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Abstract

While not uncontested, the finding that liberal democracies rarely, if ever, fight wars against
each other represents one of the seminal discoveries of internationa relations (IR)
scholarship. Nevertheless, ‘ democratic peace theory’ (DPT) — the body of scholarship that
seeks to explain the democratic peace finding — still lacks a satisfactory explanation for this
phenomenon. In thisthesis, | argue that a primary source of this failure has been DPT’s
failure to recognize the importance of collective identification and trust for the eventuation of
the ‘liberal peace’. Building on existing DPT scholarship, most of it Realist or Rationalist in
itsinspiration, but aso employing insights from Constructivist and Cognitivist scholarship, |
develop anew model of how specific forms of collective identification can produce specific
forms of trust. On this basis, | elaborate a new explanation of the liberal peace which seesit
as arising out of a network of trusting liberal security communities. | then elaborate a new
research design that enables a more rigorous and replicable empirical investigation of these
ideas through the analysis of three historical cases studies, namely the Canada-USA, India
Pakistan, and France-Germany relationships. The results of this analysis support the
plausibility of my theoretical framework, and aso illuminate four additional findings.
Specifically, | find that (1) IR scholarship needs a more nuanced understanding of the
interaction between agents and structures; (2) ‘institutionalized collaboration’ is especially
important for promoting collective identification; (3) DPT scholarship needs to focus more
attention on the content of the narratives around which collective identification takes place;
and (4) dramatic events play an important role in collective identification by triggering what |
term catharses and epiphanies. | close the thesis by reviewing the implications of my findings
for IR and for policymakers and by suggesting some areas worthy of additional research.
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Preface

Sitting down to compose these remarks more than a year after having completed my thesisis
abit of asurreal experience. Looking back on my experience writing the thesis, | am
immediately struck by a deep feeling of gratitude for having had the incredible opportunity to
explore the universe of the mind in such afree and pure way. I’ ve never felt more alive than
in those moments when a flash of inspiration illuminated for me some new idea or
perspective and it is such an incredible privilege for which | will never cease being
profoundly thankful. Below, | will attempt to thank those who this incredible privilege
possible; for those many | will inevitably miss, while | beg your forgiveness for my
forgetfulness, please know that your contributions are a so treasured nonethel ess.

Before | begin my thanks, however, a quick note about the thesisitself is probably in order. |
came to Oxford aiming to study International Relations with the hope that in so doing, | could
equip myself with the tools | would need to help design and build the new instruments of
international cooperation and governance that | believed were necessary to solve the big
global challenges | saw confronting humanity. | left Oxford having realized that to whatever
extent these international instruments were needed (and many of them certainly are) unless
they emerge out of strong foundations built at the state and local levels, their ability to solve
any problems will be greatly constrained. In short, by studying international politics, | came
to recognize much more than before the continued importance of national politics even in this
supposedly global era.

This realization has changed the trgjectory of my career and my life and has led me to seek
out new ways of contributing to the greater good outside of the academy. But while my
energies are, at the moment, focused elsewhere, | still believe in the importance of the
conclusions reached in this paper and, in fact, am constantly finding new and surprising ways
in which the improved understanding of trust developed herein can be used both in the study
of international politics and other disciplines. Thus, it is my fervent hope that the efforts
distilled here can contribute in some small way to the advancement of International Relations
and, in so doing, help to advance the peace, justice, security, and prosperity of our
international system.

But as | said, the primary objective of these acknowledgmentsis to thank those who made
thiswork possible. Given theimmensity of the task, | might aswell start at the beginning by
thanking the institution which enabled me to attend the University of Oxford in the first place
and without which this thesis would likely never have been written. The Rhodes Trust
provided me with an opportunity that quite ssmply would not have been open to me
otherwise. | am so deeply thankful for that and for the work of al those at Rhodes House
whose work is dedicated to making the world a better place by supporting scholars and

hel ping them to fight the world’ s fight as best they can. The Rhodes Trust also connected me
with awonderful community of Rhodes scholars from around the world who helped to ensure
that my time at Oxford was stimulating and always filled with kind and generous friends. My
friends from the Canadian Rhodes class of 2007, especially, have become some of my best
friends and our time together among the dreaming spires is something that | will always look
back on with great fondness.

Balliol College, and especially the graduate community centred at Holywell Manor, also
deserves a prominent mention for both providing a convivial and friendly community in
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which to work during my time in Oxford and a so for the significant financial support they
provided me during my studies there. While | am clearly afailure in terms of effortless
superiority, | will, nonetheless, always be a proud Balliol man. Naturally, some individual
names from this wonderful community also stand out. Aime and Jenn, | promised you that
you' d get mentioned in these acknowledgements and, even though I’'m alittle late on this,
thanks for everything you did. Y our friendship was area highpoint of my time at Oxford and
agreat inspiration. Chris, my erstwhile tut-mate, thanks for sticking with me for ailmost the
entire five-yearsin Oxford. It was quite the journey and I'm glad | got to share so much of it
with you. And how could | forget my friends in the Wednesday Night Supper Club (the
originators, Tamara, Dani€lle, Eric, Fred, Adéaide as well as those who joined a bit later or
from time to time, namely, Kate, Miroslawa, Chris, Ashley, and Andrew). Y’ all made even
the more difficult periods at Oxford so much fun, especially with the Y ouTube. Thank you.

When | wasn't socializing and found time to actually do some work, the Department of
Politics and International Relations at Oxford provided a stimulating environment in which to
do so. The department also provided important financial support at various stages during my
studies which was greatly appreciated. In particular, however, I’d like to thank Marga Lyall
for her steady and formidable service as departmenta secretary for much of my timein the
department. Whenever | needed help navigating the byzantine labyrinth of the Oxford
bureaucracy, you were there and helped to make my life so much easier. After Margaretired,
Andrew Melling largely took up this gauntlet, in addition to his other duties. Thank you both
so much — you were for me the real, and very friendly, face of the department. | also had a
wonderful group of colleagues in the department who not only contributed greatly to my
work through the organization and participation in seminars and colloquia, but who also
made the experience of writing a doctoral dissertation, a potentially daunting and lonely
undertaking, much more pleasant. Thank you Christine, Serena, Urvashi, Nick, Amy, Ruben,
Sean, Seth, Dave, Francesca, Camilla, Kate, Julia, Michael, Nora, Claire, Henning, Ellen,
James, Nina, Suwita and everyone else. It was wonderful to work and play beside you. | wish
| got to still see you asfrequently as | used to.

At thelevel of institutions, I'd aso like to thank the Socia Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canadafor their financial support throughout this project, as well asthe
Canadian Centennial Scholarship Fund for their support. | also owe a great debt to the
Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade in Ottawa (now Global Affairs
Canada) for the support they gave mein the form of the Cadieux-L éger Fellowship. This
fellowship was a great financial support for my work, and the chance to work among such a
wonderful group of public servants at Fort Pearson for nine months was areal treat. Thank
you to Alan, Vincent, Andréanne, Marketa, Greg, Hector, Janice, Sarah, Deb, and Niall for
being so friendly and hel pful and for allowing me to work among you and to learn so much. |
could not have finished this marathon without you.

Finally, it goes almost without saying that this thesis would not exist if not for the efforts of a
number of senior academics who did me the incredible privilege of engaging with my ideas
seriously and sharing their own thoughts generously through the five years with it took to
complete this dissertation. Professor Anne Deighton, though not directly involved in the
creation of thisthesis, put me solidly on the path to success with her guidance during my
MPhil and continued to offer her informal support throughout my DPhil. I'd also like to thank
Professor Nicholas Wheeler and Professor Todd Hall for their stimulating examination of my
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thesis and suggestions for how | might advance this project further; suggestionswhich | am
happy to say have already born significant fruit. But most of all, I'd like to thank my long-
suffering supervisor, Professor Edward Keene. While | know my methodol ogical, one might
even say overly-meticulous approach, and the philosophical tangents in which | sometimes
indulged, certainly delayed the completion of the thesis (and probably tried your patience)
thank you for giving me the freedom to learn my own lessons and for being there to help me
figure out what those lessons were when the time came. This thesis, and any success it has
had or will have, isatribute to you.

Shifting from the professional, this thesis also carries a significant numbers of personal debts.
The transatlantic crossing which | undertook mid-way through my thesis was something of a
difficult transition and | don’t know how | would have managed it if not for the support of my
sort-of roommates Katie and Amy. Y ou girls kept my head above water and helped keep me
on track when | really needed it most. | love you both muchly. Katie, |ater, after we'd
dropped the pretense and the * sort-of” in our move to the Big Smoke, you continued to serve
asatrueinspiration and best friend. The final 15 months were lonely and hard sometimes, but
thanks to you, they ended successfully —with a dance party.

Kirstie, you only came on board in the final stages of the thesis, but you provided alevel of
support and encouragement during that time that has only been surpassed in the months that
followed the completion of my thesis. | hope that you realize how essential you were to the
successful completion of thiswork and, through your incomparabl e kindness, generosity, and
companionship, have been to my enjoyment of the most consistently happy period of my life.
Thank you my love, | don’t know how | could have done this without you.

I’d also like to say thank you to my family who have been with me for the entire ride and
have been unstinting in their support and voluble and steadfast in their encouragement. Ti,
Stuart, and Jazzmine, thank you so much for your love, your kindness, and all the fun that
you continually add to my life. It's always such a pleasure to share time with you whether it
be via Skype, when I’'m home for the holidays or simply in need of a game of sgquash.

Matthew, my first and longest lasting friend, thank you for always being lovable and
wonderful you. I’'m so lucky to have such a big-hearted friend and lil’ brudder. You are an
incredible inspiration and | really hope that you know how much I value the bond we share
and how important it has been to thiswork and everything else that I’ve done. | love you very
much.

Finally, I’d like to thank my parents Chris and Laurie. | have been blessed my entire life with
parents on whose unconditional love and support | always knew | could count, without fail. |
don’'t know if you realize how important that has been over the years— | certainly do not tell
you frequently enough. | have often remarked to others that even when things looked their
bleakest, or | was faced with what appeared to be insurmountable obstacles, | took comfort
and strength from the certainty that no matter what | did or how badly | failed, you would
always be there for me without question or hesitation. This support, whether it has manifested
financially, emotionally, or just in terms of being interested in what I’ m doing, has made this
work possible.
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Conversdly, and only dlightly lessimportantly, | knew that no matter how well | succeeded
you would ensure that | didn’t get to big for my britches.

Mum and Dad, from the bottom of my heart, thank you for everything you have done for me
and for everything you continue to do. | couldn’t have done it without you. As a pitifully
inadequate token of my appreciation for all you’' ve done, but one given with all my love, I'd
like to dedicate this work to you.

Toronto, May 2016

Michael Crawford Urban
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Introduction

Uncertainty, insecurity, and trust

Introduction

While not uncontested, the basic finding that liberal democraciesrarely, if ever, fight wars
against each other represents one of the seminal discoveries of international relations (IR)
scholarship.* Besides comprising “one of the most significant nontrivial products of the
scientific study of world politics”,? it is also a“powerful finding with far-reaching
implications for both policy and theory”.® Whether as the rationale for democracy
promotion’sinclusion asthe ‘third pillar’ of US President Bill Clinton’sforeign policy or the
conceptual framework undergirding US President George W. Bush’s policiesin the ‘ greater
Middle East’, the ‘democratic peace’ finding has influenced international politicsto a degree
seldom seen in the discipline.* From atheoretical perspective, the democratic peace finding
represents an important anomaly for the once dominant Realist interpretation of international
politics.® By challenging Realism’s assumptions on its intellectual home turf of ‘high
politics’, the democratic peace has both helped to justify the claims of scholars who argue for
opening the ‘black box’ of the state and supplied reasons to believe that an escape from a
supposedly unending ‘tragedy of great power politics may be possible this side of paradise.
Neverthel ess, despite its status as the empirical regularity that arguably “comes as close as

anything we have to an empirical law in international relations,”°® IR scholarship still lacks a

1 Kahl (1998: 143).

2 Maoz and Russett (1993: 624).

3 Lipson (2003).

* Gartzke (2007: 167). US President Barack Obama has al so associated himself with the theory. Hayes (2012a:
73).

® Lipson (2003: 59); Maoz (1998: 9).

® Levy (1989: 88).
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widely-accepted theoretical explanation for this phenomenon.” This failure represents not
only an embarrassing lacuna in IR scholarship, but aso creates a dangerous blind spot for
policymakers. To date, ‘ democratic peace theory’ (DPT) — the body of scholarship that seeks
to explain the democratic peace finding — has been used as a contributing rationale for a host
of different policies ranging from election monitoring to coercive regime change.® If
knowledge generated in the academy is to be employed by policy-makersin such
consequential ways, it behoves scholars to devel op as accurate an explanation of the
phenomenon as possible in order to avoid incorrect and/or incomplete understandings
resulting in wrong-headed and harmful policies.® Finally, developing such arobust
explanation also represents an important existential challenge to the discipline: If scholars are
unable to explain the closest thing to an empirical law presented to them, one might

reasonably wonder what purpose the academic study of international politics actually serves.

Justification of the project

The lack of awidely-accepted explanation for the democratic peace—or as | argue is more
appropriate, the liberal peace’® —is not due to alack of effort. Indeed, over the past thirty
years the liberal peace research programme has been one of the most popular in the discipline
and has generated a voluminous output with contributions emerging from amost every

theoretical and methodological perspective.** The diversity of explanations documented in

" Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999: 805); Owen (2004: 606); Senese (1997: 484). Cf. Lipson (2003: 59-60);
Hayes (2009: 980).

8 K eohane (2005: xii) cites the invasion of Iraq in 2003 as an example.

° Kahl (1998: 144).

19 See Doyle (1983a), Owen (1994), and Layne (1994: 5 — Footnote 1) for discussions supportive of this
terminology.

" Hayes (2012b: 768).
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Chapter 1 reflects this breadth of interest.'? Initially, many of these explanations were crudely
specified, but over time they have become increasingly precise. Importantly, however, this
increased precision has aso resulted in the realization that while many of these mechanisms
provide important components of an explanation, they cannot account for what causes the
peace in every instance, or even al of the processes that combine to causeitin asingle
instance. Consequently, scholars have increasingly sought to integrate several of these more
precisely specified mechanisms into more comprehensive multi-mechanism models. And
while the increased sophistication of these models represents progress, it has also created new
challenges. First among these is the increased danger of incoherence: as more separate
mechanisms are linked, it becomes increasingly difficult to ensure the compatibility of the
various assumptions which underpin them. Second, as complexity increases, it becomes
easier for analysts to lose track of what in amodel is actually doing the causal work, with the

result that the roles of key variables get misplaced.

Both these problems afflict scholarship on the liberal peace, but it is this second problem that
iIsmost obvious, especially insofar asit concerns trust. Read through almost any study of the
liberal peace and odds are that trust will eventually be invoked in a causally important, often
central, way. Wade Huntley gives perhaps the best articulation of this tendency when he
asserts that “[t]he most important quality that republican government brings to this climate is
not a‘ peaceful disposition,” but rather a capability to be trusted.” ** Jarrod Hayes notes that
liberals believe that “[p]olicies involving negotiation and reconciliation... are justified by
appealing to democratic norms and identity. L eaders emphasize that the external state

warrants these approaches as a trustworthy member of the democratic community, that these

12 A sample of the differing methods that have been employed includes Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman (1992)
— formal methods; Elman (1997a) — historical case studies; Cederman (2001a) — computer simulations; and
Russett and Oneal (2001) — statistical analysis.

3 Huntly (1996: 58).
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behaviors are expected in return, and that the situation can be approached without significant
concerns over violence.” ** Michael Doyle, one of DPT’s most important early theorists,
argues that amongst liberal democracies there exists a“differentiation of policy toward liberal
and nonliberal states, requiring trust of and accommodation toward fellow liberals and
producing distrust of and opposition toward nonliberals.” *> He asserts that “[t]here exists a
singular lack of trust between liberal regimes and non-liberal regimes’ !¢ and that “there is no
guarantee that commercial and other forms of interdependence will alone provide material
foundations for cooperation among societies, rather than for sources of imperial rivalry...

unless trade and investment are part of arelationship of trust and respect.”*’

These positions are echoed by John Owen and Charles Lipson, two scholars who have
devel oped two of the most sophisticated multi-mechanism explanations of the liberal peace.
Owen bases his theory of the liberal peace on the ideathat “liberal states contain elites who
believe that peaceisintrinsically good [and] that liberal states are more pacific and
trustworthy [than non-liberal states]”.*® He asserts that “[t]hose states that respect their own

citizens autonomy will be trusted to be rational and pacific,” *°

and that, by extension,
“liberals believe they understand the intentions of other liberal democracies, they trust them,
and since these true interests do not require threatening them, they act pacifically towards
them in return.”® Indeed, one of Owen’s central hypothesesis that “[I]iberals will trust states

they consider liberal and mistrust those they consider illiberal ... Because they share the

enlightened ends of self-preservation, material well-being, and liberty, liberal democracies

4 Hayes (2009: 983).
5 Doyle (2005: 464).
18 Doyle (1983b: 326).
Y Doyle (2005: 463).
18 Owen (1997a: 5).

19 Owen (1997a: 36).
2 Owen (1994: 95).
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are seen as trustworthy and pacific.” % Similarly, Lipson argues that “[p]artners that are
trustworthy and transparent have much better chances of resolving differences peacefully by
striking reliable bargains short of war.” % Elsewhere he adds that “ [b]ecause democracies
have more accurate perceptions of each other, they are better able to cooperate, build trust,
and avoid war.”® Indeed, for Lipson, “[t]rust and confidence are, in turn, essential elements

n 24

of any deeper peace.

Unfortunately, despite the crucial role played by trust in these and other authors' models,
scholars of the liberal peacerarely, if ever, define trust, let alone provide arobust
conceptualization thereof, leaving the reader with scant explicit discussion of its crucial
causal role and, consequently, leaving a gaping trust-shaped hole right in the middle of our

understanding of the liberal peace. In the pages that follow | seek to remedy this problem.

The problématique: vulnerability, insecurity, and the perception of threats

At itsmost basic level, explanations of the liberal peace aim to explain how and why isit that
liberals have cometo rely on the dependabl e use of non-violent dispute resolution (hereafter
non-violence) in their interactions with other liberals, when doing so necessarily involves
them voluntarily accepting increased vulnerability to these other states.® In order to

understand how and why liberals are able to do this, and why their ability to do so is so

2 Owen (1994: 103). My emphasis.

2 |_ipson (2003: 53).

% |ipson (2003: 72).

2 |ipson (2003: 58).

% For a conceptual discussion of how cooperation increases vulnerability to one's partner see Hollis (1998: 41).
There are avariety of ways that the peaceful resolution of disputes entails the acceptance of vulnerability. The
most obviousis as follows: by resolving disputes peacefully when Agent A has an advantage, A foregoes the
ability to exploit this advantage. In so doing, A makes herself more vulnerable to B than she would have been
had she exploited this advantage because B is now stronger than he would have been had she done so. Because
B isnow stronger, he will be able to harm A to a greater extent than he would have been able to earlier. Cf.
Jervis (1988: 676).
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surprising, it isessential that | introduce afew critica definitions, assumptions, and concepts
on which my analysis depends, beginning with vulnerability. By vulnerability | mean the
condition of being exposed to the possibility of harm and, at the extreme, death. Vulnerability
isafact of life, both for states and for individuals.?® It is possible for agents to reduce their
vulnerability but it is generally not possible for agentsto eliminate it. Unfortunately, the
fundamental questions of how and why states respond to this vulnerability asthey dois
underdevel oped in scholarship on the liberal peace and thus represents a significant constraint

on its further development.?’

Scholars in the Redlist tradition argue that states normally respond to the fact of vulnerability
by arguing that given the anarchic nature of the international system, the ability of statesto
harm each other, and the impossibility of knowing the minds of others, the rational response
to the pervasive vulnerability that characterizes the international system isto interpret it as
implying ‘insecurity.’ ® | define insecurity as the subjective perception that harm is not only
theoretically possible but aso has some positive probability of occurring that must be
actively guarded against. These scholars also correctly point out that the existence of a
perception of insecurity will exercise an important influence on agents’ decision-making.?
And while many might argue that a perception of insecurity is not a necessary result of the
existence of vulnerability — after all, vulnerability is, like anarchy, largely what agents make

of it —it seems clear that the internationa system has been a dangerous and insecure

% \ulnerability can naturally be qualified. For example, it is possible for a state to be economically vulnerable
while not necessarily or immediately being physically vulnerable.

2 Hayes (2012b: 776).

% Waltz (1979:116-20).

% See Mearsheimer (2001: especially Chapter 2) for instance. | argue that insecurity is generally the result of the
three material components of threat identified by Walt (1987: 5), namely aggregate power, offensive
capabilities, and proximity. The addition of the fourth component, aggressive intentions, transforms a perception
of insecurity into a specific perception of threat.
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environment for much of history and that most states have tended to experience it as such for

much of thistime.

Realists a'so suggest that, given such athreatening environment, states will naturally exercise
significant prudence in their dealings with other states. By behaving prudently | mean that,
when interacting with others, prudent agents will evaluate others on the basis of their
capabilities and, proportionate to this evaluation, behave to some non-trivial degree as if
these other agents threatened them, regardless of whether these others had demonstrated any
specific aggressive intentions. In acting prudently, agents will not take all the steps they
would to defend themselves if they believed these others actually threatened them, but
equally they will take more defensive measures than if they were simply ignoring them. A
good example of prudent behaviour is the maintenance of military capabilities. After al, if
war exists as a possibility, if states possess the ability to harm each other, if it isimpossible to
know other states intentions for certain, and if thereis no third party to protect states from
attack, it only makes sense for states to ensure the readiness of their own defences, evenin

the absence of any specific threat.

The problem for states, however, isthat, besides having significant costs associated
therewith, such prudent behaviour ends up becoming its own source of insecurity because of
how it generates the ‘ security dilemma’ . The security dilemma.is the name given to the
problem in which, inter alia, actions taken by one state solely to increase its security end up
reducing the security of others— as well as, potentially, its own security.* One of the most
pernicious impacts of the security dilemmaisthat it can generate conflict between states,

even in the absence of any other reasons for conflict, because of how it createsits own

% Jervis (1978: 169). See Booth and Wheeler (2008: Introduction) for a more comprehensive exposition and
definition of the security dilemma.
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incentives for aggression.*! And while most explanations of the liberal peace recognize this
fact, this recognition tends to be superficial. For example, as discussed in Chapter 1, it isonly
at the very end of Owen’sand Lipson’s theoretical expositions that the specific problem of
this security dilemma generated insecurity is even implicitly recognized, and even then the
problemis‘addressed’ only by a casua invocation of trust. While not incorrect, this simple
invocation is grossly insufficient asit is provided without an explanation of what trust is or
how it is generated, et alone a deeper exploration of how it addresses the problem or the

rolestrust plays in sustaining other aspects of these explanations.

The liberal peace represents an important anomaly in international politics because it consists
of aset of states that have transcended the security dilemma and the conflict generating
effects specific to it. Thisis an extremely significant accomplishment; indeed, at the most
fundamental level, thisthesisis best characterized as an attempt to explain how and why
these states have managed to do so. | argue that trust, and more specifically the way that
certain forms of trust — I am most concerned with trust-beliefs derived from the tenets of
liberalism which | call liberal trust — enable agents to buck the logic of prudence and, instead
of responding to vulnerability by hedging and attempting to reduce their insecurity, respond
instead by selectively accepting it. In so doing, these agents are able to break the logical chain
whereby vulnerability is transformed into insecurity, insecurity is then responded to
prudentially, prudent behaviour generates the security dilemma, and the foundations for
conflict arelaid.® Of course, to achieve peace, liberal states need to also overcome other
potential sources of violent conflict, atopic with which | aso engage. In transcending the
security dilemma, however, states make the resolution of these other problems much easier,

and it isin explaining this remarkable devel opment that this work makes its contribution.

3 Jervis (1978: 168) explores some of the ways in which the logic of the security dilemma can lead to conflicts
intended by none of those involved.
¥ Risse-K appen (1995a: 504).
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The variables: peace and non-peace

Having described this project’sinitial problématique by posing the question of how and why
liberal states have been able to transcend the security dilemma, and suggesting that the
answer to this question liesin the role played by trust in disconnecting vulnerability from the
perception of insecurity and threat, the next step that needs taking is to lay out the means by
which | propose to substantiate this thesis. Critical to this enterpriseis the identification of the
variables whose inter-relationship | seek to explore. While trust might seem an obvious
independent variable, for methodological reasons illuminated in Chapters 2 and 3, | actually
define trust as an intervening variable and define the co-occurrence of a set of factors that
generate a specific form of collective identification — out of which trust then emerges — asthe
independent variable.* The definition of my dependent variable, namely peace, is slightly

simpler, but also requires some additional explanation.

Bruce Russett and John Oneal note that “[t]he usual condition of interstate relationsis,
therefore, peace, though ‘peace’ isabroad category that includes the * special relationship’ of
the United States and Britain, indifference (Burundi and Ecuador, for example), aswell asa
lull in ongoing hostilities (Isragl and Syria over much of the last few decades).”** Such a
broad definition is analytically unhelpful asit conflates numerous types of relationships that
are affected in different ways by varying levels of perceived insecurity, thereby obscuring the
important differences in how agents respond to these factors and the ways in which this

differentiates these different types of relationships. Thus, in order to isolate the influence of

33 Cf. Johnson (2004: 36) who proposes amodel that is formally similar for his argument about overconfidence
and war.
% Russett and Oneal (2001: 81).
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these factors on agents' decision-making, Russett and Oneal’ s conception of peace needs to
be disaggregated. | refer to the relationship that Russett and Oneal suggest exists between
Burundi and Ecaudor as non-war and the relationship between the USA and Britain as
peace.® In order to illuminate the difference between the two, | need to first define non-war,

and in order to define non-war | need to first define war.

| define war as the use of organized violence by the authorities of one independent political
community against another for the achievement of political purposes.® This definition
departs from the Correlates of War (CoW) definition of war, the standard definition
employed in much of the DPT literature, which requires that hostilities generate at least 1,000
battlefield fataitiesin a year to qualify asawar.®” My definition is superior for my purposes
because it focuses on what | see as the crucial essence of war, that is, the
authoritative/official, political, and strategic character of the violence being employed, an
essence that explicitly reg ects the non-violent resolution of disputes embodied by the
transcendence of the security dilemmathat | am seeking to explain. My definition also has
the merit of both cohering with explanations of the liberal peace that emphasize the
importance of norms, which the CoW definition does not, and forcing models that assume
cost-averse agents, as most do, to specify much more precisely what it is about war that
causes these agents to prefer peace, and at what point in the development of awar this
preference for peace is activated. In so doing, | avoid many vexing definitional/categorization

problems, e.g. those raised by the use of covert operations.®

* This differentiation is acommon one. See Evans (1998) definition of peace.

% This definition was largely inspired by Barkawi and Laffey’s (2001a: 10) similar definition.

37 This threshold definition is an attempt to measure the severity/intensity of a conflict and has no real deductive
basis having resulted from an attempt to draw a dividing ‘line of best fit’ that separates those conflicts which
historians have generally classified as congtituting a war and those they have not (Author’s private
correspondence with Paul Diehl, Melvin Small, and J. David Singer. 1 April, 2009).

% See Barkawi (2001) for adiscussion of these problems.
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With this definition of war in hand, | now define non-war as the simple absence of war
between two independent political communities. In cases of non-war in politically significant
dyads, agents are likely to experience insecurity and to even perceive other agents as
threatening if they perceive these other agents as holding aggressive intentions. Crucially, |
also hold that in relationships defined by non-war, even if perceptions of a specific threat do
not obtain, agents' prudence will cause them to hedge, thereby activating, even if only mildly,
the security dilemma. Consequently, this perception of insecurity and associated hedging will
represent an obstacle to cooperation and the acceptance of vulnerability, thereby leaving open

the possibility for transformation of instances of non-war into instances of war.

Over and above non-war, however, | posit that states can also achieve something called peace
in their relations with other states.”® | define peace as the existence of a state of non-war
between two political communities characterized by (1) a system for resolving disputes
between these communities non-violently that both accept, and (2) the belief on the part of
both communities that this situation can be relied upon not to change.** The key distinction
between peace and non-war and war (which we might lump together in a new category called
non-peace because both lack the key element differentiating them from peace, namely

expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violent dispute resolution)* isthat in

¥ Theidea of political significance refers to the meaningfulness of the relationship between the states and, by
extension, the possibility that these states could experience conflicts of interest. Essentially, the political
significance of arelationship depends on the capabilities of a state. States that are proximate are much more
likely to possess the capabilities to interact with each other and thus the potential to come into conflicts of
interest. Minor states generally only have the possihility of interacting in a meaningful way with their close
neighbours and are thus involved in politically significant relationships with only these neighbours.
Alternatively, major powers have the capabilities to interact meaningfully with many states, even those not in
proximity to them, thus involving them in many more politically significant relationships. Most research on the
liberal peace properly focuses on politically significant relationships.

“0 pouliot (2008: 280); MacMillan (2004: 484).

“! This definition of peace is similar to concepts such as Keohane and Nye's ‘ complex interdependence’ (1989);
Boulding’s stable peace (1978); Deutsch et al.’ s security community (1968); Adler and Barnett’ s revival of
security community (1998a); and Wendt's Kantian culture of anarchy (1999). In constructing this definition |
drew specifically on Banks' (1987) idea of peace comprising non-war plus a positive el ement.

“2 Cf. Deutsch et al.’s concept of dependable expectations of peaceful change (1968). My definition of non-
peace and peace largely aligns with Thomas Hobbes' (1985: 185-186) definition in which war “consisteth not in
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situations of peace, agents have managed to transcend the security dilemma and thus
eliminate this potential source of insecurity, while in non-peace they have not, regardless of
whether there are actually hostilities, or even perceptions of specific threat. In such a
relationship, agents will be more prepared to accept vulnerability because they will believe
that any disputes that arise will be resolved peacefully. In such aformulation, the dispute
resolution mechanism obviously plays a critical role. Specifying how the combination of trust

and liberalism creates such a mechanism is the focus of the first three chapters of thisthesis.

The Argument

With the conceptual foundations of the project identified, it is now useful to explain how
these elements fit together by summarizing the overarching argument that will tie thisthesis
together. The thesis has three linked but distinct parts. The first part begins with the
identification of trust as a critical but under-specified element of the factors that combine to
generate the liberal peace by enabling certain states to transcend the security dilemmaand the
insecurity it generates.

With trust identified as a central but under-examined component of the process that generates
the liberal peace, the bulk of the first part of the thesisis devoted to the development of an
understanding of trust capable of simultaneously bearing the theoretical weight required of it
by the liberal peace while aso aligning with a common sense understanding of what trust is.
The result is a general understanding of trust in which it is the result of a collective
identification between individuals defined by a shared salient commonality and generated by
acombination of sufficient levels of what | call familiarity and positive affect. Thisfirst part

culminates in the elaboration of a more specific explanation of the liberal peace that argues

actuall fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no assurance to the contrary.
All other timeis PEACE.”
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that it is best understood as a network of trusting security communities defined by their

shared adherence to liberalism.

Having identified the importance of trust, developed an understanding of it that is at first
genera, and by then using this understanding to construct a more specific explanation of the
liberal peace as generated by a specifically liberal form of trust, the theoretical part of the
thesisis complete. In the second part, | shift from theoretical and conceptua analysisto an
attempt to validate the insights derived from this analysis by translating them into forms that
can be evaluated in the empirical world. Specifically, | build aresearch design for
investigating the plausibility of my conceptualization of trust and how it is generated. This
tranglation accomplished, | use this research design to analyze three empirical case studies
when opportunities for trusting behaviour obtained and to understand why these opportunities
did or did not produce instances of trust. These analyses should not be considered empirical
tests of the theory advanced in the first part as they are too limited and the theory still too
under-developed for such atest. Instead, these analyses represent opportunities to probe the
plausibility of my understanding of trust and how it is built. Ultimately, insofar as | am able
to support this understanding of trust, this analysis should aso be considered as supporting
the plausibility of my larger explanation of the liberal peace because of how trust represents

such a central component thereof.

Thethird and final part of the thesisis devoted to analyzing the results of the second part and
discussing the implications of these findings for the theoretical analysis developed in the first
part and for IR scholarship more widely. Central to this discussion, and to my argument more
generdly, isthe critical importance of combining insights from what Brian Rathbun has

termed the Constructivist and Cognitivist paradigms with the Realist and Rationalist insights
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that have long formed the primary materials out of which theories of the liberal peace have
been constructed.”® | argue that it is only by recognizing the implications of humans
cognitive limitations and biases, their emotions, and the importance of the substantive content
of the knowledge structures that structure their thinking — points that have been heretofore
neglected in research on the liberal peace — that we can understand this phenomenon.
Moreover, by enabling a better understanding of trust, this paradigmatic pluralism also
enables, in the form of my explanation of the liberal peace as a network of liberal security
communities, the realization of important opportunities for cross-fertilization between
scholarship on the liberal peace and scholarship on what has variously been called stable

peace or security community, something that | argue offers great promise for further research.

Plan of the thesis

With this conceptual ground clearing and higher-level summary completed, all that remains
by way of introduction is to present adetailed plan of the thesis that elaborates the waysin
which this larger argument is unfolded. As suggested above, the first part of Chapter 1
consists of areview of existing scholarship on the liberal peace. However, instead of simply
repeating already-existing summaries, | undertake a critical review of thisliterature aimed at
identifying the fundamental theoretical building blocks used by scholars to construct their
more comprehensive explanatory models of the liberal peace. In so doing, | identify thirteen
causal mechanisms that have been offered by theorists as explanations for how liberal states

have avoided fighting wars against each other.

8 Rathbun (2007); cf. Maoz (1998: 74).
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This analysis lays the foundation for the second part of Chapter 1, which comprises afocused
engagement with two of the most important and sophisticated of those comprehensive
models, namely those offered by Charles Lipson and John Owen.** Engaging with Lipson’s
and Owen’swork is vauable for two reasons. First, it provides two of the most sophisticated
examples of how these af orementioned building blocks are assembled into more
comprehensive models. Engaging with these multi-mechanism models is important because
scholarship on the liberal peace has progressed such that these thirteen mechanisms are now
rarely, if ever, offered as stand-alone explanations. Second, engaging with these multi-
mechanism models illuminates how even they fail to properly understand the important role
played by trust in generating the liberal peace and reveals how this failure hobbles even the
best scholarship in this area. Building on this analysis, | conclude Chapter 1 by identifying
three questions that must be answered for a coherent and comprehensive explanation of the
liberal peace to become possible. The answering of these questions guides the analysis

contained in the subsequent two chapters.

Given the analysis completed in Chapter 1, the most obvious next step is answering the
guestion: what is trust and where does it come from? | begin tackling these questionsin
Chapter 2 where | engage with existing understandings of trust, develop my own
conceptualization thereof, and demonstrate how my conceptualization is more useful than
existing ones, at least for the study of international politics. The key argument that | advance
in this chapter concerns how existing Rationalist models of trust are incapable of providing a
coherent explanation for how agents come to rely on each other’ s dependabl e reciprocation of
non-violence without assuming the existence of a ‘trustworthy’ type of agent and assuming

the ability of agents to recognize such trustworthy types as such. Essentially, these definitions

“ Lipson (2003); Owen (1994), (19974), (1997b), and (2004).
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of trust assume, rather than explain, what | am arguing is the essential core of trust. Y et,
given the inability of agentsto ever know the minds of others, it is unclear how uncertainty
about another’ sintentions can ever be rationally banished from an agent’ s calculations, at
least to the extent required for agents to be willing to disconnect their existentia vulnerability
from perceptions of insecurity in the ways required for them to transcend the security
dilemma. | solve this problem by arguing that since trust both seemsto exist and cannot be
understood from the perspective of arationa agent, we need to re-conceptualize agents as

‘reasonable’ instead of rational.

With this understanding of what trust is secured, Chapter 3 begins by describing the
interrelated processes by which trust is generated and how trustworthy agents recognize each
other as such. | argue that trust is the result of a reasonable process of collective identification
that combines the accumulation of ‘familiarity’ in ways similar to the Rationalist mechanisms
described in Chapter 1 and 2, aswell asparallel ‘arationa’ processes that generate positive
affect. When sufficient familiarity and positive affect have been generated, and if combined
with a perception of what | call a“salient commonality’, these factors trigger a collective
identification comprising the formation of a psychological in-group between the agents
involved. | closethe first half of Chapter 3 by outlining a model, built on research in various
fields such as psychology, behavioural economics, and even neurology, which specifies six
mechanisms capable of generating the positive affect required for collective identification to

Ooccur.

With this generic model of how trust is generated in place, | turn to describing how specific
forms of trust are built, specifically the form of trust that can emerge between liberal states,

and which enables them to transcend the security dilemma and establish the liberal peace. In
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Chapter 2, | assert that trust is always a specific belief; that is, Agent A trusts Agent B to do
X.* Building on the analysis completed in the first half of Chapter 3, | argue that the specific
form of trust that emerges from a particular collective identification (the aforementioned X)
is determined by the substantive content encoded in the narrative associated with the salient
commonality around which that collective identification occurs. In the case of the liberal
peace, | arguethat it isthe central liberal belief in the non-violent resolution of disputes
between liberals that licences expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence and,
by extension, enables liberalsto trust each other not to take advantage of any vulnerability
that they accept in their relations with other liberals. In support of this argument, | offer an
analysis of liberalism as an ideology that demonstrates the centrality of non-violence to
liberalism. With this conceptual analysis complete, | close the main theoretical section of the

thesis by offering my explanation for the liberal pace.

| transition from the theoretical to the empirical parts of thiswork in Chapter 4 where |
operationalize my theory of trust and lay out my research design. | begin by addressing a
couple of residual conceptual issues that impact on attempts at operationalizing the arguments
laid out in Chapters 2 and 3, namely the nature of agency and itslocation in the decision-
making structures of polities. With this complete, | combine all these conceptual elements
and elaborate a five-step research procedure that has asits goa the identification of instances
of trust and the determination of whether the conceptualization of trust | have developed
aligns with, and can help us better understand, instances of trust in the real world. A maor
portion of this chapter is taken up by elaborating a set of five factors, and empirical indicators
thereof, that | use to measure whether conditions are ripe for the emergence of trust. | close

the chapter with a discussion of my case selection.

> See Hardin (1993: 506-507) for an explanation of why thisis an analytical superior approach.
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With these theoretical issues resolved and a research design outlined, the next step in my
project isto evaluate the usefulness of my new conceptualization of trust through empirical
analysis. Chapters 5 comprises my first case study, the relationship between the United States
of America (USA) and Canada which itself comprises two sub-cases that help isolate and
highlight the role played by trust in the relationship, namely Canada’ s non-acquisition of
nuclear weapons in the immediate post-war period (1945-1957) and the interactions between
Canada and the USA during the Cuban Missile Crisis (October 1962). Thisisfollowed in
Chapter 6 by an examination of the relationship between India and Pakistan with a specific
examination of Pakistan’s decision to acquire nuclear weapons (1972-1998) and Pakistan’'s
decision to precipitate the Kargil conflict in 1999. My final case study, Chapter 7, comprises
an examination of the relationship between France and Germany with emphases on France's
decision to invade and occupy the Ruhr valley in 1923 and the decision by the French
government to share nuclear secrets and pursue ajoint nuclear weapons programme with

Germany between 1956 and 1958.

These empirica chapters are followed by Chapter 8 in which | evaluate the findings of this
empirical research and itsimplications for my theory. This discussion of implicationsis
organized under four heads: (1) the need for a more nuanced picture of the ways in which
agents and structures interact in international politics; (2) the importance of institutionalized
collaboration; (3) the need for a greater focus on the substantive content of narrativesin
scholarship on the liberal peace; and (4) the surprising role of catharsis and epiphany. In my
final Conclusions chapter | discuss the implications of my findings for IR scholarship more

generdly, for policymaking, and for future research on the liberal peace and trust.
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Conclusions

The perceptive reader will note that while this thesis begins with afocus on explaining the
liberal peace, it quickly broadens its focus to engage more comprehensively with the question
of therole of trust in international politics. Thisisin some ways atribute to the work that has
aready been done on the liberal peace; indeed, | submit that existing scholarship already does
agood job of explaining most of how the liberal peace comes about. That said, once one
takes a good look at thisimpressive theoretical achievement, it becomes clear that the logic of
the entire argument depends on something called trust obtaining. Unfortunately, this thing
called trust currently looks less like alink in the theory and more like a hole. Thus, the aim of
thiswork is, beyond pointing out the hole, to fill it in by providing a comprehensive
conceptualization of trust and initiating an empirical research programme designed to

validate this conceptualization. In so doing, | hope to significantly strengthen our
understanding of the liberal peace, but also to improve IR scholarship’s understanding of trust

more generally.
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Chapter 1

Theimportance of trust for theliberal peace

I ntroduction

Since it became afocus of sustained research in the 1980s, explanations for the liberal peace
have improved significantly. A good portion of these improvements are the result of more
precise descriptions of the fundamental causal mechanisms theorized as generating the liberal
peace. In the first part of this chapter | review the thirteen most important of these basic
causal mechanisms. Another significant source of this aforementioned improvement derives
from scholars' combination of these increasingly precise mechanisms into more and more
sophisticated multi-mechanism explanatory model s that show how these mechanisms work in
concert to generate the liberal peace. While the construction of these multi-mechanism
models has generated significant gains, however, these gains have come with a cost: greater
complexity, an increased risk of logical incoherence, and a greater possibility that the
variables actually responsible for the liberal peace might get lost in the theoretical shuffle. In
the second part of this chapter, | review how these problems manifest in two of the most
sophisticated explanations of the libera peace, namely those offered by Charles Lipson and

John Owen.!

The approach | employ in the first part of this chapter has been inspired by Sebastian Rosato,

who emphasizes the importance of isolating and examining closely the various causal

! Research on the liberal peace is awide and varied field that has begun to overlap with a number of other
previoudly distinct research programmes. | limit my review to those theories that posit a specific role for liberal
democracy in the reduction of war as defined in the Introduction. For some good reviews of the field and its
evolution see Chan (1993 and 1997), Elman (1997b), Russett and Starr (2000), Barkawi and Laffey (2001),
Rosato (2003), Owen (2004), and Hayes (2012b).
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mechanisms on offer as explanations for the liberal peace.? Rosato grounds his analysisin the
argument that theories are composed of two elements: a“hypothesis stipulating an
association between an independent and a dependent variable and a causal logic that explains
the connection between those two variables.”® While not denying the importance of empirical
testing of hypotheses, Rosato notes that the evaluation of atheory’s ‘internal validity’ isjust

as essentia but has, unfortunately, often been neglected.*

Thisinsight is especially important for the study of the liberal peace, which has been
dominated by large-N quantitative studies in which operationalizations of many explanations
often prove difficult, and where the results of these tests often prove indeterminate. Arguing
that the quantitative studies that dominate the field cannot provide more than evidence of
correlation, Jarrod Hayes suggests that “the emphasis on large-N studies has produced a
significant lacunawhen it comes to understanding the mechanisms of the democratic peace’
and this lacuna represents the field's “ central problem”.> By shedding light on the
“fundamental processes of nature’ that produce these outcomes, he suggests that qualitative
studies help to bring the study of the liberal peace closer to understanding causation, and in

so doing, closer to the “real goal” of scientific inquiry.®

While Rosato’ s 2003 intervention was an important step forward for the study of the liberal
peace, it was not without its limitations. Crucially, because Rosato’ s inquiry was not

comprehensive, we still lack a comprehensive exposition and analysis of the diversity of

2 Though Chan (1993: 209) called for this sort of approach many years earlier.
% Rosato (2003: 585).

* See also Slantchev, Alexandrova, and Gartzke (2005: 462).

® Hayes (2012a: 65).

® Hayes (2012b: 768).
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mechanisms on offer.” | seek to remedy this problem by presenting a more extensive
theoretical excavation of the existing literature. | use the term ‘mechanism’ to refer to what
Jon Elster has termed “plausible, frequently observed waysin which things happen.”® Each
of the mechanisms | identify below is an attempt to capture a distinct and irreducible causal
statement of theA + B=Cor X — Y — Z variety. The goa of this exerciseisto build
models of the “generative nexus that produced or brought about the event (or pattern) to be.”®
Oncethisdistillation is complete, it will be much easier to identify the assumptions on which
these relationships depend, establish whether they can account for the causation being

hypothesized, and determine whether the larger explanations they help constitute manage to

integrate them in a coherent fashion.

The greatest difference between my approach and Rosato’ s is that, while Rosato evaluates
and critiques each mechanism separately, | delay my critical evaluation until after | have
assembled these mechanisms into larger multi-mechanism models in the second part of the
chapter. This approach is better suited to my larger project because, while it isimportant to
focus on each mechanism in order to illuminate its specific attributes, few of the most
sophisticated explanations for the liberal peace claim that any of these fundamental
mechanisms generate the liberal peace by themselves. Thus, evaluating the ability of each of
these mechanisms in isolation does not seem very productive; better to use these individual
mechanism-specific reviews as the foundations for evaluations of the more comprehensive

multi-mechanism models.'® This approach allows me to identify three major theoretical

" While Hayes (2012a) was more comprehensive, his engagement with the actual mechanics of the mechanisms
was much more superficial.

8 Cited in Pierson (2004: 6). Jon Elster goes on to argue that social scientists are ‘light years away’ from being
able to formulate proper theories and should concentrate on specifying mechanisms. Chan (1993: 209) concurs.
° Hayes (2012b: 768).

19 oyle (2005).
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problems that remain unaddressed by the two models under consideration here and that

continue to block progress towards a coherent comprehensive explanation.

Part 1: The mechanisms

The Decision-making Mechanism represents the most fundamental of the mechanisms | have
identified. The logic underpinning this mechanism is so straightforward as to be almost
trivial: it holds that the liberal peace is the result of agents making decisions on the basis of
their beliefs to achieve their objectives. These agents can be anyone, from the most exalted
President to the lowliest anonymous voter; al that is required is that they (1) make adecision
based on their understanding of what it is they should do that is somehow predictably
influenced by liberal democracy and (2) this decision helps generate non-war. There are two
reasons why this simple mechanism is an important component of many explanations. First, it
is compatible with processes that enable agents to differentiate between different types of
other states, thereby enabling dyadic explanations of the liberal peace.'* Second, it is open to
being flavoured by scholars with avariety of different assumptions about agents’ underlying

beliefs.

! Monadic explanations are explanations whose operation depends on a specific attribute obtaining in asingle
state. A theory that argues that the liberal peace occurs because liberals are pacifists would be an example: in
this case, liberal states would be pacifistic because of their own internal inclinations and this mechanism would
operate without reference to a second state. Dyadic explanations are explanations whose operation also depends
on the attributes of a second state. Theories of the liberal peace that require statesto be jointly liberal are dyadic
because they require both states to be liberal for peace to obtain. The weight of the existing empirical evidence
suggests that the liberal peace is primarily a dyadic phenomenon. See Rousseau et al. (1996); Raknerud and
Hegre (1997: 395); Gleditsch and Hegre (1997: 307). One of the problems that has bedevilled scholarship on the
liberal peaceisthe reality that many of the mechanisms that have been suggested are essentially monadic
mechanisms attempting to explain a dyadic phenomenon. Hayes (2009a: 979). See also the debate between
Rosato (2003 and 2005) and Kinsella (2005). While there has been some suggestion that the dyadic
phenomenon is actually just the result of an accumulation or multiplication of monadic factors — see Choi (2010)
and Rosato (2005: 467) — this speculation has not yet been thoroughly elaborated or clearly demonstrated.
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On the basis of the differing assumptions regarding agents' underlying preferences, three
broad variants of this mechanism can be discerned. Thefirst, primarily used by Rationalist
accounts, is the cost-aversion variant in which the liberal peace occurs because agents
perceive that war with another state will result in an aggregate loss of utility compared with
what would be realized through some version of non-war. This can occur either because the
costs of the war itself would outstrip the potential benefits, or because, while the war itself
might result in an aggregate gain, the opportunity cost of the war would be greater still.*? The
costs in such acalculation may be as simple as the price in blood and treasure required to
wage the war, or they may be more complex and involve the costs of lost trade and/or foreign
investment or the cost of extracting gains from a conquered territory.™® Crucially, al thisonly
becomes an explanation for the liberal peace when it is paired with some additional,
distinctively liberal, mechanism(s) — often one or more of the institutional mechanisms

discussed below.

The second, normative variant is engaged when agents are assumed to possess a distinctive,
liberal, normative injunction against the use of violence to resolve disputes, either in general
or, more commonly, with other liberals.** Because of thisinjunction, agents abstain from war
and the liberal peace results.’® Most theorists argue that this occurs because liberals
externalize their own domestic norms of interaction, including the non-violent resolution of
disputes, to other liberal states.™® Spencer Weart argues that this externalization is due to a

desire for consistency: “leaders will tend to act toward their foreign counterparts in the way

12 polachek and Xiang (2010).

3 Gartzke (2007: 166).

¥ Muller (2004: 498); Maoz (1998: 58); Russett and Oneal (2001: 65).

5 Maoz and Russett (1993: 625).

18 Weart (1994) and (1998:15 and 80); Dixon (1994:15-17). See also Hermann and K egley (1995); Russett and
Oneal (2001: 56 and 65); Rendall (2004: 584); Maoz (1998: 6) Hermann and Kegley (1996: 456).
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they are accustomed to act toward rival domestic political leaders.” *” Since this mechanism
has often been challenged by the argument that it seems to suggest that democratic states
should be uniformly peaceful and not just with other liberal states, this argument needs to be

paired with an explanation for how liberal states differentiate each other from illiberal states.

A third psychological variant posits that non-violence between liberals springs from the
formation of aliberal ‘in-group’. Thistheorizing draws on Socia Identity Theory and argues
that when individuals recognize other individuals as sharing membership in an in-group, a
psychological bias toward members of the in-group is formed. This bias will sometimes
manifest itself in tolerant behaviour toward other members of the in-group and antagonistic
behaviour toward non-members.*® The argument holds that the liberal peace is produced
when agents, on the basis of their shared membership in thisin-group and its associated bias,
abstain from war in their relations with members of the in-group.*®As a purely psychological
theory the effect of this mechanism isfairly limited; the strictly psychological effects of in-
group bias are not particularly determinate as agents’ ‘interests’ are always determined by the
specific social setting in which they find themselves. Thus specification of this social setting

isrequired to unlock the full potential of this mechanism —a project | undertake in Chapter 3.

The next five mechanisms have traditionally been grouped together under the
‘institutional/structural’ mechanisms rubric.?® The first of these, the Checks-and-balances
Mechanism, holds that due to the divided form of governance required by liberal democracy,
liberal states will tend to be less warlike because decision-making processes will be

characterized by greater numbers of veto points, thus increasing the possibility that one of

Y Weart (1998: 77-78).

'8 Hermann and Kegley (1996: 439).

¥ Hermann and Kegley (1995: 516-517).
% Maoz and Russett (1993: 625-626).



Urban 26

these veto points will be activated and block moves toward war.?* In its most basic form, this
argument holds that the greater the number of veto points, the greater the likelihood of a veto,
thereby reducing the occurrence of war. One could also argue that, if liberals are randomly
distributed in a population, then the greater the number of veto points, the greater the
likelihood that one will be randomly captured by aliberal and, correspondingly, the
possibility of war would be reduced. Most common, however, is the argument that in liberal
states there is a greater than random likelihood that one of these veto points will be captured
by aliberal, thus making liberal states less warlike than non-liberal states with similar
numbers of veto points.? Either way, this mechanism requires one of the Decision-making

variants to cause the liberal s possessing a veto to useit.

The argument behind the Electoral Mechanism holds that in aliberal democracy those who
pay for and fight in wars are the ones who control the government, so citizens can be
expected to vote so as to avoid wars they do not want to pay for or fight in. Which wars
citizens do not support depends on which variant of the Decision-making Mechanism obtains.
The Electoral Mechanism has also been elaborated in another way, namely through the use of
the concept of audience costs. In this case, |eaders not only avoid war because they will be
punished by their electorates for fighting at all, they also avoid breaking promises and ‘flip-
flopping’ for the same reason.?* While this additional elaboration does not add much on its

own, it can become part of a powerful model when it is combined with some of the other

2 peceny and Butler (2004: 569).

2 For examples of this type of argument see Choi (2010); Maoz and Russet (1993: 626); Morgan and Campbell
(1991: 191-192, 195 and 197); Lipson (2003: 79, 91 and 93); Ray (1995: 18-19); and Russett (1993: 28, 38 and
40).

% |ipson (2003: 81); Schultz (2001: 33-34). Cf. Russett and Oneal (2001: 55); Huth and Allee (2002: 759).
Tratchenberg (2012: 37) characterizes this theorized punishment asa ‘surtax’ that leaders are always ‘ charged’
for changing positions regardless of the substance or circumstances of such an action. Jervis (1988: 686 and
693) offers a possible explanation for this ‘surtax’ by pointing out that it is psychologically painful to reverse
previous commitments with the result that voters punish leaders who cause them to do so, eveniif it isonly
vicariously through their state that they experience this pain.
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mechanisms discussed below, especially the Commitment Mechanism.?* In all these cases,
causation is transmitted either through the electoral removal of decision-makers who pursue

unpopular policies or through the self-restraint of those who seek to avoid such removal .

The basic claim embodied in the Sow Escalation/No Surprise Attack Mechanismis that,
because liberal states experience greater domestic constraint on decision-making, they are
less able than non-democratic states to quickly mobilize their war-fighting capabilities and
are thus slower to escalate disputes. These constraints also ensure that liberals are less able to
launch surprise attacks. Both of these results are supposed to provide additional time during
which diplomats can locate non-violent resolutions to whatever dispute is threatening to
ignite hostilities. Moreover, by reducing the pressures associated with compressed timelines
and the possibility of being pre-empted, these mechanisms enabl e the accessing of awhole
class of resolutions that might otherwise have been unavailable.?® Naturally, this requires an
assumption that additional time will increase the likelihood of a solution being found, which

in turn probably relies on one of the Decision-making variants obtaining.

Thelogic of the Sability Mechanism holds that because liberal democracies are more stable
than other state forms, they will beinvolved in fewer wars.?” This argument is specified in
two ways. First, because liberal democracy, at least once it is well-established, isamore
stable form of government, liberal states will be less likely to be perceived as vulnerable and

attacked.? This claim is buttressed in a number of ways, but especially by the argument that

% For example, see Lipson (2003: 48). Tratchenberg (2012 7) points out that audience costs only function if
they are recognized and understood by the other state.

% Morgan and Schwebach (1992: 307); Russett and Oneal (2001: 54).

% Russett (1993: 39); Lipson (2003: 102); Maoz and Russet (1993: 626); Maoz (1998: 6); Bueno de Mesquita
and Siverson (1995); Choi (2010: 444).

%" Maoz and Russet (1993: 625).

