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ABSTRACT

Are democratic states more successful at protecting the lives of their soldiers and civilians from the ravages of war?  If so, how do democracies limit the human costs borne by their populations during times of war?  In this paper, we argue that democratic institutions and liberal norms place powerful pressures on democratic leaders to protect the lives of their citizens.  In a statistical analysis of all interstate wars from 1900 to 2005 we find that highly democratic states suffer fewer military and civilian fatalities in wars than do other states.  We argue that they do so primarily by adopting specific military policies that tend to limit fatalities.  Our analysis demonstrates that democracies are more likely than other states to utilize battlefield military strategies that minimize their costs and to fight wars on battlefields that are not contiguous to their home territories. Democracies are also more likely to join powerful coalitions of allies (including democratic and non-democratic partners) to augment their capabilities to protect their citizens and to spread the burden of the fighting.

Introduction


In 1795, in the first and perhaps most famous formulation of the “democratic peace” theory, Immanuel Kant (1963: 94-5) wrote:

“[I]f the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be declared… nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war… But, on the other hand, in a constitution which is not republican… a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon, because war does not require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of the state, the least sacrifice…  He may, therefore, resolve on war… for the most trivial reasons…”


Kant’s argument continues to be the focus of significant debate among scholars and policymakers.  Although Kant claimed that the accountability of democratic leaders to their publics should lead democracies to conduct themselves more pacifically than non-democracies, as modern scholars recognized, Kant’s underlying logic does not necessarily suggest that democracies should fight fewer wars.  The fact that elected leaders are more accountable to the citizens who must bear the costs of wars need not imply that these leaders will avoid wars in general – only that they will oppose highly unpopular wars that threaten their tenure in office.

Recognizing this, recent studies of democratic war involvement have focused on war outcomes (defined in terms of victory and defeat) as a central concern of democratic leaders in times of war.  We argue, however, that democratic citizens and elites should be highly attentive to the costs of war as well as its outcome.  They do not seek victory at any price.  Moreover, because victory is sometimes won only through a heavy price in blood and treasure, war outcome is not a reliable proxy for war costs.  Thus, more than two centuries after it was articulated the fundamental premise of Kant’s statement – that democratic wars should be less costly to their citizens – has not been adequately tested.


In this paper we develop a refined theory of democratic war behavior and utilize a newly constructed dataset on war fatalities to conduct the most rigorous test of this theory to date.  We find that highly democratic states suffer fewer military and civilian casualties in their wars than do other states.  This paper will also shed new light on precisely how democracies reduce the costs of the wars they fight, an important theoretical question largely ignored by the existing literature on the democratic peace.  We argue that democracies limit their losses by adopting three key military policies that help them minimize both military and civilian fatalities – utilizing highly mobile military strategies, fighting battles on distant territories and fighting with powerful coalitions of allies.


The remainder of the paper is divided into three main sections.  First, we discuss the theoretical literature on regime type and sensitivity to war costs.  In the second section we identify a variety of additional factors that may explain variation in war fatalities.  We also discuss several hypotheses that posit a causal link between regime type and some of these mediating factors.  In the third section we describe our research design for testing these hypotheses and present our results.
Democracy and Sensitivity to War Costs


There are two related and reinforcing reasons why may be more sensitive to the costs of war than are other states.  First, as Kant argued, because democratic leaders are ultimately accountable via democratic institutions to the citizens who bear the burdens of war, these leaders also will be more sensitive to war’s costs.  Studies of American public opinion, for example, have shown consistently that the popularity of wars tends to decline as a function of battle deaths (Muller 1973; Gartner and Segura 1998; and Larson 1996).
  Democratic elites who lead their countries into costly or losing wars are more likely to be removed from office and, therefore, should be willing to go to greater lengths to avoid these outcomes (Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson and Woller 1992; Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995, Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2002).  For example, democratic leaders might be more willing to invest greater amounts of wealth to build military capabilities designed to reduce military fatalities or better protect their civilian populations.  They might also be more inclined than non-democratic leaders to make other trade-offs in an effort to minimize their losses – such as joining alliances with powerful, but ideologically dissimilar regimes, or accepting less favorable terms in negotiations with an adversary in the effort to end a bloody war (Bennett and Stam 1998).


Second, in addition to the institutional pressures on democratic elites to reduce wartime losses, the liberal norms prevalent in most democratic states may simply encourage democratic leaders to value the lives of their citizens more highly than do non-democratic leaders.  The cornerstone of the liberal ideology that guides most democratic states is an emphasis on the equality, rights and freedoms of democratic citizens.  Leaders of liberal societies, therefore, should place substantial intrinsic value on their citizens’ lives, rather than viewing them as expendable resources in pursuit of victory.  Indeed, Kant believed that citizens and political elites of a just society should adhere to the “categorical imperative” to “so act that you use humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a means” (Kant 1997: 38).  Of course, all wars demand sacrifices on the part of some citizens to protect the lives of others.  But by placing a higher inherent value on the lives of all citizens these norms should encourage leaders of liberal states to go to devote greater resources than leaders of illiberal states in the effort to conserve the lives of their citizens. 


Cosmopolitan theorists argue that the rights and freedoms prized by citizens of liberal states are inherent to all human beings and, therefore, that leaders of liberal states should value all human life equally – even the lives of foreign citizens.
  Most liberal scholars, however, suggest that the primary duty of the state is to its own citizens, with whom it has formed an implicit or explicit social contract.  Because no such social contract exists between governments and citizens from different states, Kant asserted that, “states, considered in external relation to one another, are (like lawless savages) by nature in a nonrightful condition… this nonrightful condition is a condition of war” (1991: 151).  In times of war, therefore, we should expect democratic leaders to place a special value on protecting the lives of their own soldiers and civilians, even if this protection comes at the expense of the lives of their adversaries’ citizens.


Leaders of illiberal states, on the other hand, are more likely to view their citizens as means to an end, whose lives can be traded away for other policy goals.  Indeed, since there is no presumption of equality among citizens in non-democratic societies, the lives of marginalized political, economic, or ethnic groups may be discounted almost entirely.  As a result, leaders of non-democracies are more likely to adopt military strategies and tactics such as attrition or guerrilla warfare, “human wave” attacks or the use of human shields that may be costly in lives, but relatively inexpensive in material terms.

Some scholars have argued that the unique democratic institutions and norms described above should lead democracies to fight (or at least initiate) fewer wars overall (Rummel 1983 and 1995a; Benoit 1996; Huth and Allee 2002; Russett and Oneal 2001).  The majority of studies on democracy and war involvement, however, have not found strong support for this hypothesized relationship.  Although democracies do appear to be much less likely to wage war against other democracies than against non-democratic states, the evidence is less consistent that democracies are more pacific overall.  Some scholars have interpreted these findings to mean that democratic institutions or norms do not meaningfully constrain leaders when it comes to waging war.  As Christopher Layne argues, “if the citizens and policy makers of a democracy were especially sensitive to the human and material costs of war, that sensitivity should be evident whenever their state is on the verge of war, regardless of whether the adversary is democratic: the lives lost and money spent will be the same” (Layne 1994: 12).    


