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ABSTRACT
In this dissertation I develop a theory that seeks to account for the variation in
order present across regions. I propose that the observed variation in regional order in the
international system is rooted in the domestic politics of region members. Unlike other
attempts at explaining regional order, I account for domestic politics in the political
capacity of member states. Measured as the relative ability of states to extract resources
from their domestic societies, political capacity provides a measure of institutional and
cultural constraints upon the ability of states to engage in costly foreign policies, such as
conflict. The more extensive these constraints, the more likely a state will engage in
cooperative behavior, resulting in more extensive regional institutions or trade
interdependence. I show that regions comprised of high capacity democracies, like
Europe, are highly cooperative, while those comprised of high capacity autocracies, like
the Middle East, are more conflictual. The more cooperative the region, the greater the
degree of interdependence and institutional architecture that will emerge.
Finally, because the presence of regional order is contingent upon the domestic
characteristics of constituent states, I develop a novel means of identifying regions for the
proper measurement and identification of regional variables of interest. Using an
opportunity and willingness framework, I define regions as stable geographic spaces of
interacting states behaving uniquely from the broader international system. The resulting
empirical analysis is a new dataset that provides not only a necessary means of case
selection for the regional level variables included in this dissertation, but a specification
of regions broadly applicable to regionalist research.

13
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Following the collapse of the Cold War, the focus of international politics shifted
further toward examining localized conflicts, intrastate disputes, and the development of
regional institutions. While the bipolar conflict between the United States and the Soviet
Union captured the attention of research following the Second World War, much of
international relations theorizing failed to properly account for the observation that most
of the phenomenon observed in international politics was not relevant to the international
system, but was about small clusters of states within regions. While this important
observation was true not just after but also during the Cold War, with an absence of a
significant challenger state to American dominance following 1991, the politics within
regions increased in importance. However, while research exists on the development of
some regional outcomes, such as international institutions, less common in the study of
regions is an explanation of the cross-regional variation in order. The most significant
explanation that exists seeking to account for this variance is Solingen's (2007b) research.
Unfortunately, her analysis fails to identify relevant region members in a theoretically
relevant manner, leading to misleading results.1
In this dissertation I develop a theory that seeks to account for the variation in
order present across regions. I propose that the observed variation in regional order in the
international system is rooted in the domestic politics of region members. Unlike other
attempts at explaining regional order, I account for domestic politics in the political
1

An evaluation of Solingen's work in light of the theory and operationalization of regions

discussed in this dissertation is in Chapter 4.
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capacity of member states. Measured as the relative ability of states to extract resources
from their domestic societies, political capacity provides a measure of institutional and
cultural constraints upon the ability of states to engage in costly foreign policies, such as
conflict. The more extensive these constraints, the more likely a state will engage in
cooperative behavior, resulting in more extensive regional institutions or trade
interdependence.
However, variation in political capacity has a different effect on state behaviors,
and therefore regional order, depending upon the institutional context within which
capacity exists. In non-democracies, the more extensive the capacity of the state, the
greater the resources available to the state for foreign policy use, and the greater the
opportunity for states to engage in costly conflictual policies. But in democracies, this
relationship is reversed. More high capacity states are expected by their domestic
populaces to redistribute extracted resources domestically in the form of social welfare
spending and infrastructure. While they may extract significant resources, the use of
those resources is restricted and not available for foreign policy. As a result, these high
capacity democratic states have fewer resources available for foreign policy use relative
to their autocratic counterparts, and are more likely to engage in cooperative activity.
This reconceptualization of relevant domestic indicators of institutional
effectiveness provides an important theoretical addition to existing explanations of state
behaviors rooted in domestic politics. Unlike the democratic peace, which often focuses
solely on executive constraints and is only statistically significant in a dyadic framework,
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the constraints on states measured by the political capacity of a state are relevant
monadically, providing a measure of the opportunity of states to engage in conflictual
foreign policies given the degree of available resources.
In addition, understanding states foreign policy behaviors as rooted in the
domestic political capacity of institutions, I extend this externalization to the multilateral
politics that define regions. I show that regions comprised of high capacity democracies,
like Europe, are highly cooperative, while those comprised of high capacity autocracies,
like the Middle East, are more conflictual. The more cooperative the region, the greater
the degree of interdependence and institutional architecture that will emerge.
Finally, because the presence of regional order is contingent upon the domestic
characteristics of constituent states, I develop a novel means of identifying regions for the
proper measurement and identification of regional variables of interest. Using an
opportunity and willingness framework, I define regions as stable geographic spaces of
interacting states behaving uniquely from the broader international system. The resulting
empirical analysis is a new dataset that provides not only a necessary means of case
selection for the regional level variables included in this dissertation, but a specification
of regions broadly applicable to regionalist research.

Testing a Liberal Theory of Regions: Building from the Domestic Level
To demonstrate the liberal construction of regions as multilateral interactions of
states governed by domestic capacity, I begin first at the domestic level and work my way

16
through the dissertation toward the regional and systemic context. In Chapter 2, I
develop a liberal theory of regions and discuss political capacity, the domestic concepts
which this measure represents, and the impact of political capacity on foreign policy
behaviors across regime types.
In Chapter 3, I test whether the willingness of states to engage in policies of
cooperation or conflict is determined by the capacity of their governments in conjunction
with whether those governments are democracies or autocracies. Highly capable
democracies are expected by their citizenry to expend resources acquired through high
political extraction in the form of domestic public goods. As a result of this institutional
constraint, these democracies engage in significantly more cooperation than other states
with similar resources. High capacity autocracies, extracting significant resources but
less constrained by demands for public goods (Bueno de Mesquita 1999), have greater
resources at their disposal for expenditure in international politics and are therefore more
likely to pursue more costly conflictual policy actions. This novel interaction between
institutional type and political capacity provides important nuance to the liberal peace
literature, as it not only implies that high capacity democracies will engage in greater
cooperation, but that low capacity democracies are highly conflictual. Not only do they
have greater relative capabilities available for foreign policy use given lower domestic
desires for the distribution of public goods, but they may also have incentives to engage
in conflict to bolster public support. Consistent with literature in diversionary war theory
and democratic transitions (Maoz 1989; Mansfield and Snyder 2002a), these low capacity
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democratic states that lack the same institutional demands for the provision of public
goods are more likely to engage in conflictual behaviors to build support at home.
In Chapter 4, I move from the domestic level to the regional level, introducing a
novel dataset of regional identification constructed from states' multilateral patterns of
behavior. Regions are stable geographic spaces defined by the interactions between
states, either cooperative or conflictual. My definition of regions ignores the presence or
absence of regional order, avoiding both the duel traps of being temporally static and
tautological to the research topic. Using events data and network analysis, I generate
regional membership for states in the post-Cold War period. By avoiding a definition of
regions constructed from the dependent variable under study, I can proceed in analyzing
the variables that may determine the existence of regional order.
In Chapter 5, I bring together domestic, regional, and systemic levels of analysis
in a multi-level framework to explain state foreign policy behaviors. International
politics has long been dominated by either a focus on mid-range theories explaining
dyadic behaviors or system level shifts focusing solely upon major power activism. In
order to test a liberal theory of regional politics, however, bringing together multiple
levels of analysis is necessary, as regions are geographic spaces of overlapping dyads
nested within a broader systemic context. By incorporating indicators from across levels,
I demonstrate the persuasiveness of the theory and an improved ability to discern the
source and future of regions and regional politics in the international system.
In Chapter 6, I test the influence of the domestic political capacity and regime
type of region members on the presence of regional order. Following existing system
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level analysis, I develop two region level dependent variables as indicators of regional
order: trade interdependence and joint institutional membership. Findings indicate
political capacity is an important modifier of institutional type and is strongly related to
the degree of order present within regions. Regions comprised of high capacity
democratic states are constrained to cooperate, generating increased trade
interdependence and shared institutional membership among region members. However,
in addition to a region comprised of high capacity autocratic states, institutional
development also requires the presence of a capable and willing regional power to
provide institutional architecture to regional space.
I conclude the dissertation by discussing the future of regional orders and the
impact of this study on both comparative regionalism and the liberal peace literatures.
My findings provide an alternative conceptualization of regions and regional order,
approached analytically through a linkage politics lens that suggests the mulitlateral
interactions of states, whose foreign policies are influenced by their domestic political
capacity, are a primary source of the variation in regional order observed in the post-Cold
War international system. Furthermore, modifying regime type by state capacity alters
regime type toward a continuous specification with meaningful implications.
Complementing the democratic peace, the inclusion of political capacity as an important
indicator of democratic institutional effectiveness improves our understanding of dyadic
conflict behaviors of states. The most peaceful dyads are not simply joint democracies,
but high capacity democracies constrained to cooperate in their foreign policy behaviors.
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The flourishing of regional cooperation that occurred following the end of the
Cold War may be coming to an end. The rapid rise in the number of democracies has
resulted in myriad unstable democratic states with limited capacity populating regions
prone to significant major power competition. Conflict within these areas is likely to
persist, if not increase. The most cooperative region, Europe, populated by high capacity
democratic states, is additionally under threat, as data indicates a decline in the political
capacity of European states coupled with a potential return of systemic competition to the
region in the future. While China is a distant competitor to the United States, its rapid
rise, in conjunction with the proliferation of weak democracies and a gradually resurgent
Russia, suggests conflictual regional systems may outpace regional cooperative order in
the near future.
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CHAPTER 2: A LIBERAL THEORY OF REGIONAL ORDER
A continuing struggle of international relations scholars is identifying the relevant
level of analysis that frames political action (Levy 1989). Most international relations
research analyzes variables within a global framework that fails to recognize the
importance of regions in identifying salient issues, orders, and interactions between
states. The types of phenomenon typically studied in international politics consistently
occur not at the international, but the regional level. Whether the formation of formal
intergovernmental institutions (Grieco 1997; Acharya and Johnson 2007), conflict onset
(Paul 1995; Rogers 1996), conflict interventions (Wehr and Lederach 1991; Wallensteen
and Sollenberg 1998), the spread of civil wars (Sambanis 2001; Buhaug and Rod 2006),
or trade relationships (Krugman 1991), the vast majority of these interactions involve
geographically proximate states.2 According to some, regions have not only risen in
importance, but have come to dominate international politics (Buzan and Waever 2003,
4).3

2

Many issues are inherently regional in scope and relevance. The distribution of

militarized interstate disputes (Ghosn et al. 2004), for example, is dramatically
heterogeneous across regions, suggesting the importance of incorporating the regional
level of analysis when analyzing patterns of conflict behavior. For example, from 18162001 there are approximately 97 disputes in North America but 564 in the Middle East.
3

In their discussion of regional security, Buzan and Waever (2003, p. 20) go so far as to

describe post-Cold War space as a "global world order of strong regions".

21
While many existing studies of regional order attach themselves to a particular
outcome and explain its occurrence (e.g. Centeno 2002; Buzan and Waever 2003),
missing from the literature is a theory of regional order that is generalizable across
regional contexts. Regional order is the degree to which architecture, whether formal
institutions, security agreements, or economic integration, manages the behaviors of
states within a regional subsystem and prevents conflicts (Lake and Morgan 1997).
Order operates as a structural restraint on states reducing the costs of coordinating their
activities and engaging in cooperation (Yalem 1965, p. 125; Acharya 1998), while
increasing the costs of conflictual activities, thereby "significantly reducing the likelihood
of war" (Acharya 2009, p. 6). Regional order is an important source of cooperation and
conflict in international politics generally, and understanding its sources may provide
insights into the degree to which these patterns of behavior will persist in the future.
Regional cooperation facilitates economic integration and organization, while
conflictual regional issues have the possibility of erupting into global conflicts. To
understand the development of regional order requires a generalizable theory of regions
capable of explaining not only the change in regional subsystems over time, but a crossregional understanding of why the variation in regional order exists across geographic
space. Existing approaches comparing snapshots of one or two regions fail to capture
regional dynamics generally, leaving the reader puzzled by what the sources of regional
order may be and the fate of regional salience in a post-Cold War world. In a “world of
regions,” ranging from not just Europe to East Asia, but also North America to the
Maghreb, how do we define regional boundaries? Do they change over time? What
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explains the emergence and variation in regional order within these boundaries? Why do
some regions fail to develop coherent regional architecture and are instead mired in
conflict? How does the presence or absence of regional order vary over time? I develop
a novel analytical framework for identifying regions as stable geographic spaces of
multilateral interactions capable of changes over time and propose the origins of regional
order lie primarily in the domestic institutional conditions of geographically proximate
states.4
Given the impact of geography on foreign policy making, states do not engage the
entirety of the international system equally (Quackenbush 2006). Proximate cooperative
and conflictual issue areas inform state concerns and drive their reactions to external
stimuli. Following the collapse of the Cold War, international relations scholarship
shifted from a focus on systemic interactions between the United States and the Soviet
Union to more regional concerns (Acharya 1992; Hettne and Inotai 1994; Mittleman and
Falk 2000, Buzan and Waever 2003; Katzenstein 2005). However, significant theorizing
about the source of regional politics, be it regions of recurring conflict or significant
structure and cooperation, is underdeveloped. Many treat regional politics as simply

4

The only existing work that focuses primarily on domestic context as a source of

regional order is Solingen (2007a; 2007b). However, her analysis predominantly
bypasses domestic institutions and instead focuses on the formation of domestic
coalitions in response to international economic patterns and globalization. The
contributions of her work, as well as potential limitations, are discussed below.
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byproducts of systemic relationships between the most powerful states, defining regions
by major power's interests in localized issues (e.g. Danilovic and Clare 2007).
To the contrary, I propose that regional politics are defined by the interactions
between geographically proximate states of varying institutional type and effectiveness,
engaging in cooperation and conflict to pursue their foreign policy interests. The political
capacity of member states that comprise geographically stable spaces influences the
propensity of those states to engage in significant cooperative and conflictual activity,
forming either international institutions and increased economic interdependence, or
significant conflictual behaviors such as interstate conflict.
While I propose in this dissertation that domestic institutional effectiveness is an
important component to the presence or absence of regional order, domestic politics
alone is not the sole determinant of regional order. Consistent with existing research on
regions (Katzenstein 2005), the broader systemic conditions between regional and major
powers provide the environment within which states operate. For this reason, a multilevel linkage politics framework is necessary to evaluate the explanatory ability of a
domestic focus on regions. Systemic context, however, is not a sufficient indicator of
regional order. For example, while some scholars find the sources of regional conflicts in
major power competition (Danilovic and Clare 2007), geographic spaces of major power
competition may also be the location of significant regional cooperation, such as Western
Europe in the Cold War. Likewise, stable geographic spaces lacking major power
competition can still be mired in conflict, such as sub-Saharan Africa. Unlike authors
incorporating systemic power and interests as determinants of regional order, I reverse
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the causal arrow across levels of analysis. The states which comprise regions determine
the degree of order, while international dynamics set the context within which these states
act. In some cases, regions may be the source, not the result, of greater international
cooperation (the EU or NATO) or the spark which ignites global conflicts (i.e. the Gulf
War, World War I) (Vincent 1986).
Unfortunately, domestic explanations of regional order that may provide insights
into this variation across regional systems are "uncommon if not virtually inexistent"
(Solingen 2007a, p. 759). Following a liberal approach to international politics in a
linkage politics framework, this dissertation explains the sources of regional order and
disorder in the domestic politics of geographically proximate states. The primary
theoretical contribution is a cohesive theory of regional politics traceable to the domestic
political capacity of member states. I rely on the tradition of linkage politics literature to
unite domestic, regional, and international levels of analysis as important components to
determining regional order and disorder. To defend this argument, I proceed by outlining
a theory of regional politics which presents the region as a unique level of analysis
appropriate to the research of most state behaviors. The theory provided in this
dissertation is the first attempt at identifying the source of regional order in domestic
politics unique from exogenous factors. The political capacity of states influences their
foreign policy behaviors, with a monadic impact varying by regime type on whether
states interact with their regions through cooperative or conflictual activity.
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Regionalism, Old and New
One origin of regional research is explanations of geopolitical spaces particularly
prone to competition between major powers (Mackinder 1904). However, in the wake of
the Cold War, attention shifted away from the systemic interactions of major powers
toward more local patterns of behavior within regions. Regions have become so salient
to the interactions of member states that some have suggested the region is perhaps its
own unique unit of analysis (Langenhove 2011). However, the diversity of regional
identifications subjects the study of regions to a lack of cohesiveness given a
discontinuity in definitional terms (Thompson 1973, Hurrell 2005, Sbragia 2008).
Regions may include shifting competitive geopolitical spaces defined by the systemic
interactions of major powers (Mackinder 1904, Liska 1957; Danilovic 2002, Katzenstein
2005, Danilovic and Clare 2007), clusters of states with common social norms or
historical identity (Sandholtz and Sweet 1998; Risse 2004), institutional architecture
(Yalem 1965; Keohane and Hoffman 1991; Goertz and Powers 2011) or local security
concerns (Buzan and Waever 2003, Lake 2009).
There exist three forms of regional identification, their usage often depending
upon the type of political outcome under study. Despite an interest in expanding regional
exploration beyond the European context (Mansfield and Milner 1997, 1999; Higgott
2007), as was often the case in the Cold War (Haas 1961), regionalism remains
compartmentalized to often arbitrary, fixed regions, and a broad analysis of how regions
coalesce and develop patterns of behavior is limited in the literature. While the indicators
available to identify regional membership, order, and disorder are legion (Russett 1967;
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Thompson 1973), they may be simplified into three forms: regional identification based
upon systemic competition between major powers (Danilovic 2002; Katzenstein 2005), a
single indicator, such as security, economic factors, or institutional configuration
(Panagariya 1999; Buzan and Waever 2003; Goertz and Powers 2011), and historical or
cultural cohesion (Correlates of War 2008; Centeno 2002; Katzenstein 2005; Solingen
2007a). The following section reviews the literature on regions through these three
lenses, evaluating the literature and potential problems of each perspective. I conclude
with a brief discussion of Etel Solingen (2007a, 2007b, 2008) and Peter Katzenstein's
(2005) theories of regional order.

Identifying Regions and Regional Phenomenon
A fundamental shortcoming of comparative regionalism is the diversity in
definitions (Sbragia 2008). While focusing on specific phenomenon pertinent to regional
order and disorder, such as economic and security institutionalization, interstate conflict,
MID joining behaviors, political economic integration, and the clustering of civil
conflicts, is a necessary means of expanding our knowledge of regional politics and its
impact on the international system, each of the three approaches to identifying regional
membership selects a subset of cases based upon the topic of study, resulting in
explorations of regional politics that ignore many regions, alternative components of
regional politics, and/or negative cases. In the context of some research designs, for
example the evolution of institutions or the change in salience of culture and religion,
these approaches are satisfactory means of determining a space that is less than global
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within which an outcome may be observed. However, as a general theory of regional
order applicable across regional spaces, each approach suffers significant failings. In
addition to regional misspecification, existing work is largely focused on a single case
(e.g. Lustick 1997; Centeno 2002) with rare examples comparing the politics of two
regions, usually Asia and Europe (George 1996; Ravenhill 2001; Acharya 2004;
Katzenstein 2005; Komori 2007; Solingen 2007a). This dissertation seeks to remedy
both the problem of potential tautology in regional identification as well as provide a
general theory of the sources of regional order.
Perhaps the original method of identifying relevant regions in international
politics emerged from realist perspectives, where regions were artifacts of major power
competition, security, interests, and the distribution of capabilities (Kissinger 1964;
Gowa 1993; Kearns 1994; Peceny 1994; Mearsheimer 2001; Cooper and Taylor 2003).
Regions of interest in international politics outside of Europe emerged as an artifact of
competition between the European powers. Mackinder (1904) found that regions vary in
their stability and relevance to major power competition given their location in
geopolitical space and resource distribution. This interest in local competition by global
powers has remained salient throughout the political science literature (Kupchan 1998;
Kang 2003), defining most discussion of regions during the Cold War and continuing as a
primary focus of recent developments within the power transition research program
(Lemke 2002; Danilovic and Clare 2007; Rhamey and Slobodchikoff 2010). However,
much of this literature, which should view regions as fluid and changeable over time
given shifting major power interests and capabilities, instead hold them as fixed (e.g.
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Miller and Kagan 2002).5 Furthermore, regional security issues are not limited to
competition between major powers. Relevant security concerns often include territorial
disputes between nations that expand to include other states in immediate geographic
proximity (Buzan and Waever 2003; Bellamy and Williams 2005).
While major power activity is one possible approach to understanding regions, the
degree to which subsets of states in the international system engage in the construction of
cooperative architecture or heated conflict is not predetermined by major power
involvement. Europe during the Cold was far less conflictual than the Middle East, South
Asia, Southeast Asia, and Africa. While all of these regions experience some form of
major power competition, all experience greater conflict in terms of both the number of
militarized interstate disputes and domestic instability during the Cold War despite the
5

The fluidity of relevant regions in the context of major power interactions is evident in

the shifting areas of focus in the literature. For example, the transition from Near East,
when major power politics centered on the erosion of the Ottoman Empire (Kuniholm
1980) toward the Middle East, which no longer has Turkey at its core (or even potentially
as a member, see Chapter 3). The shifting distinctions before and after the Cold War
between East, Central, and Western Europe, along with erosions of such distinctions with
the rise of broader pan-European interests, is an additional example (see Volgy et al.
2012b). In addition to these historical examples, the fluidity of regional relevance in the
context of the rise and fall of major powers is empirically prevalent, be it the shifting
spaces of militarized interstate disputes (Rhamey and Slobodchikoff 2010) or the relevant
regions containing maritime piracy locations (Daxecker and Prins 2011)
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importance of Europe to Soviet and American interests. An approach that purely views
regions as an artifact of system dynamics fails to accurately incorporate the importance of
domestic factors in determining regional relationships and biases an analysis of regions
toward conflictual outcomes.
Single-issue approaches frequently revolve around neo-liberal research and
economic integration (Wionczek 1966; Keohane and Nye 1977; Milner 1997; Walz
1999), with the focus of most research highlighting the development of regional
institutions (Haas 1958; Mitrany 1966; Kolankiewicz 1994; Laursen 2003; Telo 2007;
Goertz and Powers 2011). Analysis focuses on the dramatic increase in economic
integration following the end of the Cold War. Frequently, however, these neoliberal
institutionalist approaches focus on the development and evolution of economic
institutions, not the degree to which such institutions represent order present in regions.
Similar to systemic and security approaches' bias toward identification of regions as
conflictual spaces, neoliberal approaches are biased toward finding cooperative spaces,
ignoring regions that lack significant institutional structure. While this approach is
perhaps useful for an analysis of institutions and their evolution, it fails as a general
theory of regional order by only analyzing one possible outcome. If portrayed as a theory
of regions (e.g. Bhagwati 1993, Hettne 2005), these approaches would be inherently
tautological in nature, as they define relevant regions by the dependent variable under
study.
Because the institutional approach defines regions by the presence of formal
institutions, being those spaces covered by an institution that is less than global, it misses
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those important regions defined by conflict and a lack of formal institutional architecture.
Most institutional research focuses not on explaining cross regional levels of integration,
but instead restricts discussion to the development and function of individual institutions.
In their examination of shifting security roles from multilateral alliances toward regional
economic institutions, Powers and Goertz (2006; Goertz and Powers 2011) examine the
developing role of regional institutions over time, where "regional" distinguishes these
institutions from those more global in scope. Within this context, the prior designation of
conceptually appropriate regions is unnecessary, as the analysis is restricted to
institutional evolutionary changes. However, cross-regional examinations of regional
order, where regions are defined as spaces enveloped within an institutional context,
suffer from similar biases toward cooperation as security concerns bias toward conflict.
An alternative to a neo-liberal approach to regional order is the focus on security
communities in international politics (Buzan and Waever 2003). Contrary to security
approaches focused on major power interactions, these regional security orders exist as
means of coping with locally relevant security issues, waxing and waning in conjunction
with the broader security context (Lake 2009). While similar to regional focuses on the
distribution of capabilities and interests among major powers, it is not explicitly defined
by major power interactions as the security concerns are more local in nature, such as
ethnic violence in West Africa or rivalry in South Asia (see Buzan and Waever, pg xxvi).
Unfortunately, the focus on local security concerns suffers many of the same pitfalls of
institutional or integrationist approaches. By focusing solely on local conflict as the
defining variable of regional formation, missing in the analysis is regions with the
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absence of conflict, and why those regions are relatively peaceful in comparison to
security complexes.
While some scholars focus on security and institutional configurations,
regionalism is often characterized in both economic and critical perspectives as a reaction
to globalization processes in international political economy (Krugman 1991; Bhalla and
Bhalla 1997). New regionalism represents an explanation of political fragmentation as a
reaction to globalist and American market perspectives on international trade, positing
that regional subsystems present alternatives to existing Western capitalist approaches
(Hettne and Soderbaum 2000; Soderbaum and Shaw 2003). However, this attempt at
divorcing non-Western regions from a focus on market integration, institutional
formation, and regional governance suffers from similar methodological difficulties as
single issue and comparative approaches. For example, Breslin and Higgott (2000) argue
that the need to compare non-Western regions to the EU provides a stumbling block to
regionalism. But, either generalizable conclusions are possible, regardless of regional
uniqueness and Europe should be included, or regional research is limited to comparative
compartmentalization.
Common comparative analysis restricts research to a handful of countries
determined to be a region based upon common historical and cultural concerns resulting
in a perceived "sense of community" (Deutsch et al. 1957, p. 2). Regions exist as a
byproduct of identity and geopolitical perceptions (Neumann 1994; Adler 1997; Pempel
2005; Camroux 2007) and given the permanence of historical circumstance and the slowmoving nature of culture, regional identification is relatively fixed and static. The result
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of this uniqueness is often conclusions on political phenomenon that are viewed as being
limited to that particular region and not applicable to international relations generally
(Acharya 2004, 2005).6 Because the approach relies upon the assumption that regions are
inherently heterogenous, broadly applicable theories of regional order become
conceptually awkward, limiting the usefulness of the comparative approach to
observations of variation in patterns of state behavior within the predetermined cultural or
historical subset.
While debate exists between comparativists on regional composition, regions are
generally viewed as fixed entities, and necessarily so given their identification in
historical and linguistic variables (Nye 1971; Mattli 1999). While salient issues and
patterns of political behavior are likely impacted by historical and cultural concerns,
history and culture are alone insufficient for a regional definition from which we can
determine the presence and type of regional order. An excellent example of comparative
approaches' limited utility lies with those states bridging historical and cultural divides.
In what region does Turkey belong? Does culture override all other variables, including
geography, as Huntington (1993) indicates in his assignment of Guyana and Suriname
with India? Where does North America stop and Latin America begin and are the two
mutually exclusive? Culture alone is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition to
determining regional allocation. Libya consistently demonstrated greater interest in West
Africa than Arab nations in the past decade. Turkey has longed to be considered a
member of Europe. Australian activism has reached deep in Southeast Asia despite
6

For further discussion, see the Introduction in Katzenstein (2005).
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cultural heterogeneity. Comparativist approaches provide not a theory of regions, but a
shortcut to delineating subsets of states as a first step to engaging in research comparing
states within a similar historical and cultural context.
While each of these varied approaches presents a unique conception of regions
and their relevance to the international system, their focus is perhaps too narrow to
provide a generalizable theory of regional order. While studies abound of "regional"
phenomenon, such individual identifications of regions along single metrics present a
problem of tautology if the intent is a cross-regional comparison of regional politics.
Regions are not determined or defined singularly by institutions, security issues, or
culture. Following the admonition of geographer Rupert Vance (1951, p. 123),
"regionalism is not one thing, but many things. The failure to discriminate the many
distinct factors that underlie the emergence and persistence of regions is a serious fault of
present-day research."
The theoretical approach to understanding regional order that follows I term a
“liberal” theory of regions. Regions are defined by patterns of political interactions,
regardless of their nature as cooperative or conflictual. Drawing on traditional liberal
approaches7 that focus on the causal origination of policy actions at the domestic level, I
construct in the following section a theory of regional order (or disorder) built upon the
domestic context of regional members. However, consistent with liberal theory, I
7

The liberal approach listed here exists in contrast to neoliberal institutionalist

approaches (e.g. Keohane 1993) which maintain some neorealist assumptions while
focusing analysis on absolute gains and the formation of interstate institutional structure.
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include the systemic level as a means of providing the political context within which
regional order or disorder occurs. This linkage politics framework provides novel
conclusions for the formation of order as well as providing an important theoretical
addition to existing dominant explanations of state behavior.