% Russett (1993: 29); Lipson (2003: 114 and 135). Cf. Russett and Oneal (2001: 117-118); Senese (1999: 486);
Oneal et a. (2003: 383-384).
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liberal democracies, through the use of elections, have largely eliminated one of the greatest
historical sources of instability, namely succession crises.?® The second specification holds
that because liberal states are more likely to enjoy at least the consent, if not the support, of
their citizens, governments will be lesslikely to attempt to divert citizens' attention away

from domestic problems by pursuing belligerent foreign policies.*

The Transparency Mechanism s best understood in the context of Rationalist theories of war
that argue that war, being a sub-optimal outcome that rational actors seek to avoid, is caused
by either (1) alack of information; (2) an inability to credibly commit; or (3) issue
indivisibilities.* Theidea behind this mechanism is that because of the way liberal states and
thelir politics are structured, they are much more transparent than other state forms. This
transparency isthe result of liberal states’ open decision-making processes, divided
governance, and the free press.* This transparency alleviates problems associated with
insufficient information, thereby reassuring other states of liberals' benign intentions, or
alternatively providing evidence of their resolve.** Because other states have greater certainty
concerning liberal states' intentions, many wars that might have occurred because of

misperception or alack of information are avoided.*

Proponents of the Superior War Selection Mechanism argue that liberal democracies are
simply better judges of which wars they can win and thus, recognizing that many they could

wage are not worth the effort, choose to avoid them.® This claim is elaborated by arguing

2 |ipson (2003: 112-115, 122, 127-129 and 135); Gaubatz (1996: 116).

% Russett (1993: 29); Senese (1999: 486). See also Lipson (2003: 114).

%! Fearon (1995: 381-382). See also Lipson (2003; 49-51).

%2 |ipson (2003: 47, 73, 77 and 85); Chan (1997: 81); Russett and Oneal (2001: 64); Kydd (1997:117); Schultz
(1999: 237-238).

% Huth and Allee (2002: 777-778); Schultz (1999: 234).

¥ Russett and Oneal (2001: 64); Lipson (2003: 12, 47, 93 and 106); Gaubatz (1996: 122-123); Jervis (1988).
% Bennett and Stam (1998: 345).



Urban 29

that (1) liberal states' decision-making is unavoidably slow, meaning that the possibility of
poor decisions being made in the heat of the moment is reduced; * (2) the open and more
meritocratic policy-making processes of liberal democracies and the free exchange of ideas
that institutions like a free press provide result in better policy decisions;* and (3) electorates
reliably punish leaders who lead them into failed or poorly waged wars leading leaders to

choose the wars they wage carefully.®®

The argument advanced for the Superior Deterrent Mechanismis similar and holds that
liberal states are better at fighting wars, with the result that other states avoid fighting against
them.* Proponents argue that liberals tend to win wars because they are more economically
efficient and possess relatively greater national wealth, which enables them to devote
relatively greater resources to national security.*® They also argue that, because liberal
governments are accountabl e to the people, their policies tend to enjoy greater legitimacy and
support, meaning that liberal states are better able to mobilize resources for war.** Finaly, in
much the same way that electoral accountability forces leaders to choose only winnable wars,
it aso pushesthemto ‘try harder’ to win wars once they have begun than would an

unaccountabl e |eader.*?

Asdiscussed earlier, according to Rationalists the second source of war lies with states
inability to credibly commit to agreements.*® Scholars who advance the Commitment

Mechanism argue that liberal states possess a superior ability to make credible commitments

% Ferejohn and Rosenbluth (2008: 23-24). C.f. Maoz (1998: 6).

37 Lipson (2003: 54); Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 49 and 52); Reiter and Stam (1998: 377-779); Johnson
(2004: 35, 47-48, and 181).

% Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999: 794); Lipson (2003: 81); Russett and Oneal (2001: 54-55); Bueno de
Mesquita et al.(1992: 644); Bennett and Stam (1998: 365).

¥ Cf. Cederman (2001a) and Cederman and Gleditsch (2004).

“0 Fergjohn and Rosenbluth (2008: 4); Russett and Oneal (2001: 57); Lake (1992: 24).

! ake (1992: 24); Reiter and Stam (1998: 377-389); Hermann and K egley (1996: 456).

“2 Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999: 794); Huth and Allee (2002: 755).

* Gaubatz (1996:113).
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and are therefore able to access a range of settlements not available to other types of states.*
Liberal states possess this capability because of their unique constitutional structures, which
provide: (1) aclear hierarchy of commitment-making instruments calibrated to express
different levels of solemnity;* (2) unique abilities to ‘ self-bind’, such as the separation of
powers and requirements for legislative supermajorities; *® (3) for aregularized rotation of
leadership which (a) helps ensure stability, thereby enabling the building of stronger
reputations, and (b) gives leaders incentives to keep their predecessor’ s agreements;*’ and (4)
transparency that makes it easier to observe liberal states decision-making processes.
Together, these factors increase other states' confidence in the predictability of libera states,
thus increasing the credibility of liberals commitments, which in turn reduces the frequency

of wars.

The logic behind the transnational enmeshment mechanism holds that because of their
unigquely open societies, liberal states are especially pre-disposed to transnational exchanges
and interdependence.®® As interdependence develops, the costs of cutting off these exchanges
increase,”® while the potential gains to be made from war decrease,* thereby creating
increasingly strong pressures for the peaceful resolution of disputes.® Similarly, the openness
of liberal societies allows for the formation of transnational coalitions that possess interests
antithetical to war between their members' states, interests that these members will seek to
have their governments advance.®® As more networks of interdependence obtain, the sheer

variety of these ties will reduce the likelihood that any single dispute is capable of souring the

“ Lipson (2003: 4).

“® Lipson (2003: 78).

“6 ipson (2003: 12 and 93-100); Gaubatz (1996: 117 and 121).

“T Lipson (2003: 80, 86, 101, 122, and 132).

“8 Doyle (1983a: 231-232). Cf. Barnett and Adler (1998: 425-426); Kahl (1998: 119 and 122).
* Gartzke (2007: 170).

* Gartzke (2007: 166 and 170-171).

*! Russett and Oneal (2001: 29, 39, 74-75, and 126); Mousseau (2003; 495).

*2 Risse-K appen (1995: 209); Mousseau (2003: 502).
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entire relationship.>® Additionally, as transnational activity builds, so too does a demand for
governance of this activity. Matthias Dembinski and colleagues suggest that democratic states
tend to address these demands by generating a disproportionate number of international
institutions, which in turn engages the Transparency mechanism.> This greater
institutionalization is also theorized as helping generate peace through the generation of
shared identity and the activation of the psychological variant.”® Finaly, if wars are
irrational, and open societies enable the greatest free flow of ideas and, by extension, the best
policy results, open societies will be the least likely to make the types of mistakes that might

lead to war.>®

The Democratic Leader ship mechanismis the final mechanism | have identified and holds
that the political systems of democratic states tend to either select for, or sociaize individuals
toward, a particular leadership style that emphasi zes negotiation, consultation, and
conciliation, which tends to be more successful in democratic domestic settings.>” As
Margaret G. Hermann and Charles W. Kegley put it “we are proposing that a constant push
emanates from democratic culture and institutions for the election of |eaders who respect and
respond to democratic values.” *® The result of this selection is that those |eaders who are
more adept at these styles of leadership stick to their strengths in their interactions with other
states and, in so doing, end up engaging in fewer violent conflicts.>® This does not mean that
liberal leaders will seek to be accommodative of everyone. While liberal leaders may prefer

accommodeative approaches and give other leaders the benefit of the doubt initidly, if the

% Doyle (1983a: 231-232).

> |n Dembinski et al. (2004: 547) it is unclear whether this occurs because of a unique democratic tendency
toward institutionalization of governance or is simply the result of a greater amount of activity between
democraciesin need of governance.

% Dembinski et al. (2004: 548); Russett and Oneal (2001: 166).

% Cf. Gartzke (2007: 173).

> Dixon (1994:16); Owen (1994:96-97). See also Russett (1993: 39); Hermann and Kegley (1995: 521);
Farnham (2003: 410); Kahl (1998: 130-131).

8 Hermann and Kegley (1995: 522).

¥ Hermann and K egley (1995: 522); Farnham (2003: 410).
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leaders of another state do not reciprocate, democratic leaders will switch to amore
confrontational approach.®® Nonetheless, the overall argument is that these leaders’ styles
will result in fewer disputes and, when two democratic-style leaders are involved, disputes

will be much more likely to be resolved without violence.®*

Part 2: Lipson’sand Owen’s multi-mechanism models

As mentioned earlier, few of these mechanisms are now offered as stand-al one explanations.
Indeed, some of these causal mechanisms have, to my knowledge, never been recognized as
discrete mechanisms before now. Nonethel ess, they have all been advanced as a component
of some multi-mechanism explanation at some point. Because of this, the most appropriate
way of evaluating these mechanismsis to examine them in the less artificial context provided
by the multi-mechanism models into which they are often assembled. Accordingly, in the
pages below, | review what | see as the two most sophisticated existing attempts at
comprehensive explanations of the liberal peace, namely those advanced by Charles Lipson

and John Owen.

Lipson’s Model

Lipson’s analysis takes the Rationalist theory of war as its starting point. This move includes
the adoption of its key underlying assumptions, namely that (1) the agents who participate in
international politics are, on average, rational security-seekers, and (2) because war is costly

and destructive, rational agents can be relied upon to prefer peace to war. In so doing, Lipson

adopts the cost-aversion variant of the Decision-making Mechanism as the foundation for his

€ Farnham (2003); Schafer and Walker (20086).
61 Schafer and Walker' s (2006: 577) findings seem to support this.
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theory. Lipson also accepts the Rationalist argument that war isthe result of either alack of
information, an inability to make credible commitments, or issue indivisibility.®® On this
basis, Lipson argues that the liberal peace isthe result of liberal states' uniquely powerful
abilities to solve the first two of these problems by providing both more information about
their intentions and by making more credible commitments. More specifically, Lipson argues
that the inadequate information problem is overcome by liberal democracies relatively greater
ability to reveal information through the illumination of public opinion and government
decision-making processes (Transparency Mechanism), and in particular their more
successful revelation of private information through the creation of audience costs (the
Electoral Mechanism). For Lipson, the second problem is addressed by libera states greater
predictability (Stability Mechanism), and their greater ability to credibly commit

(Commitment Mechanism).®®

The validity of Lipson’s model rests on the claim that by ameliorating the two problems
identified by Rationalists, liberal states are able to rely on each other to dependably
reciprocate non-violence. Thisis asignificant claim: the dependable reciprocation of non-
violence represents an important deviation from normal state behaviour that not only
contradicts some of the most ingrained nostrums of international politics, but also involves
accepting significant vulnerability. Lipson argues that liberals are willing to take this risk
when dealing with other liberals for two reasons. First, because liberal states reveal more
information about their capabilities and intentions, their partners believe they can predict
their future behaviours more accurately than would be possible for non-liberal states. Second,

since states are assumed to be rational and to prefer peace to war, this additional information

%2 Fearon (1995: 381-382) has largely dismissed issue indivisibility as a primarily theoretical concern and has
focused instead on the first two causes, a path which Lipson aso follows.

8 Lipson explicitly rejects the ideathat liberals' preferences are different from those of other agents, which
further confirms that his model depends on the cost-aversion variant of the Decision-making mechanism. Lipson
(2003: 55-56).
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allows libera states to reduce the misperceptions and errors that often obstruct the optimal

resolution of disputes, thereby allowing them to redlize their basic pacific preferences.

Setting aside the fact that Lipson’sfirst claim regarding democracies' abilitiesto reved
information is contested,® the problems with Lipson’s argument really begin with the fact
that much of the explanatory work is being done by his assumptions about the rational and
pacific natures of humans, assumptions that ssmply do not hold. First, humans are, at best,
boundedly rational creatures, with the bounds of their rationality set by both the biological
limits of human cognition and by the knowledge structures that constitute the cognitive
frameworks through which they interpret the worl d.®® This creates two problems for Lipson’s
theory. First, humans — especially the types of humans who tend to end up leading states®® —
have abiologica predisposition to overconfidence with the result that even with perfect
information they tend to overestimate their chances of victory.®” Thus, even in situations

where war isirrational many will perceiveit asrational.

Second, once humans enter into a conflict mindset the brain quickly becomes even less
rational as abstract thought gives way to affective responses.® Third, contra Lipson’s
assumptions, it is actually not that difficult to imagine a cognitive framework within which it
might be quite ‘rational’ for states to prefer war to peace.®® Germany under Adolf Hitler is

probably the classic example of this,™ but there are plenty of other, less extreme,”* and more

% Rosato (2003: 598); (Rosato 2005: 469); Tratchenberg (2012: 32).

® Tversky and Kahneman (1974); Fergjohn (1991); Lebow (2008); Goldstein and Keohane (1993); Crawford
(2002: 14-15); Johnson (2004: 28 and 188).

© Johnson (2004: 24).

67 Johnson (2004); Pinker (2011: 512).

% pinker (2011: 511). This may have been a useful evolutionary development to help increase the intensity of
humans' motivation when engaged in conflicts.

% pinker (2011: 232, 286, 647, and 687). Owen makes this same point when he refers to the ‘warrior ethic’
present in ancient Greek democracies. Owen (1997a: 17). Cf. Adler (1997: 257).

" Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 31); Tratchenberg (2012: 35); Kissinger (1994: 288-290).

™ Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 261).
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democratic, examples of states that have seemed to prefer war to a peaceful negotiated
settlement, such as the United Kingdom (UK) when it helped launch the Crimean War in
1853 and the USA when it initiated the Spanish-American War in 1898.7% Publics, even
democratic ones, cannot be assumed to be naturally peaceful, as was well demonstrated by
the general enthusiasm for war during the July crisis of 1914.” Moreover, there mere
existence of such historical examples makes it that much more difficult for agents to be able
to assume the ‘rationality’ of their peers, notwithstanding the uncertainty reducing features of

liberal forms of government.

Nevertheless, Lipson’s second argument, that liberal states are better able to credibly commit,
may still be astrong one. Lipson’s claim rests on the logic of the Commitment Mechanism
which holds that liberal states have unique powersto (1) precisely signal the level of
importance they attach to an agreement, (2) credibly self-bind, (3) build reputations and
incentive structures for keeping agreements, and (4) enable others to monitor their adherence
to commitments. The main problem with this mechanism, however, is that each of these

constraining factorsis actually quite weak.

For instance, while it may not be pervasive, the fact that states renege on commitments, even
of the solemn variety, is not news. Similarly, the effectiveness of self-binding mechanismsis
debateable at best.” Setting the question of reputations aside for amoment, the fact that there

exists along history of covert interventions by liberal states that have successfully avoided

2 Ray (1995: 2) agrees. See also Owen (1994: 91) and James and Mitchell (1995: 87-88).

73 Johnson (2004: 64); Widmaier (2005: 434).

™ Consider the failure of the US Supreme Court to compel either the federal government or the state of Georgia
after itsruling in Worcester v Georgia. Similarly, while it may be difficult to achieve ratification of atreaty by
the US Senate, nullification of atreaty isnot clearly a Senate responsibility (Congressional Research Service
2001: 199). That the USA is probably the most constrained democracy is also worth noting: in Westminster
jurisdictions, treaty-making is aroyal prerogative and responsibility rests with the cabinet, making it even easier
to renege on treaty commitments. See also Tratchenberg (2012: 32).
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discovery by the public, press, and the legislators specifically tasked with the monitoring
thereof, provides ample evidence of the weakness of this constraint.”® Consequently, because
perceptions of the Commitment Mechanism's effectiveness are integral to its actual
effectiveness, the fact that such claims need to be considered serves to undermine the

mechanism’ s effectiveness, regardless of the claims’ ultimate abstract validity.

This analysis demonstrates that Lipson’s model leaves liberals with significant grounds for
uncertainty concerning whether or not other agents can be relied upon to dependably
reciprocate non-violence, even when the effects of al the component mechanisms have been
taken into account. The continued existence of this ‘residual uncertainty’ presents a problem
for Lipson’stheory for two reasons. First, its very existence threatens to undermine the
certainty that the aforementioned mechanisms are supposed to have generated in the first
place.” Like an arch missing its capstone, whatever other bases for certainty arein place, so
long as residual uncertainty remains, the model isincomplete and incapable of bearing the
required weight. Take, for instance, the demonstrated ability of US Presidents to circumvent
the constitutional constraints concerning congressional control over declarations of war
through the use of covert operations.’” The possession of this ability ensures that any sensible
agent faced with a choice of whether to rely on these constitutional constraints has reason to
guestion whether they should, thereby undermining their effectiveness in producing the

liberal peace.™

"® See Forsythe (1992); James and Mitchell (1995); and Kegley and Hermann (1996). US President Polk’s
manipulation of the Matamoros incident to instigate the Mexican-American War provides an apt example of
such afailure. See Owen (1997a: 211). | discuss why even non-traditional forms of war, such as covert
operations, cannot be dismissed as being too limited in scope to enter into agents’ calculations in the next
chapter.

"® See Risse-K appen (1995a: 499) for asimilar point.

" Rosato (2005: 468).

" Hermann and K egley (1995: 516).
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Second, even if these mechanisms manage to provide the increments of certainty that Lipson
argues they do, the fact that some uncertainty concerning the intentions of other agents
remains, when combined with the high levels of insecurity present in internationa politics,
means that agents possess strong reasons for not accepting the vulnerability to others required

for the liberal peace to eventuate.”

Lipson himself seems to sense this problem, noting that any bargain — of which the
reciprocation of non-violenceis avery specific example —is necessarily an ‘incomplete
contract’.* Thisis because no matter how detailed an agreement is, it cannot possibly
anticipate every future eventuality.®* Recognizing the need to deal with the uncertainty
generated by incomplete bargains, Lipson turns to the concept of reputation. For Lipson,
reputations “are informed guesses about how a particular actor will behave in particular
circumstances, perhaps in awide range of circumstances (such as a personal reputation for
honesty).” # Reputations derive from states' past actions.® Lipson argues that reputations,
combined with the already-discussed mechanisms, are the determining factor for whether
agents rely on others to uphold their commitments.®* But, and this s crucial, reputations for
what? Lipson argues that the liberal peaceis enabled by liberals' ability to build reputations
for trustworthiness.® This concept of trustworthiness is then presented as neutralizing the
negative effects of residual uncertainty and incompl ete contracts, thereby dissolving these
aforementioned problems. To return to my earlier analogy, reputations for trustworthiness are

meant to provide the arch’ s capstone.

" See Mearsheimer (1990: 50) and Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 32) for similar arguments.
8 | ipson (2003: 5 and 52).

8 | ipson (2003: 5).

8 | ipson (2003: 82).

8 |ipson (2003: 78, 82 and 101).

8 | ipson (2003: 48, 53, 63-64 and 103).

% Lipson (2003: 103).
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Regrettably, despite relying heavily on this concept of trust(worthiness), Lipson fails to
provide athorough conceptualization of trust or properly explain how it is created or
sustained. The only discussion he offersindicates that trust is somehow linked to astate's
reputation. Certainly, Lipson is not wrong to link trust to reputation; however, arecord of
past actions cannot by itself generate trust. Much like a scientific theory, trust requires both
evidence and an organizing logic. Without such alogic, it is impossible to make sense of
agents' past actions and to discern patterns that could be expected to repeat in the future.
Because Lipson, as a Rationalist, makes no differentiation between the rationality of liberals
and non-liberals, he is unable to provide an organizing logic specific to trustworthy
individuals (liberas) and according to which these individuals could be differentiated from
untrustworthy ones (non-liberals). And in so doing, Lipson’s conceptualization of trust
remains an underdevel oped deus ex machina that serves to obscure, rather than illuminate,

the origins of the liberal peace.

Owen’s Model

While Lipson advances a theory that focuses on what he sees as ‘ objective’ factors, John
Owen sees liberalism generating the liberal peace in two steps, one subjective and one
objective. First, while still endorsing the view that agents are rational actors, Owen resists
deriving amodel of how agents behave directly from assumptions about agents’ rationality.
Instead, he argues that liberal agents must be understood as rationa within the bounds of
liberalism, which he refersto astheir ‘institutional identity’: “[i]n giving an account of how
the world works, particularly what causes people to act as they do, liberalism acts as a map,

illuminating and obscuring various options for action, but also as atravel guide that helps
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them to choose the right destination...”.%® Owen accepts that agents desire to maximize their
utility, but also argues that this desire is often indeterminate. Instead, he holds that agents rely
on knowledge structures, such as institutional identities, to define their interests and the
optimal ways of achieving them.®” In so doing, Owen clearly includes the normative variant

of the Decision-making Mechanism as an integral part of his model.

However, for the normative variant to function, agents making decisions need the * map’
described above in order to plan their behaviour. Thus, for his explanation to be complete,
Owen must aso specify the content of the liberal *institutional identity’ he posits. For Owen,
liberalism is “a system of thought that seeks to uphold individual autonomy”.®® He goes on to
assert that “[w]hatever the particular strategy chosen to secure individual autonomy, liberals
are strongly attached to peace and self-determination rather than violence and coercion” and
that “liberals believe that it isrational to choose peace as a means to the good life. Believing
that all persons are at |least capable of thisrationality, liberals tend to trust properly informed,
uncoerced people to be pacific...”.% Thus, “[|]iberals are content to trust the reasonableness
of those states that recognize their citizens' right to self-rule.” *® Owen then proceeds to
combine this liberal normative compatibility with other liberals with the psychol ogical
variant, thereby reinforcing liberals' motivation for cooperation with other liberals with the

psychological bias generated by shared membership in an in-group.™

% Owen (1997a: 19). This conception corresponds to the first and second causal pathway along which Goldstein
and Keohane (1993: 12) argue that ideas can affect outcomes.

8 Owen (1997a: 24-25). See also Mercer (1995: 233) and Goldstein and Keohane (1993: 17).

8 Owen (1997a: 32).

8 Owen (1997a: 32).

% Owen (1997a: 36).

! Owen (1997a: 12 and 27). This combining of the normative and psychological variants has been further
developed by Hayes (2009a, 20123, and 2012b).
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Thus, Owen’s account of liberalism provides a clear picture of the subjective causes of the
peace. One wonders, however, how the liberals in question actually come to influence foreign
policy. The answer to this question forms the second, objective, step in Owen’s model: in
addition to agents who adhere to alibera ‘institutional identity’, the liberal peace also
requires that these liberals inhabit an objectively liberal state, that is, a state that allows
citizensto consistently and reliably influence foreign policy. In order for such a state to exist,
Owen argues that it must integrate two objective characteristics: “freedom of discussion and
regular competitive elections of those empowered to make war”,% thereby incorporating the

logic of the Electoral, Checks-and-balances, and Transparency mechanismsinto his

explanation.®

Importantly, Owen also accepts that not all citizens of liberal stateswill be liberals* and
acknowledges that illiberal individuals can even become the leaders of ‘objectively’ libera
states.”™ Owen goes on to argue that in ‘ordinary time’, citizens calculate that their ability to
influence foreign policy is so limited that it is not worth paying much attention to foreign
affairs, thus leaving leaders constrained only by an interested elite. During crises, however,
citizens recognize the higher stakes involved and are motivated to make their voices heard.
Thisiscrucia for Owen because this public engagement acts as a constraint of final resort; if
an illiberal leadership has managed to bring aliberal state to the brink of war with another

liberal state, liberal citizens will oppose this and the belligerent illiberal leadership will be

2 Owen (1997a: 3).

% He also recognizes the importance of the Transnational Enmeshment Mechanism, but it is not integral to his
theory. Owen (1997a: 5).

% Weart (1998: 242) notes that “authoritarian subcultures’ including “colonial bureaucracies, the military, secret
agencies, sometimes business corporations’ could exist in “established republics.” Consequently, analysts “must
attend not just to overall political culture but to the characteristics of the people making key decisions on the
scene.”

% Owen (1997a: 43). This need not be a sinister development, as ‘illiberal’ leaders might be liberal in their
domestic policies, but may practice arealpolitik foreign policy. Many important historical figures such as
Winston Churchill and Lord Palmerston arguably fit such a description. See Layne (1997: 90 — Footnote 99). Cf.
Doyle (2005: 464); EIman (1997b: 37); Morgan and Schwebach (1992: 306); Hayes (2009b: 26); Widmaier
(2005).
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forced to back down.® This point isimportant because it adds an implicit third criterion to
Owen’s moddl of an objectively liberal state, namely that if the liberal €elite failsto halt the
march to war itself, the libera citizenry will be sufficiently aroused and influential enough to

do so.¥’

While Owen’s model offers some possible solutions to the shortcomings of Lipson’s model,

it also leaves open several important questions of its own. Chief among these is the question
of how liberal states come to differentiate other libera states, with whom they can form an
in-group and on whom they can rely to dependably reciprocate non-violence, fromilliberal
states with and on whom they cannot? Owen goes some way to answering this question by
asserting that liberals will perceive other states that possess institutions they want in their
own states as liberal. The usefulness of this answer is limited, however, because Owen fails
to explain the processes by which agents will perceive and evaluate the institutions existing in
other states and the standards by which they will decide whether they themselves desire these

institutions in away that enables prediction.

Basically, Owen seemsto argue that the question of whether astateisliberal or not is
essentially an empirical question that can only be answered after the fact.*® While this might
be afair response from an historian, this failure to provide a means of determining ex ante
whether a state will recognize an other as liberal is problematic for social scientists® for three
reasons. First, it seems to go against the evidence we have for how agents actually evaluate

other states, which relies primarily on evaluations of the leaders of these states and their

% Owen (1997a: 47).
" Owen (1997a: 46).
% Owen (1997a: 56). Cf. Jackson (2003).
% Pierson (2004: 58).
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actions.'® Second, it severely limits the ability of the analyst to predict whether an agent will
recognize another state as libera or not. ' Third, it undermines the ability of agents
themselves to predict whether another agent will recognize them as liberal and, in so doing,

undermines the internal logic on which the operation of the mechanism itself depends.

Thisthird point is especially important. Owen sees liberalism producing the liberal peace
mainly because liberalism can be depended upon to reliably constrain liberal states from
fighting other liberal states. Thisis accomplished by the fact that liberalism leads liberals to
define their interests so as to make fighting other liberals unthinkable. In order for the liberal
peace to be possible, however, Owen needs to show how liberalism aso eliminates another
potential source of conflict and war from relations between liberals, namely the uncertainty
about other’ sintentions and the security dilemmathat this uncertainty generates. Only by
eliminating this uncertainty can liberals rationally abstain from traditional realpolitik modes

of interaction and transcend the security dilemma.'®

Unfortunately, because Owen's
definition of aliberal state cannot provide a means by which liberal states can reliably
identify other liberal states ex ante — or know that they have been so identified by other
liberal statesin return — liberal states cannot eliminate uncertainty regarding the intentions of
other states, even if they might suspect them to be liberals. And because they are unable to
eliminate this uncertainty, liberal states, just like any other type of state, are unable to
transcend the security dilemma and the pull toward war that it generates. Consequently,
Owen’ s definition of aliberal state is not capable of supporting the expectations and

behaviours on which the liberal peace depends.'®

190 Farnham (2003: 406-407).

191 1ndeed, it leaves Owen open to charges of tautology. Layne (1997: 90 — Footnote 99). Cf. Bueno de Mesquita
et al. (1999: 792).

192 Gartzke (2007: 171).

193 Thisis a problem of recognition shared by many theories. See Hayes (2012b: 776); Hermann and Kegley
(1995: 514). | address this problem directly in the next chapter. Fort Owen, this problem is rendered even more
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One could argue that the solution to this problem liesin Owen'’s assertion that not only does
liberalism provide a basis for the externalization of non-violence between liberals, but that
thisrational basis is underwritten by a common bond of trust that Owen argues liberalism
aso generates.'® One could argue then that liberals, once they have identified other liberals
as such, will trust them to remain liberals or to ensure that their state remains so, thereby
solving Owen’ s problem. But even thisinvocation of trust does not solve Owen’s problem.
Under Owen’stheory, liberal states are incapable of determining ex ante whether another
state, even one that may currently appear libera, is sufficiently libera for the mechanisms by
which truly libera states hold illiberal elementsin check to operate. So while Owen, sensing
aneed to break the link between vulnerability and insecurity, incorporates trust into his
theory, he fails to provide an explanation for how trustworthy states manage to recognize
each other as such and banish the insecurity that comes from knowing that their perceptions

may have been mistaken.

Conclusions

| began this chapter by identifying the causal mechanisms that have been proposed by a
variety of scholars as explanations, or parts of explanations, for the liberal peace. Noting that
scholarship on the liberal peace has evolved and that it is now rare for any of these
mechanisms to be proposed as stand-alone explanations of the liberal peace, | selected two of
the most sophisticated multi-mechanism explanations of the liberal peace for further

evauation. While both Lipson’s and Owen’s models provide useful and important insights,

intractable by (1) his admission that even leaders who appear liberal at one moment may not be; (2) hisrelated
admission that states that recognize another state as liberal can quickly change their opinion; and (3) the fact that
liberal states may temporarily decide to conduct their foreign policy on non-liberal bases. See Owen (1997a: 43
and 49). Cf. Oren (1995: 178-179).

104 Owen (1994: 103).
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the above analysis illuminates a number of important problems that remain for students of the

liberal peace.

Both theorists recognize, at least implicitly, important limitations on the ability of the
mechanisms they posit to reduce agents' uncertainty concerning the intentions of others.
They also seem to recognize that the existence of this ‘residual uncertainty’ represents an
obstacle to the eventuation of the liberal peace insofar asit inhibits the emergence of a
dispute resolution system capable of supporting the holding of the expectations of dependable
reciprocation of non-violence needed for the libera peace to obtain. Significantly, not only
do both theorists recogni ze this problem, they both seek to solveit in the same way: by
deploying trust as a means of neutralizing the effects of this residual uncertainty. In both
models it isthe presence of trust that ultimately licenses agents to hold these aforementioned
expectations of dependable reciprocation. However, despite the critical role played by trust in
both models, neither provides an adequate conceptualization thereof, thereby rendering its

use an ana ytically unsatisfactory solution to the problem.

Whileinvocation of trust as part of an explanation of the liberal peace is quite common,
unfortunately, so too is a failure to sufficiently engage the concept of trust once it has been
invoked. Thisis perhaps unsurprising given that trust has been largely neglected as afocus of
sustained theoretical analysiswithin IR scholarship.’® Thisis unfortunate because, as we
have seen, trust seems to play an important role in influencing agents decision-making and

behaviour. With Lipson’s and Owen’ s theories, this insufficient focus on trust creates three

195 \Wheeler (2010: 321) and Ruzicka and Wheeler (2010b: 71). For afew notable exceptions within IR see
Kydd (2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2005) Hoffman (2002, 2006), Booth and Wheeler (2008), Adler and Barnett
(19984a), Mercer (1995, 2005), Keating and Ruzicka (2014), Rathbun (2009, 20114a), and Zak and Kugler (2011).
To supplement this corpus, | have drawn on trust scholarship outside of IR including Luhmann (1979), Lascaux
(2008), Gambetta (1988a), Lane and Bachmann (1998), Hardin (1993), Baier (1986), Barber (1983), Hollis
(1998), and Coleman (1990).
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problems that serve to undermine the coherence and usefulness of both models, namely: (1)
an insufficient explanation of what trust is and how it is able to support the holding of the
expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence needed for the libera peace to
obtain; (2) poor specification of the preferences and narratives agents must possess and
adhere to in order for these expectations to be concelvable by agents; and (3) the lack of an
explanation of how agents recognize trustworthy agents and differentiate them from
untrustworthy ones in ways that are consistent with the solutionsto (1) and (2). In the next
two chapters | use these three problems as aframework for my analysis. In so doing, |
develop solutions to these problems that | argue will enable scholars to continue pushing the

research agenda for both the liberal peace and the role of trust therein forward.
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Chapter 2

A Conceptual Framework for trust

I ntroduction

| concluded the preceding chapter by outlining three problems that afflict theories of the
liberal peace. In this chapter | address the first of these problems, namely the lack of a
sufficient explanation of what trust is and how it can enable the holding of dependable
expectations. In so doing, my aim is to develop an abstract conceptualization of trust
appropriate to the study not only of the liberal peace, but to the study of internationa politics
more generally. Nevertheless, in order to keep the analysis from getting too abstract, |
illustrate my arguments throughout this chapter with reference to how the trust that emerges
between liberals—that is, liberal trust — enables the holding of the dependable expectations of

reciprocation of non-violence needed for the liberal peace to obtain.

| proceed in two ways: First, | review existing conceptualizations of trust and show how they
fail to capture the full meaning of the concept by failing to include a number of its essential
conceptual components. Because they represent the most devel oped family of theories of
trust within IR scholarship, | begin by focusing on Rationalist theories of trust, specifically
Andrew Kydd's account, which represents the best example thereof of which | am aware. |
evaluate this Rationalist conception of trust against two sets of criteria (1) whether it is
capable of supporting the expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence required
for the eventuation of the liberal peace, and (2) whether it is compatible with the common
sense understanding of trust that | outline below. From this analysis, | draw two conclusions:

(1) that Rationalist theories of trust are not actually theories of trust at all; and (2) that,
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regardless of whether these theories model ‘trust’ or not, Rationalist models like Kydd's are
incapable of supporting the transcendence of irresolvable uncertainty and, by extension, the
security community required for the liberal peace to obtain. The second step | takeisto
present and justify my adoption of a conceptualization of trust that | argue captures its
meaning with greater fidelity than the ones critiqued earlier. The central innovation |
introduce in this re-conceptualization is my substitution of what | call reasonable agents for

rational ones.

Criticaly, the analysis presented in this chapter remains fairly abstract and represents only a
conceptual framework for understanding more specific forms and instances of trust, such as
the type of trust required for the liberal peace to obtain. What | am able to do by erecting this
framework, however, isto provide a conceptua foundation for the analysis that | present in
Chapter 3, analysis that serves to both offer solutions to the second and third problems
identified at the end of Chapter 1 and to much more fully flesh out the conceptual elements
identified here as being critical components of any conceptualization of trust. In so doing, |

prepare the ground for Chapter 4 in which | tackle the operationalization of these elements.

Conceptualizing Trust

In order to proceed, it is necessary to first get to grips with what we really mean when we use
theword trust, asit is only then that we can evaluate the comprehensiveness and fidelity to
that meaning of another’s conceptualization. It isin this spirit that | present the following

definition, which | assert captures the common sense meaning of trust:
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Trust: An agent’s (the trustor’s) specific reasonable belief, held despite irresolvable
uncertainty, that: (1) she can accurately predict certain of another agent’s (the trustee’s)
intentions; and (2) the trustee is in some way obliged to have these intentions. For trust to
exist, (1) and (2) must prevail to the extent that the trustor makes herself vulnerable to
betrayal by the trustee through reliance on these predictions in the planning and execution of

her future actions.!

There are a couple of important implications of this definition that it is helpful to highlight
immediately. First, according to this definition, trust is aways a specific belief, that is, X
trusts Y to do Z.2 Whileit is true that many people make statements like X trusts Y and mean
it in agenera sense, | maintain that in reality such statements actually represent a shorthand
for aportfolio of much more specific trust-beliefs that would be revealed by rigorous
investigation.® Second, note that | have emphasized a number of key termsin the definition.
Aswe progress, these concepts will feature prominently in my analysis and | will

demonstrate why their inclusion is essentia to the successful conceptualization of trust.

The Rationalist conceptualization of trust

While he does not provide an explicit conceptualization of trust, Lipson does argue that

between agents’ knowledge of the incentives that structure potentially cooperative situations

! For some representative alternative definitions of trust see Kydd (2005: 3), Gambetta (1988: 217), Booth and
Wheeler (2008: 230), and Pouliot (2008: 278-279). Note that my use of the term reasonable corresponds to
Mercer's (2005) use of the term rational insofar as he argues that rationality requires an affective/non-rational
component. | use the term rational in away that corresponds with the way it is used by the ‘rationalists’ who
Mercer criticizes. | take these usages, and much inspiration, from Hollis (1998). | thank Caylan Ford for her
suggestion regarding the importance of including betrayal in the definition.

2 Ruzicka and Wheeler (2010a: 21) agree.

% Note this separates my conception of trust from ‘generalized’ trust. By using a concept of generalized trust,
scholars like Rathbun (2011a: 244) define trust as a disposition and not a specific belief. While | am not denying
the existence of a disposition that sees others as more cooperative, for reasons discussed throughout the chapter

| do not see subsuming trust — something that | see as a specific, distinct, and discrete phenomenon — under such
aheading as analytically useful.
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and their knowledge of others’ reputations, agents can come to believe that they can predict
others’ future behaviours and will decide whether to cooperate or not on that basis.* Thus, for
Lipson, trust amountsto a belief derived from arational calculation that the trustee will
cooperate. This calculation isitself effectuated on the basis of the information about the
trustee gathered by the trustor, both through observation and as distilled in an agent’s
reputation, and amounts to afairly standard Rationalist conceptualization of trust.
Unfortunately, Lipson’s limited analysis does not advance further than this. Therefore, in the
interest of providing as strong a statement of the Rationalist conceptualization of trust as
possible, it isuseful to shift attention to Andrew Kydd's more devel oped account and ask
whether Kydd' s theory can provide a compatible account of trust capable of filling some of

the holes left in Lipson’s more limited one.”

Kydd definestrust as “abelief that the other side is trustworthy, that is, willing to reciprocate
cooperation”.® Kydd models the decision-making process that produces cooperation under
trust in aforma model he callsthe ‘ Trust Game'. In this game, agents decide whether or not
to ‘trust’ by comparing their beliefs concerning the trustworthiness of the potential trustee
given the specific circumstances with their level of risk acceptance and the potential rewards
from cooperation — the values of both of which are assumed and exogenous.” In his more

complex ‘ Reassurance Game', however, Kydd partially addresses this limitation by providing

an account of how agents' past experiences — both in general and of the potential trustee in

* Lipson (2003: 103).

® | see Kydd's theory of trust as compatible with Lipson’s model. Indeed, Lipson cites Kydd's as a foundation
for his model. Lipson (2003: 55-56).

® Kydd (2005: 3).

" Kydd (2000a: 402-404) and Kydd (2000b: 333). Kydd does not seem to explicitly acknowledge risk
acceptance as a separate and variable term in his model; rather he seemsto view it as a function of the potential
rewards for cooperation. This seems problematic as agents' level of risk acceptance no doubt varies
independently of potential gains as well asin connection with them.
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particular (i.e. their reputation) — and a process of ‘costly signalling’ provide information and,

in so doing, influence agents’ beliefs concerning the probability that others are trustworthy.®

For Kydd, costly signals “serve to separate trustworthy types from untrustworthy types,
trustworthy types will send them, untrustworthy types will find them too risky to send.”®
Costly signals can take a number of forms, including the type of military forces agents invest
in, their ideology, their policies toward weaker neighbours, and their domestic policies
toward minorities.™® In his ‘ Reassurance Game', Kydd models a process of costly signalling
that occurs in the first round of the game, thereby providing an endogenous source of

information on the basis of which agents form their beliefs concerning others' trustworthiness

in the second round, which he models as a round of the aforementioned ‘ Trust Game' .

As described up to this point, Kydd' s theory fits the description of what Aaron Hoffman has
labelled a‘“ predictive’ account of trust in which trust comprises abelief on the part of an
agent that the other will act in a particular way given a particular incentive structure.™ In
predictive accounts this belief is predicated on information about an agent’s past behaviour
that the agent has gathered either through direct observation or viathat agent’ s reputation.
Based on this information, agents make predictions about other agents’ future behaviours
and rely on them to plan their own future actions. Calling this sort of belief ‘trust’ is
problematic, mainly becauseit is not clear how such abelief is different from simply thinking
strategically.*? Similarly, Hoffman argues that such ‘ predictive’ approaches are inherently

flawed because it is not possible to distinguish behaviours taken on the basis of ‘trust’ of this

8 Kydd (2000b: 331-332 and 340).

° Kydd (2000b: 326); Kydd (1997: 117).

10K ydd (1997: 141-145). In so doing, Kydd aligns himself with a strong current in ‘ defensive realism'’.
Edelstein (2012: 8).

1 Hoffman (2002: 379).

12 Cf. Michel (2013).
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sort from other forms of risk-taking. And while trust always involves risk, Hoffman notes that
risk-taking does not always involve trust and that predictive accounts of trust cannot
differentiate risks taken on the basis of trust from risks taken for other reasons such as risk

acceptance and expected utility.*?

These arguments demonstrate that it is possible to describe the processes that comprise such
‘predictive’ accounts of trust without using the word trust at al and without losing any
crucial conceptual content.** Consequently, predictive conceptualizations miss an essential
aspect of trust and even raise the question of whether trust should exist as adistinct analytical
concept. Believing that it should, Hoffman argues that the solution to this challenge liesin
adopting what he hastermed a‘fiduciary’ approach to trust, which combines confidencein
expectations and the concept of obligation.™ In such a conceptualization, trust actually
emerges not from the predicted interaction between an agent’ s reputation and an external
incentive structure, but rather from a hypothesis that an agent possesses an internalized
obligation that will prescribe certain behaviours and proscribe others regardless of the pay-
offs.*® While information gathering is still essential to such an account, the information that is
gathered does not simply constitute arecord of past actions, but is also used to provide
support for or against an agent’s hypothesis that the other possesses a particular set of

obligations.

Theideaof betrayal, and itsimportance to trust, is useful for illustrating the difference

between these two conceptualizations. When an agent takes a calculated risk and events turn

3 Hoffman (2002: 381). Cf. Rathbun (2009, 351-352 — footnote 2), who makes a similar point.

14 Cf. Mercer (2005: 95): “[e]mphasizing incentives as the basis for trust eliminates both the need for trust and
the opportunity to trust. If trust depends on external evidence, transparency, iteration, or incentives, then trust
adds nothing to the explanation.”

5 Hoffman (2002: 381).

18 Hoffman (2002: 381).
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against them she may be disappointed, but her reaction will not have the same psychological
depth asif events had turned against her because she had been betrayed by atrusted other.
Betrayal carrieswith it a clear affective character that rendersit far more damaging from the
point of view of the trustor, likely because one of itsresultsisto call into question not just an
agent’s beliefs about the world, but their concept of self and sense of ontological security as

well.Y’

Obligations are usually understood in moral/ethical terms. agents trust othersto ‘do what is
right’ according to some moral code.*® However, such amoral/ethical dimension is not
essential. Instead, trust derives from a belief that agents will act according to a particular
logic that, while it could be moral, might also be completely amoral.*® For example, | might
conceive of the USA as arational actor and thus believe that it is obliged to refrain from
bombing Iran as a means of resolving its dispute over Iran’s nuclear program because such an
action would constitute an irrational means of achieving the USA’s objectives. In other
words, the USA’srational character obligesit to act rationally. Consequently, in order to
continue to qualify as arational actor in my mind, ceteris paribus, the USA would be obliged

to not bomb Iran.

If obligations are so important, where do they come from? Unfortunately, other than
assuming that obligations have been assimilated into Rationalists' concept of actor types,
obligations cannot be said to have formed an important focus of existing Rationalist
scholarship. | maintain that obligations derive from agents’ identities. Following Alexander

Wendt, | defineidentities as “relatively stable, role-specific understandings and expectations

Y Michel (2013: 880-883); Hogg et al. (2004: 263). See Mitzen (2006) on ontological security.
18 Hoffman (2002: 379); Hollis (1998: 10).
¥ Hogg and Reid (2006: 13).
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about self” % that generate “ motivationa and behavioral dispositions’,?* which in turn
provide the basis for the definition of an agent’ s interests through the interaction of these
dispositions with particular contexts.? | discuss identities in greater depth in Chapter 3, so it
is sufficient for the moment to say that identities can be conceived of as organizing logics that
allow agents to interpret the information they gather from their environment. Identities
provide agents with a basis for predicting the future behaviours of other agents; agents that
are believed to possess a particular identity will be predicted to act in accordance with the

parameters of this identity.®

If we accept that identities are important in thisway — and, indeed, it is only by understanding
processes of information gathering such as costly signalling as exercises in the imputation of
identities that theories like Kydd' s are intelligible** — then the next step is to identify the
parameters needed for an identity to be capable of supporting trust. Trust is always a specific
belief, and so different types of trust — for example, liberal trust —will depend on different
sets of parameters.” Nevertheless, it is possible to identify some abstract parameters that all
types of trust must possess. Martin Hollis argues persuasively that the sine qua non of trust is
its ability to justify atrustor’s expectation that the trustee will act in a certain way, even if
doing so goes against the trustee’ sinterests.? If we accept this formulation — and to my mind

this seems to capture the essence of common sense understandings of trust perfectly — then

20 \Wendt (1992: 397); Wendt (1999: 21).

2L \Wendt (1999: 224).

2 \Wendt (1992: 398); Wendt (1999: 231 and 329). See also Zehfuss (2001: 318-320).

% Hogg and Reid (2006: 10-11).

2 Kydd (1997: 117). This approach is the same if reputation is substituted for type. See Mercer (2005: 89-91)
for an explanation of the impossibility of a meaningful concept of reputation in models that assume rational
actors. Cf. Mitzen (2006: 357).

| discuss the specific parameters required to generate the liberal peace in the next chapter, but generally, the
liberal peace requires agents to hold expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence.

% See Hollis (1998: especialy page 79) for an in-depth explanation of this position. C.f. Fukuyama (1995: 10).
One Rationalist solution to this problem isto expand the notion of self-interest such that actions that might
appear other-regarding are re-interpreted as self-regarding in a psychological or more enlightened sense. This
may be logically possible, but as an analytical approach it is essentially tautological [Wendt (1994: 386)] and
largely incapable of producing anything but post hoc ‘explanations’ [Stein (1998)].
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any instance of trust must be underwritten by a belief on the part of the trustor that the trustee
isthe type of person —that is, one who possesses an identity containing obligations capable of
ensuring that they will act in accordance with the trustor’ s expectations — who will act as

expected even if doing so would go against the trustee' s interests.

Recognizing the role played by identity is an important one because it illuminates the critical
limitation of Rationalist models of trust like Kydd’'s, namely their under-specification of
agents’ identities.?” According to Hollis, Kydd' s agents are, by definition, incapable of
trusting because their self-regarding utility-maximizing identity fails— on the side of the
trustor — to provide them with the conceptual vocabulary needed to render trust intelligible
and — on the side of the trustee — to provide them with the obligations that would ensure their
trustworthiness.”® Just as a chess player unaware of the en passant rule is incapable of
effectuating the move, Kydd' s rational agents are incapable of trusting others because doing
S0 steps outside of their understanding of the possible. While the chess player is capable of
physically moving the piece asif she knew the rule, she would not do so because doing so
would not make sense to her. Similarly, arational agent could concelve of actions that would
accord with atrust belief, but these actions would not make sense to her and, thus, she would

not attempt them or expect rational othersto do so either.

It istrue that by differentiating between revisionists and security-seekers, Kydd and others

show some flexibility in the area of identity by recognizing that even self-regarding rational

%" Pierson (2004: 61; footnote 5) points out that one of the main limitations of game-theoretic scholarship like
Kydd’sisthe extremely limited anthropologies that stand behind their assumptions about agents preferences.
% “Intentions are hence themselves moulded in part by language at the disposal of the author, for we cannot
intend something that isimpossible to conceptualize and to endow with linguistic form.” Freeden (1996: 108).
Cf. similar conceptualizations in Goldstein and Keohane (1993: 8); Hall (1993: 35 and 52); Taylor (2004: 55);
King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 39); Jackson (2003: 236); and Crawford (2002: 20).
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utility maximizers can define their interests in different ways.?® However, according to Hollis
any such enrichment of agents' identitiesis ultimately doomed because, by definition, it
cannot provide these agents with the ability to act against their own interests so long as they
remain rational actors.®® Even if these agents have learned the castling rule, they still cannot
play en passant. If a security-seeker, or indeed any other self-regarding rational utility
maximizer, is presented with an opportunity to increase her utility, however defined, by
exploiting another agent, she will do so and cannot be trusted to do otherwise as the

narratives that constitute her identity oblige her to do so.*

So far, | have argued that, at base, Rationalist theories understand trust as an agent’ s belief
that another agent will cooperate with them. For Rationalists, this belief derives from the
interaction between an agent’ s knowledge of the incentives that structure potentially
cooperative situations, and their knowledge of other agents' past behaviours as distilled in
thelir reputations. By itself, such a‘predictive’ characterization of trust is insufficient because
it faillsto distinguish it from other forms of risk-taking, and because it fails to recognize that
reputations only make sense when they are reputations for something. More sophisticated
‘fiduciary’ conceptions of trust solve both these problems by recognizing agents as having
identities. However, with the recognition of the importance of these identities, our focus must

shift to their content.®* Indeed, recognizing the important influence of an agent’s identity on

% See also Fearon (2008); Glaser (1994-1995); and Glaser (2010). Kydd (2001) goes even further and provides
amodel in which there are four different types of states each with their own distinctive logic. Cf. Schweller
(1996).

% See Hollis (1998: 42-43).

% | nterestingly, Hoffman’s predictive/fiduciary typology breaks down on closer inspection because the
difference between the two is actually an artefact of many ‘predictive’ theorists' non-essential commitmentsto a
specific conception of agents' identities.

% To be clear, | am not arguing that the ‘logic of appropriateness’ trumps the ‘logic of consequences’ or that
‘Constructivism’ trumps ‘ Rationalism’. Rather, these two logics are so thoroughly interpenetrated that agents’
behaviours are incomprehensible without both. Indeed, part of our mission as social scientists should be to
describe this interpenetration so that we can understand the hybrid logics that motivate actual human behaviour.
While such a position may sound more compatible with Constructivism, it is by no means incompatible with a
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their behaviour, some Rationalists have responded by recognizing that different agents can
define utility in different ways.* Nevertheless, so long as these agents remain ‘rational
actors' at their cores, any such enrichment is ultimately doomed because of the way that
‘rational actors' must, by definition, always exploit their partnersif doing so would serve

their utility, regardless of how they define that utility.

This brings us to something of afork in the road. If we accept Hollis' argument about the
essence of trust lying in an agent’ s ability to act against their own interests, then it seems
clear that a Rationalist theory of trust isimpossible. We are thus faced with the choice
between proceeding by either (1) abandoning the assumption that agents are rational actors
and positing an agent capable of choosing to act against their own interests, or (2) abandoning
the ideathat trust, as Hollis definesit, is central to our explanation, thereby freeing usto
argue that theories like Kydd' s are still perfectly capable of explaining how the liberal peace
eventuates. | argue that we must take the first option because, ultimately, only the
abandonment of rational actorsin favour of what | term ‘reasonable’ agents can provide a
satisfactory explanation for trusting actions and, by extension, the liberal peace. In the final
section of this chapter | describe what | mean by reasonable and explain how one can
construct a coherent theory of trust on this basis. Before | do, however, | outline why | do not

follow the second, Rationalist, path.

The importance of ‘irresolvable uncertainty’

‘thin’ version of Rationalism [Ferejohn (1991: 280-282)] or the ‘boxes within boxes' approach advocated by
Lake and Powell (1999). Cf. Fearon and Wendt (2002) and Snidal (2002).

* Indeed, even Kydd argues that agents’ identities are “ something that should be the subject of empirical
inquiry.” (2005: 18).



Urban 57

Rationalist characterizations of trust are ultimately unable to explain the liberal peace because
of what | call ‘irresolvable uncertainty’.* The argument over whether Rationalist theories
are capable of accounting for the liberal peace does not turn on whether ‘irresolvable
uncertainty’ exists or not; most scholars accept that it does. The real argument is over its
implications. Some argue that these are so significant that the acceptance of the kind of
vulnerability entailed by the cooperation required for the liberal peace to obtain is such that
prudence would make such cooperation rarer than we observe in the real world.*® Others
argue the implications are not so significant and that the levels of existing cooperation are
consistent with what we should expect from agents who are rational actors.* Below, |
respond by drawing on the analysis of threat perception outlined in the Introduction and by
arguing that additional explanation is required because existing Rationalist explanations:. (1)
overlook the fluidity of agents' identities; (2) neglect who is actually perceiving threats; (3)
fail to recognize the length of time required to realign capabilities with changing threat
environments; (4) ignore how agents do not actually calculate like rational actors; and (5)
disregard the effect of predictable psychological biases and emotions on agents’ thinking.
Because of these omissions, Rationalist theories of ‘trust’ fail to appreciate the full extent of
the explanatory work that needs doing for the liberal peace to eventuate, with the result that
they fail to recognize the indispensability of trust and the insufficiency of the explanations

they offer.®

Before addressing these five specific points, however, it is useful to begin by briefly

reviewing the three fundamental sources of ‘irresolvable uncertainty’. First, because of what

# | aminspired in this usage by Booth and Wheeler (2008: 188).

% See Edelstein (2002) for a concurring view. The level of vulnerability that agents must accept depends on the
specific form of trust in question: for example, states risk less when they trust each other to respect the
inviolability of their diplomats than when they trust each other not to attack.

% Kydd (1997: 117); Glaser (1994-1995: 59-60).

3" Wendt advances a similar argument (1994: 391).
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philosophers call the ‘ problem of other minds', agents can never be certain that an other’s
actions are actually representative of that other’ s intentions and that they are not
misunderstanding or being misled.® Second, even if agents could be certain of others

current intentions, they know that intentions can change and that currently benign states could
become threatening in the future.* Third, we do well to remember that international politics
is, simply put, an incredibly complex and ambiguous arena. The ability of the human mind to
understand all the factors shaping events, let aone predict the outcome of their interactions, is
extremely limited.*® These are all facts of which any agent of average intelligence and
imagination will be aware. Consequently, John J. Mearsheimer argues that rational agents
will seethe international system as an extremely dangerous environment in which it is not
possible to ever predict the future with much accuracy, with the result that it is best to prepare

for the worst.**

Remembering that | have defined trust as requiring the voluntary acceptance of
vulnerability, if we accept this argument it makes sense that the obstacles that must be
overcome before trust can obtain will be very, if not prohibitively, high.*? Other theorists
such as Charles Glaser disagree. While accepting that uncertainty isirresolvable, and even
that misplaced trust can lead to tremendously bad outcomes,*® they argue that the
implications that scholars like Mearsheimer draw are out of proportion.* They argue that

agents have a variety of tools— such as costly signalling — that allow them to discern others

% Hopf (2010: 549). After all, Hitler presented himself as a man of peace and many believed him. Pinker (2011:
248). See also Mearsheimer (2001: 3); Barnett and Adler (1998: 414); Edelstein (2002: 1). Kydd (2005: 18)
largely admitsthis.

% Mearsheimer (2001: 31); Kydd (1997: 116); Glaser (1994-1995: 56); Edelstein (2002: 2).

“0 Pierson (2004: 125).

*! Indeed, Mearsheimer (1994: 11) draws from this assessment the conclusions that “[t]here islittle room for
trust among states.” Cf. Booth and Wheeler (2008: Chapter 1).

2 Mearsheimer (2001: 32). Lipson (2003: 63) seems to agree, at least to the extent that he seestrust as being
very dangerousin international politics.

3 Kydd (2005: 19).

“ Kydd (1997: 117); Glaser (1994-1995: 59-60).
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intentions with afair degree of certainty, rendering the chances of grave miscalculation
minimal.*® Thus, they argue that the obstacles to cooperation are not nearly as high as

scholars like Mearsheimer have suggested.