We believe that the debate about regime type and war involvement has frequently misconstrued the logical relationship between the sensitivity of democracies to war losses and the frequency of war involvement.  If democratic leaders are highly sensitive to costs, there is no reason to expect them to engage in fewer wars, per se.  Rather we should only expect democracies to be less likely to engage in highly costly wars.  Wars vary widely in the costs they inflict on combatants.  The United States, for example, has waged seven interstate wars since 1900, making it one of the most frequent participants in major wars over the last century.  America’s combined military and civilian losses in these seven conflicts, however, totaled approximately 620,000 dead, roughly the same number that Iran suffered in its war with Iraq (between 450,000 and 730,000), the only interstate war Iran fought in this entire period (Clodfelter 2002; Cordesman and Wagner 1990: 3).


Unfortunately, the lack of reliable data on fatalities in wars, especially for civilian populations, has made a direct test of propositions about democratic casualty sensitivity extremely difficult.  Since the Correlates of War dataset does not include a separate measure of civilian fatalities in interstate wars, it often seriously understates the true costs of war.
  By our estimate, interstate wars in the 20th century accounted for more civilian deaths (approximately 45 million) than military (approximately 37 million).  The inability to account for civilian deaths is an especially significant limitation for studies of sensitivity to war costs since it seems likely that many polities – and perhaps democratic polities in particular – should care more deeply about civilian loss of life in war than they do about military deaths.  Citizens may be more willing to accept military deaths since soldiers are generally considered legitimate targets in war and have frequently volunteered to put their lives at risk.


A number of recent studies on democratic war involvement have recognized that the accountability of democratic elites leads only to the expectation that democracies will avoid unpopular wars, not necessarily all wars.  To test this proposition, most scholars have focused on war outcomes – defined in terms of victory and defeat – as the principle focus of democratic elites concerned with maintaining office in times of war (Reiter and Stam 2002; Lake 1992; Bueno De Mesquita et al. 2002).


These theories, and the empirical findings that have been marshaled to support them, point to important differences between the military performance of democracies and non-democracies.  But studies focusing on war outcomes do not fully capture the effect of democratic institutions and norms on democratic war behavior.  We argue that democratic leaders must be concerned with their countries’ military and civilian fatalities as well as whether they ultimately win or lose (Filson and Werner 2007).  Compared to leaders of other states, democratic leaders should face greater pressures to minimize their losses regardless of the war’s outcome.  Indeed, Scott Bennett and Alan Stam (1998) find that democracies are more likely than non-democracies to settle for draws or losses in longer wars, presumably in an effort to cut their own losses (although Bennett and Stam do not measure these losses directly).


Studies that focus on war outcomes do not provide a strong test of democratic casualty sensitivity because war outcomes are not a reliable proxy for the costs of war.  In fact, war outcome is only weakly correlated with fatalities in our data (.22 for civilian fatalities and .13 for military fatalities).  Moreover, as we show below (see Table 2B), war outcome is not a significant predictor of war losses in models that control for other factors that affect fatality rates.
  Since victory frequently is achieved by the side that is willing to devote the most effort and resources and endure the greatest sacrifices, even victorious wars can be enormously costly.  The Soviet Union, for example, emerged victorious in World War II, but only after suffering at least 8.6 million military fatalities and between 16 and 24 million civilian dead – a greater toll than all of the vanquished Axis powers combined (Overy 1998: 288).


To test the theory of democratic casualty sensitivity described above, we begin by examining two related hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Highly democratic states will suffer fewer civilian fatalities in interstate wars than non-democratic states.
Hypothesis 1b: Highly democratic states will suffer fewer military fatalities in interstate wars than non-democratic states.

To code regime type we utilized the combined polity score (measured on the first year of the war) collected in the Polity IV dataset (Marshall and Jaggers, 2000).
  We then created a dummy variable, which we assigned a value of 1 if the net polity score was equal or greater than +6 (highly democratic) and 0 if not.


We utilize two separate dependent variables – civilian and military fatalities – to measure war costs.  A civilian is defined as any unarmed person who is not a member of a professional or guerrilla military group and who does not actively participate in hostilities.  Civilian fatalities include intentional killing, deaths due to “collateral damage” inflicted during the course of attacks on military targets, and indirect deaths resulting from war related famines, disease, etc.  Military personnel include all units, both professional and irregular, engaged in active combat.  Both military and civilian fatalities are limited to citizens of the combatant only (excluding local allies or colonial troops), since we argue that it is the loss of citizens’ lives that states desire most to minimize.


War related fatalities are extremely difficult to measure accurately, especially for civilians.
  For this reason, for each combatant we attempted to collect multiple independent estimates of civilian and military fatalities from secondary histories, journalistic accounts and primary source documents.  We then identified the lowest and highest reasonable estimates for each combatant to bound a plausible range of values for each observation.  In this analysis, we always utilized the average of these high and low estimates to estimate a most likely mid-range value.  Both civilian and military fatalities were logged to compensate for skewed distributions.

We also considered measuring civilian and military fatalities as the percentage of the total population or mobilized troops of the state who died.  We decided against using these measures, however, because we believe that regimes are more likely to be sensitive to absolute losses than relative losses.  In most wars, the risk of death for any individual citizen is extremely small.  Indeed, nearly 80 percent of the states in our data set lost less than one-half of one percent of their population as civilian and military war fatalities.  Psychological studies of risk perception consistently find that most people have difficulty objectively interpreting and comparing such low probability events (Camerer and Kunreuther 1989).  The importance of examining absolute rather than relative fatalities is especially evident when we consider military losses.  Elites concerned with protecting their citizens lives are likely to care much more about the deaths of 10,000 soldiers, even if they served in an army of 1 million men (one percent), than about the deaths of 100 soldiers from an army of 1,000 men (10 percent).  Nevertheless, to account for the fact that states with larger domestic populations and military forces simply have more civilians and soldiers available to be killed during war we include both total population and number of deployed troops as control variables in our multivariate models below.


The unit of analysis in this study is a major combatant in an interstate war.  A major combatant is defined as any state that contributes at least ten percent of the peak strength of troops deployed by all the states fighting on its side during the war.  We define an interstate war as a violent conflict between two or more independent states.  To be included in our dataset, the conflict must result in at least 1,000 conflict-related fatalities in a year or less, including at least 100 total military fatalities on each side.
  Unlike most datasets on interstate wars, our data also include twelve wars of occupation.  Since these conflicts often produce high levels of military and civilian fatalities for both the occupier and the citizens of the occupied states we believe it is critical to include them.  We code the onset of a war of occupation when one state in an international war defeats the regular military forces of a second state and gains control of its central government, but organized groups in the conquered state continue to engage in warfare (as defined above) against the occupying forces.

Bivariate Analysis and Results


We test hypotheses 1a and 1b using separate OLS regression equations for civilian and military losses.
  This initial test is designed to substantiate the bivariate relationship between democracy and war losses.  Subsequent models will control for other potentially important factors.  The results are presented in Table 1. 

[Table 1 about here]

The results provide promising initial support for the hypothesis that democracies suffer fewer civilian and military fatalities in their wars than other states.  As expected, the coefficient representing regime type is strongly significant and negative for both civilian and military fatalities.  Democracies suffer on average 172,963 fewer civilian and 120,161 fewer military fatalities per war than other states.

How do Democracies Minimize War Fatalities?