Alternative Theories of Regional Order: Two Approaches
The most proximate existing approach to the liberal theory proposed in this
dissertation is Solingen's (2007a; 2007b; 2008) explanation of regional order as a
byproduct of leadership survival and coalition building. Solingen's discussion of regional
order and disorder in East Asia and the Middle East is one of very few examples that
cross levels of analysis, providing the potential for a linkage politics test of regional
outcomes. Identifying political survival (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003) as the root of
cooperation in East Asia but conflict in the Middle East, she proposes a set of external
conditions that promote certain domestic responses by leaders toward either cooperative
or conflictual behavior, in particular the exploitation of resources by external powers and
the pervasiveness of globalization and liberalized markets. These external conditions
may develop the potential for economic crises and identification of political partners that
may influence the state's leaders toward more open, cooperative economic and political
policies, or more insular authoritarian policies which generate increased militarization.
However, within Solingen's framework the sources of these political coalitions are not
domestic institutional or political conditions, but the permissive conditions determined by
systemic factors and major power interference (Solingen 2007a, p. 766). While Solingen
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carefully provides a multi-level theoretical proposal for the variation of regional order in
two regional contexts, the causal process begins at the international level instead of the
domestic, influencing political survival as a response to systemic conditions. 8
Katzenstein’s (2005) World of Regions provides an opposing theoretical claim to
Solingen's intended focus on domestic politics, while still crossing levels of analysis.
Again, however, the focus is not on the domestic level as the origin of regional order, but
instead systemic conditions. Following a similar research design of comparing a pair of
regions, in this case post-Cold War developments in Europe and Asia, his approach
merges elements of comparativist and international relations literature. Unlike Solingen's
focus upon individual leaders, Katzenstein highlights the impact of history and culture on
globalization and internationalization, but absent is the impact of domestic institutional
considerations on the developments of these multilateral “blocs”. The blocs are defined
by the governance of regional powers, granted their authority by a globally dominant
United States. Missing is the essential axiom of liberalism that “what states want is the
primary determinant of what they do” (Moravcsik 1997: 521). Systemic dynamics play
8

See the visual depiction of the theory's causal chain in Figure 2 in Solingen (2007a).

Beginning at the international level, the permissive conditions set by systemic
interactions impact the domestic economy of states which is conducive to either political
coalitions that favor economic liberalization and cooperation or insular economic
conditions and support for the military industrial complex. By shifting from the
international to the domestic, it can be characterized as a neo-classical realist causal path.
Notably absent in the framework are domestic institutional restraints.
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an important role in shaping regional cohesion, as discussed further in Chapter 4’s
integration of variables across levels of analysis, but the systemic distribution of power
and grand strategy of major powers does not predestine regional cohesion or the
formation of regional architecture.
Both Solingen and Katzenstein also illustrate important methodological
difficulties in the region literature. While comparing two regions is an improvement
toward a general theory of regions from existing research focusing on a single outcome or
a single region, both lack a series of tests to demonstrate the applicability of their
theoretical claims beyond the two region comparison. Furthermore, both, acknowledging
the lack of consensus in identifying regional composition (Solingen 2007a, p. 757;
Katzenstein 2005, p. 6), define regions arbitrarily. While this is less of an issue to
research analyzing localized outcomes, such as security concerns or institutional
evolution, both authors are developing a theory of regional order generally. Any accurate
assessment of the theory's applicability is then necessarily dependent upon the
identification of relevant regional membership. While this dissertation adheres to
Katzenstein's (2005, p. 2) definition of regions as groups of states with unique "patterns
of behavorial interdependence and political practice" (Deutsch 1981, 54) , he does not
employ an analytical means of operationalizing regions based upon this definition,
choosing instead to designate European and East Asian membership on commonalities in
20th century history. Solingen, however, simply borrows the fixed clustering of states
designated by the World Bank, which lacks an analytical or theoretical origin.
Unfortunately, such a regional identification has serious implications for the descriptive
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statistics provided in support of her argument. For example, Pax Asiatica is made more
peaceful by her inclusion of Hong Kong as an independent actor, while Bella Levantina
suffers from greater relative conflict by her inclusion of disputes between Greece and
Turkey, Sudan and Ethiopia, and Libyan interactions with African states. Given the
impact of the inclusion or exclusion of these cases to findings of conflict or cooperation,
necessarily prior to a theory of regional order is an analytical, non-arbitrary
operationalization of regions independent of the outcome of interest.

A Liberal Theory of Regions
Regions are geographic spaces of unique multilateral interactions between states
nested within a systemic context (Buzan 2012). The content of those multilateral
interactions are determined by constraints on governments that are rooted in the domestic
image. I propose that domestic political capacity provides an accurate reflection of
institutional effectiveness that influences the opportunity of states to pursue cooperative
or conflictual foreign policies. The degree of order that emerges in regions is a result of
these multilateral patterns of behavior, be it institutional formation, economic integration,
or conflict. The presence or absence of regional and systemic power hierarchy plays an
important role in furthering forms of regional structure, but does not predetermine
regional structure.
Regions coalesce over a diversity of issues, ranging across security (Deutsch et al.
1957; Adler and Barnett 1998; Buzan and Waever 2003) and economic (Panagariya
1999) concerns. Regions are defined by the multilateral interactions of states across these

38
political interactions (Baldwin and Low 2009), where their opportunity and willingness to
engage a potential region is determined by their domestic context. They are not fixed
entities nor institutional frameworks, but they are "politically made" (Katzenstein 2005,
p. 9) by the interactions of their constituent members. While liberalism has many
definitions (Zacher and Matthews 1995), Moravcsik (1997) restates liberalism as a theory
of preference formation by states, rooting the theoretical moorings in domestic politics,
not the power dynamics of the international system. State domestic context is the source
of interactions with the broader international, and regional, levels.
While the international system may set the stage for regional patterns of
interaction, the ability of states to engage in foreign policy originates in their opportunity
and willingness (Most and Starr 1989) which emerges within the context of domestic
institutions. Decisions in international relations are made by individuals acting in
response to an environment to satisfy goals determined by domestic pressures (Moravcsik
1997). The state, being a subset of individuals, reacts to the preferences of some portion
of society (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999). Institutional constraints, however, shape the
availability and attractiveness of policy actions to state actors. Moravcsik (1997)
essentially constructs a “bottom-up” view of international politics, tracing the source of
state behaviors to domestic policy constraints, reacting to power politics at the regional
(Kindleberger 1981; Myers 1991; Cline et al. 2011) and systemic (Tammen et al. 2000)
levels.
Moravcsik identifies three sources of preferences: ideational, commercial, and
republican. The impact of these variables within the regional context defines the drive
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for integration, regional architecture, and economic interdependence (Moravcsik 1993;
1998). The ideational aspects of a state are central determinants to particular political,
national, and socioeconomic cleavages and are manifested in normative explanations of
the democratic peace (Dixon 1994), ethnicity based explanations of foreign policy
behaviors (Davis and Moore 1997), and liberal economic preferences (Mousseau 2003).
Commercial incentives are driven by motivations for economic gain. These may take the
form of trade and investment behaviors, but also may manifest as preferences for
resource access and seizure (see Snyder 1991). Republican structure highlights the
impact of domestic constraints on filtering the ideational and commercial preferences, the
clearest example being the institutional democratic peace literature (Huth and Allee 2002;
Palmer et al.2004).
Moravcsik's conceptualization is a renewed articulation of theoretical liberalism
through a linkage politics lens, long articulated in the works of Rosenau (1971), Rummel
(1973), and Wilkenfeld (1973). It is a fundamental recognition of the sources of political
outcomes in human action, and the necessity of highlighting the domestic level of
analysis as a central prerequisite to understanding states, regions, and the international
system. However, domestic politics alone is insufficient. To accurately understand the
actions of states requires “an increasing ability to explain and connect complex
phenomenon” across levels of analysis (Dryzek 1986: 301). This dissertation responds to
this admonition through a liberal approach by integrating the levels of analysis into a
single framework to explain the diversity of regional orders that exist in the international
system.
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Rosenau (1971: 108-9) identifies five spheres of influence that affect the foreign
policies of states: 1) personal characteristics of the decision-maker (George 1969), 2) the
roles which actors fill in relation to one another (Allison and Zelikow 1999), 3) the
structural constraints on government (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999) , 4) the broader
domestic context, such as identity or ethnic considerations (Davis and Moore 1997;
Midlarsky 1992; Tir and Jasinski 2008), and 5) the nature of the system (Waltz 1979).
Each of these levels comprise the "ingredients" underlying a state's foreign policy, but
individually, each level is insufficient by ignoring the importance of alternative levels.
Linkage politics alone however is not a theory of international politics unto itself.
It is a framework for organizing political phenomenon, or "pre-theory" (Rosenau
1971:107), to understand the interactivity of variables across levels. Both liberalism and
realism have progressively evolved to take into consideration the impact of variables
from across levels of analysis to better understand the purposive foreign policy of states
(e.g. Walt 1985, Mitchell and Prins 2004). Much of international relations research,
however, avoids this form of system complexity by ignoring the inherent multi-level
context within which foreign policies are formulated and instead explore statistical
relationships within globally and temporally pooled data. Temporally, doing so ignores
shifting developments in international relations, transitioning orders between system
leaders (Rasler and Thompson 1994) or technological innovation and norm dissemination
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Such studies take snapshots of international behaviors,
assuming international politics is static and absent evolutionary change. More
importantly, pooling data from countries globally misses important regional
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considerations. Most statistical findings in international politics pooled at the global
level are actually driven by a small set of local concerns, such as the dominance of the
Middle East in observations of conflict and conflict mediation, the impact of Africa on
studies of formal intergovernmental organization formation, and European influence on
economic integration.
Researchers acknowledge regional effects by frequently including regional
dummy variables to control for important facets of regions while simultaneously treating
geographic space as a nuisance (e.g. Bollen 1993; Feng and Zak 1999; Gilligan and
Stedman 2003; Gartzke 2007). However, the persisting significance of these regional
dummies signals the potential for substantively interesting regional dynamics that may be
impacting outcomes of interest. Gilligan and Stedman (2003), for example, find UN
peacekeeping interventions are far more likely in their Latin American and European
dummy variables than in the Middle East and East Asia. While they rely upon incidence
severity and the size of involved armies as an important determinant of intervention,
many of their regional dummy variables are statistically significant, but their substantive
relevance is undiscussed. What precisely is it about a state’s membership in Latin
America or Europe that makes them more prone to intervention than East Asia? Is it
proximity to major powers, cultural variables underlying the nature of these civil wars, or
the presence of regional order and architecture that would lead proximate states to grant
the UN support for a peacekeeping mission?
Following Moravcsik's conception of liberalism, I employ a "bottom-up"
approach to applying Rosenau's formulation, beginning with the political capacity of the
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state. Political capacity captures both institutional effectiveness, a significant structural
constraint on state ability to extract resources, as well as an aspect of domestic political
culture in favor of government redistribution. Furthermore, I generate nuance to
Rosenau's fifth ingredient by adding an important additional level: the region. The
region is the relevant geopolitical space covering the interaction of foreign policies
generated through the linkage politics process. Politics that occur at both the regional
and systemic levels of analysis provide the contextual environment within which leaders
operate and determine the types of domestic and foreign policy choices most attractive to
policy-makers (Bafumi and Parent 2012). However, it is distinct from the international
system as a whole, as regional issues generally concern only those states within the
region, and occasionally regions provide the blueprints for international cooperative
architecture (Vincent 1986) or can generate conflicts which may expand well beyond the
region.
The contribution of this dissertation to the regionalist literature is an analytical
evaluation of regional order by integrating Rosenau’s foreign policy ingredients from
across levels to better understand state action. While this multilateral explanation of
regional politics as interactions around issue areas is foundational to regionalist research,
existing work relies on either systemic or outcome variables rather than the observed
patterns of interaction.9 This allows researchers to engage in post-hoc regional
9

While the focus of much research is not on the delineation of regions per se, it is

problematic to base a conceptual definition of "regionness" on the presence of a specific
outcome variable. Such an analysis would inherently be biased toward explaining the

43
identification when significant economic or security architecture emerges,10 but such
identification renders explanations of regional disintegration and disorder difficult,
portraying instead a linear regionalist process. The formation of regional order is likely
neither constant nor inevitable, with their presence and importance varying with the
shifting domestic context of member states. In order to capture the shifting sands of
regional formation and disintegration, it is necessary to incorporate variables across the
domestic, regional, and systemic level into a single model of regional order broadly
applicable to the rise and decline of regional cooperation and conflict. Rather than
presence of the outcome of interest with no comparison to regions that lack the outcome
variable. For example, when discussing regional economic integration, it becomes
problematic for regions to be defined by the presence of economic integration, as the
researcher is unable to engage in a comparison of regions with and without integration to
determine what contextual factors are relevant to the outcome of interest. Unfortunately,
most regional research follows this pattern, relegating the term region to simply mean
something smaller in scope than the global system rather than a unique, analytically
determined level of analysis within which we might draw interesting conclusions about
international politics.
10

While the regionalist literature largely bifurcates economic and security concerns as

unrelated determinants of regions, choosing instead to focus on one or the other, the two
are strongly related and often manifest their salience in the formation of architecture
relevant to both concerns (Katzenstein 2005, Acharya and Johnston 2007, Goertz and
Powers 2009)
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simply stating that regions are becoming more or less salient given system level changes
(Katzenstein 2005), my approach identifies the regions increasing or declining in
international relevance at any given point in time, and the degree to which these regions
will be defined by cooperative architecture or ongoing conflict.
Opposed to analyzing a single explanatory variable that constitutes only a partial
facet of Rosenau's pre-theory of policy, liberal regionalism synthesizes them through
multilateral patterns of interaction. However, difficulty persists in identifying salient
domestic variables that are quantifiable, conceptually relevant, and operationalized
consistently across time and space. While Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999) relies upon
utility calculations of important segments of the population in selectorate theory, research
indicates that the relevant selectorate is often context dependent. Reiter and Stam (2002)
find covert democratic policies more closely resemble the decision-making of autocratic
states, reducing the salient ingredients in this particular context to personal characteristics
of leaders and bureaucratic organization and removing the structural concern as an issue
in the democratic context, precisely the area where it should matter most. Additionally,
selectorate relevance may be issue dependent. Snyder (1991) finds that different
subgroups within a population possess different strategic interests. Any given foreign
policy may only appeal to a small subgroup of a population, but interest groups will
engage in logrolling to generate a set of potentially contradictory foreign policy actions
as they trade domestic support. The further we travel toward the individual level in
Rosenau's hierarchy, the more rapidly we lose the ability to develop generalizable
conclusions regarding state behavior. State characteristics such as institutional capacity,
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therefore, provide an important potential starting point for generating novel conclusions
about state behavior.
Controlling for capabilities, more politically capable states are those that possess
greater institutional effectiveness, ability to extract resources, and political activity in the
domestic or foreign policy realms. Capacity captures, in this respect, both an institutional
restraint, as incapable institutions are less able to engage in activity due to a lack of
resources, as well as a representation of domestic political culture regarding the role of
the state. When paired with capabilities, it is in an indicator of the relative amount of
resources available to states, but when paired with regime type it provides a window into
how states will use those resources. For example, while the United States has far greater
resources than its European major power peers, domestic political culture prefers a far
lesser role for America's government to engage in European levels of resource extraction
and redistribution. Given these decreased demands for the use of extracted resources in
domestic politics, weak capacity democracies are able to allocate a greater proportion of
their extracted resources toward foreign policy use. The tyranny of domestic context
shapes the ability of states to interact with international space.
However liberalism is not alone in advocating domestic level variables as the
source of international behaviors. Neoclassical realism recommends the integration of
levels of analysis in a general theory of state behavior, similarly applicable to a linkage
politics framework. Like liberalism, neoclassical realism (Christensen and Snyder 1990;
Schweller 1994) “explicitly incorporates both external and internal variables.” However
“the scope and ambition of a country’s foreign policy are driven first and foremost by its
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place in the system and specifically by its relative material power capabilities…the
impact of such power capabilities on foreign policy is indirect and complex…translated
through intervening variables at the unit level” (Rose 1998: 146). This dissertation
incorporates into analysis of regional order the geopolitical location of the region within
the power projection of major powers, explored in greater detail in Chapter 4. However,
findings suggest that geopolitical locations of major power competition are not alone a
necessary nor sufficient condition to generating a conflictual region. The domestic
politics of states within a geopolitical space reacting to systemic realities appear to play
an important role in the development of regional order. The presence of competition
between major powers may make certain policy choices more attractive, but they do not
override the effect of domestic constraints on states, as manifested in political capacity.
Like liberalism, however, neoclassical realism does call for the erosion of the unitary
actor assumption in international politics, insisting upon the inclusion of domestic
contextual variables when evaluating state behavior.
Understanding, operationalizing, and incorporating preferences of salient actors,
determining their relative importance, and interacting those preferences with the
international system is a daunting if not impossible task. While measuring individual
preferences borders on the impossible, assessing ideational, commercial, and republican
constraints on the state can be accomplished through measuring domestic institutional
effectiveness. Political capacity is representative of both ideational and republican
constraints impacting the attractiveness of foreign policy choices. The ability of states to
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extract resources may limit the potential policies available to states, either encouraging or
discouraging conflictual policies over cooperative ones.

Political Capacity as a Source of Regional Interaction
Traditionally political capacity is used as a means of augmenting state capabilities
(Kugler and Domke 1986). Measures of capabilities typically used in the international
relations literature, the Correlates of War Composite Index of National Material
Capability (CINC) (Singer et al. 1972) and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Xuetong
2006; Wohlforth 2009), are modified using a simple scaling to normalize capabilities
values given varying abilities of states to extract resources. Kugler and Domke (1986)
demonstrate through a series of anecdotes, notably the parity that existed between Iraq
and Iran in the 1980's after adapting their capabilities by capacity, the necessity of
adapting domestic capabilities by the ability of the state to extract and use resources. The
ability of governments to execute a foreign policy choice, be it the acquisition of allies or
trade agreements, is consistently incorporated into existing models of international
relations, if at minimum as a control. Unscaled measures, however, present a serious
concern of measurement error, biased toward demographic shifts or less technologically
sophisticated economies, the most egregious example being China's recent usurpation of
most powerful nation according to the Correlates of War CINC scores, the most
frequently used measure of capabilities in international relations. Clearly the claim the
China is somehow more powerful, or has greater potential capabilities at its disposal, than
the United States is counter-intuitive to the point of absurdity.
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Neither GDP nor CINC scores account accurately for the resources available to
governments for use in achieving their foreign policy goals. First, the government cannot
direct all latent resources within a society toward the pursuit of a policy goal, foreign or
domestic, as even in the most serious of circumstances some minimal degree of private
resources are necessary to provide for the basic material needs of the civilian population.
Second, even with advances in technology and the managerial ability of centralized
states, it is likely that resources or segments of the population exist beyond government's
control, as in the case of black markets, and are unavailable for redirection into foreign
policy concerns. Finally, not all governments possess equivalent ability to extract
resources from their domestic populace. Variance exists across even democratic systems,
such as the distinctive greater capability of European democracies in comparison to the
United States. Building on assessments of state strength in the power transition literature
(Organski and Kugler 1980) I demonstrate in Chapter 2 the superiority of moderating
state capabilities by the Correlates of War CINC scores, building on the anecdotal
assessments of Kugler and Domke (1986) by testing capability operationalizations in a
large-N analysis.
While the contribution of political capacity as a means of augmenting state
capabilities is well documented throughout the power transition (Organski and Kugler
1980), conflict (Braithwaite 2010), and civil conflict (Buhaug 2010) literatures, the
measure is always used as a modifier of capabilities, not as a relevant variable unto itself.
However, political capacity is not simply a means of augmenting power, but also
represents institutional effectiveness of, and cultural or ideological expectations about,
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domestic institutions. Political capacity should be included as a standalone measure that
provides further nuance to our understanding of the relationship between domestic
institutions and state behaviors. For the purpose of determining regional order from a
liberal perspective, I propose that political capacity augments the ability of states to
engage in certain foreign policy choices, the effect of which depends upon the
institutional type. The interactions of states with institutions of varying capacity within
stable geographic spaces generates the distribution in regional orders we observe in the
international system.
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Figure 2.1: The Liberal Development of Regional Order

Figure 1 depicts a hypothetical region comprised of three states engaging in a set
of interactions, represented by the black arrows. Those interactions may be any form of
interstate action, cooperative or conflictual, as the diagram merely illustrates a region
defined by multilateral behaviors. The content of the arrows, or interactions between
states, is influenced by domestic variables within each circle. These variable are
inherently interactive. First, political capacity, representing the ability of the state to
extract resources as well as domestic cultural expectations toward the state for use of
those resources for domestic policy, is an important component of regime effectiveness,
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whether democratic or autocratic. The fewer capabilities available to a state, the less
likely a state will be to choose conflictual policy behaviors given their greater expense.11
Instead, states facing scarce resources will accomplish their foreign policy goals through
more cooperative means. Political capacity modifies capabilities adjusting the budget
constraint of the state and therefore the opportunity for the types of foreign policy choices
11

While in the extreme this claim may seem intuitively obvious, wars are on average are

more materially expensive than joining an international institution, it also appears to be
consistent at lower levels of conflict and cooperation of similar intensity according to the
Goldstein (1992) scale. The costs of mobilizing troops is frequently more expensive to
the state than economic or humanitarian aid. For example, the construction and
deployment of a single Chinese aircraft carrier battle group is expected to cost
approximately ten billion U.S. dollars (Li and Weuve 2010). Economic aid to North
Korea, a cooperative act granted equal weight to military mobilization by the Goldstein
(1992) scale, costs the Chinese approximately $700 million from 1996-2004, an average
of just 88 million per year (Manyin 2005) or less than one percent of the cost of
constructing and deploying a single carrier battle group. While the relative size of the aid
payment and the costs of mobilization vary from event to event, generally these
conflictual acts incur far more intensive costs on states than cooperative behavior of
equal intensity. Furthermore, conflictual acts may breed conflictual responses, resulting
in additional future costs to the original conflictual behavior, even if the original act is
relatively benign, such as a critical comment. Such a reciprocal costly possibility to an
equally low intensity cooperative act, such as a statement of praise, is unlikely.
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available, acknowledging conflictual policies are generally more costly (Morgan and
Palmer 2000). Using the example of Paraguay in 2004, its raw capabilities suggest that it
was able to engage in 1,000 events, but modifying those capabilities by relative political
capacity of .48 indicates that the government of Paraguay is in fact only able to engage in
480 events of equal cost given the deterioration of its budget constraint.12 Additionally,
the budget constraint is elongated to demonstrate the greater number of cooperative
events the state may engage in relative to more costly conflictual events. Facing the
reality of scarce resources, states will be more likely to engage in cooperative foreign
policies when restrained by limited capabilities.

12

The measure of political capacity used is that of Relative Political Extraction (RPE)

(Arbetman and Kugler 1995). The measure will be discussed at length in the following
chapter.
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Figure 2.2: The Impact of Political Capacity on Foreign Policy Activity

Political capacity also plays an additional role as an institutional restraint in
conjunction with regime type. The democratic peace indicates that joint democracies are
far less likely to engage in conflict compared with joint autocratic or mixed dyads (Maoz
and Russett 1993; Gleditsch and Hegre 1997). However, while results are robust in the
dyadic framework, they deteriorate at the monadic level (Bennett 2006). Outside of
democratic transitions (e.g. Mansfield and Snyder 2002a), researchers have failed to
develop generalizable conclusions of state behavior at a monadic level based upon
domestic institutional characteristics, despite Kant's original admonition that republican
governments were far more peaceful than their autocratic counterparts. At issue is not
Kant's theoretical failing, but a failure to properly account for republican characteristics.
Most research using regime type employs a measure of institutional restraint on the
executive from Polity (Gurr et al. 2011). However, existing measures of democracy fail
to incorporate a measure of institutional effectiveness. On paper, a weak capacity state
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may have fully democratic institutions, but it is unlikely to behave in a similar fashion to
a democracy that possesses similar executive constraints but also has significant capacity.
For example, we can compare the foreign policy behaviors of Spain and Portugal
in 2007, two geographically proximate European states, sharing some degree of historical
and cultural similarity, and currently both members of the European Union. Both are
democratic states, but Portugal has relatively high political capacity while Spain has
relatively low capacity. After scaling GDP by relative political capacity, Spain has
approximately 3 times the capabilities of its Portuguese neighbors and correspondingly
engages in about 3 times the amount of foreign policy activity annually.13 Additional
information lies in the distribution of conflict and cooperation within the two states'
foreign policy portfolios. Portugal, given domestic expectations for the distribution of
public goods in high capacity democracies, is further limited in the amount of resources it
13

All discussion of events throughout the dissertation are weighted by the Goldstein

(1992) scale, which modifies events by their relative severity. Rather than counting all
events, from wars to comments, as equal, the Goldstein scale adjusts their relative
weights such that a war counts for a value of 10, whereas a comment counts for .1.
While an improvement over counting all events as equal, assigning cardinal values to a
conceptually ordinal scale can create measurement concerns. However, as the above
illustration demonstrates, these scaled event values track well with variation in
capabilities across states, a relationship tested in the large N analysis in Table 3.2 on page
93. Further discussion of the explanatory ability of relative capability with policy activity
is presented in Chapter 2.
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is able to spend in foreign policy activity, with less expensive cooperative actions
accounting for 81% of its foreign policy portfolio. Spain, however, less constrained by
domestic expectations, only engages in cooperative activity 55% of the time.
Following linkage politics and a liberal emphasis on domestic sources of foreign
policy behavior, extracted capabilities as illustrated by Figure 2 are not simply dispersed
amongst different forms of foreign policy choices, but primarily among domestic policies
dictated by domestic cultural and ideological expectations on the state.

