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Abstract

In this papemwe extendthe well known “agreeing-to-disag€’ and“no-
trade” resultsfrom economicsand gametheoryto internationalrelations.
We shaw thattwo rationalcountriesshouldnever agreeto go to war when
waris inefficientandwhenrationalityis commonknowledge.We amguethat
this resultmight provide onepossibleexplanationfor the empiricalfinding,
oftenreferredto asthe“DemocraticPeacé, thatmoderndemocraciesarely
go to war with oneanother We proposethat the informationalproperties
of pluralisticinstitutions(asopposedo oligarchiesor dictatorships)eadto
betterdecision-makingyy democraciesndthat democraciesretherefore
morelikely to be therationalactorsnecessaryor the “no-war” result. We
discussempiricalevidencein supportof this proposition.

*TheauthorsacknavledgeChristinaBicchieri andKiron Skinnerfor helpful corversationon
thistopic. Thanksalsoto seminaparticipantsat Carngjie Mellon Universityfor helpfulcomments
andsuggetsions.



1 Intr oduction

TheDemocratidPeaces oneof themostwidely discusseghphenomenan Interna-
tional Relations.Putsimply, the DemocraticPeacenypothesistateghatdemoc-
raciesare significantly lesslikely to fight warswith eachother! While widely
agreedvith andsupportedn severalstudieg OnealandRussett,1999;Rousseau,
etal., 1996; Bremer 1992; Dixon, 1994; Russett, 1996a),the phenomenorhas
notbeenprovidedwith asolidtheoreticabasis|eadingsomeresearcher® ques-
tion its validity (Gowa, 1999; Schwarz and Skinner 2000). Our contrikbution in
this papers to putforwarda stylizedmodelof internationakonflictthatprovides
onepossibleexplanationfor the DemocratidPeaceThe papers mainpointis that
mutualdisagreemerndboutthelik elihoodof successn a military conflict cannot
explaintheoccurencef protractedvarfarebetweertwo nations.In fact,warcan
only resultwhenatleastoneof thefollowing conditionsholds: (1) atleastoneof
thecombatantss believedto preferfighting andlosinga war to notfighting at all
or (2) atleastoneof the combatantsctually prefersfighting andlosing a war to
notfightingatall. Theimplicationsof themodelarebroad:mutualunderstanding

betweemations— for instance regardingone anothers political institutionsand

1A stronger- andmoredifficult to support-versionof thelaw is thatdemocraciegever fight
warswith eachother



decision-makingprocesses- can (and should)leadto reducedmilitary conflict,
regardlesof the nations’unilateralinterestsfor nationswhoseleadergrefernot
fighting to fighting andlosing. In addition, the modelpredictsthat, in conflict,
nationswhoseleadersunderstandheir opponentbetterthanthey areunderstood
by their opponentsleaderswill be moresuccessfuin war.

Our modelis simply the extensionof a well known resultfrom economics
andgametheory Aumanns (1976)“agreeing-to-disagreeesultstateshattwo
rationaldecisionmakersshouldneverdisagredasedsolelyondifferencen infor-
mationwhentheir rationality is commonknowledge. Putdifferently, two people
shouldnever maintaindivergentbeliefsbasedsolely on having receved different
information— they shouldtake into accountwhatinformationmusthave led oth-
ersto hold a differentpositionandrevise their beliefsuntil they corverge. This
resulthasbeenextendedo speculatie tradeby Milgrom andStokey (1982),who
shaw thatno suchtradeshouldoccurbasedon differencesn information.

We similarly extendthis resultto internationalrelations. We shaw that, as
long aswar is inefficient andthe rationality of nationsis commonlyknown, two
countriesshouldnever agreeto go to war with eachotherbasedon differentper
ceptionsof whowill win thewar. We thenamuethatthisresultcanbeextendedo

provide a basisfor the DemocraticPeaceaslong asdemocraciearemorelik ely



to satisfythe rationality assumptiorof the modelthannon-democraciesiVe dis-
cussexisting empirical supportfor this assumptionpoth from experimentsand
comparatie studies.

Thenext sectionof the paperdiscussetheliteraturethatdealswith theDemo-
craticPeace Section3 discusseshetheoreticaliteraturerelatedto our modelof
militarized conflict. The modelandits applicationto the DemocraticPeaces

presentednh Section4 andconclusionsareofferedin Section5.