Bivariate analyses such as these, of course, cannot control for a variety of additional factors that may influence war losses.  More importantly, these models cannot help us understand precisely how democracies minimize their fatalities during war.  In order to answer this question it is necessary to identify the different causal pathways that link different political regimes to variations in war fatalities.  Democratic institutions and norms offer no physical protection to the citizens and soldiers of democracies during time of war.  Rather, if democracy has any causal effect on the level of fatalities suffered during war, it can only be because democracy exerts its influence through mediating factors that provide actual protections to civilians and soldiers of democratic states.  Previous scholarship has not devoted systematic attention to these factors.  Elucidating them, therefore, is one of the main theoretical contributions of this paper.


We argue that these intervening factors can be grouped into two broad categories.  First, democratic political systems may stimulate greater economic wealth and resources than non-democratic systems and, therefore, enable democracies to field greater military capabilities.  Second, democracies simply may adopt different military policies than non-democracies do – placing greater emphasis on foreign policies, military doctrines and weapons that reduce civilian and military fatalities.  As we elaborate below, because democracies place a relatively high value on the lives of their citizens they should be willing to invest in costly military capabilities to protect these citizens and to accept tradeoffs with other policy goals that non-democracies may be less willing to accept.


We examine each of these categories of intervening factors briefly below.  For each factor we first describe the general hypothesis that relates it to variation in levels of civilian and or military fatalities.  Next, we describe the specific hypothesized causal relationships linking regime type to each intervening factor.  We also discuss several factors that we do not believe are causally related to regime type, but plausibly affect war losses and, therefore, serve as important control variables in our models.  These relationships are depicted in Figure 1. 

[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Because we argue that the effect of regime type on war losses is mediated by factors such as alliance choices and military strategy, testing our model of democratic casualty requires two separate stages of analysis.  First, we must confirm whether the various factors hypothesized to reduce war losses are, in fact, significantly associated with lower losses in multivariate models of civilian and military fatalities.  Second, we must examine whether democracy is significantly correlated with each of these factors (controlling for factors that might lead to spurious correlation).  For example, to provide support for the hypothesis that democracies limit their war losses by choosing to form or join powerful coalitions of allies we must first demonstrate that fighting with powerful allies significantly reduces states’ military and/or civilian losses.  Next, we must show that democracies are more likely to join powerful alliances than are non-democracies.


Although some might suggest interacting regime-type with alliances in a single model of war fatalities, this design would test the different hypothesis that democracies that fight with alliances reduce their fatalities more than non-democracies that fight with alliances.  We do not argue that democratic alliances are more effective at reducing fatalities, only that democracies are more likely to be a part of powerful alliances (and that powerful alliances, whatever their composition, reduce fatalities).  An interactive specification, therefore, is inappropriate to test our hypotheses.

Material Capabilities and the Costs of War


Perhaps the most obvious factor that may influence the military and civilian fatalities suffered by any state during war is the balance of material military capabilities between the opposing sides.  Studies of war outcomes have consistently shown that measures of relative military capabilities are strong predictors of war outcomes (Reiter and Stam 2002; Lake 1992; Desch 2002).  Possessing superior military capabilities to one’s adversaries not only increases the ability of combatants to achieve victory but should also enable states to reduce their fatalities, regardless of whether they win or lose.  States that possess large military advantages over their opponents should be better able to defend their soldiers and civilian populations from enemy attack or may even deter the opposing side from escalating the conflict to higher levels of violence on the battlefield, or launching major attacks against civilian populations.
Hypothesis 2a: The greater a state’s military capabilities relative to its adversaries in an interstate war, the fewer civilian fatalities it will suffer. 

Hypothesis 2b: The greater a state’s military capabilities relative to its adversaries in an interstate war, the fewer military fatalities it will suffer. 


Scholars have discussed two main reasons why democracies may be able to generate greater military capabilities than other states.  First, if democracies place a greater value on the lives of their citizens and soldiers, they may simply devote a greater proportion of their wealth to advanced military capabilities designed to protect their population from attack and to minimize military fatalities among their armed forces (Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2002).  This effect, on the other hand, may be offset by the tendency of democracies to devote a greater percentage of their resources than non-democracies to other public goods such as health and education in addition to military spending, especially in peacetime.  In peacetime, there is no clear reason to expect that democracies will favor the public good of security over other highly valued, non-defense public goods.


In fact, several recent studies have found that democracies actually spend a smaller percentage of their wealth on the military than other states (Fordham and Walker 2005; Goldsmith 2003).  A second, more compelling argument, therefore, suggests that democracies simply may not need to devote a greater percentage of their economies to military spending because their system of government helps make them wealthier than other states in the first place.  As David Lake (1992: 30) argues, democracies should have greater absolute resources to devote to their security because their governments are less likely to seek rents that can undermine overall levels of economic productivity.  Other studies have shown that democracies are more likely to establish and protect property rights, and institute tax policies that encourage the public good of economic growth (Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2002; Boix 2003).  Thus democracies may be able to outspend their non-democratic adversaries on defense while bearing a proportionally smaller burden on their economy.

Hypothesis 2c: Highly democratic states will have greater relative military capabilities than non-democratic states in interstate wars.


We measure relative military capabilities based on an aggregate index of three distinct measures of military power – the number of troops in the armed forces, the total military expenditures, and the ratio of military expenditures to total troops (as a rough measure of the quality of these troops).
  Since states are likely to increase their mobilized capabilities during war in response to the deaths of soldiers or civilians (creating the possibility of endogeneity) the variable is lagged by two years.


Because states that experience more hostile or conflictual relations with other states have incentives to increase their military capabilities, when testing the relationship between democracy and capabilities we include a measure of the number of militarized interstate disputes in which the combatant was involved in the previous 10 years (Ghosn and Bennett 2003).  We also control for the state’s total population, which increases the manpower available for military service.
Military Policies, Democracies and the Costs of War


In this section we examine three military policies that states may adopt in an effort to limit their fatalities during war: whether to become part of powerful alliances, what military strategy to plan for and employ in the war, and where to fight the war.  We then present arguments that explain why highly democratic states are likely to make very different choices than non-democracies with respect to these three military policies.

Few states, of course, have complete freedom when it comes to decisions to adopt military policies such as these.  Choices regarding alliances, military strategy and war location are frequently constrained by factors ranging from geography, to material capabilities, to the prior diplomatic and military actions of more powerful states.  Nevertheless, as we argue below, states still often maintain a meaningful degree of choice over what military policies to adopt given the strategic environment that they face.  We seek to investigate whether democracies generally make different strategic choices (however constrained it may be) than do non-democracies.  These military policy choices frequently depend on decisions made prior to the war, such as what peacetime alliances and overseas-basing strategies to pursue, what specific military capabilities to build, and what pre-war military strategies to adopt and plan for.

 
In order to account for the possibility that democracies may be systematically subject to fewer constraints than non-democracies (and that this difference is caused by something other than democracy itself) in our analyses below we control for a number of factors (contiguity to other states, domestic military capabilities, etc) that might influence these constraints.

Alliances


Previous studies have confirmed the intuitive proposition that states that fight alongside powerful allies are more likely to win wars (Reiter and Stam 2002; Choi 2004).  We argue that having powerful alliance partners should also help states to minimize the costs of war by increasing each state’s effective military capabilities and by spreading the costs of fighting between multiple states.  
Hypothesis 3a: The more powerful a state’s alliance partners in an interstate war, the fewer civilian fatalities it will suffer.
Hypothesis 3b: The more powerful a state’s alliance partners in an interstate war, the fewer military fatalities it will suffer.