A failure to

include the realities of domestic demands, both cooperative and conflictual (e.g. Tir and
Jasinski 2008), results in a failure to account for the policy options available to the state,
and thereby the types of policies states are most likely to pursue. Figure 3 illustrates the
relationship of political capacity to state capabilities and expectations for domestic
expenditures.
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Figure 2.3: Political Capacity, Democracy, and Foreign Policy Choice in Two States

Taking into consideration two democratic states, A and B, one with high capacity
and another with below average capacity, who, following the modification of capabilities
by their relative political extraction as outlined in Figure 2 have approximately the same
number of resources available for policy use, we can glean some theoretical assumptions
about the impact of political capacity on States A and B's foreign policy behaviors.
Despite the fact that their capabilities are proximately equivalent, State A, with high
capacity, is expected by its democratic selectorate to distribute significant public goods
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999) and high capacity in the democratic context is
representative of a domestic political culture for broader social spending generally in
conjunction with shifting ideological demands. State A is, therefore, required to spend a
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greater proportion of its capabilities on domestic policies of redistribution, leaving fewer
resources for foreign policy use and resulting in relatively less foreign policy activity.
Given fewer foreign policy resources, expensive conflictual foreign policies will be
specifically less available. State B, however, lacks the same domestic demands for
resource distribution, resulting in a greater proportion of extracted resources to be spent
on foreign policy activity.14 Combining the theoretical expectations illustrated in Figures
2 and 3, resource rich, weak capacity democracies are likely to be the most conflictual in
their foreign policy behaviors, as they can afford the greater costs of conflict in pursuing
their foreign policy goals because 1) they have resources, despite a reduced ability to
extract those resources and 2) they are less restrained by demands for domestic
expenditure. The most monadically peaceful states are high capacity democracies with
greater resource scarcity, as they cannot afford the costs of conflict given 1) they lack
significant resources, despite the ability to extract resources beyond expectations, and 2)
domestic cultural expectations provide a further restraint by insisting the state redistribute

14

Due to the demands of domestic political culture in weak capacity democracies for

lower social spending, the weak capacity democracy may be less able to distribute public
goods to satisfy their selectorate (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999). This cultural
constraint may lead to an increased propensity by the weak capacity democracy to
provide public goods through foreign policy activity, resulting in a greater propensity to
engage in policy externalization. Hence the traditional strength of the diversionary war
literature within the American context (e.g. Ostrom and Job 1986).
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extracted resources domestically.15 Constraints influence the composition of foreign
policy portfolios that determine the multilateral interactions which define regions and
regional order.
While at first this dichotomy may seem counterintuitive, a simple comparison of
high and low capacity states makes the distinction readily apparent. The United States in
comparison to its European counterparts, all high functioning democracies, illustrates this
process well. While the United States has far greater resources, it also has lower political
capacity.16 As a result, while the United States extracts far more resources than European
peers, the size of the U.S. government is far less proportionate to GDP. However,
proportionally, the United States spends a far greater percentage of its annual GDP on
military spending. Comparing the United States and the United Kingdom, the latter with
almost twice the political capacity of the former, the United Kingdom's government is far
larger than the United States as a proportion of GDP, with the United States spending

15

Autocracies are discussed in detail in Chapter 2.

16

For a comparision of U.S. political capacity to France and Britain, see Figure 2 in

Chapter 2. Clearly, the United States has far more capabilities to begin with than any
nation in the world and it does engage in far greater foreign policy activity than other
state. Controlling for state capabilities through GDP or CINC scores, the United States
has relatively fewer capabilities than European colleagues, if those colleagues were
similarly sized. In other words, the European states, though smaller, have greater
political capacity.
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28% on government spending in 2006 compared to 43% for the United Kingdom.17
However, the proportion of that government spending to the military, despite the fact that
both states are major powers, is far greater in the United States (16.8%) than the United
Kingdom (6.3%), as a result of relatively lower domestic demands for social spending in
the United States. The impact of political capacity as a standalone variable is not only
conceptually appropriate given the cultural values and institutional effectiveness which
capacity represents but is intuitively plausible given real world observations. Nearly all
pairings of high and low capacity democracies follow this same pattern of military
spending disparity, with low capacity states typically spending much greater percentages
of their government budgets on military spending than their high capacity counterparts,
controlling for geopolitical location.18 High capacity Austria spends between 22% and
56% less on military spending than her low capacity neighbors. High capacity New
Zealand spends 1.2% of GDP on its military while low capacity Australia spends 1.9%.
While the presence of security concerns and geopolitical context are important
17

The absolute percentage for each state varies annually. However, dramatically higher

spending per GDP in the United Kingdom compared to the United States is always the
case since the end of the Second World War.
18

I maintain that geographic proximity to great powers is a relevant concern and the

systemic context is interactive with regional multilateral behaviors and domestic
circumstances and therefore influences foreign policy behaviors. All else equal, the
Middle East has greater conflict than Europe, which has greater conflict than South
America. This concern is addressed in Chapter 4.
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determinants of military spending, as well as domestic economic and social issues, the
general trend remains that lower capacity democracies spend a larger percentage of their
resources on military strength.
While often the process for autocratic states is not inherently the numerical
inverse of democracies (Bennett 2006), a reverse relationship does appear to be present.
High capacity Saudi Arabia spends an enormous 11.2% of GDP on military spending,
while its low capacity autocratic neighbors Oman and UAE spend 9.7% and 7.3%
respectively. Following the selectorate logic that would dictate high capacity
democracies are required to spend greater amounts of their resources on domestic welfare
spending, autocracies are not similarly restricted by the same demands for public goods.
Maintenance of power for a leader in an autocratic state requires a relatively smaller
selectorate of individuals. Leaders with high capacity in the autocratic context are
therefore less restrained in their ability to expend the extracted resources on foreign
policy activity, and will do so more regularly through military action to extract private
gains for distribution to their smaller selectorates (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999).
Chapter 2 addresses the specifics of this issue and the empirical relationship between
political capacity, capability, and foreign policy choice.
Regional order and disorder is a byproduct of the purposeful, multilateral
interactions of states. The interests of states are determined by domestic contextual
variables, of which political capacity provides important insights into domestic political
culture and institutional effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 3: POLITICAL CAPACITY, CAPABILITIES, AND FOREIGN POLICY
CHOICE
This dissertation provides added domestic level insights into the formation of
regional order and the foreign policy activities of states. I propose that regions are
formed through the multilateral interactions of states whose foreign policies originate in
the context of domestic politics. While this liberal approach to foreign policy is not
novel, the addition of political capacity as an important indicator of both institutional
effectiveness and ideological preferences provides an additional component of domestic
politics that allows us to better understand state behavior. Unlike much existing literature
which tends to focus primarily on conflict related variables, whether onset, mediation, or
resolution, political capacity provides monadic level insights into the propensity of states
toward cooperative policy activity as well. Organically emerging from the foreign policy
behaviors of states, rooted in domestic political capacity, are cooperative regional orders
or regions of competition and conflict.
This chapter proceeds by examining two theoretical claims. First, political
capacity represents the ability of states to extract resources. This budget constraint on
policymaking influences the amount of policy activity a state will pursue and the degree
to which that foreign policy portfolio is cooperative or conflictual. Even within similar
regime types, wide variance exists in the degree to which states possess the ability to
extract resources from their societies. Capacity is a byproduct of institutional and
cultural constraints on the state, with the range of extractive ability covering states unable
to effectively govern outside of their own capitals (Buhaug 2010), like post-U.S invasion
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Afghanistan, to much stronger states with such well developed institutions and lacking
domestic restraints that their decision-makers appear to embody the phrase “L’etat c’est
moi.”19 More powerful states, less restricted by the power of scarcity, are better able to
employ conflict as a means of accomplishing their foreign policy goals. 20 The more
capabilities available to a state, the more resources they will have at their disposal, and,
all things being equal, the more likely they are to pursue more costly conflictual

19

The modern examples of this range from Middle Eastern oil nations which can easily

extract resources from exports such as Libya in the 1970’s or Saudi Arabia, to heavily
active and centralized states like Israel in the 1980s.
20

The use of Correlates of War CINC scores, GDP, or both of these measures modified

by the extractive ability of the state, are all means of controlling for the size of foreign
policy budgets. Doing so by proxy is a necessity as we are unsure, even with data on
diplomatic and military budgets in the case of relatively few countries, what portion of
state resources constitute the pool of foreign policy capabilities, and we are unable to
account for intelligence and clandestine budgets. However, findings on page 93 suggest
that even in an anecdotal comparison of political capacity against the foreign policy
budget of the United States, which presents the greatest challenge to political capacity
given data availability and the proportion of foreign policy spending that is purely
military expenditures, reveals political capacity performs no worse than an actual foreign
policy budget in explaining variation in the amount of foreign policy activity.
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policies.21 I test these theoretical claims by adjusting state capabilities, measured by
GDP, by a measure of the degree to which states are able to extract resources from their
domestic society. In a set of models I demonstrate the relationship of capabilities
measures modified by the ability of states to extract resources with the amount of foreign
policy activity of states. Modifying capabilities measures by extractive capacity has
greater explanatory power in explaining foreign policy activity, measured using events
data, than existing measures of capabilities in the international relations literature.
Furthermore, the presence of capabilities restricts the types of foreign policy choices
states make. States with fewer capabilities engage in relatively more cooperative foreign

21

High capacity may not only signal improved ability to extract resources, but also

greater institutional effectiveness at carrying out foreign policy actions successfully as
well as the ability to pursue more complex, sophisticated policy choices. While
identifying sophisticated or complex foreign policy actions and the degree of success of
the state in carrying out those policies is beyond the focus of this dissertation, it is
possible that generally, conflictual foreign policies represent these complex actions on
average more frequently than cooperative choices (see the discussion on page 51). If so,
the results shown in Table 4 illustrating increased capacity is correlated with increased
levels of conflict may hint at the presence of this additional institutional effect. This
chapter is, however, focused less on foreign policy outcomes and more on institutional
restraints on capabilities, and so institutional effectiveness refers to the ability of the
domestic institutional apparatus to extract resources.
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policies overall than states with more capabilities, who have the opportunity to engage in
more costly conflictual foreign policy actions.
Second, political capacity reflects an additional institutional constraint in
democracies of domestic political culture and ideological competition. Cultural
foundations and ideological shifts underlie domestic demands for the use of extracted
resources for public goods. High capacity democracies that extract from their populace
proportionately greater amounts of resources are expected by their populations to engage
in high levels of resource distribution. As a result, high capacity democracies, controlling
for capabilities, will be less likely to engage in costly conflictual policies and thereby
more likely to engage in cooperation. Tested using state extraction as a standalone
variable on the types of foreign policy choices pursued by states, this added cultural and
ideological constraint on states provides an important insight into democratic foreign
policy behaviors consistent with Kant's original articulation of the liberal peace at the
monadic level (Benoit 1996; Russett and Starr 2000). Democratic states with high level
of capacity are required to expend a greater proportion of extracted resources on domestic
redistribution and thereby engage in more cooperative foreign policies. Low capacity
democracies lack similar domestic restraints and will be more likely to engage in
conflictual foreign policies given similar resources, as outlined in Chapter 1.
Furthermore, findings suggest that the reverse relationship is true for autocratic states,
with high capacity autocracies engaging in more conflict but low capacity autocratic
states engaging in greater cooperation.
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To demonstrate the importance of these two theoretical claims, I provide a new
evaluation of political capacity, as measured by Relative Political Extraction (RPE)
(Arbetman and Kugler 1995), as not simple an indicator of institutional effectiveness, but
also the cultural and ideological preferences of governments. Second, I outline
theoretical relationship between this variable and foreign policy choice. Third, I test the
RPE modified capabilities against existing dominant measures of capabilities in the
international relations literature. Finally, I test relative political extraction as important
variable measuring state preferences for conflict and cooperation across regime types.

Political Capacity and the Strength of the State
Uncovering the institutional effectiveness of states has long been an endeavor in
research of democratic performance and development (Deutsch 1961; Verba and Nie
1972; Gurr 1974). However, the conceptual function of political capacity and its
relationship to the ability of the state to extract resources is best articulated by Organski
and Kugler (1980), who identify the ability of the state to extract resources as a key
component to assessing state strength in international politics. The authors make the
important distinction between states and societies, recognizing that the relevant
capabilities to evaluating power are not inclusive of an entire society within state borders,
but the extent to which the state, regardless of institutional context, is able to extract
resources from that society for policy use. Furthermore, capacity influences not just the
amount of policy activity available to the state, but also the types of policies the state
selects, foreign and domestic, cooperative and conflictual. Policy content is not
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predetermined by the form of institutions, but partially by the degree to which those
institutions are effective (Huntington 1968, p. 1).
Organski and Kugler (1980) are the first to include political capacity as a modifier
of capabilities, demonstrating descriptively the improved ability of capabilities modified
by capacity to explain the rise and fall of major powers over even measures such as
military expenditures. The authors argue that alternative measures, such as military
capabilities or the broader Correlates of War capabilities scores, can be dependent upon
external context in their annual changes, and not necessarily representative of long term
growth. Such extractive observations are a byproduct of the ability of the state to extract
resources as well as the decision to distribute those resources to military expenditures, not
a source of state strength. Similar examples of the effectiveness of the capacity measure
over alternatives exist to better estimate interstate conflict outcomes (Kugler and Domke
1986; Benson and Kugler 1998) and the onset of civil wars (Braithwaite 2010; Buhaug
2010). Capacity represents the institutional ability of the state to provide resources to
supply policy efforts responding to the needs of the public and/or maintaining political
control (Tilly 2003). One means of identifying this institutional effectiveness is through
the ability of the state to collect taxes (Herbst 2000). Because many states spend more
than they can accumulate through taxation, it is reasonable to assume that states will seek
to extract whatever possible without threatening their own domestic political survival.
As a result, the observed outcome given what we would expect the state to extract in light
of resource characteristics presents an important identification of the state's extractive
ability, or political capacity.
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The degree to which a state is able to extract resources from its domestic society
is hostage to the dual constraints of institutional structure, influenced by design and
bureaucratic efficiency, as well as domestic cultural and ideological preferences for or
against state confiscation of resources. Culturally, the Americans have distinctly lower
tolerance for the extraction of resources than do the French (Almond and Verba 1963),
resulting in more extensive French levels of extraction. But, this capacity granted the
French state is a double edged sword: French citizens also demand high levels of
redistribution relative to their American counterparts, potentially leaving relatively less in
remainder for foreign policy activity.
Identifying the sources of capacity in observed versus expected taxable revenue
grants an indicator of political extraction that may account for these institutional, cultural,
and ideological factors (Arbetman and Kugler 1995; Cheibub 1998). Levi (1988)
examines four determinants of state taxation levels: transaction costs, discount rate,
bargaining power, and fiscal requirements. Transaction costs and bargaining power are
representative of institutional effectiveness: the state's control of resources (bargaining
power) and institutional ability to collect resources (transaction costs). The discount rate
is a function of domestic demands for current public goods or future economic growth,
similar to the discussion of domestic political culture and ideological preferences in favor
of lower redistribution versus greater economic statism. Finally, fiscal requirements are
both representative of these domestic cultural preferences as well as an outcome of
institutional effectiveness and efficiency. It is a safe assumption that states extract
resources to the maximum extent possible, as every state in the world except Brunei
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Darussalam spends more than it receives in revenue, and this has been a consistent
feature of state fiscal policy in the modern era (Jackman 1993). The United States, for
example, has not been without public debt since the presidency of Andrew Jackson.
Furthermore, this borrowing ability is not inherently endless, as evidenced by recent
credit downgrades of developed nations.22
Building on the assumption that all governments require more than they extract,
comparing levels of government extraction across nations while controlling for domestic
characteristics from which governments may gain resources is a possible assessment of
state capacity. The representation of political capacity as the relative size of the public
sector is not a novel innovation (Deutsch 1961; Almond and Powell 1966; Rustow 1967;
Eckstein 1982; Carnoy 1984), but the contribution of Organski and Kugler (1980) lies in
controlling for the relative ability of states to extract when comparing tax revenue across
states. States with large oil reserves, for example, are better able to extract profits
through the exportation of those reserves than states lacking natural resources. Likewise,
states with high level of GDP per capita, all else equal, should be able to extract greater
amounts through income taxes. Findings in the literature demonstrate trade and domestic
22

Recent research suggests that developed nations have a propensity to default on loans

when they over-borrow relative to their GDP, which inhibits the ability of states to
engage in future borrowing (Tomz and Wright 2007). Capacity may, in this respect,
related to the ability to borrow, but borrowing may not signal effective capacity, as the
need to borrow may be a result of limited or deteriorating capacity to directly extract
resources from the society.
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resources are important indicators of taxation outcomes, whereas institutional effects,
such as elections and regime type are not (Cheibub 1998).
To effectively determine the opportunity of states to act, capabilities should be
scaled by the ability of states to extract resources for policy use. Continuing suggestions
made to modify our assessments of state strength in the power transition literature
(Organski and Kugler 1980; Arbetman and Kugler 1995; Arbetman-Rabinowitz and
Johnson 2008), I use the simple ratio of observed vs. predicted revenue to determine the
relative political extraction (RPE) of states:

where actual government revenue is the degree of revenue extraction observed by the
state and predicted government revenue is a predicted value of what a state should be
extracting given a set of constraints, determined by23
23

Note, the authors (Arbetman 1990; Arbetman and Kugler 1995) generate a separate

indicator of political capacity for less developed nations that includes agricultural
production in place of GDP per capita. Regardless of the merits of this theoretical
nuance to the measure, the two measures are very highly correlated (.95). The authors
are careful to insist that due to the two measures being generated through separate
predictive equations, they are not comparable. For the maintenance of consistency and
simplicity, and given the high level of correlation between the two measures, all
discussion of political capacity is undertaken using the above formula. Using the
alternative measure that replaces GDP per capita with agricultural production does not
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Variables in the formula generate the predicted revenue of a state given its
resources, wealth, and trade. The values of each coefficient are calculated using pooled
data from all countries annually, with the resulting predicted values determining the
amount of resources a state should be able to extract from society. For example, we
would expect a state like Saudi Arabia, with high levels of oil production, or Norway,
with very high GDP/Capita, to also have high amounts of resource extraction given the
ability of these two states to extract resources from oil exports or income taxes,
respectively. Likewise, a country like Somalia or Paraguay, which lacks significant oil
production, mining, or wealth, would be expected to have lower amounts of resource
extraction. The final measure is the state's observed government revenue divided by this
predicted value, rendering an indicator of a state's political capacity (Organski and Kugler
1980). Currently, data exists across 161 countries from 1960-2007 (ArbetmanRabinowitz 2009), providing a measure of a government’s ability to accomplish its goals,
both foreign and domestic, compared with other states (Kugler and Domke 1986). With a
score of one indicating a political system generating the expected amount of revenue,
states with a score of less than one can be considered to have lower than expected

impact the discussion, nor does dividing the data into different levels of development, as
no significant correlation exists between GDP and RPE ( -.03).
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political capacity, while those above one are performing “above expectations” (Kugler
and Arbetman 1989).24
Different forms of domestic resources may impact political capacity differently
across political regimes. Developed democracies are likely to rely more heavily upon
GDP per capita for revenue through income taxes, whereas autocracies with high oil
reserves will extract from oil revenues. Institutional capacity for large scale income
taxation and redistribution is likely a greater necessity than revenue extraction through
export of state controlled natural resources. The model does not differentiate between
revenue sources, though pooling the data annually generates coefficients allowing the
comparison of states' predicted versus observed values of revenue collection. In this
respect, the measure does control for the ease of revenue collection. For example, an
autocratic state in the Middle East is likely able to easily extract resources through oil
revenues. This easy method of acquiring resources may not signal effective political
capacity. Therefore, the denominator of the equation increases with the amount of oil
within a state, penalizing the states final relative political extraction value by the degree
to which the resource is present. Extracting significant resources alone is insufficient.
Instead, states must extract significant resources relative to what we would predict given
domestic resource distributions.
Using this expected ability to extract resources provides an important component
to our understanding of state capabilities and nuance to our measurement of institutions.
24

In the results provided in this chapter, a significant difference in behaviors of low and

high capacity states begins about .3 above and below the 1.0 value.
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Existing capabilities measures account for resources present throughout the society, not
the direct ability of the state to extract and use some portion of those resources.25
Likewise, measures of institutional configuration (Gurr et al. 2011) focus solely upon
structure, not the effectiveness of those institutions. First, governments possess varying
degrees of institutional effectiveness, and thereby cannot direct all domestic resources
toward the pursuit of a foreign policy. Even in the direst of circumstances, some minimal
amount of resources is necessary to provide for the basic material necessities of the
civilian population. Second, even with advances in technology and the managerial
capabilities of centralized states, it is likely that resources or segments of the population
exist beyond government’s control, as in the case of black markets, and these resources
are unavailable for redirection into foreign policy concerns. Finally, not all governments
possess equivalent ability to extract resources from their domestic populace. Even
among democracies, variation exists in the ability of policy makers to acquire funds,
perhaps more difficult in a federal system than a parliamentary system. The menu of
foreign policy choice, therefore, is bounded by the ability of the state to both extract and
use the necessary resources. The amount of resources available to the state is determined
25

Most sub-components of the Correlates of War Index of National Capabilities represent

these underlying latent capabilities (energy usage, steel production, population), but they
also include byproducts of already extracted resources (military expenditures, military
personnel). However, the two types are considered equivalent in the index, and missing
is an indicator of the degree latent capabilities, like steel production or population,
translate into extracted resources available to the state.
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by four constraints that underlie state extraction: 1) institutional design, 2) institutional
efficiency, 3) political culture, and 4) ideological preferences.

Figure 3.1: Conceptual Sources of Observed Political Extraction

Institutional Design
Institutional design captures the methods and limitations within which states may
engage in resource extraction. While modifying capabilities by political capacity
provides more accurate insights into the resources available to states, the political
capacity indicator is more than simply a modifier of existing measures of latent
capabilities. On its own, the measure is an indicator of institutional structure. More
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constrained institutional configurations are likely to be less able to engage in foreign
policy action, particularly costly conflict (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Bueno de
Mesquita and Ray 2001). However, the relative political extraction measure developed
by Arbetman and Kuegler (1995) captures the ability of a state to generate revenue and
suggests that democracies, usually more constrained than non-democracies, may in fact
be more effective in extracting resources. Centered on a value of 1, states which exceed
expectations, like the United Kingdom, possess exceptionally capable governments with
sufficient ability to extract resources beyond what they should. States with very low
capacity around 0, such as Myanmar, lack effective governments creating difficulties for
the extraction of resources. What constitutes an effective government in terms of
extracting resources, however, is likely to vary by not only regime type, but also the
specifics of government structure. Table 1 lists the mean of political capacity values
across forms of democracies and non-democracies
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Table 3.1: Average Relative Political Extraction by Regime Type
Democracies (Polity>6)
1.04
Federal Systems
0.8526
Centralized Systems
1.14
Non-Democracies (Polity<6)
.87
Absolute Autocracies
.93
Constrained Autocracies
.81
While democracies extract greater than expected values on average and nondemocracies extract less than expected on average, the distribution varies widely with
standard deviations in each case around .45.27 This lack of statistical difference lies
within 1) nuance of institutional design and 2) variation in institutional effectiveness.
Table 1 also shows the average political extraction across different forms of democratic
and autocratic states, illustrating variance across different types of states within similar
26

State spending may make up the difference between these two forms of democracies.

However, the substantive focus of this paper is the degree to which capacity influences
foreign policy, and only the national level in a federal system is engaged in foreign
policymaking. This comparison, therefore, absence the extraction of sub-units, is
relevant given the international focus.
27

Kugler and Arbetman (1995) are careful to point out that there is no statistically

significant effect of regime type on capacity, though I list the averages here for
descriptive purposes. The reason behind such dramatic variance within each regime type
is the degree of institutional effectiveness across states with similar institutional
constructions, discussed at length below. As findings in this chapter suggest, there is a
substantively significant relationship between capacity and regime type apart from
capabilities, with important implications for policy selection.
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broadly defined regime types. For example, the average for federal systems is below that
of non-democracies. Contrary to research demonstrating authoritarian regimes may tax at
higher rates than democracies (Przeworski 1990; Findlay 1990; Olson 1991), the average
for democracies is slightly higher in terms of relative political extraction, signaling the
legitimacy of democratic institutions to distribute public goods (De Schweinitz 1964;
Cheibub 1998). To understand why more institutionally constrained systems are capable
of greater resource extraction, and what this may mean for foreign policy behaviors, it is
necessary to go beyond institutional structure and examine both institutional effectiveness
and domestic political culture.
However, among democracies, federal systems are generally more restrained in
their institutional structures than parliamentary systems, as checks exist on institutional
authority not only at the national level, but also between the national level and subunits.
Democracies with federal systems, therefore, have decreased political capacity at the
national level given this important constraint. On average, a federal democracy extracts
85% of expected resources, while centralized systems extract 114% of expected
resources. For the distribution of public goods, this may not create a significant impact
on the amount of public good distribution as subunits may be extracting and
redistributing significantly. However, only the national level is capable of engaging in
foreign policy activity, resulting in a significant constraint on resources relevant to the
foreign policy domain. Additionally, similar variation exists across institutional
structures in non-democratic regimes. Absolute autocracies with personalistic leaders or
strong monarchs, for example, extract 93% of expected resources, while non-democracies
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that possess greater institutional constraints (i.e. Morocco) on average extract a lower
81% of expected resources.

Institutional Effectiveness
Variation exists not only between institutional configurations, but within them.
This variation in political capacity within institutional configurations represents variation
in institutional effectiveness, defined as the ability of institutions of similar construction
to reach all segments of society to engage in resource extraction. States with more
effective institutions at resource extraction, even within similarly constructed institutional
configurations, have greater political capacity. High capacity democratic states provide
forums for citizens to express their demand for public goods and a clear institutional
apparatus for revenue collection and redistribution (Levi 1988). Democracies with very
high levels of political extraction are often governments which possess very high levels
of domestic legitimacy and governance, such as the United Kingdom and Norway.
Democracies, however, with low levels of political extraction are likewise places where
governments are more fragile and politics far more volatile, like Venezuela and Ecuador.
For example, within federal systems, India has poorly effective institutions (72%
of expected resources extracted) while the United States and Brazil have more effective
institutions (96% and 98%, respectively). However, in 1960, the United States had
poorly effective institutions far inferior to even India at 46%. In centralized
parliamentary systems, a similar pattern is present as Hungarian institutions extract only
51% of expected resources, while Norway extracts 195%. Likewise, in absolute
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monarchies, the Saudi's extract 161% but weak capacity Oman extracts 47%. Similarly
configured institutional structures possesses a wide range of political capacity both across
states and across time due to the varying ability of institutions to extract resources from
their societies. Institutions, for example, evolve in effectiveness over time. Research,
particularly in the American context, argues that federal systems are becoming
increasingly centralized (Kincaid 1990; Watts 1996), though changes in political capacity
within a federal system over time are mixed. The United States, Canada, and Mexico
exhibit increases in political capacity since 1960, while federal systems such as
Switzerland and Australia undergo rapid decreases in political capacity. While
improvement in the United States may be a result of improved institutional effectiveness,
shifting ideological demands for the distribution of public goods also play an important
role and may provide insights into the declining capacity of states like Switzerland and
Australia.