2 The Democratic Peace

Therearetwo main partsto the democraticpeace:1) democracieslo not fight
otherdemocraciesgand2) democraciearenolesslik ely to fight othernon-democracies
(Roussealgtal. 1996;Gartzle, 1998;Russett1996a)? Thesewo empiricalreg-
ularitiesaresupportedy several studies.For instance OnealandRusset{1999)

examinea period of over 100 years(1885to 1992) andfind that Kantian vari-

2While mostof the empiricalliteraturepointsto a strongeffect of democrag — mostof the
large samplestudiesarein agreementhat democracieglo not fight one another— thereis not
unanimity amonginternationalrelationsscholarsaboutthe validity of the democraticpeace. A
groupwithin thefield, the realistschool,aguesthatdomestidnstitutionsdo not have the type of
effect necessargn internationakelationsfor thedemocratigoeaceo obtain. Instead they claim,
internationakonflictis uniquelydeterminedy thedistribution of military capabilityandsecurity
concerndbetweercountries However, asRousseauwgtal., (1996)point out, the studiessupporting
the realistcontentionsuffer from methodologicaFlaws or small samples. For responseso the
realistcriticism, seeOnealandRusset(1999)andRousseatgtal. (1996).



ables(democrag, economicinterdependencenembershipn internationalorga-
nizations)decreas¢helik elihoodof military conflict betweertwo counries® Im-
portantly their analysisextendsover the entire period andis not uniqueto ary
particularera, suchasthe inte-War period or the Cold War. Finally, they also
find that conflict decreaseasmilitary strengthbecomesnoreunevenin a dyad,
anempiricalresultthatwill be consistentwith our model. Providing supportfor
the dyadic natureof the phenomenorfwhich implies that democraciesre less
likely to fight oneanotheybut nolesslik ely to fight non-democraciesMaoz and
Russett(1993)find that the supportfor the democraticpeace(measuredy the
extentto which joint democratiadyadsarelesslik ely to enteror escalateonflict)
is robustto severalcontrolvariablesandacrossseveralmeasuresf conflict.
Rousseauwet al., (1996)alsofind thatthe democratiqpeaces largely dyadic:
democraciearelesslik ely to entera conflictwith eachothet but arenolesslikely
to enterconflictswith non-democraciesSpecifically they find thatinititation of
conflict, conditionalon an existing crisis, is not significantly determinedby a
nation’s own democrag, but ratherby an interactionbetweenown democrag

andpotentialopponent democrag. They interprettheir resultsasevidencethat:

3The DemocraticPeacsds often associateavith the term“Kantian peace’dueto Kant's argu-
mentthattheblossomingf democray, trade,andinternationaktooperatiorwould leadto decline
in war.



“Onceademocray is involvedin aninternationakrisis, it carefullydistinguishes
the type of statewith which it is bagainingand adjustsits baigainingbehaior
accordingly Whenfacedwith a democraticopponentademocrag believesthat
its opponentsharesits desireto avoid the useof force. Without reassurances,
however, democraciewill be lessrestrainedconcerningthe useof force” (p.
527) Rousseauet al., alsofind that a favorablebalanceof forcesmake it more
likely thata particularcountrywill initiate conflict.

Gartzle (1998)finds thatthe dyadicphenomenomf the democratigpeaces
noteliminatedwhenaffinity betweercountriess includedasanexplanatoryvari-
able. Specifically he usessimilarity of voting patternsin the United Nationsas
ameasuref nations’affinity andthenfindsthatthis explainspartof the propen-
sity of countriesto go to war. However, even whenthis affinity is includedas
an explanatoryvariable,thereis still a significanteffect of dyadicdemocrag in
determiningconflict.

While thereis considerableevidencesupportingthe empirical phenomenon
of the democraticpeace,no strongtheoreticalbasishasbeenprovided for the
result. Two of the main theoriesfor why the democraticpeaceexists are: 1)
that norms differ betweendemocraciesand non-democraciesyith democratic

political processebeingmorelik ely to rely on normsof peacefulresolutionand



compromiseand 2) that political instutionsin democraticcountrieshold leaders
moredirectly accountablemeaningthattheseleadersaremorelik ely to take into
accountthe costsof conflict* However, detractorsopponentf the existenceof
the democratiqpeacehave attacled both of thesetheoriesandcite their "ad hoc”
natureasoneof the mainreasondor doubtingthe existenceof the phenomenon
(SchwarzandSkinner 2000).