Certainly, this optimistic second group of theoristsisright to point out that agents do possess
some tools for accumulating information about others’ intentions. In fact, most of the
mechanisms discussed in the first half of Chapter 1 functioned at least partially in this way.
Certainly these tools enable agents to build familiarity with other agents and confidence in
their predictions concerning these others' future actions. Scholars like Kydd would even
argue that thisinformation allows agents to impute identities to others enabling them to
predict their future intentions. Crucially, as discussed earlier, these theorists neglect the fact
that agents' identities are fluid and subject to change meaning that agents’ identities are
always in process and that any stability in an agent’ sidentity is relative.*® Changes in agents
identities can alter their definition of thelr interests, their perception of their threat
environment, and the strategies that they understand as ‘rational’ means for meeting these
threats.*” Moreover, agents are aware of this possibility, and that change can occur relatively
quickly —at least in terms of strategically important activities like procurement, weapons
systems development, and aliance building — thereby limiting the time available for crafting
aresponse.”® The fact that agents usually possess a number of identities at once, and will shift

between them on the basis of the context in which they find themselves, only exacerbates the

*® Kydd (1997: 117).

“ Hermann and Kegley (1995: 520). Mearsheimer (2001: 31) makes this point more abstractly by pointing out
that it isimpossible to be certain about other states’ intentions. See also Wendt (1994: 386).

" Oren (1995); Jervis (1978: 168).

8 Jervis (1978: 199-200); Russett and Oneal (2001: 22).
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problems just identified,* as does the logic of backward induction that, somewhat ironically,

can be especially debilitating for rational agents.™

Thus, whatever information is revealed by costly signalling is only useful for predicting an
other’ s future behaviour insofar as that other’ s identity does not change.®* Kydd does
recognize that states' identities can change, but also claims that this has not been the cause of
many, if any, wars and consequently largely disregards further consideration of the
uncertainty created by the fluidity of identities.®® This is problematic, mainly because Kydd's
claim ignores a number of examples where concern over potential identity changes did
contribute to wars.> Rationalists might still respond that, at least for democracies, identity
changeis unlikely to be a problem because of the way that democratic decision-making, due
to its transparency, reveals the full spectrum of possible identities a state might assume and
provides ample warning of any impending shifts, thereby greatly reducing the likelihood of
genuine surprises.> Leaving aside the contested nature of this claim, this argument fails to
recognize the ability of liberal statesto use covert operations as an effective substitute for war
(traditionally defined) and of illiberal leaders to circumvent those aspects of liberal

governance responsible for creating transparency.

The insecurity that results from all this only grows if we integrate the second of the
aforementioned omissions and focus on the agents actually making the decisions as opposed

to states: sinceit is actually regimes and individual leaders that make decisions, regime

9 Wendt (1994: 385); Hogg et al. (2004: 252).

%0 See Hollis (1998: Chapter 3).

*! Greenhill (2008: 255); Zehfuss (2001: 326 and 338). This need not be a Cognitivist or Constructivist
explanation, as an Institutionalist [Moravesik (1997)] model can also account for internal changes of this type.

2 Kydd (1997: 118).

%3 Western support for the Whites in the Russian Civil War (1919-1922), which sought to block the creation of a
Bolshevik state, provides an apt example. See also Lipson (2003: Chapter 5) for more examples.

> Kydd (1997: 117); Lipson (2003: 6-7).

*® Rosato (2003: 598) argues the opposite, for instance.

%6 Chan (1993: 207).
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security is often a better |ens through which to understand state decision-making than is state
security.® The reason for thisis twofold: First, the interests of individual agents will never
align perfectly with those of the state. Thus, in addition to actual threatsto the state, which
will usually pose athreat to the decision-maker in some form, actions that pose no or limited
threats to the state qua state, but serious threats to decision-makers — such as coups d’ état, or
career setbacks — will enter agents' calculations more than they would if the Leviathan itself
could make decisions. Second, states are actually much harder to harm than individuals or
regimes. Correspondingly, the severity of the threat posed by certain actions, like
assassinations and foreign sponsorship of domestic rebellions, will figure much larger in
agents calculations than in cal culations taken from the state’ s perspective.®® Thus, even if
uncertainty can be reduced to a great extent from a state perspective, regimes and individuals

will still be more reluctant to accept vulnerability.

Rationalist theories third failureisthat it is not even clear that transparency is an effective
safeguard for agents' strategic interests. Asjust noted, the timeline required for strategically
important decisions to have an impact can actually be fairly long. Britain’s famous ‘ten year
rule’, whereby British interwar procurement and re-armament decisions were based on a
forecast of whether Britain could expect to find itself involved in amajor war at some point
in the next decade provides a good illustration of the extended time frames according to
which these decisions are made. With modern warfare especially, these elongated timeframes
are the result of arecognition of the time needed to mobilize not just existing personnel and
material, but aso the time needed to develop technologically sophisticated weapons systems

and to convert civilian industries to wartime production.

" Hermann and Kegley (1995: 514-515 and 528). This logic is the most powerful insight of Bueno de Mesquita
and colleagues’ (1999) ‘selectorate’ argument and applies especially forcefully to weak states. See also Clapham
(1996: 4-5); Roessler (2011). Jervis (1978: 174) makes a similar argument.

%8 See Salehyan (2010) for an example.
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Fourth, theories like Kydd' s fail to accurately model the processes by which states deal with
uncertainty.>® Predictive theories posit that agents seek to overcome uncertainty by gathering
information about others’ types and circumstances and then cal culating whether agents are
trustworthy in particular situations on the basis of thisinformation. Interestingly, however, it
is actually the absence of calculations of thistype that often demonstrates the presence of
trust.®® For instance, contrary to basic Realist predictions,®* Canadais not continually
calculating ways to improve its ability to defend against a possible American onslaught, nor
isthe USA examining every potential trade agreement with Canada to assess whether Canada
stands to increase its relative capabilities vis-a-vis the USA.%? If a Rationalist model of
cooperation assumes that agents act in a certain way in order to gather the information they
require to justify cooperation, but agents do not engage in the actions required to gather this
information and show no signs of making these calculations, it seems clear that the
cooperation that ensues cannot be understood as having any causal connection to these

theorized calculations.

Finally, Rationalist theories of trust are fatally undermined when one realizes that, as
numerous studies have shown, humans' decision-making is not rational and isinstead prone
to ahost of predictable psychological and cognitive biases.®® One such bias is the tendency
toward overestimating the likelihood of one' s own success. As many scholars have shown,

leaders consistently overestimate their own capabilities and underestimate their opponents’,

% For examples, see Rathbun (2011a) and Rathbun (2011b). Ostrom (2005: 70-78) reviews supportive
experimental evidence.

€ Hopf (2010: 552-553).

¢! Russett and Oneal (2001: 219).

62 Cf. Pouliot (2008: especially page 258) and Wendt (1999: 289-290). See also Jervis (1988: 680); Fukuyama
(1995: 9).

83 Tversky and Kahneman (1974); Mercer (2010: 21); Jervis (1988: 700); Haidt (2012: xiv); Pinker (2011: 511);
Michel (2013: 881-882); and Johnson (2004 28).
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even in the teeth of contradictory evidence.** Similarly, agents consistently over-estimate the
likelihood of dramatic and difficult-to-fathom events.®®> A consequential example of thisis
the so-called ‘ one percent doctrine’ adhered to by the US administration of President George
W. Bush. According to Vice-President Dick Cheney, “If there's a 1% chance that Pakistani
scientists are helping al Qaeda build or develop a nuclear weapon, we haveto treat it asa
certainty in terms of our response”.®® Consequently, agents over-weight the importance of
certain types of threatening information and perceive threats as more important than they

actually are.

Similarly, Rationalist theories fail to recognize the importance played by emotionsin threat
perception and decision-making.®” For example, instead of relying on facts and observations,
agents will often take belief-consistent feelings as evidence confirming the correctness of
their beliefs.®® Likewise, in laboratory experiments, participants will consistently reduce their
own utility in order to exact revenge on other participants they percelve as having betrayed
them.®® When combined with other self-serving biases, such as the fundamental attribution
error (the human tendency to over-value dispositional explanations and under-value
situational explanations for the behaviours of others), emotiona rationales for action can very
quickly spiral out of control and induce extremely destructive sub-optimal conflicts for all
involved.” Indeed, as Steven Pinker points out, agents are often very happy to trade material
utility for emotional satisfaction.”* And even in the rare cases when predatory violenceis

initially motivated by purely rational acquisitive considerations, any resistance by the prey

% Johnson (2004); Pinker (2011: 513). See (Jervis 1988: 693) on motivated bias.
® Jervis (1988: 690).

€8 See Suskind (2006).

7 |ebow (2008); Pinker (2011: 530).

% Mercer (2010: 7); Haidt (2012: 60).

% pinker (2011: 537). Cf. Mercer (2010: 11).

7 Jervis (1988: 686 and 692). See also Johnson (2004 8, 19, and 43-44).

™ Pinker (2011: 676); Mercer (2010: 11); Haidt (2012: 179-180).
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will likely induce the engagement of the predator’ s emotions, thereby creating the possibility

of such an aforementioned spiral.”

Reasonableness

| have neither the space nor expertise to discuss whether or not the problems just identified
can be overcome within a Rationalist framework. That said, these problems do seem
significant enough to justify exploring the aternative modes of explanation identified earlier.
Insofar as many of these aforementioned deviations from ‘rationality’ are predictable,” the
solution to many of the theoretical problems they cause lies with the inclusion of the concept
of ‘reasonableness’ in the definition of trust. In including ‘ reasonableness’, | follow a number
of scholars who argue that both rational calculation and arational factors like emotion
represent important bases of beliefs such as trust, and by extension agents' decision-
making.”* Theinclusion of arational basesis critical because it creates the possibility for the
obstacles generated by the interaction between irresolvable uncertainty and rationality to be
avoided through a short-circuiting of ‘objective’ rationality.” Below, | show how this short-

circuiting occurs.

From the perspective of individuals, reality is unmanageably complex and so full of

uncertainty that it risks becoming debilitating. In response, a number of mechanisms that

2 Pinker (2011: 511); Jervis (1988: 686 and 693). While these biases may possess an evolutionary logic, since
the unit of evolution isthe gene, such logics are not necessarily rational for an individual, let alone a state.
Pinker (2011: 583); Kydd (2000a: 398); Clutton-Brock (2009). | thank Zinta Zommersfor here insight on this
point. Cf. Zak and Kugler (2011: 140-141); Hoffman (2006: 23).

3 Jervis (1988: 700); Mercer (2010: 25).

™ Michel (2013); Zak and Kugler (2011: 140); Hollis (1998: Chapter 8); Booth and Wheeler (2008: 232);
Hoffman (2006: 23); Mercer (2010: 6); Lascaux (2008: 5); and Freeden (1996: 29-31 and 37) are all supportive
of this approach. See Mercer (2010) for an interesting argument for why purely ‘rational’ actors cannot make
reasonable decisions. See Haidt (2012: 33), Pouliot (2008: 278-279), Hopf (2012), Fukuyama (1995: 11 and
325), and Crawford (2002: 14-15) for similar approaches.

7% 7ak and Kugler (2011: 140).
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render reality more tractable have evolved. ™ Knowledge structure is a general term that | use
to identify one such simplifying mechanism which, inter alia, enables action by emphasizing
critical aspects of reality at the expense of others and by providing agents with intelligible
causal stories about how these emphasized aspects interact with each other.”” In so doing,
knowledge structures bound agents' rationality by detaching subjective rationality from what
might be called objective — or omniscient — rationality.”® The result of thisis that boundedly
rational —that is reasonable — agents act in certain predictable ways that might appear
irrational from an omniscient/objective perspective, or even from an alternative subjective
perspective bounded by different assumptions.” Essentially, the integration of a specific
knowledge structure into an agent’s cognitive framework — the term | use to refer to the larger
assemblies of beliefs within which agents interpret their surroundings and make decisions at
any one time — aters the assumptions that this framework encodes, thereby altering the kinds

of behaviour that make sense in this cognitive context.®

Trust-beliefs are a particular form of knowledge structure that, in bounding agents’ rationality
in acertain way, enable them to justify decisions to cooperate with others without having to
undertake the costly cognitive processes that characterize ‘rational’ decision-making.®* This

is because if an agent trusts another agent to do something, then the trustor’ s decision to

"6 _Luhmann (1979: 8); Hogg et a. (2004: 255).

" Khong (1992: 26) offers the following definition of a‘schema’, which serves as a good general definition of a
knowledge structure: “[a] schemais a generic concept stored in memory. It may refer to objects, situations,
events, or sequences of events and people. A schema may also be viewed as a person’s subjective “theory”
about how the social or political world works. This subjective ‘theory’ istypically derived... from ‘generalizing
across one’ s experiences' in the palitical world...” Khong (1992: 26-27) aso notes that “[n]either the cognitive
psychologists nor the political scientists have seen fit to distinguish strictly between” various structures such as
schemas, knowledge structures, etc because the “functional similarities are much more impressive and pertinent
than their differences.” See also Mercer (2005: 87); Lascaux (2008: 8); Stein (1999: 216); and Hogg et al.
(2004: 256). Cf. Mitzen's (2006) conceptualization of aroutine.

"8 See Lake and Powell (1999: 18) on the importance of theorizing agents’ beliefs. Risse-Kappen (1995a)
provides an example of how the norms that define a collective identity influence the behaviours of members of
thisin-group. Cf. Rousseau (2006: 6); Lascaux (2008: 8-9).

™ Tversky and Kahneman (1986); Stein (1999: 214). This predictability means that my theory meets the
standard set out by Rosato (2005: 468) for the incorporation of perceptions into one’s theory.

8 cf. Crawford (2002: 48).

8 7ak and Kugler (2011: 140).
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cooperate will not be based on arationa calculation of whether the other is trustworthy or
not, but instead on whether the trustor already believes that the potential trustee is trustworthy
in this particular context.® Naturally, atrust-belief can be incorrect, but the point is that

agents assume that it is correct and rely on it to plan their actions.®

The analysis above describes how knowledge structures like trust-beliefs influence agents
decision-making. However, this account does not explain how these trust-beliefs are
generated initially. As described in greater detail in Chapter 3, | argue that when an agent
comes to trust an other, this represents a shift from one cognitive framework, specifically a
more prudential one in which confidence in rational calculations tend to predominate as the
bases for decision-making, to another in which trust-beliefs predominate. Once this shift has
occurred, the trustor’ s belief in the reliability of the trustee becomes an assumption

concerning her trustworthiness instead of a subject of calculation.®

Crucidly, in order for this shift to be possible, a foundation of confidence must aready
exist.® If thisis so, however, how, when, and why does this shift occur? Asis discussed in
Chapter 3, | maintain that this shift is the result of a process of collective identification in
which the trustor and the trustee mutually identify as members of the same ‘in-group’. This
experience of collective identification — and the associated triggering of an arational
psychological biastoward others perceived as sharing membership in an ‘in-group’ —

converts the foundation of rational confidence into atrust-belief, thereby combining the

8 Cf. Pouliot (2008) and Michel (2013) on background dispositions.

8 Haidt (2012: 282).

8 Risse-K appen (1995b: 30) makes the same claim. Cf. Wendt (1994), especially page 386 for asimilar
analysis.

& Trust-like beliefs, such as faith — that is, a belief in things unseen that cannot be disproved [Mael and Ashforth
(2001: 210)] —may arise spontaneousdly, say through religious conversion, but as such a belief would not contain
arational component, it would not qualify as reasonable, and thus would not qualify as a trust-belief. Cf.
Johnson’s (2004: 7) comparable differentiation between ‘positive illusions' and ‘positive delusions’.
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rational and arational bases of trust and transforming them into a reasonable justification. As
is discussed shortly, the important role played by collective identification in the generation of
trust serves to make clear an essential link between the liberal peace and another important

phenomenon, namely security community.

That said, collective identification by itself isinsufficient; the results of any particular
identification depend on the content of the narratives associated with the commonality around
which the identification occurred.®® More precisely, in order for an agent to trust an other in a
specific way, the identity shared by the two agents must be constituted by a set of narratives
that contain the conceptua vocabulary and justificatory causal story needed to enable the
specific type of trust in question.®’ For example, medieval monarchs clearly recognized each
other as sharing a common identity and trusted each other in certain ways —for example, to
act according to the code of chivalry in their treatment of enemy nobles during war — but,
critically, the narratives that constituted this identity did not prohibit violence as a means of
resolving their disputes. Consequently, despite sharing an identity, war between monarchs
occurred frequently, thus highlighting the importance of attending to the narrative content of

agents’ identities in efforts to explain their behaviours.®

Thisisacritica point because it highlights how simply sharing an identity does not
necessarily result in peaceful relations within a group, something that is often missed in
scholarship on both the liberal peace and security communities, and something that must be

accounted for within any theory that relies on the psychological variant.?* Aswe shall seein

8 K hong (1992: 21-22 and 27).

8 cf. Adler (1997: 257); Adler and Barnett (1998b: 34); Weldes (1999: 12); Crawford (2002: 48). See also
Wendt's (1999: Chapter 6) discussion of how the content of a particular culture of anarchy influences state
behaviour.

8 Crawford (2002: 6); Weldes (1999: 8-9).

8 Maoz (1998: 55); Hermann and Kegley (1995: 518).
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the next chapter, | argue that in order to accommodate this fact, the psychological variant
must be combined with the normative variant, in order for a coherent account of the liberal
peace to emerge. It is only by combining in-group bias with liberalism, an identity that
encodes parameters specifically equipped to support expectations of dependable reciprocation
of non-violence toward other members of an in-group, that the type of trust necessary for the
liberal peace to emerge can do so. More generally, this argument highlights the importance of
integrating both Constructivist and Cognitivist insights into our understanding of the liberal

peace, atheme to which | return throughout this thesis.

Significantly, this analysis all goes toward answering the question of why atrust-belief is
created. The answer to the question of how trust-beliefs are created is more dynamic and is
closely entwined with questions concerning how trust is built and how agents recognize each
other as sharing membership in an in-group, topics | discussin the first part of the next

chapter.

Conclusions

At the end of the last chapter | argued that, notwithstanding the important progress achieved
by theorists like Lipson and Owen, three problems continued to block progress toward a
better understanding of the libera peace. In this chapter, | tackled the first of these problems
by illustrating how a new conceptualization of trust is needed to address the lack of a
comprehensive and persuasive explanation of what trust is and how it supports the holding of
the expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence needed for agents to transcend

the security dilemma and, by extension, for the liberal peace to obtain. | began by engaging
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with the most fully devel oped Rationalist theory of trust and showed how existing Rationalist

theories of trust have failed to provide coherent accounts of trust.

To summarize, | argued that according to rationalist conceptions of trust, trust is
indistinguishable from other forms of risk-taking, thereby impoverishing the term to the point
of superfluity. Thisis aproblem because, as discussed in Chapter 3 and in the case studies,
thereis an important difference between the two, and the fact remains that we do observe
trusting behaviour (in my reasonable sense) in international politics.*® Indeed, as John Dunn
argues “[t]he question of whom to trust and how far is as central a question of political life as
it isof personal life.”®* Moreover, even the reduced Rationalist version of ‘trust’ containsits
own contradictions. Even if trust is nothing more than calcul ated risk-taking, agents still need
something on the basis of which they can calculate these risks, namely an organizing logic,
the adherence to which agents can impute to others, thereby enabling them to make sense of
others’ previous actions and model their future behaviour. Rationalists refer to thislogic as an
agent’stype. In order for the liberal peace, for example, to obtain, however, agents need to
have in their heads a conceptual vocabulary that renders the actions required to generate the
liberal peaceintelligible, namely liberalism. Because rational agents are unable to act in ways
that go against their rational self-regarding interests, however, not only are they incapable of
acting in the ways required for the liberal peace to obtain, they are highly unlikely to believe
that another state would do so either, at least in a context as dangerous as international
politics. Thus, in order for the liberal peace to be possible, it is necessary to assume that
agents are reasonable instead of rational, that is, are agents whose decision-making contains

both rational and arational components.

% 7ak and Kugler (2011: 139).
¥ Cited in Wheeler (2010: 321). Kydd (2005: 26) agrees.
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By making these arguments | have outlined a conceptual framework for understanding trust.
However, the task of elaborating this framework remains incomplete, as does the task of
filling in the conceptual components of the framework required for the specific type of trust
needed to generate the liberal peace. In order for liberal trust to be a useful concept and a
valid part of arigorous social scientific explanation of the libera peace, not only must one's
account of trust describe the way in which trust enables the holding of expectations of
dependabl e reciprocation of non-violence, it must also address the second and third problems
identified earlier, namely (2) the poor specification of the preferences and narratives agents
must possess and adhere to in order for these expectations to be conceivable; and (3) the lack
of an explanation of how agents recognize trustworthy agents and differentiate them from

untrustworthy ones. It is to the resolution of these problemsthat | now turn.
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Chapter 3

Componentsof Trust

I ntroduction

In Chapter 2, | explained how my definition better captures the meaning of trust than other,
Rationalist, conceptions of the term. | also argued that trust is always specific and that, in
order for the type of trust required to support the reciprocal holding of the dependable
expectations of non-violence required for the liberal peace to obtain, agents need to subscribe
to anarrative capable of justifying such expectations and to recognize each other as doing so.
In this chapter, | argue that it isin agents' identities that narratives of thistype are to be
found. More specifically, | arguethat it isthe liberal narrative that encodes the substantive
obligations required for the type of trust needed for the liberal peace to eventuate. In order to
substantiate this claim, | provide a general account of how narratives constitute agents’
identities and, by extension, define their interests. Building on this account, | illustrate the
process by describing the specific ways in which liberalism serves these functions and
enables the holding of the dependable expectations of non-violence required for agentsto
transcend the security dilemmafor the liberal peace to eventuate, thereby addressing the

second problem identified at the end of Chapter 1.

However, before I can make this argument effectively, | need to address the third problem
identified in Chapter 1, namely how agents come to recognize other agents as trustworthy and
differentiate these agents from untrustworthy ones. Taking my discussion of rationality in
Chapter 2 as a starting point, | argue that agents do this by short-circuiting rationality and that

this short-circuiting is accomplished by the introduction of ‘in-group bias' . Drawing on
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research in socia psychology, | argue that ‘in-group bias' isthe result of areasonable process
of collective identification that integrates both rational and arational processes. Building on
thisanalysis, | review the limited literature on collective identification that currently existsin
IR. Finding this scholarship inadequate, | incorporate additional findings from other
disciplines including history, behavioural economics, and even neurology, and identify six
psychological mechanisms that tend to push agents toward collective identification. In so

doing, | provide a conceptua foundation for the research design that | develop in Chapter 4.

Part 1. The process of recognition

In 2003 Sebastian Rosato asserted that “ democratic peace theorists... cannot tell us when

nl

democracies will perceive other states as democratic and when they will not.” - Rosato isto a

large extent correct. Too many scholars have simply accepted the argument that “it is

common knowledge whether a given state is aliberal democracy” 2

and not inquired into the
process through which such recognition occurs.® In redlity, it is not a given that liberals will
“perceive each other to be ideologically committed to the liberal prohibition against the use
of forceto settle disputes’; rather, the question of whether this recognition has occurred
should be viewed as an empirical one.* Thisisacritical problem because without addressing

it one cannot claim to have explained the liberal peace. Unfortunately, students of the libera

peace have generally failed to investigate this question in a systematic manner.” In this

! Rosato (2003; 592-93).

2 Bueno de Mesquitaand Lalman (1992: 156). Cf. Russett and Oneal (2001: 54).

3 Muppidi (2001: 47); Williams (2001: 528); Risse-Kappen (1995a: 501-502). Thisis problematic considering
the debate surrounding the conflicting contemporary perceptions of numerous important cases, including the
Confederate States of America [Layne (1994)], Imperial and Weimar Germany [Layne (1994) and (2001); Oren
(1995); and Wright (2010)], Lebanon [Elman (1997c)], Spain prior to 1898 [Owen (1997a) and (1997b)], and
the Boer Republics [Layne (2001)].

* Hermann and Kegley (1995: 514); Kahl (1998: 94-95).

® Hermann and Kegley (1995: 512); Kahl (1998: 100). Work on the related area of perceptions of threats — for
example, Rousseau (2006) —is a partial exception to this statement, but it is still quite an under-developed area.
Farnham (2003: 411).
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section, | seek to alter this situation by providing a general framework for understanding how

and when states will perceive other states as trustworthy and when they will not.

| use the term recognition to refer to a process whereby agents identify trustworthy others and
differentiate them from untrustworthy ones. | define the quality of trustworthiness as a
perception of Agent A, held by Agent B, that A can be trusted. Because trust is always a
specific belief, the quality of trustworthiness is also aways specific and reducible to a
hypothesis concerning the trusted agent’ s intentions concerning a specific action. Similarly,
because trust is aways justified by a belief that A possesses an obligation to act in the
predicted way, the perception of A as trustworthy requires an assessment by B that A
possesses an obligation capable of sustaining the aforementioned prediction. As discussed,
beliefs of this sort derive from B’simputation of a particular identity to A. Below | discuss
the two-stage process by which these beliefs obtain and how agents come to accept

vulnerability on thisbasis.

The first stage of this process comprises the ways in which agents build confidence in an
other’s predictability. Confidence is built through the accumulation of ‘familiarity’.® Kydd's
model of costly signalling is one example of the ways in which agents accumulate familiarity
with others, as are anumber of the mechanisms discussed in Chapter 1, such asthe
Transparency Mechanism. This confidence-building isimportant; indeed, theinitial
possibility of a collective identification is likely often the result of such a processin which a
commonality isidentified as being shared by two or more agents. Nevertheless, discussed
earlier, accounts that rely solely on confidence in predictions cannot, by themselves, explain

how trust is produced; some additional arational factor is also required.

® Cf. Mercer (1995: 249); Luhmann (1979: 19).
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| argue that ‘in-group bias' isthiscritical arational factor and that the second stage of
recognition comprises the process by which this biasis activated. Psychologists have long
known that humans possess an innate bias in favour of those with whom they perceive
themselves as forming an ‘in-group’.” The formation of in-groups — and their corollary ‘out-
groups —istheresult of apsychologica process called categorization whereby humans
simplify their surroundings by dividing the social world into groups based on perceived
similarities and differences.® The similarity on the basis of which a categorization occurs,
which | refer to as the salient commonality, can range from the trivial, such as the colour of a
shirt, to the profound, such as sharing areligiousfaith. | refer to the process by which agents
come to perceive each other as sharing a salient commonality, and thus sharing membership

in an in-group, as ‘ collective identification’.’

In-groups and the psychological nature of collective identification

At itsmost basic level, collective identification entails the altering of an agent’ sidentity
through the incorporation of the in-group into the agent’ s concept of self. This has a number
of psychological effects, with one of the most fundamental being that agents' definition of
their interests begin to align with those of the in-group,'® even when this seems to go against
their ‘ objective’ interests.** Such an alignment is difficult to explain from a Rationalist

perspective, thereby highlighting the importance of understanding the unique dynamics of the

7 Johnson (2004: 188).

8 Hayes (2012a: 67-68).

° Unfortunately, the question of how commonalities achieve salience is beyond the scope of this thesis. Thus, |
bracket this question for most of my analysis and only return to it in my Conclusions chapter.

19 Mael and Ashforth (2001: 198); Wendt (2003: 505). See also Owen (1997a); Pettigrew (1997: 183); Kahl
(1998: 126); Hogg et al. (2004: 254).

" Hermann and Kegley (1995: 517); Tajfel and Turner (1979: 38-40); Mercer (2005: 95-96); Pinker (2011:
523). Cf. Owen (1997a: 24-25); Dovidio et a. (1997, 402).
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psychological processes by which it is generated and its remarkabl e influences on agents’

decision-making.*?

First and foremost is the way that collective identification enables the short-circuiting of
rationality which, in turn, enables the holding of dependable expectations despite the
existence of irresolvable uncertainty. Once agents have collectively identified, members of
the in-group will no longer seek to determine the predictability of their co-members through
‘rational’ processes — at least along the dimensions governed by the identity in question.
Instead, agents will simply assume that other members of the in-group will act in accordance
with the norms that define membership of thein-group.*® Asis discussed below, trustors
essentially put on blinders that largely obscure the possibility that their partners will act

contrary to what their in-group membership would suggest.**

This raises the important question of the source of agents' dependable expectations
concerning other in-group members' behaviour, the second key point to take away from the
psychology of collective identification. This question is addressed in greater depth below, but
for now it is sufficient to note that these expectations derive from the substantive norms, or as
| call them narratives, associated with the salient commonality around which collective
identification occurred. These narratives can be understood as basically analogous to the
‘prototypes’ or ‘group norms' that social psychologists argue define in-groups, which they
describe as “fuzzy sets of interrelated attributes that simultaneously capture similarities and

structural relationships within groups and differences between the groups, and prescribe

12 Pettigrew (1997: 181). The account that follows takesitsinspiration from Tajfel and Turner (1979: 40).

3 Hogg et al. (2004: 254). C.f. Hopf (2010: 548).

14 Goldstein and K eohane (1993: 12); Hall (1993, 48); Lascaux (2008: 4 and 14). This argument effectively
responds to Greenhill’ s (2008: 351-352) concerns that processes of inter-group identification are unstable. See
also my discussion of trust’s ‘ stickiness' below.
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group membership—related behavior.” > While most discussions of these narratives, such as
Rationalist discussions of agent ‘type’, emphasize their internal logics, narratives can also

encode affective predispositions.*

Regardless of the content of these narratives, adistinct, albeit quite basic, affective in-group
biasis also generated by collective identification. This bias results in agents experiencing a
limited positive predisposition vis-a-vis members of their in-group and corresponding
negative predispositions toward members of the out-group.*” Importantly, these protean
dispositions rarely have much independent effect because of the density of additional social
factors by which they are mediated. Nevertheless, it is this basic psychological bias that sets
the general orientations of agents' identifications and triggers the psychological switch
between a cognitive framework in which atrust-belief does not figure to one in which it

does.®

A third important psychological insight is that, once agents have expanded their own identity
to include the in-group, the success of the in-group becomes implicated in individuals efforts
to maintain their self-esteem and ontological security.™® Agents vicariously experience the
successes and failures of their in-group as their own.? This has the important knock-on effect

of making agents resistant to information that might reduce their positive view of thein-

> Hogg et al. (2004: 253-254 and 259); Hogg and Reid (2006: 10).

16 K hong (1992: 225); Hogg et al. (2004: 248); Crawford (2000: 119). Cf. Hall (2011: 535).

Y Hogg et al. (2004: 253-254); Hogg and Reid (2006: 10). These inclinations derive from the comparative
nature of categorization and agents’ attempts to maximize their differentiation from out-groups as a means of
enhancing their own self-esteem. Hogg et al. (2004: 257-258); Hayes (2012a: 67-68).

'8 Hopf (2010: 548 and 554) characterizes this as the elimination of uncertainty. | maintain that uncertainty
remains due to its ‘ objective irresolvability’, and that it is only the perception of uncertainty that is eliminated.
¥ Tgjfel and Turner (1979: 40). See also Pinker (2011: 140); Hogg et al. (2004: 255-256); Mael and Ashforth
(2001: 199); Kahl (1998: 127). Cf. Zehfuss (2001: 326); Mercer (2005: 86); Hall (1993: 49); Wendt (1999:
Chapter 7).

2 Mael and Ashforth (2001: 205 and 215).
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group, or in-group members, because it would represent an indirect attack on them.?* One of
the most important implications of thisisthat it renders collective identification — and the
trust-beliefsit enables—* sticky’. By sticky, | mean that once an identification has been
established it should require a higher threshold of disconfirming evidence to alter the
identifying agent’ s expectations than if this agent held the same expectations based solely on

asimilar level of rationally generated confidence.?

A final key insight is that agents are implicated in numerous collective identifications
simultaneously.? This isimportant because it raises the question of salience. When a
particular commonality achieves salience — and usually only one can at any one time®* — it
means that that commonality, and the specific cognitive framework it helps to constitute,
becomes the primary lens through which an agent interprets events.”® As mentioned earlier, it
is beyond the scope of this thesis to address the question of when a particular identification
becomes salient; for the moment it is sufficient to note that the commonality that achieves
salience can shift?® and that this possibility forms one of the sources of irresolvable

uncertainty.

The process of collective identification

2 Kahl (1998: 124-127); Mael and Ashforth (2001: 205 and 215); Hermann and Kegley (1995: 517); Owen
(1997a: 26-27); Goldstein and Keohane (1993: 8); Mitzen (2006: especially 360-363); Hogg and Reid (2006:
10-12).

2 Haidt (2012: 68); Mercer (2005: 96-97). Stickinessis also likely a product of confirmation bias, “the tendency
to seek out and interpret new evidence in ways that confirm what you already think.” [Haidt (2012: 79-80)] or
‘perseverence’ [Khong (1992: 37-39)]. Also see Snyder and Klein (2005). Cf. Mercer (2010: 9-10 and 25);
Pierson (2004: 39).

% Smith (2004: 302).

% Hogg et al. (2004: 252). A cluster of closely related and interpenetrated identifications can likely all be salient
simultaneously as well.

% Hogg and Reid (2006: 12).

% Hogg et al. (2004: 252). See Farnham (2003: 406-407) for an example of how Roosevelt's view of Stalin
shifted as different aspects of his character became salient.
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While the effects of in-group identification are well known, the processes by which they are
created are relatively under-studied — at least in IR. As such, theorization of these processes
also represents one of the most important holes in the theorization of the liberal peace. Thisis
somewhat surprising, as the focus of so much IR scholarship, the nation-state, isin fact one
of the most successful types of in-group ever created. In this section | seek to ameliorate this
lack of attention by building a conceptual framework for understanding the processes of
collective identification by which these in-groups are formed. At its most basic level,
collective identification is propelled by agents' psychological bias toward those things that
they perceived as similar and familiar,?” though, as we shall see, these foundations can take a
number of more developed forms. Collective identification is critical to the eventuation of
trust because it is collective identification that completes the process of recognition needed to

make trust reasonable.

For many years, the nation-state has served as one of, if not the, most important locus of
collective identification. This convergence of expectations on the state occurred for many
reasons,?® but central to this success was the nation-state’ s ability to induce “patriotism
(“affective attachment” to one’'s country or nation) and nationalism (an “us first” competitive
and evaluative national orientation).” *® However, the mere fact of the nation-state’ s relative
success vis-a-vis other potential loci of collective identification should not distract us from
the complexity of individuals' identities and the possibility that other identifications can also
achieve salience.®® Indeed, much of the nation-state’ s success as a form of socio-political
organization stemmed from its ability to associate itself with other identifications at higher

and lower levels, identifications that could, theoretically, aso be used by collectivities

" Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 317); Hermann and Kegley (1995: 517).

8 See Ringmar (1996).

% puckitt and Parra (2010: 238).

% See Barnett and Adler’s (1998: 436) argument about thinking the unthinkable, community at the international
level.
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defined at these other levels.** Regardless, insights from scholarship on nationalism and
national collective identifications represent an important source of inspiration for my

approach.*

While collective identification has not formed an important focus of research in IR, there
have been some notable exceptions that offer inspiration, most notably Alexander Wendt and
his framework of four ‘master variables' (interdependence, common fate, homogeneity, and
self-restraint), which he argues are capable of pushing agents toward collective
identification.* Wendt's research in this area has clear affinities with research on the liberal
peace and offers “the promise of a more far-reaching synthesis between the two
perspectives”, which make his work ideal as aconceptual starting point.>* Nevertheless,

Wendt' s framework suffers from two important limitations.

First, Wendt's analysisis pitched at avery abstract level.* The result is that his framework
lacks specificity and fine-grained engagement with the micro-processes that instantiate the
higher level variables he identifies, rendering their operationalization difficult. Thisis not
necessarily aflaw as Wendt’s project islargely a conceptual one. However, as one of the
aims of my project isto develop an operationalizable model of collective identification, it
does represent an important limitation. Additionally, by neglecting the micro-level, Wendt

misses some important theoretical nuances, namely what | argue is an important

3 Linklater (1990: 149); Taylor (2004: 178-179); Vucetic (2011: 3 and 51).

% See, for example, Anderson (1991). Smith (2004: 303) suggests such an approach. Jackson (2003: 238)
similarly notes that the manner in which NATO was formed bore a striking resemblance to the formation of a
nation-state.

3 Wendt (1999: Chapter 7). In alater writing (2003), Wendt posits three additional variables: common memory,
the ‘civilizing force of hypocrisy’, and the desire for recognition. | incorporate common memory in my
discussion of shared experience and the *civilizing force of hypocrisy’ in my discussion of homogeneity. | do
not directly address the desire for recognition here as it seemsto operate in a different register from the other
variables. Wendt (2003: 523-524). Nevertheless, | do discussit further in Chapter 8.

* Harrison (2004: 530).

% Adler and Barnett’s (1998b, 1998c) and Barnett and Adler’s (1998) analysisis similarly abstract.
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differentiation between * collective identification’ proper and what is more accurately termed
‘positive collective identification’.* | argue that collective identification should simply refer
to the process by which an agent integrates other members of the in-group into their concept
of self. While this process will aways include some basic in-group bias,® this bias will be
modulated by more specific social overlays. Consequently, as demonstrated by the
aforementioned medieval monarchs who collectively identified but still fought wars against
each other, one cannot assume that this bias will, by itself, be enough to support any specific
dependabl e expectations. By conflating the form of collective identification with a particular
instance of it, conceptualizations like this occlude the critical role played by the specific
content of the narratives around which collective identifications crystallize. This point has

important implications, which are discussed further below.*®

The second problem with Wendt’' s framework is that the order by which it proceedsis
confused. Wendt argues that agents only collectively identify once they believe that they can
rely on their potentia partners to exercise self-restraint in their interactions.*® By making
collective identification dependant on the prior holding of dependable expectations, Wendt
makes it impossible for collective identification to provide the justification for the holding of
these expectations. This might not be a problem if Wendt provided a compelling alternative
justification, but, unfortunately, his framework essentially relies on the same flawed

predictive conceptualizations of trust critiqued earlier.*® Thus, for the reasons detailed in my

% Cf. Kahl (1998: 119) for asimilar conception.

3" Hayes (2012a: 67-68).

3 While significant work establishing the importance of narratives, not only in abstract but also of the specific
logics of particular narratives insofar as agents' decision-making is concerned, has already been done — see, for
example, Crawford (2002), Campbell (1998), Doty (1996), Jackson (2003), V ucetic (2011), and Weldes (1999)
— the recognition of the importance of the specificities of these logics and of analyzing the often complex and
contingent ways in which this substantive narrative content can influence agents’ decision-making has been
largely lacking from the study of the liberal peace.

¥ Wendt (1999: 357-363). Adler and Barnett (1998b: 45-46) adopt a similarly problematic approach.

“0 Wendt (1999: 357-363). Adler's (1997: 257-259) and Kupchan's (2010: Chapter 2) efforts at explaining the
formation of liberal security communities and stable peace stumble in asimilar way. | suspect that in both cases
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earlier critiques, Wendt’ s framework is not capable of accounting for how agents hold

dependabl e expectations despite irresolvable uncertainly.

My account of collective identification proceeds as follows. The process begins with an agent
gathering information about another agent. As the information-gathering process proceeds,
the first agent will become increasingly familiar with the second agent and vice versa. As
familiarity grows, it will translate into confidence on the part of the agents that they can
reliably predict each other’ sintentions. If, in the course of this process, the two agents
identify a salient commonality, a potential for collective identification will exist. In order for
this identification to occur, however, asufficient level of positive affect must also be
experienced by each agent for the other.** There are anumber of ways that this positive affect
can be built, six of which | explore below. If the levels of familiarity and positive affect reach
asufficiently high level, these two factors will react and result in collective identification
between the two agents on the basis of this aforementioned salient commonality.** | should
emphasize that both are required; if information gathering yields familiarity but nothing
generates positive affect between agents, or vice versa, collective identification will not

Ooccur.

All of this goesto providing an abstract answer to Rosato’s earlier challenge through the
introduction of atheoretical framework that enables analysts to predict when agents will and
will not collectively identify. With this abstract understanding in place, our focus can now
shift to providing more specific accounts of the mechanisms capable of generating the sense

of familiarity and positive affect needed for collective identification to occur. Because they

thisisthe result of the authors’ failure to clearly define and conceptualize trust, afailure that is also repeated by
Adler and Barnett (1998a).

“*! Hopf (2010: 553) agrees.

2 C.f Pinker (2011: 490); Ross (2006: 204); Mercer (2010: 6).
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are already discussed in the Rationalist accounts of trust in Chapter 2 and my review of the
liberal peace generating mechanismsin Chapter 1, | forgo discussion of the waysin which
these mechanisms generate familiarity and focus on the much |ess researched mechanisms by
which positive affect is generated. | have identified six such mechanisms:. (1) mere exposure;
(2) intergroup contact; (3) homogeneity; (4) shared experiences; (5) common fate; and (6)
altercasting.*® Below | review the conceptual logic of each of these mechanisms and highlight
the ways in which they are understood to generate positive affect. Note that to ensure as clear
apresentation as possible | delay a discussion of how | operationalize these mechanisms until

the discussion of my research design in Chapter 4.

Finally, note also that as this list has been constructed through an extensive, but necessarily
non-exhaustive, consultation of the socia psychological and behavioural economics
literatures, | am not suggesting that it is comprehensive. Moreover, it is aso important to note
that these mechanisms refer to psychological tendencies and not automatic relationships.*
Nevertheless, | maintain that understanding how these processes tend to push agents toward
collective identification is essential to understanding the conditions that favour the emergence

of trust in international politics.

Mere exposure

The ‘mere exposure’ effect refers to the ssmple psychological finding that “ mere repeated

exposure of the individual to astimulus [an object or individual] is asufficient condition for

“3 All of these mechanisms are ideal-types that | isolate for the sake of clarity. In the real world they are likely to
overlap with each other and the mechanisms by which familiarity is built.

“ Naturally, these tendencies will not come to fruition in every case, but research suggests that when the pre-
requisites are in place, agents will tend to act accordingly. Cf. Johnson (2004: 179-180).
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the enhancement of his attitude toward it”.*> Agents “encountered more frequently seem to
elicit greater feelings of attraction”,*® meaning that the more an individual is exposed to
another, the more positive affect that individual will tend to experience for them.*” Similarly,
‘mere exposure’ to agents perceived as members of another group tends, ceteris paribus, to
promote identification between agents from the two groups within an aggregate identity
inclusive of both of them.*® Reviewing alaboratory experiment, Edward Glaeser and his
collaborators conclude that their “results support the idea that repeated play in dense social
networks facilitates trust”.* Physiologically, this result is at least partially explained by the
fact that familiarity and a history of positive interactions stimulates the release of a hormone
called oxytocin, which has been identified as akey chemical contributor to trusting and other

pro-social behaviour.>

There is also significant anecdotal evidence to support the applicability of this finding to
international politics. For example, French Prime Minister Georges Clémenceau is reported
as having said that: “If Monsieur A. has Herr B. and Signor C. to dinner — even a bad dinner
—severa times a year, the tone of the diplomatic correspondence between those three
statesmen (to say nothing of their conversation) undergoes a change.” >* Similarly, the
emergence of influentia collective identifications between European diplomats and officials

who interact regularly is an important, if sometimes neglected, finding of studies of European

“® Pierce et al. (1996: 11). The related propinquity effect is, for our purposes, subsumed under the ‘ mere
exposure’ effect. Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 307-308).

“® Pierce et al. (1996: 11).

T Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 307-309); Zebrowitz, White, and Wieneke (2008); Haidt (2012 56);
Pierce et al. (1996: 10-11); Back et al. (2008: 439).

“8 Dovidio et al. (1997: 403); Kahl (1998: 117); Haidt (2012: 267); Mercer (2010: 5).

“8 Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 451).

* Glageser et al. (2000: 814).

0 7ak and Kugler (2011: 144); Pinker (2011: 579-580); Mercer (2010: 6).

* Quoted in Marks (2003: 42).
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integration.® This result is also one of the goals of the ‘seminar diplomacy’ employed by

organizations like the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe.>®

Intergroup Contact

Intergroup contact refersto the finding that contact with members of an ‘out-group’ increases
the likelihood that the contacting individual will conceptualize the contacted individual as an
individual, that is, as another human with a complex identity instead of as a stereotypical one-
dimensional embodiment of another out-group.>* The conceptualization of others as
individuals is more likely to produce positive affect in the perceiving individual ® and can
also contribute to the perception of sharing membership in an overarching group.®® This
contact has the knock-on effect of increasing the likelihood that the contacting individual will
begin to view other members of the contacted individual’s group as individuals as well,

thereby reducing stereotypes and prejudice towards the other members of that out-group.>’

Criticaly, thistendency toward positive affect is strongest when the following conditions
obtain between the perceiving and perceived individuals groups: (1) mutual
interdependence; (2) the existence of acommon goal; (3) equal status; (4) the contact is
interpersonal and informal; (5) the contact occurs with multiple members of the opposite

group; and (6) social norms of equality are operative during the contact.® If these conditions

*2 Smith (2000); Nuttall (1997: 3); Hoffman (2006: 99). Cf. Dembinski et al. (2004: 545).

%3 Adler (1998: 138). See Hall and Yarhi-Milo’s (2012) discussion of the interactions between US President
Ronald Reagan and Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev for another example.

> Allport (1954); Pettigrew (1997: 181). My thanks to Gillian Langor for pointing me towards this mechanism.
* pettigrew (1997: 181).

*® Dovidio et al. (1997: 403); Hermann and Kegley (1995: 516).

> Pinker (2011: 588).

%8 pettigrew (1997: 173) provides a slightly different list: (1) equal status, (2) common goals, (3) no competition
between groups, and (4) authority sanction for the contact.
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obtain, contact is most likely to produce positive affect; if they do not obtain, or only some

do, the effect will tend to be less strong.*®

Homogeneity

In hisinitial writing on the subject, Wendt argued that homogeneity contributed to collective
identification primarily in a passive sense, that is, through the absence of potential sources of
conflict capable of blocking the positive processes associated with other variables, such as
cultural differences that might result in misunderstandings between agents.®® However,
Wendt also argues later that ‘objective’ homogeneity can actively push agents towards
collective identification through *the civilizing force of hypocrisy’, which provides a
motivation for the extension of the treatment of agents aready recognized as part of anin-
group to others who come to be perceived as being similar. Because of this, Wendt argues
that agents will become unable to sustain differentiated treatment of agents that are perceived

as basically the same.®

While Wendt sees homogeneity having its effect through ‘rational’ processes, | argue that it
also has important affective components. Agents tend to experience positive affect when
exposed to others who they perceive as being similar to them.®* This contention is supported
by alarge body of research that stretches from the finding that infants prefer interacting with

individuals of the same race and possessing the same accents as their parents,® to subjects

%9 Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 451).

0 Wendt (1999: 353-357).

& Wendt (2003: 523-524). This relies on what | termed the ‘gravity’ theory of knowledge, according to which
beliefs gradually tend to converge toward reality. Mercer (2010: 8). See Hermann and Kegley (1996: 442) on
how perceptions follow objective reality and Ringmar (1996: 456) on how the Czech communist narrative
eventually failed because it failed to correspond to reality. Cf. Jackson and Nexon (2002: 6).

62 7ak and Kugler (2011: 144); Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 310-312); Dovidio et al. (1997: 404); Haidt
(2012: 210).

%3 Pinker (2011: 523). See also Duckitt, Callaghan, and Wagner (2005: 643).
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who return less money to partners of a different race or nationality in Trust Game
experiments,® to findings that agents feel less positively and are less likely to profess
generalized trust in environments that are characterized by ethnic fractionalization,® to the
finding that agents prefer interacting with agents who share their interests, values, and

experiences.®

All thisis not to say that the ‘ narcissism of minor differences’ cannot be used to great effect
by political entrepreneurs. Neverthel ess, the quantity and quality of the differences between,
for example, sects within areligion should, ceteris paribus, tend to be less significant than
between different religions. Correspondingly, collective identification will be more likely to
occur between individuals who are ‘ objectively’ more similar than those who are less so.*”
This argument is supported by research that shows that characteristics such as shared religion,
language, race, and history are the critical determinants of the construction of national
collective identifications.®® An important part of this tendency toward collective
identification between objectively similar agents seems to derive from the fact that these
agents will tend to have a greater set of shared understandings, which will enable them to

communicate more effectively than objectively more heterogenous agents.®® This argument is

% Glaeser et al. (2000: 834-836).

% pinker (2011: 523).

% Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 310-313); Duckitt, Callaghan, and Wagner (2005: 643).

® Pinker (2011: 582). See, for example, Vucetic’s (2011) arguments about how racial similarity was critical to
the generation of solidarity within the * Anglosphere’.

% Kupchan (2010: 282 and 411); Cohen (1994: 212); Henderson (1998: 470); Rousseau (2006: 65).
Concomitantly, alack of commonality along these dimensionsis also cited as a break on identification and even
apotential source of conflict. See Hemmer and Katzenstein (2002: 594). Cf. Henderson (1998: 466); Hurrell
(1990: 190).

% The sharing of “*... identities, values, and meanings' which enable the component entities of the community
to understand one another and be able to describe social reality in a mutualy intelligible and resonant way”
represents one of the three required components of Adler and Barnett’s (1998b: 31) definition of community.
My emphasis. Cf. Ringmar (1996: 455); Gartzke (1998: 6); Kahl (1998: 128-129); Crawford (2002: 6).
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supported, for example, by the finding that higher levels of ‘linguistic fractionalization’ are

correlated with reduced levels of trust in communities.

Shared experiences

Shared experiences refer to the tendency of individuals who have shared experiences to
experience positive affect for those with whom they shared these experiences.”* Stephen
Pinker argues that the processes that trigger this mechanism are similar to, and are often
purposefully engineered to resemble, the experiences associated with growing up together,
including “commensal meals, myths of common ancestry, essentialist intuitions of common
flesh and blood, the sharing of rituals and ordeals, physical resemblances (often enhanced by
hairdressing, tattoos, scarification, and mutilation), and metaphors such as fraternity,
brotherhood, family, fatherland, motherland, and blood.””* This effect can be most clearly
seen in the tight affective bonds forged between individuals who have shared intense
experiences, such as comrades-in-arms.”® Many veterans recognize that “the experience of
communal effort in battle... has been the high point of their lives... Their “I” passes
insensibly into a“we,” “my” becomes “our,” and individual fate losesits central
importance...” " Modern militaries recognize that this bond is the critical motivator when in

combat, and organize their combat units accordingly.”

" Leigh (2010: 143). Controlling for linguistic fractionalization causes ethnic fractionalization to lose
significance in studies that measure the effect of both on trust. My thanks to Amy King for bringing this finding
to my attention. See also Alesinaand La Ferrara (2002).

™ Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 312-313).

2 Pinker (2011: 355). Note also that the so-called ‘trust molecule’ oxytocin is highly associated with familial
relationships. Pinker (2011: 579-580).

" Mosse (1986: 495).

™ Haidt (2012: 222). Cf. Mael and Ashforth (2001: 204) and Mosse (1986: 494).

" Pinker (2011: 355).
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While intense experiences like these may be the most obvious, this mechanism does not
require intense activity to be engaged; indeed, the corralling of often quite disparate
individualsinto routines of fairly bana shared experiences by the bureaucratic state has
historically been one of the foundations of national collective identification.”® As Edward
Mansfield and Jack Snyder point out “[e]ven in a country with along and venerable history
such as France, it was only the shared experiences in the late nineteenth century — common
military service, national railways, standardized education, and mass democracy — that
completed the process of forging a culturally diverse peasantry into self-conscious

Frenchmen.” ’’

Interestingly, these shared experiences can actually be separate experiences that are only
imagined as shared.”® | use the term imagined as Benedict Anderson does, and not to suggest
that these experiences are any less ‘real’ for being imagined.”® Anderson’s account of how
newspapers and popular literature helped generate the powerful collective identifications that
are modern nationalisms is an example of the importance of these forms of shared
experiences;® it was only when groups of individuals were able to tell themselves stories
about themselves as a group that they could imagine themselves as such.®* Again, the
psychological literature suggests that not actually experiencing an event is not a bar to
imagining oneself as having experienced it: studies show that people often blend fictional and

actual experiences in their memory.® In fact, the construction of intense experiences that are

® Strayer (1966).

" Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 10-11). See also Weber (1976).

" Mael and Ashforth (2001: 198 and 201).

™ See also Taylor (2004:183).

8 See Anderson (1991: especially chapters 2 and 4).

8 See Ringmar (1996: 451) on the importance of the self as narrative.
8 pinker (2011: 588-590).
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imagined as shared is exactly the goal of much of the commemorative activity promoted by

governments though national days of remembrance and war memorials.®

Common Interests

As before, Wendt traces the effect of perceptions of common interest primarily along a
rational route.** My argument differsin that | argue that perceptions of common interest will
also engage a psychological tendency on the part of agents to expand their sense of self to
include others perceived as facing the same situation.® This also coincides with humans' bias
toward reducing cognitive dissonance: if an agent is collaborating with another agent out of
necessity, there will be atendency to perceive this partnership as one that is not only
required, but aso desirable.®® In both cases, these perceptions activate much of the same
psychological machinery as do shared experiences: agents perceive other agents as sharing an
important similarity with them, thereby triggering agents' bias toward those things they
perceive as similar. The critical difference between sharing common interests and
experiences is that common interests imply an orientation to the future while shared

experiences are oriented toward the past.®”

Again, this argument is supported by findings from social psychology. In a series of studies,

Henri Tafel and John Turner found that common interests, in the context of competition

8 Goebel (2001); Winter (1998); Forner (2002: especially 513-515 and 546-547); Pickford (2005). | see
Wendt’s (2003: 523) concept of collective memory as part of the shared experiences mechanism. See also
Puchala (1968: 52); Taylor (2004: 177); Ross (2006: 214); Zehfuss (2003); and Mosse (1986).

8 Wendt (1999: 349-353). Cf. Adler (1997) in which he argues that the failure of the OSCE was due to too
much focus on expanding conceptions of the self and insufficient generation of an actual we-feeling.

& Dovidio et al. (1997: 402-404); Kahl (1998: 121).

& Mercer (2010: 9).

87 See Ringmar (1996: 459) on how groups need an attractor placed somewhere in the future in order to give
them coherence.
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between groups, increased the cohesion of the agents within each group.® A similar story is
told by Anderson in his recounting of the rise of American nationalism as areaction to
Imperial Spanish discrimination against Americansin favour of the penninsulares.®® This
particular form of common interest, the identification of acommon enemy, is especialy
consequential because of the way that the definition of an ‘ other’ represents such a critical
component of agents' conceptions of self —a conception that can remain even after the

original threat disappears.®

Altercasting

| use the term atercasting to refer to the psychologica phenomenon in which agents
behaviour is significantly influenced by the expectations others hold of them, as manifested
in their interactions. Building on symbolic interactionist literature and experimenta evidence,
this argument holdsthat if an agent is‘cast’ by an interlocutor as one who is trustworthy, then
the agent being trusted will be more likely to act accordingly.®* Similarly, social
psychologists argue that one of the most important determinants of whether an agent
experiences positive affect for another is whether or not the first agent perceives the second
as experiencing positive affect for them.% At a physiologically level, experiments have found

that individuals who behave trustingly toward an other induce higher levels of the

8 Tgjfel and Turner (1979: 33).

8 Anderson (1991: 53-61). Deutsch and colleagues argued that the formation of a security community shared
much with the processes by which a state was formed. Adler and Barnett (1998c: 8).