Political Culture
Domestic political culture is the underlying deep-seated attitude toward state
extraction that shapes political capacity. Political culture is the “shared” ideological
paradigm dominant within the domestic society regarding the size and responsibilities of
the state (Almond and Verba 1965; Stewart 1988). Domestic populaces are characterized
by “durable cultural orientations that have major political and economic consequences”
(Inglehart 1988). Domestic political culture is an important component to understanding
institutional constraints as “culture conditions institutions, and institutions shape culture”
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(Russett and Starr 2000, p. 99), identifying not simply a source of institutional structure,
but the relationship between government and governed, and the degree of limitations the
latter places upon the former (e.g. Lane 1984). The clearest anecdote is present in a
comparison of the United States to France. French domestic preferences heavily favor an
increased role of the state and therefore high levels of resource extraction and
redistribution in the form of public goods. American preferences, however, are toward
significantly smaller government. While the cultural specifics of this particular case are
detailed at length by Almond and Verba (1963), the manifestation of these cultural values
is present in variation in the size of the state. Government spending in France accounts
for 56% of GDP, whereas American government spending per GDP, including state level
spending, is only 36%.

Ideological Preferences
The changes in domestic desires for the role of the state are present not just across
states, but within the same states over time. While political culture identifies underlying
cultural perspectives on the size and strength of the state, shifting dominant domestic
ideological preferences for state intervention influence the ability of the state to extract
resources. In democracies, rises in political capacity are often related to the dominance
of leftist parties, while decline in capacity often corresponds to the rise of parties on the
right. Furthermore, frequently the most severe declines in capacity occur when
democratic governments are divided between parties, and unable to come to ideological
agreement on the role of the state. For example, in the United States when the presidency
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shifts from Republican to Democrat, political capacity increases, while shifts from
Democrat to Republican are typically met with decreases in political capacity. 28 The
peak of American political capacity occurs not during the Vietnam, Iraq, or Afghan wars,
but instead in the year 2000 at the end of the Clinton presidency. Capacity is not
inherently driven by external foreign policy demands, but pressured by internal
ideological preferences of those in control of government. In the American case, both the
outcome of the election and the corresponding increase or decline in political capacity
across the presidential term signals ideological preferences for the role of the state and
the degree to which the state will extract. A similar pattern is present in British electoral
history: shifts from Labour to Conservative correspond to a decrease in political capacity,
while shifts from Conservative to Labour result in very large increases in political
capacity.29 Toward the end of Blair's tenure, like Clinton, Britain reaches its highest level
of relative political capacity in the data.
28

Political capacity from Eisenhower (R) to Kennedy (D) increases by 57%, 36% from

Ford (R) to Carter (D), and 5% from Bush (R) to Clinton (D). It decreases 1% from
Carter (D) to Reagan (R) and 19% from Clinton (D) to George W. Bush (R). Only the
election of Nixon (R) corresponds to a capacity increase for Republicans, which then
drops 25% following Nixon's resignation and Ford's (R) assumption of office. Note that
this is not an artifact of the decline in Vietnam War spending, as military expenditures for
the war reached its peak in 1968 and declined thereafter.
29

The shift from Douglas-Home (C) to Wilson (L) corresponds to a 7% increase in

capacity, Wilson (L) to Heath (C) an 8% decrease, Heath (C) back to Wilson (L) a 12%
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As the Clinton and Blair cases demonstrate, increases in capacity are not
predicated by the drive toward, or repercussions of, conflict, but domestic cultural and
ideological constraints. India and Pakistan (Figure 2) present an excellent example of the
independence of changes in the capacity constraint from external conditions and its
relevance to domestic politics. There are three wars between the two nations between
increase, no change from Callahan (L) to Thatcher (C), and a 1% increase from Major
(C) to Blair (L). Thatcher presents a special case as one primary political goal was an
alteration of the institutional configuration of the state toward greater centralization
(Atkinson and Wilks-Heeg 2000), which, despite smaller government promises, would
increase the political capacity of the more centralized national institutions. Similar
patterns are present in (West) Germany and France, though more complex. Germany has
very high political capacity when the Chancellory and the Bundestag are controlled by
the same party, but lowest political capacity when the government is divided (1970-1972;
1977-1982). French patterns are more personalistic, understandably given the populist
nature of the Gaullist political parties. Political capacity rises and is at its height under de
Gaulle, declines under Pompidou and d'Estaing, but then increases during the terms of
both Mitterand and Chirac. Notably, the largest single year drop in French capacity
between 1960 and 2010 occurs in 1986, the year of the right-wing legislative election
victory under Francois Mitterrand and the first cohabitation. While data ends in 2007,
political capacity during Sarkozy's (often referred to as "the American") first year is at its
lowest point in over a decade. Changes in American, British, and French capacity are
shown in Figure 2.
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1960 and 2010. The first, in 1965, is preceded by no significant changes in political
capacity either before the war, in preparation, or during. The 1971 conflict does
demonstrate a dramatic increase by both parties to the conflict, but the rise from 19691970 also coincides with the election of Indira Ghandi and the left social welfare policies
of the "Green Revolution" in India. Indira Ghandi was elected on a platform of dramatic
expansion of government, particularly in agricultural production and income
redistribution (Farmer 1986). In Pakistan the rise in capacity corresponds with the reimplementation of martial law by Yahya Khan and political consolidation in face of
potential domestic unrest. The 1999 conflict, however, corresponds with a steep,
negative period of declining capacity by both Pakistan and India, again demonstrating
that capacity exists as a result of institutional structure, effectiveness, and political
culture, and cannot simply be turned on and off as the contextual security situation
demands.30 Both reach peaks of capacity not during war, but during the longest interim
of relatively peaceful relations between the two countries during the 1980's. Pakistan
30

As we would expect, civil wars, emblematic of weakening institutional effectiveness

and ability to provide public goods, correspond with dramatic decreases in political
capacity, in all but two cases, Nicaragua and Angola, both subject to dramatic major
power interference. In the remaining twenty-three countries that experience large scale
civil wars, political capacity weakens prior to civil war onset. States also demonstrate
rapid relative rises in political capacity following the civil war's conclusion. For a
discussion of civil war onset and state capacity, see Buhaug (2010) and Braithwaite
(2010).
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declines rapidly in the 1990s and 2000s as domestic political turmoil sets in, and India,
while exhibiting a small decline in the early 1990s, maintains steady levels, not returning
to the very low capacity of the 1960s.

Figure 3.2: Political Capacity of India and Pakistan, 1960-2007

Modifying Capabilities and Foreign Policy Choice
While measures of state strength are frequently included in models of
international politics as a control, rarely is a modifier of government's political capacity
incorporated or included as a separate explanatory variable. The political capacity of a
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state is the ability of the state to extract resources (Arbetman and Kugler 1995) which
allows that government to pursue policy activity. The ability of a government to extract
resources determines not only the amount of foreign policy activity possible by a state,
but also influences the state's decision to pursue conflict or cooperation. When
confronted with the choice of approaching a foreign policy problem with cooperation or
conflict, states will be more likely, all else equal, to employ less materially expensive
cooperative policies when confronted with increased resource scarcity.
Building on suggestions made in the power transition literature regarding the
measurement of political capacity (Organski and Kugler 1980), I test these theoretical
claims using relative political extraction (RPE) (Arbetman and Kugler 1995). The
measure is first used to scale state's GDP to attain a more accurate indicator of available
resources for foreign policy. This augmented indicator of capabilities is used to test the
influence of scarce resources on the types of cooperative and conflictual foreign policy
choices made by leaders. Second, I allow political capacity to operate as an independent
variable from capabilities, interacting it with regime type as an indicator of the degree to
which states are primarily cooperative or conflictual in their foreign policy behaviors.
Nearly all foreign policy acts can be distributed across two baskets of goods, cooperative
or conflictual (Morgan and Palmer 2000; Palmer and Morgan 2006), where cooperative
acts are those that seek to accomplish foreign policy goals through voluntary actions of
states while conflictual actions are those that seek to either threaten or use coercive force.
My findings suggest that while fewer capabilities result in greater relative amounts of
cooperative action by states than conflictual behavior, political capacity operates
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separately from capabilities as an indicator of how different regime types choose to
interact with their international environment. Political capacity not only shapes the
opportunity for leaders to pursue foreign policy choices through resource extraction, but
is also representative of additional regime specific constraints relating to institutional
expectations that provide insights into foreign policy action.
Of the many variations on capabilities which exist in the international relations
literature, each is an intended proxy for some measure of potential power.31 When we
observe State A forcing State B to do something they would not otherwise do, we may
assume a priori that State A has power over State B. However, such occurrences are
observable only in instances where states have both the opportunity and willingness to
pursue a particular foreign policy (Most and Starr 1989). To have the opportunity to
pursue a policy requires the state to extract resources from its pool of domestic
capabilities.
The relative political extraction of major powers illustrates the variation in
political capacity since 1960 (Figure 3). 32 First, political extraction varies within regime
types33 (Kugler and Domke 1986) as illustrated by China’s abilities over time relative to
it's peers. The ability of states to extract resources is not predetermined by their general
31

The two most popular in the international relations literature are the Correlates of War

Composite Index of National Material Capabilities (CINC) (Singer, Bremer, Stuckey
1972) and GDP (Xuetong 2006; Wohlforth 2009; Volgy et al. 2010a).
32

Data on Russia prior to 1990 is unavailable.

33

The two are very minimally correlated in the post-Cold War period (.18).
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regime type, indicating that explanations of foreign policy behavior successfully
predicted by political extraction are not subsumed by the democratic peace literature, as
democracies span the range of political capacity from very poor (Japan) to exceptional
(United Kingdom). Second, political capacity is not constant within the same states over
time. The British and the Americans increase, consistent with domestic ideological
shifts, the French and the Japanese stay relatively stable, while the Chinese decrease over
time. Furthermore, yearly movements track with changes in domestic politics. Chinese
extraction is at its peak during the Cultural Revolution and then steadily declines toward
very low capacity following the end of the Cold War. As discussed above, changes in
American and British capacity track with the parties in power.
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Figure 3.3: Relative Political Capacity of Major Powers, 1960-2007
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Following the example of Kugler and Arbetman (1989), acquiring a more
accurate indicator of state strength can be accomplished by scaling existing variables by a
state’s relative political extraction (RPE). As an example, Figure 4 illustrates the
distribution of capabilities according to gross domestic product of major powers. GDP
remains relatively linear over time. However, a few qualities of the major powers in
relation to one another seem counter-intuitive if GDP is to be used as a measure of
power. First, despite being major powers, both British and French capabilities are
relatively obscure in comparison. Second, in the latter time period, China rapidly appears
to be approaching the United States. Given its large population and the aggregation
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inherent in GDP calculations, this should come as no surprise. If GDP is to be a suitable
proxy for the capabilities available to states, however, this proximity seems
counterintuitive given much recent literature discussing America’s “unipolar moment”
and the foreign policy dominance of the United States in current international politics
(Wohlforth 2009; Thompson 2006). While GDP paints a portrait of a China approaching
parity with the United States, the other dominant measure of capabilities in the
international relations literature, the Correlates of War CINC score, has China surpassing
the U.S. in material capabilities by 2007. If we seek to understand capabilities as an
important component to the decision-making of states to engage in conflict and
cooperation, we must take into consideration the effectiveness of the political institutions
which extract and employ these capabilities in the international arena. While China has
continued to develop rapidly and has a burgeoning population, according to its relative
level of political extraction, the Chinese political system is not equally capable as the
United States in mobilizing their vast resources.
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Figure 3.4: Distribution of GDP among Major Powers, 1960-2007
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Scaling major power GDP by relative political extraction renders a more plausible
storyline given the realities of history and intuitions of international relations (Figure 5).
First, the issue of China is attenuated, painting a distribution of capabilities available for
government use more in sync with observed reality. China until the mid-nineties remains
on par with European powers, who, while much smaller, possess greater wealth and
technological sophistication. As their economy booms in the mid-nineties in the wake of
political reforms and greater openness, China begins to rise and separate itself from the
other major powers. However, its declining ability to extract resources from its society in
comparison to other major powers attenuates its economic growth, leaving the United
States still well above China. Second, while France and the United Kingdom are far
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inferior to the U.S. through most of the period, the two countries relatively high political
capacity results in relative capabilities more consistent to their status as major powers and
in sync with Japan.

Figure 3.5: Distribution of Capabilities Scaled by RPE among Major Powers, 19602007
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Political Capacity as Opportunity Constraint
Following previous work (Palmer and Morgan 2006), I evaluate foreign policies
within two broad categories: those that employ conflict and those that use cooperation.
States use both types of policies extensively, though given context some states may be
primarily conflictual in their foreign policy behaviors while others are primarily
cooperative. Shifts in domestic and international context are assumed to prompt leaders
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to redistribute their scarce resources across policy options, resulting in a combination of
policies the leader believes optimal in accomplishing their goals
However, logically prior to the determination of how external stimuli may affect a
state’s distribution of resources across policies is the determination of a resource
constraint. Resources for foreign policy use originate within the domestic context. This
important step is typically undertaken by simply including state’s CINC scores or GDP as
a control. As discussed, these measures, while perhaps worthwhile indicators of
underlying resources within a state’s borders, are not appropriate measures for the
resources actually available to states for use in policy implementation. Some states, such
as Britain and France, far surpass their expected resource extraction capability, while
others, such as China and Japan, lag consistently behind. Incorporating a budget
constraint without including the ability of the state to extract resources will severely
distort results as all the population, energy consumption, and iron and steel production in
the world profits a state little without the ability to extract the resources these measures
are intended to represent. While the actual distribution of these resources may depend
upon the willingness of leaders, causally prior is the determination of opportunity
(Morgan and Palmer 2000).
To affirm the utility of scaling latent capabilities by a state's political capacity, I
calculate simple correlations between competing indicators of capabilities and each state's
total foreign policy activity. Theoretically, the total amount of foreign policy events
should represent the approximate resource constraint for each state as they expend their
capabilities toward foreign policies. Thereby, the more appropriate measure should more
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closely explain the observed variance in the total amount of foreign policy activity each
state generates. Table 1 provides regression results for the ability of CINC scores and
GDP, modified and unmodified by political capacity, to explain the variations in foreign
policy activity listing the adjusted

, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), and the

Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). I also include one measure of extracted foreign
policy resources represented by military expenditures as a comparison.
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Table 3.2: OLS Regression Results for Measures of Capabilities on Foreign Policy
Activity34
Variable
CINC
Military Exp.
GDP
RPE*CINC
RPE*GDP
Military Exp.

Coefficient
(S.E.)35
34361 (514)
16.4 (.201)
.667 (.007)
41229 (546)
.782 (.006)
16.4 (.201)

Adjusted R2

AIC

BIC

.571
.691
.731
.683
.854
.691

51426
44843
53371
40311
38077
44843

51438
44855
53384
40323
38089
44855

While unmodified GDP performs far better than both modified and unmodified
CINC scores, GDP modified by RPE has the strongest relationship with the amount of
34

All testing, both here and the findings in Tables 3 and 5, are post-Cold War. As a

result, all findings exist within the context of a unipolar system. Following the
cautionary statements of Vasquez and Senese (2007) regarding Cold War empirical
results being confined to a particular systemic order, so too are the results in this
dissertation confined to a singular systemic context. Testing is limited to this temporal
context because 1) most existing literature on regions focuses on the post-Cold War
system, 2) the IDEA data are only available from 1990-2010, 3) the RPE data prior to
1990 are missing many important Cold War actors, including the Soviet Union, and 4)
while the WEIS data (McClelland 1999) is available prior to 1990, it focuses heavily on
East-West interactions, potentially biasing results toward more systemic events.
35

The difference in the coefficients is due to the difference in scale. CINC scores range

from 0 to 1 as the proportion of capabilities a state possesses of global capabilities, while
GDP is measured in billions of dollars.

94
foreign policy activity in which a state engages, as measured by the Goldstein (1992)
scale.36 GDP modified by RPE also outperforms military expenditures, which holds true
even if only testing conflictual events as the dependent variable. An actual budget
constraint, such as military expenditures, is limited only to one type of foreign policy
choice, and military expenditures are not necessarily actively used in all conflictual
foreign policy actions. While clear diplomatic, aid, and military expenditures are
available for the United States and some European states, the ability to generate a
comprehensive indicator of foreign policy budgets outside a small selection of states is
not available. Additionally, because the proportion of foreign policy spending that is
military expenditures is far beyond any other state (~95% of foreign policy spending), the
U.S. presents the greatest challenge to RPE as suitable proxy for resources available to
the state. Furthermore, there are a number of policies whose resources are not explicitly
quantified, such as intelligence and clandestine activity. However, in the most
challenging case of the United States, if we compare GDP modifed by RPE to the
combined budgets of the Departments of Defense and State, the two measures perform
nearly equivalently in explaining the total amount of foreign policy events.37 Both
measures have the same adjusted r-squared (.27), Akaike Information Criterion (321),
and Bayesian Information Criterion (323) values. Even in the case of the country with

36

The Goldstein scale modifies all conflictual actions as negative. As I am interested in

simply the total amount of activity in this comparison, I take the absolute value of these
conflictual actions.
37

Both variables are significant at the .05 level.
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perhaps the most foreign policy budget data available and presenting the greatest
challenge given the reliance on military expenditures, using that data offers no
improvement in explaining foreign policy activity over GDP modified by RPE.
Furthermore, similar comparisons are not possible given a lack of data on non-military
spending for other states, including democratic major powers such as France. As
outlined in Table 2, military expenditures is less effective in explaining variance in
foreign policy activity than political extraction modified GDP. GDP modified by the
political capacity of a state is available for most states, outperforms available indicators
of foreign policy budgets, has the highest

value and the lowest values for both

information criterions compared to alternative indicators of capabilities.

GDP Modified by Political Capacity and Foreign Policy Choice
The resource pool available to leaders is constrained by the state’s political
capacity. However, the ability of the state to extract resources likely affects the types of
policies states choose to employ. According to the literature, states with greater
capabilities are likely to pursue change-seeking policies, including but not limited to
conflict initiation, alliance formation, and military expenditures (Palmer, Wohlander, and
Morgan 2002).38 Not only do constraints affect the amount of resources possible to
38

Change-seeking does not inherently mean an opposition to the status quo. Change-

seeking in a dyadic context, opposed to a systemic context in power transition, may
support or oppose the status quo in international politics. Dyadicly, states may seek
change-seeking policies that preserve the status quo, such as the United States engaging
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distribute across foreign policy choices, but also the types of goals that can be pursued.
Conflicts, for example, are often costly means of accomplishing certain goals. The
United States spent approximately $140 billion in Vietnam and currently spends nearly
more than every other nation in the world combined on its military, directing those
resources toward conflicts against very weak states, insurgent groups, and terrorist
organizations. Against actors with very limited capabilities, such as the Taliban or North
Vietnam, the United States has asymmetrically spent enormous amounts on conflictual
foreign policy actions to accomplish its goals. Constraints on available resources given
capabilities and political capacity may make using conflict as a foreign policy tool less
attractive to those with more limited resources as the costliness of the project will limit
the number of other policy goals that may be pursued by the state.
To fully capture the foreign policy choices available to states, the dependent
variable categorizes foreign policy choices as either cooperative or conflictual using
events data modified by the Goldstein (1992) scale. The Goldstein scale modifies the
value of events by coding them as either cooperative or conflictual and weighting them
by their degree of intensity. For example, a negative comment is given a conflictual
weight of .1, while a military engagement is granted a conflictual weight of 10. Taking
the ratio of a state's total scaled cooperative events by conflictual events renders the
distribution of a state's foreign policy activity between cooperation and conflict, or the
degree a state is primarily cooperative or conflictual in its foreign policy portfolio, with
in conflictual sanctioning policies and military mobilization to change attempts by Iran
and North Korea to alter the status quo of nuclear armed nations.
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larger values representing a greater relative amount of cooperation. I test this initial
hypothesis in the post-Cold War period (1990-2007) given temporal limitations on the
IDEA data. Findings indicate that GDP modified by political capacity is not only a more
effective predictor of the amount of foreign policy engaged in by a state than alternative
measures of capabilities, but also that this indicator is correlated with the degree to which
states choose cooperative or conflictual foreign policies.
Having demonstrated the appropriateness of using GDP scaled by political
capacity as an approximation of each state's budget constraint (Table 1), the preliminary
hypothesis outlined in Chapter 1 that weaker states engage in more cooperation given the
costs of conflict is tested using an ordinary least squares regression. I control for each
state's level of democracy ranging from -10 for a full autocracies to 10 for a full
democracy (Polity IV), and whether the state is involved in a strategic rivalry (Thompson
2001) or ongoing war (Sarkees and Wayman 2010) as both are likely to increase the
relative amount of conflict.39 I also account for time using yearly fixed effects and
country-level factors using clustered standard errors. Results are provided in Table 3.40

39

I use ongoing war rather than ongoing MID involvement given data availability. The

COW list of ongoing wars is available through 2007, whereas the MID data currently
ends in 2001. Using the MID data, however, does not significantly alter results.
40

Yearly fixed effects are listed in Appendix A. Appendix A also includes tests on the

total amount of cooperation and conflict separately, further illustrating that conflictual
events are more costly than cooperative events. States with greater resources as
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Table 3.3: OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Political Capacity on Foreign
Policy Choice
Variable
Coefficient (Std. Error)
GDP scaled by Political Capacity
-1.19 (.35)*
(Billions of Dollars, logged)
Polity Score
-.3 (.23)
Strategic Rivalry
-6.14 (2.46)*
Ongoing War
-7.06 (1.66)*
N = 2122,
= .0341, Yearly Fixed Effects Not Shown
* significant at the .95 level

The initial hypothesis regarding states with greater capabilities scaled by relative
political capacity being more conflictual in their foreign policy portfolios is upheld, as a
measured by GDP modified by RPE are better able to employ conflictual policy options.
Results substantively echo those provided in Table 3.
41

This low r-squared value only suggests a significant concern if alternative existing

models of cooperative and conflictual foreign policy distributions explain greater
variation in the dependent variable. As this is the first attempt at explaining the
distribution of cooperation and conflict across a state's foreign policy portfolios using
events data, the low value is less of a concern. However, I also include separate tests of
conflict and cooperation in Appendix A using absolute amounts of foreign policy activity
rather than the distribution. The models account for high proportions of variation in the
dependent variable in both cases. The monadic nature of the test also likely contributes
to the low r-squared value. Most research in cooperation analyzes these policy behaviors
in the context of dyads (e.g. Snidal 1991; Axelrod 1997; Mousseau 1997). As examined
in Chapter 4, further explanatory power is gained by incorporating contextual variables.
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1% increase in GDP modified by capacity is associated with, on average, a .0219
decrease in the ratio of cooperation to conflict. Substantively, for the average state with a
GDP scaled by political capacity of 276 billion dollars, approximately equivalent to
Pakistan in the data, a one billion dollar increase in GDP would result in a .0032 decrease
in the ratio of cooperation to conflict. Specifically, for a state the size of Pakistan in
1995, this change in capabilities would shift their foreign policy portfolio toward conflict
in an amount equivalent to the value of a full military engagement. The predicted values
of the cooperation to conflict ratio across GDP scaled by political capacity are illustrated
in Figure 5. Overall, the findings demonstrate that as the capabilities available to states
increase, their foreign policy portfolios will become relatively more conflictual in
composition.42

42

It is worth noting that while this and the following analysis treat time as a nuisance by

using yearly fixed effects, yearly variation suggests the presence of potential
developments at the system level. Cooperation rises in the mid-nineties, driven by rapid
institutional formation in the wake of the Soviet Union's collapse globally, but then gives
way to increased conflictual foreign policy activity in the mid-2000s, as the global
security focus shifts to the American Global War on Terror.
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Figure 3.6: Ratio of Cooperation and Conflict across GDP scaled by Political
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Domestic Demands for Public Goods: The Interaction of Capacity and Regime Type
Building upon the theoretical basis of the institutional democratic peace, I
propose that political capacity, independent of domestic capabilities, represents a set of
institutional and political constraints on states resulting in peace, and this relationship is
observable at the monadic level. For democracies, high levels of relative political
extraction indicate a domestic constraint representative of demands by the populace that
extracted resources be redistributed in the form of domestic public goods. Despite
greater institutional effectiveness in extracting resources, this constraint in high
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functioning democracies reduces the material resources available for foreign policy use,
driving the state's foreign policy portfolio toward cooperation over conflict in foreign
policy behaviors. Inversely, high levels of resource extraction in non-democracies
demonstrate the effectiveness of government institutions in managing the population
(Arbetman 1990), resulting in less constraint in foreign policy activity. While a novel
theoretical addition to the institutional democratic peace, this expectation is in line with
the selectorate logic distinguishing between regime types. The more constrained the
state, the greater portion of the populace it must provide payoffs to maintain power.
While Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) focus solely on the democracy and autocracy
distinction, this dissertation incorporates capacity into the institutional continuum. On
the one extreme, high capacity democracies will have the large selectorates and thereby
the greatest pressure to distribute public goods. High capacity autocracies, on the other
hand, have small selectorates but relatively large amounts of resources for policy use
(Ray 1995; Benoit 1996; Rousseau et al. 1996). With fewer actors upon which to
distribute payoffs, this leaves greater availability of foreign policy activity, specifically
more costly conflictual politics. Bringing these expectations in line with the relationship
between capabilities and policy choice from the previous section, I propose that the most
peaceful states are small, high capacity democracies (Iceland, New Zealand), and the
most conflictual states will be large, high capacity autocratic systems (Iran). Large and
small low capacity democracies (i.e. Japan and Belgium respectively) and large and small
low capacity non-democracies (i.e. China and Kuwait, respectively) reside on a
continuum of regime type, capacity, and capabilities between these two extremes. Table
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4 illustrates the proposed theoretical relationship between regime type, political capacity,
and capabilities.