A number of scholars have hypothesized that democracies may be more likely to form alliances with other democracies because they perceive themselves to belong to a larger international community of democratic states or because they share a common interest in opposing authoritarian aggression.  Scholars have debated whether and to what extent alliances between democracies contribute to democracies’ likelihood of victory in war (Choi 2004; Lake 1992; Desch 2002; Reiter and Stam 2002).  Since we argue that the formation of wartime alliances is driven primarily by the desire of democracies to minimize their own costs rather than a shared sense of community, we believe that democracies should be willing to align themselves with any other states that can contribute significant military capabilities – including non-democracies – that are willing to join them in fighting a common adversary.

It is important to emphasize, on the other hand, that joining an alliance of powerful states is not without its own costs.  Alliance partners typically must relinquish some degree of independence over the strategy and conduct of the war.  They usually must agree to share whatever spoils of war might be won (Powell 1999).  Democratic leaders may be more willing to accept these sacrifices than non-democratic leaders, however, since they value the lives of their citizens more highly than war spoils.  Moreover, democracies may form and join coalitions of allies more frequently than other states because democracies may be better able to forge international agreements – even with non-democracies (Lipson 2003; Schultz 1998).  As a result, when the need for help arises, democracies may hold an advantage over other states in securing strong allies.

Hypothesis 3c: Highly democratic states will have more powerful alliance partners in interstate wars than non-democratic states.


We measure the capabilities of alliance partners in the same way as we measure the individual relative capabilities of the combatant.  The final measure represents the total strength of the alliance (not including the combatant itself) relative to the adversary.

Because it seems likely that states will face greater incentives to form alliances when they are fighting adversaries that seek to conquer them or change their regimes, we control for the adversary’s war aims (see below for measurement of this variable) when testing this hypothesis.  In addition, since states that possess high military capabilities relative to their adversaries are less likely to seek allies than weaker states, we also control for domestic military capabilities. 

Military Strategy


A number of previous studies have suggested that the costs of war are strongly related to the specific military strategies employed by the combatants.  In particular, scholars have argued that strategies of attrition tend to produce higher military casualties compared to strategies that place an emphasis on speed and mobility.  Successful mobility strategies allow states to defeat their adversaries’ military forces without suffering large military losses because they explicitly seek to avoid engagements with the strongest elements of the adversaries’ defenses.  Attrition strategies, on the other hand, achieve military victory only by substantially degrading the adversary’s ability to fight.  In wars of attrition, combatants must engage and physically destroy the main body of the adversary’s armed forces.  As John Mearsheimer (1983: 34) writes, “the attrition strategy, even when it proves ultimately successful, entails high costs… success will demand considerable casualties.”  The main costs of attrition strategies are borne by military personnel.  Because civilians in attrition wars are often shielded behind the front lines, states that utilize attrition do not suffer unusually high civilian fatalities of their own.


Combatants fighting with guerrilla warfare strategies, on the other hand, are likely to sustain high levels of civilian fatalities because of the unique relationship between guerrilla fighters and the civilian population (Valentino, Huth and Balch Lindsay 2004).  Much more than conventional armies, guerrilla forces ultimately depend on local civilian populations for support in the form of food, shelter, portage and information.  Unlike the guerrilla fighters themselves, these populations cannot be easily moved or concealed.  Since guerrilla warfare eschews massing forces to protect fixed assets like towns and villages, guerrillas’ civilian supporters usually remain undefended.  As a result, combatants waging war against guerrillas have strong incentives to target these civilian populations in the effort to disrupt the guerrillas’ means of supply or coerce an early surrender.  Because guerrilla warfare depends on relatively small numbers of fighters who seek to avoid direct combat, on the other hand, we do not expect military losses for states using guerrilla warfare to be especially high.

Hypothesis 4a: States fighting with guerrilla tactics will suffer greater civilian fatalities than other states.

Hypothesis 4b: States fighting utilizing military strategies of attrition will suffer greater military fatalities than other states.


All states, of course, would prefer to fight relatively quick, bloodless wars whenever possible.  Why then, should democratic leaders democracies be especially likely to choose maneuver strategies over attrition or guerrilla warfare?  We suggest three possible reasons.  First, as Dan Reiter and Curtis Meek (1999) argue, the advanced mechanized forces necessary for successfully carrying out maneuver strategies are likely to be more costly than those required for other strategies.  Democratic leaders, however, may be more willing to bear these costs since they value the lives of their citizens more.


Second, maneuver strategies carry with them political risks that leaders of authoritarian states may be less willing to accept (Reiter and Meek 1999).  Specifically, training armies to implement maneuver strategies necessitates granting officers a relatively high degree of autonomy, since effective maneuver strategies require armies to react quickly to developments on the battlefield.  Yet leaders of autocratic regimes typically fear any decentralization of decision making, especially to the military, since this may increase the chances of a coup against the regime (Quinliven 1999).  Democratic leaders, on the other hand, are less likely to fear coups because democratic norms, the greater domestic legitimacy of democratic leaders, and institutionalized civilian control over the military give them greater confidence in the loyalty of their armed forces.


Finally, democratic combatants may be more likely to adopt maneuver strategies because they are simply better able to effectively execute them.  Democratic political culture prizes individuality and reason over unquestioning obedience (Reiter and Stam 2002: 64-71).  Democratic societies are also more likely to value individual merit, whereas authoritarian regimes reward loyalty to a specific political leader or ideology.  As a result, democracies should produce officers and soldiers that are better able to implement strategies of maneuver, which put a premium on tactical flexibility and individual initiative.

Hypothesis 4c: Highly democratic states are less likely to fight with strategies of attrition or guerrilla warfare than non-democratic states.


Since we argue that attrition and guerrilla strategies are most likely to lead to high levels of military and civilian fatalities, respectively, we focus on the comparison between these strategies and all others.
  In our analyses of civilian and military fatalities, the military strategy variable measures the percentage of the war in which the combatant used guerrilla or attrition strategies, respectively. When testing the relationship between wartime strategy and regime type, we measure strategy as the percentage of the war the combatant devoted to either attrition or guerrilla strategies.  Since the choice of military strategy may be influenced by the military capabilities available to the state, we control for the state’s military capabilities.  We also control for whether the state was an initiator or target (see below for measurement of this variable) of the war..   Initiators may be better able to implement maneuver strategies, which often require more careful preparation to implement and depend more heavily on the element of surprise than do attrition or guerrilla warfare strategies.
Proximity of Fighting

A key determinant of the costs of war to a state’s civilian population is the location of the fighting in relation its homeland.  One of the most effective ways that any state can protect its civilian population from the violence of war is to attempt to limit the actual fighting to battlefields far removed from its own soil.  Most civilian fatalities are inflicted by ground forces – either intentionally or when populated areas are occupied by enemy forces or become caught in the crossfire of contending armies.  For most of the 20th century, only a handful of states possessed the specialized military capabilities – typically large air or naval forces – capable of inflicting large civilian losses on enemy populations over great distances.  By bringing the fight to their adversaries’ homelands, therefore, states may be able shield their own civilian populations from the destructive effects of war.