% Tajfel and Turner (1979: 40); Kahl (1998: 115).

L Wendt (1992: 421); Kahl (1998: 123); Hopf (2010: 541-542); Glaeser et al. (2000: 830). See also Dovidio et
al. (1997: 405 and 416).

2 Aronson, Wilson, and Akert (2007: 312).
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aforementioned hormone oxytocin in the individual being trusted, which will tend to bias the
other toward reciprocating.*

Numerous students of trust have noted the importance of ‘leaps of faith’,* ‘leaps of trust’,*
or ‘leapsin the dark’.*® Many of them suggest that these ‘leaps’ demonstrate an already
existing trust; | maintain that while they may aso demonstrate trust, leaps are more
interesting in the way that they can help expand agents' trust portfolios through altercasting.®’
Because of how these leaps open the ‘leaper’ to significant vulnerability, they aso cast the
recipient in a positive and trusting light, thereby encouraging a reciprocal response.
Moreover, the power of a particular instance of altercasting can be greatly magnified if it is
perceived as possessing a high level of novelty or adramatic character. For instance, Anwar
Sadat’ s flight to Jerusalem and his address to the Knesset was an extremely dramatic event
which, while it was also important as a costly signal,* was actually more important as an
instance of altercasting: by coming to Jerusalem, Sadat cast Israeli decision-makers as
individuals with whom it was worth speaking and negotiating. In so doing, Sadat’s action
helped provoke the exact behaviour in the Israglis (awillingness to negotiate) that his action

seemed to presuppose.*

Part 2: |dentities, Narratives, and Liberalism

% Haidt (2012: 234). A similar basis for this phenomenon can be found in mirror neurons, which cause humans
to empathize with an other with whom they are interacting. See also Haidt (2012: 236 and 244); Hall and Y arhi-
Milo (2012: 562).

% Barnett and Adler (1998: 414).

% Wheeler (2010: 319); Ruzicka and Wheeler (2010b: 79).

% Booth and Wheeler (2008: 234-235). See also Edkins (2004: 253-254).

7 Cf. Kupchan (2010: 20) argues that what he calls ‘unilateral accommodation’ precedes trust.

% Pinker (2011: 544).

% Wheeler (2010: 325-326) shares asimilar analysis.
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With this new understanding of how recognition of trustworthy others, and their
differentiation from untrustworthy others, is achieved through processes by which familiarity
and positive affect are generated and, in turn, generate collective identification, we have
made amajor advance in accounting for how trust eventuates in the context of international
politics. In fact, in terms of answering the three questions posed at the end of Chapter 1, all
that now remainsis the need to develop a similar understanding of the salient commonality
that serves as the focus of collective identification and theroleit playsin building trust. As|
have aready suggested, narratives, and the identities that narratives combine to define, serve
as the most common and powerful focus for identification in international politics,*® and so

it isto the elaboration of the role played by narratives that we now turn.

In Chapter 2, | argued that because of the ways that narratives and identities motivate, guide,
enable, and constrain agents, understanding how these factors have these effectsis crucial to
developing a coherent conceptualization of trust. Specifically, | argued that the eventuation of
trust required the possession by the trustor of an identity that encoded a narrative capable of
both enabling and justifying the specific trust-belief in question. Thus, in order to provide an
account of the type of trust required by the liberal peace, one needs to provide a specification
of the liberal narrative and show how it endows agents with a cognitive framework within
which trusting another liberal makes sense. To enable the giving of such an account,

however, | must first describe: (1) what isrequired of an agent’s cognitive framework for it to
be capable of enabling the holding of dependabl e expectations; (2) what about such a
framework it is—that is, what indicators or markers does it display — that enables other agents
to recognize ex ante an other as possessing such aframework; and (3) the indicators that

analysts can look to for the same purpose asin (2).

190 For example, see Pinker (2011: 508-509) on the power of ideologies.
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The abstract roles of narratives

| use the term narrative to refer to knowledge structures that encode sets of principles,
orderings of values, assumptions about the world, emotional predispositions, and
understandings about the ways in which these elements relate to each other.’®* Narratives that
areinternalized by agents —that is, that agents accept as normatively legitimate or as accurate
descriptions of reality — combine to constitute that agent’s identity and define their
interests.'% Understanding how this occurs is essential to any explanation of trust and its

influence on international politics.'®

| argue that narratives influence agents’ behaviour in three ways.*™ First, narratives provide
agents with accounts of how their fundamental — but basically indeterminate — preferences
can and ought to be realized.'® Thus, narratives encode the parameters according to which
agents can be understood to act purposively.'® In this respect, narratives play acentra rolein
determining whether agents will come into conflict with other agents. For instance,

Revolutionary France was an aggressive state not just because it felt threatened by its

191 My approach here largely parallels Freeden’s (1996: especially Chapters 1 and 2) work on concepts and
ideologies. Despite representing a more general form of knowledge structure, | see narratives playing asimilar
role to the one assigned to analogies by Khong (1992: Chapter 2). My narratives would also likely fall within
Jackson’s (2003: 235) concept of ‘culture’. On emotional predispositions see Crawford (2002: 36).

102 \/ucetic (2011: 10). Cf. Goldstein’s and Keohane's (1993: 9-11) and Smith’s (2004: 304) similar
conceptualizations of the functions of ideas. Interestingly, Mercer (2010: 5) points out that, in terms of the
physiological processesinvolved, thereis no difference between beliefs concerning normative legitimacy and
descriptive accuracy.

193 Goldstein and K eohane (1993: 23) agree, as does Kahl (1998: 95). See also Vucetic (2011: 5).

104 ¢f, Kahl’s (1998: 107) and Khong's (1992: Chapter 2) similar conceptualizations.

195 Hogg and Reid (2006: 13). Mercer (2010: 11-12) points out how this can include an emotional component.
196 Mercer (2005: 83) argues that without knowledge of an agent’s beliefsit isimpossible to know what they
desire. See also Freeden (1996: 108).
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neighbours, but aso partly because the narratives to which it subscribed caused it to identify

its interests with the aggressive spreading of its values. "’

Second, by providing agents with alens through which to view the world, narratives filter the
infinite complexity of reality such that uncertainty is reduced and reality is rendered
amenable to strategic analysis.’® This filtering is achieved through the postulation of alogic
that servesto highlight only certain aspects of reality and to organize an agent’s observations
into comprehensible patterns. Consequently, narratives offer a selective picture of the
world.® Thisfiltering is al'so achieved through the provision of a conceptual vocabulary for
the interpretation of an agent’s observations. For example, agents can only perceive others as

trustworthy if they already possess the concept of a trustworthy agent.

Third, narratives structure agents' interactions by defining how agents' make sense of, and
anticipate, others' behaviour. By imputing adherence to specific narratives to others, agents
model others' decision-making.™*° This enables agents to make predictions about others’
future behaviours, which allows them to plan their own future behaviours strategically. For
example, if aJewish agent concludes that a second agent’ s behaviour is best explained by
imputing to them an adherence to an anti-Semitic narrative, the Jewish agent will understand

this agent as threatening and plan accordingly.***

Rationalists tend to be quite limited in their treatment of the substantive aspects of narratives,

often recognizing only two possible, and very static, ‘identities’ in international politics:

197 ¢f, Ringmar (1996 and 2002).

108 See Wendt (1992 and 1999) on the construction of reality and Luhmann (1979) for the potentially
debilitating consegquences of complexity. See also Hogg and Reid (2006: 13) and Khong (1992: 221).
1% Haidt (2012: 97 and 282).

19 And, by extension, assess the validity of their models. Ruzicka and Wheeler (2010a: 23-24).

11 Rousseau (2006: 5). Cf. Jervis (1970).
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security-seekers and revisionists.**? Because of this, Rationalists fail to account for the much
more extensive universe of narratives that exist and, by extension, many of the numerous
waysin which they interact and influence agents’ behaviours.**® Thisis a problem because
the substantive aspects and internal logic of a narrative are vital to understanding exactly how
anarrative will influence an agent’s decision-making in a specific instance,™** a point whose
critical implications many scholars of the liberal peace have missed. For example, Hermann
and Kegley suggest that, like democracies, autocracies are aso less likely to fight among
themselves because they will recognize each other as fellow autocrats and form an in-
group.™*® While autocrats could do so, this argument fails to recognize that the critical
generator of peace between liberal statesis not the simple fact that they are similar, but rather
that their collective identification triggers an in-group bias that is then also modulated by the
pro-peace content of liberalism that defines thisin-group, content unlikely to be reproduced

in an in-group defined simply by ‘autocracy’.

It isessential to recall that trust is always a specific belief, that is X trusts Y to do Z. In-group
bias enabl es the dependabl e expectations that enable X to trust Y, but it does not provide the
Z; itisthe salient commonality and its associated narratives that provide this part of the
equation. In recognition of thisimportance, | spend the remainder of this section exploring
the generic narrative contents required for trust to be possible and by building a substantive
account of the liberal narrative that is both faithful to commonly held understandings of
liberalism and capable of generating the conditions of possibility required for the liberal

peace.

12 Pierson (2004: 61) makes a similar argument.

13 Cf. Hurrell (1998: 232).

114 Jackson and Nexon (2002: 13). Crawford’s (2002) work on ethics and decolonization is an apt example of
analysis that recognizes the impact of substantive content on actions.

13 Hermann and Kegley (1995: 518).
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Theliberal narrative

Mark Peceny argues that a key aspect of any investigation into the liberal peace must be “an
analysis of the intersubjective consensus that binds liberal states together in their pacific
union.” *** For whatever reason, Rationalist theories like Kydd's and Lipson’s have not
engaged sufficiently in this type of analysis. Alternatively, by identifying liberalism as an
‘institutional identity’ that provides agents with a‘travel guide’ for choosing their objectives

and a‘map’ for how to get there, Owen implicitly accepts this requirement.**’

My analysis provides us with two generic requirements that any narrative must includeiif it is
to provide abasis for trust. First, the narrative in question must contain a conceptual
vocabulary that enables the holding of certain dependable expectations — in the case of the
liberal peace, expectations of dependable reciprocation of non-violence. To return to my
example from the last chapter, agents must know the en passant rule in order to be able to
make the en passant move. Implicit in thisidea of a conceptua vocabulary isthe related idea
of justification — simply knowing that a move is possible is insufficient; a narrative must also
provide a potential justification for such an action. With en passant, the justification isto win
the game, an objective often assisted in chess by capturing an opponent’ s pieces, something
that the use of en passant can aid if used appropriately. The second generic requirement is
that the narrative from which trust emerges must provide indicators that enable agentsto
differentiate, ex ante, those they can trust from those they cannot. These indicators are also
very useful from the perspective of the analyst who can use them to forecast whether there

exists apossibility for the development of atrusting relationship.

118 Peceny (1997: 417); Kahl (1998: 109); Vucetic (2011: 5). Jackson and Nexon (2002) and Jackson (2003)
make this point more broadly.
17 Owen (1997a: 19).
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Doyle argues that “there is no canonical description of liberalism” and that “what we tend to
call liberal resembles afamily portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by certain
characteristics’ including “individuals' freedom, political participation, private property, and
equality of opportunity”.**® While | agree with Doylein general, | also believe that a‘hard
core’ of liberalism can be defined, namely a commitment to the upholding of the autonomy of
theindividual insofar as this autonomy does not unfairly impinge on the autonomy of
others.™® This commitment necessarily entails a corollary commitment to the non-violent
resolution of disputes between (liberal) individuals.*? This corollary is essential for the type
of trust on which the liberal peace depends because it is needed to justify liberals' reliance on
each other’ s non-violence: if | believe you are aliberal (and you reciprocate this belief), itis
reasonabl e for me to expect our interactions to be non-violent.*** This belief can be
transposed into the international context fairly easily where, because war represents the
ultimate form of coercion, libera states count on each other to interact non-violently, thereby

enabling their relationship to transcend the security dilemma.*?

Thisinjunction against the use of violence between liberalsis critical for the liberal peace
because it provides ajustification for employing, and expecting reciprocation of, non-
violence between liberals. Unfortunately, it is analytically unhelpful to guarantee the non-
violent resolution of disputes between liberals by simply imposing a definitional requirement

for liberals to possess a commitment to non-violent dispute resolution with other liberals. If

18 Doyle (1986: 1152).

19 Cf, Owen (1997a: 32). While | argue that this commitment to autonomy — which parallels Freeden’s concept
of non-constraint — represents the hard core of liberalism, | also agree with Freeden that this concept cannot, by
itself, congtitute liberalism and thus requires ‘ decontestation by other adjacent concepts’. Freeden (1996: 63).
120 Note that liberalism does not suggest that liberals are pacifists or have interests that are completely
harmonized. Kahl (1998: 112). Indeed, liberalism arguably leaves open numerous possible justifications for war
against non-liberals. Consequently, any explanation for the liberal peace must also be able to explain why liberal
states fight the wars they do fight. Reiter and Stam (1998: 388); Muller (2004: 495); Hayes (2012b: 779); Kahl
(1998: 139).

12! See Pinker (2011: 291) for asimilar analysis.

122 K ahl (1998: 112).
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thisisthe extent of one’s definition of liberalism, on€’ s theory tends toward tautology as we
have seen with Owen.*® Because it isimpossible for agents to read others' minds, agents
must always depend on others' actions to reveal — albeit imperfectly — other’ s identities.
While actions can reveal much, records of past actions will always be of limited value
because of the way that they only rarely provide evidence that points exclusively to the
possession of just one identity. What are needed are additional indicators —what Colin Kahl

) 124

calls ‘microtranslations " — that can licence greater confidence in agents' evaluations by

allowing them to triangul ate between many different pieces of evidence.'®

Thankfully, liberalism can provide such indicators.*?® In addition to the commitment to non-
violence, | submit that liberalism also comprises at least the following six additional
commitments, namely to: (1) economic freedom — which basically means a free market and
free trade — even though this commitment may be conditioned by acceptance of some forms
of state intervention; (2) the elected, representative, and responsible character of at |east those
elements of government vested with responsibility for making war; (3) a constitutionally
entrenched separation of powers between at |east the executive, legislative, and judicial
branches of government; (4) the recognition of the basic equality of all rationa autonomous
individuals; (5) the rule of law; and (6) an open society characterized by what we recognize
asthe core civil and political rights, including freedom of the press, speech, religion, and

assembly.**’

123 Gartzke (2000: 195-196) makes a similar criticism of Russett and Oneal.

124 K ahl (1998: 135 and 138).

125 George and Bennett (2005: 58). Methodologically, these can be understood as additional implications of an
agent’ s adherence to liberalism. Rathbun (2011b: 8) adopts a similar approach. Cf. King, Keohane, and Verba
(1994: 110).

126 K ahl (1998: 130-131).

127 Hayes (2012a: 68). My approaches to defining liberalism, as well as my actual definition, are consistent with
Freeden’s (1996). See Chapters 1-3 for his method — especially page 48 — and Chapters 4-7 for this definition —
especialy 178 and 276. Cf. Danilovic’s and Clare’s (2007: 399) and Kahl’s (1998: 111) similar definitions.
Naturally, | recognize that all of these commitments might be temporarily compromised in extraordinary
situations by otherwise liberal states.
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128 the extent to

Recognizing that perfect adherence to these commitmentsisimpossible,
which they are embraced by a state’ s population and instantiated in itsinstitutional structures
represent the best indicators of a polity’ s liberal character and of whether this character will
be translated into policy.** Unfortunately, it is probably not possible for analysts to be able
to draw aline that clearly separates those states that possess a sufficient commitment to
liberalism to enable the liberal peace from those that do not; the unavoidable contingency of
state decision-making is such that analysts will probably aways need to make probabilistic
predictionsin thisregard. That said, in Chapter 4, | do develop a number of indicators
designed to measure the extent to which the six additional commitments obtain. Developing a
better understanding of the levels of these indicators that correlate with a sufficient level of

liberalism to enable the liberal peace will require much comparative work, but thisisa

project that this study seeksto initiate.

The situation for liberal agentsis somewhat simpler. For liberal agents, the liberal peace will
be enabled to the extent that recognition in the form of collective identification occurs. Of
course, while there will probably be atendency for perceptions to move into congruence with

130

objective reality over time,” at any one timeit is quite possible that agents' subjective

perceptions of other agents' adherence to liberalism will not match ‘objective’ reality.***
Regardless, once the psychological switch, that isin-group bias, isflipped, the ‘ objective
impossibility of knowing for certain whether the other state is sufficiently liberal becomes

irrelevant as subjective perceptions take over. Like with liberalism, it should be possible to

128 Danilovic and Clare (2007: 403). Cf. Kahl (1998: 142).

129 Doyle (1986: 1152); Kahl (1998: 130-131 and 139); Hayes (2012a: 68).

130 Hermann and Kegley (1996: 442) argue that perceptions will tend to correlate with ‘objective’ measures of
democracy like Polity 1V. See also Hall (1993: 50) and Kydd (2005: 18-19). Again, thisfalls under the ‘ gravity’
theory of knowledge.

131 Peceny (1997: 417); Oren (1995); Cumings (2001); and Muppidi (2001: 52) all remind us of this important
fact.



Urban 100

construct indicators that can give analysts a reasonable sense of the likelihood of collective
identification occurring by measuring the values of these indicators. Again, thiswill take
careful research design and empirical work, but it isa problem that | begin to tackle in

Chapter 4.

One might argue that this does not represent much of an advance on the methods employed
by Owen. To the extent that thisistrue, it is simply areflection of the unpredictability of
empirical agents, an unpredictability that is further discussed in Chapter 4, and the need for
more rigorous and comparable qualitative empirical research —alacunathat | begin tofill in
the empirical part of thiswork. By defining recognition as something that occurs at the
moment of collective identification, however, my argument does make an important
theoretical advance which it isworth pausing for amoment to consider. The reader will recall
that one of the central flawsin Owen’s explanation was that he was unable to provide a non-
tautological definition of aliberal state. By introducing trust as an intervening variable
between liberalism and peace my model is able to solve this problem by providing a non-
tautological theoretical test of whether recognition between two states has occurred. If an
agent trusts an other — something that can be measured by identifying instances when the
agent accepted vulnerability to the other on the basis of the narratives defining their collective
identification — then recognition can be understood to have occurred. If trust does not exist
then, for the purposes of the theory at least, recognition should be understood to have not

occurred.

More important, however, is the way that this equation of recognition with collective
identification is able to provide empirical agents with a prospective test for whether they can

rely on an other to reciprocate non-violence, thereby filling another critical lacuna in Owen’'s
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model. Under my conceptualization, instead of asking themselves whether an other islibera
or not — a question that could only be answered retrospectively according to Owen and thus
could not license the prospective holding of dependable expectations of the reciprocation of
non-violence on which the liberal peace depends — agents are able to ask themselves whether
they trust the other to act like aliberal or not — a question agents are able to answer
prospectively and one that can license the prospective holding of the essential expectations.
Because of this, agents are able to overcome irresolvable uncertainty and transcend the
security dilemmain away that they ssmply could not in Owen’s conceptualization, thereby
clearing the way for the liberal peace’s eventuation. Additionally, my model —which sees the
objective liberal status of the other asimportant but only one part of alarger process not only
mediated by agents' imperfect abilities to reveal and perceive information but also influenced
by agents' emotions —is one that corresponds more closely with what we know of how
empirical agents' decision-making actually works than other models of the liberal peace like

Owen’s.

Finally, many theorists point out that conceptions of liberalism have varied across time and
suggest that this fact undermines the coherence of the concept of liberalism and, by
extension, calls into question the existence of the liberal peace.** Whileit is true that
liberalism’s variability does make it more difficult for analysts to predict whether collective
identification will occur, if one accepts my trust-based argument, this variation need not
undermine the empirical functioning of the processes that generate the liberal peace. Recall
that the liberal peace is enabled by atranscending of the security dilemmathat isitself
enabled by the holding of dependable expectations of the reciprocation of non-violence.

While the six additional commitments enumerated above are helpful for agents in recognizing

132 Rendall (2004); Chan (1993: 210); Schafer and Walker (2006: 564). Cf. Elman (1997b: 52-53); Peceny
(1997: 421).
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other liberals and differentiating them from non-liberals, adherence to the core commitment
to non-violence does not require a perfect adherence to these other commitments, and neither
does recognition by other liberal states. Ultimately, identities that include non-violence have
the potential to generate the liberal peace, and those that do not, do not.**® Thus, while
variations in agents conceptions of liberalism may make it more difficult both for analyststo
predict whether collective identification will occur and for empirical agentsto recognize their
shared adherence to liberalism, so long as both states possess the critical commitment to non-
violence between liberals, collective identification and, by extension, liberal trust and the
liberal peace are still possible. Thus, while theorists are correct to suggest that variationsin
liberalism may make the achievement of the liberal peace empirically more difficult, they are

wrong to suggest that it renders its achievement theoretically problematic.

Toward a comprehensive theory of the liberal peace

With this elaboration of the role played by narratives complete, my model for how trust is
generated is now also complete. To summarize, | have argued that trust is the result of an
interaction between three elements, namely familiarity, positive affect, and the perception of
asalient shared commonality. | have argued that familiarity is generated by a variety of
mechanisms including those specified by Rationalist theories such as costly signalling or
some of the various mechanisms described in Chapter 1. While the means by which
familiarity has been generated have been well-discussed by other scholars, the ways that
positive affect is generated have been neglected. In an attempt to ameliorate this situation, |

identified six mechanisms capable of generating this essential element of collective

133 For example, while an identity might be related to liberal democracy, as arguably was the French ‘radical
democracy’ highlighted by Matthew Rendall (2004), because ‘radical democracy’ did not include the core
requirement of non-violence, it's narrative content could not support the liberal peace. Indeed, Danilovic and
Clare (2007: 397 and 408) find evidence that the liberal peace only obtains between liberal democracies.
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identification. Finally, | devoted the second half of this chapter to outlining how the
narratives around which collective identifications crystallize influence agents' behaviours and

form the basis for the holding of trust-beliefs.

The attentive reader will have noted that by arguing that the liberal peace is the result of
agents collectively identifying on the basis of a shared liberal identity, | have advanced an
explanation with clear similarities to explanations that see the liberal peace as aform of
security community. Thisideais not a new one and has been suggested by a number of
scholars.** In fact, even the important role played by trust in generating security
communities and ‘ stable peace’ has been recognized by many scholars.™*® For example,
Michael Barnett and Emanuel Adler suggest that the"[d] ependabl e expectations of peaceful
change, the confidence that disputes will be settled without war,” which they see as
constituting the subject of their landmark study Security Communities, represent “unarguably
the deepest expression of trust possiblein the international arena...” **® What sets my analysis
apart from these existing works, and indeed pushes scholarship in this area forward, however,
isits novel focus on the central role played by trust, clarifying of the processes by which trust

is produced, and the illumination of trust’s specific characteristics.

The goal of thisthesisis, ultimately, the explanation of how liberal states have managed to
transcend the security dilemma and essentially eliminate war from their relations with each
other. While | have presented a theoretical framework that | believe is coherent, strongly
supported by evidence gleaned from avariety of sources, and capable of supporting an

explanation of how the liberal peaceis created, in order to demonstrate the plausibility of a

134 See for instance suggestions by Chan (1993: 209), Kydd (2005: 21), Kahl (1998: 132), and Cederman
(2001a: 476).

135 Booth and Wheeler (2008: Chapter 9) are particularly important in this regard, but see also Kupchan (2010:
36) in addition to those like Lipson and Owen we have already discussed.

%6 Barnett and Adler (1998: 414).
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trust-based explanation of the liberal peace and illuminate those aspects of my
conceptualization of trust in need of refinement it is now essential to expose my thinking to
empirical evaluation, atask that | begin preparing for in Chapter 4 and carry out in Chapters
5,6, and 7. Before proceeding to thistask, however, it makes sense to conclude this chapter
by explicitly stating the comprehensive explanation of the liberal peace that has motivated

thisinquiry into the nature of trust and which the aforementioned now makes possible.

After all thistheorizing, my explanation for the liberal peace is remarkably easy to
summarize. | argue that the libera peace isthe result of a network of liberal security
communities within which members trust each other to resolve disputes with each other non-
violently. These security communities are the result of collective identifications between
liberal states that have generated an in-group defined by a shared adherence to the liberal
narrative and enabled by humans' psychological bias toward others they see as sharing
membership in their in-group. These collective identifications are the product of areaction
between sufficiently elevated levels of both familiarity and positive affect between liberd
agents who recognize the possibility that they share an adherence to liberalism. When it
occurs, collective identification converts the aforementioned possibility of a shared liberal
identity to a certainty in the minds of the agentsin question. Once others have been
recognized as co-members of aliberal in-group, the non-violent dispute resolution
mechanism encoded within the liberal narrative will be activated and violence within thein-
group will be rendered ‘ unthinkable'. In so doing, subjective uncertainty regarding others
intentions (at least insofar as violence is concerned) is eliminated, thereby enabling agents to

transcend the security dilemma and establish the liberal peace.

Conclusions
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In this chapter | have addressed the second and third problems identified at the conclusion of
Chapter 1. First, | provided an account of the way in which liberal agents recognize other
liberal agents through a dual process of building familiarity and positive affect, which results
in collective identification. In this account, | identified six new mechanisms capabl e of
pushing states toward collective identification. While these mechanisms are capabl e of
generating both familiarity and positive affect, in this chapter | emphasized the currently
under-researched ways in which these mechanisms generate positive affect. These abstract

accounts will be further expanded in Chapter 4.

Second, | provided accounts of both the generic ways in which narratives influence agents
cognitive frameworks, and how the liberal narrative specifically enables the holding of the
dependable expectations of non-violence required for the libera peace to obtain. The critical
point to take away from this analysisis that by providing ajustification for non-violence and
by positing the possibility of the existence of liberas, liberalism makesit reasonable for
liberals who recognize each other as such to trust each other to act like liberals and to resolve
disputes non-violently, thereby enabling them to transcend the security dilemma and create

the liberal peace.

| concluded my analysis by arguing that the liberal peaceisthe result of anetwork of liberal
security communities. While thisideais not new, what is novel in my analysisis the solidity
of the theoretical foundation that | deploy to support it. By identifying trust as the critical
variable in this explanation and devel oping a new conceptualization of how trust is generated
that draws on insights from both Cognitivist and Constructivist scholarship — insights that

previously have too often been conflated, confused, and under-developed — | have provided a
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solution to the problem that felled both Lipson’s and Owen’s anaysis, namely theway in

which liberals manage to banish uncertainty concerning other’ s intentions and transcend the
security dilemma. Nevertheless, this new conceptualization will only be useful to the extent
that it can be related to forces and events in the real world, and it is to ensuring that this can

be done that | now turn.
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Chapter 4

Operationalizing Trust

I ntroduction

This thesis has two linked purposes. The first, the success of which depends on the success of
the second, is to solve a number of the problems that have bedevilled DPT and, in solving
them, provide a comprehensive explanation of the liberal peace. With the outlining of my
explanation at the conclusion of Chapter 3, thisfirst task is now largely complete. The
second, more fundamental, purpose of the thesis is the development of a conceptualization of
trust appropriate to the study of international politics. In the course of the first three chapters,
| have developed a conceptualization that has, at least at a deductive level, completed the first
task. However, while this conceptualization has been assembled from components derived
from empirical research, its plausibility has not yet been evaluated empirically.! Until this
occurs, my comprehensive theory of the liberal peace will necessarily remain provisiona due
to the still incipient concept of trust on which it is based.? Thus, it is to the evaluation and
refining of my new conceptualization of trust, my second purpose, that the remainder of this

thesis is devoted.

Fortunately, | am not the first to study trust empirically and a number of other scholars have
already made important contributionsin this area. Unfortunately, many of these efforts have
either been limited to initial exploratory attempts, have been hampered by poor conceptua or
theoretical foundations, or have operationalized trust in ways that make replicability and

comparison across cases difficult, thereby limiting their rigour and our ability to accumulate

! See Tratchenberg (2012: 42) on the importance of empirical testing, even of highly theoretical concepts.
2King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 12).
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knowledge in this area.® Frankly, measuring trust turns out to be very difficult,* areality
which may help explain IR scholarship’s previously limited engagement with the concept.
With thisin mind, my aim for the remainder of this project is to help advance scholarship on
trust in three ways: (1) by adding to the growing store of empirical scholarship on specific
instances of trust that, inter alia, might be used for further refinement of my theory; (2) to
build aresearch procedure based on a clear, rigorous, and replicable operationalization of
trust capable of enabling meaningful comparisons across cases; and (3) to undertake some
initial case studies using the procedure referred to in (2) as ameans of illustrating the
arguments advanced earlier and accomplishing (1). In this chapter | attempt the task laid out
in (2), while the challenges represented by (1) and (3) are tackled in the subsequent empirical

chapters.

This chapter proceeds accordingly: | begin by erecting the final few pieces of conceptual
scaffolding needed to support my operationalization of trust and the mechanisms that
generate it, namely my conceptualization of agency and state decision-making. Next, | distill
the conceptua framework developed in the first part of thisthesisinto a clear and rigorous
research procedure. More concretely, | describe the methods by which | propose to identify
instances of trust and determine whether these instances were generated and operated along
the lines envisioned by my theory. To do so, | have developed a five step research procedure
for use in case studies which | describe below. In so doing, | also introduce the five
categories of indicators which | propose to use as measures for the operation of the trust
enabling mechanisms discussed in Chapter 3. Once | have elaborated this procedure, | close
the chapter with a discussion and justification of the cases | have selected for study in the

subsequent three chapters.

3 See King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 26) on the importance of reliability.
4 Zak and Kugler (2011: 137).
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Resear ch design

Thisthesisis, first and foremost, an exercise in theory development. Much of the labour in
this respect is purely deductive and has already been completed through my identification of
the logical incoherence of existing explanations of the liberal peace and my demonstration of
how a better conceptualization of trust could reduce this incoherence. Much of the analysis
used to conceptualize trust was borrowed from research in socia psychology and other
related fields. Thisresearch is especially useful because it derives from research agendas that
are totally independent of the biases and incentives which structure scholarship on
international politics. That it is experimentally based is also helpful because it provides a
strong foundation for its reliability. Thus, the fact that this research supports the earlier
theoretical analysis saves me from having to empiricaly verify many of the theoretical claims
advanced in those chapters.” What this research does not do, however, is demonstrate the

applicability of the theoretical framework | have developed to international politics.®

Given the nature of the claims | am advancing, and the stage of development at which the
framework currently stands, it is not currently practical to attempt afull test of my theory —
by attempting to falsify my hypothesis. Not only is the space availablein this thesis
insufficient for such an exercise, the new conceptualization of trust being offered is not yet
sufficiently developed for such atest to be meaningfully attempted. Instead, the best step to
take next isto probe the plausibility of the theoretical claimsthat | am advancing, use the
information gathered in this test to further refine the conceptualization, and use this probe as

ameans of further developing the methodological tools needed for the more comprehensive

> Khong (1992: 27-28 and 40).
® Khong (1992: 32).
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testing that will follow in later work. In so doing, | will also be generating information that
can be used to begin evaluating my secondary argument that the liberal peaceis actualy

better conceptualized as a network of liberal security communities.

Thefirst step in carrying out this plausibility probe involves one final bout of theorizing,
namely the theorization of the location of agency — that is, an account of who is doing the
trusting — and the manner in which beliefs like trust can come to influence state behaviour.
The second step in preparing this plausibility probe is the devel opment of a method for
applying the theoretical framework to the real world events of international politics. | set out
such amethod in the research procedure that is outlined below. The format of thisanalysis
will basically be aprocesstracing one. That is, in my case studies | will seek to evaluate the
extent to which the events and features of the historical case studies conform to the
expectations of my trust model.” To the extent that the case studies do not conform, this
empirical analysis will serve to provide information to inform the refinement, or even the

potential abandonment, of the model.

Theimportance of agency

In arecent article Jan Ruzicka and Nicholas Wheeler note an important caveat for the
applicability of insights from other disciplines to the study of trust in IR, namely that most of
this research “operates at the level of interpersonal relationships.” Consequently, Ruzicka and
Wheeler argue that finding a way to validly transfer “these insights into the much more

complicated arena of international politics’ is of critical importance for the advancement of

" Rosato (2003: 585-586); Rosato (2005: 471).
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IR research on trust.® Basically, Ruzicka and Wheeler are calling on scholars to identify who
can accurately be described as trusting — the individual ? the group? the state? — and develop a
means of embedding this unit within our larger theoretical understandings of international
politics. Thisisimportant because the identification of the unit capable of trusting —that is,
where the theory locates agency — both ties into a central debate in modern IR (the agent-
structure debate), and has profound implications for how one measures trust and identifies the

mechanisms by which it is generated.

Unfortunately, the debate over the nature of agency is a complicated one with which | do not
have the space to properly engage here. Fortunately, it is sufficient for the moment to say that
| reject the argument that states can meaningfully be considered agents in and of themselves.®
Instead, | agree with Colin Wight who argues that while it may be useful to speak asif states
were agents from time to time, collectivities such as states are incapable of acting in ways
that do not reduce to the actions of individual human beings.'® This does not mean, however,
that individuals — say state leaders — can be understood as all-powerful entities that control
thelir states like puppets. While individuals are always capable of acting on their own volition,
it isalso true that structures like the state play a very important role in constituting
individuals' agency. Thus, while they cannot trust, it isimportant to recognize that states are

not uninvolved in the processes through which trust is generated.

While states themselves may not possess agency, students of IR are rightly interested in
decisions and actions taken on behalf of states. Thus, to be useful for IR, any account of

agency needs to provide direction in terms of the agents on whom empirical research should

8 Ruzicka and Wheeler (2010b: 72). Hayes (2012b: 783) makes a similar argument. A more general version can
be found in Jackson and Nexon (2002: 1).

° Wendt (2004).

19\Wight (2006: Chapter 5); Hermann and K egley (1995: 515 and 528).
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focus and an account of how the decisions taken by these agents influence the actions taken
on behalf of a state, and how the particular structures of a state influence the agency of those
who act on behalf of the state. Wight advances a tripartite conception of agency that fulfills
both these criteria. He sees agency comprising three separate aspects: agency,, agency,, and
agencys. Agency; relates to what Wight calls the ‘freedom of subjectivity’, that is, the
essential unpredictability of humans that derives from their ability to behave in unexpected
ways and to creatively pursue unexpected options.™* Even those |ess individualistic aspects of
agency discussed below under the headings of agency, and agency; are never totaly
determinative; not only do they rely on individual agents for their reproduction, they are a'so
aways open to some form of interpretation by empirical agents, and thus represent fields of
possibility open to particularistic adaptations and not rigid comprehensive protocols.*
Indeed, agents always maintain some space for creativity and this creativity playsalargerole
in underwriting the often underestimated importance of the individual in international
politics.® Asis discussed |ater, agential characteristics like charisma can, given the right
environment, have significant impacts on larger political events. Finally, so-called * Cournot
effects —that is, accidental and random conjunctures that are essentially unpredictable and
place particular agents at critical junctures where their simple presence or absence can be

particularly influential — can also have important effects.™

Alternatively, agency. refers to the way that agents become agents of something else, in
particular the social structures within which they are embedded. The focus on class
consciousness and itsimplications for the actions of individual s displayed by many Marxist

theories is an example of a pre-occupation with this aspect of agency. Crucially, agency,

! See also Jackson (2003: 237-238).

12 Jackson (2003: 237).

3 Pinker (2011: 262, 343). This creativity is an important source of irresolvable uncertainty.
14 Pierson (2004: 57).
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should be understood as referring to the ways in which structures both enable and constrain:
without agency, much of what actors do would be impossible because the significance of
their actions lies in the meanings they possess, meanings that only exist in relation to these
structures.®

For example, the rules of chess, it isimpossible to play chess, and anyone who tried would

simply be moving blocks of wood around without meaning.*

Finally, agencys refersto the ‘ positioned-practice-places’ that agents inhabit within the social
structures that surround them. For example, because of their specific * positioned-practice-
places, the agency; of Presidents of the USA isvery different from that of average
individuals. This differentiated agency manifestsin a number of ways, but because the office
of the President isitself a creation/feature of the structure known as the USA, this
differentiated agency is most visible in relation to the other parts of this structure. For
example, there exists a panoply of actions, from ordering the launch of a nuclear strike, to
pardoning individuals convicted of afederal felony, to vetoing laws passed by the US

Congress, that only Presidents are empowered by the structure called the USA to undertake.*’

This abstract discussion of agency provides us with a strong foundation for designing our
empirical analysis. Because individual s are the decision-making units imbued with agencys,

our analysis needs to focus first and foremost on identifying the individual s of consequence

15 Pouliot (2008: 282); Kahl (1998: 103 and 107); Jackson (2003: 237). Cf. Weldes (1999: 11-12).

16 Jackson (2003: 234) goes so far as to point out that it is these structures that actually create agents insofar as
they are social agents.

7 The human tendency to construct ever larger collectivities with at least some forms of decision-making power
vested in asingle individual is another way in which an important individual influenceis preserved in
international palitics. Cf. Pinker (2011: 216).
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for the decisions in question and on illuminating the reasons that exist for the decisions they
take.'®

However, because individuals are implicated in larger social structures, in order to carry out
this primary task we also need to examine how specific agents' decision-making is enabled
and constrained by the particularities of the specific structures in which they are implicated.
Thus, any researcher hoping to explain a particular decision needs to understand the
influences of all three aspects of agency involved and the specific ways in which they interact

in the episode under examination.*

Theresearch procedure

With these final bits of conceptual scaffolding in place, it is now possible to elaborate a
research procedure that lays out the critical stepsrequired for the investigation of trust. This

procedure can be summarized as follows:

1. Identify opportunities for trusting behaviour by identifying opportunities — either
accepted or rejected — for states to voluntarily accept vulnerability to each other.

2. ldentify and describe the relevant agents and the * distributions of meaning’ and
‘power’ implicated in the decision to accept or reject this vulnerability.

3. Evaluate aternative non-trust-focused explanations for the agent’ s behaviour.

18 Naturally, it isimportant to not attempt to psychoanalyze leaders from a distance. Providing the type of
detailed portrait necessary to really access such intimate influences on an agent is the function of biography, not
IR. To avoid engaging in such analysis | limit my analysis of a particular agent’s agency; to the effects of more
easily observed agential characteristics, such astheir charisma— characteristics that are quite personal, but that
are also easily and replicably observable.

19 pPierson (2004: 102) makes a similar recommendation.
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4. Hypothesize what collective identifications and attendant forms of trust could justify a
trusting acceptance of vulnerability in such circumstances and evaluate whether
agents' behaviour is consistent therewith.

5. Evauate whether the conditions theorized as enabling such atrusting acceptance of

vulnerability obtained.

By integrating evidence from all five parts of this research procedure, | am able to
demonstrate consilience, that is, a convergence of evidence from different sources and
perspectives that together support an argument more robustly than if supported from any
single source.”® Below, | provide explanations of each of these five steps and explain how

they fit together to provide a coherent procedure.

Sep 1: Identify opportunities for acceptances of vulnerability

The first step in my research procedure is the identification of possible instances of trust
through the identification of opportunities for the voluntary acceptance of vulnerability
between states. Thisisimportant because trust-beliefs are not directly observable. While not
all acceptances of vulnerability involve trust, all trusting behaviour involves the acceptance
of vulnerability, making the identification of instances where a state has the opportunity to
accept vulnerability to an other state the best way to identify potential instances of trusting

behaviour.

Acceptance of vulnerability can take a number of forms, but the essence of a voluntary

acceptance of vulnerability is that an agent grants an other a measure of influence or control

2 Cf. Kahl (1998: 136) on ‘triangulation’.
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over their future well-being that they could have avoided granting.?* Thus, identifying an
opportunity for the acceptance of vulnerability involves identifying instances when a state
was presented with a decision as to whether to alow another state a measure of influence or
control over their future well-being or take action to avoid allowing this influence or control
to eventuate. For our purposes, it isimportant that an acceptance of vulnerability be voluntary
—that is, non-coerced — becausg, if it is not and this vulnerability isimposed on the agent in
guestion by another, then there is no actual decision on the part of the vulnerable agent to

explain, and thus no possibility of trust.

Importantly, agents themselves need not always understand their actions as an acceptance of
vulnerability because trust beliefs might influence their cognitive frameworks in ways that
would obscure the vulnerability-enhancing aspects of their actions or their subjective
uncertainty over the potential trustee' s intentions.? This can make identifying such instances
difficult, asthe analyst is forced to make ajudgement concerning whether an agent
‘objectively’ accepted vulnerability or not. * Objective’ vulnerability is obviously a slippery
concept, but | useit to indicate situations where similarly positioned agents, possessed of
average intelligence but not of the same positive beliefs concerning their partner, would
recognize an action as an acceptance of vulnerability. Thisis not an ideal approach, but itis
unavoidable, and the best thing an analyst can do is to research the situation thoroughly and
present their judgement and justifications for this judgement in as clear and transparent a

manner as possible.?®

Sep 2: Identify relevant agents and map the relevant * distributions of meaning’ and ‘ power’

2 Hoffman (2002: 386-393) has developed an illustrative typology of forms of acceptance of vulnerability.
2 K eating and Ruzicka (2014). See also Luhman (1979). Cf. Hopf (2010: 554).
% Cf. Johnson (2004: 53-54) who adopts an anal ogous approach.
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Earlier, | argued that only individuals are capable of trusting. Simultaneously, however, |
argued that while only individuals could trust, the tendency of these individualsto trust, and
the manner in which they might do so, will unavoidably be mediated by the structures that
constitute their agency, and agencys. Naturally, agents are always embedded in a number of
such structures concurrently and in order to understand the aggregate impact of these
structures on an agent’ s decision-making, it is necessary to have a good understanding of the
impact of these structures — such as narratives (agency-) and the hierarchies of positioned-
practi ce-places such as bureaucracies (agencys). Consequently, it is necessary to map all or,
more realistically, the most influential structures in which agents are embedded so that a
picture of the aggregate impact can be adduced.?* | refer to the product of these mapping
exercises as the *distribution of meaning’ (agency-) and the ‘distribution of power’ (agencys).
Most scholarship that examines particular historical episodes or case studies already
incorporates such a mapping exercise to a greater or lesser extent in the form of an
introduction or historical context section. However, these analyses are often not rigorously
designed or clearly organized and risk missing important information. Helping to ameliorate
this shortcoming is the main added value of this step in the research procedure, and of the

earlier identification of agency, and agencys.

The mapping of the distribution of power isthe easier of the two tasks. The most effective
way of accomplishing thistask is to determine the structure of authority (bureaucratic,
traditional, etc) relevant to the acceptance of vulnerability in question and identify those
position-practice-places, and the particular individual s who occupy them, whose assent is
required by the decision in question.”® Owen argues that the critical decision-makersin

liberal states can be grouped into what he calls an interested elite, a group separate from the

2 Smith (2004: 308).
% Rajagopalan (1998: 1265). The analysis suggested by Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s (1999) ‘ selectorate’ theory is
agood example of this sort of mapping at work.
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genera population, that he suggests only influences foreign policy in exceptiona
circumstances. Owen’'s analysis aso includes an implicit third grouping separate from the
interested elite, however, namely those who are actually empowered to make decisions,
commit states to actions, and actually act on behalf of states. Since this seems an important
difference given the contingency represented by agency; and the limited determinacy of
many knowledge structures when faced with highly specific decision-making situations
characterized by limited information, | argue that a tripartite division of society into decision-
makers, an interested elite, and a genera population represents a better template and starting

point for this sort of analysis.?

The mapping of distributions of meaning is a dlightly more complicated enterprise, but
equally essential.>’ Recall that the vast majority of human action is social. Social actions can
only be understood with reference to the discursive milieu in which they occur.?®
Consequently, mapping the distribution of meaning that provides this discursive backdrop is
essential to understanding how agents are enabled and constrained.?® This mapping is
achieved through the specification of the discursive influences on agents as well as the
discursive raw materials available to agents for the interpretation of their environment and the
making of meaning through their actions. | use the term discursive raw materials to refer to
intersubjectively produced knowledge structures that possess a high level of acceptance with
some discrete audience and some stability in meaning at a particular time.* These knowledge
structures can be fairly direct emanations of physical facts, such as the existence of ahigh

level of trade between states, or they can be more obviously socially constructed, such as

% Naturally, inilliberal societies the ways in which thisinfluence is operationalized changes and researchers
should follow the internal logic of the case, but | suspect that the tripartite division remains largely valid.

27 Jackson (2003: 239). Cf. Hayes (2012a: 65) for asimilar argument.

% Taylor (2004: 183); Crawford (2004: 14).

% Kahl (1998: 136-137); Smith (2004: 301); Vucetic (2011: 11); Jackson (2003: 234); Jackson and Nexon
(2002: 16); Weldes (1999: 9).

% Jackson (2003: 238).
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whether this high level of trade is considered a good or bad thing. The narratives around
which | have argued that collective identification occurs, such as liberalism, represent another
example of aknowledge structure that could serve as adiscursive raw material. These
knowledge structures influence agents’ decision-making because of the ways in which they
can bias agents toward certain interpretations of events, provide legitimizing logics to certain
means-ends understandings, and, in so doing, rationalize and legitimize certain actions as

commonsensical while constraining and delegitimizing others.

Understanding the knowledge structures that comprise the discursive milieu in which agents
are embedded is critical because the narratives around which collective identification occurs
cannot be expected to be the sole influences on agents’ decision-making; these narratives are
simply too limited and agents’ discursive surroundings too rich. Moreover, while | have
sought to keep various narratives like liberalism separate for the purposes of analytical
clarity, these knowledge structures are never so neatly discrete; rather, the normal situation is
one of constant shifting, blending, and interpenetration between knowledge structures. In
order to understand how a particular narrative, like liberalism, will influence an agent, it is
essential to understand the other narratives of importance to that agent’ s decision-making,
and their likely interactions with the trust-enabling narrative.* Some narratives will be
inherently complementary, for example, the complimentarity identified by Max Weber
between Protestantism and capitalism, while others will be inherently opposed. Thisis not to
say that interpretations of the meanings cannot vary as political entrepreneurs seek to bend
them to their own purposes, but it is to say that not every interpretation will be persuasive.®

By illuminating the likely compatibilities or irreconcil abilities between narratives, researchers

3 Jackson (2003: 235). See also Weldes (1999 : 11-12); Crawford (2002: 7). Cf. Pouliot (2008: 282).
% Crawford (2002: 27).
% Vucetic (2011: 12). | discuss what might make a narrative more or less persuasive in the Conclusions chapter.
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can shed light on the contours of the discursive landscape and, in so doing, shed light on the

relative likelihood of specific decisions and actions.®

What does this analysis actually entail ? Mapping the distribution of meaning entails
identifying the internal logics and assumptions of the various knowledge structures that
comprise the discursive milieux in which agents are embedded. This requires the application
of interpretive, historical, and ethnographic methods.* Aswe have already discussed, a key
problem with Rationalist accounts is not so much that they ignore this step, but rather that
they assume fairly one-dimensional distributions of meaning that fail to take into account all
the critical agency, influences on agents’ decision-making. | rely primarily on secondary
sources to provide this information and focus on presenting only those aspects of the milieux
that are significant for the decision-making in question. Additionally, and contrary to the
situation in other stepsin this procedure, in this case agents' public statements can be just as
useful as agents' private ones in supplementing the secondary sources. This is because agents
intervene in public debates in the way they do because they think that doing so will produce a
certain result. In so doing, agents reveal their understandings of the discursive and power
contexts in which they are acting. The success, or lack thereof, of their intervention provides

information that can help the analyst construct their maps.*

Finally, it isimportant to note that in the empirical analyses that follow it will beimpossible
to present comprehensive accounts of the discursive milieux in which decision-makers are
embedded and by which they are being influenced. Instead, | present accountsin which |

sketch the critical contours of the larger discursive features of these societies most applicable

% See Taylor (2004: Chapter 8) and King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 36-37).

% gmith (2004: 309); Crawford (2002: 9).

% Jackson (2003: 236-238); Risse-K appen (1995b: 37); Muller (2004: 497). Cf. Freeden (1996: 269); Hayes
(2012a 72).
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to the decision-makers and decisions in question. These sketches will naturally be limited in
their content, but in all cases they are based on more extensive research and my carefully
weighed judgement — judgement that is grounded in well-accepted, if not standard or
consensus, views of scholars and area/period experts, as represented in the secondary

literatures.

Sep 3: Evaluate alternative explanations

Any explanation of a phenomenon in international politics that postulates an unobservable
variable like trust playing a causal role must meet a high bar in terms of superior explanatory
power in order to justify its potentially reduced parsimony and the necessarily more
complicated process required for falsification. A critical step in meeting this requirement is
the identification of problems with existing explanationsin order to establish those areas
where anew explanation might add value.*” The fundamental intuition undergirding this
exercise isthat the best way to know if anarrative is influencing an agent’ s decision-making
in the critical ways discussed in Chapter 3, isto seeif this narrative aligns with an agent’s
actions better than the narratives or logics that alternative explanations posit agents as
following.® This is especially important for trust-based explanations because of their need to

compensate for their less straightforward operationalizations.

This step isfairly smple to operationalize, as most acceptances of vulnerability aready have
numerous existing explanations. If the caseis ahistorical one, there are often historical
accounts that provide fairly specific explanations; if the events are more recent, journalistic or

policy-community produced assessments can provide functionally similar accounts.

37 Cf. King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 28) on ‘efficiency’ or leverage.
% Kahl (1998: 139).
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Sometimes there may even be existing studies that seek to show how these events can be
explained within a particular IR theoretical framework. If no such accounts exist, they can be

constructed by the analyst.

Whatever the source of such competing explanations, it isimportant to interrogate their
plausibility both in terms of their logical coherence (internal validity) and their empirical
support (externa validity).*® The analysis of Lipson and Owen’s theories undertaken in
Chapter 1 provides a good example of the former. In the case of the latter, not only isit
important to determine whether the independent, intervening, and dependent variables were
present or absent as expected by the theory, but also that the mechanisms specified by the
theory operated as expected. For example, explanations that depend on Rationalist
assumptions and that argue that agents will reach a decision on the basis of aweighing of the
costs and benefits need to produce evidence that such aweighing occurred in order to be
supported. Similarly, accounts that postul ate that a decision was taken on the basis of a pre-
existing habit cannot be supported if evidence suggests that the decision was the result of a
weighing of costs and benefits.*° If an account fails either the test for internal or external
validity, this provides a basis for comparison with other explanations. In such cases, it is
these failures that a trust-focused explanation must address, in addition to the areas that these

theories already explain, in order to demonstrate its superior leverage.

Step 4: Elaborate a trust-based explanation

¥ King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 100).

“0 Hopf (2010: 550-552). Evaluations of this sort are generally referred to as process tracing. See Khong (1992:
40); Vucetic (2011: 19-20); King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 227). On the importance of tracing processes over
along period of time, see Pierson (2004: 140).
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The fourth step in my procedure focuses on linking a particular acceptance of vulnerability
with the specific beliefs that enable it. Focusing on specific beliefsisimportant for a number
of reasons. Mercer arguesthat it is only in the discrete belief, as opposed to broader
background dispositions and cognitive frameworks, that the full range of possible mental
influences on agents’ decision-making is distilled into a unit that actually influences a
specific decision in away amenable to meaningful analysis.** More practically, in order to
sustain a trust-based hypothesis, researchers must be able to identify a salient commonality —
and its associated narrative — around which a collective identification could take place that
would justify the acceptance of vulnerability in question given the agent’s cognitive
framework.*? Finally, doing so also provides a means of addressing the critique that

Constructivist work in IR fails to persuasively connect ideas and actions.®®

Articulating the specific trust belief at issue is not always easy, however, and can require the
researcher to infer beliefs to agents that they may only allude to in indirect ways. For
example, aresearcher may need to infer the holding of atrust belief to an agent when they
refer to another asa‘friend’ because, in the mind of the trusting agent, friendship includes
trust without it needing to be expressly articulated.* While the language used may not match
exactly, if the meaning is the same, it is reasonable for the analyst to infer the holding of a
belief than has been identified by a different name.*> While this is unfortunate, it isin some
ways unavoidable as, for example, it is nonsensical to expect agents to aways clearly justify
their failure to think thoughts that have been rendered unthinkable by trust by expressing their

underlying taken-for-granted assumptions.*

“! Mercer (2010: 13); Khong (1992: 254).

2 Mercer (2010: 2 and 25).

“3 Kahl (1998: 109); Moravcsik (1999).

“ Pouliot (2008: 278-279) makes a similar point about the reasons an agent might trust.
“® K ahl (1998: 136-137); Hoffman (2002: 387).

“6 See K eating and Ruzicka (2014); Jervis (1988: 680).
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Thankfully, it is possible to support such analysisin other ways as well. By clearly
articulating the specific trust-belief in question, the analyst is able to relate this belief to the
elements of an agent’s cognitive framework that licensed it.*’ Doing so is important for two
reasons: (1) it isthrough these narratives that trust-beliefs can be shown to be reasonable
from an agent’ s perspective, and (2) it isin identifying these narratives that the analyst is able
to identify the additional beliefs discussed in Chapter 3 from which she can derive
‘microtrandations’, that is, additional hypothesis concerning agents behaviour. These
microtranslations are important because it is the testing of them that allows the analyst to
adduce additional evidence as to whether agents hold the beliefs out of which trust is

theorized as potentially emerging.*®

This additional evidence comes in both quantitative and qualitative forms. For example, in
addition to non-violence, liberals can also be expected to support things like political and
economic freedoms as discussed in Chapter 3. Thus, indicators such as the Polity IV database
and the Freedom House database can be used to establish the extent to which a polity is
governed liberally.*® Neither database perfectly matches my definition of liberalism, but they
are the best quantitative resources currently available.®® At the economic level, the best way
to make this determination liesin situating a state within the context of itstime. For example,
in the post-1945 period, whether a state was a member of the GATT/WTO represents a good,
if broad, indicator of asociety’ srelative level of economic liberalism. Before 1945 it is

necessary to rely more exclusively on secondary sources.

" This situation highlights the importance of the analysis undertaken in Step 2.

“8 Kahl (1998: 135).

“ Doyle (1983: 209-212).

* See Danilovic and Clare (2007: 404; footnote 10) for a discussion of the limitations of Polity IV. Danilovic
and Clare (2007: 405) prefer Freedom House as a measure of civil liberties.