Table 3.4: Relationship between Regime Type, Capacity, and Foreign Policy
Behaviors

Democracies
Autocracies

High Capacity
Low Capacity
Low Capacity
High Capacity

High Capabilities
Conflictual
Most Conflictual
Conflictual
Most Conflictual

Low Capabilities
Most Cooperative
Cooperative
Most Cooperative
Cooperative

First, following the results in Table 3, we should expect states with high
capabilities and therefore fewer resource constraints to be more likely to engage in
conflictual foreign policy behaviors than states with very low relative capabilities. High
capability states, such as the United States, engage in proportionally more conflict than
other democratic states, such as the United Kingdom, given their greater available
resources for foreign policy use. However, the causal recipes listed in Table 4 also
include nuance to both capabilities and regime type by including a measure of state
capacity. The most cooperative states in the international system are high capacity
democratic states, given domestic expectations of resource redistribution, with limited
relative capabilities in comparison to other states in the international system. These states
include New Zealand, Belgium, and the Bahamas. However, also highly cooperative are
autocratic states with not only limited relative capabilities, but also with low capacity
unable to extract those limited capabilities for foreign policy use. Examples of these
relatively cooperative autocratic states include Qatar and Nepal. The most conflictual
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states in the system, however, are low capacity democracies and high capacity
autocracies with high levels of relative capabilities. While a low capacity democracy is
able to extract fewer relative capabilities compared with a high capacity democracy of
equivalent size, they lack similar domestic cultural and ideological demands for the
provision of public goods. These low capacity states are therefore able to expend a
greater proportion of extracted resources on foreign policy activity, with examples of
such large capability low capacity democracies including the United States and India.
High capacity autocracies which also lack domestic demands for social welfare spending
similarly have enormous capabilities unchecked by domestic demands. These large, high
capacity autocracies similarly have greater opportunity to pursue more costly conflictual
policies relative to other states, such as Saudi Arabia and Iran. Between these two
extremes of very cooperative or very conflictual states are varying causal recipes with
mixed outcomes for foreign policy behaviors. Low capacity democracies with few
capabilities, like Botswana and Kenya, will be cooperative, albeit not as cooperative as
their high capacity democratic counterparts. High capacity autocracies with few
capabilities, such as Brunei, will also be relatively cooperative, albeit not as cooperative
as low capacity autocracies with few capabilities. Among states with high relative
capabilities, high capacity democracies and low capacity autocracies, such as the United
Kingdom and China respectively, will be more conflictual than states with few
capabilities, but relatively more cooperative than high capability low capacity
democracies and high capacity autocracies, like the United States or Iran.
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Political capacity provides an additional institutional insight into foreign policy
choices. The institutional context of states is often externalized in their foreign policy
behaviors, be it a similar institutional context of peaceful dispute settlement with other
democratic states (Dixon 1994) or the externalization of domestic political instability
(Bueno de Mesquita 1999; Mansfield and Snyder 2002b; Mitchell and Prins 2004). In
democracies, leaders who come to power through peaceful means and manage a
government that is expected to distribute extracted resources as public goods is more
institutionally constrained and thereby less able to engage in conflictual foreign policy.
The stronger the democratic government's capacity as an extension of domestic demands
for the distribution of public goods, the smaller the state's foreign policy budget will be as
a proportion of total government revenue.
These institutional constraints are also relevant to non-democracies. While
authority in high capacity democracies entails the broad provision of public goods, nondemocratic systems, to varying degrees, are dependent upon their ability to manage the
population (Jackman 1993). While still reliant upon the consent of some collection of
individuals through payoffs, political authority is also derived from the ability to coerce
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). When that authority breaks down, greater resources are
required to manage the domestic population, either through payoffs or coercion to
generate support, leaving fewer resources for the state to expend in foreign policy
activity. An excellent example of this domestic constraint is present in the 1977 decline
in hostilities between Israel and Egypt. With violent domestic unrest occurring
throughout Egypt targeting the regime, the Egyptian government was forced to expend its
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limited resources domestically, through payoffs and repression, resulting in a series of
cooperative behaviors with their Israeli rivals (Karawan 2005).
To recap the theory outlined in this and the previous chapter, there are two
political capacity related hypotheses that I seek to test. I again employ a regression on
the ratio of cooperation to conflict in each state's foreign policy portfolio as measured by
events data modified by the Goldstein scale. Unlike Model 1, I use relative political
extraction as a standalone variable measuring the capacity of government. However, the
effect of political capacity should vary by regime type, leading to the following
hypotheses:
(1) High political capacity democracies are more likely to employ less
costly cooperation in their foreign policy portfolio given high demands
for public goods.
(2) High political capacity non-democracies are able to extract more
resources but lack the same demands on public goods of democracies,
and so engage in relatively greater amounts of conflict in their foreign
policy portfolio.
I test these two hypotheses using an interaction between the ability to extract
resources (RPE) and regime type. Results are listed in Table 5, with the model
including controls for both involvement in an ongoing war and yearly fixed
effects, as well as clustered standard errors by country.
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Table 3.5: OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Political Capacity and Regime
Type on Foreign Policy Choice
Variable
Model 1
Capacity (RPE)
-6.17 (2.43)
Ln(GDP) (Billions)
-2.11 (0.40)
Democracy (0,1)
-12.21 (3.75)
Capacity*Democracy
11.11 (3.5)
Strategic Rivalry
-4.74 (1.65)
Ongoing War
-6.5 (2.18)
N = 2210,
= .04, Yearly Fixed Effects Not Shown43
All variables significant at the .95 level
Results suggest confirmation of the theoretical relationship detailed in Table 4 at
the extremes of relative political extraction across regime type. Table 6 replicates Table
4, illustrating the number of predicted cooperative events per conflicutal event of
equivalent Goldstein scaled value, calculated at one standard deviation above and below
the mean for relative political extraction and capabilities. The most conflictual states are
low capacity democracies and high capacity autocracies with large domestic capabilities,
both with predicted values of 3 cooperative events per conflictual event. The most
cooperative states are high capacity democracies and low capacity autocracies with small
domestic capabilities. The influence of political capacity on the composition of foreign
policy portfolios is dependent upon the regime type within similar capabilities contexts.

43

Yearly fixed effects provided in Appendix A.
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Table 3.6: Predicted Number of Cooperative Events per Conflictual Event of
Equivalent Goldstein Scaled Value by Regime Type, Capacity, and Capabilities

Democracies
Autocracies

High Capacity
Low Capacity
Low Capacity
High Capacity

High Capabilities
8
3
8
3

Low Capabilities
20
16
20
16

A one unit increase in capacity, representing an increase from a government at the
minimum of observed non-democracies (.13) to slightly above the predicted value of the
government's extraction according to the RPE measure (1.13) decreases on average,
holding all else equal, the ratio of cooperation to conflict by 5.25. As an example,
increasing Peruvian political capacity in 1992 from slightly underperforming (.90) to its
expected value (1.00) would result in an increase in conflict of 18.72, nearly the value of
two militarized disputes. However, the reverse is true for democratic states as indicated
by the capacity-democracy interaction. For democracies, a one unit increase in capacity
results on average holding all else constant in a 5.16 increase in the ratio of cooperation
to conflict. Using a similar example, increasing Australian political capacity in 2003
from slight underperformance (.90) to its predicted value (1.00) would result in an
increase in its levels of cooperation from 470.4 to 632.2. An increase of 161.8,
equivalent in terms of the Goldstein scale of almost 20 extensions of military aid, an
enormous shift in foreign policy priorities. While most states relative political extraction
remains consistent over time, dramatic changes are possible as illustrated in Figure 2.
When these dramatic changes in domestic extraction occur, shifts in political capacity can
severely alter the composition of a state's foreign policy portfolio.
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Figure 7 illustrates the predicted effect of political capacity across regime types.
As we would expect given the absence of monadic findings in the democratic peace
(Geller and Singer 1997),44 neither democracies nor autocracies are purely cooperative or
conflictual across the range of the data, though predicted values suggest the most
cooperative states should be high capacity democracies and least cooperative should be
high capacity non-democracies. Given the lower relative costs, all states generally
engage in greater cooperation relative to conflict, resulting in predicted values well above
1 on the measure. However, the differences are evident in the variation between nondemocracies and democratic states. The RPE measure has a mean of .97 and a standard
deviation of .44. At the mean value of .97, there is little difference between democracies
and non-democracies, with both engaging in about 12 cooperative acts for every one
conflictual act of equal value as scaled by Goldstein. However, one standard deviation
below the mean, at an RPE score of .53 (or the state is extracting 53% of the resources
that we should expect), non-democracies engage in 14 cooperative acts for every one
conflictual act of equal scaled value, while democracies only engage in 10 cooperative
events per conflictual event of equivalent scaled value. These low capacity democracies
are far more conflictual in their foreign policy portfolios than their non-democratic
counterparts. The inverse relationship is true of high capacity states. One standard
deviation above the mean, at an RPE value of 1.41, a high capacity democracy engages in

44

There are a handful of exceptions, depending upon the nature of the dependent variable

under study. See Benoit (1996), Russett and Starr (2000), and Pickering (2010).
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15 cooperative acts per each conflictual event of equal scaled value, while a high capacity
non-democracy only engages in 9.

Figure 3.7: Effect of Relative Political Capacity on Foreign Policy Behaviors by
Regime Type
20
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As this analysis is focused on the distribution of foreign policy choices, results
have little bearing on the dyadic democratic peace. However, the variation across the two
regime types bolsters existing monadic claims about the democratic peace. If research
fails to incorporate an indicator of institutional effectiveness, statistically significant
indicators of monadic democratic peace should not be present. However, including
institutional effectiveness as a constraint on the type of policy choices a state may pursue,
cooperative or conflictual, provides monadic insights into policy-making. This domestic
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hypothesis rooted in liberal theory provides insights into patterns of state behavior that, at
a multilateral level, comprise regions. Hypothetically, we may assume one claim about
regions that the democratic peace can anticipate, and another that is entirely novel: 1) a
region comprised of high capacity democracies will be dramatically cooperative
generating regional order and 2) a region comprised of low capacity non-democracies
will also be dramatically cooperative generating regional order. Likewise, the inverses
are also substantively interesting. We would expect that a region comprised of high
capacity autocracies, or low capacity democracies, is likely to be more conflictual in
nature.
The testing in this chapter is done taking the international environment
confronting the state as given, and merely assuming that monadically, capable
democratic states will have greater incentive to pursue cooperative foreign policies than
their non-democratic counterparts. Testing of dyadic hypotheses, incorporating power
distributions within regions and domestic political capacity are included in Chapter 6.
Findings may shed light on existing limited conclusions on non-democratic
behavior (Geddes 1999; Lai and Slater 2006). Autocracies typically present a nonhomogenous category of states to researchers. One method of distinguishing between
types of non-democracies is provided by relative political capacity, differentiating the
degree to which these non-democratic states are capable of extracting resources from
their societies.
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Conclusions: Political Capacity and International Context
Understanding the sources of foreign policy choice have long perplexed both
researchers and practitioners of international relations. The field has contented itself with
broad, probabilistic generalizations of more specific behaviors, compartmentalizing their
analyses to a single outcome. Following the exhortations of past scholars (Rosenau 1971;
Bueno de Mesquita 1985; Most and Starr 1989; Palmer and Morgan 2006) this
dissertation attempts to provide an additional step toward understanding the foreign
policy choices available to leaders in a given domestic context. Findings suggest that an
important motivating factor behind conflictual foreign policy portfolios is the ability to
extract resources from the domestic sphere and the context of that capability within
regime type.
Chapters 4 and 5 combine these domestic elements which shape foreign policy
construction with global and regional politics to better understand variation in
cooperation and conflict across regions in Post-Cold War space. The ability to extract
resources is integrated with the framework for identifying regions developed in Chapter
3, specifically the dynamics of regional hierarchies, powers, and architecture, to
determine the stability of regional subsystems in international politics. Findings suggest
that while there are a variety of contributing factors toward the foreign policy choices of
states, no single independent variable is capable of fully subsuming foreign policy
selection. Indeed, Most and Starr (1989) were correct to point out that any one factor
could simultaneously lead to very different foreign policy choices, while an individual
variable is unlikely to be the only factor which leads to the observation of a particular

112
foreign policy. Proper specification of the foreign policy choice is necessarily complex.
However, by modeling domestic institutional constraints on foreign policy behavior
within the context of a regional political hierarchy, further understanding may be
garnered through a multi-level lens rendering generalizable conclusions.
While initial work focusing on foreign policy has highlighted how international
conditions affect the selection of arms buildups, alliances, or foreign aid (Palmer,
Wohlander, and Morgan 2002; Kimball 2009), researchers should go beyond to analyze
the confluence of international factors in conjunction with regional and domestic
indicators. Importantly, however, it is necessary to maintain the multi-level perspective,
retaining domestic factors such as political capacity as important contextual elements to
the observed actions taken by states. Researchers, therefore, should not hesitate to
develop theories and corresponding models that emphasize the affects of variables from
across levels of analysis.
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CHAPTER 4: THE ANALYTICAL RECOGNITION OF REGIONS BY
OPPORTUNITY AND WILLINGNESS DATA
This chapter introduces the Analytical Recognition of Regions by Opportunity
and Willingness (ARROW) data, which defines the regional level of analysis as areas of
stable geographic space between interacting states. The method for identifying these
regions is analytically developed from Thompson's (1973) inventory of region attributes,
with regional clusters identified through network analysis. I develop a definition of
regions based upon the opportunity and willingness of each region’s members. This
definition and operationalization provides two benefits to international relations research.
First, it is a non-arbitrary means of identifying region members, which has
important implications for regional outcome variables. For example, is a conflict
between Turkey and Greece inter-regional or intra-regional to Europe? Properly coding
these outcomes can have an important impact on empirical results. In this dissertation I
use the methodological identification of regional membership in this chapter to create a
pair of variables measuring regional order tested in Chapters 4 and 5. In chapter 4, I use
the ARROW data to determine the relevant regional powers over geographic space, and
the impact of these regional powers along with global powers on state behaviors given
domestic political capacity and institutional type through a multi-level framework.
Findings demonstrate that while political capacity and institutional type continue to have
important consequences for foreign policy selection, regional context determines the
relative salience of domestic factors on state behavior. In Chapter 5, I use the ARROW
data to measure two regional outcomes representing regional order: trade
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interdependence and shared regional institution membership. Findings suggest that both
forms of regional order are related to the domestic political capacity given regime type of
region members.
Necessarily prior to explanations of regional powers and order is proper
specification of regional membership, a task that has presented challenges to comparative
regionalist literature, with misspecification often leading to misleading conclusions. In
seeking to understand the presence or absence of regional order, properly specifying
variables as inter- or intra-regional has important consequences for our characterization
of political stability across geographic space, the set of relevant actors to political
phenomenon, and the degree to which a foreign policy action is relevant to regional
architecture. Included in this chapter is a reanalysis of Solingen's (2007a) explanation of
regional conflict, illustrating the importance of proper regional specification to our
understanding of regional phenomenon. Unlike Solingen, I provide a comparison in this
chapter of all regions, not limiting the analysis to just the Middle East and East Asia.
Second, the case selection process outlined in this paper provides a conceptual
means of identifying shifts in regions over time. Relevant regions rise and fall, such as
the Near East in the early twentieth century or Eastern Europe during the Cold War.
However, the salience of these regions is not permanent or eternal. Regions are neither
fixed nor entirely fluid. They exist as extensions of states’ self-identification through
interactions with others they deem to be most relevant to their interests. These clusters of
states develop their own means of regional governance and confer status on regional
powers to represent their interests internationally and maintain order (Cline et al. 2011).
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Alternatively, some clusters are less cohesive, struggling among themselves and
experiencing recurring conflicts as states vie for dominance in their particular geographic
space. Whether primarily cooperative or conflictual, these clusters of interacting states
provide a set of stable geographic spaces from within which emerge expansive
international institutions, such as the European Union, ASEAN, and the African Union,
and/or region specific security concerns ranging from domestic instability in Sub-Saharan
Africa to managing the rivalry in South Asia between India and Pakistan.
Since the collapse of the Cold War’s bipolar system and the rise of increased
complexity in international politics, international relations research has produced a steady
rise in scholarship focusing specifically on regions. Increasingly we live in a “world of
regions” (Katzenstein 2005), where international politics at the system level are
frequently defined by occurrences within the regional context. While perhaps
unsurprising to regional specialists in comparative politics, researchers have turned their
attention away from systemic phenomenon toward the politics of regions and their
prospects for order or disorder in world politics (Solingen 2007a). Regions often provide
researchers with a distinct and unique level of analysis between the country and system
level: a subset of the international system from within which springs a series of region
specific conflict, cooperation, and architecture (Acharya 2007). Furthermore, from
within these regions emerge a set of regional powers: uniquely powerful states within
their own regions that may use their regional base to increase their status internationally
and vie for entry into the major power club (Cline et al. 2010; Volgy et al. 2010a; Volgy
et al. 2011). However, prior to examining regional institutions, security concerns, or the
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existence of regional powers, it is first necessary to determine the boundaries of regions,
if those boundaries are intuitively plausible and relevant to a set of research questions,
and what implications the construction of these regions have for international politics.
Defining regional membership analytically provides greater information about
regional identification allowing for further expansion of regional research to better
understand patterns of regional interactions. A better understanding of regional actions is
important to the study of international politics, as 1) regional interactions have come to
dominate international politics in the post- Cold War system and 2) unlike sub-regional
or inter-regional interactions, they are consistently present across time and relevant to a
variety of issues.45 This paper proceeds by first reviewing existing definitions outlined in
detail in Chapter 1 and providing the theoretical basis for the alternative
conceptualization of regions presented. Second, I discuss the mechanics of regional
identification with some preliminary description relevant to regional outcomes. Finally,
the paper concludes with an application of these analytically defined regions to

45

Sub-regional interactions, for example, are often limited to conflicts, such as the

Balkans or Central Africa. These interactions appear suddenly, and then rapidly dissipate
as a set of relevant dyads following the conflict's conclusion. Inter-regional interactions,
are typically byproducts of systemic interactions, such as conflicts between the U.S. and
Middle Eastern nations, or China and India, and represent a different set of political goals
at a different level of analysis than the more localized regional concerns that dominate the
policy actions of most states.
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Solingen’s (2007a) theory of regional order, and the degree to which her findings are
broadly applicable within and across regional clusters.

A World of Region Definitions
A number of definitions currently exist in international politics identifying
regions. In his initial assessment, Thompson (1973) estimated over twenty-two distinct
definitions, varying from large continental divisions to specific linguistic and religious
subgroups. Typically, these definitions are specific to the research topic of interest,
defining regions by economic institutions (Goertz and Powers 2010), a set of security
concerns (Buzan and Wæver 2003, Lake and Morgan 1997), or cultural cleavages
(Huntington 1997). Comparativists have engaged in their own set of divisions, typically
along cultural boundaries: the Middle East, Latin America, Eastern Europe, etc. Finally,
many define away regions by relatively arbitrary continental divisions, or meta-regions,
sometimes simply implementing a regional fixed effect to remove all region specific
variation (e.g. Miller and Kagan 2002). These broad specifications are typically lifted
from the bureau designations made by the United States State Department46 or the first
digit of the Correlates of War (COW)47 country codes. These designations are present in
Katzenstein’s (2005) seminal work on regions, focusing less on the nature of existing
regions but more the behavior of the American super-power in local politics. However, if
we are interested in the dynamics within and between regions, it is necessary to carefully

46

http://www.state.gov/p/

47

http://www.correlatesofwar.org/

118
choose a specification of regions that is appropriate to the topic under study. Doing
otherwise amounts to a misspecification of the level of analysis calling into question
potential findings.
Some of the above means of specifying regions provides a uniquely appropriate
method of engaging regional phenomenon. The comparativist emphasis on culture, for
example, allows researchers to compare political behavior within similar cultural contexts
to uncover insights potentially lost in large-N analysis, such as the viability of Middle
Eastern democracy, sustainability of Asian Growth, or constraints on Latin American
executives. Alternatively, studying regional level phenomenon may not necessitate
clearly defined regions. Goertz and Powers (2009) emphasis on the transformation of
regional economic institutions into security arrangements ignores the region as a unique
level of analysis, focusing instead on institutions that are less than global in scope and
analyzing their transformation in the post-Cold War era.
While some definitions of regions are theoretically driven, these are often defined
in terms of a single research question. Missing from existing scholarship is a
specification of regions suited to the broad range of regional level politics authors
typically examine: levels of conflict and cooperation, the development of regional
architecture, or the rise of regional powers. Rather than developing issue-specific regions
relevant to each individual topic of research, a broader identification of regions capable
of addressing a range of political behaviors provides for more robust cross-regional
comparisons. For example, in a study of regional order, starting first with the region
allows for a comparison of regions with different levels of architecture, the institutional

119
forms that architecture takes, and implications of that architecture for state behaviors.
Beginning research by first defining the region as level of analysis prior to examination
of the topic’s outcome may provide interesting, new insights into ongoing questions.
Theoretically, I define a region as a stable geographic space consisting of a set of
contiguous states which are both capable and willing to interact, and do so as a group
uniquely and distinctly from the rest of the international system. Within this definition I
assume that regions are both relatively fixed, as they are bound by geographic proximity,
but also are constructed by the actions of regional members and are therefore capable of
experiencing changes in composition over time. States' purposeful interactions determine
existing relevant regions. Note, first, that the primary motivating component to the
placement of a state into a region is its own actions. This conceptualization of regions is
centered on the observed political behaviors of a sub-group of states in the international
system. As a result, while culture likely impacts a state’s behaviors, it is not directly
included as an element in the identification, making this conceptualization of regions less
useful for some research questions. However, for researchers interested in understanding
how groups of states interact and the types of outcomes those interactions produce, this
attempt at first defining the region may prove particularly useful.
This alternative theoretical identification of regions builds on the work by Lemke
(2002) seeking to identify local hierarchies within regions and their implications for
regional security. His regional hierarchies are also constrained by geography, using
Bueno de Mesquita’s (1981) loss of strength gradient to determine the point at which
states are capable of reaching one another militarily and the degree to which the resulting
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subsystems demonstrate relative parity or hierarchy. However, preliminary to his
analysis of each state’s reach is the assumption of meta-regions. For example, Lemke
determines the point at which Venezuela and Colombia are capable of reaching one
another, but never endeavors to determine when Colombia may reach Panama, as the
neighboring state exists outside the South American meta-region. Using the theoretical
construct of regions as stable geographic spaces consisting of states with similar patterns
of behavior, nothing is fixed or primordial in my definition. While culture and common
historical memory are important components to regions (Katzenstein 2005), in this
conceptualization these slow changing processes inform, but not determine, the state
behaviors observed to identify regions. This allows dramatic systemic events, such as the
collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, to not go unnoticed in regional
composition. An excellent example is within the oft used Correlates of War dataset,
where Europe is divided into Soviet and American spheres of influence. However, many
states of the former Warsaw Pact now have much closer ties to Western Europe as
members of the European Union than they do with Russia, rendering such Cold War
regional designations outdated to the Post-Cold War era.
However, given the constraint of geographic proximity, the composition of
regions remains relatively stable across time. While a small handful of states on the
borders of regions will go back and forth or are difficult to place, the effect of
constraining states by their reach maintains relative stability within regions. The result is
a series of stable geographic spaces comprised of a set of proximate states with unique
patterns of interaction based upon their opportunity and willingness. The following
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section outlines in detail how this theoretical concept was operationalized and employed
to identify existing regions in the international system.

Identifying Regions
To identify areas of stable geographic space comprised of a subset of states with a
unique pattern of interactions, I employ an opportunity and willingness framework (Most
and Starr 1984) building on Thompson's (1973) inventory of regional subsystem
attributes.48 The attribute assumptions used to identify regions are as follows, with the
corresponding attributes to Thompson's "Regional Subsystem Attribute List" in
parentheses.49
48

A full inventory of regional subsystem attributes is listed in Thompson 1973, Table 2

on page 93. Thompson has borrowed these attributes as a compendium of existing
regional definitions extracted from authors listed in Table 3, on page 94. The definition
as provided in this dissertation is most proximate to that articulated by Thompson 1970 in
his application to the Arab subsystem.
49

Not all of Thompson's attributes are accounted for in this list. Most other attributes I

consider regional outcomes (i.e. institutional relations or military configurations), not
factors which define regions, and are the topic of Chapter 4. Issues of regional change (3,
11) are discussed later in the chapter. The only variable I reject are claims that regions
may comprise small powers only. Many regions are defined by global powers that are
also regional powers (See Cline et al. 2011), who engage in both international
architecture and more proximate regional politics. For example, the United States plays
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1. A group of three or more states (8)
2. Geographically contiguous (1, 12)
3. Demonstrate a pattern of relations unique from the broader international system
(4, 13)
4. Exhibit a "pattern of relations or interactions" with "a particular degree of
regularity or and intensity." (2)
The first two conditions are straightforward: any prospective region must contain
three or more contiguous states. Given the focus on identifying regions in the post-Cold
War time period, I use the loose definition of contiguity by land or up to 500 miles of
water.50 For the second two conditions, I use an opportunity and willingness framework
to identify clusters of politically relevant states with mutual recognition of relevance
through their foreign policy actions. First, states must have the opportunity to
meaningfully interact with one another given their scarce capabilities. The opportunity
component highlights the ability of states to engage in meaningful interactions given their
existing capabilities, tempered by distance. To scale capabilities across distance, each
state's capabilities, defined as GDP modified by relative political extraction consistent

an active global role, but also plays a role as a regional power providing architecture (i.e.
NAFTA, CAFTA).
50

500 miles of water is a reasonable general assumption given technological

development and improved ability to traverse distances, particularly as water is more
easily traversed than land (Lemke 2002).
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with Chapter 2, is calculated as a proportion of total global capabilities51 similar to a
Correlates of War CINC score (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1973; Singer 1987). This
proportional measure is then used to calculate the loss of strength gradient (Bueno de
Mesquita 1981) for each dyad, where the projected power from one state to every other
state in the system given by the following formula:

Calculating the "miles" as the distance between two states’ capitals, the formula
functionally provides a “bubble” of capabilities emanating from a state’s capital with that
distance scaled by the number of miles per day traversable given technological
constraints. Given the time frame of the data is limited to post-Cold War space, I fix the
miles per day component to five hundred miles consistent with Bueno de Mesquita’s
(1981) estimations.52 Following Lemke (2002), a state is said to have the opportunity to

51

Where global capabilities are simply the aggregate of all states GDP modified by RPE.

52

For further discussion see Lemke (2002). Lemke scales the miles per day component

further by the type of terrain being traversed to reach the capital of the target state from
the state of origin. While this adaptation is incredibly important to technological
limitations of the 19th and early 20th century, it is less integral to calculating reach in the
Post-Cold War era. However, the effects of different types of terrain are not entirely
mitigated by technology, nor is the ability of states to traverse such terrain equal. Despite
this fact, the effect on whether a state does or does not reach another state using a more
complex terrain adapted formula vs. the simple 500 miles per day scaling of Bueno de
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interact with another if the loss of strength gradient at the target’s capital is at least 50%
of the projecting state’s total.
Rather than simply focus on military expenditures as does Lemke (2002), I use
capacity modified GDP. The reasons are twofold. First, Chapter 2 illustrates that
capacity modified GDP outperforms alternative measures, including CINC scores and
military expenditures, in accounting for states amount of foreign policy activity. Second,
unlike military expenditures, capacity modified GDP is not restricted to the security
dimension. While perhaps always meaningful, economic capabilities have only increased
in relevance to a state’s ability to influence others in the post-Cold War era, and their
inclusion in this work represents a significant departure from previous, primarily realist,
assessments of power projection (Lemke 2002; Mearsheimer 2001). States with
significant economic capabilities, such as Brazil and India, despite lacking extraordinary
military expenditures, have still managed a powerful influence on world politics (Volgy
et al. 2011).
To capture the willingness of states to interact, rather than use expert evaluations
of shared cultural bonds or internal recognition, I assume that relevant shared identity and
recognition is manifested in political interactions measured by the IDEA data (Bond et al.
2003).53 Using actual foreign policy events allows for the a priori identification of
Mesquita (1981) is unlikely to dramatically affect regional identification during the postCold War time period.
53

In a previous iteration of this method developed by the author for Cline et al. (2011),

the willingness measures used were both events data and trade, and thresholds were
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interstate relevance through observed interactions. While certain cultural indicators, such
as language, religion, and ethnicity may be identifiable, missing is the ability to
determine which of these indicators are salient or most important among competing
metrics. For example, the dominant religion in Turkey is Islam, but the populace also
uses the Latin alphabet. How then do we identify whether Turkey demonstrates regional
relevance to the Middle East or to Europe? How does that identity shift over time?
While international relations scholars are perhaps ill-equipped to make such coding
decisions, the actual foreign policy decisions of Turkey provide a window into what set
of states Turkish policy makers view as most relevant to their foreign policy goals. For a
regional research focus on political behaviors and foreign policy outcomes, a definition
of regions constructed from the observed interactions of states is particularly well-suited.
expressed minimally as the presence of any events or any trade. This very week
threshold resulted in more expansive regions only really constrained in their clustering by
the opportunity constraint defined above (which was measured using military
expenditures and market capitalization). Under this previous iteration, a single comment
made by a leader of one state toward another state qualified as passing the willingness
threshold. By using above average amounts, this prevents minimal, weak interactions
determining outcomes and representing mutual recognition of a distinctive relationship.
To pass the willingness threshold for the IDEA data, a state must engage in an above
average amount of interactions with a target state as a percentage of its total amount of
foreign policy behavior, on average each year amounting to approximately 4% of the two
states' total foreign policy events occurring within the dyad.