Hypothesis 5a: States fighting on battlefields located on or adjacent to their homelands will suffer higher civilian fatalities than states that fight in non-contiguous territories.

We argue that democracies are more likely than non-democratic states to fight their wars on battlefields far removed from their homelands for many of the same reasons that they are more likely to favor military strategies of maneuver over attrition or guerrilla warfare.  Fighting on distant battlefields requires more expensive military equipment and logistical support than fighting at home.  As with maneuver strategies, military commanders fighting abroad must be granted greater independence and autonomy than those fighting closer to home because they must be able to respond to battlefield developments without direct supervision from political authorities.  Non-democratic regimes may fear these costs of fighting abroad more than they value its benefits in terms of protecting civilian populations. Democratic leaders, however, should be more willing to accept these trade-offs because of the greater value they place on the lives of their citizens


It may seem that the location of fighting during war is not a matter of choice for many states – especially states that are subject to surprise attack.  It is true that weak and landlocked states have less ability to determine the location of fighting than do strong states or island nations (which is why we control for these factors in our analysis of the relationship between regime type and battle proximity below).  Among states with similar capabilities and geography, however, combatants’ policy choices can still significantly influence where the war will be waged.  Prior to the war, states can invest in power-projection capabilities or establish alliances or basing agreements with other states to improve their capability to fight abroad (e.g. US bases in the Persian Gulf following the First Gulf War).  They can adopt “forward defense” postures or even launch preventive or preemptive wars in the effort to avoid attacks on their own homeland.  Furthermore, after the war begins, combatants can employ military strategies designed to push quickly onto enemy territory even if they are initially attacked and on the defensive (e.g. Israel in 1973).

Hypothesis 5b: Highly democratic states are less likely to fight wars in territories located on or adjacent to their homelands than non-democratic states.


This variable was assigned the value of 0 if no sustained large-scale military operations (including sustained strategic bombardment campaigns) occurred on the state’s homeland during the war and a 1 if it did.

As noted above, when testing for the direct relationship between war proximity and regime type, we controlled for the number of contiguous borders a state shares with its neighbors.  Contiguity measures were adapted from the Correlates of War project.  States were considered contiguous if they shared a land border or were separated by less than 400 miles of open water.  We also control for the state’s military capabilities.

Additional Hypotheses

In this section we discuss five additional factors that may influence the levels of civilian and military fatalities suffered by combatants in interstate wars.  We find no compelling arguments for a causal relationship between regime-type and these factors, but we include them in our models of civilian and military fatalities as potentially significant control variables.

Duration


We expect states to suffer greater military and civilian fatalities in longer wars.  Most obviously, in longer wars combatants simply have more time to kill greater numbers of their adversaries’ soldiers and civilians.  Protracted wars also create special incentives for states to target enemy civilians, since the mobilization of the civilian economy plays a more critical role in longer wars (Valentino, Huth and Croco 2006).

Hypothesis 6a: The longer the duration of the war, the higher the civilian fatalities suffered by the state.

Hypothesis 6b: The longer the duration of the war, the higher the military fatalities suffered by the state.

We find no compelling argument, on the other hand, that democracies should fight shorter wars than other states, once other factors are controlled for.
  As noted above, democracies may simply possess greater military capabilities or utilize maneuver strategies more effectively than non-democracies, allowing them to achieve victory over their adversaries more quickly.  Because we account for these factors in our models, however, there is little reason to expect an independent relationship between democracy and war duration.  Indeed, Bennett and Stam’s (1996: 250) study of war duration finds that, after controlling for variables such as strategy and military capabilities, “while regime… may have some effect on war duration, the influence is likely to be small and remains somewhat uncertain.”

Initiation

Another factor that may affect the number of fatalities suffered by a state during a war is whether the state was an initiator or a target of the war.  States that initiate wars are likely to suffer fewer fatalities than targets for at least two reasons.  First, since states are unlikely to initiate wars in which they expect to suffer very heavy losses, states that are best prepared to minimize their fatalities may tend to select themselves disproportionately into the population of initiators (see Bueno de Mesquita 1981: 19-20; Reiter and Stam 1998).  Second, initiators enjoy some inherent advantages over targets in war.  Most importantly, initiators benefit from the element of surprise.  Initiators can plan their battles in advance, choosing to strike at the adversary’s weakest points, thereby reducing their own losses.  Because initiators choose when the war begins, they can also ensure that their own defenses are well prepared and ready to repulse any possible counter-attack by their adversaries.

Hypothesis 7a: States that initiate wars will suffer fewer civilian fatalities than targets of war.
Hypothesis 7b: States that initiate wars will suffer fewer military fatalities than targets of war.

Although we argue that initiators will suffer fewer war fatalities than will target states, we find no compelling reason to expect democracies to initiate wars more frequently than non-democracies.


States were coded as war initiators if they were either the first to launch major military operations against another state or the first to issue an official declaration of war.  States that entered into a coalition with another state (or states) already at war were coded as initiators (regardless of whether other coalition members were initiators or targets) unless the joining state was attacked first or had war declared upon it by another state.
Adversary War Aims


We expect that states defending themselves against adversaries that have expansive war aims, such as regime change or complete territorial conquest, will suffer greater military and civilian fatalities than states fighting for lower stakes.  Because defeat in a war against an opponent with expansive war aims means the loss of sovereignty or regime change, states fighting such adversaries are likely to resist more fiercely and accept defeat only after suffering higher losses – including both military and civilian fatalities (see Valentino, Huth and Croco, 2006; Downes 2006).

Hypothesis 8a: States fighting against opponents that seek conquest or regime change will suffer greater civilian fatalities than states fighting opponents with more limited aims.

Hypothesis 8b: States fighting against opponents that seek conquest or regime change will suffer greater military fatalities than states fighting opponents with more limited aims.

We code war aims according to the most ambitious military/political goals pursued by the combatant’s adversaries during the war.  A dummy variable was created and assigned a value of 1 if the adversaries’ war aims were conquest or regime change and 0 for all other aims.

War Magnitude

Another important factor that is likely to be related to the level of military and civilian casualties in war is simply the magnitude of the fighting.  The magnitude of the war provides an indication of the general scale of the combat and, like the adversary war aims variable, signals whether combatants are fighting over vital or secondary interests.  In intense wars states are likely to devote more of their capabilities to the fighting and may be willing to suffer greater military and civilian losses before accepting a negotiated settlement.

Hypothesis 9a: The greater the magnitude of the war, the higher the civilian fatalities suffered by the state.
Hypothesis 9b: The greater the magnitude of the war, the higher the military fatalities suffered by the state.

We measure the magnitude of the war using the peak strength of the deployed troops by each side.  This measure provides the most direct indication of the actual scale of the fighting.  Because our dependent variable measures the absolute number of military and civilian fatalities suffered by a combatant, ceteris paribus, we would expect higher numbers of fatalities in a war between two states in which each side sent one million men to the front than in a war between the same two states in which each side deployed a few thousand men.

Population


Finally, we expect that states with larger domestic populations will suffer greater civilian and military fatalities in their wars since states with larger populations simply have a greater number of potential military and civilian victims.

Hypothesis 10a: States with larger total populations will suffer higher civilian fatalities in interstate wars.
Hypothesis 10b: States with larger total populations will suffer higher military fatalities in interstate wars.