In responsdo thesecriticisms, Buenode Mesquita,et al., (1999) synthesize
the main resultsassociatedvith the democraticpeaceand presenta theoretical
basisfor the phenonmenonThey posit seven empirical obsenationsrelatedto
thedemocratigpeace:1) democraciefight with non-democracie£) conditional
on fighting awar, democraciesvin morefrequently 3) whenconflictfirst arises,
democraticdyadsare morelik ely to choosepeacefulresolution,4) democracies
aremorelik ely to startwarsagainstutocracieshanvice versa55) conditionalon
startinga war, democraciesuffer lesscasualtiesandfight shorterwars, 6) tran-
sitional democraciesare morelikely to fight than stableregimes,and 7) larger
democracieseemmore constrainedo avoid war thando smallerdemocracies.
They presenta modelwhich they ague accountsor mostof the empirical ob-

senationsrelatedto the democratiqpeace.In their model,leaderseedto satisfy

4See/for instanceRusset{1996b)andMaoz andRusset{1993).



a winning coalition of the actualvoting electoratein orderto remainin office.
Therefore,jn a conflict situation,theseleaderaneedto decidefirst whetherto go
to war or nggotiatea settlementand, if they fight, how muchof the nation’s re-
sourcesgo committo the conflict. Specifically in their model, the leaderof an
aggressie nationfirst decidesvhetheror notto attackand,if so,whatproportion
of the nation’s availableresourceso directto thefight. If attacled,the otherna-
tion mustsimilarly decidewhatproportionof availableresource$o committo the
war. The countrythat commitsthe mostresourcesvins the war. Following the
war, membersof the winning coalitionin eachcountrydecidewhetheror not to
supporttheincumbenteaderor defectto arival. It directly follows from assump-
tionsin their modelthatleaderan moredemocraticcountries(thosewith larger
potentialparticipantsn theelectionprocessandsmallerwinning coalitions)will,
holdingall elseequal,be morelik ely to defeata challengethanleadersn coun-
tries with smallerelectoratesand winning coalitions. In the equilibrium of the
game,democraciesvill exert moreeffort in a war becausdeadershave more of
anincentve to go after the large reward which can be divided amongthe large
winning coalition than autocratswho are more likely to stayin power if they
withhold resourcedgrom the war and divide them amongtheir smallerwinning

coalition. This meanghatwarsaremorecostly for democraciesndthatdemo-



cratic leaderamustbe morecertainof victory beforeintitiating conflict. Also as
aresult,democracieslevote moreeffort to fighting wars,makingit moreunprof-
itable for two democracieso fight andthereforelesslikely. On the otherhand,
democraciesrelikely to attacknon-democraciesincethey canexpectthat au-
tocracieswill respondwith lesseffort.

Ourapproachs similarto thatof Buenode Mesquitaetal. in thatwe provide
a stylizedmodelof military conflict anduseit to provide a theoreticalbasisfor
thedemocratigpeace Our agumentoffersanexplanationof the dyadicnatureof
peace- in our model,combatantsnustagreeto fight eachother—andprovidesa
setof conditionsthatimply thatwar will never occurin ary dyadin which they
aresatisfied.Similarly to Buenode Mesquitaetal., our explanationis consistent
with theoccurencef war but, accordingto our explanation,war canonly happen
whenboth of the nations’leadersbelieve thattheir opponenis bothwealer and

irrational.

3 “Agreeingto disagree”

Our theoreticalgumentrelieson Aumanns (1976)familiar resultin economics

that two rational agentscan never disagreebasedsoley on differencesn infor-



mationwhentheir rationalityis commonknowledge. The mainresultis simple.
Supposeawo peoplearetrying to decidewhetheror notto beton oppositesidesof

an eventwith two possibleoutcomegmeaningthat only one of the two canwin

thebetif it is made).Then,if both peoplestartedout with the samemodelof the
world (commonpriors) andonly differ in the informationthat they receved re-
gardingtheprobabilityof theevent,andif they arebothrationalBayesiardecision
makersandthisis commonknowledge thenno suchbetwill everbemade.