126
Observed interactions provide a proxy indicator of underlying internal recognition,
salient cultural similarities, and relevant local policy concerns among contiguous states.
The state may pass the willingness threshold if it engages in above average levels
of political interaction, cooperative or conflictual, with one another, as measured by the
IDEA dataset (Bond et al. 2003). If a pair of states has both opportunity and willingness
the dyad is considered to have a relevant relationship and is coded “1”. All other
possibilities, including opportunity without willingness and vice versa, receive a “0” for
that dyad. Finally, the relationship between each dyad must be mutual: state A must be
able and willing to interact with state B, and state B must be able and willing to interact
with state A. The result is a set of dyads with the opportunity and willingness to interact
with each other coded “1”, and all others coded “0”. This set of relationships is then
analyzed using a clique analysis in UCI network software (Borgatti et al. 2002), a
methodological approach to interactions between actors that determines the “a collection
of actors all of whom ‘chose’ each other” (Wasserman and Faust 1994, 254). Those
states with similar reciprocal opportunity and willingness with other states will cluster
together consistent with their patterns of behavior, as represented in a cluster endogram
of behavioral similarity. If states cluster together in a group of three or more, are
contiguous, and demonstrate patterns in more intense ties with one another than other
states in the system in the clique analysis they represent a region.
Figure 1 illustrates the social network of states capable of reaching one another,
where the ties indicate significant levels of reciprocal foreign policy interaction, using the
year 1997 as an illustration. The diagram provides an illustrative example of the method
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of identification depicting the clustering of states that form regions. Regions identified
through clique analysis are circled and labeled in the illustration. First, initial
observations demonstrate that some regions cluster more strongly in their patterns of
interactions than others, resulting in very tightly knit regions (Europe) to more loosely
networked regions (South Africa). Identification of relevant groups are those of three or
more states with similarity in their patterns of behavior relative to all other states.
Note a pair of observations regarding the clustering of states in 1997 as depicted
in the network diagram. First, as we would expect given the opportunity constraint which
defines political relevance as a combination of capabilities and distance, positioning of
regions in the diagram is geographically relative, with Europe strongly at the center of
clustering nodes. On the European periphery lie smaller, but unique and closely tied
regions of the Maghreb, Central Asia, and the Middle East. Geographically further are
North and Central America, West Africa, and East Asia, while Sub-Saharan Africa and
South America represent the most distant and least interconnected clusters.
Second, note states that do not lie within identified regions. In the cluster
analysis, these states have relevant ties to other states, such as Sudan, but are split evenly
between clusters making it impossible to place the state in a specific region. These
border states provide an interesting avenue for future research, as they often appear to be
zones of tremendous conflict. As important connecting ties between regional clusters,
they represent spaces of conflictual interests and are torn between different regional
systems. In the case of Sudan, which is almost always a border state throughout the postCold War period, this ripping apart between two regional clusters occurred quite literally,

128
with the country splitting between North and South in 2011. Other states that follow a
similar pattern include Afghanistan, Somalia, Yemen, Eritrea, the Central African
Republic, and Mauritania.
Third, there are states that lack the opportunity to reach any other state. These
isolated states are predominantly the small island nations of the Caribbean and Pacific. If
these isolated states are contiguous to only one region, leaving by the contiguity
stipulation only one possible region for them to be members of, they are placed in that
region. If there is more than one contiguous region, they are coded as having no regional
membership. However, their non-regional member status is not coded the same as border
states such as Sudan who do have the ability and willingness to interact with other states
but are torn between two or more regional clusters, as the status of these states may have
unique implications for international politics.

Figure 4.1: Network Diagram of Regions, 1997
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The final axiom is that interactions exhibit a degree of regularity and intensity.
On occasion, states may cluster tightly for only a single year, such as the Balkans in 1994
and 1995. To maintain the regularity of regional membership, I take the five year
moving average where a state is positioned in the region in which it clusters a majority of
the time. This removes from the data short, one and two year clusters that are
contextually dependent.54

Figure 2 illustrates the regions of stable geographic space

present in the post-Cold War period from 1990 to 2007.
Of the 14 regions present in the moving average data, 10 are present throughout the entire
period,55 representing the stable geographic spaces theoretically developed from
Thompson's list of regional subsystem attributes that underlies the network analysis
employed in this dissertation. Table 2 lists the relevant regions, their number of
members, and compares the ARROW data with other popular regional identifications
used in the existing international relations literature. The most popular by the United
States State Department and the Correlates of War are relatively fixed and predominantly
54

Yearly, non-moving average data is available, and may be interesting for research

analyzing regional cohesiveness and localized security concerns.
55

The four that are not are the Caucuses (Georgia, Azerbaijan, Armenia), which is

present in only the early 1990s immediately following statehood, East Africa (Ethiopia,
Kenya, Uganda) which materializes only in the mid-1990s, the Baltic states (Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania) which clusters uniquely shortly after their independence but prior to
EU admission, and a cluster centering around Japan immediately following the end of the
Cold War (Japan, South Korea, North Korea, Taiwan).
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based upon language and culture. Buzan and Wæver’s (2003) regions, or security
complexes, are included as an alternative attempt at defining regions by some observed
component capable of changing over time, specifically, security concerns and
institutions. While perhaps appropriate to their research interest in the regionalization of
international security, the definition of regions as stable geographic spaces in the regional
identification database is potentially more broad, and thereby relevant to a greater
number of research questions and a comparison of cross-regional variation. A list of
region members is provided in Appendix B.56

56

The list in Appendix B, as well as the corresponding map, represents the most

consistent location of states during the seventeen year period. Some movement across
regions does exist, which is discussed in the following section. Additionally, not all
states are listed in the table. States that are either completely isolated and/or between two
regions without a consistent clustering are not included.
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Table 4.1: Distribution of Countries across Existing Identifications of Regions
Buzan
and
Wæver
(2003)

United
States
State
Department

Correlates
of
War

ARROW

-

50

-

-

Central Africa

3

-

-

-

East Africa

5

-

-

-

West Africa

18

-

24

14

Sub-Saharan Africa

12

-

23

21

Central Asia

-

-

-

6

East Asia

30

31

20

34

South Asia

6

13

-

5

South-East Asia

-

-

10

-

Europe

-

51

Western Europe

34

-

14

-

Post-Soviet

14

-

33

-

Maghreb

-

-

-

4

Middle East

18

18

20

10

Oceania

-

-

14

-

Western Hemisphere

-

39

-

-

North and Central America

22

-

23

15

South America

13

-

12

8

Africa

50

Figure 4.2: Regions 1990-2007
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A few notable distinctions exist between the measures. First, the classification
provided by the State Department is extremely broad, aligning perhaps more with U.S.
interests than regions per se. Second, the ARROW Europe is not divided into Western
and Soviet spheres of influence, demonstrating the adaption necessary, and present in the
presented method, to account for system changes that should alter regional composition.
No such post-Soviet cleavages were found in the clique analysis discussed above to merit
a fully separate and unique post-Soviet region. Lastly, the relevant Middle Eastern
region is not as large as alternative denominations. First, both Israel and Turkey cluster
more strongly with European nations than with Middle Eastern states. Given that Israeli
interactions are limited to occasional bursts of conflict and their decision to caucus with
European states in the United Nations, this is intuitively reasonable in an
operationalization of regions constructed on all types of interstate interactions and
consistent with regional attributes of internal recognition and cultural similarities, at least
relative to the Middle East as an alternative. Turkey, likewise, is also in the European
voting group, and has consistently sought EU membership in post-Cold War space.
Second, the Maghreb states consistently behave uniquely from the Middle East, with not
only more proximate ties to European states than Middle Eastern nations, but also West
Africa.57 Contributing to this smaller Middle Eastern membership is partially a function
of regional dynamics, as the state with the greatest capabilities in the Middle East, Saudi
Arabia, has consistently, both in its actions and rhetoric, made it clear its attention is on
concerns beyond its immediate neighborhood, preferring the United States to manage its

57

Maghreb states vote with the African group in the UN.
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security concerns while it focuses attention on other interests. Given the conflict,
interjection by major powers and preferences of potential member states for interaction
with Europe or Africa, it should come as no surprise that the Middle East does not
comprise a larger stable geographic space as is often attributed to it in the literature.
A last descriptive element to the data as it is currently compiled is the presence of
subgroups in the data. Given the extraction of regions from a cluster diagram,
occasionally sub-groups within the identified regions cluster together more strongly than
other states within the region. They include "neighborhoods" of states such as Western
Europe, Central Europe,58 and Central America. However, like the four short-lived
regions found in the general analysis (Caucuses, Baltics, East Africa, and Japanese), these
subgroups are not consistently present nor do they possess consistent group membership.
Given the higher degree of clustering necessary to constitute a group within a group,
these subgroups are more susceptible to issue specific concerns that vary by year. These
subgroups also provide interesting cases to both the behavior and interactions of states
within regions, the behavior of regional powers and those that oppose them seeking
alternatives, as well as regional stability.

Additional Information: Regional Change over Time
An additional value added of the ARROW data is the ability to distinguish
changes in regional composition over time. Thompson (1973) specifies two additional
58

See Volgy et al. 2012 for a discussion of the neighborhood concept and an application

specifically to the Central Europe.
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regional attributes specifically addressing the often used fallacy present in regionalist
research that regions are fixed, unchanging entities. First, regions are subject to change,
where a change within the region affects other portions of the region. This means that
relevance may come and go, and if changes to the regional group do not involve or
influence certain other region members, we should expect those members to cease to
reside within the regional cluster. Second, the region is nested and subordinate to the
broader international system, where dramatic changes to the international system should
influence regional behaviors and composition. The Cold War presents the most relevant
example of this effect, with the regional relevance of spaces such as Eastern Europe
deteriorating following the Cold War's demise.
By analyzing stable geographic spaces constructed on the observed patterns of
interactions between states, changes in regional composition and relevance can be
determined over time. Some regions, such as South America, are quite stable, whereas
others, like Central Asia and West Africa, are more volatile in their membership. Figures
3-6 illustrate regional composition in five year clusters beginning in 1990. 1990-1994
represents a period of dramatic system change, and as we would expect in an
identification of regions that recognizes the subordination of regional attributes to the
system level, the map represents a time period of regions in flux. The East Asian region
exclusive to Japan, the Koreas, and Taiwan is present briefly, along with the Caucuses,
and a much smaller South America. The Middle East is truncated as well, with the
invasion of Iraq in 1991 creating a dramatic exogenous shock to the region.
Transitioning toward Figures 4 and 5, the periods 1995-1999 and 2000-2004 demonstrate
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relative stability as states coalesce into regional groups following the collapse of the
Soviet Union. Beyond the presence and then absence of an East African region, an area
comprised of weak states with limited interactions, regions across the two time periods
are remarkably stable.

Figure 4.3: Regions 1990-1994
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Figure 4.4: Regions 1995-1999
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Figure 4.5: Regions 2000-2004
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Re-Evaluating Solingen's Framework
Solingen (2007) provides one of the few approaches outlining a theory of regions rather
than a theory of regional outcomes that occur at a less than international level. The sources of
regional order lie in domestic politics through the formation of domestic coalitions that either
adhere to principles of state sovereignty or militarized factions. Underpinning the development
of these domestic coalitions is a political economy argument claiming that export-driven
economies, like those found in East Asia, facilitate greater national unity, restrain military
financing, and prevent reckless arms races. Middle Eastern states, however, pursued policies of
import-substitution designed to achieve rapid industrialization through the exportation of nonrenewable resources, mostly oil. Solingen claims that the depletion of these non-renewable
resources created entrenched political coalitions dependent upon military spending, nationalism,
and coercive force, breeding a region characterized by conflict.
Solingen lacks an econometric model to provide support for her theory. She does,
however, provide empirical description through a comparison of economic behaviors, military
expenditures, and conflict onsets. A comparison of the descriptive statistics provides important
insights into the necessity of properly identifying regional members when testing outcomes.
Table 3 provides descriptive statistics following a similar format to that in Solingen's Appendix
A (2007, p.766). I provide the average across all states in the region for ease of reading, but a
full table providing the statistics for all individual states is provided in Appendix B. I list
ARROW (A) and Solingen's regions defined by the World Bank (S) separately for the Middle
East and East Asia to illustrate the small differences between the two regional selections. First,
within regions, there are some questions regarding the selection of cases. Solingen states in
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Appendix B, which lists intra-regional conflicts, that "only conflicts between two or more
regional actors are included." However, she lists as Middle Eastern conflicts those between
Turkey and Greece, Libya and Chad, Libya and Malta, Sudan and Ethiopia, Libya and Sudan,
and Egypt and Sudan. Additionally, Solingen lumps together the Maghreb, Turkey, and Israel as
Middle Eastern states. While including Israel in a discussion of regional conflict is plausible,
particularly given popular perceptions of Israeli regional membership, the Maghreb and Turkey
are more difficult to accept.59 Illustrating the uniqueness of both the Maghreb and Turkey,
Maghreb states generally engage in conflicts with other Maghreb states or West African states in
Solingen's list. In fact, the only exceptions are three disputes between Libya and Egypt.
Removing interactions involving the Maghreb, 6 of 16 post-Cold War conflicts are no longer
attributable to Bella Levantina. Removing the Turkey dyads, most of which involve Greece and
Cyprus, eliminates more disputes, including an additional post-Cold War conflict between
Turkey and Syria. 60
While similar issues regarding East Asian membership are not present, Solingen does not
include a few members present in the ARROW data: 1) Bangladesh, 2) Nepal, 3) Bhutan, and 4)
59

Solingen uses the World Bank defined regions, which are fixed regions selected without a

clear background by the organization.
60

MID Data is only available through 2001, and Solingen (2007) uses the decade breakdowns in

her Appendix A. Because some regions include many states (Europe-50) while other have very
few (Maghreb-4) some regions have far more dyads and greater opportunity to engage in
disputes. Dividing the number of MIDs by the number of states provides a means of comparing
MID distribution across the unbalanced panels.

143
the Pacific Islands. The inclusion of these states, which perhaps prior to the rise of China would
have clustered in other neighboring regions, provides additional insights into the degree of
conflict or cooperation present in the region. Because these states are by and large peaceful with
limited interactions and export-driven economies, Solingen is actually biasing her findings in
East Asia toward the more conflictual, with specification as provided in the ARROW data
granting her argument greater explanatory power within the East Asian context.

Table 4.2: Regional Exports (% GDP), Military Expenditures (% GDP), and Conflicts61

90-99

00-07

90-99

00-07

90-99

00-07

MIDs
per
State
(c)
90-99

N. America
S. America
Europe
W. Africa
Sub-Saharan
Africa
S. Asia
C. Asia
Maghreb

16.53
12.37
24.25
11.09
11.62

16.07
11.88
28.11
13.04
21.31

2.97
4.32
2.79
9.02
9.77

3.95
7.95
5.12
8.22
5.2

1.4
1.96
2.67
2.57
2.9

1.1
1.81
2.09
1.47
2.2

1.9
0.4
1.5
1.2
1.1

9099
0
1
3
0
0

14.19
14.34
10.52

12.53
13.78
15.26

7.45
17.73
14.85

10.42
32.86
15.41

6.59
1.84
3.29

5.34
1.69
2.52

1.2
0.8
0

1
0
0

Middle East (A)
Middle East (S)
East Asia (A)
East Asia (S)

9.08
11.6
23.36
38.96

6.56
11.71
27.68
48.6

26.06
17.99
8.53
6.11

36.7
22.19
8.12
7.36

9.03
7.92
2.62
4.48

4.9
5.38
1.88
3.17

1.7
2.0
1.6
2.7

1
1
0
0

Region

61

Agricultural,
Manufacture & Food
Exports(a)

Fuels, Ores &
Metal Exports(a)

Military
Expenditures/GDP (b)

War
s
(d)62

Sources: (a) World Bank Group. World Development Indicators Online. http://data.worldbank.org; (b) SIPRI; (c)

Ghosn, Palmer, and Bremer; (d) Sarkees. a full list of individual states is provided in Appendix B.
62

Intra-regional conflicts with greater than 1000 battle deaths. There are no intra-regional wars listed 2000 and following

in the Sarkees data.
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However, knowing the appropriate regional members and the sources of regional
conflict are necessary to understanding the presence or absence of regional order. In
Solingen's analysis, the state driving Middle Eastern conflict is Iraq, which is the source
of over half the conflicts recognized as regional in the post-Cold War space by the
ARROW data. However, economic data on Iraq are unavailable, leaving Solingen's
theory of regions relating export behaviors to coalitions, which lead to conflict or peace,
dependent upon an ecological fallacy. By Solingen's data, states highly dependent upon
oil exports such as Bahrain and UAE are driving a finding rooted in Iraq's aggressiveness
in the region. 63 A similar, unique problem is present in the East Asian context, where
Solingen is missing data on North Korea, the primary belligerent behind disputes in her
analysis. If we disaggregate Solingen's regions, we find that the highest exporting states
of oil reserves in the Middle East, Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates, and Kuwait, are
also the most peaceful, contrary to her expectations, with only Kuwait involved in
significant conflict, and then only as a target, not as a byproduct of an arms race or
63

Though data is absent, Iraq is likely an oil exporter, but their amount of oil exports also

likely varies dramatically relative to other states in the region less prone to conflicts. If
Iraqi data was available, it may not alter Solingen's results significantly, however, the
point remains that conclusions about Middle Eastern conflict are constructed off the
observed exports behaviors of a set of very peaceful states. In East Asia, this issue
surfaces again with North Korea, who unlike Iraq, is likely not a significant oil exporter,
thereby presenting a negative case to Solingen's framework that is ignored in her
analysis.
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entrenched coalitions centered around the military industrial complex. Furthermore, after
removing the Maghreb from the analysis, we find that the Maghreb states, with similar
export characteristics on oil dependence, not only do not engage in significant militarized
conflicts, but engage in zero intra-regional MID's in the post-Cold War world. Indeed, in
terms of the relationship between region members the Maghreb is the most peaceful
region in the world, providing a direct counter to Solingen's argument. In addition to the
Maghreb, Central Asian states also demonstrate high export dependence, but this
militarization process that Solingen argues is not present, with Central Asia being the
second most peaceful region in terms of intra-regional disputes.
East Asia presents similar problems of comparison. When compared to other
regions of the world other than the Middle East, it is actually quite conflictual, exhibiting
more MID's per state than any region but the Middle East and North and Central
America. While it is relatively less reliant upon fuel and ore exports than the Middle
East, a comparison to regions that are not reliant upon import substitution for
development is warranted. North and Central America presents the region least
dependent upon oil and fuel exports of any region in the world, but still possesses almost
two MIDs per state, dominated by the interactions of the United States with its regional
space. South America, with relatively few intra-regional MIDs, does however have a war
between Ecuador and Peru, while Chile, the most dependent upon fuel and mining
exports of any state in the region, is relatively peaceful. And finally, most post-Cold War
intra-regional wars occur within Europe, as the Balkan states present a continued space of
conflictual interactions. And yet, these states, and Europe as a whole, do not demonstrate
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the types of export strategies that would lead to the development of domestic coalitions
that drive regional conflict in Solingen's framework.
The introduction of the ARROW data has sought to bolster one of Solingen's key
arguments: regional composition matters. The order that we observe in regions is a
partial manifestation of the domestic political context of region members. However,
Solingen's primary independent variable fails to capture this context, instead being a
byproduct of resource distributions. Middle Eastern states export proportionally greater
amounts of oil than food because the Middle East is less amenable to agriculture than
East Asia. Furthermore, the potential correlation between these resource realities and
conflict behaviors deteriorates in the face of both regional disaggregation and additional
regional comparisons. Challenges to the Solingen framework are manifest in application
of her theory of regions outside of the two region comparison.

Implications for Regional Order
Thompson (1973) identifies nine more attributes that describe the realities of
regional order, which are the focus of the following chapter. These attributes range from
political and economic integration to institutional structures. The ARROW data provides
an initial, analytical exploration of regional composition and cohesion. Most comparison
of regions has selected arbitrary regional clusters (Solingen 2007a) or a selection of states
constructed on a single indicator (Huntington 1997). The operationalization presented in
this chapter provides an initial development of regional membership constructed upon
multiple attributes identified as foundational to regional analysis.
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While I build on Solingen's identification of domestic politics as an important
source of regional order, I do not limit my analysis purely to domestic politics, instead
incorporating regional and systemic variables. An important component to the
development of regional order is not just states with cooperative foreign policies, but the
presence of regional power conducive to the construction of regional architecture (Cline
et al. 2011). Given the underlying theoretical characterization of regions as stable
geographic spaces, this conceptualization of regions is uniquely qualified to the study of
regional powers and stability, as regional powers seek to carve out spheres of influence
with distinct architecture and patterns of behavior to increase their power, influence, and
status both within the region and without.
Though most work has focused almost exclusively on the presence of major
powers (Mearsheimer 2001, Wohlforth 2009), there exists a tier beneath the major power
club of regional powers that are important to our understanding of international relations
(Acharya 2007; Lemke 2002; Lake and Morgan 2007; Sbragia 2008). Their presence in
the post-Cold War system has resulted in the rapid development of regional architecture,
an increase in the importance of regions, dramatic changes in levels of conflict and
cooperation within regions, and rhetoric prophesying their eventual rise to major power
status. However, unlike major powers, the domain of the regional power is embedded in
the politics of its own region. These middle powers are granted a role in their regional
subsystems to provide order and architecture. Given the decline in structural strength by
major powers since the end of the Cold War (Volgy and Bailin 2003), these regional
powers have been granted increasing autonomy over regional affairs. As discussed in the
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previous section, the choices these regional powers make concerning the architecture they
develop, and which states within the region to include and exclude, have dramatic
consequences for international politics and the future of the region’s members. Within
Europe the offer of EU membership has enticed countries to undertake dramatic changes
to domestic political and economic regimes.
In the following chapter, I analyze the degree of order present in regions outlined
by the ARROW data. I incorporate into the analysis not simply the domestic
characteristics of member states, but also the influence of regional powers on the policies
of states within their regions. Given the definition of regions contained in this paper
centering on stable geographic spaces constructed by the behaviors of states, regional
powers act as shepherds of these behaviors, constructing regional architecture to manage
state behaviors and provide order at the regional level. The structure of the international
system is comprised of these unique subcomponents, each governed in a different way by
a different set of regional powers and each region providing an architectural laboratory to
the broader international system. The following chapter unites state foreign policies,
regional power dynamics, and systemic context to understand the development of
regional order. The conceptualization of the regional level of analysis as a stable
geographic space constructed on the observed realities of state’s opportunity and actions
lays an important foundation to the further study of these and similar research topics.
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CHAPTER 5: DOMESTIC POLITICAL CAPACITY, REGIONAL POWERS, AND
SYSTEMIC CONTEXT
In this chapter, I nest political capacity within a multilevel framework to test the
heterogeneous influence of political capacity within varying regional and systemic
contexts. I build into the analysis from Chapter 2 two multi-level variables with
important consequences for state behavior and the salience of domestic factors in foreign
policy choices. First, I include the regional context within states operate as determined
by the degree to which regional powers are primarily cooperative or conflictual. Second,
I include the systemic power distribution of great powers across geographic space to
determine if the state resides within a geographic space of relative dominance or parity
between the most powerful states in the international system. The observed foreign
policy preferences of states are influenced by not only domestic political extraction, but
also the capability and foreign policy preferences of regional and global powers.
By reincorporating the behavior of states within the regional and international
context to the analysis, I supplement the liberal approach with theoretical contributions
from the power transition paradigm. Consistent with Moravcsik's (1997)
conceptualization of liberalism, state behaviors are rooted in domestic politics reacting to
international context. In an explanation of regional outcomes, it is necessary to not
simply include the domestic political context of regional members, but also the power
dynamics of the regional system and the degree to which a regional power is capable and
willing to impose order. These regional powers, likewise, have important consequences
for regional order, as discussed further in Chapter 5. This chapter proceeds by first
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outlining the source of state behavior as the intersection of domestic political capacity
and the interactions of regional powers and regional members. I illustrate the intersection
between regional powers and actors in a multi-level test, capturing the multi-level nature
of regional politics.

Powers and Members: The Impact of Context on State Behavior
As demonstrated in Chapter 2, the relative political extraction of states has
important consequences for their foreign policy behaviors. High capacity democracies
and low capacity autocracies, possessing the clearest resource constraints on foreign
policy activity, are the most cooperative, while low capacity democracies and high
capacity autocracies exhibit the highest levels of conflict. However, testing in Chapter 2
is undertaken on the country-year unit of analysis using explanatory variables only from
the domestic level, largely ignoring the broader regional context within which most states
operate. Regions are a selection of states with varying foreign policy goals and
heterogeneity in capabilities. Most regions possess at least a single regional power with
1) extraordinary capabilities relative to the regional subsystem, 2) extraordinary levels of
foreign policy activity relative to the regional subsystem, and 3) recognition by region
members of the state's status as a regional power.64 The result of this framework as
64

The method of defining regional powers is explored in greater detail in Cline et al.

(2011). Capabilities are measured by economic size or military expenditures, foreign
policy activity is measured through number of events in the IDEA data, and status is
determined by the number of state visits and diplomatic contacts received. In each case,
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applied to the regions developed in Chapter 3 are the following regional powers: the
United States in North and Central America; Brazil in South America; France, Germany,
Russia, and the United Kingdom in Europe; Nigeria in West Africa; South Africa in SubSaharan Africa; India in South Asia; China in East Asia. The Middle East and Central
Asia lack a state which passes all three thresholds. Some of these regional powers are
also major powers with significant capabilities and global involvement. However, that
systemic involvement does not exclude that state from significant activity specific to their
regional context, such as British and French participation in the European Union or
American development of free trade institutions in North and Central America.
Furthermore, some states may be remarkably conflictual in their behaviors with their
region, such as India, while others highly cooperative, like Brazil. Accounting for this
variation in regional powers is a necessary prerequisite to understanding regional order,
and an important caveat to modeling the influence of regional constituent's political
extraction on their foreign policy behaviors.
The degree to which a region is primarily cooperative or conflictual is determined
by the actual foreign policies of the states within the region. Regional powers, however,
set the agenda for how the region will be managed. Does the regional power have
the threshold for extraordinary amounts is one standard deviation above the region mean.
For consistency with the discussion of determining state capabilities in Chapter 2, I have
repeated the identification of regional powers using GDP modified by RPE as the
relevant measure of capabilities. Doing so does not change the results of Cline et al.
2011. Regional powers are those listed with an asterisk in Appendix B.
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sufficient legitimacy to establish regional architecture and develop cooperation between
states (Brazil), or instead is it a struggling political system lacking relative domestic
capacity (India)? Member states within the region must adjust their calculus as to the
most effective foreign policies to achieve their goals when confronted with either a
cooperative or belligerent regional power.
I supplement this framework by nesting the interactions of region members and
regional powers within the broader systemic context. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed
hierarchical relationship of variable across geographic space. Consistent with the power
transition literature, the pinnacle of the international hierarchy is characterized by the
interactions of great powers (Organski and Kugler 1980). Nested within these
interactions are the regional subsystems that are the focus of this dissertation. As
regional powers influence the behaviors of region members, so too do global powers,
who frequently take an active role in politics well beyond their regional context.65
Foreign policies may be influenced not just by power dynamics at the regional level, but
also the conflictual interference or cooperative support of global powers. If there is a
clear global dominant power over a geographic space, states are likely to find cooperation
more attractive as dominant states will prefer status quo maintaining stabilizing actions
within their sphere of influence opposed to more destructive conflictual activity. Within
spaces where a power is dominant, global powers may seek to establish cooperative

65

Examples include British and American military activity in the Middle East and

Central Asia, or Chinese economic activity in Africa and Latin America.
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economic regimes and institutions, whereas in those spaces where dominant powers are
less salient, the policy preferences of major powers may have less of an impact.