Population data were drawn from the COW dataset using EUGene.  This variable was logged to correct for a skewed distribution.
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

As described above, testing these hypotheses requires two separate stages of analysis.  In the first stage, we test hypotheses relating to the causes of civilian and military fatalities suffered by the combatants.  Since we argue (and subsequently demonstrate empirically) that “democracy” is a potential cause of several of the other independent variables in these models we exclude regime type from these models to avoid the risk of multicollinearity.
  In the second stage, we turn to specific hypotheses linking democracy to relative capabilities, alliances, military strategy and war proximity in order to examine whether democracies are, in fact, significantly associated with these fatality reducing factors.

Stage 1 Results – Analyses of War Fatalities


To test our models of wartime fatalities we estimated two OLS regression equations – one for civilian fatalities and one for military fatalities.
  In order to account for the possibility that observations for the two sides in a given war are not independent, we clustered our observations on the war.  The results are presented in Table 2A (Table 2B includes a control for war outcome).


The marginal effects of these variables on the number of civilians killed during wars are presented in Table 3.  This table reports the predicted changes in the numbers of civilian and military fatalities suffered by each combatant for each of the statistically significant variables in Models 1 and 4 as the variables increase from low risk to high-risk values. 

[TABLES 2A and 2B ABOUT HERE]

The results provide strong support for our theoretical model.  We find support for each of the hypotheses described above, with the exception of war initiation (a control variable), which was not significant in any of our models (Hypotheses 7a and 7b).  It seems probable, therefore, that if initiators suffer lower war losses, this effect is achieved through initiators’ greater ability to take advantage of the other fatality reducing strategies and tactics accounted for in our models.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

The substantive effects of the variables reported in Table 3 vary widely.  Moving domestic military capabilities from its 25th to 75th percentile reduced civilian fatalities by 88 percent and military fatalities by 44 percent.  Moving alliance military capabilities from its 25th to 75th percentile reduced civilian fatalities by 56 percent and military losses by 21 percent.  The losses of states fighting with guerrilla or attrition strategies increased by 7,797 percent for civilian fatalities and by 322 percent for military fatalities.  Finally, the civilian fatalities suffered by states fighting on their own homelands increased by 490 percent relative to states fighting abroad.

Stage 2 Analysis and Results – How Democracies Minimize War Fatalities


Having identified several factors that are strongly correlated with lower levels of civilian and military fatalities in war, we now must examine whether democracies are significantly more likely than non-democracies to be associated with these factors.  To analyze the hypothesized relationships between democracy and the relevant explanatory variables examined in Table 2A, we estimated four additional models.  Each model converts one of the explanatory variables from the first stage of analysis into a new dependent variable.  Democracy then becomes the primary independent variable of interest, while we control for other relevant factors.  We used OLS regression to estimate all models except battle proximity, for which we used a logistic regression model.  The unit of analysis for all models was the combatant in an interstate war.  As above, we clustered our observations by war.

The results, including the coefficient, robust standard error (RSE) and one-tailed significance level are presented in Tables 4A and 4B.  Table 4A presents the results of an equation that tests the hypothesis that democracies suffer fewer losses because they have greater capabilities than other states.  Table 4B examines three hypotheses about the military policies that democracies adopt when considering how to defend their country and prosecute their wars.
[TABLES 4A and 4B ABOUT HERE]

As we expected, we found much stronger support for the hypotheses that focused on democracies’ specific military policies than those that focused on their domestic military capabilities.  Regime type was not significantly correlated with domestic military capabilities (Table 4A).
  In fact the coefficient for regime type is actually negative, although highly insignificant (β = -0.019, pvalue = 0.296).  This weak relationship between democracy and domestic military strength is consistent with prior findings from Reiter and Stam (2002).  As we suggested above, one likely reason for this finding is that democratic leaders must pursue the provision of multiple public goods simultaneously, including non-defense goods as part of an overall strategy to maintain office.


Instead, our results strongly support our theoretical argument that the greater accountability of democratic elites and the higher normative value they place on the lives of their citizens leads democratic leaders use their resources and capabilities to employ distinctly different military policies than non-democratic leaders.  We also found strong support for our more specific theoretical claims about the three causal mechanisms through which democracies limit their fatalities in war.  Democracies are significantly more likely to form or join powerful coalitions of allies, avoid costly military strategies, and fight wars away from their own homelands (Hypotheses 3c, 4c and 5b).  The substantive effects of democracy on each these policies were quite powerful.
  Although we found that individual democracies are not militarily stronger than non-democracies, democratic alliance partners increased the strength of democratic military coalitions by 114 percent relative to non-democracies.  Democratic combatants devoted 23 percent less time to attrition or guerrilla strategies than did other states.
  Democratic combatants are also 44 percent less likely to fight on their own homeland than are non-democracies.

Conclusions


On September 7, 2003, President George W. Bush delivered a televised address to the nation regarding the country’s ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq.  He acknowledged the sacrifices that had already been made in the war, especially by members of the armed forces, but he argued that in a post-September 11th world, the US must be prepared to endure these costs to prevent much larger losses in the future.  “The surest way to avoid attacks on our own people” Bush claimed, “is to engage the enemy where he lives and plans.  We are fighting the enemy in Iraq and Afghanistan today so that we do not meet him again on our own streets, in our own cities” (New York Times 2003).  Although many have questioned whether the wars in Afghanistan – and especially in Iraq – have, in practice, averted further attacks on the United States, the sentiments expressed in Bush’s statement represent a common strand in democratic thinking about war.  Indeed, perhaps the most consistent principle of U.S. foreign policy since the First World War has been that the United States should aim to fight its wars in some in else’s backyard whenever possible.


Not all democracies, of course, have had the luxury of fighting their wars thousands of miles from their homeland.  But democracies have found other ways to limit their costs.  Israel, for example, has been surrounded by hostile, powerful states from the moment of its independence.  It has fought in six major interstate wars since 1948, initiating at least half of them.  Yet, with the partial exception of the 1948 War of Independence, Israel has managed to prevent major fighting from reaching densely populated areas of its own territory.  For the most part, Israel has done so by relying on military strategies that put a premium on offense and mobility.  As one former Israeli chief of staff put it, Israel has always had a “defensive strategy, executed offensively” (quoted in Mearsheimer 1983: 135).  Israel has also sought to secure territorial buffer zones in neighboring states – most obviously in Palestine itself, but also in Lebanon, Syria and the Sinai – to insulate the Israeli people from attack.  As a result, Israel’s total military and civilian losses in all of its wars combined were between 10,000 and 11,000 deaths.


Non-democratic leaders, on the other hand, have often made very different kinds of choices about how to wage war.  The comparison between Russia and democratic France on the eve of the Second World War is instructive.  Both countries feared a war with Germany in the late 1930s.  France devoted vast resources to shielding its population behind the defenses of the Maginot line and formed a close alliance with Great Britain against Germany.  France’s strategy failed to prevent its defeat, of course.  And France’s total losses in World War II (including the occupation) appear high in absolute terms; approximately 600,000 French soldiers and civilians lost their lives.  But this toll still puts France’s losses below those of every other great power in the war (Germany, Japan and the Soviet Union) except its fellow democracies.