We defera more precisediscussiorof Aumanns resultto laterin the paper
but theintuition behindtheresultis simple:two peopleshouldnotbetagainstach
otherin a zero-sunsituationbasedsolely on the belief thatthey arecorrectand
theotherpartyis wrong. If they bothbelievetheotherpartyto berational(andthis
is commorknowledge) thenthey haveto realizethatbothsidescannotbecorrect
andthatoneof the two musthave incorrectbeliefs. This will leadthe beliefsof
both partiesto converge asthey take into accountthe informationthat the other
sidemusthave recevedin orderto be willing to make the bet. The outcomeof
this procesds that both sideswill endup with the samebeliefs,leadingat least
onepartyto declineto take the bet. This resulthasbeenappliedby Milgrom and
Stokey (1982)to shav that speculatre tradeshouldnever occur They showv that

by a processsimilar to that usedby Aumann,differencesn informationshould
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never lead peopleto be willing to tradea speculatie assefat a given price. We
applythesamdogic, modelingprolongednilitary conflictasalessthanzerosum

betby two nations.

4 A Model of War

This sectionpresentsa simple, stylized model of protractedmilitary conflict.
Thereare two primary assumption®f the model: war is both risky and ineffi-
cient. Waris risky in the sensahatthevictor is notknown atthe beginningof the
conflict. Waris inefficientbecausehefinal assignmenbf propertyrightscouldbe
establishedavithoutthelossof life broughtaboutby military conflict, for example.
For simplicity, we considerprotractedmilitary conflict betweentwo nations,
labelledA andB. The structureof interactionprecedingmilitary conflictin our
modelis asfollows. Simultaneouslyeachnationdecidesvhethetto fight or defer
If eithernationchoosego defer thenwardoesnotoccur If bothnationsdecideto
fight, however, war occurs andthewinneris determinedThe payofs of thegame
areirrelevantsolong asboth nationspreferto deferthanloseandwar represents
alessthanzero-sumbet by the combatants An examplegametreeis shown in

Figurel.
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UA) =1, UB) =-2

UA)=-2,UB)=1

UA)=0,UB)=0

UA)=0,UB)=0

U(A) =0, U(B) =0

Figurel: An Exampleof the War Game
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A key assumptionn our modelis thatwaris costly Eachnationincursafixed
costif war occurs. The spoilsof victory may exceedthis cost- if they did not,
thenit is obvious that no nationshouldever go to war - but the sumof the two
nationspayofs is lessthanzero. Thatis, the defeatechationwould be willing to
morethancompensatéhevictoriousnationin orderto have notgoneto warin the
first place.Giventhe costlinesof conflict,the combatantsnustbelieve thatthey
have a high likelihood of winning thewar. A necessargonditionfor a rational
actorto bewilling to fight awarin our modelis thatthey believe the probability
thatthey will emepe victoriousis strictly greaterthanfifty percent.Thisimplies
thata necessargonditionfor war to occuris thatboth nationsmustbelieve that
their probability of winning thewar is greaterthanfifty percent.Our mainresult
is thatsuchbeliefs(which are,of course contradictorysincethe true probability
thateachcountrywill win thewar mustsumto exactly one)cannot be sustained
in ary equilibriumwhenbothnationsarerational,implying thatwar cannotbean

equilibriumoutcomewhenthe rationality of both playersis commonknowledge.

Definition 1 War is inefficientif it is knownwith certaintyex antethat the sumof
the combatantspayofs following a war will be strictly lessthanthe sumof their

payofsin lieu of a war.
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Accordingto our definition, war beinginefficient implies thereis a pre-war
concessionthatboth playerswould preferto any post-war settlement.This is be-
causewar is akin to “leaving mone/ on the table”: protractedmilitary conflict
imposessignificantand avoidable costson both participantsin searchof an as-
signmentof propertyrightsthatis attainablewithout warfare. (Notice thatthis is

satisfiedn the examplegameshownn in Figurel.)