Figure 5.1: Relationship of Variables across Levels of Analysis

However, the capabilities of major powers are not constant across all geographic
space, and distance erodes the salience of these capabilities to the point where at all times
in the modern state system, not simply at the point of power transitions, major powers are
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at parity in at least some geographic spaces. As an example, Figure 2 illustrates the
distribution of major power capabilities scaled by the loss of strength gradient across
geographic space (Boulding 1962; Bueno de Mesquita 1981) that has come to
characterize the post-Cold War order (Rhamey and Slobodchikoff 2010).66 The grey
shaded area represents the geographic space where great powers’ capabilities are at
relative parity where their projected capabilities are within 10%.67

66

The loss of strength gradient to identify spaces of parity is the same used to identify

opportunity in the framework for regions in Chapter 3. The formula and method is
detailed on page 123. Rhamey and Slobodchikoff (2010) find parity between projecting
global powers significantly increases the probability of conflict onset from 1816-2001,
testing the robustness of their results on state behavior, the geographic location of MIDs
across geographic space, and the interaction between states within contiguous dyads.
67

I use stricter means of identifying parity than Lemke (2002) who uses 20% for the

purposes of a more clear illustration and greater specificity of measurement when
identifying spaces of parity between very powerful states on a global scale.
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Figure 5.2: Locations of Parity between Great Powers in the Post-Cold War
System68
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Immediately evident is the reality that most post-Cold War conflicts have
occurred in those spaces where powers are at parity, specifically the Middle East,
South/Central Asia, the Caucuses, and East Africa. Simultaneously, in those spaces
where the great powers are not at parity but a single power dominates, order has emerged
more extensively following the collapse of the Soviet Union. East Asia has been
characterized by increased cooperation and economic interdependence in much

68

Figure taken from Rhamey and Slobodchikoff (2010). Findings from Rhamey and

Slobodchikoff (2010) demonstrate most MIDs from 1816 to 2001 reside within the
geographic space of parity between the most powerful states.
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regionalist literature, a finding that holds empirically true within the region across time.
A plethora of cooperative institutional forums have emerged in sub-Saharan Africa
developing both economic and security roles (Powers 2005). Perhaps most significant,
the Europe Economic Community evolved into a broader monetary union and expanded
to include 27 member nations. These developments at the regional level appear to be
related to the shifting distribution of power politics among great powers at the system
level.
The patterns of interaction present among global, regional, and domestic politics
render interesting conclusions about the types of foreign policies states are likely to
pursue. Table 1 illustrates the variation of regional cooperation and conflict for states
within regions, averaged across the time period.69 Column three in the table shows the
average number of cooperative per conflictual events for states within the region. Wide
variance exists across regional clusters, with intuitive expectations clearly met: South
America, East Asia, and Europe exhibit the highest levels of cooperation while the
Middle East and South Asia have the highest levels of conflict. Proper specification of
foreign policy choice is by definition complex, but contextual constraints from multiple
levels analysis, domestic, regional, and global, can lead to generalizable conclusions for
the distribution of resources among conflictual and cooperative policy options by states.

69

All values scaled by Goldstein (1992). Only events that occur between dyads in the

same region are included.
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Any single factor, such as major power strength, fails to adequately explain the presence
of cooperation and conflict within regional space.70

Table 5.1: Average Cooperation and Conflict for States within Regions, 1990-2007

N. America
S. America
Europe
West Africa
South Africa
Middle East
South Asia
East Asia

Cooperation
634
105
287
41
55
300
267
292

Conflict
322
37
130
23
26
189
162
109

Cooperative/Conflict
1.97
2.84
2.21
1.78
2.12
1.59
1.65
2.68

Theoretically, I propose that the distribution of conflict and cooperation in a
state's foreign policy portfolio is determined by the interaction of domestic constraints as
outlined in Chapter 2 with the foreign policy preferences of the regional power and the
distribution of capabilities across geographic space between global powers at the system
level. Taking into consideration inter-relationships between the politics of each level, I
propose three hypotheses operating at each level of analysis to understand the impact of
domestic, regional, and international context on the foreign policy choice of individual
states.
Hypothesis 1: The influence of domestic political capacity on foreign policy
preferences for conflict or cooperation are influenced by regional powers, as states react
70

For example, North America, despite containing the most powerful state in the system,

is neither one of the most cooperative nor most conflictual systems.
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to the type of order generated by the regional power. Cooperative regional powers will
breed cooperative responses from regional constituents, while regional powers engaging
in less cooperative activity will correspond with more relatively conflictual regional
constituents.
Hypothesis 2: If a state resides within a geographic space where a global power is
dominant, conflictual foreign policies will be less attractive as the dominant global power
is likely to punish those states seeking to employ conflict. Likewise, states residing in
geographic spaces of parity relatively lack the restraining force of a clear dominant
power, and therefore are better able to employ conflict in pursuit of foreign policy goals.
To test these hypotheses I employ a random coefficients model on the distribution
of cooperation and conflict among individual states in the post-Cold War period (19912007). To properly model the data and explain variation at both domestic and regional
levels, I employ a mixed-effects regression with random intercepts and coefficients
(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). Using a multi-level model allows for the ability to account
properly for clustering in the data and the expectation that regional political context will
influence the impact of political capacity differently. This expectation is not solely due
to the differing behavior of regional powers, but also the cumulative diversity in regional
composition consisting of a heterogonous distribution of institutional configurations at
the beginning of the time period, varying political histories, and ongoing security
concerns. Using random coefficients not only results in different intercepts for states
within different regions, but models the impact of political capacity on state behavior as
conditional upon the regional context present.

160
I use the same set of state level variables to test the model as those provided in
Chapter 2. The primary dependent variable again is the ratio of cooperation to conflict
for each state. States with larger values (>1) engage in more cooperation relative to
conflict, while states with low values are primarily conflictual (<1). Positive coefficient
values in Table 2 correspond with an increase in cooperation, while negative values
represent an effect of the independent variable toward conflict. Controlling for the
resources available to states, I test the impact of domestic political capacity on foreign
policy choice by including relative political extraction of the state with an interaction
term between RPE and democracy, where democracy is coded one for any state receiving
above a six on the Polity IV democracy-autocracy scale, and a zero for all others.
I include two variables to model the international and regional effects on state
behavior. First, the impact of foreign policy behavior by the regional power is modeled
by degree of cooperation relative to conflict of the regional power from the IDEA data
(Bond et al. 2003), measured as the lagged ratio of cooperative to conflictual events.71
71

Theoretically, as the most capable and important states within a regional system,

regional powers should be setting the agenda for regional space with region members
responding to the dominant regional state’s policy preferences. However, to avoid
concerns of potential tautology or endogeneity, I lag the variable to examine its impact on
the behavior of regional constituents. As the model in Table 2 illustrates the two
variables are positively correlated. However, reversing the causal arrow and lagging the
policy of state constituents behind that of regional powers, there is no statistically
significant relationship between the lagged values of state policy and the foreign policy
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Second, I include the presence of parity between great powers, measured by the
capabilities of the United States and China projected to the state’s capital modified by the
loss of strength gradient.72 If the two powers are at relative parity (+/-10%) the state is
coded as being within a geographic space of parity between great powers.73 Finally, I
also control for ongoing war and the capabilities of the state. Results are provided in
Table 2.

behaviors of the regional power. Finally, note, for regions in the data that lack a clear
regional power, I use the amount of cooperation of the state with the greatest capabilities
in the group.
72

I use China and the United States because they are the most powerful states in the

international system in the post-Cold War era and not subsumed by the power projection
of any other state over at least some geographic space. Including other major powers
does not impact the analysis because their power projection is subsumed by the power
projection of the United States (France, United Kingdom, Germany) or China (Japan), or
they are only dominant over geographic space within their own borders (Russia).
73

Conceptually, this system level measurement operates at a third level of analysis

beyond the region. However, because measurement of the system level variable is
modified by distance, it is unique to individual states and tested at the state level of
analysis in the model.
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Table 5.2: Random Coefficients Regression Results
Variable
Capacity (RPE)
Ln(GDP)
Democracy (0,1)
Capacity*Democracy
Ongoing War
Great Power Parity
Lagged Reg. Power Coop.

Coefficient (S.E.)
-7.32 (3.43)*
-2.17 (0.592)*
-10.62 (4.91)*
13.78 (4.41)*
-4.45 (2.75)
-4.94 (2.26)*
.075 (0.04)*
6.93
0.01
N = 766, log-likelihood = -3519.94
* significant at the .95 level

State-level variable signs and significance reflect findings in Chapter 2.
Examining the findings from relative political extraction and democracy, every .1
increase in the relative political extraction results in one additional cooperative event, of
equal value weighted by the Goldstein (1992) scale, per conflictual event, all other
variables equal. However, for autocracies, there is a decrease in almost a full cooperative
event per conflictual event, of equal Goldstein scale value, per every .1 increase in
relative political extraction. Results from the presence of global power parity reflect the
expectation that the absence of parity between great powers’ projected capabilities
increases the relative amount of cooperation to conflict within a state’s foreign policy
portfolio. States within a space of great power parity experience 5 fewer cooperative
events per conflictual event as those states more proximate to major powers within a
space of major power dominance. The random-coefficients regression generates region
specific regression lines where the lagged behavior of the regional powers influence the
outcome of individual state behaviors. To discuss the variation in the effect of regional
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power cooperation on the foreign policy distributions of regional members, graphs
illustrating the region specific regression lines are provided in Figure 3. Region specific
intercepts as well as region specific coefficients for political capacity depending upon
regime type are provided in Table 3.
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Figure 5.3: Effect of Domestic Political Capacity by Regime Type Contingent upon
Regional Power Cooperation
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Table 5.3: Region Specific Intercepts and Coefficients for Political Capacity
Region74
North and Central America
South America
Europe
West Africa
South Africa
Middle East
South Asia
East Asia

Intercept
24.4
27.8
12
19.1
21
7.9
11.7
3.3

Effect of Political Capacity75
Democracies
Autocracies
3.6
-22.4
-1.7
-20.5
7.3
-10
3.9
-4.4
4.7
-8.4
4.9
-5.1
-4
-8.3
-0.2
2.1

In most cases, the political capacity of states within regions mirrors the expected
effect from Chapter 2. Greater relative political extraction in democracies results in
greater amounts of cooperation within foreign policy portfolios, while greater extraction
in autocracies results in greater conflict. Additionally, the random intercepts within each
region reflect both the capabilities of region members as well as their interaction between
relative political capacity and regime type. For example, regions comprised of weak
states such as West Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa are predicted to engage in greater
levels of cooperation relative to conflict, while those comprised of strong states, like East
Asia and Europe, possess a greater balance between conflictual and cooperative foreign
policies.
However, the consistency of regime specific political extraction on the
distribution of cooperation and conflict within a state’s foreign policy portfolio is not

74

The Maghreb is not included in the illustration or discussion as it is comprised of only

three states, all of which are autocracies in the data.
75

Value of the coefficient by region, representing a one unit change in RPE.
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consistently present across all regions. South and East Asia each exhibit weak,
contrasting results. South Asia’s results, however, are likely a statistical anomaly of very
few observations. While India and Pakistan are large, significant actors, the other two
consistent members, Sri Lanka and the Maldives, have a minimal impact on the results,
resulting in a region primarily characterized by a rivalry dyad. The East Asian specific
regression lines, however, illustrate an interesting case, as it is the only regional system
with a clear autocracy as a regional power. In East Asia, the effect of political capacity
across regime type is the opposite of the pooled population findings in Chapter 2. As the
only autocratic regional power, China’s cooperative foreign policy but inattentiveness to
liberal norms may dwarf the salience of domestic level variables on foreign policy within
East Asia.
Findings in Table 2 illustrate the importance of cross-level effects on state foreign
policies. The multilateral interactions of states within regions, led by a regional power,
are one possible source of regional order. I proceed in Chapter 5 by testing the impact of
political extraction by regime type on regional order in post-Cold War space.
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CHAPTER 6: THE SOURCE OF REGIONAL ORDER IN DOMESTIC POLITICAL
EXTRACTION
Existing attempts at clarifying the sources of regional order have focused on
arbitrarily defined regions and variables within a single level of anlysis. Most of these
attempts focus solely on security concerns to regional members (Lake and Morgan 1997;
Lemke 2003; Buzan and Waver 2003) or frame regional research within the context of
major power competition (Katzenstein 2005). While Solingen (2007a; 2008) provides a
novel explanation of regional politics rooted in the domestic politics of region members,
deconstructing her framework suggests that the theory is driven by trade behaviors and
their impact on economic development rather than the formation of domestic coalitions.
As illustrated in Chapter 3, misspecification of regional composition and the absence of
comparison of regions generally calls into question the applicability of both theory and
findings. I propose as an alternative that observed regional order in the international
system is driven by the institutional capacity and political preferences of constituent
states, measured by relative political extraction (RPE). The implications of this measure
on state foreign policy behaviors is dependent upon the regime type within which that
extraction occurs: high extracting democracies represent states with greater preferences
toward domestic redistribution, materially constrained in their ability to engage in costly
conflicts, while high capacity autocracies represent resource rich states lacking the same
domestic demands and capable of engaging in greater conflict. Alone, RPE provides
greater information on state institutions and preferences, presenting improved ability to
judge the impact of domestic institutions on state behaviors.
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I test the impact of these variables on a pair of regional outcomes: trade
interdependence and institutional structure. As outlined in Chapter 1, I define regional
order as the degree to which interdependence and institutional structure are present within
a region, as these regional outcomes facilitate peaceful interactions and prevent conflict
(Lake and Morgan 1997). Thompson (1973) specifies that the presence and degree of
order within regions, in the form of interdependence and institutionalization, is an
important component to understanding regions. Building on his conceptual inventory,
this concluding empirical chapter evaluates the degree to which interdependence and
institutions present within regions are rooted in the domestic political capacity of member
states. Strong patterns of interdependence among a subset of states, along economic and
institutional lines, are important correlates of peace in international politics (e.g.
Mousseau 2003; Bearce 2003). However, interdependence and institutional
configuration occur not at the global or dyadic level, but multilateral interactions within a
regional context. If international relations research is interested in understanding the
underlying sources of peaceful state interactions, first understanding the sources of
multilateral interdependence and institutionalization are an important component to our
understanding of state behaviors. I propose that the source of this order lies in the
domestic political capacity of regional members in conjunction with the capacity of the
regional power.
Trade interdependence and shared institutional membership, however, represent
two differing forms of regional order that may be present, and that may not always be
similarly present across regional groups. Sub-Saharan Africa, for example, has high
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levels of shared institutional membership, but low levels of trade interdependence. This
distinction between types of regional organization is present in Thompson's (1973)
original inventory. Trade interdependence within the regional cluster is a form of
regional organization that augments state behaviors. While some regions may have
varying degrees of opportunity for trade given resource characteristics and development,
the presence of this form of regional order will have important consequences for regional
conflict and cooperation, as increased trade interdependence likely increases the costs of
conflictual foreign policy choices (Mousseau 2003). Institutional membership, however,
represents another form of architecture present within regions. Rather than material
interdependence, regional institutions provide institutional structures to facilitate and
manage cooperative interactions.
For trade interdependence I measure the degree of intra-regional trade dependence
among regional members76 following the method of identifying network interdependence
within a group of states by Maoz (2006). Maoz examines the degree of conflict present
at the system level annually given the extent of interdependence and polarization. While
I am focused on interdependence as a dependent variable, I follow the same measurement
technique to determine the degree interdependence at a regional, instead of system, level.
77

76

To construct an index of regional trade interdependence, I take the matrix of states
Regional membership defined by the method outlined in Chapter 3. A full list of states

is present in Appendix B.
77

Regional economic institutions as defined by Goertz and Powers (2011). I also

initially tested the presence of regional alliances from the Alliance Treaty Obligations
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within a region in a given year and calculate their directional exports, as illustrated by
Table 1.78
Each entry represents the proportion of the row state's exports destined for the
column state. The diagonal self-referenced entries are the proportion of trade as a
percentage of the state’s GDP, providing an indicator of the degree to which the state’s
economy is reliant upon trade overall. The degree to which states within the system are
interdependent is determined by taking the row and column interdependence by
aggregating the values across each state. Total Dep. (

) represents the net dependence

of a state on the region for trade calculated by taking the total row aggregate as a
proportion of the state’s total dependence on trade. For the United States, net dependence
on the region would therefore be calculated by (.619-.233)/.619. Likewise, Total Dep.
(

) provides the net dependence of other states in the region on the column state,

calculated similarly. The United States is reliant upon the region for 62% of trade, but
other states in the region are reliant upon the United States for 91% of their trade.
Finally, to calculate the overall trade interdependence index value, the average of net row
and Provisions (ATOP) Data (Leeds 2002), however, the number of alliances that emerge
in post-Cold War space are simply too few to generate generalizable results across
regions. Furthermore, as discussed by Powers (2004), regional economic institutions
appear to be developing some security functions, replacing traditional alliances in the
post-Cold War context.
78

Dyadic trade dependence extracted from the Correlates of War International Trade

Data (Barbieri and Keshk 2012). GDP taken from the World Bank.
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and column dependence is taken, and then the two values are averaged to provide an
index score of total regional trade interdependence, bolded in the bottom right cell of the
matrix.

Table 6.1: Trade Interdependence in the North and Central American Regional
System, 2003.

USA
CAN
CUB
MEX
GUA
Sum. Column
Total Dep.
( )

USA

CAN

CUB

MEX

GUA

.233
.838
0
.847
.707
2.625
.911

.221
.825
.179
.058
.026
1.209
.4

0
.001
.266
.001
.002
.27
.015

.16
.017
.014
.522
.036
.75
.304

.005
0
.001
.004
.66
.67
.015

Sum.
Row
.619
1.581
.46
1.432
1.432
Averages
.329

Total Dep.
( )
.624
.541
.422
.635
.439
.552
.441

Second, I follow a similar process to identify shared institutional membership
across regions. I generate a matrix of shared membership in regional economic
institutions as coded by Goertz and Powers (2011).79 I use regional economic institutions
because 1) they present a set of institutions specifically designated as regional in scope, 80
unlike the United Nations or the World Bank, and 2) they may provide both economic
79

Data available from http://dingo.sbs.arizona.edu/~ggoertz/rei/reics/

80

The regional institutions coded are large in scope and specific to the types of

institutional forms outlined in footnote 81. They include institutions such as NAFTA, the
EU, and ASEAN. Almost all institution members fall within a single region, though only
in one case (West Africa) does an institution include all region members.
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and security functions in the post-Cold War context (Powers 2004). Mirroring Moaz’s
(2006) weighting of joint alliance membership by the degree of alliance commitment (for
example, he codes a defense pact as .75, but a consultation as .2), I weight the strength of
shared institutional membership by the strength of the agreement.81 I then follow a
similar process for calculating index values of shared regional institutional membership
to that used to calculate trade dependence. Table 2 lists the average trade interdependence
and shared institutional membership index values by region from 1990-2007. The higher
the index value, the greater the degree of interdependence between states in the region.

81

Question 050 in the document coding sheet for each institution. Institutions are scaled

by Monetary Unions = 1, Common Market .8, Customs Union .6, Free Trade .4, and
Preferential Trade Agreement .2. Index calculated as the average of total shared
membership within the matrix.
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Table 6.2: Average Trade Interdependence and Shared Regional Economic
Institution Membership Index Values, 1990-2007
Region
Trade REI
North and Central America
.46
.45
South America
.37
.27
82
Europe
.42
.18
West Africa
.08
.81
Sub-Saharan Africa
.11
.6
Middle East
.1
0
South Asia
.1
0
East Asia
.34
.04
Maghreb
.05
0
Central Asia
.16
0
Significant variation exists across regions in the degree to which regional order is
present as measured by trade interdependence and regional economic institutional

82

Restricting institutional membership to regional economic institutions results in very

high values for West Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa, and perhaps lower than expected
values for Europe. While the European Union is a very large, important institution,
representing a series of agreements, because it is only a single monetary union, EU
members receive a value of 1. Not included are the expansive functional bureaucratic
institutions that have evolved to carry out EU policies. Furthermore, not all EU members
are monetary union members, and not all states in the European region are in the
European Union, decreasing the value for institutional integration. Future research
should expand the analysis beyond regional economic institutions to other formal
organizations ranging from security to functional institutions. Values for Europe on the
trade interdependence are very high, as we would expect, and below only North America.
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membership. In most cases, levels of trade interdependence and the presence of shared
institutional membership appear to be related, with high values in North and Central
America, South America, and Europe, but low values for both metrics in the Middle East,
South Asia, and the Maghreb. However, some regions provide contradictions across the
measures. Both West Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa have very high levels of shared
institutional membership (the highest of any regions in the post-Cold War period), but
simultaneously very low levels of trade interdependence. To the contrary, East Asia
exhibits very high levels of trade interdependence, but minimal regional institutional
membership.
Following the proposed relationship of political extraction to foreign policy
behaviors of this dissertation as well as the salience of regional powers to regional
members illustrated in the previous chapter, I test the sources of these two measures of
regional order in the interaction of domestic institutions, as measured by the Polity data,
with the relative political extraction of states (Arbetman and Kugler 1995), resulting in
the following two hypotheses:83
83

Missing from the analysis corresponding with Chapter 4 is an explanation from the

systemic level. Due to the temporal range of the study in the post-Cold War era, there is
insufficient variation in the system level to test the influence of systemic effects on
regional order. Though restricted to 14 regions in this analysis, I would expect the
influence of systemic effects to mirror those found in the country level analysis in Table
2 of Chapter 4, where regions within which a global power is dominant experience
greater levels of regional order than those where two global powers are at parity.
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Hypothesis 1: Increases in political extraction among regions comprised of
mostly democratic states will result in greater increases in trade interdependence and
shared institutional membership than in regions dominated by autocratic states.
Hypothesis 2: Regions with regional powers that are high capacity democracies
or low capacity autocracies will have greater trade interdependence and shared
institutional membership. Regions with regional powers that are low capacity
democracies or high capacity autocracies will have lower levels of trade interdependence
and shared institutional membership.
First, I include the constituent elements of the interaction term: relative political
extraction and the Polity IV score. To adjust the measure to the regional level, I calculate
the proportion of democracies within the region, being those states with a Polity score
greater than 6. The result is an indicator of the degree to which a region is democratic.
Relative political extraction is measured for the region as the average extraction among
region members, representing the degree to which states in the region possess the ability
to extract resources from their domestic society. Second, for the primary variable of
interest, I calculate the interaction between the polity score and relative political
extraction within the region.
Third, to measure the influence of regional powers on trade interdependence and
institutional membership, I calculate a measure of the expected effect of the regional
power’s political extraction given institutional type. For democracies, the measure is the
Expansion of available data to include a portion of the Cold War period may render
interesting findings in future research.

179
political extraction of the regional power, with the expectation that higher levels of
political extraction will increase the presence of regional order. Because I theoretically
expect the impact of political extraction to be reversed for autocracies, I calculate the
inverse of political extraction for autocratic regional powers, where increases in observe
political extraction will have the opposite effect.84
Finally, consistent with Maoz’s analysis of the system level, I include a control
for the capability concentration within the region, providing an indicator of the degree to
which capabilities are centralized in a single actor. The more heavily concentrated the
capabilities in a region, potentially the better able a powerful state to institute regional
architecture on the regional subsystem without resistance from regional members. To
measure the concentration of capabilities within a regional system, I follow the method of
Ray and Singer (1973) where the capabilities within a system are measured as the sum of
squared proportional capabilities controlling for system size calculated as
where cinc is the Correlates of War Index of National Material
Capabilities. Because CINC values do not equate to 1 within a regional system, I rescale

84

Only China throughout the period, and Russia briefly. However, due to the presence of

four regional powers in Europe, I take the average of the four states Polity*RPE values to
represent the region as a whole. The result is similar to a region with a high capacity
democracy as a regional power, reflecting the nature of Britain, France, and Germany as
strong democracies and Britain and France as states with high relative political
extraction.
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the CINC scores so that the aggregate regional total is standardized to a value of 1 with
each state's measure reflecting the proportion of capabilities of the state within the region.
Table 3 lists the results of the two models.

Table 6.3: Regression Results for the effect of Regional Member and Regional
Power Political Extraction on Trade Interdependence and Shared Institutional
Membership
Variable

Trade Interdependence Institutional Membership
Coefficient (S.E.)
Coefficient (S.E)
Capacity (RPE)
-0.141 (.059)*
-.095 (.13)
Democracy (PolityIV)
.042 (.16)
-1.167 (.353)*
Capacity*Democracy
.309 (.181)**
.976 (.4)*
Capability Concentration
.057
.623 (.136)*
Regional Power RPE*Polity
-.012 (.024)
.184 (.054)*
Constant
.165*
.069
Adj. R-Squared
.58
.32
N = 118; * Significant at .95 **Significant at .91 (one-tailed test)

Findings reflect the expected influence of political capacity on the formation of
regional order, where the interaction of political capacity and democracy increases the
degree of both trade interdependence and joint institution membership within regions.
However, there also exist some unique distinctions in the sources of trade
interdependence and institutional membership across the two models. While the
proportion of democracies within a region is not statistically significant to trade
interdependence, the degree to which a region is primarily democratic or autocratic in
conjunction with political extraction has important consequences. The level of
democracy within a region ranges from an average of 52% (East Asia) with standard
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deviation of .37, with very democratic regions such as North and Central America on one
end to regions consisting primarily of autocracies such as the Middle East. Figure 1
illustrates the predicted values of political capacity and regime type on trade
interdependence for regions across the spectrum of democratic and autocratic
composition. For regions with a majority of democracies, such as North and Central
America and Europe, increases in political capacity among region members increase
trade interdependence within the region. For regions with a proportion of democracies
around the mean of 52%, there are modest increases in the predicted value of trade
interdependence as extraction increases, with an increase of approximately .03 across the
range of RPE values. For regions with very large proportions of democracies, the impact
of RPE on trade interdependence is more pronounced, with predicted values increasing
by .16 across the range of RPE. However, a strong, opposite effect is present within
regions composed primarily of autocracies, such as the Middle East or Maghreb. Within
these regions, increases in political extraction have a strong, negative influence on the
degree of trade interdependence within the region, decreasing the interdependence index
value by .11 across the range of RPE. Note, the nature of the regional power does not
appear to have a statistically significant impact on trade interdependence with the region.
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Figure 6.1: Political Capacity, Regime Type, and Regional Trade Interdependence
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A similar relationship is present for regime type and political capacity with shared
membership in regional economic institutions. But first, unlike trade interdependence,
the proportion of democracies within a region is statistically significant and decreases
shared institutional membership. This finding reflects post-Cold War realities of regions
lacking large proportions of democracies, such as West Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa,
exhibiting very strong institutional cohesion not present in trade interdependence (See
Table 1). For every 10% increase in the proportion of democracies within the region
holding all other variables at their mean, there is a corresponding .01 decrease in the
degree of shared institutional membership within the region as measured by the index of
regional economic institutional membership.
However, the interaction between political capacity and regime type illustrates the
variation in shared institutional membership with regions. In regions comprised of very
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low capacity states, those comprised of mostly autocracies are most likely to develop
strong regional institutions. The impact of increases in political extraction is more severe
in regions comprised of democracies, with democratic regions more likely to have higher
levels of shared institutional membership than autocratic regions when they are
comprised of high capacity democratic states. This influence mirrors expectations from
Chapter 2 that low capacity autocracies may be more cooperative in their foreign policy
behaviors than low capacity democracies, but among high capacity states, democracies
are far more cooperative than their autocratic counterparts. The results of both models
confirm Hypothesis 1, as increases in relative political extraction are correlated with
increases in the formation of regional order, and regions comprised of high capacity
democracies include the highest levels of both trade interdependence and shared
institutional membership.