Urban 125

These measures provide agenera picture of a society’ s adherence to liberalism. However,
while the general character of a polity does have an important influence through agency, and
agencys, this genera character does not aways match the character of those acting on behalf
of a state. Thus, determining the extent to which the interested elite, and especialy state
decision-makers, adhereto aliberal narrative is key, something that requires a more
gualitative approach. Discourse analysis of arepresentative sample of newspapers and
periodicals is one way of measuring elite opinion, as is consultation of secondary sources.
Similarly, once the critical decision-makers have been identified, establishing the extent to
which they adhere to liberalism is best done by examining documents that reveal, albeit
imperfectly, agents mental states, such as their public remarks, diaries, correspondence,
published works, and minutes of meetings. Biographic, autobiographic, and secondary
sources can also be very useful, especially insofar as they report any of the sources just

discussed.>*

Sep 5: Identify evidence for collective identification

The final step in my research procedure involves providing positive evidence supportive of
the explanation proposed in Step 4. Whileit isimpossible to observe trust directly, one can
show that the conditions theorized as capable of generating the collective identification
required for trust were in place in advance of the acceptance of vulnerability in question.
Drawing on the analysis developed in Chapter 3, | have developed a set of five trust-enabling
factors that can be expected to produce the familiarity and positive affect required to generate

the collective identification necessary for trust. They are: (1) interactivity, (2) homogeneity,

> Kahl (1998: 136). One of the best ways to measure the influence of public opinion on decision-making will be
in the justifications that decision-makers and interested elites provide for their decisions. More often than not,
public opinion will be effective because of how it is perceived by the interested elite and decision-makers. Thus,
the qualitative methods outlined for examining the decision-making of decision-makers may actually be the
most fruitful place to locate this influence.
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(3) common interests, (4) shared experiences, and (5) altercasting. Recall that, sinceit isthe
aggregate familiarity and positive emotion experienced by an agent that isimportant, it isthe
aggregate effect of all these factorsthat is of interest, not the presence or strength of any
single one.* If aresearcher is able to show that these factors were present in advance of an
acceptance of vulnerability, this should be understood as evidence in favour of atrust-based
explanation of this acceptance. Correspondingly, demonstrating that these factors were not
present in periods preceding failures to accept vulnerability also supports my general

argument.

Below | describe a number of indicators that | have developed to evaluate the presence of the
five trust-enabling factors. This sort of empirical work is the least developed area of trust
scholarship, and thus an area in which my research can make a significant contribution. One
of the goals of thisthesisis to improve the quantitative indicators available to scholars for the
study of trust, specifically the factors that generate the required familiarity and positive
affect. Currently, too much trust scholarship islimited to essentially idiosyncratic case studies
that, whatever their merits, are difficult to replicate and compare across cases, thereby
limiting their rigour and the accumulation of knowledge in this area.>* Thus, | have attempted
to develop a number of quantitative indicators that not only describe the features of individual
relationships, but are also constructed so as to be comparable across case studies. Even when

thisis not possible due to problems of data availability, where datais available for asingle

*2 These five factors parallel the six mechanisms capable of generating positive affect identified in Chapter 3
with the exception that | have subsumed the empirically difficult to differentiate ‘ mere exposure’ and
‘intergroup contact’ mechanisms under the heading of interactivity. Moreover, while the discussion of these
mechanisms in Chapter 3 largely focused on their ability to generate positive affect, it should be noted that these
factors are also capable of generating familiarity in ways discussed below.

%3 Other scholars like Kupchan (2010) and Adler and Barnett (1998a) tend to overcomplicate this point and
develop intricate and extensive sequences with numerous and often confusing required components. The
simplicity of my model is one of its strong points.

% See King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 45) on the importance of comparability even in small-n studies.
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caseit is still useful for effectuating comparisons within cases and for describing the

evolution of the relationships under investigation.>

Interactivity

By measuring interactivity between polities, my am is to capture the operation of the
processes of communication and transaction by which agents build familiarity with each
other, such as trade and migration. Note also that, due to the increased exposure that polities
have to one another through increased interactivity, the mechanismsidentified in Chapter 1
capable of revealing information about alibera polity, such as the Transparency,
Commitment, and Transnational Enmeshment Mechanisms, will all have an increased effect.
On the positive affect side, greater interactivity between polities can engage the “mere
exposure” and “group contact” mechanisms between a multiplicity of agents across national

boundaries.*®

Interactivity is the trust-enabling factor most amenable to systematic quantitative
measurement, at least at a broad level. Unlike in some existing scholarship, however, my
focusis not on comparing State A’ s absolute interactivity with State B to A’s absolute
interactivity with State C, or even the level of interactivity between A and B relativeto A’s
total interactivity with all other states. Rather, | focus on describing the level of interactivity
that exists between A and B in terms of the levels of interactivity that constitute A itself asa

community and using this as a basis for comparison.

*® One of the difficulties | have faced in this project has been the startling lack of, or lack of accessto,
comparable historical statistics that would allow rigorous quantitative comparisons across case studies. This has
limited the progress | have been able to makein this area.

% Kahl (1998: 120-121).
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Implicit in this comparison is the idea that states and the groups formed by states, such as
security communities, are different entities in degree and not in type. This approach derives
partially from Karl Deutsch’s transactional theory of community formation. Deutsch’s theory
has been correctly criticized on a number of fronts, but it did recognize an important fact:
communities, that is, populations that share “va ues, preferences, life-styles, common
memories, aspirations, loyalties, and identifications,” " do not exist as static things, but rather
must be constantly reproduced by the agents that constitute them. Communities can be
identified by the fact that they “communicate with one another (i.e., transact) frequently,
rapidly, clearly, and effectively, in balanced manner, over multiple ranges of social,
economic, cultural, and political concerns,” and, critically, “communicate between
themselves much more frequently... than they communicate with peoples of other
communities, so the ‘boundaries’ of their community are marked by relative discontinuities

of transaction flow.” *®

If we accept the thrust of this argument, it becomes possible to identify the likely relative
level of identification of agents with their various communities by examining the clustering
and relative proportion of an agent’s universe of transactions associated with each
community. The best way of capturing this clustering isto track the proportion of apolity’s
universe of interactions, for example economic transactions, accounted for by interactions
with another polity and compare that proportion against another cluster of interactions. Given
the pre-eminent status of identification with the state in terms of importance for international

political activity, the proportion of a state’s interactivity that is domestic offers an ideal

> puchala (1970: 742) citing Deutsch.

%8 puchala (1970: 742-743) citing Deutsch. Puchala (1970: 743) is at pains to point out that interactivity does not
create communities, but rather simply represents evidence of their existence. In so doing, Puchala goes too far
and fails to recognize that while transactions do not by themselves create communities, for the reasons outlined
in Chapter 3, they do contribute to their formation.
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baseline comparator because of how it enables us to compare a polity’ sidentification with its

state, and its identification with communities formed at a higher level.

While not al polities can automatically be assumed to be constituted by identical levels of
identification, this national identification does provide as good a common baseline aswe are
likely to find for the purposes of comparing differing levels of intensity of interactivity that
exist ininternational politics. More specifically, because agents can identify with many
communities simultaneously, the measurement of inter-polity interactivity, in terms of a
polity’ sintra-polity interactivity, provides a value expressed in terms that render comparisons
within and across cases possible and meaningful. For example, while State A’ s trade with
State B could account for 50% of its foreign trade, if this foreign trade accounted for only 5%
of State A’ s economic activity, the relative importance of the interactions represented by this
trade would be much less than if State A’ s foreign trade with State B represented only 40% of
itstotal foreign trade, but 25% of itstotal economic activity. Consequently, the interactions in
the latter case would be more likely to influence its behaviour than the interactionsin the

former.>®

The measures that | have constructed to capture interactivity in thisway are listed below. As
aluded to earlier, due to reasons of data availability, | have not been able to construct these
indicators for every case study, but where data of reasonable quality exist, | have presented

them.

e Bi-lateral trade: ayearly measure of the nominal value of State A’s exportsto, and

imports from, State B as a percentage of State A’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP).

* Cf. Gartzke (2007: 174) who constructs a similar measure of a state’s overall trade dependence, but does not
make it relationship specific.
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e Bi-lateral investment: a yearly measure of the nomina value of State A’s new
investment in State B as a percentage of the total amount of new investment madein
State A in that year as measured by Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF).

e Bi-lateral migration flows:

1) ayearly measure of the number of migrants between States A and B asa
percentage of State A and B’ stotal population.
2) ayearly measure of the number of individuals born in States A and B resident in

the other state, as a percentage of the states’ total populations.

These indicators are pitched at the level of the entire society. While doing so is essential in
order to be able to capture the background realities, that is, the distributions of meaning and
power, which constrain elites and decision-makers, these measures cannot tell the whole
story. Indeed, these measures actually represent influences on the longue durée and cannot be
expected to dependably influence the smaller groups of people who comprise apolity’s elites
and decision-makers at any one time. | aim to capture the influence of these interactions
through more qualitative measures derived primarily from secondary sources. These
gualitative measures focus on the interactivity that takes place between members of the elite
and decision-making segments of a polity. Thisinvolves examining the regularity and
frequency with which members of these segments, but especially decision-makers, interact,
and the extent to which these interactions occur under conditions that meet the criteriafor the
intergroup contact effect to be engaged — for example, whether the interactions occurred
under conditions of equality. It also involves attending to the importance that these agents

attached to these interactions.

Homogeneity
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Homogeneity refers to how the perception of sameness between agents licenses greater
confidencein agents' predictions— and, in so doing, largely replicates the logic of the Slow
mobilization/no surprise attack mechanism— and triggers psychological biases that favour
others perceived as similar. Drawing on research on nationalism and the formation of unions
in international politics, | have identified the following indicators as ways of accessing those
objective similarities and differences between societies that tend to have a strong influence on

processes of collective identification.®

e Political smilarity: ayearly measure of the difference between the two states’ scores
in the Polity 1V and Freedom House databases.

e GDP per capita: ayearly measure of the smaller state’s GDP per capita expressed as
a percentage of the larger state’'s GDP per capita.

e Primary religious cleavage: ayearly comparison between the distributions of
religious affiliations aong the primary internal religious cleavageif this cleavageis

shared between the two states.

Differences in (dominant) language spoken is also worth examining at the polity level, but
thistends to be afairly binary comparison. When it is not, a more qualitative examination is
warranted.®* Other qualitative comparisons that | employ include comparisons of states' legal
systems and investigations of the extent to which the two states share important cultural and

intellectual heritages. Here | rely largely on secondary sources.

Common Interests, shared experiences, and atercasting

% See Anderson (1991); Kupchan (2010); Deutsch (1963); and Adler and Barnett (1998a).
61 See Smith (2004: 306) for a discussion on how using language in this way can be useful.
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Interactivity and homogeneity are the most easily quantifiable of the factors | have identified,
in large part because they capture phenomenathat have their effect more or less ‘ objectively’,
that is, they have an effect regardless of whether the agents involved recognize the presence
of the factor or not.®* For common interests, shared experiences, and altercasting, however,
thisis not the case. With these factors, familiarity is generated subjectively by a sense that the
other isthe same as the self. It is this same sense of similarity that also sparks the emergence
of positive affect. Because of this subjective character, short of using public opinion data, it is
very difficult to generate quantitative measures of these factors' presence. Thus, while public
opinion datais useful when available, | rely primarily on secondary sources to measure the
presence of these three factors, as well as on first-hand accounts and other primary sources
that reveal, even if imperfectly, the state of mind of those making the critical decisions during

the episodes in question.

At amore specific level, the most important qualitative indicator of common interests that |
use is the degree to which states share intelligence. The sharing of intelligence, and the
manner in which it is shared, is an excellent indicator of a perception of common interests
because of the secrecy and unverifiable character of intelligence operations.®®> When states
perceive their interests to be common, however, they share intelligence nonetheless, on the
assumption that what advances one of their partner’sinterests will also advance their own.* |

also examine the extent to which states fought in the same wars on the same sides and

62 They may also have a secondary subjective effect as discursive raw materials, but thisis analytically distinct
and better analyzed in Step 2.

% Richelson and Ball (1985: 304).

% Richelson and Ball (1985: 305) note that during the Cold War, many intelligence operatives came to identify
‘the West' and its common interests as the primary focus for their loyalty, often above their particular states.
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participated in the same alliance structures.®® As detailed in Chapter 3, when agents
commemorate such cooperation, many of these indicators can be used, though retrospectively
instead of prospectively, to indicate that agents perceived that they had shared experiences

with others.

For altercasting, there are two categories of indicators on which | focus. First are those
actions discussed earlier that Rationalists would refer to as ‘ costly signals' . These actions
often constitute a small acceptance of vulnerability that is offered strategically as a means of
kick-starting a deeper process of trust-building. These actions both generate familiarity as
Rationalists suggest, but also provoke positive affective responses. Second are the less
spectacular ways in which agents interact, especialy in institutional settings, and the forms
that these interactions take.®® By analyzing these forms and identifying the assumptions that
they encode — for instance by examining how positionsin ajoint institution are distributed
between nationals of the member states and the expectations in terms of the relationships
between these positions that this distribution implies—it is possible to describe how states
atercast each other in much more mundane, but more common and perhaps influential,

circumstances.

Case Study Design

So far | have elaborated a model of trust whereby a confluence of factors, including

familiarity, positive affect, and a shared commonality, can result in collective identification

€ Both of these indicators could potentially be quantified but, due to the rareness of these occurrences and the
significant variation in the importance of formally similar events, a qualitative approach is easier when dealing
with such alimited number of cases and much more valid. See Gartzke (2006) on how the costly and strategic
nature of alliances limits the usefulness of common alliance portfolios as a measure of common interests — at
least in large-N statistical analysis.

% Crawford (2002: 10).
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between two agents. This collective identification entails the formation of a psychological in-
group characterized by afundamental in-group bias, but also a pattern of behaviour defined
by the narrative associated with the shared commonality on which it is based. It isthe
interaction between this psychological bias, which has the effect of short-circuiting an agents
rationality by occluding certain possibilities from consideration, and the tenets of this

narrative that enable the generation of specific trust-beliefs.

In the context of the liberal peace, this means that increased familiarity and positive affect,
generated by the five factors just discussed, combine with a shared adherenceto alibera
narrative to produce an in-group in which the use of violence as a means of resolving disputes
between membersis no longer thinkable. This collective identification, and the set of factors
that combine to generate it, represents my independent variable. Once this collective
identification has taken place, the members of the in-group trust each other to resolve any
disputes they might have with each other non-violently. This trust-belief represents the
intervening variable in my model. Finally, the presence of this trust enables the formation of
aliberal security community that, in turn, enables the transcendence of the security dilemma.

The state of peace that results represents the dependent variable.®’

With this understanding in place, the next step in my analysis is to determine the extent to
which this model is supported by empirical evidence. Asthis model has emerged out of an
attempt to resolve problemsin DPT, | have selected my cases in such away asto also help
further our understanding of the liberal peace. That said, on the understanding that any
analysis that helps support the plausibility of my general trust model is aso helpful in

advancing my more specific argument that the liberal peaceis aresult of a network of

67 Cf . Johnson (2004: 36) for aformally similar model.
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trusting liberal security communities, some of the empirical anaysis that follows does not

bear directly on the liberal peace.

Case Sdlection

My research design comprises three case studies brought together to form a structured,
focused comparative study.® By focusing on alimited number of cases, and by tracing the
chains through which causation is, or is not, transmitted, | am able to conduct a more in-depth
and fine-grained examination of the operation of the causal mechanisms theorized as
generating the liberal peace. The focused comparison of cases and sub-cases enables me to
observe the influence of changes in the dependent variable within and across these cases and
to begin to determine whether or not these changes are correl ated with the types of changes

my conceptualization of trust would expect.®

Basically, each of the cases represents an independent ‘ plausibility probe’.” Thus, the
purpose of these case studiesis to gather evidence and evaluate whether my
conceptualization of trust corresponds to real world processes and, in so doing, aso help
generate ideas for the model’ s refinement. " That said, the cases were also selected in
conjunction so that, as a set, they capture a wide cross-section of bilateral relationships
ranging from possibly the most trusting bilateral relationship in the world (Canada and the

USA), to acase that has remained one of the most distrusting (India and Pakistan), to a

% George and Bennett (2005: 18-19 and chapter 3) argue that single case studies can be especially valuable for
theory development.

% George and Bennett (2005: 23) advocate the use of comparisons between cases in this way, even if
asymmetric. King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 48) agree.

0 Eckstein (1975: 108-113); George and Bennett (2005: 75). King, Keohane, and Verba's (1994: 22) arguments
in favour of the use of ‘pilot projects’ make most of the same points.

™ George and Bennett (2005: 19) argue that thisis one of the strengths of case studies. A secondary purposeis
to determine if my conceptual framework can improve our understanding of the events that comprise these case
studies.
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relationship that has moved from being one of the most antagonistic to one of the most
trusting (France and Germany). Additionally, by selecting at |east one sub-case in each case
study focused on nuclear weapons acquisition, the cases are given a substantive commonality

that helps improve the comparability between cases.

The aim of this selection method is to gain insight into what differentiates trusting from non-
trusting relationships, and also into what can help move a relationship from non-trusting to
trusting. | recognize that in so doing | am selecting cases on the basis of the dependent
variable. Sincethisis primarily an exercise in theory building, however, such aselectionis
not a problem.”? Indeed, the selection of cases that offer asignificant diversity of outcomes
actually provides a much better chance to evaluate the functioning of the theorized

mechanisms.”

Another important aspect of my research design is my examination of these relationships
over time. This allows an engagement with the crucial details of specific sub-cases, while still
preserving an understanding of the significance of these detailsin the larger sweep of the
relationship.” This approach helps the anal yst manage the difficulties presented by the fact
that evidence of trust is often to be found in non-events that are difficult to rigorously
identify.” It also helps avoid the selection bias that invariable arises when scholars select on
a particular outcome — wars and crises —when they are actually seeking to study what causes

alack thereof.” Indeed, my approach is a significant improvement over much existing

2 See George and Bennett (2005: 23).

" King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 141 and 199).

™ George and Bennett (2005: 59 and 81) see these as among the strongest controls available in qualitative
methods. King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 201-202) largely agree.

" Indeed, George and Bennett (2005: 59 and 74) argue that this sort of relationship focus is exactly the ‘ next
step’ needed to push research on the liberal peace forward. My design corresponds to their idea of a
‘longitudinal’ study. Cf. Keohane and Nye (1989: 165).

® King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 24 and 28) make a similar argument. Cf. Johnson (2004: 49).
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‘institutional” scholarship on the liberal peace in which some scholars argue that theories of
the liberal peace are “not applicable’ to explaining situations when thereis no conflict.”’
Naturally, | cannot comprehensively investigate the entirety of any of these relationships.
However, by focusing on the evolution of key factors over the longue durée of the
relationship and by isolating specific trust-beliefs through the careful analysis of critical
episodes embedded within these wider relationships, | am able to evaluate whether
potentially ‘slow moving’ factors, which might not be easily discerned in shorter

examinations, had an effect.”®

Each of my three empirical chapters comprise a case study of arelationship between two
polities and, more specifically, the decision-making of the objectively weaker of the two
states within this relationship, namely Canada, France, and Pakistan.” Each case study
comprises two sub-cases. These sub-cases were selected on the basis of their individual
merits and for their joint ability to track the evolving nature of the trust present in the
relationship. In so doing, the use of two sub-cases in each case study allows meto largely
control for potentially confounding factors specific to the relationship and therefore likely

present in both sub-cases.®

Each sub-case was selected because of how its unique circumstances and dynamics enable
the isolation of the role played by trust and the observation of the consequences and

modalities of its influence on agents’ decision-making. However, these episodes have also

" This problem afflicts Huth’s and Allee’s (2002: 756) analysis for instance.

"8 Pierson (2004: Chapter 3 and page 134). Such an approach also helps avoid missing the role of threshold
effects (2004: 86), mistakenly identifying catalysts for causes(2004: 141) and provides analysts with a better
chance at spotting path dependence and situations where sequencing isimportant (2004: 16).

" Focusing on the weaker states enables me to more easily isolate instances when vulnerability is being
accepted.

8 King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 201-202) suggest that this research design reduces the problems associated
with alack of unit homogeneity. That said, because sub-cases are not completely independent of each other, our
ability to generalize from themislimited (1994: 222).
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been selected for the way that they provide awindow onto important trends and structures
present in the wider relationship, and for how they track the evolution, and help illuminate
the contours, of the portfolio of trust-beliefs that exist between the two polities. In other

words, both episodes help illuminate critical aspects of asingle trgjectory of trust.

My first case study represents a‘most likely’ case for the presence of trust. The logic driving
this selection isthat if | am unable to observe trust in this relationship, it isunlikely | will be
able to observe it anywhere, and thus ought to return to the drawing board immediately.®
Moreover, assuming that trust does exist between Canada and the USA, observing this trust
and its characteristics can provide useful, and usefully clear, benchmarks for comparison with
examples of trust in other cases. The two sub-cases | examine are Canada’ s decision not to
acquire nuclear weapons when it had the opportunity to do so after the Second World War
and Canada’ s refusal to acquiesce to the USA’ s request to raise the alert status of its military
for three days during the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. This second sub-case also includes a
further bifurcation such that | examine the decision-making of both the political and military

leaderships during this period.

For my second case, | examine the relationship between India and Pakistan. | have selected
both my second and third cases with an eye to introducing variation in both the explanatory
and dependent variables.®* Thefirst sub-case | examine is Pakistan’s decision to acquire
nuclear weapons that culminated in 1998 and the second is Pakistan’s decision to launch the
Kargil War against Indiain 1999. Again, the second sub-case is further bifurcated by separate
examinations of the decision-making of the political and military leaderships. Because both

of these decision occurred while Pakistan and India received scores of seven or more on the

8 George and Bennett (2005: 80) argue that ‘ most likely’ cases are especially useful for theory building.
8 George and Bennett (2005: 49-50) approve of such an approach.
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Polity 1V index, this case represents a“‘hard case’ and explaining such a case successfully
would provide significant support for the plausibility of my model.® This caseisalso
valuable for two other reasons. First, it represents a relationship between two distinctly non-
Western, devel oping states, thereby providing a useful contrast to the two other cases that
will help to illuminate if there are any qualities associated with being either Western or
developed that a focus on liberalism is masking. Finally, the fact that these two states have
fought a war, despite both possessing nuclear weapons, helps to control for the argument that

the liberal peaceis actually a‘nuclear peace’.®*

For my final case, | examine the Franco-German relationship, arelationship in which we
have an arguably consistent explanatory variable (in this case, joint liberalism) at key points
throughout the period under examination but appear to have variation on the dependent
variable. The first sub-case, France’s 1923 decision to use force against Germany by
occupying the Ruhr valley, appears to be another ‘hard case’ for my theory as the French
took this decision despite the arguable existence of joint liberalism beginning in 1920.% The
second sub-case, France' s decision to share nuclear secrets with Germany in 1956-1958,
provides aremarkable counterpoint to the first and sheds some light on the processes by
which a non-trusting relationship can be transformed into a trusting one. This episode aso

provides a useful comparison with the nuclear weapons sub-cases in both the Canada-USA

8 Since the Polity IV database basesits scores on a state’s political system at the end of ayear, it can be
misleading. The coup d’ état by General Pervez Musharraf that deposed Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif occurred
on 12 October 1999. Thisisimportant because of how a superficial reading of the database would obscure the
fact that the same ‘democratic’ system that had largely been in place since 1988 was still in place at the time of
the Kargil War in May-July 1999. Thus, this case also arguably represents a ‘deviant case’ for DPT, and thus an
ideal case for the deriving and validating of new theories and for delimiting the scope conditions of theories.
George and Bennett (2005: 24, 75, and 56-57).

8 Examining nuclear weapons, the highest of the high politics, is also very helpful for the clarity it brings to the
decision-makers logics and the way that it minimizes the importance of intervening and confounding factors. Cf.
Tratchenberg's (2012: 6) analogous argument for why great power crises represent optimal opportunities for
judging the role of audience costs.

% With the advent of the Weimar constitution, both Germany and France are coded as ‘ democracies’ by the
Pality IV database. Marshall et a. (20011).
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and India Pakistan cases, insofar as many of the same issues surrounding nuclear weapons
obtain in al three cases. Finally, and asis aso true for the first case, both sub-cases pre-date
the advent of DPT, thereby ensuring that these cases are free of contamination from academic

discourse.®

Conclusions

This chapter acts as something of ahinge for thisthesis, in that it completes the first,
theoretical, portion of thiswork and also marks the beginning of the second, empirical, part.
Building on both the conceptua framework for understanding trust elaborated in Chapters 2
and 3, as well as the conceptualization of agency and the attendant theory of state decision-
making advanced at the outset of this chapter, the bulk of this chapter was devoted to
developing aresearch procedure that faithfully operationalized critical conceptual
components of my theory of how trust is formed and how trust influences decision-making.
This five-part research procedure should enable the researcher to determine whether or not
trust was present in a particular instance based on whether or not a consilience of supportive
evidence obtains while the clarity of the research procedure should enable greater and more

reliable cross-case comparisons in future research, and thus greater rigour.

In the case studies that follow, | employ this research procedure to demonstrate the usefulness
of, and the empirical support for, seeing trust as an important and influential phenomenon in
aseries of significant decision-making processes. More specificaly, in anumber of the sub-
cases | demonstrate thisimportance by showing how an understanding of the role played by

trust represents a necessary component of any explanation of the liberal peace, both because

% Cf. Hayes (2012a: 73).
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of the way in which it helps explain instances of peace, but also because of how it helps
explain cases in which peace did not obtain. In the course of this research, | also seek to
identify other aspects of the processes by which collective identification and trust are built or
not built with the aim of using these findings to help refine and improve my theory. Once

these empirical case studies are complete, | summarize and discuss my findings in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 5

The Quintessence

I ntroduction

The Canada-USA relationship is generally seen as one of the most trusting in the world. In
this chapter, | investigate the extent to which this characterization is accurate by examining
two sub-cases, namely, Canada s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons in the immediate post-
war era (1945-1957)* and Canada s response to the Cuban missile crisisin October 1962.
These two episodes each highlight a clear opportunity for Canadato accept vulnerability to
the USA, thereby presenting excellent opportunities to evaluate the extent to which trust
influenced agents decision-making. In the first episode, | argue that Canadian decision-
makers accepted this opportunity because they trusted their US counterparts to act like
liberals and resolve any disputes they might have in the future non-violently, thereby freeing
them from the need to consider acquiring their own nuclear weapons. | argue that with the
events of the first sub-case we find strong evidence that a Canada-USA liberal security

community had been established.

In the second episode, | argue that, while still trusting US decision-makers to act like liberals,
the Canadian political leadership did not trust US decision-makers to look out for Canada's
best interests and, thus, declined to accept the vulnerability that ceding control of Canada's
defences to the USA during the crisisimplied. Simultaneously, by secretly but effectively
accepting this vulnerability on Canada’s behalf, | argue that Canada s military leadership

demonstrated their belief that the USA could be trusted. By examining the origins of this

11945-1957 is when Canada’ s nuclear weapons policy was largely set. See Richter (2002); Buckley (2000); and
Maloney (2007).
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bifurcation in trust-beliefs, we can learn much about how agents’ differentiated exposures to
the trust-enabling factors identified earlier and adherence to different narratives correlate with

agents holding differing portfolios of trust beliefs.

Each of the two sub-cases is organized aong the lines specified in my research procedure.
After introducing the episode, | begin my analysis by clearly specifying how one state
accepted vulnerability to another. Second, | identify the critical agentsinvolved in this
decision-making process, and map the distribution of power through which this decision
progressed as well as the distribution of meaning in which these agents and their decisions
were embedded. Third, | present alternative explanations for these decisions and evaluate
them. Fourth, | propose atrust-focused analysis which | argue improves on these alternative
explanations. Fifth, | evaluate the extent to which positive evidence for my trust-focused
explanation exists by examining the presence of the five trust-enabling factors. At the end of

the chapter, | draw some preliminary conclusions regarding the case as awhole.

Episode 1. Canada’s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons

Canada was one of three states directly involved in the creation of nuclear weapons.
Although limited, Canada’ s contribution to the Manhattan Project was significant.?
Moreover, just after the end of the Second World War, ZEEP (Zero Energy Experimental
Pile), the world' sfirst nuclear reactor outside of the USA, went critical at Chalk River near
Ottawa.® ZEEP was followed in 1947 by NRX (National Research — Experimental), which

was, for atime, the world’s most powerful reactor.* Indeed, by 1945, Canadian scientists had

2 Thompson and Randall (2008: 167); Holmes (1979: 202); Richter (2002: 19).
3 Bothwell (1988: 61).
* Bothwell (1988: 125).
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overcome al of the theoretical and many of the technical obstacles standing in the way of
producing a nuclear weapon. Consequently, Brian Buckley argues that it would be difficult to
describe Canadain this period as anything other than a “threshold nuclear state.”>
Neverthel ess, the Canadian government seems to have never even actively considered

acquiring nuclear weapons.®

Thislack of interest in acquisition did not spill over into related areas, however. Canada
began assisting Britain in its quest for the bomb in 1947. As early as autumn 1947, Canadian
decision-makers were advocating participation in atrilateral weapons production system
involving the USA and Britain.” Canada also participated in a Western alliance system whose
strategy implied a heavy reliance on nuclear weapons. For example, Canada acquiesced in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)’ s revision, between its summit in Lisbon in
February 1952 and its Paris meeting of 1954, of its strategic doctrine to greatly increase
reliance on tactical nuclear arms. This dependence became even more complete in December
1956 when NATO accepted the US offer to put stockpiles of nuclear armsat NATO’s
disposal in Europe. And in December 1957, Canada’s new Prime Minister, John Diefenbaker,
endorsed a plan that “implied his acceptance of American nuclear weapons for Canadian air

and land forcesin Europe.”®

With this, Canadian forces in Europe could be called upon by
the US commander of NATO to employ tactical nuclear armsin the case of awar with the

Soviets.®

> Buckley (2000: 9-10 and 69); Maloney (2007: 78).

® Two incidences have been interpreted as indicating that a cabinet-level decision had been taken, notably (1) a
cabinet meeting on 17 November, 1945 and (2) Minister of Munitions and Supply, C.D. Howe's, response to a
guestion in the House of Commons on 5 December, 1945. Buckley (2000: 48-50) describes how both have been
misinterpreted. Maloney (2007: 2 and 68) notes that there may have been some low-level discussion in the
Department of External Affairs and the military, but agrees that this discussion never reached high levels. See
also Bothwell (1984: 169) and (1988: 74).

" Buckley (2000: 70-71); Maloney (2007: 9).

8 Lennox (2009: 59); Nash (1991: 78).

® Levitt (1993: 28 and 69); Richter (2002: 80-81); Thompson and Randall (2008: 209-210); Buckley (2000:
129). While Canada did accept nuclear weapons for its forces in Europe, and eventually accepted nuclear
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Acceptance of vulnerability

Canada s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons represents a clear instance of one state
accepting vulnerability to another, and as such presents something of an enigmato scholars
of IR. By foregoing acquisition, Canada abstained from exploiting an unprecedented
opportunity to ameliorate the massive imbalance in capabilities that existed between it and
the USA.*® Consequently, this decision poses problems for some of IR’s most influential
theories, such as Realist and Rationalist theories, but also Constructivist theories postulating a
Hobbesian or Lockean culture of anarchy. All these theories suggest that arational statein
Canada' s situation ought to take those steps availableto it to remedy thisimbalance.™ Itis
true that Canada’ s non-acquisition does fit an historical pattern of Canada neglecting its
defences vis-a-visthe USA. Initialy, this pattern can be ascribed to Britain’ s guarantee of its
security and, subsequently, the impossibility of defending its enormous territory against the
USA.*2 Canada' s decision to forego acquisition is more difficult to explain, however, as
acquisition represented an unprecedented opportunity to meaningfully reducing this

imbalance in capabilities at a reasonable economic and political cost.

Significantly, not only did Canada eschew acquisition; it seems acquisition was never even
seriously considered.™® The closest that decision-makers seem to have come was in late 1945.

The Deputy Chief of the Canadian General Staff had commissioned areport entitled The

warheads for the BOMARC missile system, these were all tactical or defensive weapons systems never solely
under Canadian control and thus do not represent an independent strategic nuclear capability.

19 payl (2000: 17).

| ennox (2009: 57); Buckley (2000: 6).

12 paul (2000: 70).

3 Buckley (2000: 43 and 137) states: “[n]one of the primary and secondary material that | have reviewed ...
contains any direct or indirect evidence that the military case for the acquisition of an independent atomic
arsenal was every seriously debated, publicly or privately, in any of the major policy-making mechanisms of
government”. This assessment is supported by the recollections of Holmes (1979: 219). Richter (2002: 20) also
agrees. See also Bothwell (1988: 74) and Paul (2000: 64).
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Atomic Bomb: Effect of its Discovery on Canadian Army Strategic Planning — Preliminary
Considerations. In forwarding the report to the Chief of the Canadian Genera Staff (CGS),

the Deputy added the following note:

This seemsto lend emphasis to the urgent necessity ... of ensuring that the secret of the
manufacture of the AB [atomic bomb] itself is known to us or to the UK so that we may have the
advantage of the use of this super-powerful explosive in the event that we may be required to
engage in war without the assistance of the US.™

The CGS apparently forwarded the report to the Minister of National Defence with the
recommendation that a high level committee be struck to consider it. This does not appear to
have occurred. Later, Canada appears to have even declined an offer that would have seen the
USA provide its neighbour with nuclear weapons. In 1951, aUS official suggested to the
head of Canada’ s Defence Research Board that Canada might welcome some US nuclear
bombs for its own control and use: “... Dr Solandt reported that Mr Arneson had thrown out
a suggestion which he might or might not have meant to be taken serioudly, that the Canadian
government might wish to have bombs stored in Canada for its own use.” * Even if this offer
was not serious, that it was apparently never explored is striking and suggests a genuine lack

of interest.

Key Agents, Distributions of Power and Meaning

While Canadawas clearly aliberal democratic polity during this period, nuclear policy in this
erawas amost completely the domain of the cabinet and the upper reaches of the
bureaucracy. John Holmes states that even “Parliament accepted that atomic matters had to be
left in the hands of the prime minister with little protest” and that there “has rarely been such

evidence of the docility of the Canadian public as during the period on atomic questions.” *®

4 Buckley (2000: 42-43).
5 Donaghy, (1996: 1521-1524).
1® Holmes (1979: 222-224). See also Bothwell (1988: 75).
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Given this state of affairs, | restrict the focus of my analysis to the Canadian cabinet,
especialy the prime ministers, ministers of defence and external affairs, and the upper

echelons of the Canadian military and the department of external affairs.

That said, while high-level Canadian decision-makers managed to exercise arelatively free
hand during this period, they were embedded in a distribution of meaning which, inter alia,
comprised two narratives critical to understanding their decision-making. | refer to these two
narratives as ‘ Loyalism’ and ‘ Continentalism’. Loyalism refers to a system of belief whose
central tenet is the importance of Canada remaining a separate political entity from the USA.
For much of its history, the continued independent existence of Canada was by no means
certain. The 1775 invasion of Canada was the first major military operation launched by the
Continental Army during the US War of Independence, and Canada was again invaded by the
USA during the War of 1812. The termination of the US Civil War in 1865 — which |€eft the
Union with an enormous military capability — played a significant role in enabling both the
Fenian raids of the 1866-1871 period and provided much of the impetus for the consolidation
of the British North American colonies into the self-governing Dominion of Canadain
1867.Y This, suspicion of the USA and itsintentions, while it has taken on many
permutations, has remained an important part of the Canadian identity. Loyalism therefore

represented a potential justification for Canadato acquire its own nuclear weapons.

While both narratives are compatible with liberalism, Loyalism is defined by its focus on the
differences between the two communities, while Continentalism downplays the importance
of thisdivision, isless suspicious of US intentions, and focuses on the benefits to be had from

Canada and the USA working cooperatively and selectively integrating. Continentalism

" Roussel (2004: 16); Thompson and Randall (2008: 38-39).
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points to beneficial examples of cooperation, such as how over the course of the nineteenth
century Britain/Canada and the USA resolved numerous border disputes through the use of
bi-national commissions composed of experts, a process which depoaliticized the conflicts and
allowed resolutions to be crafted on the basis of compromise and technical considerations.*®
The first third of the twentieth century saw an important evolution in the Canada-USA
relationship away from the hostility of Loyalism and toward the amity of Continentalism. As
late as 1903, US President Theodore Roosevelt threatened to use force against Canada to
ensure that his preferred resolution of the Alaska boundary dispute obtained.*® In 1911, the
Conservative Party, under the slogan of “No truck or trade with the Y ankees’, defeated the
pro-free trade Liberal government in abruising election filled with vituperative anti-USA
sentiment. These sentiments and fears were not without foundation as during the campaign
Champ Clark, Speaker-designate of the US House of Representatives, said, “I am for it [free
trade], because | hope to see the day when the American flag will float over every square foot

of the British-North American possessions clear to the North Pole.” %

Nevertheless, even as Loyalism was reaching its zenith with the 1911 election, the notion of a
‘North American Way’ of settling disputes pacifically was emerging and became an
increasingly popular idea in the decade beginning in 1910.% Buttressed by the ‘ 100 years of
peace that had been achieved between Canada and the USA by 1915, many of these elites
began to argue for North Americato be conceived of as auniquely pacific political unit with
common interests, distinct from warlike Europe.? This idea resonated with lites who had

aready been exposed to the older and wider idea that the English-speaking peoples shared an

18 Willouhgby (1979: 6). One of these commissions also disposed of 115 private claims. See also Roussel (2004
134); Shore (1998: 353).

9 Stacey (1977: 97).

2 Stacey (1977: 147).

' Roussel (2004: 136).

%2 Shore (1998: 347-348 and 253); Stacey (1977:153).
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important ‘racial’ affinity that rendered violence between them “unnatural,” “fratricidal,”
“absurd,” a“horror,” and a“crime against the laws of God and man.” > To those who
subscribed to this narrative, the English race was understood to share “the traditions and
glories of the Anglo-Saxon race from which we have obtained the spirit of conciliation...” %
After the war, these ideas gained wide acceptance among the elite and even the generd
population and, in so doing, transformed the previously somewhat taken-for-granted peaceful
state of affairsinto a celebrated institution.? References to a“North American community”

deriving from a homogeneous political, social, racial, cultural, and linguistic heritage

proliferated.®

The First World War, or at least the US entry into the war, represented a critical turning point
for Canadians. Not only did the USA side with the Allies, but its justification for doing so, to
“make the world safe for democracy”, resulted in many North Americans abandoning their
old intra-liberal suspicions and embracing each other as homogeneous cognate
democracies.?” In the language of earlier chapters, the differences between the two polities
lost salience, while the similarities, their shared adherence to liberalism particularly, gained
salience. Thisturn of events greatly reduced the resonance of Loyalism'’s suspicions of the
USA and significantly increased the resonance of Continentalism’s focus on cooperation,
even among conservatives.?® Indeed, the war atered the ideational landscape such that
afterward, while Loyalism retained its suspicion of the USA, even Loyalists ceased seeing the

USA asamilitary threat and recast their suspicions into other, less existential, forms.

2 \ucetic (2011: 29, 33-34).

2 \/ucetic (2011: 34).

% Roussel (2004: 131); Stacey (1977: 153); Shore (1998: 335).

% See for instance Vucetic (2011: 3 and Chapter 2).

T Stacey (1977: 234-235); Roussel (2004: 123-125, 130-131, and 169). Many Canadians had previously seen
US republicanism as demagogic and potentially illiberal.

% Stacey (1977: 101, 203, 227-228 and 335); Thompson and Randall (2008: 16, 24, and 100); Roussel (2004
128, 152, and 232-233); Shore (1998: 335); Vucetic (2011: 77); Nash (1991: 316). C.f. Doran (1984: 29).
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Alternative Explanations

Despite IR scholarship’s relative neglect of this episode, three categories of explanation offer
themselves fairly readily: (1) Canada’s lack of foreign and security policy autonomy; (2) the
poor cost-effectiveness of acquisition; and (3) the normative distaste for nuclear weapons felt
by many powerful Canadian decision-makers. Thefirst ‘lack of autonomy’ explanation
suffers from two critical flaws. First, while not wholly inaccurate, the implications of this
argument are overdrawn. Lester Pearson captured it precisely when he opined that “no
country can have complete independence today in its foreign policy, because no country can
guarantee its own security by its own actions’” while simultaneously arguing that “that
doesn’t mean we have to be subservient to every aspect of United States policy.” ?° Indeed,
Canada s willingness to defy the USA in costly ways surfaces regularly, even in matters of
high security such as during the Cuban missile crisis.** Second, Buckley argues that he found
“no evidence at al that... the United States... ever sought to discourage Canada from

pursuing the nuclear option.” 3

The second, cost-effectiveness, explanation is driven by two main arguments. First, following
the Second World War, the Canadian government was keen to cut military spending in favour
of popular social programs.® Second, the USA, out of its own self-interest, was committed to
protecting Canadian territory. Thus, Canadian decision-makers had little incentive to expend
resources devel oping an expensive and redundant capability.> While both arguments have

some validity, this explanation is still flawed in three important ways. First, while Canada's

2| evitt (1993: 64).

% See Haydon (1993) and the second part of this chapter.
3 Buckley (2000: 130); Paul (2000: 64 and 73).

¥ Buckley (2000: 134); Bothwell (1984: 165).

% Lennox (2009: 58).
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military budget was under pressure in 1945, this was only because Canadian decision-makers
perceived no immediate threat to Canada’ s security,* a perception in need of explanation
given the capabilities imbalance between Canada and the USA. Second, the empirical record
does not support the cost-effectiveness argument. Cost-effectiveness models are based on a
rational-actor model in which agents weigh possible costs and benefits and | have found no
evidence that any serious weighing of this sort occurred.® Finally, the Canadian

government’ s failure to explore the US' s apparent 1951 offer also undermines this argument

asit could have presented a cost-effective means of acquisition.

There is some support for the third explanation according to which decision-makersfelt a
strong moral revulsion for nuclear weapons, or at |east expected the public to feel one,
thereby inhibited even the consideration of acquisition.* For instance, it was well known that
Prime Minister Mackenzie King considered the atomic bomb to be a“Frankenstein” that
could destroy civilization. Consequently, it is understandabl e that those who favoured
acquisition did not press their case while King was prime minister. Lester Pearson, who
probably had the most influence over Canadian nuclear weapons policy once King retired in
1948, held broadly similar views.*” Nonetheless, whileit is clear that this moral distaste
influenced Canadian decision-makers, it isalso clear that this influence was not definitive.
Despite working towards nuclear disarmament, Canada simultaneously played a crucial
supporting role in the expanding US nuclear program, assisted Britain in its acquisition,

planned to participate in atri-lateralized weapons production system, and agreed to arm those

# Richter (2002: 20).

% Cf. Hopf (2010: 552).

% |_ennox (2009: 57). C.f. Tannenwald (1999).

3" Thisis the explanation favoured by Buckley (2000: 53 and 139-140). See also Eayrs (1972: 275 and 278);
Eayrs (1980: 251 and 265-266); and Bothwell (1988: 16). On Pearson’ s views see Pearson (1972: 258-263) and
Pearson, Munro, and Inglis (1973: 83). On Pearson’sinfluence see Levitt (1993: 43, 67 and 70), and English
(1992: 49).
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of its forces under NATO command with tactical nuclear arms.* Thus, Canada s anti-nuclear
stance must be understood as at least ambiguous; if decision-makers saw nuclear weapons as
evil, they were a necessary evil, thereby making it difficult to believe that this distaste alone

could have blocked Canadian acquisition.*

The best explanation for Canada’ s non-acquisition is one that includes elements of both the
cost-effectiveness and moral distaste explanations. Canadian decision-makers were cost-
sensitive and not interested in acquisition unless they perceived a compelling need; this
disinclination was reinforced by a basic, but not categorical, distaste for these weapons. Thus,
while acquisition was not ruled out ex ante, a compelling argument would need to be made
for even adiscussion of acquisition to be worthwhile. Since no such argument was made,
acquisition did not occur.” Critically, however, | argue that Canada’ s material inferiority and
vulnerability to the USA ought to have at least forced a discussion. Nevertheless, no such
discussion seems to have occurred, leaving a significant hole in even this combined

explanation.

A trust-focused analysis

| realize that arguing that Canada should have considered acquiring nuclear weapons to
defend against the USA may sound alittle absurd. But, from a Realist perspective, such an
argument is actually quite obvious. Naturally, expectations that agents will adopt such an

Olympian perspective are perhaps unrealistic and decision-makers will inevitably be

% Eayrs (1980: 236); Bothwell (1988: 111 and 142); Lennox (2009: 57). Between 1947 and 1962, $1.37 hillion
worth of uranium was exported from Canada to the USA for the purposes of producing US nuclear weapons.
Nash (1991: 144).

¥ Richter (2002: 21-22); Nash (1991: 144); Bothwell (1998: 349).

“0 Paul (2000: 6-8).
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influenced by their social context. But this does not excuse scholars from the need to explain

what it is about this social context which makes this‘obvious option seem absurd.

The best way to fill the gapsjust identified isto recognize that Canadian decision-makers
trusted US decision-makers to not use force to resolve disputes with Canada. Such an
explanation is compatible with the cost-effectiveness and moral distaste explanations, while
also solving the problem on which both founder, namely, the question of why the USA was
not perceived as threatening. It is also supported by the fact that there are good indications,
such as Canada' s suspension of active war planning against the USA in 1928,* that Canada
and the USA had collectively identified as liberals.” Nevertheless, it is not until Canada's
non-acquisition that we have clear evidence that liberal trust had been established between

the two states.

There exists significant evidence that by 1945, and likely earlier, both Canada and the US
self-consciously embraced the key tenets of liberalism, thereby further supporting this
argument. Economically, both embraced a series of measures designed to create aliberal
international economic system in the postwar period in the form of the Bretton Woods
institutions and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. In terms of more political
measures, both Canada and the US receive Polity IV scores of 10 from 1921 onward,
indicating that both states enjoyed afully liberal democratic authority structure.** More
importantly and as discussed earlier, both polities seem to have recognized each other as
liberals by the end of the First World War, as exemplified by the aforementioned shift in the
content of Loyalism at thistime. More specifically, al maor Canadian decision-makers like

Prime Ministers Mackenzie King (1921-1926, 1926-1930, and 1935-1948) and Louis St.-

! Eayrs (1964: 167 and 76).
“2 Shore (1998: 335); Thompson and Randall (2002: 100); C.f. Doran (1986: 29).
* See Figure 5.6.
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Laurent (1948-1957), Minister of National Defence Brooke Claxton (1946-1954) and
Minister of External Affairs Lester Pearson (1948-1957) had, by 1945, come to see Canada
and the US as being partnersin the larger ‘free world” whose relations were based on a

common Western, liberal heritage.*

The five factors

The final step in my research procedure involves providing evidence that the five trust-
enabling factors were active in the run-up to and during the decisions in question. Overall,
this evidence supports the argument that sometime between the end of the First World War
and the beginning of the Great Depression, collective identification with the USA on the
basis of shared liberalism became the norm among Canadians. While there was some
retrenchment in these factors during the depression, the stickiness of trust would have likely
neutralized the impact of such atransitory development. While these foundations are
important to understanding the history of the trust relationship between Canada and the USA,
more important to this particular inquiry are the more proximate events of the Second World
War and theimmediate postwar era. It is these events, discussed below, that (re)produced the
liberal trust between Canada and the USA during the critical period when acquisition was
possible, and which enabled Canadian decision-makers to assume that the USA posed no

military threat and that they therefore had no reason to acquire nuclear weapons.

Interactivity

“* Roussel (2004: 198 and 210); Thompson and Randall (2008: 188-190). For an analysis of King and his
political philosophy please see Neatby (1969); for Louis St. Laurent, see Thomson (1969), for Lester Pearson
see English (1989: 122-139) and English (1992); for Brooke Claxton, see Bercuson (1993).
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Below, | present three quantitative indicators of interactivity that help illuminate the larger
context in which the decision-makers, on whom | focus more tightly subsequently, were
operating. They are: the percentage of Canadian economic activity represented by trade with
the USA (Figure 5.1); the percentage of investment in Canada (as measured by Gross Fixed
Capital Formation [GFCF]) that had US origins (Figure 5.2); and migration between the two
states (Figure 5.3). Recall that the purpose of these measures is not to compare Canada' s
interactivity with the USA to any other bilateral relationship, but rather to compare Canada's
interactivity with the USA and the domestic interactivity through which Canadaisitself

constituted.

In Figure 5.1, note that from 1910-1929, trade with the USA represented a historical high of
over twenty percent of Canada’s economic activity, with this measure reaching thirty percent
during the First World War. Thisisimportant because it indicates that for twenty years
between one-fifth and one-third of all of Canada s economic activity involved aUS
counterparty, implying a high level of interactivity even when compared to the level of
interactivity that existed between Canadians. If one accepts my argument that the clustering
of connections within a network helps (re)produce community, then this sustained period of

high interactivity is suggestive.
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Figure 5.1: Canadian trade with the USA as a percentage of Canadian GNP, 1873-1960 (with linear

trend line)
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Source: Green and Urquhart (1987); Mitchell (1998a) Series E-2, J-1.

In Figure 5.2 the data are less complete for the pre-1945 period, resulting in amore volatile
picture. Nevertheless, asimilar surge in interactivity in the years between 1910 and 1930 —

that peaks at fifty percent in 1921 —is clearly apparent.

Figure 5.2: New US investment in Canada as a proportion of Canadian GFCF, 1900-1960
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Source: Green and Urquhart (1987); Mitchell (1998a) Series J-1; Statistics Canada (1988), Table 11.

In Figure 5.3 the key features are the relatively high levels of US immigration to Canada and
the relatively high levels of Canadian emigration to the USA during roughly the same period.
Note that in 1912, the population of Canada was 7,389,000, meaning that immigrants arriving
from the USA that year alone represented 1.6 percent of the population. In 1925, the
population of Canadawas 9,294,000; over two percent of the Canadian population emigrated

to the USA that year.
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Figure 5.3: Canadian and US migration across the border, 1880-1960
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As these data demonstrate, historically elevated levels of interactivity obtained between the

Canadian and US polities during the 1910-1930 period. But as one approaches the critical

years for acquisition decision-making, it is the qualitative evidence that stands out as most

supportive of the trust hypothesis. During the Second World War, interactivity between

Canadian and US bureaucrats and decision-makers greatly intensified.

This interactivity grew

out of the small advances made in the first half of the century, such as the establishment of

the International Joint Commission. These early advances are important not only because

their early years coincided with the important 1910-1930 period, but also because they set a

pattern that was followed as this sort of institutionalized interactivity expanded subsequently.

And with the advent of the Second World War, it was this pattern that was replicated in

organizations like the Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) and the five joint economic

ComMmMmissions set up to coordinate wartime cooperation. *®

This wartime cooperation increased interactivity in avariety of ways. One of the most

important was how it fostered individual level connections between Canadian and US

decision-makers. The connections which Canadian CGS Charles Foulkes formed with US

officials provide a good illustration of the types of relationships that developed in this

“® Note that these organization marked a progression from temporary and more rudimentary commissions used

during the 19" century. Willoughby (1979: 6-7); Roussel (2004: 134-136).
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context. During the war, Foulkes became close friends with US General Walter Bedell Smith,
later Director of Central Intelligence (1950-1953), as well as Alfred M. Gruenther, who
became Supreme Allied Commander (Europe), from 1953-1956. In addition to these personal
connections, Canadian and US officials were constantly meeting to coordinate policies and
operations. For example during his term as the Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff
(1953-1957), Admiral Arthur Radford met with Foulkes more than any other allied military

leader.

Similar relationships existed between important decision-makers on the civilian side, such as
the strong relationships that devel oped between Hume Wrong, who would serve as Canada' s
ambassador to Washington from 1946 to 1953, and US Secretary of State Dean Acheson;*’
Lester Pearson and Acheson; and Mackenzie King and US President Franklin Roosevelt. For
example, John English notes that “[i]f Ottawa was a capital whaose corridors of power
brimmed with old friends and acquai ntances, so were London and Washington, where young
diplomats Mike [Pearson] had come to know in the 1930s and early 1940s had risen to

positions of influence and eminence.” *®

During the Cold War this interactivity continued and was further encouraged by a number of
agreements and institutional changes such as the signing in 1947 of an agreement on
equipment standardization and officer exchanges. The agreements that produced NATO and
the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) soon followed. These agreements
drew the two states' respective militaries together by creating institutional structures which

required constant interaction. As aresult, shared experiences proliferated, resulting in the

“6 Maloney (2007: 15 and 26).
“" English (1992: 60).
“8 English (1992: 10).
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formation of tightly knit trans-governmental networks defined by collective identities.*
Similar patterns are observable on the civilian side as well. For example, Canadian and US
officials cooperated intensely in their efforts to revive Europe and construct a new

international system centred on the United Nations (UN), and eventually against the Soviets.

Homogeneity

There are also important increases in this period in those aspects of homogeneity that can be
measured quantitatively. Below, | present a comparison of Canadian and US gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita (Figure 5.4), the percentage of the two states’ populations bornin
the other state (Figure 5.5), and the two states' Polity IV scores (Figure 5.6). While certainly
not comprehensive, these indicators map nicely onto the economic, social, and political

aspects of the two polities respectively.

Figure 5.4 shows historically high levels of similarity between Canadian and US GDP per
capita—which | define as Canadian values above seventy per cent of US values — between
1904 and 1922 and again for al but four of the years between 1930 and 1957. Note especialy

the peak of convergence between 1912 and 1920.

“* Roussel (2004: 206 and 212); Thompson and Randall (2008: 199); Haydon (1993: 206). On transnational
coalitions see Bow (2009).
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Figure 5.4: Canadian GDP per capitaexpressed as a percentage of US GDP per capita, 1870-1960
(with linear trend line)
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In Figure 5.5, there are two bulges which begin at similar times. In Canada, this surge peaks
in 1921 at about 4.25%. In the USA, the peak is earlier (1900) but is somewhat more stable
and remainsrelatively elevated until the 1930s. The number of Canadians born inthe USA is
important for the way that the mixing homogenizes and connects the two polities.
Figure 5.5: Percentages of Canadian and US populations born in the other state, 1870-1960
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Source: Carter (2006) Table Ad 354-443; Leacy (1983) Series A 297-326.

Figure 5.6 shows the Polity 1V scores of both states. Note that convergence at 10 (the highest

possible value) occurs quite early.
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Figure 5.6: Canadian and US Polity IV scores, 1867-1960
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Source: Marshall et al. (2011).

The major religious cleavage within both Canadian and US societies has been between

Protestants and Catholics. However, while the Catholic character of Canada was an issue of
concern at the founding of the USA, given the mixed nature of the two states populations (see
Figures 5.7 and 5.8) the religious composition of the two states no longer figured as an

important cleavage between the two polities in the 20" century.*

* The values presented in Figures 5.7 and 5.8 involved some estimation. The operations performed to arrive at
these estimations are detailed in Appendix A.
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Figure 5.7: Percentages of the Canadian and Figure 5.8: Percentages of the Canadian and
US population that are Roman Cathalic, 1900- US population that are Protestant, 1900-1960
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Another critical aspect of the gradual increase in homogeneity between the two politiesliesin
the shared use of English as each country’ s primary language. After the British conquest of
Québec, a steadily increasing percentage of the population of what would become Canada
spoke English as its mother tongue. While exact figures are difficult to find, by around 1850
the population of Upper Canada (mainly English-speaking) exceeded that of Lower Canada
(mainly French-speaking) for the first time. By 1931, 57% of the Canadian population were
anglophones, compared to 27% francophones, signalling a decisive shift toward homogeneity

with the predominantly English-speaking US.>*

More qualitatively, the languages spoken in each polity also correlate with a larger package
of broader cultural assumptions and a shared conceptual vocabulary. Thus, as Canada grew
increasingly anglophone, the two countries likely started thinking more similarly. Thisis
certainly the case with the law, as the legal systems of English Canada and the USA were
both largely inherited from English common law and shared important fundamental

assumptions about how society should be organized. These ideas began to be progressively

*! eacy (1983: Series A185-237). These percentages would remain basically at the same level throughout this
episode.
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applied to relations between the two states, as can be seen with the aforementioned

establishment of institutions like the International Joint Commission in the early 1900s.