Stalin, on the other hand, spent the late 1930s purging the Red Army of its best officers, for fear they might conspire against him.  Stalin’s strategy for war, should it come, focused on leveraging the Soviet Union’s sheer numerical advantage in manpower.  Indeed, in February 1939, an editorial in the official state newspaper, Pravda, criticized the Western powers for subscribing to, “dashing theories about a lighting war, or about small, select armies of technicians, or about the air war which can replace all other military operations… In its mechanical way, the imperialist bourgeoisie overrates equipment and underrates man” (quoted in Overy 1998: 33).  Although Britain and France declared war on Germany in 1939, Stalin remained extremely reluctant to engage the Nazis, even after the non-aggression pact was violated.  Instead, when Stalin received the initial reports of the mounting German offensive in June 1941 he refused to mobilize his troops.  He held out hope that “perhaps the matter can still be settled peacefully... The troops of the border districts must not be incited to any provocation in order to avoid complications” (quoted in Keegan 1989: 181).  This policy may have permitted Stalin to guarantee that he would not spark an inadvertent conflict, thus preserving whatever small chance for peace remained, but it did so at the price of leaving his military forces unprepared and his civilian border populations unprotected.  When the Germans invaded, Stalin opted for defensive strategies that exacted a heavy toll in human life – scorched earth, attrition, guerrilla warfare and trading space for time.  Russia ultimately emerged victorious, but the price paid by the Soviet people was staggering – more than 20 million civilian and military dead.  It was the most costly war for any single state in human history.


This perspective on the way democracies think about war is at odds with the conventional wisdom that democratic states are generally more peace loving than non-democracies.  The evidence presented in this paper suggests that democracies do not oppose war, per se.  On the contrary, it suggests that democracies may be more prone to fight in situations in which they believe that waging a low cost war in the present may avert a more costly conflagration in the future.  This conclusion is reinforced by findings from our earlier work that show that once democracies become involved in wars, they are no less likely than other states to kill enemy civilians during interstate wars (Valentino, Huth and Croco 2006; see also Downes 2006).  Democracies do not love peace.  Above all they love their own citizens.  When the desire to protect the latter means forfeiting the former, neither norms nor institutions restrain democracies from resorting to war and waging it with few restraints.
Figure 1: Democracy and War Fatalities


[image: image1.emf]Democracy

Civilian 

Fatalities

Military 

Fatalities

Dom. Milit. 

Capabilities

Battle 

Proximity

Military 

Strategy

Adversary’s 

War Aims

Population

Duration

War 

Magnitude

Alliances

Initiation


solid lines indicate hypothesized causal relationships with democracy

TABLE 1: REGIME TYPE AND WAR FATALITIES
	
	CIVILIAN FATALITIES
	MILITARY FATALITIES

	
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value

	REGIME TYPE
	-2.282
	0.854
	0.004
	-1.193
	0.585
	0.022

	CONSTANT
	4.866
	0.447
	0.000
	9.021
	0.277
	0.000

	
	N = 197    R2 =0.04
	N = 209     R2 =0.04


                               P-values based on 1-tailed tests
TABLE 2A

REGRESSION MODELS OF CIVILIAN AND MILITARY FATALITIES IN INTERSTATE WARS, 1900-2005
	
	CIVILIAN FATALITIES
	MILITARY FATALITIES

	
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value

	Domestic Military Capabilities
	-5.573
	1.414
	0.000
	-1.968
	0. 625
	0.001

	Alliance Capabilities
	-3.119
	1.504
	0.020
	-1.609
	0.730
	0.015

	Military Strategy
	0.044
	0.010
	0.000
	0.015
	0.004
	0.000

	Battle Proximity
	3.913
	0.551
	0.000
	-
	-
	-

	War Duration
	0.0004
	0.0002
	0.014
	0.0007
	0.0002
	0.001

	Initiator 
	-0.645
	0.510
	0.105
	-0.277
	0.251
	0.136

	Adv. War Aims
	2.053
	0.628
	0.001
	0.623
	0.369
	0.047

	War Magnitude
	1.09 * 10-6
	2.49 * 10-7
	0.000
	7.44 * 10-7
	1.81 * 10-7
	0.000

	Population
	0.361
	0.171
	0.019
	0.222
	0.094
	0.010

	Constant
	-3.812
	3.058
	0.108
	4.186
	1.531
	0.004

	
	N = 197    R2 = 0.59
	N= 209    R2 =0.55


P-values based on 1-tailed tests

TABLE 2B

REGRESSION MODELS OF CIVILIAN AND MILITARY FATALITIES IN INTERSTATE WARS, 1900-2005 

(WITH WAR OUTCOMES)

	
	CIVILIAN FATALITIES
	MILITARY FATALITIES

	
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value

	Domestic Military Capabilities
	-6.253
	1.527
	0.000
	-1.779
	0.725
	0.008

	Alliance Capabilities
	-3.521
	1.528
	0.012
	-1.373
	0.731
	0.032

	Military Strategy
	0.041
	0.010
	0.000
	0.015
	0.004
	0.000

	Battle Proximity
	3.915
	0.559
	0.000
	-
	-
	-

	War Duration
	0.0005
	0.0002
	0.005
	0.0007
	0.0002
	0.001

	Initiator 
	-0.519
	0.491
	0.146
	-0.171
	0.257
	0.253

	Adv. War Aims
	1.905
	0.609
	0.001
	0.592
	0.367
	0.055

	War Magnitude
	1.06 * 10-6
	2.35 * 10-7
	0.000
	7.36 * 10-7
	1.72 * 10-7
	0.000

	Population
	0.349
	0.169
	0.021
	0.216
	0.095
	0.013

	War Outcome
	0.173
	0.609
	0.389
	-0.341
	0.332
	0.153

	Constant
	-3.371
	2.978
	0.130
	4.255
	1.550
	0.004

	
	N = 193     R2 = 0.59
	N=  205  R2 = 0.56


P-values based on 1-tailed tests
TABLE 3:  MARGINAL EFFECT OF VARIABLES ON THE NUMBER OF

MILITARY AND CIVILIAN FATALITIES IN INTERSTATE WARS 1900-2005

	Variable
	Δ in Variable Value
	Init. Estimate of Fatalities
	Estimate After Δ
	Δ In Fatalities
	Magnitude of Δ 


	
	
	Civilian
	Military
	Civilian
	Military
	Civilian
	Military
	Civilian
	Military

	Domestic Military Capabilities Capabilities
	25th-75th percentile
	41
	7,066
	5
	3,978
	-36
	-3,008
	-0.88
	-0.44

	Alliance Capabilities
	25th-75th percentile
	17
	5,508
	7
	4,349
	-10
	-1,159
	-0.56
	-0.21