Figure 6.2: Political Capacity, Regime Type, and Shared Institutional Membership
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Hypothesis 2, however, receives mixed support. For trade interdependence,
neither the institutional character of the regional power nor the concentration of
capabilities in the region has a statistically significant influence on trade behaviors.
However, for shared institutional membership, both measures of regional power
dynamics are significant, and increase the degree of regional order present. This finding
demonstrates that varying forms of regional order may be dependent upon different
dynamics among regional members. For trade interdependence, measured as the degree
to which states are amenable to the exchange of goods by their citizens across borders,
the actions of the regional power do not appear to be relevant, with findings instead
dependent upon the foreign policy behaviors of constituent states. However, the
formation of regional institutions may require a significantly strong state to develop and
maintain regional architecture (Volgy and Bailin 2003).85 First, within regional
subsystems, increases in the concentration of capabilities in one or few states increases
the degree of shared membership in regional institutions. Regions with high levels of
capability concentration, such as South America and North and Central America, have
correspondingly high levels of shared regional institutional membership. However,
regions where members are at greater parity in their capabilities, such as the Middle East
and Central Asia, lack a clear regional power to provide this costly architecture to
regional constituents.
85

Note, this finding, if true for regional powers, is also likely true for global powers, with

global powers likely having a strong influence on institutional formation within regions
where they are dominant.
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Similarly, the domestic institutional configuration represented by the regional
power's relative political extraction given regime type also has important consequences
for the formation of regional institutions. Regions lead by capable democratic states with
high levels of political extraction (South America or Europe) have significant shared
institutional membership. However, regions led by democracies with low political
capacity or autocratic states, such as South Asia or East Asia, lack the same level of
regional economic institutions. Notably however, this effect exists independent of
capability concentrations, as controlled for in the model and illustrated by the comparison
of South and East Asia with South America. Regional powers China and India have
significantly greater material capabilities than Brazil, however, they do not demonstrate
the same levels of regional architecture within their relevant geographic spaces. The
source of this variation in regional institutions lies not solely in the capabilities of
regional powers, but also their foreign policy preferences shaped by domestic political
capacity.
Like Solingen, I develop a theory applicable to regional order across all regional
contexts. However, unlike Solingen, I engage in testing the theory empirically across all
regions in a large-n analysis. To solve the problem of specifying the appropriate subset
of states within which to evaluate regional order, I develop in Chapter 3 an empirical
means of identifying regions. Unlike most regionalist research within which “regions
tend to be assumed first and identified later” (Zartman 1974, p. 5), I have identified
regions prior to the evaluation of regional order, and their identification does not exist
tautologically to the outcome of interest. The regions identified through the opportunity
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and willingness framework of Chapter 3 are relevant to many dependent variables
associated with evaluating state behaviors: dispute intervention, conflict resolution,
conflict locations, civil conflicts, institutional creation, institutional evolution, norm
dissemination, among many other topics of study prevalent in the international relations
literature. This chapter is restricted to an analysis of two, capturing concerns most
dominant in the study of comparative regionalism: economic interdependence and
regional institutions.
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CHAPTER 7: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS
In the post-Cold War system, the politics of regions have important implications
for cooperation or conflict in international politics. Some regions, such as the Middle
East, have been a continuous source of conflict, whereas others, even those prone to
historical conflicts such as Europe and South America, have emerged as centers of
cooperative interactions. Despite proposals by constructivist research suggesting that
each region manifests unique forms of order based upon cultural context, I present and
test in this dissertation a theory of regional order that has generated substantively
significant findings for regional order applicable to not just one or two regions, but
regions generally.
Findings indicate that one significant source of regional order in the post-Cold
War period is the degree of state capacity in region members and the regional power.
The cooperative regions in international politics are those comprised predominantly of
high capacity democratic states with a similar high capacity democratic regional power.
However, democracy without capacity leads not to regions of order and cooperation, but
dramatic conflict. This finding regarding the combination of institutions and capacity
should be a source of concern for the future of the Middle East. The Arab Spring has
brought with it a series of potential weak capacity democratic states. Couple these likely
conflictual institutional configurations with the high capacity autocracies that currently
exist in the region, and the future of the Middle East appears to be one of continued if not
increased conflict in the post-Cold War era. However, the deterioration of politics
toward conflict is not likely unique to the Middle East. Following the global recession of

188
2008, many states are experiencing a decline in political capacity, as the ability of states
to extract resources not only through extraction, but also borrowing, appears to be
growing increasingly limited. While declines of this nature may restrain autocratic states
toward more cooperative behaviors, relative changes in capacity are perhaps most
prevalent in the developed democratic states of the North American and Europe, leading
to an increased probability of conflict within these geographic spaces.
However, this potential deterioration of regional cooperation and order is not
limited to the post-2008 world. Yearly fixed effects listed in Appendix A suggest that,
generally, states begin increasing the proportion of conflict in their foreign policy
portfolios as early as 2003. Likewise, this process is observable in measures of regional
order. There was a flurry of institutional formation in the 1990s, but also a flurry of
institutional demise (Volgy et al. 2008). While the more localized politics that
characterize regions are likely to continue to remain a key aspect of international politics
in the future, the nature of those politics may become more conflictual if state capacity
continues to deteriorate in democratic societies.
The liberal theory of regions outlined in this dissertation provides insights into as
not only regional comparison, but also regional change given shifting domestic political
conditions within regional constituents. The presence of regional conflict or cooperation
is not primordially fixed by resource distributions that predetermine domestic coalitions,
as Solingen suggests, nor is it a direct artifact of great power strategy and policy as
claimed by Katzenstein. Regional politics are influenced by the global sphere, but they
remain predominantly local affairs between member states, shaped by those states foreign
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policy preferences. To account for this regional order from a liberal theory, I draw from
measures of state capacity originating in the power transition literature. A primary focus
of power transition's original articulation was a proper specification of state strength. I
have taken what Chapter illustrates to be a persuasive measure of state capacity and
applied it as an explanation of substantive foreign policy behaviors. However, the theory
of this paper remains an essentially liberal perspective. While international power
dynamics provide important context to foreign policy, as power transition would expect,
the policies of individual states and by extension the formation of regional order is rooted
in the domestic politics of states. The complement of this dissertation to the comparative
regionalist literature is a theory that explains this change through a measurable condition
(political capacity) that is generalizable across all regions. The use of political capacity
as a primary indicator of regional order allows a comparative regionalist approach that is
truly comparative, by engaging in an analysis of regional politics within not a single
region or across two regions, but comparing the variation across all regions in post-Cold
War space.
As outlined in Chapter 3 through the re-evaluation of Solingen's (2007a) article,
proper specification of regional membership has important implication for our findings
and understanding of regional order. Misspecification of regional members can
dramatically bias results, regardless of the regional variable under study. This
dissertation uses the means of identifying regions in Chapter 3 to develop two measures
of regional order: trade interdependence and shared institutional membership. However,
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the proper specification of regional membership is relevant to any comparative
regionalist research.
Finally, this dissertation demonstrates that beyond the application of political
extraction to regional order, political extraction provides an important theoretical and
methodological contribution toward our understanding of regime type and the influence
of domestic institutions on foreign policy selection. Moving beyond this dissertation's
focus on regional order, a clear application for future research is the liberal peace. By
incorporating relative political extraction into our existing understanding of regime type's
influence on foreign policy behaviors, we can better understand the interactions of states
as byproducts of domestic institutional restraints. While this dissertation has provided an
analysis of the multilateral interactions of states as the source of regional order,
preliminary findings on the democratic peace in the post-Cold War present the
foundations of an ongoing research program.
To demonstrate potential dyadic implications of the measure, Table 1 replicates a
standard, dyadic model of conflict. I test the standard dependent variable of MID onset
first (Ghosn et al. 2004), but due to temporal limitations of the MID data ending in 2001,
I also include a test on the distribution of conflict and cooperation within the bilateral
interactions of the dyad, similar to that used in Chapter 2, allowing for a test of RPE
against the democratic peace through 2007. For MIDs, I run a logistic regression on all
politically relevant states which I define as either contiguous, in the same region as
delineated in Chapter 3, or containing a major power within the dyad for the presence of
dispute onset, 1990-2001. For the ratio of cooperation to conflict, I run a regression on
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the same dyads for the number of cooperative events per conflictual events within the
dyad, 1990-2007. The model includes first the weakest link measure of democracy
(Dixon 1994) as the lowest polity score between the two states in the dyad, the relative
capabilities between dyadic members measured by the Correlates of War CINC score,86
and the presence of a strategic rivalry within the dyad (Colaresi et al. 2007). I then
include the weakest link measure of regime type modified by relative political extraction,
taking the inverse value of RPE in the case of autocracies identical to the method used in
the chapter to measure the effect of regional power political extraction on region order.
The resulting measure is the lowest value in the dyad, where lower measures represent
low capacity democracies and high capacity autocracies. This produces a measure
consistent with findings from Chapter 2 that both high capacity autocracies and low
capacity democracies are more conflictual, while high capacity democracies and low
capacity autocratic states I expect to be more cooperative.

86

I use the correlates of war CINC score rather than GDP modified by RPE to mirror

existing standard models of conflict.
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Table 7.1: Relative Political Extraction and the Democratic Peace, 1990-2007
Variable

MIDS no MIDS w/ RPE
RPE
Weakest Link
-.013
.001
Capabilities Ratio
-.847*
-.782*
Strategic Rivalry
.92*
.865*
RPE Weak Link
.
-.059*
Constant
-2.74*
-2.48*
N
4126
3958
*Statistically Significant at .95 level.

Coop/Conf no
RPE
-.775*
11.46*
-6.254*
.
27.29*
5714

Coop/Conf w/
RPE
-.941*
11.646*
-7.021*
.379*
25.68*
5568

First, the standard measure of the democratic peace, the weakest link value of the
polity score within the dyad, is not a statistically significant correlate to MID
involvement in the post-Cold War context, echoing suggestions that the relationship
between democracy and dispute onset may be a contextually dependent to the Cold War
(Farber and Gowa 1995). However, the degree of capacity within the dyad has the ability
to decrease the probability of MID onset. While joint democracy has no statistically
significant relationship to MID onset, a one standard deviation increase in the political
capacity of the weakest member in a democratic dyad decreases the probability of MID
onset by 24%. However, for jointly autocratic dyads, a one standard deviation increase in
political capacity results in an increase in the probability of MID onset by an equivalent
amount. For mixed dyads, the further the more distant state from an RPE value of 1
(below 1 for democracies, above 1 for autocracies) the higher the probability of MID
onset. While democracy alone fails to generate findings on MID onset, applied to the
ratio of conflict to cooperation, jointly democratic dyads are actually more likely to
engage in conflict, with one fewer cooperative event per conflictual event than mixed or
autocratic dyads, of equal Goldstein scaled value, holding all other values at their mean.
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The RPE*Polity weakest link measure, however, demonstrates a similar effect as on MID
onset, with dyads comprised of democratic states possessing more cooperation per
increase in political capacity. For example, increasing the political capacity of the lowest
capacity democracy in a jointly democratic dyad by one standard deviation increases the
amount of cooperation relative to conflict in the dyad by an additional cooperative event,
all else equal.
In his analysis of the democratic peace, Bennett (2006) sought to develop a
continuum of regime type to illustrate implications across a range of institutional
configurations within dyads, not simply those that may be jointly democratic. Relative
political capacity provides an important measure capable of modifying regime type
toward such a continuum to better understand not only regional politics, but state
behavior generally. Just as the specification of regions developed in Chapter 3 defines
relevant regional membership applicable to many research questions, with but only one
explored in detail here, so too does exploring relative political extraction in the context of
regime type. While this dissertation has limited the exploration of this important variable
to the formation of regional order represented by trade interdependence and joint
institutional membership, the measure of political capacity, like democracy throughout
the tradition of the liberal peace, potentially has broad implications for state behavior
regarding potential myriad dependent variables. Further exploring the relationship
between political capacity, regime type, and state behaviors presents a broad and
promising research program.
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APPENDIX A: COOPERATION AND CONFLICT MODELS WITH YEARLY FIXED
EFFECTS
OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Extracted Capabilites on Foreign Policy
Choice87
Variable
GDP scaled by Political Capacity
(Billions of Dollars, logged)
Polity Score
Strategic Rivalry
Ongoing War
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
N = 2122,
= .03
* significant at the .95 level

87

Coefficient (Std. Error)
-1.19 (.35)*
-.3 (.23)
-6.14 (2.46)*
-7.06 (1.66)*
-11.14*
-7.4
-9.17*
-10.09*
-10.16*
-8.25
-9.19
-11.32*
-9.75*
-8.9
-11.72*
-9.08
-11.56*
-11.05*
-5.96
-9.69

Full model of that listed in Table 3 of Chapter 2 with yearly fixed effects.
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OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Extracted Capabilities on Annual
Cooperation88
Variable
GDP scaled by Political Capacity
(Billions of Dollars, logged)
Polity Score
Strategic Rivalry
Ongoing War
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
N = 2231,
= .23
* significant at the .95 level

88

Coefficient (Std. Error)
98.13 (33.19)*
6.9 (6.29)
243.16 (141.02)
18.55 (43.26)
-4.91 (12.73)
24.98 (18.54)
75.71 (26.65)*
74.4 (26.04)*
82.79 (32.08)*
70.46 (32.07)*
57.92 (38.14)
40.89 (31.72)
25.51 (31.46)
10.05 (34.13)
-38.35 (31.4)
-93.49 (30.54)*
-124.16 (33.79)*
27.72 (36.44)
16.65 (34.05)
-49.63 (30)

Dependent variable is the total number of cooperative events of each state annually,

weighted by the Goldstein (1992) scale. Positive coefficients represent an increase in the
number of cooperative acts. All independent variables are the same as those used in
Table 3 of Chapter 2.
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OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Extracted Capabilities on Annual
Conflict89
Variable
GDP scaled by Political Capacity
(Billions of Dollars, logged)
Polity Score
Strategic Rivalry
Ongoing War
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
N = 2231,
= .18
* significant at the .95 level

89

Coefficient (Std. Error)
43.87 (16.43)*
3.96 (3.57)
168.08 (81.38)*
45.75 (25.55)
-3.1 (12.43)
13.18 (12.35)
15.95 (13.44)
28.58 (13.37)*
30.89 (14.12)*
17.76 (13.09)
23.77 (15.29)
18.93 (14.56)
12.58 (14.27)
35.71 (19.86)
18.72 (18.48)
16.95 (28.3)
-4.05 (18.46)
66.61 (30.28)*
102.91 (40.92)*
51.22 (27.4)

Dependent variable is the total number of conflictual events of each state annually,

weighted by the absolute value of Goldstein (1992) scale. Positive coefficients represent
an increase in the number of conflictual acts. All independent variables are the same as
those used in Table 3 of Chapter 2.
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OLS Regression Results for the Effect of Political Extract on Foreign Policy Choice
by Regime Type90
Variable
Relative Political Extraction
Ln(GDP) (Billions)
Democracy (0, 1)
Democracy*RPE
Rivalry
Ongoing War
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
N = 2255,
= .04
* significant at the .95 level

90

Coefficient (Std. Error)
-6.17 (2.43)*
-2.11 (.4)*
-12.21 (3.75)*
11.11 (3.5)*
-4.74 (1.65)*
-6.5 (2.19)*
-10.76 (4.19)*
-6.29 (4.19)
-8.94 (4.16)*
-9.78 (4.16)*
-8.91 (4.13)*
-7.1 (4.13)
-8.28 (4.14)*
-9.14 (4.1)*
-9.29 (4.14)*
-7.32 (4.15)*
-11.23 (4.16)*
-7.95 (4.19)
-10.3 (4.22)*
-10.33 (4.16)*
-5.3 (4.17)
-8.21 (4.19)*

Full model of that listed in Table 5 of Chapter 2 with yearly fixed effects.
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APPENDIX B: TYPES OF EXPORTS AND MILITARY EXPENDITURES PER GDP,
1990-2007

N. America
Belize
Canada
Colombia
Costa Rica
Cuba
Dominican Rep.
El Salvador
Guatemala
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
United States*
Venezuela

Agg, Manu,
Fuel, Ores,
Milex
Food
Metals
90-99 00-07 90-99 00-07
90-99
00-07
1.17
0.94
24.03
16.05
1.55
1.58
1.60
1.15
23.10
23.47
4.79
7.67
2.80
3.45
7.68
4.05
3.80
5.57
0.00
0.00
29.36
33.69
0.46
0.57
5.38
3.15
2.39
1.97
0.86
0.99
17.32
18.98
0.05
1.29
1.35
0.71
16.69
12.28
0.75
0.78
1.00
0.60
12.67
17.36
0.39
1.69
0.83
42.30
44.35
1.61
3.41
0.62
0.56
19.03
12.22
1.68
2.02
0.59
0.49
17.26
21.93
3.92
3.57
1.58
0.75
15.26
16.89
0.36
0.44
1.14
0.00
6.83
6.28
0.30
0.41
4.01
3.66
6.94
6.62
0.34
0.40
1.60
1.39
4.13
3.74
22.20
27.87

S. America
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil*
Chile
Ecuador
Paraguay
Peru
Uruguay

1.26
2.32
1.61
3.53
1.95
1.32
1.51
2.21

1.03
2.03
1.65
3.63
2.26
0.90
1.51
1.48

6.67
4.54
6.01
11.36
14.10
11.91
5.32
39.06

8.63
6.81
6.91
15.22
13.12
19.83
8.89
15.59

0.89
7.37
0.85
11.29
8.34
0.06
5.32
0.41

3.49
14.31
1.84
18.82
13.49
0.15
10.92
0.56

Maghreb
Morocco
Algeria
Libya
Tunisia

4.07
2.78
4.40
1.90

3.35
3.23
1.89
1.60

15.21
0.92
1.84
24.10

16.90
0.92

2.25
39.83

27.95

2.61
23.10
30.30
3.39

Europe
Albania

2.63

1.41

7.62

6.95

0.95

1.55

4.16
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Andorra
Armenia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Belgium
Bosnia
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Rep
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France*
Georgia
Germany*
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Latvia
Lebanon
Liechtenstein
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Macedonia
Malta
Moldova
Monaco
Montenegro
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russia*
San Marino

3.29
1.08
2.93
1.96
1.74

2.95
10.45
24.43
4.28
31.65
58.85

3.57
1.08
10.18
3.35
3.54

28.41
19.70
12.92
40.38
24.72
46.64
26.18
18.30
3.88
20.61
7.04
31.89

12.11
35.49
7.58
38.41
77.23
14.37
29.12
16.88
6.74
58.25
28.13
48.68
31.79
20.71
8.37
30.75
6.00
47.97

5.96
2.45
0.60
3.00
1.20
4.42
1.60
0.92
1.27
0.81
1.21
2.19

5.14
2.35
46.30
15.13
7.34
4.65
9.68
3.01
0.80
2.91
2.94
5.73
2.74
1.20
3.39
1.54
1.42
2.23

2.92
8.04
5.40
1.99
1.78
0.95
1.65
3.09
1.38
1.83
3.51
1.97

0.90
2.55
1.45
1.20
2.02
2.71
2.19
2.40
1.90
1.45
1.74
1.31
2.48
2.81
1.40
3.02
1.53

1.07
10.30
1.95
0.73
5.87

0.61
7.95
1.93
1.51
4.75

58.40
20.71
17.15
23.82
5.44

55.28
24.45
20.20
25.62
8.48

0.76
0.40
0.53
0.95
0.52

0.60
0.38
0.92
2.23
1.00

0.77
0.80
2.30
0.90
0.73

1.58
0.66
2.83
0.73
0.43

27.87
43.88
27.36
48.42
31.32

32.23
42.57
30.84
44.80
33.59

5.59
2.17
4.14
0.32
0.73

9.72
2.81
3.66
0.62
1.44

2.06
2.50
2.18
2.40
3.35
5.41

1.75
1.53
1.75
1.90
1.96
2.08
3.89

41.78
10.58
13.47
18.36
17.02
6.10

46.70
8.55
24.83
18.43
23.70
7.83

5.01
16.50
2.61
0.86
2.62
10.94

5.67
23.86
2.48
1.11
3.44
19.05
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Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
Ukraine
United Kingdom*
W. Africa
Benin
Burkina Faso
Chad
Cote d'Ivoire
Ghana
Guinea
Liberia
Mali
Niger
Nigeria*
Sierra Leone
Togo
Sub-Saharan
Africa
Angola
Botswana
Burundi
Comoros
Congo
DRC
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Malawi
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Rwanda
Seychelles

4.23
2.26
1.61
1.48
2.30
1.46
3.86
2.80
3.19

3.56
1.73
1.40
1.15
1.63
0.98
3.09
2.90
2.43

35.33
41.80
13.80
25.61
26.15
10.39
18.67
16.89

23.41
48.50
49.11
16.46
30.55
33.00
14.47
33.49
14.13

3.30
2.32
0.74
1.55
0.82
0.49
3.18
1.70

4.01
4.69
3.05
1.07
2.43
1.88
0.83
6.07
2.03

1.20
1.38
1.90
1.19
0.67
1.56
13.94
1.98
1.05
0.79
2.30
2.92

0.84
1.14
2.06
1.48
0.69
2.42
0.70
2.14
1.08
0.86
2.66
1.53

18.41
6.87

15.62
8.59

1.08
0.08

0.06
0.06

27.92
5.39
4.15

32.73
7.10
5.01

4.00
3.59
13.64

9.59
2.78
17.45

17.65
4.34
1.22

22.09
6.62
1.01
7.05
24.55

0.01
9.86
40.20

0.51
7.82
39.19
0.08
4.64

7.29
4.26
4.78

4.49
3.38
6.36

0.17

1.13
1.73
3.42
1.14
1.08
0.29
2.37
3.38
4.41
2.82

1.50
1.87
1.59
2.93
1.20
0.86
0.20
1.13
2.81
2.41
1.89

13.82

8.07
3.07
5.81
14.33
11.71
22.56
39.07
5.54
3.25
16.29

8.73

57.07
35.53
6.45
5.02

13.59
48.02
15.87
19.45
31.89
7.94
23.85
2.59
37.35

0.09
0.02
46.76
2.01
1.24
0.06
17.15
0.62
0.39
0.02

5.12
0.38
0.01

2.24
0.24
0.99
0.07
20.01
15.36
5.50
1.55
0.00
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South Africa*
Swaziland
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe
Middle East
Bahrain
Egypt
Iran
Iraq
Jordan
Kuwait
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Syria
UAE
S. Asia
India*
Maldives
Oman
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
C. Asia
Afghanistan
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan
E. Asia
Australia
Bangladesh
Bhutan
Brunei
Cambodia

2.27
1.49
1.68
2.26
2.06
7.29

1.51
1.74
1.28
2.26
1.78
3.07

11.57

4.83
3.97
2.02

25.26
2.99
2.93

11.54
6.88
9.13

4.03
3.04
3.09
2.53
5.55
5.76
3.07
9.31
5.24
7.35

2.86

2.76

14.21
5.26
4.04

11.64
3.55
3.40

6.76
27.14

1.01
2.58
1.59
2.68
1.36

1.96
1.04
2.91
1.78

8.69
7.58
6.02
22.11

15.21
70.69
9.68
8.28
8.06
24.19

3.57
0.13
0.08
23.75
3.37

7.47
0.83
1.50
0.50
23.82
7.99

44.77
2.67
16.58

17.03
4.42
7.81
3.27
9.20
8.85

7.01
4.45
3.64
0.21
26.12
2.34
4.81
4.95
9.80
2.28

7.21
36.60
41.62
31.13
16.59
37.41

59.19
5.22
23.20
63.14
4.37
48.43
51.24
45.96
18.81
47.51

1.46
20.48
8.06
13.78
27.19

1.35
15.90
6.55
12.88
25.97

0.42
0.03
36.36
0.17
0.29

1.54
0.14
49.36
0.49
0.57

10.00
17.02

9.97
18.96
14.82
11.39

13.86
4.69

35.22
7.80
34.12
54.31

7.73
15.14
20.06
3.71
46.52

5.36
0.07
10.08
52.89

15.99

34.64

0.78

2.01
1.20

1.83
1.10

6.32
2.81

3.78
1.46

8.31
9.11
20.95
1.75

6.78
0.11
14.59
61.09
0.18
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China*
East Timor
Fiji
Indonesia
Japan
Kiribati
Laos
Malaysia
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Myanmar
Nauru
Nepal
New Zealand
North Korea
other islands
Palau
Papua New Guinea
Philippines
Singapore
Solomon Islands
South Korea
Taiwan
Thailand
Tonga
Tuvalu
Vanuatu
Vietnam
Western Samoa

1.97
1.78
1.02
0.97

2.06
3.85
1.78
1.10
0.99

5.16
2.55

0.55
2.16

3.12

1.80

0.86
1.48

1.64
1.10

8.43
20.16

8.96
19.01

0.03
1.60

0.35
1.49

1.22
1.31
4.68

0.64
0.96
4.58

19.74
21.10
112.39

19.73
39.13
143.92

27.37
1.66
16.40

46.08
1.92
18.95

3.25
4.01
2.28

2.55
2.19
1.29

25.04

30.60

0.96

2.26

33.30
5.86

55.51
2.74
0.18
6.70
43.45
22.18

0.70
0.01

2.74
0.12
0.01
0.02
13.83
0.13

4.36

*denotes regional power

2.12

17.71

1.21

31.21
16.66
8.70
16.24

28.76
3.12
25.31
19.98
11.52
5.17

0.09
8.77
0.14
0.01

1.28
0.00
0.19
9.94
0.31
0.09

71.62

85.08

9.32

12.46

13.14
23.68
5.56

0.01
5.72
0.00
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