This idea can also be expanded to include the basic libera premises that underpin both
societies, an intellectual identity again inherited largely from 18" century Britain.>> And
while many Canadians were initially suspicious of US forms of republican democracy; after
1918, and certainly by 1945, Canadians generally saw the USA as standing for the same
political, economic, and moral values as themselves.> The fact that an enormous percentage,
if not the mgjority, of the mass media consumed by Canadians during this period was US-
produced only reinforced this trend.> Overall, as was the case with Anglo-USA relations
around the turn of the century, the increasingly shared Anglo-Saxon identity of Canada and

the USA helped generate a rapprochement between the two countries.>

Common Interests

One can aso discern atrend toward an increasingly common definition of interests between
these two states. Prior to Confederation, Canadian interests were largely defined by British
interests. After Confederation, Canadian governments began increasingly to formulate their
own interests. For much of this period, these interests can be summarized as a need to keep
relations between Britain and the USA as good as possible.®® And since US interests during
much of the pre-First World War period were best served by a gradual rapprochement with

Britain, Canadian and US interests increasingly aligned. This reached an apogee with the

*2 Roussel (2004: 139). Roussel argues that this shared conception of the place of the law played akey rolein
encouraging the bureaucratic interactivity which helped generate the strong record of cooperation on border
disputes and arms control.

>3 Holmes (1979: 162).

> V/ipond (2011).

% \/ucetic (2011: 25).

% Eayrs (1972: 260).
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USA’sentry into the war in 1917. And while Canada joined the League of Nations and the
USA did not, asin the USA there was a strong current of isolationism in Canada which

manifested itself in what might be termed very “American” behaviour at the league.®

The Second World War pushed this common definition of interests even further.>® After the
war, two Canadian officials concluded that: “[i]n short, the United States trusted us, liked us,
understood us, had no reason to fear us, and shared with us the common objective of
defeating the enemy.” > This common definition of interestsis most strikingly demonstrated
by the cooperation that developed in the extremely sensitive area of intelligence. During the
war, ahigh level of cooperation devel oped between the states of the so-called ‘ Anglosphere’;
namely the USA, UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. The fact that William
Stephenson, a Canadian, headed the British intelligence operation in the USA during the war
and was integral to the creation of the US Office of Strategic Services — the forerunner of the
Centra Intelligence Agency (CIA) —isillustrative of the highly integrated, and trusting,
character of the early intelligence community.®® So too is the fact that Stephenson trained

many of the CIA’s future directors at a camp in Whitby, Ontario during the war.

This cooperation continued during the post-war period with the signing of the UKUSA
agreement which divided signals intelligence collection duties for the entire world between
the Anglosphere states on the understanding that this intelligence would be shared. Among
other things, the “UKUSA Agreement also provides that the participating agencies...

‘standardize their terminology, codewords, intercept-handling procedures, and indoctrination

*" Roussel (2004: 198).

8 While | consider it in the altercasting section below, Canada and the USA’s responses to the worsening
situation in Europe in the late 1930s could also be analyzed as evidence of common interests.

* Holmes (1979: 167).

% stafford (1987).
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oaths, for efficiency aswell as security.’”®! The relationship that has devel oped between
these states constitutes “a truly multinational community, with its numerous organizations
and agencies bound together by an extraordinary network of written and unwritten

agreements, working practices and personal relationships.” ®

The onset of the Cold War played an important role in increasing the two states common
definition of interests and led Pearson, then Minister of External Affairs, to argue that the
defence of North America could only be undertake in partnership with the USA. In fact, the
1949 Defence White Paper in which Minister of National Defence Claxton outlined Canada’'s
strategy for the post-war era, explicitly stated that “the only kind of war which would involve
Canada would be awar in which Communism was seeking to dominate the free nations...”
and that the government “assumes that our armed forces will be used in association with
those of friendly powers.” ®* Andrew Richter suggests that this White Paper “revealed that
Canada viewed its security as indivisible from that of itsalies...”® Indeed, confronting this
new enemy produced alevel of intimacy between Canada and the USA that even the war
against Fascism had never demanded, as can be seen in the effort to trilateralize weapons
production in the late 1940s, in the creation of NORAD, and in military and diplomatic

cooperation more generally.®

Shared Experiences

In terms of shared experiences, the two world wars defined both Canada and the USA’s

experiences of the first half of the 20" century, and both brought them closer together. Before

¢! Richelson and Ball (1985: 143).

2 Richelson and Ball (1985: 301).

8 Richter (2002: 18).

® Richter (2002: 18).

® Thompson and Randall (2008: 184); K eohane and Nye (1989: 171 and 211) make a similar argument.
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the First World War, many in Canada saw the USA, if not as a potential enemy, then at least
as acountry against which it had to be on guard. Recall that the USA had threatened Canada
with a use of force as late as 1903.% The shared experience of the First World War
transformed the USA into a comrade-in-arms, however, unleashing a considerable

rapprochement.®’

The Second World War greatly deepened this rapprochement as the two states undertook an
unprecedented level of military and economic cooperation. Unlike the mainly symbolic
cooperation of the First World War, the bureaucratic integration which was created during the
Second continued to profoundly influence the relationship after 1945.%® And once the USA
entered the war, cooperation intensified, forging links between Canadian and US officials.
One of those officials, A.F.W. Plumptre said that “[i]t [negotiations on the IMF and IBRD]
was in large measure an American, British, and Canadian affair, but so were alot of other
things in Washington until the end of hostilities...”® Louis Rasminsky, one of Canada’s
negotiators at the Bretton Woods Conference, noted that: “... countries have become used to
working together closely during the war. It will require less psychological adjustment to
extend these close wartime relationships for peacetime purposes now than would be required

five or ten years after the war has ended.” °

Altercasting

To appreciate the altercasting mechanism, contrast some of the most visible examples of

atercasting from before the First World War with those that occurred after it. Theodore

¢ Stacey (1977: 97).

¢ Stacey (1977: 203).

% Doran (1984: 30-31); Thompson and Randall (2008: 96); Holmes (1979: 169).
% Holmes (1979: 33).

" Holmes (1979: 57).



Urban 167

Roosevelt’ s threat to use force against Canadain 1903 implied that the USA did not see
Canada as afellow member of alibera in-group against whom the use of force was
unthinkable. Similarly, Canadians' support for the Conservative Party in the 1911 election
showed that many Canadians were not interested in engaging in that quintessentially libera
activity, free trade, with the USA. The First World War represented an important reversal of
this trend with the USA siding with the Allies and characterizing the war as afight for

democracy, thereby altercasting Canada as afellow democracy.

Prior to the Second World War, this sort of altercasting was repeated even more emphatically
by US President Franklin Roosevelt. In a series of speeches, Roosevelt argued that “the
United States and Canada, and, indeed al parts of the British Empire, share ademocratic
form of government which comes to us from common sources. We have adapted these
institutions to our own needs, and our special conditions, but fundamentally they are the
same.” Roosevelt went on say that “[t]he Dominion of Canadais part of the sisterhood of the
British Empire. | give to you assurance that the people of the United States will not stand idly

by if domination of Canadian soil is threatened by any other empire.” "*

By again siding with Canada during the Second World War, the USA re-affirmed its
evaluation of Canada as afellow democracy, thereby reinforcing their collective
identification. And after the war, the proliferation of aliances and organizationsin which
Canada found itself cooperating served to atercast Canada and the USA as each other’s
friends and trusted allies. Recall that NATO was the first permanent alliance into which the
USA had entered as a sovereign state, a significant new development which reinforced the

significance of this action, as well as the esteem in which Canada was held by the USA. All

™ Stacey (1981: 226). Two days later, King made a reciprocal statement.
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of these agreements— NATO, NORAD, and the others discussed in the section on
interactivity — represented more limited examples of trust in-and-of-themselves, and as such

can be understood as examples of atercasting.

But perhaps the most important instance of atercasting, the one which played the largest role
in solidifying the liberal collective identification between the two states, wasthe USA’s
willingness to include Canada in the Manhattan project. As Brian Buckley points out,
Canada s laboratory at Chalk River “gave little real advantage to the Americans with their
enormous plants in their own country” and was “essentially a post-war project ... barely
within the terms of collaboration agreed at Quebec.” This US support was extremely
generous and, without it, Canada' s nuclear programme would have been impossible.” The
fact that the USA was willing to share the secrets of the atom with Canada, and help Canada
develop the ability to build the ultimate weapon when it did not need to, represented an
incredible opportunity that was being essentially gifted to Canada by the USA. Canadian
decision-makers were not unaware of the gravity and significance thereof and thislikely

provoked significant positive affect on their part.”

Episode 2: The Cuban missilecrisis

The Cuban missile crisisis often cited as the pinnacle of the Cold War. And while the crisis
consisted primarily of a stand-off between the USA and USSR, itsimpact ramified
throughout the international system. One corner of the system that was particularly impacted
was the Canada-USA relationship where the larger crisis touched off a sub-crisis when Prime

Minister John Diefenbaker refused a US request to align the alert status of Canada s military

2 Buckley (2000: 31).
3 Buckley (2000: 30).
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with that of the USA’s. This decision produced an unprecedented breakdown in Canadian
military decision-making when the Canadian military leadership ignored Diefenbaker’ s
decision and secretly acquiesced to the US request. This bifurcated response represents a
serious puzzle for students of Canadian foreign policy decision-making. What caused the
political and military leadershipsto respond so differently? | argue that the answer liesin a

divergencein the trust-beliefs held by these two groups.

The roots of this divergent Canadian decision-making need to be understood in the context of
contemporary Canadian politics. In 1957, Diefenbaker led the Progressive Conservative Party
to victory, ending amost twenty-two years of uninterrupted rule by the Liberals. Despite
Diefenbaker’ s anxiety over US dominance of Canada, he and US President Dwight
Eisenhower managed to maintain afriendly relationship during Diefenbaker’ sfirst yearsin
power.”* However, the election of John Kennedy in 1960 produced a dramatically different
relationship. Even before Kennedy’ s election, Diefenbaker had developed a dislike for him,
believing that he would be too “activist” and “too rash” in his foreign policy.” In March of
1962, Diefenbaker told a journalist that, “[h]€’' s a hothead. He's afool — too young, too brash,
too inexperienced, and a boastful son of abitch!... Mark my words, he'll get usal in trouble

with his arrogance and presumptions.” ®

Suggestively, some Diefenbaker aides ascribe much of the bad blood that devel oped between
the two to the lack of homogeneity between the two leaders. Tommy Van Dusen suggested
that Kennedy “was everything Diefenbaker wasn't... rich, young, asilver spoon in his mouth.

Diefenbaker always had an irresistible urge to put the guy in his place.” ”’ Indeed,

™ Robinson (1989: 167-168).

> Nash (1991: 60).

® Nash (1991: 11); Robinson (1989: 166).

" Nash (1991: 12). See al'so Robinson (1989: 165)
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Diefenbaker quite explicitly characterized himself as looking out for ‘the little guy’, fighting
tirelessly on his behalf against the privileged who Diefenbaker so greatly resented.”® And it is
difficult to think of a more privileged figure than John F. Kennedy. Diefenbaker also once
told his cabinet, “1 just don't trust the Kennedys’, a comment that seems to have been

prompted by Joseph Kennedy’ s anti-British views.™

Nevertheless, much of the active mutual dislike between Diefenbaker and Kennedy stemmed
from their second meeting, which took place in 1961. After a meeting with Diefenbaker,
Kennedy accidentally left a briefing memo outlining points on which he was meant to “push”
Diefenbaker behind in his office.®° Diefenbaker found the memo and eventually threatened to
use it as proof that Kennedy was “arrogantly” trying to “push Canada around.” Knowlton
Nash reports that in a meeting with the US ambassador, Diefenbaker, “[i]n a head-shaking
frenzy... attacked Kennedy personally and charged the president with trying to get rid of him
and make [Liberal opposition leader Lester] Pearson prime minister.” Kennedy’ s response to
these events when they were related to him “was the strongest of them all. * Jeezus Christ!” ...
Kennedy talked about ‘ cutting his balls off’ in an expletive-filled roar of vituperation; he
called Diefenbaker *aprick,” ‘afucker,” *ashit,” and other salty characterizations.”
Eventually, Kennedy would decide that he would never see or speak to Diefenbaker again,®
believing that he “could not safely deal with the man.” #Thus, by the time the Cuban missile

crisis erupted, relations between the two |eaders were extremely bad.®®

Acceptance of Vulnerability

8 Newman (1973: 180-183); Robinson (1989: 17).

™ Nash (1991: 60). Diefenbaker was a strong defender of Canada'’ s British connection.
8 Nash (1991: 120-121).

8 Newman (1973: 267) .

8 Nash (1991: 159-161); Robinson (1989: 270); Smith (1995: 437).

8 Haydon (1993: 62).
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Diefenbaker’ s refusal to grant the US request to raise the military’ s alert status represents a
refusal to accept vulnerability to the USA because it would have effectively ceded control of
Canada s defences to the USA during the crisis, thereby leaving Canada reliant on the USA’s
discretion for the furtherance of itsinterests.** Minister of External Affairs Howard Green
justified Canada s refusal to do so by arguing that if the government acceded to the request
“we' d be their [the USA’s] vassals forever.” ® Simultaneously, the decision of the Canadian
military leadership to secretly defy Diefenbaker and effectively acquiesce to this request
represents an acceptance of this vulnerability. This military defiance is especialy remarkable
and raises “profound questions about civil control of the military in Canada, and about
whether the Canadian defence establishment was following the political authority of its own

government or that of the United States.” %

The crisisitself began on 16 October when President Kennedy was informed that the Soviets
were installing ballistic missilesin Cuba. Between 16 and 22 October, Kennedy and his
advisors debated their response. Once the decision to ‘quarantine’ Cuba had been reached,
diplomats were sent to brief US allies.®” The US decision-makers assumed Canada would go
along with their decisions insofar as was required for their joint commands, specifically
NORAD, to function.®® So far the USA had “ignored Canada, its closest ally, during what it

believed to be the gravest crisis of the cold war”,* despite the importance of NORAD to the

8 Haydon (1993: 183).

& Quoted in Newman (1973: 337).

& John J. Kirton quoted in Lennox (2009: 49).
8 Nash (1991: 187).

8 Haydon (1993: 123).

% Thompson and Randall (2002: 224).
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situation, the requirement for consultation contained in the NORAD treaty, and previous

assurances that such consultation would occur.*

Diefenbaker, Green, and Minister of National Defence Douglas Harkness were briefed by a
US envoy on 22 October, two hours before the televised address in which Kennedy
announced the discovery of the missiles. Diefenbaker felt that this briefing did not constitute

‘consultation,” %!

and would later say that “Canada certainly had the right to expect notice
longer than two hours, if military measures were to be involved.” Diefenbaker also
complained that “[i]t was obvious that Canada was not to be consulted but was expected to
accept without question the course to be determined by the President.” % This lack of

consultation unsurprisingly piqued traditional Loyalist concerns about the USA’s lack of

respect for Canadian sovereignty.®

Later that evening, NORAD headquarters requested that Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF)
units under NORAD command raise their alert status to DEFCON 3 (Defence Condition 3).
Minister of Defence Harkness was inclined to do so,* but called on the prime minister for
authorization. Diefenbaker refused, arguing that cabinet should discuss the matter.® Nash
suggests that Diefenbaker was angered by the presumption that Canada’s NORAD forces
would move to DEFCON 3 simply because US forces had done so and that his refusal was
hisway of puncturing this presumption.® Nevertheless, Harkness returned to his office and

instructed the chiefs to discreetly raise the alert status anyway.”” Harkness later said: “I

% Robinson (1989: 20-21, 23, and 201); Smith (1995: 292).
°! L ennox (2009: 45).

%2 Quoted in Nash (1991: 186). See also Haydon (1993: 37).
% Haydon (1993: 41).

 Haydon (1993: 123).

% Nash (1991: 191); C.f. Newman (1973: 337).

% Nash (1991: 190).

9" Haydon (1993: 128).
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decided | would put the troops on alert without making any announcement... | told them

we'll go ahead and do this anyway, but do it quietly.” %

On 23 October, Harkness again proposed raising the alert status, this time to the cabinet.
Diefenbaker and Green opposed him and, after some debate, Harkness' proposa was
defeated.” Diefenbaker later explained that “1 knew... the President thought he had
something to provein his personal dealing with Khrushchev...” ' Diefenbaker believed that
Kennedy “was perfectly capable of taking the world to the brink of thermonuclear destruction
to prove himself the man for our times, a courageous champion of Western democracy.” '
Kennedy called Diefenbaker later in the day and, inter alia, again requested that Canadian

forcesraise their aert status. Diefenbaker refused and reproached Kennedy for his lack of

consultation. %

The following day, another cabinet meeting was held. After acrimonious debate, the meeting
dissolved without reaching a decision. Harkness returned to his office and learned that parts
of the US military had raised their alert status to DEFCON 2, meaning that an imminent
attack was now expected. Harkness returned to the prime minister’s office and confronted
him with this news, at which point Diefenbaker relented and allowed Canadian forces to raise

their aert status.'®

Key Agents, Distributions of Power and Meaning

% Quoted in Nash (1991: 192).

% Newman (1973: 337).

100 Niash (1991: 186).

101 Niash (1991: 186). Diefenbaker was not alone in this opinion. Smith (1995: 457).
1021 ennox (2009: 48).

103 Nash (1991: 200); Haydon (1993: 133).
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The key agents during this crisis were Diefenbaker, and to alesser extent his cabinet, on the
one side, and Harkness and the service chiefs on the other. Aswe have seen, it was
Diefenbaker who made the original decision not to raise the alert status, and it was he who
led the arguments against acquiescing to the US request in the two cabinet meetings, even

going so far asto threaten resignation should the cabinet disagree with him.

Harkness led the other side of the argument. Despite lacking the legal authority to respond to
the US request officially, he and the service chiefs did so unofficially. He was, however,
unable to convince enough of his cabinet colleagues to oppose Diefenbaker and ‘ratify’ his
secret decision. There was some discussion in Parliament and the media regarding the
government’ s response, but given the limited information even the elite had access to during
the crisis, not to mention the misleading information being provided by Diefenbaker to
Parliament, this discussion had little impact. Thus, the wider distribution of power enabled by

constitutional liberalism was not effectively engaged in this episode.

Asdiscussed in the last case, from at least 1945 onward, Canada trusted the USA not to
resolve any of their disputes with force. Thisis not to say, however, that traditional Loyalist
suspicion of the USA had been banished from the distribution of meaning in which
Canadians were embedded. While the USA was no longer seen as posing a military threat,
theideathat the USA did not respect Canada s sovereign equality remained and manifested
in concerns about US penetration of the Canadian economy, US dominance of Canadian
culture, and increasing Canada-USA military integration.’® For example, even the largely
Continentalist Mackenzie King had, while Prime Minister, refused to approve adraft free

trade agreement negotiated with the USA in 1948 because he believed “that the long

104 Haydon (1993: 40).
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objective of the Americans was to control this Continent.” *® By the time that he became
Prime Minister, Diefenbaker had already been warning for years that US domination of the
Canadian economy would render Canada “avirtual economic forty-ninth state.” *® It is
unsurprising then that ensuring that Canada retained its independence in international affairs
formed one of the centrepieces of Diefenbaker’s premiership.’”’ Peter C. Newman argues that
it was in building a Canadian nationality “that would become powerful enough to withstand

the absorption attempts by the United States... [that] Diefenbaker saw his placein history.*®

The perspective of the military leadership was quite different. Faced with an expanding
Soviet strategic threat, the RCAF and the United States Air Force (USAF), in particular,
believed that a successful defence of each country could only emerge from an effective
partnership. Correspondingly, the Canadian military placed a much greater importance on
ensuring US cooperation in defence than worrying about US encroachment on Canadian
sovereignty.'® The Continentalist logic undergirding this analysis was perhaps best
articulated in 1962 by Dr. R.J. Sutherland of the Canadian Defence Research Board when he
suggested that “[i]f the United States is bound to defend Canada, it is aso true that Canada
can never, consistent with her own interests, ignore the requirements of American security;

because, in the final analysis, the security of the United Statesis the security of Canada.” **°

Alternative Explanations

195 Stacey (1981: 423).

106 Niash (1991: 35-36 and 47).
197 Haydon (1993: 189).

198 Newman (1973: 184).

1% Haydon (1993: 55).

19 Quoted in Haydon (1993: 55).
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Diefenbaker’ s refusal of the US request is remarkable in that it defied the will of Canada's
closest aly in the midst of the Cold War’s most acute crisis. That the military leadership felt
compelled to defy Diefenbaker’s decision itself testifies to the remarkabl eness of
Diefenbaker’ s decision. Explanations of Diefenbaker’ s decision have traditionally focused on
his personality — for example, his supposed inability to make difficult decisions'* — and his
enmity toward Kennedy. By implication, the decisions taken by the military leadership are
generally presented asrational. Alternatively, Patrick Lennox argues that both Diefenbaker
and the military leadership responded rationally to conflicting structural pressures with the
contradictory result an inevitable consequence of Canada' s positioning in the international

system. Both of these explanations have strengths but both aso possess important flaws.

Most theories would predict that, given Canada s reliance on the USA for security, the USA’s
overwhelming power preponderance, Canada’ s formal alliances with the USA, the threat
posed to Canada by the missiles, and Canada’ sinability to independently affect the outcome
of the crisis, Canada should have cooperated with the USA immediately. Thus, Diefenbaker’s
refusal is often written off asirrational and investigated no further. Moreover, many claim
that thistraditional argument is strongly supported by “memos, memoirs, recollections, and
diaries’ which show “that the personal animosity between Kennedy and Diefenbaker played a

significant rolein Ottawa'’ s decisions — or lack of them — during the Cuban Missile Crisis.” *2

Simply suggesting Diefenbaker’ s actions were irrational and leaving it at that is problematic
for two reasons, however. First, such an ‘explanation’ is anaytically unsatisfying if one
accepts my argument that arational factors represent an integral part of agents decision-

making and thus need to be integrated into our explanations instead of something

! Haydon (1993: 176, 189, and 216).
12 Nash (1991: 187).
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extraordinary and basically unexplainable.*** Second, suggesting that Diefenbaker’s
assessment of the situation wasirrational is not uncontroversial.*** Diefenbaker’ s motivations
for not agreeing to raise the aert status appear to have been that he felt that doing so would
contribute to an escalation of the crisis and would undermine Canada s voice in international
affairs.™™ While Diefenbaker likely did allow his prejudices against Kennedy to inform his

decision-making,**°

it isnot obvious that his concerns were unwarranted. For example, his
concern that raising Canada’ s alert status was overly provocative was similar to the concerns
of British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, French President Charles de Gaulle, and the
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, General Lauris Norstad, all of whom agreed to not
extend the alert to Europe on that basis.**’ Additionally, Diefenbaker’s belief that Kennedy
recklessly escalated the situation at least partially in an attempt to recover his prestigeis not
outside the mainstream historiography of the crisis.**® Finally, Diefenbaker’s complaint that

Kennedy was making decisions for Canada without undertaking the consultations required by

NORAD is also accurate. **°

Lennox presents an aternative explanation that holds that, because of its position within a
USA-dominated hierarchical sub-system, Canada s foreign policy is driven by an imperative
to demonstrate its subservience to the USA while, due to its simultaneous membership in an
anarchic international system, it is concurrently compelled to demonstrate its
independence.*® Thus, Lennox suggests that Diefenbaker’ s decisions derived from Canada’s

need to demonstrate its independence from the USA, while the military leadership’s decisions

13 Cf, Hall (2011: 529) how makes asimilar point.

14 Haydon (1993: 10, 194, and 201).

15 Haydon (1993: 128).

18 Haydon (1993: 179).

17 Haydon (1993: 195).

18 Thompson and Randall (2002: 224); Schwarz (2013); Haydon (1993: 193-194); Stern (2012: 4, 16, and 18).
Cf. Weldes (1999).

191 ennox (2009: 48-49).

120 ennox (2009: Chapter 1).
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derived from Canada’ s need to demonstrate its subservience. The key problem with Lennox’
explanation isthat it does not explain how the structural pressures he identifies actually
influence agents' decisions. Basically, Lennox cannot explain why Diefenbaker was pushed
in one direction and the military leadership in the other and not vice versa, or why they were
pushed in this instance and not others. Without specifying how structural forces are translated
into decisions and how agents are differentialy influenced by these structures, the theory is

left indeterminate and incapable of providing a coherent explanation of these events.

Thus, both explanations have important flaws. However, with some modification, the
traditional explanation can be provided a more rigorous structure while still maintaining its
admirable specificity. The critical change that must be made isto stop dismissing
Diefenbaker asirrational, and instead inquire into the reasons for his decisions. As discussed,
this also requires developing an explanation for the military leadership’ s decision-making, an
analysis often elided because their decisions were ssmply assumed to be rational given

Diefenbaker’ s supposed irrationality.

A trust-focused Analysis

A trust-focused explanation of this episode must not only explain how the trustors were able
to justify their trust-beliefs, but a'so why there was divergence in the trust-beliefs held by the
military and political leaderships. Note that while adherence to liberalism does require
liberals to solve their disputes with other liberals non-violently, it does not require that the
members of the liberal community look out for each other’s best interests and it was this

latter point that concerned Canadian decision-makersin this sub-case. Thus, | argue that the
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divergent behaviour of the military and political |eaderships resulted from the fact that the

former trusted the USA to ook out for Canada s best interests while the latter did not.

While both sides accepted that the USA was afellow libera polity that could be trusted to
resolve disputes non-violently, the two sides’ cognitive frameworks were constituted
differently from each other’s by the additional narratives to which they adhered. This resulted
in the two sides holding different trust-beliefs beyond the basic liberal trust already
examined. Diefenbaker’ s view that the USA could not be trusted to protect Canada’ s best
interests was consistent with his adherence to an updated Loyalist narrative. The opposite
situation prevailed for the Canadian military leadership who did trust their US counterparts to
look out for their best interests. In so doing, the military leadership adopted a Continentalist
analysis which saw the defence of both states as indivisible, thereby encouraging the
development of a collective identification with their US military counterparts on the basis of

this belief.

The five factors

The evidence that | present below supports the argument just advanced because of how it
shows a significantly differentiated exposure by the political and military leaderships to the
five trust-enabling factors. Unsurprisingly, Diefenbaker was not exposed to nearly the same
level of these factors as was the military leadership. Note also that | restrict my presentation
to three of the five factors because all the critical developments insofar as the two polities
homogeneity and shared experiences are concerned were aready discussed in the analysis of

the last sub-case or in the introduction to this sub-case.
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Interactivity

The measures of economic and financial interactivity presented in Figures 5.1 and 5.2 show
that both of these measures, while not as high asin the 1910-1930 period, were relatively
elevated in the twenty years preceding 1962. More qualitatively, interactivity continued to
grow in other areas |ess amenable to quantification during this period leading to the growth of
“clearly discernible, mainly nongovernmental, continental subsystems” in areas ranging from

entertainment to education.'?

While these population-wide measures are useful for discerning large trends, they are less
useful when identifying influences of particular importance to smaller groups like military
and political decision-makers. For this, amore fine-grained perspective is required. Of
particular interest is how, during the postwar period, interactivity and integration between the
armed forces increased dramatically. A number of important agreements punctuated and
sustained this trajectory, beginning with the 1946 Canada-United States Basic Security Plan
(BSP). Thiswas followed by the 1947 agreement to begin standardizing equipment and to
institute officer exchanges.? This was followed by the establishment of NATO and its
integrated command structure in the early 1950s. More important, however, was the
establishment of NORAD in 1957 which, for continental defence purposes, essentially
merged operational control of the two states' air forces. Finally, the ratification of the
Defence Production Sharing Agreement (DPSA) in 1958 effectively created a defence

production system rationalized at the continental level.

121 John H. Redekop quoted in Thompson and Randall (2002: 323-324).
122 Roussel (2004: 204); Holmes (1982: 89).
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Overall, these agreements created unprecedented levels of military integration. Moreover,
thisincreased interactivity, and the reinforcement of existing inter-service and inter-
bureaucratic relationships that it implied, was consciously pursued.' By 1962 “[e] quipment,
ammunition, and even operational tasks had become interchangeable” between the two
militaries™* and the related staff and operational liaison often resulted in lasting
friendships.*?® In fact, during the postwar era, cooperation grew so close that coordination
outside of the two states' defence hierarchies became increasingly |ess necessary as the two
sides “developed concepts of operations and logistic support unfettered by political

constraint” 1%

Cruciadly, Diefenbaker and his ministers were largely unexposed to thisinteractivity. Indeed,
between 1935 and 1957, when so much of this critical cooperation was occurring, the
Conservatives had been shut out of government. And while it would not be surprising if
Harkness was converted to the trusting perspective of the military because of his exposureto
thisinteractivity in hisrole as Minister of Defence, thiswould likely not have been the case
for his colleagues. In fact, the Prime Minister’ s pronounced disinterest in military affairs, and
his distrust of the permanent bureaucracy,’ led him to actively isolate himself from the few
channels through which the effects of thisinteractivity might have been able to influence

hl m 128

Common Interests

123 Bow (2009: 62).

124 Haydon (1993: 206).

125 Haydon (1993: 70).

126 Haydon (1993: 206).

127 Haydon (1993: 217).

128 Haydon (1993: 71, 185, and 198-199) For example, under Diefenbaker, both the Permanent Joint Board on
Defence and the Cabinet Defence Committee fell into disuse.
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Clearly, the onset of the Cold War generated strong perceptions of Canada and the USA
sharing common interests. Indeed, confronting this new enemy produced a new level of
intimacy between these two states, as can be seen in the extraordinary plan to trilateralize

nuclear weapons production in the late 1940s, %

and in military and diplomatic cooperation
more generally.*® The aforementioned Dr. R.J. Sutherland of the Defence Research Board
suggested that this cooperation derived from a*“fundamental community of interest between
the two nations.” ***

And indeed, by 1962, Canada' s formerly safe geographic position was no more. One
Canadian officia stated that “[a]viation has made us a buffer state... In the air world we are
the cock-pit of North America.” ** The DPSA — and the abandonment of military-industrial
independence it entailed — was made acceptable by the knowledge that Canada could not
defend itself against the USSR.*® This realization was probably most influential in the RCAF
and the USAF which came to see the political constraints imposed by their countries

separate sovereignties as an obstacle to the accomplishment of their shared mission. Stéphane
Roussel suggests that this common perception generated “a channel of transgovernmental
exchange that looked to be autonomous and could, on occasion, even short-circuit regul ar

134

decision-making processes’, " the appearance of which he dates to the beginning of the

1950s.** Indeed, NORAD was largely a product of lobbying by the RCAF and USAF.**

Diefenbaker did not subscribe to this analysis as much as did the military leadership, or even

most senior bureaucrats.**” Rather, somein the political leadership believed the linkage

129 Buyckley (2000: 70-71); Maloney (2007: 9).

120 Thompson and Randall (2002: 184); K eohane and Nye (1989: 171 and 211) make a similar argument.
3! Quoted in Haydon (1993: 55).

132 Grant Dexter quoted in Holmes (1979: 61).

133 Buckley (2000: 111); Levitt (1993: 66); Lennox (2009: 60).

3% Roussel (2004: 212). My emphasis.

135 Roussel (2004: 212).

136 Roussel (2004: 212); Nash (1991: 70).

13" Haydon (1993: 4).
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between the two militaries rendered the RCAF an “indentured servant of SAC [the US
Strategic Air Command]”.*® Many of these critics also felt that the strong identification
between the two militaries threatened Canada' s independence.** Diefenbaker’ s distrust of
the military brass only exacerbated these concerns,** as exemplified by his extraordinary
feud with the military over the BOMARC issue. In this dispute, senior military officials
became so frustrated with Diefenbaker that they organized an unofficial lobbying campaign
against the government.**! Diefenbaker later referred to this as “a supra-governmental
relationship between the Canadian military, in particular the Royal Canadian Air Force, and

the Pentagon” and argued that “[n]ever has there been anything in history to equal [it].”**

Diefenbaker and Kennedy’ s poor relationship also stemmed partially from an incompatible
definition of interests, one which manifested clearly during the crisis. Kennedy interpreted
the Cuban missiles as athreat to the USA, and indeed the free world. Already suspicious of
Kennedy’ s motives and judgement, Diefenbaker identified the crisis as more of a political
threat to Kennedy than an existential one for Canada or the USA. That the Canadian military,
which by 1962 was increasingly distrusted by Diefenbaker, subscribed to a similar threat

perception as Kennedy, likely only reinforced Diefenbaker’ s assessment.

Altercasting

This case includes some strong instances of atercasting, specifically the ways in which

institutional structures can pre-dispose agents embedded in them to hold certain beliefs. For

138 Haydon (1993: 73).

139 Haydon (1993: 204).

140 Haydon (1993: 54).

141 Nash (1991: 144-146). This campaign included tours of NORAD headquarters for members of the Canadian
elite and the feeding of anti-government stories to journalists by US diplomats.

142 Quoting Diefenbaker’s memoirs. Nash (1991: 145).
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example, by supporting agreements like the 1947 military cooperation agreement, the DPSA,
and NORAD:; the two militaries altercast each other as reliable partners who could be trusted
to assist each other in the accomplishment of their missions. Critically, the structures which
these agreements put in place — such as, integrated commands — meant that, especially for the
Canadian military, its objectives could not be met without relying on US personnel. For
example, NORAD aways had a US commander and a Canadian deputy commander. On the
Canadian side, having a US officer in command of the defence of Canada’ s airspace would
pre-dispose officers serving under this commander to trust him or her to look out for

Canada sinterests, if only to reduce the scope for cognitive dissonance. Moreover, the fact
that the USA was willing to create an institutional structure under which a Canadian deputy
commander was often left in charge of defending the USA’ s airspace while the commander
was absent, effectively represented an instance of the USA atercasting the Canadian military
astrustworthy, thereby likely inducing just such aform of trustworthiness in the Canadian

deputy and other Canadian NORAD officers.

Again, however, we see a striking contrast with the political leadership. By failing to consult
him during the crisis, Kennedy spectacularly altercast Diefenbaker as someone not
trustworthy enough to consult. Bunny Pound, Diefenbaker’ s secretary, claimed that this snub
contributed to Diefenbaker’ s decision-making during the crisis.** Prior to the crisis, the
USA’ s support for the af orementioned BOMARC lobbying effort also altercast Diefenbaker
in avery negative way. While the Canadian military was itself the primary anti-Diefenbaker
actor in this campaign, the US government aided the effort by assisting with the organization
of tours of NORAD headquarters for Canadian “[jJournalists, business and |abour leaders,

educators, and other professionals’ who were “persuasively massaged” with pro-BOMARC

143 Nash (1991: 187).
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messages.** The US NORAD commander, General Laurence Kuter, made speechesin
Canadain which he undermined Diefenbaker’ s anti-BOMARC arguments and through which
he attempted to “shape public opinion” and “force Diefenbaker into acceptance” of the
missiles.**® Basically, the RCAF and USAF were collaborating to sap public support for
Diefenbaker.'*® In Ottawa, US diplomats —including the US ambassador — began briefing
journalistsin an effort to correct the “misinformation and misinterpretation” they argued was
being propounded by Diefenbaker on the issue.**” Actions of this sort clearly altercast

Diefenbaker as someone the US government did not trust to further its interests.

Earlier, | detailled a number of incidents in which Kennedy altercast Diefenbaker in such a
way as to provoke a negative response. Thereisone final episode that highlights acritical
aspect of why Diefenbaker came to so dislike Kennedy. In late April 1962, just before
Diefenbaker was to call an election, he learned that Kennedy was hosting a lavish dinner
party at the White House for all the Nobel Prize winners of North America. Pearson, a Peace
Prize laureate who was then the Leader of the Opposition in Canada, was invited.
Diefenbaker interpreted this dinner, and the positive attention it would garner Pearson, as
additional evidence of the larger plot mentioned earlier by which he believed Kennedy was
attempting to undermine his government and install Pearson as Prime Minister.**® Thus, from
Diefenbaker’ s perspective, Kennedy’ s holding of the dinner again altercast Diefenbaker as
Kennedy’s less-than-preferred partner, further solidifying Diefenbaker’ s negative view of

Kennedy.

144 Nash (1991: 144-145).

195 Nash (1991: 144-145).

146 Nash (1991: 145).

147 Nash (1991: 146).

148 Nash (1991: 156-158). While suggesting that there was an active K ennedy-Pearson conspiracy to remove
Diefenbaker goestoo far, it is clear that Kennedy was much happier when Pearson became prime minister in the
subsequent 1963 election, and it is also clear that Kennedy’s administration did intervenein that electionin an
attempt to aid Pearson in defeating Diefenbaker (1991: 302).
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Conclusions

The results of the foregoing analysis appear to confirm that trust isinfluentia in international
politics by demonstrating how important gaps in existing explanations are best filled by the
addition of trust. Moreover, by demonstrating that the conditions and factors surrounding the
presence and absence of trust in these episodes generally align with what would be predicted
by my theory (see Table 5.1), | have generated support for understanding trust in accordance
with my model. Additionally, however, this analysis has also raised some important questions
of emphasis — such as the roles played by dramatic events like the First World War and the
relative importance of institutionalized collaboration for trust building —which will require

further analysis and perhaps refinement of the theoretical framework.

Table5.1 Nuclear Weapons Cuban MissileCrisis
Trust-enabling Factors | Cdn. Decision-makers | Diefenbaker Military L eader ship
Compatible Narratives Yes Mixed Yes
Interactivity Yes No Yes
Homogeneity Yes Mixed Yes
Common Interests Yes Mixed Yes
Shared Experiences Yes No Yes
Positive Altercasting Yes No Yes
Trust Yes No Yes

Given thesefindings, it isfairly unsurprising that the relationship between Canada and the

USA contains a strong element of trust. More surprising, however, isthe limited character of
thistrust in certain specific respects. Canada s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons, and the
acceptance of vulnerability it entailed, provides a clear signal that Canadian decision-makers
trusted the USA not to use force as a means of resolving disputes with Canada. Thisisa

critical finding because it supports the presumption that aliberal security community existed
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between these two states, at least beginning in 1945. That said, Diefenbaker’s refusal to raise
the dert status of Canada’ s military during the Cuban missile crisis demonstrates his lack of
trust in Kennedy to take Canada s best interests into account — this despite the strong trust
possessed by the Canadian military leadership vis-a-vis their US counterpartsin this regard.
While this second result will be surprising to many, it is supported by my analysis which
suggests a significant divergence in exposure to the trust-generating factors between
Diefenbaker and the military leadership. Thus, even in this episode that is strikingly defined
by alack of trust, atrust-focused analysis can help to explain Canada' s schizophrenic actions.
Finally, thisresult is also important because it highlights the limits of the impact of the
existence of alibera security community, thereby helping to provide additional specificity to

this important concept.
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Chapter 6

Eating Grass

I ntroduction

Unlike the Canada-USA case study which examined two episodes in which a significant
baseline of liberal trust prevailed throughout, this case study comprises two episodes from a
relationship characterized by a persistent lack of liberal trust, namely the India-Pakistan
relationship. In the first sub-case, | examine Pakistan’s decision to acquire nuclear weapons.
This decision —which actually comprised a series of decisions beginning in the 1970s and
that culminated in Pakistan’s decision to conduct nuclear testsin May 1998 — constitutes a
decision not to accept vulnerability to India. | argue that this decision is understandable given
the lack of any basis on which prudent Pakistani decision-makers could have trusted India. In
fact, one of the most remarkable aspects of both sub-cases is the extent to which the
distributions of meaning in which Pakistani decision-makers were embedded predisposed
them toward anti-Indian positions. As is discussed, when these predispositions are combined
with the minimal occurrence of the five trust-enabling factors that prevailed, it is unsurprising

that this case reveals adistinct lack of liberal trust.

A similar pattern prevails in the second sub-case: Pakistani decision-makers eschewed
vulnerability to India by responding to an Indian peace initiative by infiltrating insurgents
into Indian-held Kashmir, thereby precipitated the Kargil War of May-July 1999. Again, this
decision is also best explained as a pursuit of security by prudent Pakistani agents with no
basis on which to trust their Indian counter-parts. As in the second episode of the Canada-

USA case, however, acloser examination of this case reveals an instructive, if incipient,
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division between the decision-making of the Pakistan military and political leaderships with
each group’ s decision-making being influenced by different narrative conceptions of
Pakistan’ sidentity. Additionally, the Pakistan political leadership appears to have been
exposed, albeit to alimited extent, to the five trust enabling factors to a greater extent than
the military leadership. Consequently, this case study provides a strong contrast to the
Canada-USA case while still providing some interesting similarities for comparison and, in

so doing, helpsto illuminate the obstacles that can block the eventuation of trust.

Episode 1: Pakistan’s Nuclear Acquisition

Pakistan’s decision to conduct nuclear testsin 1998 represents the final link in a chain of
decisions through which it acquired nuclear weapons. Pakistan’s nuclear programme began in
1956 with the establishment of the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC). Initially,
there was no military dimension to the PAEC’ s work™ but, over time, advocates for the
acquisition of nuclear weapons emerged.? One of the most prominent was Zulfikar Ali Bhutto
who, as Foreign Minister, famously stated that, “[i]f India builds the bomb, we will eat grass

"3 Nevertheless, it was not until

or leaves, even go hungry, but we will get one of our own.
early 1972, when Bhutto — by then Chief Martial Law Administrator — convened a meeting of
Pakistan’s top nuclear scientists and challenged them to build Pakistan a nuclear weapon,*

that a Pakistani nuclear weapons programme was born.”

Bhutto did not live long enough to see the programme produce a weapon, however, as he was

deposed by General Muhammad Zia ul-Hag in acoup d’ etat on 5 July, 1977. Ziaremained

! Armstrong and Trento (2007: 21).

2 Ahmed (1999: 182).

3 Armstrong and Trento (2007: 27).

* Hassan Khan (2011: 269).

® Bennett Jones (2009: 185). It seems likely that Bhutto was aware of India’s programme at this point.
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Pakistan’'s leader until 1988 and remained a strong supporter of acquisition throughout, even
despite significant anti-acquisition pressure from the USA in the late 1970s.° It was during
Zia's presidency that Pakistan made the critical steps toward acquisition.” While the exact
timeline of acquisition is disputed,® by 1987 General Ziabegan publicly stating that Pakistan
could produce a nuclear bomb whenever it wanted to.” Five years later, Pakistani Foreign
Secretary Shahrayar Khan declared that Pakistan possessed “all the elements which, if
hooked together, would become a (nuclear) device”,* likely signalling Pakistan’s arrival asa

de facto nuclear power.**

Thus, by the mid-1990s, all that remained was for Pakistan to announce its nuclear status. On
11 and 13 May 1998, India detonated a series of nuclear devices providing Pakistan with a
pretext for such an announcement. After India’ s tests were complete, Indian Prime Minister
Atal Bihari Vajpayee held a news conference and announced that Indiawas now afully-
fledged nuclear weapons state. This test created a great deal of alarm in Pakistan,* and
created enormous pressure on Pakistani decision-makers to respond with their own tests.
Initially, Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, who was concerned by the economic costs
of atest, hesitated.™® However, once Indian decision-makers began making bellicose
statements,™ the military opinion in favour of atest solidified. At this point, Sharif appearsto

have bowed to pressure from the military leadership and ordered the tests to go ahead, though

® Armstrong and Trento (2007: 78 and 85); Ganguly (2002: 107).

" Armstrong and Trento (2007: 157).

8 Bennett Jones (2009: 189); Armstrong and Trento (2007: 141); Shaikh (2002: 31-32); Chakma (2002: 898).
° Armstrong and Trento (2007: 155); Ahmed (1999: 188).

10 Ahmed (1999: 190).

! Bennett Jones (2009: 190).

2 Hussain (2011: 325).

3 Ahmed (1999: 194).

14 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 129).
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it's not clear that he actually needed much convincing — or had much choice.™ On 28 May,

Sharif announced that “[t]oday, we have settled a score.” *°

Acceptance of vulnerability

Pakistan’ s decision to acquire nuclear weapons represents a clear failure to accept
vulnerability to India. By acquiring nuclear weapons, an acquisition clearly taken in response
to India’'s, Pakistan demonstrated that it did not trust Indiato resolve future disputes with it
non-violently and thus perceived a need to match India’s capabilities. From a Realist
perspective thisis fairly understandable. Indeed, the history of this relationship is one of
persistent conflict and confrontation. Prior to 1998, Pakistan and India had fought three wars:
(1) in 1947-1948, over the disputed state of Kashmir; (2) in 1965, again over Kashmir; and
(3) in 1971, when Indiaintervened in a civil war between East and West Pakistan which
resulted in the secession of Bangladesh (formerly East Pakistan) from Pakistan. The two
states have also come to the brink of war on numerous other occasions, such as during the
Brasstacks crisisin 1986-1987.

In addition to this history of conflict, there also exists a significant imbalance in capabilities
that has informed Pakistani perceptions of India. In 1950, India s population totalled about
360 million people compared to Pakistan’s 85 million. In 1999, India s population of 986
million dwarfed Pakistan’s population of 142 million by an even greater degree. Similarly,
India’s economy in 1950 was amost five times larger than Pakistan’s, a difference that had
widened to just over seven times by 1999.%" Indeed, in recent years, with close to amillion

men under arms, India’s regular military is almost twice as large as Pakistan’s.*® Together,

15 Bennett Jones (2009: 197); Ganguly (2002: 107-108); Ahmed (1999: 178).
16 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 124). Cf. Wolpert (2010: 72).

Y Maddison (2009).

18 Talbot (2012: 22).
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these components of latent power create a situation in which Pakistan is objectively
vulnerable to India. Interestingly, prior to 1965, while recognizing Pakistan’s numerical
military inferiority, Pakistan's leaders believed that Pakistan’s conventional military
capabilities were superior in quality and were confident that because of this Pakistan could
triumph in any conflict with India.** However, with India’ s victories in 1965 and 1971, this
confidence was greatly shaken. From this moment forward, Pakistani decision-makers were

focused on preventing a repetition of 1971 and further dismemberment of their country.?

In this context, it is not surprising that the further widening of the capabilities gap that
occurred when Indiatested a‘ peaceful’ nuclear devicein 1974 caused Bhutto to declare that
a“more grave and serious event has not taken placein the history of Pakistan.” %! Pakistan's
nuclear weapons programme was meant to provide it with the security that its conventional
forces were incapable of providing.?? Once India conducted its nuclear testsin 1998, many
Pakistani decision-makers argued in favour of Pakistani tests saying that “[w]e will never be
able to remove the nuclear imbalance if we do not follow suit with our own explosion.”*
More specifically, Army Chief Jehangir Karamat feared that if Pakistan did not respond with
atest, Indiawould attempt amilitary solution in Kashmir.?* In the longer term, the military
feared that afailure to test would degrade Pakistan’s ‘ existential’ deterrent,? and could

conceivably lead to arenewed Indian attempt to splinter Pakistan and undo the partitioning of

the sub-continent.?

9 Wolpert (1993: 186); Ganguly (2002: 40-41).

% Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 123).

2 Armstrong and Trento (2007: 39-40).

2 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 45).

% Ahmed (1999: 194) quoting an anonymous senior Pakistani military officer.

2 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 131); Y asmeen (1999: 55); Wheeler (2010: 326-327).
%Y asmeen (1999: 49).

% Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 129).
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Key Agents, Distributions of Power and Meaning

Nuclear decision-making in Pakistan was tightly concentrated among high-level decision-
makers. From its beginningsin 1972 until hisremoval by Genera Zia, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto
exercised predominant control over the direction of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons programme.
Once Bhutto was removed, the military leadership took control and did not relinquish it
during the period under examination.?” This was the case even after Zia's death and the return
of electoral democracy in 1988, as the country’ s unelected President and Army Chiefs not
only maintained exclusive control over security and nuclear policy,? but also the ability to
dismiss civilian governments at their discretion.”® Hasan Askari Rizvi, aleading scholar of
the Pakistani army, argues that the military considered any issue of ‘ strategic nationa
importance’ to be its domain, a category which includes nuclear weapons.* Indeed, when US
President Bill Clinton urged Sharif not to test in 1998, the Prime Minister plausibly replied

that the decision was “out of [his] hands”.>

Given the military’ s predominance in nuclear weapons decision-making, * it is unsurprising
that the form taken by the distribution of power in Pakistan is highly illiberal, despite
Pakistan receiving a Polity 1V score of 7 —the lowest value usually accepted as indicating a
liberal democracy — between 1956-1957, 1973-1976, and 1988-1999 (see Figure 6.3).%
According to the Freedom House rating system that beginsin 1973, Pakistan is rated as

‘Partly Free' for the entire period except from 1980 to 1985 when it israted as *Not Free’

" Bennett Jones (2009: 221).

% Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 84); Talbot (2012: 147); Weaver (2002: 191); Ahmed (1999: 189-191).

2 Ahmed (1999: 186, 191); Bennett Jones (2009: 221). Each of the first three ‘ constitutional’ coups was
preceded by an infringement of the army’ s interests by the elected political leadership. Talbot (2012: 146 and
149).

% Bennett Jones (2009: 284).

3 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 130).

32 Ahmed (1999: 202).

% Recall that Polity IV scores are at best a useful first cut in identifying liberal states: while all liberal states will
have high Polity 1V scores, not all states with high Polity 1V scores are necessarily liberal.
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(see Figure 6.4)*. Indeed, many observers point out that even under civilian rule, Pakistani
democracy — let done liberal democracy — is skin deep and that Pakistan remains a pragtorian
state.*> Acknowledging awidely known fact, Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto once responded
to ajournalist’s question concerning whether she intended to cut the defence budget by
saying: “[n]ot unless we want the army to take over again.” *® Moreover, even setting aside
the obstacles to the enactment of aliberal programme that this military dominance presents,
none of the elected leadersin the period examined — that is, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, Benazir
Bhutto, and Nawaz Sharif — demonstrated a meaningful commitment to liberalism or a

willingness to abide by its tenets if doing so came into conflict with their own interests.*’

One of the reasons that the military has so dominated Pakistani politics and is as popular asiit
isis because of the particular distribution of meaning that structures Pakistani politics and
society. In particular, Pakistan’s history has been greatly influenced by ambiguity over the
country’ s purpose. * Pakistan’s existence derives from the ‘ Two Nation’ theory, which held
that Hindu and Muslim South Asians represented two distinct nations. When combined with
the doctrine of national self-determination, proponents of Pakistan, like Muhammad Ali
Jinnah, argued that British India needed to be divided into two separate national homelands
upon decolonization. The founders of India, such as Jawaharlal Nehru, rejected this claim

arguing that the India they envisaged was a secular one based on a civic, not ethnic,

% | interpret only the Freedom House score of ‘ Free' asindicating aliberal democracy.

% Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 132); Talbot (2012: 140-141). Bennett Jones (2009: 226) describes this
conclusion as indisputable. Ganguly (2000: 3) blames this situation on Muhammad Ali Jinnah’s and the
Pakistan Muslim League’ s resistance to the democratization of the original Pakistani independence movement.
% Bennett Jones (2009: 241).

3" Weaver (2002: 53-54); Talbot (2012: 5); Bennett Jones (2009: 234). For Zulfikar Ali Bhutto see Wolpert
(1993: 227); Bennett Jones (2009: 231-233); Talbot (2012: 5). For Benazir Bhutto see Talbot (2012: 145). For
Nawaz Sharif see Talbot (2012: 145); Weaver (2002: 17).

3 Ahmed (2002: 20) actually calls Pakistan an ‘unimagined’ country.
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nationalism thereby rendering separate homelands unnecessary.* Consequently, the two

states’ founding narratives can easily be interpreted as mutually exclusive and threatening.*°

The irreconcilability of these two narratives was bloodily affirmed in the human catastrophe
of Partition,** which left lasting marks on many Pakistanis and Indians and initiated a self-
perpetuating spiral of hostility between the two states.*” The trauma of Partition predisposed
the Pakistani population to support a strong role for the military in government and provided
areadymade anti-Indian thread for politicians to weave into Pakistan’s politics.*® Since then
the continuing history of conflict, especially over Kashmir and the secession of Bangladesh,*
has been interpreted by many Pakistanis as evidence that the Indian |eadership has never
accepted Partition and desiresto reverse it and re-establish Akhand Bharat (undivided
India).* Periodic statements by Indian |eaders describing Partition as a tragedy and

reiterating the natural unity of the subcontinent have further stoked these fears.*°

Much of the aforementioned ambiguity in Pakistan’s purpose was the result of the secession
of Bangladesh and the way that this event undermined the ‘ Two Nations' theory by creating a
second Muslim magjority South Asian state. Upon assuming power in the aftermath of this
disaster, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto's response to this problem was to de-emphasize the ‘ Two

Nations' theory as awhole, and replace it with a more singular emphasis on the anti-Indian

¥ Ganguly (2002: 2).

“0 Ganguly (2002: Preface, 5); Weaver (2002: 255); Sridharan (2005a; 114); Shaikh (2002: 35).

1 14.5 million persons displaced, perhaps 1 million killed, 75,000 women raped. Talbot (2012: 25); Ahmed
(2002: 9).

“2 Ahmed (1999 : 180); Talbot (2012: 9-10); Ahmed (2002: 9); Jalal (1987: 298); Wolpert (2010: 17); Hussain
(2011: 324). For an example see Musharraf (2006).

“3 Talbot (2012: 64).

“ Talbot (2012: 16).

“® Chakma (2002: 885-886); Ganguly (2002: 101-102,105); Bennett Jones (2009: 94); Misra (2001: 106).

6 Hussain (2011: 323).
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aspects of Pakistan’sidentity.*” After all, had India not revealed itsintentions to destroy
Pakistan when it helped to split the country in the 1971 civil war and did this not call for
righteous opposition to Indian aggression?*® This shifting of emphases proved popular,*® and
powerful enough, at least in moments of crisis, to unite Pakistan’s usually fractious sectarian
divides.*® This securitization of Pakistani politics had an important side effect, however, asit
provided military leaders with an important political advantage as the natural defenders of
Pakistan.® Indeed, despite the army’ s repeated failures to solve any of Pakistan’s major
challenges, significant sections of Pakistani society continue to view the army asthe state's
most efficient institution,>® likely because its effectivenessis evaluated under an anti-Indian

security rubric.

