5% of the time); while members wars occurred during 1 year (1999) of 17 (5.9%).
	This hypothesis is confirmed by the data. India and Pakistan spent proportionally less dyad-years in war while sharing membership in the non-military IGO SAARC. This operationalization of Gowa’s claim of the power of common interests is empirically supported.

	Hermann & Kegley Democracies are less likely to intervene in the military affairs of others
	A democratic state will be less likely than a non-democracy to intervene in foreign states militarily
.
	India 8-11: 47-74, 77-99; 4-7: 75-76

COW found wars in 47-49, 65 and 71; during all India was a democracy

Pakistan 8-11: 56-57, 72-76, 88-96; 4-7: 49-55, 97-98; 0-3: 62-68; -7--4: 58-61

The figure during the 1971 was -77 for Pakistan which is off the scale; that war followed an election for MPs in Pakistan which was to transition the state from military rule to democracy. Other wars occurred when coded 2, 4, 1. The Kargil Crisis (which according to official reports killed over 1000 system members) occurred under the Sharif government which was coded by Polity as 7 (democracy)
	Unlike the expectation, India intervened militarily in the affairs of its neighbors (Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Goa, Hyderabad, Sikkim, etc) while it was a democracy. Pakistan as a democratic state in 1947-49 and 1999 intervened militarily in India.

	Freedom is treated as an aspect of democratic political culture. Free states are less likely to engage in war with other free states
	Free states are less likely to war with other free states
.
	India

Free 72-75, 77-91, 98-00

PF 75-77, 91-98

Pakistan

PF 72-79, 85-99

NF 79-85, 99-00

Only one war occurred during the period covered, Kargil in 1999 with India coded free and Pakistan coded partly free
	According to Freedom House Pakistan was not a Free state between 1972 and 2000 but warred with free India in 1999 while partly free. While Pakistan was Not Free during the years coded, India and Pakistan did not war. The hypothesis suggested an increased likelihood of war if the variable is taken continuously as Freedom House reports it.


Appendix B: Hypotheses




	Hypothesis Number
	Statement of Hypothesis

	1
	States with democratic institutions, control of which is determined openly, are less likely to engage in war with other states with such institutions

	2
	Free states are less likely to engage in war with other free states.

	3
	Democracies do not fight democracies in their home region.

	4
	As states become more democratic, they intervene in the affairs of others less.

	5
	Increasing dyadic trade reduces the likelihood of militarized conflict and war.

	6
	When states share alliance membership, they are less likely to war with each other.
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	� Correlates of War, COW, identifies the following Indo-Pakistani conflicts as Inter-State Wars (� HYPERLINK (http://www.umich.edu/~cowproj/iswars.pdf)��http://www.umich.edu/~cowproj/iswars.pdf)�: First Kashmir (1947-9); Second Kashmir (1965); and Bangladesh (1971). This COW covers 1816-1992; Militarized Interstate Disputes (MIDS), COW’s successor, extended this with publication of data on South Asia 2002. Kargil (1999) {event #4223} was included with the deaths of 524 for India (Free Press Journal 17 Jan 2000, according to Indian sources) and 500 for Pakistan (The Hindu 20 June 2000 quoting Begum Koolsum Nawaz – Nawaz Sharif’s wife) being sufficient. As these numbers derive from self-reporting it is expected that  both of these are low estimates. Even with these most-conservative estimates Kargil would pass COW’s threshold to qualify. 


	�While there is likely some role for agency, a careful consideration and test of it is beyond the scope of this present study. Decisions of actors do not happen in a vacuum. Even a focus on agency must take into account the context in which such decisions are arrived at. Structurally-oriented theories such as are tested below offer this sort of context for the development of decisions. Structural factors may provide strong incentives/disincentives for undertaking particular decisions.


	� While the constituent assemblies used a limited franchise from the laws of the colonial period, the definition of democracy is based upon contestation, not merely participation, so this would be coded as a democracy.


	� Wars fought over colonies engaged relatively small forces. The UK in the late nineteenth century at the apex of its power operated land forces numbering around 150,000 for its global empire, controlling 400 million subjugated peoples. In comparison, the BEF casualties were 57,470 on the first day of the Battle of the Somme in 1916. Furthermore, a colonial war posed no threat of making the metropole extinct from the state system.


	� War is used here by Gowa as in the present paper as the COW definition—a militarized conflict which involves at least one system member and results in total battle deaths for all involved system members exceeding 1000 (Gowa 45).


	� Freedom House’s methodology is available from http://www.freedomhouse.org/research/freeworld/2000/methodology.htm


	� The South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), which has been meeting since 1985, is a multilateral regional IGO encompassing seven South Asian states including both India and Pakistan from its inception. Its official goal is the promotion of collective self-reliance in nine fields of economic, human and cultural development. A recent achievement was the South Asia Preferential Trade Arrangement. While not charged by charter with arbitrating bilateral security concerns, SAARC fora have been the sites of many critical Indo-Pakistani discussions on such matters. For an excellent treatment of SAARC in regards to regional cooperation, see Gonzalves, Eric and Nancy Jetley, eds. The Dynamics of South Asia: Regional Cooperation and SAARC New Delhi: Sage, 1999. 


	�Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi (2000), Appendix 1.2, pg 56-69, “Classification of Political Regimes, 1950-1990" Variables: “Regime”, “Entry”, “Exit”. To be coded a democracy Przeworski et al have four criteria (1) elected executive (2) elected legislature (3) more than one effective party in the system (4) alternation of party/coalition members in government; Presidentialism and Parliamentarism are subsets of democracy


	� Correlates of War, 1816-1992's Interstate wars list which includes conflicts with 1000 or more battle deaths by state system members


	� Kargil (1999) will certainly be included in the next COW/MIDS, the deaths of 524 for India (Free Press Journal 17 Jan 2000, according to Indian sources) and 500 for Pakistan (The Hindu 20 June 2000 quoting Begum Koolsum Nawaz – Nawaz Sharif’s wife, a high-ranking Pakistani) being sufficient. As these numbers reflect self-reporting it is expected that  both of these are low estimates. Even with these most conservative estimates Kargil passes COW’s threshold to qualify as a major war. 


	�Bidanda M Chengappa, � HYPERLINK http://www.idsa-india.org/an-jun9-7.html��http://www.idsa-india.org/an-jun9-7.html� reporting the variables year and the  total change in the value of trade over the previous year


	�CIA World Factbook reports the international organization participation variable. Are India and Pakistan members of the same alliance for the reported year?


	� Polity dataset using POLITY variable which combines 11-point scales of Democracy and Autocracy


	�Freedom House “Annual Survey of Freedom Country Ratings 1972-2000" Freedom Rating which defines states as Free 1.0-2.5, Partly Free 2.5-5.5 and Not Free 5.5-7.0.