Theorem 2 Supposehat war is inefficient, both players are rational, this ratio-
nality is commorknowledg, andwar requiresbothplayers consentThenwar is

never an equilibriumoutcome

Proof: Supposecontraryto the theorem,that war is an equilibrium outcome.
Thenit mustbe the casethat the expectedutility of war is no lessthanthe ex-
pectedutility of peacdor bothplayers sinceeitherplayermayforcethepeaceful
outcomeby deferring.If war is inefficient then,by definition, the expectedutility
of waris lessthanthe expectedutility of peacdor atleastone(andperhapsoth)
of the two players. Hence,at leastone player must strictly preferdeferringto
goingto war, implying thatwar betweerrationalplayerscannot be supportedn

equilibrium. [}

Notice thatthe theoremrequiresfour conditionsto be satisfied.First, war is
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assumedo be inefficient. Essentiallywar is inefficientif thereis a pre-war con-
cessionthat would make both nationsstrictly betteroff thanwar. Secondboth
playersare assumedo be rational. Rationalityimplies that the leadersseekto
maximizetheir expectedutility andupdatetheir beliefsbasedon all availablein-
formationaccordingto Bayes’rule. Third, commonknowledgeof the players’
rationalityimpliesthatbothplayersknow thatthe otherplayeris rational,thatthis
knowledgeof rationality is known to eachplayer andso forth. Finally, our re-
guirementhatwar bemutuallyagreeduponin orderto occurrestrictsthedomain
of thetheoremto protractednilitary conflicts: warsin which both sidesactually

fight oneanother

4.1 Discussionof the Model and the Democratic Peace

The purposeof our model of warfareis to illuminate one possibleexplanation
for the Democraticpeace.To do so, we arguethatkey assumptionsf the above
modelandresult— specifically therationalityassumptions-aremorelik ely to be
satisfiedoy democraciesWe amguethatdemocraciesremorelik ely to be better
decion-makingentitiesthanautocraciegandthat, therefore,a dyad consistingof
two democraciess mostlik ely to satisfytheassumptionsecessaryor theabove

resultto hold. We supportthis argumentwith two kinds of empiricalevidence.
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First,thereis empiricalevidencethatmoreparticipatorydemocraciearemore
likely to produceoutcomesfavorableto mostvoters. Pommerehng¢1990) dis-
cussesseveral results,obtainedby him and his co-authorsjndicating that more
directdemocraciearemorelik ely to produceresultsconsistentvith voter’s pref-
erencesFor instancepnesuchsetof studiedindsthatmoredirectandparticipa-
tory democraciearemorelik ely to produceoutcomesloserto themedianvoter’s
preferences Anotherfinds that Swissmunicipalitieswith more direct democra-
ciesaremoreefficient at public good(garbagecollection)provision. In addition,
governmentspendings significantlyhigherin representatie thandirectdemoc-
racies(PommerhenandSchneider1982).

Feld and Savioz (1997) questionone of the assumptionsn the mostof the
above studies- thatlessspendings better— andconducta studyto addresgshis
concern.Specifically they comparethe economicperformancef Swisscantons
with andwithout elementsof directdemocrag (directapproval of fiscal matters
by voters). Using GDP asthe measureof economicperformancethey find that
cantonswith direct participationperformbetter(betweerns and 15 percent)than
thosewithout.

Second,oneof the waysin which the decision-makingprocessesf democ-

raciesanddictatorshipdiffer is thatdecision-makingn decmoraciess likely to
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includeeffective participationby a muchlargernumberof people.If largegroups
aremorelik ely to behae rationallythanindividualsor smallgroups thendemoc-
raciesarelik ely to benefitfrom theseadvantage®f size. In fact,thereis consid-
erableexperimentalevidencethatgroupsperformbetterthanindividualsacrossa
wide variety of tasks.Socialpsychologistsprganizationakesearchergndmore
recentlyeconomicshave addressethe questionof whethergroupsbehae more
“rationally” acrossa wide variety of decisionproblemsandandestimationtasks.
While the studiesvary greatlyin the tasksthey useandin the compositionand
size of groups,a commonresultacrossa majority of the researchis that groups
aregenerallybetterthanthe average thoughnot the best,individual.

In a surwey of the psychologicaliterature,Hill (1982)surwyed 139 studies
on group versusindividual performancefocusingon studieswheregroup per
formanceon a task was comparedwith the performanceof individuals on the
sametask and whereassignmento group versusindividual conditionwas ran-
dom. Overall, the surwy provided consistentevidencethat groupsperformed
betterthanthe averageof individual performancethoughnot quite aswell asthe
bestgroupmember In tasksinvolving learning,groupsconsistentlyoutperform
individuals,makingfewer errorsandmakingbetteruseof availableinformation.