Finally, in addition to helping legitimize the military’ s dominance of politics, the perception
of a constant Indian threat also incentivized attempts by Pakistani decision-makersto achieve
parity with India, making success in this endeavor akey criterion for their legitimacy.>
Nuclear weapons, as the ultimate weapon, served as a perfect vehicle for decision-makersto
demonstrate their effectiveness in achieving parity with India. Indeed, Genera Zia used the
military’ s continuation of Bhutto’s programme in exactly thisway.* It is unsurprisingly then
that when India conducted itstestsin 1998 and called on the international community to

admit it to the exclusive club of nuclear weapons states, Pakistani decision-makers —

4" Ahmed (2002: 27); Jalal (2011: 14); Ganguly (2002: 5-6, 72); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 49); Bennett Jones
(2009: 43).

“8 Ganguly (2002: 52). And while undoing Partition is too strong an intention to impute to India, it is clear that
India was happy to weaken Pakistan and remove a potential second front by assisting in the birth of Bangladesh.
See also Jalal (2011: 11); Talbot (2012: 96-97).

“ Talbot (2012: 104, 107).

* Misra (2001: 110-111).

> paul (2006: 614).

*2 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 205).

%3 Talbot (2012: 8).

> Armstrong and Trento (2007: 45); Ahmed (1999: 178-179); Y asmeen (1999: 43-44); Paul (2006: 624). This
need for parity derives from Pakistan’s founding as an equal Muslim analogue to the Hindu India deserving of
the same level of respect. See Shaikh (2002: 44-45).

* Ahmed (1999: 185-188).
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especialy the military leadership’s — legitimacy demanded that they not accept a nuclear
stature any less than India's,* even though it is not clear that atest was technically

necessary. >’

Possible Explanations

Three standard explanations have been offered for Pakistan’s decision to acquire, and
ultimately test, nuclear weapons: (1) security, (2) prestige, and (3) domestic politics.®® While
al three played arole,> security seems to have been Pakistan’s primary motivation.®® Thisis
important because if it can be shown that Pakistan acquired nuclear weapons as a means of
protecting itself from a percelved Indian threat, this strongly supports the argument that

Pakistan did not trust Indiato resolve their disputes non-violently.

The existential importance of acquisition for Pakistani security as perceived by decision-
makersiswell illustrated by the high price they were willing to pay for it in other areas.®
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto's decision to prioritize the launching of the programme in the months of
chaos following the secession of Bangladesh isillustrative of thisimportance.®® Similarly,
despite facing significant internal unrest, Zia and the military were willing to endure the
imposition of US sanctionsin 1977 and 1979 in order to keep the programme advancing,

even thought it was still years from producing any results.®® When the first Reagan

 Ahmed (1999: 195); Shaikh (2002: 31).

" Thisis because Pakistan was using a proven Chinese weapon design. Bennett Jones (2009: 218).

%8 Sagan (1996-1997).

% Hassan Khan (2011: 267).

% Bennett Jones (2009: 198); Ahmed (1999: 179); Spector (1988: 130 and 145); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005:
122); Ahmad (1999: 124); Tabot (2012: 104); Chakma (2002: 873); Cirincione et al. (2002: 208); Khalilzad
(1979: 244); Y asmeen (1999: 43); Shaikh (2002: 31 and 42).

¢! Hassan Khan (2011: 271).

62 Chakma (2002: 884); Armstrong and Trento (2007: 31); Jalal (2011: 14); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 45);
Ganguly (2002: 101-102); Shaikh (2002: 42); Ahmed (1999: 182-183); Rajagopalan (1999: 1532).

83 Chakma (2002: 893).
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administration came to power, Ziamade it clear that his assistance in supporting Afghan
resistance to the Soviets depended on the US reducing its pressure on his nuclear weapons
programme,® a demand to which the USA eventually acquiesced.® After the Soviet
withdrawal, Pakistan continued to advance toward a weapon, even when it meant paying
“tremendous political and diplomatic costs’ ®® such as the activation of US sanctions.®” In
fact, US opposition to Pakistan's programme ironically resulted in “virtualy every senior
Pakistani civilian and military official [internalizing] the criticality of nuclear weapons to

national security.”®®

In 1998, asmall group of decision-makers argued for Pakistan not to test claiming that the
costs would be too high; namely, foregoing the compensation that states like the USA were
offering,® the loss of international diplomatic credit, ™ the sanctions that would be imposed,
and the economic turmoail that these sanctions would spark.” Prior to its tests, Pakistan's
finance minister predicted that sanctions would cost Pakistan $1.5 billion annualy in lost
loans and aid and $2.5 billion in lost foreign investment and remittances.” And while they
did not predict the full extent of the economic crisis of “unprecedented dimensions’ " which
followed, Pakistani decision-makers had been warned by the USA that there would be

significant costs for conducting atest: for instance, the loss of a*“huge conventional arms

% Armstrong and Trento (2007: 117).

€ Bennett Jones (2009: 188-189).

% Chakma (2002: 911).

®7 Bennett Jones (2009: 190).

% Hassan K han (2011: 270).

% Bennett Jones (2009: 196-197); Ahmed (1999: 194).
7 Bennett Jones (2009: 195).

™Y asmeen (1999: 50-51).

2 Ahmed (1999: 197). The costs were ultimately far worse. See Ahmed (1999: 195-196); Y asmeen (1999: 53-
54).

 Ahmed (1999: 179).
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package”.”* Even so, many pro-test advocates argued that the security benefits would be

worth even the “tiffest international sanctions”.”

While security was the most important factor motivating Pakistan’ s acquisition, the desire for
prestige and the impact that such an acquisition would have on domestic politics were also
significant. In both cases, however, thisimpact was largely afunction of how acquisition was
perceived asimproving Pakistan’s security situation vis-a-vis India. Scott Sagan identifies
these two factors as distinct in his typology of why states acquire nuclear weapons, but
because of how the two factors interpenetrated so thoroughly in this case, | consider them

simultaneously.

When Zulfikar Ali Bhutto came to power, he took over the leadership of atraumatized
country whose ontological security was acutely threatened. A critical aspect of Bhutto's
efforts to ameliorate this situation was his quest for nuclear weapons and the prestige and
self-esteem that the successful conclusion of this quest would bring to Pakistan.” The most
important way in which Bhutto’s quest did so was in how it supported his re-assembling of
Pakistan’ sidentity into asimplistically anti-Indian narrative. Given this re-formulation,
India’s 1974 tests solidified the importance of Pakistan acquiring its own nuclear capability
so as to establish parity with India and neutralize the Indian threat.”” The nuclear programme
became very popular in Pakistan, largely because of how it allowed Pakistanis to see

themselves as the equal's of India.” This made opposing the nuclear programme very difficult

™ Ahmed (1999: 194); Hussain (2011: 326); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 130).

" ghaikh (2002: 31). See also Ahmed (1999: 195).

® Ahmed (1999: 183); Armstrong and Trento (2007: 32); Talbot (2012: 104).

" Armstrong and Trento (2007: 45); Ahmed (1999: 178-179); Y asmeen (1999: 43-44); Paul (2006: 624).

8 Weaver (2002: 9) reports that when she returned to Pakistan in 2003 after a number of years absence, she was
struck by the ubiquitous monuments that had been proudly erected to Pakistan’' s successful nuclear weapons
programme.
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for any political actor and handed the military a major political advantage once it gained

control of the program.

These dynamics are well illustrated in the decision-making that surrounded the 1998 tests. As
discussed, Pakistan’s leadership was initially divided on how to respond to India’ s tests, with
many concerned over the costs associated with a Pakistani test. Despite the validity of these
concerns, the Pakistani public was strongly in favour of testing. Sharif himself said: “The
pressure was irresistible at home. It was mounting on the government every day, every hour.
The world outside is not aware of the emotional feelings of the people of thisregion. | have
been holding on and exercising the utmost restraint.” ° Sharif’s, albeit self-proclaimed,
restraint was opposed by the military which sought to manipulate public opinion in favour of
testing,®° and rendered essentially untenable when Benazir Bhutto, then Leader of the
Opposition, opportunistically called on the government to ‘immediately respond to the Indian

test’ with its own.®!

A trust-focused analysis

Pakistan clearly suffers from objective insecurity vis-a-vis India, and isthusin a position to
either accept or address its vulnerability to India. Subjectively, it iseven less surprising that
Pakistan perceived India as threatening. Pakistan’s history of conflict with India, and the anti-
Indian content of Pakistan’s identity narrative — especially after 1971 — haveresulted in a
perception of India as existentially threatening almost by definition. Nuclear weapons

promised an unequalled means of defending Pakistan against such athreat and were thus

" Bennett Jones (2009: 197).
8 Ahmed (1999: 195).
8 Hussain (2011: 325).
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seized on by Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, even at great expense for an impoverished country.® In so
doing, Pakistan chose to not accept the vulnerability to Indiathat eschewing the devel opment

of nuclear weapons would have represented.

Given thisanalysis, Pakistan’s pursuit of anuclear weapons capability seemsto have been
over-determined. Strong arguments can be advanced under al three of the explanations just
discussed, and these explanations are also al compatible. Most importantly, all three models
are consistent with the absence of atrust-belief according to which Pakistan could rely on
Indiato non-violently resolve any disputes the two states might have. What remains then isto
determine whether my trust model is consistent with this non-trusting finding. Below, | argue
that it is. Not only does Pakistan not qualify as aliberal state, thereby making it impossible
for Pakistan to trust India on the basis of shared liberalism, thereis no obvious alternative
shared narrative from which asimilar trust belief could emerge that might justify forgoing
acquisition. Finally, there islittle evidence that any of the trust-enabling mechanisms were
operational between Pakistan and India Thus, it seems clear that the conditions required for
the trust model to apply, at least insofar as would be necessary for the liberal peace to

eventuate, ssimply do not obtain in this sub-case.

The Five Factors

While thereislittle likelihood of alibera trust breaking out between Pakistan and Indiait is

nevertheless useful for comparative purposes to examine the extent to which the five trust

enabling factors were present. Asis discussed below, none of the five factors seem to have

8 Spector (1988: 120-121).
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been present to any great extent between these two states during the period under

examination.

Interactivity

Given that India and Pakistan possess significant shared history, have many languages and
cultural practicesthat are at least mutually intelligible, and share a border that is 1,000 miles
long, the limited level of interactivity that exists between the two states is striking. Indeed, for
much of the period in question, it was difficult for nationals of each state to even get
permission to visit the other country.® As Figure 6.1 shows, economic interactivity has been

negligible compared to our other cases.®

Figure 6.1: Pakistani trade with India as a percentage of Pakistani GDP, 1950-1993
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Source: Mitchell (1998b) J1 Asia: National Accounts Totals, Maddison (2008).

Moreover, over time, economic interactivity between the two states has actually declined.
Between 1948 and 1958, the percentage of Pakistan’s exports that went to India dropped

from 56% to 4%. At the end of the 1990s, neither country figured as one of the other’s main

8 Ahmed (2002: 25).
8 Sridharan (2005b: 326).
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sources or destinations for imports or exports.®® Direct investment and joint ventures between
the two states have a so been essentially non-existent, and any interactivity of this sort that
did exist at independence has been declining, especialy after 1965 when a number of
companies in each state owned by nationals of the other were confiscated as enemy
property.®® Indeed, the only major economic cooperation agreement that has been concluded
between the two states since 1960 is the Indus Waters Treaty (IWT). Unfortunately, even the
cooperation embodied in this treaty has not spilled-over into other areas, largely because it
was specifically designed to minimize the level of cooperation required to operate it.®’
Indeed, between 1994 and 1999, Pakistan largely held any moves toward economic
cooperation hostage to resolution of the Kashmir dispute® at least partially because Pakistani

elites fear that cooperation might make continuation of the Kashmir conflict more difficult.®

Finally, it istrue that there have been some interactions between Indian and Pakistani elites
and decision-makers, but these have been quite limited and have never been sustained. For
example, soon after coming to power, Benazir Bhutto and Rajiv Gandhi — both newly elected
prime ministers who shared a more cosmopolitan outlook and privileged background, were
members of anew younger generation, and were not personally marked to the same extent as
their predecessors by the conflicts between the two countries — seem to have enjoyed some
personal chemistry and together attempted to initiate a rapprochement between the two states.
Whilethisinitiative did produce a 1988 agreement between the two states not to attack each

other’s nuclear installations,® the Pakistani military eventually forced Bhutto to abandon the

& Sridharan (2005b: 327-328).
& Sridharan (2005b: 329).

8 Sridharan (2005b: 333).

8 Sridharan (2005b: 330).

8 gridharan (2005b: 334-335).
% Talbot (2012: 165).
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larger rapprochement initiative.®* A similar pattern repeated itself when Nawaz Sharif and
Indian Prime Minister |. K. Gujral sought to kick-start a rapprochement after their meeting at
the SAARC conferencein Mae in 1997% as the Pakistani military promptly commenced

heavy shelling of Indian positions in Kashmir soon thereafter.

Homogeneity

In some ways Pakistan and India are relatively homogeneous polities with many of their
citizens speaking similar languages and sharing some cultural practices. However, this
similarity actually belies the significant differences that exist between the two states in the
critical areas of political ideology and religion. Quantitatively, this similarity is most evident
in figure 6.2, which shows that India and Pakistan have for much of their history shared a
similar level of development, with the final decade prior to Pakistan’s nuclear tests

representing a period of movement toward parity.

Figure 6.2: Pakistani GDP per capita expressed as a percentage of Indian GDP per capita, 1950-1998
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°! Bennett Jones (2009: 298).

%2 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 150). Sharif and Gujral had actually met before in 1994 while Gujral was
attending a Track |1 conference in Pakistan. The two had developed a close friendship, aided by their sharing of
Punjabi as a mother tongue. http://www.jammu-kashmir.com/archives/archives1999/kashmir19991028a.html
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Politically, India has maintained a Polity 1V score of eight or higher for ailmost all of its post-

independence history. Contrariwise, Pakistan has spent the majority of thistime under
military rule and has only briefly passed the Polity 1V democracy threshold on three

occasions.

Figure 6.3: Indian and Pakistani Polity 1V scores, 1950-1998
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Pakistan’s Freedom House score has also consistently been lower than India s with Pakistan

never achieving the highest * Free' ranking.

Figure 6.4: Indian and Pakistani Freedom House scores, 1950-1998
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These divergent trajectories may appear puzzling given that both states ought to have

‘benefitted’ from the same British colonial heritage. lan Tabot argues, however, that one of

the reasons for this differentiation actually lies with the fact that the British penetration of
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what would become the two polities was quite differentiated: whereas the areas of the Rg
which became India tended to be much more secure, the areas that became Pakistan formed
what he calls the ‘British security state’. The result is that those areas were ruled differently
and, consequently, the liberal and democratic aspects of British colonialism penetrated what
would become Pakistani society to amuch lesser extent than was the case in India %
Mohammed Waseem argues that, as a result, Pakistani democracy was badly compromised at
birth as “[r]ecourse to elections was considered suicidal by the migrant-led [i.e. Muslim
migrants from India] government at Karachi because there was no way it could win elections
and return to power in the Centre. Elections were considered dysfunctional for the political

system of Pakistan in the immediate post-independence period.” %

Similarly, many scholars argue that the root of the India-Pakistan conflict liesin the
diametrically opposed worldviews bequeathed to the two societies by their respective
religious heritages,® a contention strongly supported by the fact that this difference formed
the basis for the division of British India. S.M. Burke argues that “[c]enturies of dedication to
such diametrically opposed systems of Islam and Hinduism could not but nurture an utterly
different outlook on the outside world among their respective followers.” * And while many
would dispute whether the specific contents of the two religions have contribute much to the
conflict or not, the mere fact of the religious difference and cleavage, by itself, represents an
important difference between the two polities and has provided a foca point around which

conflict has been mobilized and has been able to crystallize.”’

% Talbot (2012: 7).

% Talbot (2012: 57).

% Ganguly (2002: 2).
% Hussain (2011: 323).
9 Ganguly (2002: 4-5).
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Quantitatively — and as shown in Figure 6.5 — despite possessing one of the world’' s largest
Muslim populations (over 100 million by 1991), the vast mgjority of India s population is

Hindu, with Muslims constituting only slightly more than 10% of the population during the

1990s.%®
Figure 6.5: Indian Religionistsand Muslims as Figure 6.6: Indian Religionists and Muslims
apercentage of India's population, 1961-2001 as a percentage of Pakistan's population,
1951-1991
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Source: Joshi et al. (2003) Tables 2.6 and 2.7a. Source: Joshi et al. (2003) Tables 2.6 and 2.7a.

While the two states have always had significantly different, even polarized, religious
compositions, it is useful to note that this polarization has increased over time, first dueto the
massive population transfers occasioned by Partition, then by slower immigration of Muslims
to Pakistan and Hindus and Sikhs to India during the 1950s,* and finally with the removal of
the last major Hindu minority from Pakistan due to the secession of Bangladesh. Theresult is
that from 1971, Pakistan has been a country in which around 95% of the population is

Muslim (Figure 6.6).

Not only has Pakistan’s population become more thoroughly Muslim during this period, the
gualitative character of Pakistani society has also taken on amore Islamic cast. Thisis

perhaps most evident in the growing number and influence of religious schools (madrassahs).

% Note that Figures 6.4 and 6.5 refer to Muslims and ‘ Indian Religionists’ the term used by Advani (2003) to
refer to religions which originated in India. Thus he includes Hindus, Buddhists, Sikhs, and Jains under this
heading. Nevertheless, Hindus represent the vast majority of this group.

% Talbot (2012: 25); Visaria (1969).
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Under Zia, the number of madrassahs in Pakistan increased from around 900 at the beginning
of hisruleto around 2,800 by the end of hisrule a decade later. After Zia s death, growth
continued and by the mid-1990s, there were an estimated 10,000 madrassahsin Pakistan.'®
Similarly, Pakistan’s legal system also began to take on a more Islamic character through the
introduction of Sharia courts at the provincial High Court level and the creation of a Federal
Shariat Court in 1980. These changes greatly reducing the earlier similarity the Pakistani

legal system had shared with the secular Indian legal system that derived from the two states

shared British colonial heritage. '™

Common Interests

Thereisonly limited evidence that the two states have ever perceived each other as sharing
common interests. Both have been members of the South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC) since its founding in 1983, but SAARC has not proven to be avery
meaningful grouping. The two states certainly do not share intelligence, nor do they share
membership in any military aliance. The IWT mentioned earlier was the result of a
perception of acommon interest in developing the Indus watershed, but the form that the
treaty took, namely to enable completely separate devel opment of the resource, limits the

impact of this perception.

Shared experiences

190 Hiro (2012).
191 Note, due to the large linguistic diversity in both Indiaand Pakistan, a comparison between the linguistic
profiles of both states is not useful for this analysis.
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Pakistan and India have shared few experiences. Partition itself could theoretically have been
interpreted as a common suffering, but has actually been interpreted in both countries

primarily as atraumainflicted on them by the other.'%

Early in the relationship there was one area where shared experiences did have a small
impact. Many officersin both states’ armed forces spent their formative years under British
command. These *British-type’ officers often knew each other, or at least possessed many
shared experiences (such astraining in Britain and fighting in the Second World War), and
were furnished with an imaginary within which they could perceive each other as similar.*®
Examples of the importance of this shared experience abound in discussions of the twenty-
five years following Partition. For example, during fighting in 1964 in the Rann of Kutch, the
use of airpower would have resulted in widespread casualties on both sides. In order to
prevent this unnecessary slaughter, Air Marshal Ashgar Khan of Pakistan contacted his
counterpart, Air Marshal Arjan Singh, and the two reached an informal agreement not to use
airpower during the conflict.®® Such an agreement was possible because of the range of
personal contacts, professional ties, and shared understandings between military commanders
produced by the shared experience of having served as part of Britain's colonial forces.'®
Nevertheless, as this group of officers grew older and retired, these shared experiences which

had previously linked the two sides' militaries disappeared.

Altercasting

102 Chakma (2002: 885-886).

193 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 36-37).
104 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 36).

195 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 36).
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India has consistently altercast Pakistan as a country that cannot be trusted to resolve disputes
non-violently. In response to the military coup that brought General Ayub Khan to power in
1958, Nehru stated quite representatively that “[w]herever power is concentrated in an
individual, and that individual isamilitary person, the normal checks which occur in a
government or a society are absent... nowhere in the wide world today is there such a naked
military dictatorship asin Pakistan... Inherent in such a system are always certain risks and
dangers.” ' Indian intervention in Pakistan’s civil war signalled to Pakistan that India did not
recognize it as a state capable of solving its own problems and thus worthy of non-
interference, a critical aspect of shared liberalism. Similarly, the not infrequent public
statements which prominent Indians make concerning the tragedy of Partition and
underlining inherent unity of the subcontinent altercast Pakistan as a state that ought not to

exist, and a state which Indiawould be justified in re-absorbing if given the chance.*”’

Asinthelast case, however, decision-making concerning nuclear weapons is perhaps the
most significant form of altercasting that has occurred in this relationship. Regardless of
whether or not India’s detonation of a‘peaceful’ nuclear devicein 1974 was carried out with
its impact on Pakistan in the forefront of India s decision-making, the test was definitely
perceived by the Pakistani |eadership as athreat to Pakistan.’® By building a nuclear
weapon, especially given India' s recent support of Bangladesh's secession, India’ s actions
were clearly interpreted by Pakistan as altercasting it as an untrustworthy state against which
India thought it prudent to prepare for further conflict, thereby helping toiillicit a

corroborating Pakistani response.’® This negative altercasting was made even more explicit

1% Ganguly (2002: 27).

197 Hussain (2011: 323).

198 Ganguly (2002: 101-102); Hassan Khan (2011: 269); Chakma (2002: 889); Bennett Jones (2009: 185).

1% Many Indians claim that India’ s nuclear weapons were created with Chinain mind, not Pakistan. Regardless
of the validity of this claim — see Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 121) — since Pakistan’s perceptions are the



Urban 211

in 1998 when India abandoned the pretense that its nuclear programme was peaceful and
explicitly donned the mantle of a nuclear weapons state. Moreover, by making the
aforementioned comments that argued that the new South Asian nuclear order meant that
Pakistan would have to change its behaviour vis-a-vis India, India’ s decision-makers went

from passively atercasting Pakistan as an untrustworthy potential enemy to actively doing so.

Episode 2: TheKargil War

Indo-Pakistani relations were greatly damaged by the nuclear tests of 1998.*'° Realizing how
dangerous the situation had become, however, both sides recognized the need to stabilize the
relationship.*** It wasin this context that, in February 1999, Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee
re-inaugurated a passenger bus route between the Indian city of Amritsar and the Pakistani
city of Lahore that had not operated for fifty-one years.**> On reaching Lahore, Vajpayee and
his Pakistani counterpart, Nawaz Sharif, held a summit. Indian officials were optimistic about
the summit and seemed to believe that Sharif was truly interested in ushering in a newly

cooperative Indo-Pakistani relationship.'*®

Thiswas alandmark meeting in anumber of ways. It produced three agreements aimed at
establishing some nuclear-related confidence-building measures and reaffirmed the two
sides’ wish to resolve the Kashmir dispute through peaceful means.™ It also resulted in

secret back-channel negotiations which continued after the summit into April, and made real

critical variable and the Pakistani population has perceived these weapons as aimed at them, negative
altercasting has clearly occurred.

10 Hyssain (2011: 326).

1 \Wheeler (2010: 327).

12 \Wheeler (2010: 326).

3 Ganguly (2002: 115).

14 Hussain (2011: 327); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 151).
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progress toward a resolution of the Kashmir dispute.*™ Finally, V ajpayee worked very hard
to convince the Pakistanis of his sincere desire to build trust and resolve the two states
differences. As such, and asis described at greater length in the section on altercasting,

V gjpayee sent a number of symbolically significantly messages to his Pakistani interlocutors
aimed specifically at addressing some of the underlying tensions in the rel ationship, such as
India s recognition of the validity of Pakistan’s existence. These gestures contributed greatly

» 116

to the constructive ‘ spirit of Lahore,” > which was itself credited as being an important

contributor to the numerous positive outcomes of the meetings.**’

This spirit did not last long, however. Within afew months, the Pakistani military began
infiltrating Pakistani-trained Islamist insurgents into Indian-held Kashmir where they
occupied a number of strategic locationsin the Kargil sector. When the infiltration was
discovered in early May, India counterattacked. The intensity of the conflict helped stoke
fears that the crisis between the two — now nuclear armed — opponents might escalate. ™'
Despite a strong Indian offensive, by July, Pakistan retained control of a significant number
of key positions.™® This was important because if Pakistan was able to retain these positions
into the winter, awinter that was quickly approaching, it would represent a significant
achievement and tactical victory.*® Despite this strong position, however, Sharif eventually

succumbed to international pressure, which was especially strong from US President Bill

Clinton, and ordered the withdrawal of the insurgents, thereby ending the war.

Acceptance of Vulnerability

115 Bennett Jones (2009: 114-116).
18 \Wheeler (2010: 330).

17 \Wheeler (2010: 319).

18 \Wheeler (2010: 332).

19 Misra (2001: 110).

120 Bennett Jones (2009: 119).
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Pakistan’' s decision to precipitate the Kargil War constitutes a decision not to accept the
vulnerability to Indiathat would have resulted from a negotiated settlement of the Kashmir
dispute. This rejection of vulnerability can be understood in two ways. First, committing to
negotiations implied not taking advantage of any opportunities that might have emerged from
India’s reciprocal commitment, thus the acceptance of an opportunity cost in security terms.
More importantly, to the extent that any commitment to negotiations was genuine, it likely
implied an acceptance of a compromise resolution of the Kashmir dispute that would likely
leave Indiain control of part of Kashmir. Such a compromise would have been deeply
problematic for many Pakistani decision-makers because of how such a compromise would
fail to integrate all of Kashmir into Pakistan, a goal that had been central to much of the anti-
Indian rhetoric that had come to define Pakistan’ s identity.*?* By contradicting this central
component of Pakistani identity, such a settlement represented a threat to Pakistan's
ontological security. Thiswould be a problem for any Pakistani decision-maker, but would
have been especially problematic for a military leadership that depended on the perception
that it was the group most capable of defending Pakistan from the Indian threat for its

legitimacy and political predominance.

The opportunity cost component can be dealt with quickly. In this case, vulnerability arises
from the fact that in order to sustain negotiations, both states would need to abstain from
taking advantage of potentially promising strategic opportunities which might arise during
the course of said negotiations, thereby rendering them less secure than they would be had
they taken advantage of such an opportunity.*? In fact, negotiations were uniquely likely to

generate such opportunities as they could conceivably lull participants in the negotiations into

121 Misra (2001: 106); Paul (2006: 611).
122 \Wheeler (2010: 333).
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afalse sense of security, thereby causing them to neglect their defences. Thisisindeed what
appears to have occurred, as many in the Indian security bureaucracy seem to have believed
Sharif’s message of goodwill and assumed that relations were on the mend, thereby

presenting the Pakistani military with an opportunity for easier infiltration.**

More important, however, is the significant role played by the conflict over Kashmir in the
Pakistani identity described in the last case study. | elaborate this role more fully in the next
section; for the moment it is sufficient to note that accepting a solution to the Kashmir
conflict that did not amount to complete victory for Pakistan would risk seriously
undermining the foundational anti-Indianism of Pakistan’s identity and, by extension, the
legitimacy of the military leadership’s political predominance. Thus, by working to improve
relations with India, and especially by initiating negotiations with India aimed at resolving
the conflict over Kashmir, Sharif was, according to the Pakistani military’ s interpretation of
Pakistani identity, accepting vulnerability to India.*** And while Sharif may have been
willing to accept this vulnerability, by initiating the Kargil War the military leadership

demonstrated that it was not willing to do so.

Critical agents, distributions of power and meaning

One of the more challenging aspects of examining this episode is the fact that the critical
decision-makers are still active in Pakistani politics, and their involvement in the episode still
amatter of ongoing political controversy, making any testimony from them concerning the
events of this episode suspect. Consequently, it isimpossible to analytically disentangle the

critical decision-makers from the various potential explanations to the extent that | have done

12 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 153).
124 Wheeler (2010: 329). Sharif was attacked by Islamists for his receptivity to Vajpayee on this basis.
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in previous analyses. Nevertheless, one can say that the critical decisions were again made by
the decision-making segment of society. It is aso possible to say that, due to the secret nature
of theinfiltration, elite and popular opinion was less important than in 1998. Contrariwise, it
isimpossible to say with certainty whether the operation was launched primarily on the
initiative of the military leadership or the political leadership. Thus, | proceed without first
establishing who it was that made the critical decisions and instead analyze where
responsibility lies and the possible explanations simultaneously, as the two impact each other.
Ultimately, | do present an analysis which | believe provides a strong account of what likely

occurred.*®

More generally, the distribution of power remained basically the same asin the
last episode, with the military holding a predominant position throughout. Indeed, the fact
that the Kargil operation could be launched without greater knowledge than it appears the
political leadership possessed is only the most obvious example of their impotence vis-a-vis

the military.'?

The Kargil War, and the conflict over Kashmir of which thiswar is but an episode, derive
much of their importance from the way that they are embedded in the distribution of meaning
that characterizes Pakistani society. The conflict over Kashmir hasits origin in adispute as to
which country should incorporate the Princely State of Jammu and Kashmir (hereafter

K ashmir) after Partition.™?” Prior to Partition, Kashmir's nominal ruler Maharaja Hari Singh
was informed by the British that he would be required to choose between which of the two
main successor states to the British Rg) Kashmir would join. Singh, who was a Hindu despite
the majority of his subjects being Muslim, preferred independence to accession to either India
or Pakistan and delayed making a choice. Fearing that Singh would opt for India, arebellion

broke out among some of the Mahargja s Muslim subjects. The new government of Pakistan

125 Bennett Jones (2009: 120-123) explores the evidence germane to this question in some depth.
126 Bennett Jones (2009: 122).
127 Talbot (2012: 10).



Urban 216

sent tribesmen to support this rebellion who quickly captured athird of the state. Fearing that
he would be forced to accede to Pakistan, Singh sought Indian assistance. Indian Prime
Minister Nehru refused to give this assistance until Singh agreed to accede to India, after
which Indian forces were dispatched and the rebellion beaten back. After afew months, a
stalemate ensued whereby one-third of Kashmir remained in Pakistani hands with two-thirds
controlled by India, adivision that has remained essentially the same to this day despite two

additional general wars and a significant insurgency in Kashmir in the 1990s.

Theissue of Kashmir was initially important because of the way that it crystallized the
founding narratives of both India and Pakistan in a zero-sum conflict over aterritory that is
constructed as indivisible by both narratives.**® For Pakistan, the inclusion of aMuslim-
majority state in India was unthinkable and its accession to Pakistan represented amoral
imperative.®® Put simply, Pakistan was not complete without Kashmir.™*® As Zulfikar Ali
Bhutto argued: “If aMuslim majority can remain a part of India, then the raison d’ etre of
Pakistan collapses. These are the reasons why India, to continue her domination of Jammu
and Kashmir, defies international opinion and violates her pledges. For the same reasons,
Pakistan must unremittingly continue her struggle for the right of self-determination of this
subject people.” **! For India, maintaining its hold on Kashmir, the only Muslim-magjority
state in the country, was essential in order to prove its commitment to, and the viability of, its
secular identity.**? As Sumit Ganguly and Devin T. Hargerty state “ Kashmir is a zero-sum

for each state' s legitimating ideology; one’s validity invalidates the other.” *3

128 Talbot (2012: 59); Sridharan (2005a: 114); Sridharan (2005b: 325).
129 Ganguly (2002: 27).

130 Ganguly (2002: 5-6).

13! Ganguly (2002: 32).

132 Ganguly (2002: Preface, 5-6, 28 and 33); Weaver (2002: 255).

138 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005, 204); Muppidi (2001: 62).
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Bangladesh’ s secession undermined the logic of the ‘ Two Nations' theory within which the
centrality of Kashmir to Pakistan was originaly articulated. By shifting the definition of
Pakistan’s identity to a simpler anti-Indianism and by weaving the Kashmiri conflict into this
narrative as a prime example of Indian aggressive intent vis-a-vis Pakistan, however, Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto and his military successors ensured the continued discursive importance of
Kashmir for Pakistan.’** After dl, if Indiawas able to force Pakistan to accept this
illegitimate occupation of territory that was rightfully part of Pakistan, would this not presage
the beginning of the end of Pakistan as India was emboldened to complete its dream of
undoing Partition? And while some argue that the resonance of the narrative aspects of this
conflict had died down by 1999,** one thing that is clear is that these narratives contributed
to the creation of aPakistani distribution of power which put the military at the top and
provided it with incentives to prolong the conflict as a means of their maintaining the

legitimacy of their political dominance.

Possible explanations

There are three broad categories of possible explanations for Pakistan’s initiation of the

Kargil War. Thefirst isthat the infiltration was meant to improve Pakistan’ s prospectsin the
aforementioned back-channel negotiationsinitiated at Lahore. The second focuses on how the
operation was aimed at advancing certain Pakistani decision-makers' objective of dislodging
India from Kashmir. The third explanation focuses on how the operation served as a power-
play by the military leadership against the political leadership. Because the quality of the
available evidenceislimited, it is difficult to say definitively which of these explanationsis

correct. Nevertheless, it is possible to argue that the second and third explanations are not

134 Jalal (2011: 18); Misra (2001: 106).
135 Ganguly (2002: Preface).
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mutually exclusive and are supported by existing evidence to a much greater degree than the
first. Critically, none of these explanations are consistent with the existence of liberal trust

between Pakistan and India.

Thelogic behind the idea that Pakistan’ sinfiltration of Kargil was an attempt at negotiation
support holds that if Pakistan was able to improve its position on the ground, then its
bargaining position would be strengthened. The evidence for this explanation comesin the
form of the scholarly consensus that both the political and military leaderships supported
‘increasing the heat’ on Indiathrough amilitary initiative in Kashmir at this time.**® Given
that doing so ended up scuttling the negotiations, however, oneis faced with the question of
why things did not go as planned. One answer is that the operation escalated in away not
predicted by the planners.**’ Given the details of the operation — for instance, its size — this
explanation isimplausible insofar as the military leadership is concerned: they knew what the
operation was about and must have known that it would wreck negotiations. On the political
side, this explanation is plausible only to the extent that Sharif was not aware of the
operation’s details because, had he known, it is difficult to believe that he would not have

realized that the operation would provoke the reaction it did.**®

This presents a problem, however, asit is difficult to imagine a situation in which a shrewd
politician like Sharif did not question why the military requested his agreement to ‘increase
the heat’ for an operation that fell within the normal scope of operations in Kashmir, and thus

was not one that the military would usually raise with Sharif, given his known lack if interest

136 \Wheeler (2010: 335); Bennett Jones (2009: 122). Sharif has claimed that he had no advance knowledge of
the operation while Musharraf has counter-claimed that Sharif was fully on board. See Bennett Jones (2009:
120-122).

37 \Wheeler (2010: 335).

138 Wheeler (2010: 333-334).
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in military details.™*® A possible explanation is that the political |eadership was aware of the
scope of the operation but did not object because it felt powerless to stop the military. This
possibility is not strongly supported by other evidence, as Sharif had shown himself willing
to confront the military when he felt it was necessary, for example, by adopting the
Thirteenth Amendment to the Pakistani constitution and sacking Chief of Army Staff

Karamat in 1998.

More likely is the more nuanced possibility that Sharif, realizing that the antipathy that
existed between him and the army placed him in a precarious position, believed that what was
being proposed was not sufficiently important to merit the trouble that would be required to
block it. Given that he likely knew the military was planning something exceptional but,

140 this more

equally, was uninformed of the full details and thus the gravity of the operation,
nuanced explanation ties together all the threads without assuming something extraordinary,
such as incompetence on Sharif’s part. While, as Nicholas Wheeler suggests, it is difficult to
believe that Sharif did not understand that Indiawould react negatively to a use of forcein

K ashmir while negotiations were ongoing; *** when one recalls that low levels of fighting
along the border are normal, it is not difficult to believe that Sharif might not have seen
stopping the military as a priority if he was not aware of the full details of the operation.'*
Regardless, what does seem clear is that there was never any thorough high-level discussion

of the potentia implications of the operation.*® All this analysisis further supported by

Sharif’ s decision to abort the operation once the conflict escalated. This decision, which was

139 Bennett Jones (2009: 122).

140 Bennett Jones (2009: 122-123); Wheeler (2010: 333-334). Cf. Hassan Khan (2011: 274); Ganguly (2002:
115).

141 \Wheeler (2010: 335).

142 Bennett Jones (2009: 121).

143 Bennett Jones (2009: 123).
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not necessary from astrictly military perspective and domestically costly to Sharif, indicates

that he was not committed to the operation, and thus likely not its architect.

The military’ s purpose in launching the operation is not totally clear, but a number of
possibilities exist ranging from (1) atactical probe that escalated beyond its planners
expectations;*** to (2) apart of alarger strategy of compensating for Pakistan’s conventional

inferiority by wearing India down through asymmetric warfare; '

to (3) forcing Indiato the
bargaining table in aweakened state by threatening its northern supply lines;** to (4) astrike
designed to pre-empt a planned Indian attack;'* to (5) forcing the Kashmir dispute back into
international fora, which Pakistan felt would advance its cause™® — either through a
reinvigoration of the insurgency™*® or through the generation of aworrying clash between
nuclear-armed rivals.™® Whatever the operation’s objective, clearly the military leadership
was uninterested in any potential for progress presented by the negotiations begun at Lahore

and were unafraid of scuttling them; ™" indeed, these negotiations may have encouraged its

decision to do so.™?

It is not essential to determine which of these objectives was the main motivator as none of
them are incompatible and they all share acritical feature, namely their contribution to
attempts at evicting Indiafrom Kashmir. Moreover, all six demonstrate that Pakistan was
willing to use force against Indiain its efforts to resolve the dispute over Kashmir, a

willingness which constitutes a failure to accept the vulnerability to India presented by the

144 Ganguly (2002: 121-122); Bennett Jones (2009: 122-123).

145 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 146); Paul (2006: 619).

146 Bennett Jones (2009: 112).

147 Musharraf (2006: 98).

148 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 159); Misra (2001: 111).

149 Bennett Jones (2009: 112); Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 152); Bennett Jones (2009: 112); Ganguly (2002:
115).

130 Ganguly (2002: 122); Bennett Jones (2009: 112).

15! Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 151-152).

152 Wheeler (2010: 333).
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process initiated at Lahore. Thisisimportant because it highlights a difference between the
political and military leaderships. If my analysis of Sharif’s actionsis correct, Sharif was at
least open to the possibility of resolving the Kashmir dispute through negotiations that |eft
Indiain possession of a significant portion of the state. This does not seem to have been an
acceptable option for the Pakistani military, for whom only the compl ete incorporation of

K ashmir into Pakistan was acceptable. ™

In addition to an attempt to dislodge Indiafrom Kashmir, it is also possible that the Kargil
operation simultaneously constituted a domestic power-play by the military leadership
against the political leadership. This explanation is supported by the fact that it matches a
pattern according to which both former Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto’s and Sharif’s earlier
peace initiatives with Indiawere scuttled by seemingly independent military action.®™* In
Bhutto’ s case, her opening to India was undermined by a significant upswing in support by
Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency (I1Sl) for the insurgency in Kashmir in the early
1990s. In Sharif’s case, Sharif and Indian Prime Minister |. K. Gujral had attempted to build
some momentum for improved relations in 1997.* This momentum was largely dissipated

when the Pakistani army promptly began intensive shelling of Indian positionsin the Kargil

sector, killing a number of Indian servicepeople and civilians.**®

In both cases these actions came as aresult of the military’ s perception that the political
leadership was too soft vis-a-vis Indiaand likely to betray the military’ s understanding of
Pakistan’s interests. ™’ This difference in perspectives is important because it suggests that

the Pakistani military leadership subscribed to a narrative that is fundamentally incompatible

153 \Wheeler (2010: 333).

154 Bennet Jones (2009: 298).

155 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 149); Ahmed (1999: 192-193).
156 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 150).

57 Bennett Jones (2009: 124); Wolpert (2010: 60).
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with the holding of the type of trust beliefs required for peace, let alone the liberal peace, to

emerge between Pakistan and India, short of India ceding all of Kashmir to Pakistan.

A trust-focused analysis

The negotiations initiated at Lahore represented an opportunity for Pakistan to resolve its
dispute with India over Kashmir. Because of how each state’s very existence can be
interpreted as representing an existential threat to the other, any attempt to end the state of
conflict between them that does not result in the elimination — or perhaps transformation — of
the other represents an acceptance of ontological vulnerability to the other. At amore
practical level, committing to negotiations would have required Pakistan to forgo exploitation
of opportunities to improve their strategic position that might have arisen during the
negotiations. Thus, Pakistan’s rejection of Indian overtures and precipitation of the war
represent an attempt to ameliorate Pakistan’ s insecurity vis-a-vis Indiainstead of accepting it,
an attempt that reveals, inter alia, an absence of the type of trust required for the liberal peace

to obtain, >

Naturally, the cognitive frameworks of Pakistani decision-makers were likely not as
monomaniacal as an exclusive adherence to this particular narrative would entail.
Nevertheless, | suggest that the anti-Indian narrative described above was sufficiently strong
— largely because of how it has served to enhance the legitimacy of amilitary |leadership
which hasin turn propagated and reinforced this narrative — to exert significant influence on
Pakistani decision-making. Consequently, the military leadership actively resisted efforts at

negotiations which might have resulted in both an ontological wounding of Pakistan and a

158 Misra (2001: 104).
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reduction in the legitimacy of their influence. This failure to accept vulnerability would
present a problem for my trust model if Pakistan was aliberal state. However, as we have
aready established, this was not the case. Given this conclusion, an examination of the five
trust-enabling factorsis not strictly required, but it is one that | undertake for comparative
purposes. This examination is also useful because it suggests some possible answers for why
the political leadership appears to have been more willing than the military leadership to

accept a compromise on the Kashmir issue.

The five factors

Since the Kargil operation occurred so soon after the 1998 nuclear tests, there is not much to
add to the analysis of the five trust-enabling factors conducted earlier. Nonetheless, there are
afew specific developments worth noting under the interactivity, common interests, and

altercasting headings.

Interactivity

The personal chemistry that developed between V g payee and Sharif seems to have been a
direct result of the two leaders' positive interactions at the SAARC summit in July and on the
margins of the UN General Assembly in September, 1998.%*° There was also significant
interaction between the two at a meeting that lasted a day-and-a-half during the Lahore
summit, including an hour-long private meeting between the two Prime Ministers.*® India's

willingnessto let its guard down after the Lahore summit suggests that the Indian leadership

159 \Wheeler (2010: 327).
180 \Wheeler (2010: 330-331).
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may have trusted Sharif to the extent that they believed that negotiations would continue in

good faith.

Common Interests

One area where there was potentia for perceptions of common interests to emerge between
India and Pakistan derives from the danger posed by two rivals possessing nuclear weapons.
Theoretically, recognition of this danger could generate a perception of common interestsin
avoiding nuclear catastrophe, something which could potentially spill over into other areas.
The détente which devel oped between the two superpowers during the Cold War is a good
example of this. In the Indo-Pakistani context, the negotiation of the aforementioned 1988
agreement not to attack each other’s nuclear facilities provides an apt example. However,
while this danger seems to have been part of what motivated Indiain this episode, it seemsto

have had the opposite effect on the Pakistani military leadership.'®*

One explanation for why the Pakistani military leadership initiated an operation that risked
precipitating a nuclear war is that they believed that Indiawould never escalate the conflict to
such a point.*®® And indeed, Indiadid not escalate the conflict horizontally as they had in
1965, suggesting that this prediction was at least partially correct. Similarly, the fact that
Sharif ultimately backed down and ordered the unilateral withdrawal of the Pakistani-backed
insurgents, at least partially over concerns about further escal ation, suggests that recognition
of this common interest was not completely absent from the Pakistani political |eadership.'®®
This analysis also suggests a divergence between the perceptions of common interests with

India held by the Pakistani military and political leaderships that is worth examiningin

161 \Wheeler (2010: 339).
162 Ganguly (2002: 108-110).
163 ghaikh (2002: 43).
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greater detail. Recognition of common interests with India contradicts one of the central
threads of Pakistan’'s post-1971 identity narrative, namely anti-Indianism. That the Pakistani
military leadership is less comfortable with embracing such a move than the political
leadership should come as no surprise, asit is the military leadership which clearly benefits
the most from this thread’ s centrality to Pakistan’s identity. Indeed, “long periods of military
dictatorship have ... blurred the distinction between Pakistan's national interest and the
corporate interests of its military leaders.” ** A resolution of the conflict could leave the
military without one of the most important justifications for its commanding role in Pakistani

society.*®

Revealingly, the Indian political leader who went the furthest in accepting significant
vulnerability to Pakistan in the context of the Kashmir dispute appears to have been

V gjpayee. While not the only potential explanation, the fact is that Vg payee’s Hindu
nationalism reduced the integrality of Kashmir for India sidentity compared to the position it
would occupy for a Congress Party government more wedded to civic nationalism. An
analogous situation arguably prevailsin Pakistan: a businessman prior to becoming Prime
Minister, Sharif seems much less invested in the anti-Indian definition of Pakistan than
previous military leaders, or even Zulfikar Ali Bhutto who built much of his personal appeal
on the back of virulent anti-Indian rhetoric. Indeed, Sharif, keen on reducing the military’s
power in Pakistani politics, would likely welcome the removal of Kashmir as an issue, and a
larger improvement of relations with India, as a means of both disempowering the military
and opening up significant economic opportunities for Pakistan. His pursuit of negotiations

with both I. K. Gujral and V ajpayee seem to bear this out.

164 Shaikh (2002: 48).
165 Ganguly and Hagerty (2005: 205); Paul (2006: 603-604).
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Altercasting

The one factor which saw major devel opments between the nuclear tests and the Kargil War
was altercasting. Most important of these was Vajpayee’s ‘bus diplomacy’. Termed a ‘leap of
trust’ by Wheeler, Vg payee' sinitiative created significant potential for trust asit altercast
Pakistan as a country that India respected as alegitimate potential partner and one which
Indiawas not seeking to dismember. ® At apersonal level, Vajpayee sinitiative, and the
political risk it involved to himself, positively altercast Sharif as an interlocutor with whom
he felt he could do business and one who would respond positively.*®” Recall that many
Pakistanis see India as having never accepted Partition and see India asinherently
threatening. It isin this context that Vg payee’ strip to Lahore, and especidly the
symbolically significant gestures he made once there, had such importance.'®® Foremost
among these was V g payee’ s paying of respects at the Minar-e-Pakistan, a monument that
commemorates the 1940 call for the creation of Pakistan. In so doing, Vg payee was
interpreted as acknowledging the legitimacy of the Pakistani state.® Later that evening at a
state banquet, V g payee went on to make an even greater gesture of recognition by stating
that Pakistan did not depend on his or India s sea of approval and that “Pakistan has its own
seal,” and that “that seal is recognised in the whole world.” *° Because of how these gestures
atercast Pakistan as an equal, and equally legitimate, state with which Indiawas interested in
having a positive relationship, these important gestures of recognition had the potential to
spark a sympathetic reaction on the part of Pakistan and seem to have done so, at least insofar
as Sharif is concerned. Why they did not affect the military in similar fashion is an important

guestion.

166 \Wheeler (2010: 319).
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Conclusion

The events of these two episodes provide two examples of Pakistan not trusting Indiato
resolve their disputes non-violently. In both episodes, | have shown how existing
explanations for agents decision-making demonstrate an unwillingness to accept the
vulnerability required for trust to obtain. In the nuclear weapons sub-case, Pakistani decision-
makers were unwilling to accept the vulnerability to Indiathat abjuring acquisition would
have entailed thereby providing arevealing juxtaposition to the Canada-USA experience. In
the Kargil sub-case, Pakistani decision-makers, particularly military decision-makers, were
unwilling to commit to negotiations which might have resulted in a compromise on the issue
of Kashmir. Both these decisions represent refusals to accept vulnerability to Indiaand
clearly signa an absence of the type of trust required for the liberal peace. The absence of
trust is not surprising given the circumstances. Neither Pakistani society, nor its state
structures, nor the individual decision-makers of consequence in any of the episodes
demonstrated a strong adherenceto liberalism. And as detailed in Table 6.1 the five trust-

enabling factors were also largely absent in both sub-cases.

Table 6.1 1998 Nuclear Tests 1999 Kargil War
Trust-enabling Pakistan Decision- Political L eadership Military
Factors makers L eadership
Compatible Narratives | No Mixed No
Interactivity No Mixed No
Homogeneity No No No
Common Interests No No (but potential) No

Shared Experiences No No No
Positive Altercasting No Yes Mixed
Trust No No (perhapsincipient) | No

Asdiscussed, acritical factor in generating these outcomes appears to lie with the distribution

of meaning in which the key decision-makers found themsel ves embedded. Pakistan’'s
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nuclear weapons programme has aways been inextricably entwined with Pakistan’s position
vis-a-vis India. In fact, prior to the shattering of the ‘ Two Nations' theory in 1971, and the
concomitant uprooting of Pakistan’s identity, Pakistani nuclear weapons were not seen as
necessary. Once Zulfikar Ali Bhutto re-defined Pakistan’ s identity so as to be much more
specifically anti-Indian in focus, however, nuclear weapons became acritical aspect of
Pakistan’s ontological security because of the perceived need for parity with India. A similar
ideational importance attaches to Kashmir: Pakistan’s military decision-makers perceived
Kashmir asintegral to Pakistan’sidentity and any initiative which risked a compromise on
this point represented a threat to Pakistan’s ontological security, at least insofar as the
military defined it. And even if this narrative of integrity is no longer as strong as it once was,
the self-reinforcing patterns of behaviours that it bequeathed continue to persist by

maintai ning those who adhere to them in positions of power, such as the military, while
leaving those more open to reconciliation —that is, the political leadership—at a

disadvantage.
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Chapter 7

Eine Wende

I ntroduction

The relationship between France and Germany® presents an interesting contrast to both the
Canada-USA and India-Pakistan relationships. Whereas one might assume that the trusting
relationship that existed between Canada and the USA has always been something of an
anomaly in international politics, it isamost impossible to forget that the now apparently
trusting Franco-German relationship represented a different kind of exemplar more
comparable to the Indo-Pakistani relationship not so long ago. Below, | examine two sub-
cases. (1) the Reparations crisis of 1918-1923 that resulted in a Franco-Belgian occupation of
the Ruhr valley, Germany’ sindustrial heartland; and (2) the French decisions of 1957-1958
to share nuclear secrets and jointly produce nuclear weapons with Germany. By focusing on
these two episodes, | illuminate how the transition from arel ationship characterized by an
absence of liberal trust to one with agreat deal of it correlated with the remarkable
transformation of a relationship between ‘hereditary enemies’ to one of the closest and most

cooperative in history, and how it did so in amanner consistent with my trust framework.

This case study is especially helpful because it shines light on the very different ways that
French decision-makers responded to two situations characterized by similar conditions of
vulnerability and objective insecurity. In 1923, French decision-makers declined an

opportunity to accept vulnerability by attempting to reduce the capabilities gap between

| use theterm ‘Germany’ to refer to the German Empire until its demise after which the term indicates the
Weimar Republic until its replacement by the Nazi regime. After the Second World War, | use the term to refer
to those areas of Germany under occupation by the western Allies and then those parts of Germany that
comprised the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG).
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France and Germany through coercive action. Conversely, in 1957-1958, French decision-
makers took the opposite approach and accepted vulnerability by agreeing to share nuclear
secrets and jointly produce nuclear weapons with Germany. | argue that this disparity in
responses resulted from an absence of trust in the first episode and the presence of trust in the
second. Thisvariation in the dependent variable from the first episode to the second, despite
important structural similarities across episodes, provides a useful comparative window onto
the ways in which the conditions that either disable or enable the trust beliefs that defined
these decisions differ and, as such, provide significant support for the plausibility of my trust

framework.

Episode 1: The Reparations Crisis

Relations between France and Germany have along history with some commentators tracing
the roots of their repeated clashes as far back as the division of Charlemagne’ s kingdom in
the Treaty of VVerdun (843),2 or even Roman times.® Regardless of one's starting point,
however, it is clear that once France had evolved into a coherent international actor, it
identified the continued political division of the German-speaking lands as a primary security
interest. Thus, Prussia’s victory in the Franco-Prussian War and the advent of the German
Empire presented France with a problem. Whereas before 1870 France could aspire to
continental pre-eminence, it was now faced with a stronger competitor directly acrossits

eastern border. The rivalry which emerged between these two states played a significant role

2 Rasler and Thompson (2004: 890).
3 For example, see Binoux (1972: 18).
* Kissinger (1994: 59).
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in generating the alliance structure that characterized Europe in the early 1900s and

ultimately produced the First World War.>

Even after its victory in 1918, France continued to perceive Germany as a threat and sought
to solve this problem in the postwar settlement.® And while it did have some successin
obtaining the return of Alsace-Lorraine and ensuring that some German territory was
transferred to Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Lithuania, and Poland, Germany managed
to remain a unified state possessing latent power superior to that of France.” French Prime
Minister Georges Clémenceau sought to compensate for this failure to divide Germany in
other ways, namely by extracting a security guarantee from the USA and Britain and by
saddling Germany with ‘* Carthaginian’ reparations obligations that would simultaneously
weaken it and aid France's recovery from the war.® The subsequent collapse of the Anglo-US
guarantee forced French decision-makers to focus much more intently on reparations than
Clémenceau had originally intended.® In fact, Walter A. McDougall argues that, from

France' s perspective, the “only benefit to be salvaged from the wreck of Versailles” was
France's right to enforce the treaty should Germany default on reparations.’ It was as an
attempt to enforce its right to reparations that France would, in 1923, invade and occupy the

Ruhr valley.

Acceptance of vulnerability

® Kissinger (1994: Chapter 7).

® Jeannesson (1998: 15).

"McDougall (1978: 33).

& McDougall (1978: 33).

° Fischer (2003: 14-15); Jeannesson (1998: 29).
19 McDougall (1978: 9).
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The French decision to occupy the Ruhr represents an attempt by French decision-makersto
coercively redress the gap in latent power that existed between France and Germany and as
such represents an instance of France refusing to accept vulnerability to Germany. By
occupying the Ruhr, France sought to reduce Germany’s latent power,** either by (1)
diverting the resources of the Ruhr away from the German economy and toward the French
recovery effort; (2) accomplishing essentially the same thing by forcing Germany to meet its
reparations obligations; or (3) weakening Germany by encouraging Rhenish separatism such

that an ‘independent’ Rhenish state that France could dominate would emerge.

From a Realist perspective, France's actions are not surprising. Objectively, France clearly
suffered from an important capabilities gap vis-a-vis Germany.*? Despite emerging victorious
from the First World War, France was still vulnerable to Germany’ s superior material
capabilities, especially its more positive demographic trends and its greater industrial
power.™® Even with its post-Versailles loss of territory, Germany still counted more than one-
and-a-half Germans for every French person (62,000,000 to 40,000,000), an imbalance that
was only increasing.** Germany also remained a stronger economic power with an economy
that was about forty-four percent larger than France's by 1922.% France was also well aware
that it had been rescued during the Great War by Britain and the USA, a rescue which might

not be repeated in the future.*®

1 Kissinger (1994: 272).

2 Friend (1991: 10).

3 McDougall (1978: 7, 180 and 363); MacMillan (2001: 39 and 214); Kissinger (1994: 228 and 267); Marks
(2003: 57); O'Riordan (2001: 6 and 19); Cohrs (2006: 50-51).