	Military Strategy
	0-100 percent
	2
	2,682
	155
	11,309
	153
	8,627
	77.97
	3.22

	Battle Proximity
	0 to 1
	17
	-
	871
	-
	854
	-
	49.04
	-

	Duration
	25th-75th percentile
	16
	4,137
	28
	10,049
	12
	5,192
	0.76
	1.43

	Adv. War Aims
	0-1
	17
	4,838
	135
	9,791
	118
	4,953
	6.79
	1.02

	War Magnitude
	25th-75th percentile
	16
	5,188
	26
	6,962
	10
	1,774
	0.60
	0.34

	Population
	25th-75th percentile
	10
	3,605
	23
	6,550
	13
	2,945
	1.36
	0.82


TABLE 4A: REGIME TYPE AND DOMESTIC MILITARY CAPABILITIES
	
	Domestic Military Capabilities

	
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value

	Regime-Type
	-0.019
	0.034
	0.296

	MIDs
	0.006
	0.002
	0.000

	Population
	0.032
	0.009
	0.000

	Constant
	-0.214
	0.161
	0.091

	N = 201
	    R2 =0.18


P-values based on 1-tailed tests

TABLE 4B: REGIME TYPE AND MILITARY POLICIES
	
	Alliance Capabilities
	Military Strategy
	Battle Proximity

	
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value
	Beta
	R.S.E
	P-value

	Regime-Type
	0.173
	0.041
	0.00
	-13.07
	8.114
	0.05
	-2.192
	0.318
	0.000

	Adv. War Aims
	-0.052
	0.047
	0.13
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Domestic Military Capabilities
	-0.575
	0.076
	0.00
	-56.39
	14.73
	0.00
	-2.141
	 1.017
	0.017

	Initiation
	-
	-
	-
	5.78
	5.338
	0.141
	-0.710
	0.329
	0.015

	Contiguity
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.195
	0.078
	0.006

	Constant
	0.344
	0.045
	0.00
	78.14
	8.166
	0.000
	1.817
	0.429
	0.000

	N = 209
	R2 =0.38
	R2 =0.10
	Pseudo R2 =0.23


P-values based on 1-tailed tests
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� Christopher Gelpi et al. (2005) argue that the American public is willing to accept greater casualties when citizens are convinced that the war was “right” and that the chances of success are good – suggesting that citizens of democracies seek to balance the costs of war against its benefits.  This theoretical framework for understanding how democratic citizens evaluate wartime costs seems highly plausible.  We simply argue that for any given level of benefits, democracies should be more sensitive to casualties than non-democracies.


� For a variety of perspectives on liberal cosmopolitanism see Brock and Brighouse (2005). 


� Studies by Randolph Siverson (1995) and Rudolph Rummel (1995b) did find that democratic states sustained fewer battle deaths (using COW data) in war than non-democracies.  Since neither study conducted systematic multivariate analyses controlling for important factors that might affect the number of military fatalities suffered by states during war these results can only be considered suggestive. 


� Even in states that utilize conscription, volunteers frequently make up a large percentage of military personnel.  During the Vietnam War years, for example, only about 25 percent of America’s active duty servicemen were draftees (Flynn 2002: 76).


� We rely on the coding of war outcomes used by Reiter and Stam (2002: 52-57), collapsing “draw” outcomes with losses.


� The polity categories of transition, interruption, and interregnum were filled with data from the democracy dataset of Tatu Vanhanen (http://www.sv.ntnu.no/iss/data/vanhanen) and Freedom House (http://www.freedomhouse.org/ratings/index.htm).


� To check for robustness, we also included deaths of colonial allies.  Our results remained strongly consistent.


� To check for robustness, we substituted measures of “battle deaths” from COW in our military fatalities models and from Uppsala Conflict Data Program/PRIO in all our models.  Our results remained strongly consistent.


� Because of the geographical dispersion of the First and Second World Wars and due to the fact that different states took on the dominant burden of fighting in different regions, we separated these conflicts into several major battlefronts.  Doing so, however, generates one important complication for this study.  For a number of the combatants fighting on specific fronts (for example, Britain and Germany on the North African front in the Second World War) no significant numbers of civilian citizens of the combatant were present near the front.  Britain and Germany did target each other’s civilians during World War II, but the vast majority of these deaths resulted from fighting on the Western front.  It is possible that fighting on the African front encouraged the combatants to inflict higher civilian fatalities on each other’s homelands, but we have no way of measuring this marginal increase in fatalities.  Therefore, combatants on these fronts were excluded from our analyses of civilian fatalities (although not from our analyses of military fatalities), decreasing the total number of observations in our models of civilian fatalities from 209 to 197.  As a robustness check we dropped all observations from the World Wars and repeated our analysis.  The results of our model of civilian fatalities remained consistent.  In our model of military losses, however, alliance capabilities became negative and significant.


� Although some readers might consider a count model or a related zero inflated count model to be more appropriate, our data violate key assumptions of count models.  Count models assume a data generating process based on a sequence of identical Bernoulli trials in which the outcomes of the trials are binary (e.g. success or failure, heads or tails) and the observation periods are of equal length (see Sheskin 2004: 267; King 1989: 764).  Neither condition holds for our dependent variable.  Fatalities during war are not generated by an identical binary process (1 killed or 0 killed) but in widely varying numbers.  Moreover, the observation periods in which the counts occur are not identical since wars vary in length.  Nevertheless, as in Table 1 regime type remains negative and significant in a negative binomial model (although only marginally significant for military fatalities).  As an additional robustness check, we also estimated a censored regression model.  Our results remained consistent.  This model, however, assumes that values less than zero on the dependent variable are possible but that all such observations were coded as zeros.  This is not the case with war fatalities, since it is not possible to suffer less than zero fatalities in war.


� As a robustness check we recalculated both models – substituting total losses with fatalities measured as a percentage of each state’s total population.  Both coefficients remained strongly significant and negative.


� For a more detailed description of this measure see Valentino, Huth and Croco (2006: 363).


� In analyses not reported here we included a measure of each state’s GDP in addition to the measure of military capabilities described above.  Higher levels of GDP were negatively associated with both military and civilian losses, although the effect was significant only for military losses.  Our other results remained consistent.


� We relied on the coding provided in Valentino, Huth and Croco 2006.


� We find no compelling argument, on the other hand, that fighting abroad is likely to lower military fatalities.


� To verify this conclusion we estimated Weibull hazard model of the relationship between duration and regime type (controlling for domestic capabilities and strategy).  We identified no significant relationship.


� To confirm this, we estimated a logit model of the relationship between initiation and regime type (controlling for capabilities and strategy).  We found no significant relationship.


� To test for robustness, however, we recalculated our models of military and civilian losses with regime-type included.  All of our results remained consistent, with the exception of alliances, which did not reach conventional significance levels (p-value = .13) in our model of military fatalities.


� To test for robustness we bootstrapped our regression coefficients.  We also ran a censored regression.  Our results remained consistent in both models.


� We did not include GDP in this model since one of the theoretical arguments we are testing suggests that democracy itself is a cause of higher GDP.  To check for robustness, however, we included the combatant’s GDP.  In this equation, democracy becomes significant but negative, suggesting that democracies devote proportionally less of their resources to military expenditures than non-democratic states.


� Marginal effects were calculated using the same method and baseline values utilized in table 3.  The baseline value for contiguous states is 6.


� In analyses not reported here we also found that democracies utilized mobility strategies 7.68 times more than did other states.


� The changes in predicted numbers of civilians killed for each variable are compared to a “baseline” scenario in which all other variables are held constant at moderate risk values. We utilized the following baseline values to calculate the marginal effects: Regime type, 0; domestic capabilities, 0.3639 civilian /0.3570 military; alliance capabilities, 0; military strategy, 50 percent; battle proximity, 1; initiation, 0; duration, 256 civilain/441 military; adversary war aims, 0; magnitude 120,000 civilian/121,277 military; population (logged) 17.37civilian /17.45 military.


� Due to rounding, the magnitude of change may not correspond exactly to the changes in absolute numbers killed.
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