Similarly, groupsperformedbetterin abstractproblemsolving, suchassolving
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anagramsndspatialproblemsthoughmostof the differencecouldbe explained
by thefactthatthegroupperformedaswell asthebestmemberHowever, in some
tasks,suchasdifficult crossvord puzzles,groupsperformedbetterthanthe best
individual members. Not surprisingly but importantly for our analysis,groups
alsofaredbetteron tasksthat requiredthe realizationof aninsight necessaryo

solve the problem. This is significantfor our analysisbecause¢he mainintuition

behind Aumanns result (that we both cant be making a good bet and that we

shouldknow this if wererationalandthis is commonknowledge)is easyto fol-

low onceit is realizedor explained.

Miner, Jr. (1984)similarly found that groupsperformedbetterthanindivid-
ualsin a comple decisiontask (involving a simulationof a "Winter Survival”
situation),but not quite aswell asthe bestindividual in the group. This result
was replicatedby Cooke and Kernaghan(1987), who found that the resultthat
groupsperform betterthan individuals, thoughnot betterthan the bestindivid-
ualin thegroup,obtainedacrossseveraldifferentaggreationrulesfor measuring
performancef individuals.

In morerecentwork comparingthe performancef groupsandindividualsin
economicsituations,Davis and Harless(1996) found that groupslearnedmore

quickly thanindividualsin a monopoly pricing task, producinghigher average
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profitsthan”’nominal groups”comprisedof equalnumbersof individuals. Also,
Blinder and Morgan (2000) examineddifferencesbetweengroup andindividual
decisionmakingin ataskwherethe objectiveis to identify achangen arandom
procesaunderlyinga seriesof obsenations,suchastrying to figure out whenan
underlyingcausalprocessn the economyhaschanged.They find thatgroupsdo
abetterjob —andearnsignificantlymoremoney — thanindividuals.

Intuitively, theargumentwe aresettingforth is thatdemocratiaecision-making
shouldbe morelik ely to recognizethe grossinefficienciesembodiedn prolonged
military conflictandalsomoretransparento potentialadwersariesBecausef the
greaterinvolvementby alargernumberof peoplein democracieshey arepoten-
tially closerto satisfyingthe classicform of rationality necessaryor Aumanns

andourresultsto obtain.

5 Conclusion

We have presentea@ stylizedbut usefulmodelof internationalmilitarizedconflict.
Themainresultof this modelis therecognitionthat, solong aswar is inefficient,
two rationalindividualswould never agreeto fight one. Thisresultis basednthe

logic of Aumanns famous‘agreeingto disagreeresultandcarrieswith it some
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importantimplicationsconcerninghe decisionprocessethatmustlogically pre-
cedeandcoincidewith protractedilateralmilitary conflict. In particular military
conflict can not occur simply becausdhe combatantgpossesdlifferent beliefs
abouttheir likelihoodof winning the conflict; therationality of the leadersof the
nationsinvolvedin a conflict mustnot be commonknowledge. This implication
speakdgo the importanceof mutualunderstandingf politicial decision-making
and political preferencescrossnationsfor sustainedoeacein the international
arena.Furthermoreif oneacceptghatinclusive decision-makingrocessegend
to leadto betterdecision-makingn commonvalue situations— as someof the
empirical evidencewe have referredto suggests- thenthe modelimplies that
democratiadyadswill belesslikely to experiencewar thanotherdyads,but that
democracieseednotbecharacterizethy amonadicallyilower level of militarized
conflict thanotherregime types. Thesetwo implicationsare consistentitht the
mainresultsestablishedby the considerablditeratureon the DemocratidPeace.
Of course,our theoryis a simplificationof the realworld. It is unlikely that
Aumanns resultdirectly replicatesary real situations,and Milgrom and Stokey
(1982)evenprovide a countergampleto their own resultby showving thatspecu-
lative tradeshouldnevertake place(whenin factit does).However, the simplicity

in our mainpointalsomakesit intuitively plausible:groupsaremorelik ely to be-
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have rationallythanindividualsbecause¢hey have moreinformationto aggreyate
andbecausat oftenonly takesone personto point out the correctdecision;be-
causethey aremorerational,groupsshouldbelesslik ely to make “bad bets”"than
individuals, andthereforetwo groupsshouldbe lesslikely to agreeto a specu-
lative betthantwo individualsor oneindividual andonegroup. Finally, escala-
tion of bilateralconflictis similar to bettingthatyour countrywill win this “bet”
Therefore,we make the prediction,consistentvith the empiricalliterature, that
democraciesywhich aremorelik e groupsin thatthey allow for moreaggreation
of informationandlarger participationin decision-makingarelesslikely to goto
war againsioneanother

While we presenta simple theory of the DemocraticPeaceand we believe
that this theoryis at leastpart of a correctexplanationof the empiricalfinding,
we alllow thattherearemary otherdistinctcause®f the phenomenonOtherex-
planationssuchasthe normatve (democracie$avor pacifism,especiallytowards
otherdemocraciesandthe structural(democraciesaremoreconstrainedy their
institutionsandthereforelessableto go to war), arealsoundoubtedlypart of the
story. However, our theoryaddsto the existing literaturein thatit makesno nor-
mative claimsof democratic‘goodness. We do not arguethat democraciesire

goodandpeace-loing andwill thereforealwaystry to find a peacefuresolution.
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Onthe contrary we aguethatdemocracieareperfectlywilling to betonwar if

they arepretty surethatthey canwin andthey believe their opponenis making
anirrational bet. Our claim is simply thatdemocraciesealizethat otherdemoc-
raciesarenot likely to be thatirrational. Similarly, in our theory all countries—
democraticand nondemocratie- are equally free to chooseto go to war. Even
without additionalstructuralconstraintshowever, our theorypredictsthatdemo-
craticinstitutionsmaybe morerestrainedy choicewhenconsideringvhetherto

goto war with anotherdemocrag.

At this point, it is importantto recall that our theory doesnot predict that
democraciewvill nevergoto war againsioneanother Aumannstheoremmplies
thattwo peoplewill neverbetontheoutcomeof a sportingeventif they only care
aboutmakingawinablebet. Similarly, in our algumenttwo “rational” countries
shouldnever betagainsieachotherin warif they only careaboutnotlosingawar.
Of coursejustasit mightbethecasethattwo rationalpeoplemaybetonthegame
if they derive pleasurdrom bettingor it makesthe eventmoreenjoyablefor other
reasonsit mayalsobethe casethattwo rationaldemocraciearewilling to goto
war againsteachotherfor reasonotherthanwinning thewar. If both countries
(orevenjustone)havereasongor goingto war otherthansimply to win, thenwar

maynolongerbealess-than-zero-sutvet—in which caseourargumentolonger
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holds. However, the factthatthe datasupportthe contentionthatdemocracieslo
not make bad“bets” impliesthatthisis rarelythe case.

Additionally, thereis anothervery plausiblescenarioin which two rational
democraciesgreeingo fight a war is consistentith outtheory Namely when
bothcountriesaredemocraciesyut one(or both) believe the othernot to be,then
our conditionsarenot satisfied. In fact, Owen(1996)present®videncethatthis
might be the case:he pointsto severalinstancesn which countriesthat may be
considereddemocraciegought with eachother but only whenthe majority of
citizensin oneof the countriesperceved the othernot to be democratic.In our
theory misperceptiorof a nation's decision-makingprocesgi.e., whetherit is a
democrag or not) represents failure of commonknowledgeof rationality. In
sucha case Aumannsresultdoesnotapplyandwar canbe“rational’

Finally, notethatourtheoryis nottruly aboutdemocracieswe donotpropose
thatdemocrag per seleadsto the democratiqpeace put thatdyadscomprisedof
nationswith morerationalleadershipsand betterunderstandingsf oneanother
arelesslikely to fight oneanother Therefore similarly to Schwartzand Skinner
(2001)we arguethatthedemocratigpeacaloesnothave to belimited to democra-
cies. Othercausalfactorsmightincludethe extentto which nations’mediafirms

are allowed to reporthonestlyandimpartially concerningdomesticand foreign
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affairs, thedurationof diplomaticrelationsbetweertwo statesthe dyadicstabil-
ity of governmenteadershigproperlyconstruedo includethe careetbureaucrats
aswell asthepolitical leadersf nationswithin adyad),andthe extentof cultural

andeconomidiesbetweernwo nations.
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