¥ Marks (2003: 39); Haglund and Waters (2005: 494-495); MacMillan (2001: 35 and 39).

5 Maddison (2008).

18 Marks (2003: 12); Haglund and Waters (2005: 494).
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More importantly, France also perceived Germany as threatening:*’ as Marshal Ferdinand
Foch remarked at the signing of the Treaty of Versailles, “[t]hisis not peace; it isan armistice
for twenty years.” *® France' sfirst real opportunity to counter this threat came at the Paris
peace conferencein 1919." Here, French decision-makers pursued three rel ated objectives:
(1) weaken Germany, (2) strengthen France, and (3) ensure France was supported by external
alies.®® Thus, at Versailles, French decision-makers sought to ensure that France would

never again need to fight a stronger German opponent* by building a peace “ around and
against Germany”.?? Essentially, France’ s mission was “to redress the imbal ance of economic
and demographic potentials between France and Germany that had emerged since 1870 and
[were] bound to only grow wider unless altered by force.” > Once France failed to break
Germany into more than one successor state and the Anglo-US security guarantee
evaporated, “[r]eparations became the litmus test of German intentions and viability of a

compromised peace treaty”.%*

Critical Agents, distributions of power and meaning

In thisanalysis, | focus primarily on the decision-making of Prime Minster Raymond
Poincaré and the small group of advisors who surrounded him. Poincaré was the critical
figure in the decision to invade the Ruhr.?® Simultaneously, however, it is also clear that
France was aliberal democratic state during this period — France scores at least 9 on the

Polity IV index through 1918-1923 (see Figure 7.4 ) — meaning that it was characterized by a

7 Wright (2002: 3).

18 Kissinger (1994: 250).

¥ Haglund and Waters (2005: 494).
2 McDougall (1978: 57).

2 Cohrs (2006: 49).

% Cohrs (2006: 36).

2 Cohrs (2006: 49-50).

2 Fischer (2003: 14-15).

% Jeannesson (1998: 17-18 and 142).
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fairly dispersed distribution of power. However, the elections of 1919 had produced a highly
conservative assembly that favoured a confrontational German policy. Those parties that
favoured a more conciliatory approach, like the Socialists, were reduced to a small minority
while the parties of the right-wing Bloc national gained amost two-thirds of the chamber’s
seats.?® Correspondingly, Poincaré was able to make the decision to invade largely because
he was representative of a strong consensus across the French distribution of power that an
invasion was necessary.?’” Indeed, given what he knew about the mood among decision-
makers, Poincaré concluded that “[i]f | do not undertake the operation myself, another will be

found to do it, and do it less well.” 8

This confrontational stance was at odds with the positions espoused by France' s wartime
allies. A central reason for why Britain and the USA came to advocate a more
accommodative stance vis-a-vis Germany was that they saw French strategy as contravening
several aspects of the liberal narrative on which the postwar settlement was meant to be
based, not the least of which were the liberal preferences for self-determination and
democracy.?® Contrary to the aforementioned French consensus, many British and US
decision-makers believed that the “German problem” needed to be solved by the
democratization of Germany and the reinvigoration of the world economy.*® As discussed
further below, it is quite clear that this view found few adherents in France where a more
traditional realpolitik understanding of internationa politics, at least insofar as Germany was

concerned, continued to hold sway.*

% Duroselle (1969: 5).

2 Jeannesson (1998: 58 and 132); McDougall (1978: 136).
% McDougall (1978: 235). See also Kissinger (1994: 278).
% MacMillan (2001: 182).

% McDougall (1978: 107, 114, and 134); Cohrs (2006: 49).
3 Binoux (1972: 25); McDougall (1978: 34).
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This difference in perceptionsisinteresting and the reasons for it will be explored shortly.
For now, it is sufficient to say that France's perspective was consistent with its perception of
Germany as an illiberal polity led by illiberal leaders. Given this perception, it made no sense
to attempt to solve the ‘ German problem’ according to liberal prescriptions. This perception
also dovetails nicely with another part of the prevailing distribution of meaning, namely a
narrative that | refer to as the ‘ myth of two Germanies'. This narrative dates back at |east to
the Prussian annexation of the Rhineland and Westphalia at the conclusion of the Napoleonic
Wars. The animating ideais that there exists two Germanies: the first, a western, Catholic,
Latin/Cédltic, liberal Germany, heavily influenced by the French Revolution and centered in
the Rhineland; the second, an eastern, Protestant, Teutonic, feudal/colonial, and reactionary
Germany centred in Prussia. Many French thinkers flattered themselves by believing that
after the Congress of Viennathe first Germany had become an unwilling captive of the
second and would side with France in any struggle that pitted it against its Prussian
oppressors.* Thisidea drew heavily on the shared Catholicism of France and the Rhineland,
and the French military, abastion of Catholic conservatism in French society, was especialy

susceptible to it. >

Alternative Explanations

While the lack of an acceptance of vulnerability by France obviates the need to articulate a
narrative capable of justifying the holding of aliberal trust-belief, it isinstructiveto
illuminate the justifications that were provided for France's actions. While Germany's failure

to fulfil its reparations obligations served as the formal justification, more important to

¥ McDougall (1978: 17, 45, 47, and 91).
% McDougall (1978: 118).
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French decision-makers was the perceived need to use this fleeting opportunity to improve

France's strategic position in the long run.>*

Some historians have asked whether Poincaré invaded the Ruhr because it offered a solution
to France' s short-term reconstruction-associated economic difficulties,® or because it
presented an opportunity to detach the Rhineland from Germany so that it could be brought
under French tutelage. Posed more starkly, these historians suggest an opposition between
economic and security-focused explanations. Certainly, France was in desperate economic
straits: the government had borrowed at unprecedented rates to pay for the war, and
continued with high levels of spending to finance reconstruction afterward. French leaders
perceived their country as both too weak and undeserving of the burden of the costs of
reconstruction and thus sought to ‘export’ its financial problems to Germany.* According to
this theory, the purpose of the invasion was to expropriate the treasures of the Ruhr to fuel

and fund French reconstruction.*’

The alternative, security-focused explanation rests on evidence such as General Degoutte’'s
argument that: “Between the mortal danger of a unitary Germany and the rich promise of a
federalist Germany, there can be no hesitation. For some time yet the federalist solution will
be possible; |et us hasten to profit fromit.” *® Some French decision-makers, intoxicated by
the *‘myth of two Germanies, believed that any actions taken to ‘liberate’ the Rhinelanders

from Prussian domination would be welcomed.* The appearance of an indigenous Rhenish

# Jeannesson (1998: 27 and 48).

% Jeannesson (1998: 139).

% McDougall (1978: 100-102).

37 Fischer (2003: 1). Cf. Kissinger (1994: 267).
% McDougall (1978: 115). Emphasis mine.

% McDougall (1978: 91 and 118).
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‘separatist’ movement only encouraged this belief.* And while, in hindsight, it is clear that
Rhenish separatism was never more than a fringe phenomenon, some French decision-makers

allowed themselves to think wishfully.**

Critically, however, economic and security objectives were not really in competition.
Educated as they had been by the totality of the war, French decision-makers could not
separate reconstruction issues from questions of French national security.* In fact, both
objectives were pursued simultaneously*® and French decision-makers were rarely, if ever,
forced to choose between them.* The critical point for the purposes of this study, however, is
the fact that both of these motivations are inconsistent with French decision-makers trusting
Germany to act like aliberal polity in the future, thus reinforcing the argument that liberal

trust did not influence French decision-makers during this episode.

A trust focused analysis

It is clear that by seeking to undermine Germany’ s latent superiority in materia capabilities
by invading the Ruhr, Poincaré declined to accept vulnerability to Germany. In so doing,
Poincaré demonstrated a failure to identify Germany as a member of aliberal in-group and by
extension demonstrated that he did not trust Germany to act non-violently in its future
relations with France. Because Poincaré did not perceive Germany to be aliberal polity, this
result is consistent with the trust model outlined earlier.* Since there was no trust, Poincaré's

thinking on how to solve the German problem followed traditional realpolitik lines. Given

“0 McDougall (1978: 41).

“! McDougall (1978: 91, 118, and 125).

“2 McDougall (1978: 244 and 363).

“3 Jeannesson (1998: 116).

“ McDougall (1978: 143).

> Thereby undermining Layne's (1994) claim that this crisisis an exception to the liberal peace.
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that thereis no trust belief to explain, | instead focus my analysis in the opposite direction,

that is, on determining why aliberal collective identification failed to materialize.

Objectively, the question of whether Germany was a liberal polity in this period is debatable.
Between 1919 and 1932, the Weimar Republic receives a Polity 1V score of 6 —just below
the traditional liberal democracy cut-off (see figure 7.3). Indeed, while the institutions of the
Weimar Republic were certainly liberal throughout the 1920s, for a number of reasonsit is
difficult to argue that Germany was a genuine liberal democracy between 1919 and 1923.%
One of the main reasons for this was the unstable and violent character of Germany’s palitics,
which one author has described as “tantamount to civil war” during this period.*’ 1923 was
only afew years removed from the events of the German Revolution (1918-1919), in which
Communists had sought to violently seize power, and the Kapp Putsch (1920) when right-
wing paramilitary units attempted to overthrow the German government.® During this
period, political murder was common and several prominent politicians such as Matthias
Erzberger and Walter Rathenau were assassinated by anti-regime militants.*® Overall, large
sections of German society continued to reject important aspects of liberalism,* such as the
10-20% of the electorate that consistently voted for parties which considered the republican

constitution illegitimate and supported a return to more reactionary forms of government.

More importantly, French decision-makers clearly perceived Germany asilliberal. During the
Paris peace conference the French leadership argued that the emerging German republican

order was “little more than ‘a smokescreen designed to moderate Allied terms’, a

%6 Zakaria (2003: 60-61). Importantly, according to Owen’s criteria, Germany should count, and should have
been perceived, asalibera democracy by French decision-makers.

“" Brenner (2001: 68); Wright (2002: 167).

“8 Fischer (2003: 16).

“° See Brenner (2001: Chapter 4). In total the extreme right committed 324 political assassinationsin Germany
between 1919 and 1923. Mosse (1990: 169).

* Mosse (1990: 161)
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continuation of the Empirein al but name, and ‘incorrigibly malevolent’.” > To their minds,
militaristic Prussia still dominated Germany, and the old imperial bureaucracy, judiciary, and
military remained intact. Thus, even if liberalism could turn Germany into a nation of
pacifists, the new Germany was not liberal, and thus it could not be relied upon to be
peaceful > The consensus among French decision-makers was that, whatever itsinstitutional
form, the German government only understood the language of force.>® To quote Poincaré
“...1l faudrarecourir alaforce. Seul I'’emploi des sanctions pourra provoquer dans

I’ opinion allemande un mouvement salutaire et permettre aux gens raisonnables de prendre
le dessus.” ** French High Commissionner for the Rhineland, Paul Tirard, had “aucune
confiance en la République Weimar, sous les traits de laquelleil croit revoir I’ Allemagne
bismarckienne, plus forte et centralisée que jamais.” > Tirard’s military counterpart, Genera
Jean-Marie Degoutte believed that Germany “ne peut perdurer sous |’ artificielle constitution
républicaine. Cette Allemagne ne peut, a terme, qu’ évoluer soit versle militarisme et le
nationalisme, soit vers la synthése du national-bolchevisme. " *° Tirard and Degoutte were
two of the most influential officials advising Poincaré and regarded Germany, as
“irreclaimably malign and militaristic”.>” Moreover, their views were representative of a
strong consensus amongst the French foreign policy elite,*® especially after all other

diplomatic options seemed to have been exhausted by the close of 1922.%°

*! Fischer (2003: 7). MacMillan (2001: 267) suggests that many Germans did believe that by shifting to a
republican constitution they absolved themselves of much of their war guilt.

*2 McDougall (1978: 114-115).

>3 Fischer (2003: 16); O’ Riordan (2001: 25).

% “We must resort to force. Only the use of sanctions can provoke a salutary movement in German public
opinion and allow reasonable people to take over.” Jeannesson (1998: 54 and 139). All trandations are the
author’s.

=« . no confidence in the Weimar Republic, under the surface of which he believed he could again see a
Bismarckian Germany, stronger and more centralized than ever.” Quoted in Jeannesson (1998: 38). My
emphasis.

%« .. could not continue under this artificial republican constitution. This Germany could not, over the long
term, evolve but in the direction of either militarism or national or the synthesis of national-bolshevism.”
Quoted in Jeannesson (1998: 40).

> Fischer (2003: 22); Haglund and Waters (2005: 495); Jeannesson (1998: 36).

%8 Fischer (2003: 22); Haglund and Waters (2005: 495).

% McDougall (1978: 235).
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Even those who believed in the possibility of liberal Germans with whom it would be
possible to cooperate, such as Radical |eader Edouard Herriot, did not see them as sufficiently
strong to influence state policy.® Louis Loucheur, a onetime Minister of Industria
Reconstruction, wrote that: “France is accused of weakening German democracy... or
seeking to ‘ Turkify’ the Reich and create causes for new wars. But if the democratic
government cannot reform itself, then what is wrong with our taking guarantees?’®* Even
French Prime Minister Aristide Briand, who had attempted to find a cooperative solution to
France' s insecurity problem when he negotiated the stillborn 1921 Weisbaden agreements, ®2
and who later returned to office and epitomised the collaborative efforts of the second half of
the 1920s, had, in 1921, authorized a more limited occupation of the Ruhr for reasons similar

to Poincaré's.%

The five factors

While it seems clear that French decision-makers refused to accept vulnerability to Germany
because they did not trust Germany, it is still necessary to explore the extent to which the five
trust-enabling factors were present in order to determineif thislack of trust is consistent with
my trust model. As the analysis which follows demonstrates, there was alow level of al five
trust-enabling factors compared to the levels that existed in the Canada-USA case, but

arguably higher levels than existed in the India-Pakistan case.

Interactivity

€ Jeannesson (1998: 134 and 218).

¢ McDougall (1978 : 171).

2 McDougall (1978: 107, 168, and 209); Duroselle (1969: 21).
8 Wright (2002: 177).



Urban 241

Figure 7.1 shows the percentage of France' s GDP accounted for by trade with Germany.
Interestingly, while 20-30% of Canada’ s GDP was aways accounted for by trade with the
USA, no more than 4.1% of French GDP was ever taken up by trade with Germany during
this roughly contemporaneous period. And while trade between the two states did recover

beginning in 1919, it never even returned to its prewar levels during this period.

Figure 7.1: French trade with Germany as a percentage of French GDP, 1870-1922
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There were other forms of interactivity that prevailed between the two polities that are better
studied qualitatively. Specifically, after the war French soldiers occupied the Rhineland
thereby providing some opportunities for interactions between parts of the French and
German publics. French occupation officials also attempted some ‘ pacific penetration’ by
organizing French language courses, publishing a daily newspaper, Echo du Rhin, and a
blingual Rhenish review.®* These efforts were always subordinated to France's political

goals, however, which limited their effectiveness in generating positive affect.®

% Binoux (1972: 87).
® Binoux (1972: 87).
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At amore €elite level, prior to the First World War, the levels and quality of the interactivity
that existed between the aristocratic decision-making and elite segments of European society
was actually fairly elevated.®® Nonetheless, in the period after the war but before the Ruhr
invasion, while international diplomatic conferences, and hence interactivity, were becoming
increasingly common — the so-called * casino diplomacy’ — German representatives were
excluded from most of these. Moreover, in what was perhaps a representative move, France
was the only country to not send either its Head of State/Government or Foreign Minister to
the 1922 Genoa conference, the conference which was meant to begin welcoming Germany

back into regular diplomatic circles.

Homogeneity

As shown in Figure 7.2, French and German GDP per capita remained remarkably similar
throughout the period under examination, even despite their fighting against each other in one
of the most destructive warsin history. In fact, the similarity in GDP per capita between these
two states at their moment of greatest dissimilarity is greater than the similarity that obtained
between Canada and the USA through their relationship except for afew brief years during

the First World War.

% Kissinger (1994: 276).
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Figure 7.2: French GDP per capita expressed as a percentage of German GDP per capita, 1870-1922
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That said, in other areas, the levels of similarity between France and Germany are

comparatively lower. For instance, while Canada and the USA achieved the same level of

institutional democracy at least fifteen years prior to Canada s non-acquisition decision, as

shown in Figure 7.3, France and Germany did not reach parity during this episode.

Figure 7.3: French and German Polity IV scores, 1867-1960
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— Germany France

The primary religious cleavage that existed in French and German societies was between

Roman Catholicism and Protestantism. As shown in Figures 7.4 and 7.5, France was

primarily a Roman Catholic country during this episode while German was primarily a

protestant one.
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Figure 7.4: Percentages of the German
population that are Roman Catholic and
Protestant 1870-1958
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Figure 7.5: Percentages of the French and
German popul ationsthat are Roman Catholic
1870 to0 1958
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Critically, however, Germany was not uniformly Protestant and Catholics actually formed a

majority in the Rhineland. As discussed earlier, this perceived religious homogeneity hel ped

support the * myth of two Germanies . During the First World War, this myth had been

revived by a number of French politicians and many respected French historians rushed to

support and elaborate the idea of “ Franco-Rhenish affinity”.%” After the war, a Rhenish

separatist movement briefly seemed to have gained some genuine popularity, becoming

associated with as powerful afigure as Konrad Adenauer, then Lord Mayor of Cologne, when

he seemed to support Rhenish ‘independence’ — within afederal German state.®® However, it

isimportant to note the lack of precision concerning what a‘federal’ solution would entail.

These officials sought aform of government which would enfeeble the central government,®

and it isunlikely that Adenauer and most of those who supported * separatism’ would have

supported this idea. Nevertheless, the myth was sufficiently influential “for politicians and

journalists to proclaim the Franco-Rhenish dream, for officials and intelligence agents to

patronize the dream, for ministers and diplomats to permit it to affect their policies.

" McDougall (1978: 17).
% Binoux (1972: 82-83).
% McDougall (1978: 115).
" McDougall (1978: 364).

n 70
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While the data available cannot support a rigorous comparison between this case and the
Canada-USA, it has been possible to find some data concerning the number of nationals who
originated in the other state who resided in each state during this period. Again, the numbers
are much lower in this case than in the Canada-USA case with the number of Germansliving
in France averaging around 0.25% of the French population during this episode and the
number of French people residing in Germany never exceeding 0.05% of the German
population.” Intuitively, residence would seem aless restrictive parameter than nativity
which suggests that the level of social mixing between the populations was even less
significant than these already limited numbers suggest — at least compared to the Canada-

USA case.

Finally, unlike Canada and the USA, France and Germany do not share a common dominant
language, afact that limits the possibilities of shared understandings and mutual intelligibility
that undergird the homogeneity mechanism. Conversely, both states are civil law
jurisdictions, which is an important similarity. Beyond the formal similarities, however, the
substantive divergence between the German and French legal systemsis greater than between
the Canadian and US systems, mainly because the points of divergence from their common
precursors are more remote. > Thus, while the difference between these two states is not as
great as it might be between apair like France and the UK, neither are the two as similar as

two common law jurisdictions would be.”

Common interests

™ Bunle (1931: 223); Burgdorfer (1931: 387); Author’s correspondence with the Institut national dela
statistique et des études économiques, 22 April, 2013.

2 Deak and Rheinstein (1936: 573-574).

% Hertel (2009).
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This episode is distinguished by the failure of French and German decision-makers to
perceive significant common interests. Before the First World War, France and Germany
perceived few common interests, representing the primary poles around which the
increasingly rigid European aliance system was organized. The events of the First World
War, and the bellicose sentiments that the war engendered, presented important obstacles to
any perception of common interests afterward. Indeed, as was demonstrated by the success of
the anti-German Bloc national described earlier, the scope for the perception of common
interests was quite limited. Nevertheless, there were opportunities for perceptions of common
interests. For example, the threat of Bolshevism was one issue that German Foreign Minister
Gustav Stresemann used to create a perception of common interests with great success in the
mid-1920s.”* However, in the period immediately preceding the Ruhr crisis, this opportunity
for crystallizing common interests was dramatically neutralized by the Treaty of Rapallo
negotiated between Germany and the USSR in 1922. As British Prime Minister LIoyd George

later remarked: “If there had been no Rapallo, there would have been no Ruhr.” ™

Shared experiences

It's not possible to point to any shared experiences which could have produced positive
emotion or familiarity on a significant scale during this period. The shared experience of the
horrors of the First World War had some potential in this regard, but it went largely
unfulfilled. The Dolchstoss—i.e. the myth of the ‘stab in the back’ which held that
Germany’s armies had never been defeated in the war but had been betrayed by craven non-

combatants — represented a critical obstacle in this regard.” In addition to fueling political

™ Wright (2002: 159); The Associated Press (1919); Kissinger (1994: 271).

" Quoted in Kissinger (1994: 267). Jeannesson (1998: 137) largely agrees, especialy insofar as Poincaréis
concerned.

® Kissinger (1994: 270).
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violence, instability, and gridiock in Germany,”” the Dolchstoss inhibited German society’s
ability to reach a consensus on the meaning of the war.”® Consequently, German society had
great difficulty accepting and processing its defeat, thus blocking its progress through the
collective mourning process needed to enable reconciliation with other societies.” As Omer
Bartov putsit: “in Germany, the pain and sorrow of mourning was increasingly oriented to
the future, and loss could not be accepted precisely because of the refusal to come to terms
with the past.” ® Indeed, comparative studies have shown that interwar German memorials
were more likely to valorize the heroic warrior than were memorials erected in France which
tended to thematize mourning and suffering.®* Consequently, without a shared understanding
of the meaning of the war, it was impossible for German and France to identify it as a shared

suffering.

Altercasting

While there was significant atercasting between France and Germany during this episode,
amost al of it was negative and thus more likely to reduce, rather than create, positive
emotion. The most obvious example was in the negotiation of the Treaty of Versailles,
specifically the way that the treaty was imposed on Germany. This imposition of the treaty
altercast Germany as a lesser state not worthy of participation in the negotiations. Moreover,
the content of the treaty also contradicted the liberal foundations on which it was supposed to
rest. This hypocrisy is most clearly visible in many of the territorial adjustments contained in
the treaty which, contrary to the principle of self-determination on which it was based,

deprived Germany of territories in which Germans represented a majority and prohibited an

" Forner (2002: 514).

8 Mosse (1990: Chapter 8).

" Forner (2002: 514-515); Audoin-Rouzeau and Becker (2000: 202); Winter (1998: 113-116).
& Bartov (2000: 17)

8 Forner (2002: 515).
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anschluss with Austria. This altercasting produced many responses like the following by
Hugo Preuss, the drafter of the Weimar constitution: “[t]he policy of the Entente, therefore,
can have no conceivable aim other than to prevent forcibly this moral strengthening of the
Republic of Germany and to add to the strength of its opponents, since it would make it much
easier for them to gain supporters for their claim that German national unity cannot be

brought about in Germany except by amilitary reaction.” ®

By clearly deviating from liberal principles, the Allies cast Germany as an inferior state to
which liberal principles did not apply, thereby imputing to it qualities of illiberalism and
untrustworthiness. Other aspects of the Treaty, such as the limitations on the size and
equipment of the Germany military and the forced demilitarization of the Rhineland, can be
interpreted in asimilar light. Finally, Briand's 1921 decision to occupy three Ruhr towns for
reasons comparable to Poincaré s sent a similar message: that Germany was an unreasonable

state which could only be communicated with through the use of force.

Episode 2 : Les Accords Chaban-Strauf3

Like Canada’ s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons, the French decision to share nuclear
secrets and jointly build nuclear weapons with Germany represents a remarkable yet
understudied episode that is not only difficult to explain within existing theories of IR, but
also illuminates the significant influence that trust can have on agents' decision-making. In
only twelve short years, France and Germany had gone from opposite sides of a seventy-year
rivalry between ‘hereditary enemies that had culminated in history’s most destructive

conflict to apair of states willing to jointly produce the ultimate weapon. In the analysis

8 The Associated Press (1919). Cf. Wright (2010: 27-28).
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below, | argue that the best explanation for thisincredible reversal is atrusting one according
to which France and Germany had come, by 1957, to identify as co-members of aliberal in-

group in which the use of force for the resolution of disputes was no longer thinkable.

France' s nuclear programme began in October 1945 when General Charles de Gaulle, Prime
Minister of France's provisional government, created the Commissariat a |’ énergie atomique
(CEA). Initially the CEA’ s efforts were limited to fundamental research and differentiating
between civilian and military objectives was impossible, a situation which prevailed until
1954 when the programme’ sincreasingly military orientation was gradually accepted.® Soon
thereafter, France and Germany began an increasingly serious military rapprochement. One
of the first manifestations of this rapprochement came in the form of a January 1957 tour of
France and Algeriaby German Minister of Defence Franz-Josef Strauf3. On this tour Strauf3
visited a number of military installations, including the French nuclear facility at Colomb-
Béchar. During his visit, Strauf3 and his French counterpart signed a protocol which

committed the two states to work together on ‘ new weapons .

In November of 1957, soon after the launch of Sputnik-1 and almost immediately after the
installation of Félix Gaillard as Prime Minister and the appointment of his new cabinet,
Galillard, his Sociaist Foreign Minister Christian Pineau, and Gaullist Minister of Defence
Chaban-Delmas decided to approach Straufd and German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer to
discuss the possibility of cooperation in the development of nuclear weapons.® Eventually an
agreement was signed on 25 November which committed the two states, with Italy as ajunior

partner, to work cooperatively to develop “les applications militaires del'énergie

8 puval and Mongin (1993: 32); Soutou (1989a; 317); Uliman (1989: 5). For an in-depth discussion of the early
French programme, see Hecht (1998: Chapter 2).

8 Conze (1990: 122).

% Schwarz (1992: 302).



Urban 250

nucléaire’.® Further discussions followed in January and the partnership was finalized in a
protocol signed on 8 April, 1958 which committed the three partners to build an isotope
separation facility at Pierrelatte in France for the purpose of enriching uranium for use as fuel
for nuclear submarines and the explosive core of athermonuclear device.®” It was only after
this agreement was signed that French Prime Minister Félix Gaillard officialy ordered the
building of a French nuclear weapon.® These decisions were some of Gaillard’s last acts
before his government fell in summer 1958.%° And while les accords Chaban-Straul? were
abrogated when Charles de Gaulle returned to power afew weeks later, this does not negate
the fact that a French government was willing to make such an agreement with France's

‘hereditary enemy’ only twelve years after the end of the Second World War.

Acceptance of vulnerability

The French decision to share nuclear secrets and jointly produce nuclear weapons with
Germany is an example of a French acceptance of vulnerability to Germany because of how
these agreements, had they been fulfilled, would have neutralized any improvement to the
significant imbalance in latent power between France and Germany that France could have
expected to realize through an independent acquisition. Thisis important because of how this
imbal ance played alarge role in generating the perception of a German threat that motivated
France to invade the Ruhr in the last episode. And while France’ s geostrategic situation after
1945 was different from the one that prevailed after 1918, important parallels exist between

France's objective vulnerability in both sub-cases.

8 «“military applications of nuclear energy”. Soutou (1993: 8).
8 Schwarz (1997: 323).

8 Scheinman (1965: 116).

% Barbier (1993: 112).
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While Germany suffered much greater physical devastation after the Second World War than
after the first and lost a much greater proportion of itsterritory and population, even in 1946
Germany was more populous than France counting forty-six million inhabitants to France’s
forty million. This gap only increased over the course of this episode with Germany reaching
fifty-four million inhabitants by 1958, well ahead of France's forty-five million. Furthermore,
recall that the division of Germany into two states was not recognized as a permanent reality
at this time,*® meaning that France's cal culations had to make allowances for the possibility
of areunification which could add amost twenty million to Germany’ s population and
increaseits territory by almost fifty percent.** Moreover, Germany’ s economy recovered
remarkably quickly: by 1950 the size of the FRG’ s economy had already matched France's,

and by 1960, had grown to one-hundred-and-forty-three percent the size of France's.*

While anumber of developments, such as the creation of NATO, helped to sooth France's
insecurity, none of them solved the fundamental problem. Nothing short of areduction in
Germany’ s latent power, or an offsetting increase in France's, could eliminate the underlying
capabilities gap. Moreover, it isimportant not to import perspectives adulterated by
hindsight. For example, at the time of its founding, it was by no means clear that NATO
would proveto be effective or lasting, and indeed France' s faith in NATO was undermined
throughout this period by various developments. Consequently, significant incentives existed
for a French acquisition of nuclear weapons as an independent means of reducing its

insecurity vis-a-vis Germany.

It was in this context that the Chaban-Straul3 agreements emerged. These agreements

represented an important acceptance of vulnerability on the part of France because they

% Jackson (2003: 223).
°! Jackson (2003: 223).
2 Wolf et al. (1989: 5).



Urban 252

provided Germany with a means of acquiring nuclear weapons, thereby neutralizing any
potential reduction in the capabilities imbalance that an independent French acquisition
would have represented. Moreover, by providing for the development and manufacture of
these weapons in France, the agreements circumvented the restrictions included in the 1954
Treaty of Paris which forbade Germany from manufacturing nuclear weapons on its own soil,
thereby making it much easier for Germany to acquire nuclear weapons than it would have

been otherwise.®

Critical agents, distributions of power and meaning

Identifying the critical agentsin this episode is a difficult task due to the constantly shifting
cast of French decision-makers during the Fourth Republic. As | outline more thoroughly
below, | argue that the best way to understand how the decision to share nuclear secrets came
to be taken isto recognize how trust accumulated over time through the encoding of a
number of trust-enabling biases in avariety of institutional and ideational structures,
specifically by the agents who created and sustained these structures. These structures then
went on to socialize those who came to power afterward toward accepting and expanding the
French portfolio of trust beliefs vis-a-vis Germany. This gradual sedimentation of trust-
enabling factors reached such a point that by 1957-1958, the decision-makers who ultimately
took the crucial decisions, namely Félix Gaillard (Radical Prime Minister who authorized the
Chaban-Strauf3 agreements), Christian Pineau (Socialist Foreign Minister under Gaillard),
and Jacques Chaban-Delmas (Gaullist/Social Republican Minister of Defence under

Gaillard), had already been largely converted to atrusting posture.

% Paul (2000: 40).
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Importantly, both these structures, and the agents which inhabited them, were liberal
democratic ones. As shown in Figure 7.8, between 1946 and 1958, France receives a Polity
IV score of 10. Germany receives no score until 1949, at which point it receives a score of
10, which it holds for the rest of the period.** At amore fine-grained level, thereis also
substantial evidence, much of it presented below, that the critical decision-makers on both
sides, such as German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer and Prime Minister Gaillard, were also
thoroughly liberal in their worldviews.® Finally, unlike in the earlier episode, the polity
which emerged in Germany after the war did not suffer from the instability or political

violence which so severely undermined the Weimar Republic.

A critical shift in the distribution of meaning that occurred between the last period and this
one that not only ensured a more thoroughly liberal democratic distribution of power in
Germany, but also provided an opportunity for collective identification between French and
German Christian democrats, was the decisive confirmation of political Christianity’s
acceptance of liberal democracy. Whereas many Christian democrats had come to cozy
accommodations with Fascism during the interwar period, the negative results of thisliaison
ensured that the Christian democratic parties that arose in the postwar period were thoroughly
liberal democratic.”® As discussed below, the aforementioned ‘ myth of two Germanies' also
played an important role in this episode. Finally, so too did the emergence of a consensus
among Christian democrats, Radicals, and Socialists on the need to integrate a liberal
democratic Germany into awider like-minded European community as a means of solving
the * German problem’, preserving European influence in aworld of two superpowers, and

defending ‘Western civilization’ against the communist threat.

% Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr (2011).

% On Adenauer’s liberalism see Stern (1958: 2-3, 15, 24) and Schwarz (1995 and 1997). For Gaillard see
Cazenave (2011).

% Cornwell (1999: 327-330).
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Alternative explanations

Three explanations currently exist for why French decision-makers opted to share nuclear
secrets with Germany in 1957-1958. They are: (1) France required German money for what
was proving to be an expensive nuclear programme; (2) partnering with Germany increased
the pressure on the USA to cooperate with France; and (3) partnering with Germany offered
the prospect of an independent continental European nuclear force. Thisfinal explanation
itself has three overlapping non-mutually-exclusive potential motivations: (a) to enable are-
balancing of influencein NATO; ¥ (b) to provide additional deterrence against the USSR;
and (c) to bind the USA more tightly to the defence of Europe.”® While each of these
explanations has its strengths, they are not sufficient, singly or in concert, to explain France's
decision. Moreover, while it istrue that validity of any of these explanations would reduce
the logical need for atrust-focused explanation to make sense of the French decision, none of
these explanations is actually incompatible with a trust-focused one and, in fact, each of them

are only strengthened by the additional of atrust component thereto.

Beginning with the first, it is true that French decision-makers were concerned by the cost of
devel oping nuclear weapons independently.®® This concern grew as the Algerian War
consumed an increasing proportion of France’' s military budget. Nevertheless, as de Gaulle's
ultimate decision to build a French bomb demonstrates, German funds were not essential to a

French acquisition. If German funds were not essential, it is hard to understand how a need

" Barbier (1993: 106); Kohl (1968: 81); Duval and Mongin (1993: 25-26); Mendl (1970: 18, 29, and 62); Sagan
(1996-1997: 78-79).

% Barbier (1990: 83, 95, 101-103, and 107-108); Conze (1990: 118-119).

9 Schwarz (1997: 321).
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for them could justify the significant acceptance of vulnerability that enabling a German

acquisition represented.

Second, it is not clear why adding Germany to the list of nuclear weapons states was seen as
more likely to convince US decision-makers to share their nuclear secrets with France.
Indeed, since the passage of the McMahon Act in 1946, US decision-makers had shown
themselves to be keen on limiting proliferation.'® During the period under consideration, the
USA seems to have believed that allied nuclear weapons programmes represented a
redundant use of limited allied resources.'® Thus, given that more nuclear weapons states
was exactly what the USA was trying to avoid, it seems likely that the USA would have seen
a‘European’ bomb in even less favourable light than a purely French one, and, in such a

scenario, would have been even less inclined to share information.

Given the three overlapping motivations for the creation of a European nuclear force under
the third explanation, a slightly more complex analysis is warranted. It istrue that the
recruitment of Germany and Italy to the cause might have made the French call for are-
balancing of NATO more powerful. Similarly, a nuclear-armed Germany and Italy might
have helped deter the USSR. But it is not clear that this larger number of participants would
have been meaningfully more effective in either case than what could have been achieved by
France alone, areality that applies equally to the third variant, namely the binding of the USA
more tightly to the defence of Europe through the construction of an independent European
nuclear tripwire. And again, the ultimate independent French acquisition calls into question

just how important these motivations could have been.

190 yYl1man (1989: 5-6).
101 Byckley (2000: 84).
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Criticaly, even if dl three of these explanations were true, one must ask, given a Realist
perspective, whether any of these possibilities, either alone or in combination, offered gains
that were sufficiently important to merit the acceptance of vulnerability that a German
acquisition would have represented, especially given the possibility of an independent French
acquisition. Given France' s history with Germany, it is difficult to argue that this would have
been seen aslikely. As| discuss below, however, this cal culus becomes much easier if one
approaches it from a perspective in which France did not perceive a German acquisition as an
increase in itsinsecurity because French decision-makers trusted Germany not to use force to

resolve any future disputes between the two states.

Finally, some might argue that de Gaulle’'s cancellation of the agreements effectively
undermines my argument. This assertion isincorrect in two respects. First, the fact that de
Gaulle cancelled the agreements does not negate the fact that they had been signed in the first
place and that the French government had taken steps and incurred costs to begin
implementing them.'® Second, de Gaull€e' s rationale for cancelling the agreements had
nothing to do with the acceptance of vulnerability that they entailed. Rather, de Gaulle saw
them as a political weapon needed for France to restore its grandeur, something that could
only be accomplished independently.'® Thus, de Gaulle's decision does not so much

undermine my trust argument as demonstrate a different set of priorities.’**

A trust-focused analysis

192 Sasso0n (1996: 183-184). Breaking faith with Adenauer would have also been costly, especialy for a
Gaillard government.

103 payl (2000: 40).

194 1ndeed, de Gaulle's cultivation of a close relationship with Adenauer suggests that trust may have existed
between these two leaders.



Urban 257

How can one understand this decision whereby France, a country that had been subjected to
three devastating German invasions in the preceding ninety years, voluntarily accepted —
indeed, engineered — such amassive increase in its vulnerability to Germany? | argue that the
best explanation of this decision must include an important role for the existence of a belief
on the part of French decision-makers that their German counterparts could be trusted to act

like liberals and resolve any future disputes they might have with France non-violently.

By already showing that there are strong justifications for characterizing both France and
Germany as libera states during this period, | have shown that the necessary objective
prerequisites for aliberal collective identification were in place. Determining whether France
recognized Germany as aliberal state is dlightly trickier. Until about 1950, French decision-
makers acted in much the same way as they had after the First World War. By manoeuvring
to annex or detach the Saarland, to detach the Rhineland and the Ruhr from a future German
state, or at least place these areas under international control,*® France sought to generally
constrain Germany’ s re-emergence as anormal country.'® This behaviour illustrates how
French decision-makers recognized their vulnerability to Germany and continued to perceive

it as threatening after the war.*”’

By the end of the 1940s, however, French decision-makers began to ater their policies vis-a-
vis Germany and attempt a more constructive approach.'® While this shift was partially the
result of pressure from France's alies,'® | argue that its particularly cooperative form — for
example, the Schuman plan — was the result of a growing collective identification between

French and German decision-makers that grew out of the high levels of interactivity and

195 Binoux (1972: 154-155).

1% Hitchcock (1998: 44, 99-103, and 115-116); Willis (1962: 244-145).
197 Mendl (1970: 22); Willis (1962: 244-145).

1%8 Hitchcock (1998: 110).

199 Hitchcock (1998: 74 and 102).
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perceptions of homogeneity and common interests between French and German Christian
democrats. These perceptions laid the foundations for the institutionalized collaboration we
have come to call the European project. As discussed below, this collective identification was
aided in this growth by the gradual accumulation over the 1950s of a number of important
shared experiences and cycles of positive altercasting between decision-makers of all

political stripes resulting in the emergence of amore general liberal trust between French and
German decision makers. These factors even influenced the general population such that
“French feelings about West Germany changed qualitatively from hostility ‘to amity between
1955 and 1958...” 1'° and that “the reductions in international social distance between
Frenchmen and West Germans during the 1950’ s and early 1960’ s are almost

phenomenal .” ***

The five factors

Below | provide evidence that all five factors capable of producing the familiarity and
positive emotion required for collective identification were present, and often increasingly so,
in the years between 1945 and 1958. Especially when compared to the dearth of these five
factors and the lack of liberal trust in the first sub-case, the significant activity catalogued
here, when combined with the trust evident in this sub-case, seems to strongly support the

plausibility of my trust model.

Interactivity

19 pychala (1970b: 190).
1 pychala (1970b: 191).
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Donald Puchala argues that the 1950s saw “major absolute and proportional increases in the
two peoples’ transactions over multiple ranges.” ** Thisincreaseis clearly visiblein Figure
7.6, though the importance of this increase should not be overstated given the inferiority of

thisinteractivity to earlier times.

Figure 7.6: French trade with Germany as a percentage of French GDP, 1919-1958
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Source: Mitchell (2003) J1 National Accounts; E2 External Trade with main trading partners

Economic interactivity, however, is actually the least impressive increase in interactivity
between the two states during this period. Much more interesting is the interactivity that

devel oped between political elites. The increased interactivity among French and German
Christian democrats was especially important as these individuals built a series of social
networks specifically aimed at enabling cooperation and understanding between France and
Germany. For example, in 1946 Georges Bidault, the founder of the French Christian
Democratic party — the Mouvement républicain populaire (MRP) — arranged for Josef Miiller,
the founder of the Bavarian Christian Social Union and an ally of Konrad Adenauer’s, to
attend the MRP’s party conference.™ Bidault, who would be France's Prime Minister when
the Schuman Plan was launched, also initiated the * Genevacircle', atransnational group of

Christian democrats that met secretly three or four times ayear to network and share ideas.™*

12 pychala (1970a: 749).
13 Kaiser (2007: 193).
14 K aiser (2007: 205).
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Wolfram Kaiser argues that

... party cooperation on the NEI [Nouvelles équipes internationales — another Christian
democratic network dedicated to advancing European integration founded in 1947] and Geneva
circle went much further in creating trust in the form of normative emotional bonds between the
transnationally networked party elites... The meeting in the NEI and the Geneva Circle alowed
the Christian democrats consistently to communicate their congruent political beliefs and
prgserencas over longer periods. This made their decision-making mutually reliable and calculable

Adenauer used such meetings as fora for advocating economic integration as a means of
forging peace between France and Germany. Indeed, the fact that Bidault, Schuman, and
Adenauer had been discussing variations of what became the Schuman plan for years made
taking this great ‘leap into the unknown’ much less of aleap than it appeared to observers. '
By helping to share information, coordinating governmental policy-making, and socializing

new members,*!” the interactivity which constituted these networks helped build trust.*®

As European integration progressed, the interactivity required to work out its details and
ensure its advancement was also very important.™® After returning from meetings in Paris
where he had been negotiating the details of the European Coa and Steel Community

(ECSC), Adenauer said that

plus mon séjour a Paris se prolongeait, plus les visages que je rencontrais devenaient amicaux;
I’ atmospheére qui m’ entourait était cordiale et je me sentais entierement heureux de ce succés
pour notre patrie...C’ était la premiére fois depuis 19 ans que | e représentant d' une Allemagne
démocratique prenait part a une réunion international a ce niveau...”*®

As Jean Monnet, wrote: “la paix ne peut étre fondée que sur I’ égalité. Nous avons mangué la

paix en 1919 parce que nous y avons introduit la discrimination et I’ esprit de supériorité.” *#*

15 K aiser (2007: 237).

16 K aiser (2007: 224).

17 K aiser (2007: 218).

18 K aiser (2007: 9).

19 For example, for eighteen months Gaillard travelled to Brussels almost every week to work on the Spaak
report with a multination group of colleagues. Cazenave (2011: 128).

120 «the more my stay in Paris lengthened, the friendlier the faces | met became; the atmosphere around me was
warm and | felt completely happy with this success for our country... It was the first timein 19 years that a
representative of a democratic Germany took part in an international meeting at thislevel...” Quoted in Binoux
(1972: 177).

121 « neace can only be based on equality. We failed to achieve peace in 1919 because we discriminated and
acted with a spirit of superiority.” Quoted in Cazenave (2011: 118).
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These quotations are important because they emphasize equality between interlocutors,
something that is required for interactivity’ s second mechanism — the ‘intergroup-contact’
mechanism — to be engaged and for interactivity to have its full trust-enabling effect.

A critical result of all this networking was the transposition of the trusting relationships that
devel oped within these informal networks into formal, institutional ones as patterns of
cooperation that had evolved informally were formalized when these leaders took up
governmental positions.? These processes were further solidified when the structures of
European integration began to take shape, ™ a process assisted by the significant stability in
the top personnel across the governing centrist parties in France, even in the face of formal
governmental instability. This governmental instability was aso helpful in that it allowed a
technocratic consensus among bureaucrats who largely accepted the need for European
integration to further entrench these structures.*** Finally, the fact that the Radicals and the
Socidlists largely agreed with the Christian democrats on the need for integration eased this

transposition and further fortified these patterns of cooperation.'?

Homogeneity

France and Germany were relatively homogenous states at the beginning of this period and
only became more so over time. For example, Figure 7.7 shows that by the end of the period
Germany had overcome many of the dislocations of the war years and the two states had

come to share asimilar level of development, as measured by GDP per capita.

122 K aiser (2007: 298).

123 Kaiser (2007: 179).

124 \Wakeman (2011: 76-77).

125 Criddle (1969: 92); Cazenave (2011: 117).
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1.8

Figure 7.7: French GDP per capita expressed as a percentage of German GDP per capita, 1919-1958
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Similarly, as shown in Figure 7.8, both states receive the maximum Polity 1V score of 10

from 1950. Thiswas not the case in the earlier episode. Thus, by achieving asimilar level of

institutional democracy, an important objective basis for differentiation between the two

states that played an important subjective role in the last episode was eliminated.

Figure 7.8: French and German Polity IV scores, 1919-1958
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But again, the most interesting devel opments during this period are qualitative ones. One of

the reasons al the af orementioned networking was initiated, and one reason it was so

successful, was because of the inherent homogeneity between many of the critical decision-

making agents — Christian democrats being especially important in this regard. Indeed, the

early and mid-1950s was a period when decision-makers in France and Germany perceived a
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striking level of homogeneity with each other. Thisincluded perceptions of shared liberalism,

but also included other significant el ements discussed below.

The most striking example of homogeneity lies with the Christian democratic leaders who
effectuated the turn from a French strategy based on hostility to Germany to one focused on
reconciliation: Robert Schuman and Konrad Adenauer. Schuman was a self-described
“homme de la frontiére” .** While from old Lorraine stock, Schuman was born in
Luxembourg and spoke German before he spoke French, afact that resulted in his speaking
French with a German accent. His higher education took place entirely in German
universities. After graduation, he began to practice law in Metz while it was still part of the
German Empire, served on its city council, and even served in the German army during the
First World War.*’ Paul Binoux argues that because of this biography Schuman understood
the German language and mentality perfectly.*?® Additionally, Schuman was a devout Roman
Catholic who believed that Christian teachings compelled Christians to be democrats and to

work for equality and peace between believers across national boundaries.

Born in Cologne, Adenauer was aso aman of the frontier. As adevout Roman Catholic
Rhinelander’® with amemory of Bismarck’s Kulturkampf and an affinity for Gallic/Latin

culture,*** Adenauer was suspicious of Prussiaand the central German government,**

going
so far asto support ‘federalism’ and seeming to flirt with ‘ separatism’ during the 1919-1923

period.’* Adenauer was also one of Germany’s most steadfast advocates of Franco-German

126 “man of the frontier” Quoted in Binoux (1972: 168).
127 Binoux (1972: 165).

128 Binoux (1972: 168).

129 Binoux (1972: 168-169).

130 Bariéty (1989: 219).

31 Binoux (1972: 164).

132 schwarz (1995: 18-19).

133 Wighton (1963: 19); Binoux (1972: 164).
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cooperation, first promoting the idea of a Franco-German coal and steel pool in the 1920s.***

He shared with Schuman the belief that Christianity and democracy were inextricably linked,
that Christianity — with its focus on individual dignity —in fact required Christians to be
democrats.™* Even Charles Wighton, a harsh critic of Adenauer in many respects, allows that
“everything he did as German Chancellor was based on the fundamental tenets of Western

Christian culture.” %

This personal homogeneity between Schuman and Adenauer hel ped foster a common
interpretation of many of the problems confronting France and Germany in the postwar
world. One of the most important was their agreement on the importance of integrating
Germany into ‘the West’ as ameans of defending it against Communism — a belief clearly
visible in Adenauer’s policy of Westbindung and his prioritization thereof over
reunification.™® This prioritization proved politically costly for Adenauer and encountered
significant resistance in Germany. Wighton argues that Adenauer’ s decision to do so derived

largely from his Rhenish heritage and his deep-seated distrust of Protestant Prussia.**®

Aswasillustrated by Figures 7.4 and 7.5, one of the mgor changes in wider German society
after 1945 was the significant increase in the Catholic character of German society due to the
detachment of predominantly Protestant Prussiafrom the FRG. Thistrandated into a
decisively greater level of electoral support for Adenauer and the Christian democrats, which
in turn provided the French Christian democrats more homogeneous partners whom they
were more inclined to trust. Thisincreased religious homogeneity also helped revive the

‘myth of two Germanies’. Thisrevival enabled an important elision in the minds of

34 Binoux (1972: 203).

135 Cary (1996: 184-185).

136 Wighton (1963: 15); Jackson (2006: 204-206).
137 K aiser (2007: 251); Jackson (2006: ix and 202).
138 Wighton (1963: 20).
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Germany’s French partners, making it easier for them to forgive the ‘oppressed’ and already
preferred ‘western’ Germany and welcome it back into the ‘civilized’ fold of western
European Christendom,**® while most of Germany’s sins were assigned to ‘ eastern’ Germany
which was now conveniently aligned with the Soviets. The fact that Adenauer openly
subscribed to this narrative, and was willing to prioritize Westbindung over unification,

greatly impressed his French partners,**

Thus, this homogeneity both motivated and enabled French and German leaders to pursue
European integration and an Atlantic alliance by appealing to the shared history and culture
of western Christendom. It also created an ‘ other’, the Communist-dominated ‘ East’, against
which the ‘“Western’ states could define themselves and which conveniently included those
parts of Germany supposedly primarily responsible for Germany’s past crimes. Interestingly,
this narrative, with its heavy Catholic overtones, led some non-Catholics to fear that the
emerging European project would be dominated by Catholics.'* It also provided a cleavage
between the emerging Paris-Bonn axis and ‘les anglo-saxons' that would be importantly

reinforced by eventsin the mid-1950s.

Common Interests

Between 1945 and 1958, a strong shift in the manner in which French decision-makers
defined their interestsis clearly discernible as they came to see their interests aligning
increasingly with those of Germany. This was especialy the case for Christian democrats

who, as Kaiser notes, were

139 Kaiser (2007: 215).
140 K aiser (2007: 219); C.f. Jackson (2003: 249).
141 Sass00n (1996: 235); Criddle (1969: 99); Marliére (2011: 58).
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“[e]mbedded in broadly similar ideological traditions, [and] developed what Markus Jachtenfuchs
in his study of the EU’ s congtitutional history has called a shared gesellschaftliches
Deutungsystem: a social system for interpreting the world as it was evolving in the early Cold
War. This convergence of world-views resulted from a mutually reinforcing combination of
structural incentives and their transnational communication...” *

The importance of ideology and transnational communication has already been discussed, but
it isaso important to discuss how structural incentives hel ped shape a shared perception of

common interests, '3

After 1945, three related interests emerged which French and German decision-makers came
to perceive as common: (1) the need to enhance their influence in aworld dominated by two
superpowers; (2) the need for a solution to the * German problem’; and (3) the need to defend
western Europe against the Soviets. Christian democratic |eaders like Adenauer, Schuman,
and Bidault quickly came to interpret their interests as common in the face of these problems,
but, critically, so too did others. At the broadest level, many continental Europeans from
across the political spectrum, including French Socialists like Leon Blum*** and French
Radicals like Félix Gaillard,** saw integration as the only way for Europe to maintain

influence in the postwar world.**

For many of these thinkers, the construction of Europe was also inextricably linked to solving
the ‘ German problem’.**” One of the most arresting findings of my research was the extent to
which all the parties involved in governing France during this period believed that the
solution to the German problem required the democratization of Germany and its integration
into a (western) European community that could rehabilitate its people, a view that simply

did not prevail in the previous episode. For example, from the beginning, the ECSC was

192 K aiser (2007: 240).
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understood as much more than a coal and steel pool;'*®

there was a clear objective of creating
a comprehensive entity which would solve the * German problem’ through

Europeanization.'*

Thisis not to say that there were not other motivations unconnected with a trust explanation
at play, but one must recall that many of the same incentives prevailed in 1918-1923 and

failed to produce these outcomes. ™

Moreover, unlike in 1918-1923, many French agents
were willing to pay significant costs for integration. Indeed, solving the German problem
through European integration was so important to the MRP that the MRP |eadership
repeatedly acted against its own partisan interest to support it. A prime example of this
commitment can be found in their support for German entry into NATO on the strength of
German requests, and despite the MRP' s opposition to the idea. Kaiser argues that these
actions “reflected the strength of cross-border political integration and the accumulation of

substantial social and political trust during the eight years of intensive Christian democratic

networking since 1947.” >

This perception of acommon interest in integration was further enhanced by a perception of
threat shared by all non-Communist western European politicians.*** According to Adenauer,
integration needed to be understood as part of the uniting of western Europe for the purpose
of defending it against the military threat posed by the ‘ Russians'.*** And while somewhat
ambivalent at first, the Socialists quickly aligned themsel ves with this understanding of the

European project. Indeed, as the 1950s progressed, the French Socialists and Radicals

148 Binoux (1972: 175); Kaiser (2007: 302).
149 Kaiser (2007: 251).

130 Jeannesson (1998: 109-110, 25).

15! Kaiser (2007: 281).

152 soutou (1989b: 227); Kahl (1998: 144).
153 K aiser (2007: 251); Jackson (2006: 209).
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revealed themselves to be just as anti-Soviet and pro-NATO as any other French party,

thereby aigning their definition of interest with Adenauer’s government.***

Shared Experiences

Clearly, much of the interactivity and homogeneity significant to this story occurred and
existed between Christian democrats. Significantly, however, in 1954 the MRP fell from
power meaning that the trust required for the sharing of nuclear secrets cannot be explained
solely by the trust between Christian democrats alone. In addition to the aforementioned
integrative processes which transposed the beliefs of agents like Bidault and Schuman into
institutional biases which predisposed those agents embedded within them to trust, shared
experiences were especially important in binding other French leaders to Adenauer and the
German Christian democrats. Thisisimportant because it was decision-makers from these
other political backgrounds who were in power during the critical years between 1955 and

1958 when the decisions under examination here were undertaken.

The Suez crisis was one of the most important events of the early Cold War. The US reaction
to the Anglo-French-Israeli operation was interpreted by both French and German decision-
makers as awarning that the USA could not be trusted to stand up for Europe’s interests. ™
Critically, Adenauer was in Paris at the height of the crisis and essentially participated in the
deliberations of the French cabinet during its denouement. It was in this context that

Adenauer reportedly told Mollet “to make Europe your revenge” when the operation

ultimately failed.™’ Felix von Eckart, a confidant of Adenauer’s, suggests that “[e]ven the

54 Criddle (1969: 41-42); Cazenave (2011: 72). For example, see Mollet (1954).

155 schwarz (1997: 241-242); Vaisse (1989: 254); Kaiser (2007: 295); Vucetic (2011: 149).
156 soutou (1993: 2); Conze (1990: 118); Schwarz (1997: 242-244).

7 Moravesik (1998: 144); Judt (2006: 292).
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hard-boiled must have been touched by the significance of the moment and its symbolism. In
the most serious hour France had experienced since the end of the war, the two governments

were standing shoulder to shoul der.” *>®

The impact of the Suez Crisis on French-decision-makers was significant, and itsimpact on
French Foreign Minister Pineau especially so: Hans-Peter Schwarz argues that Pineau, who
had been incarcerated in Buchenwald during the war, only really changed his negative
perception towards Germany into a positive one after Adenauer’ s support during the Suez
crisis.™ Overall, the crisis triggered a “remarkable intensification of Franco-German co-

operation with Mollet’s cabinet, and the following cabinets of the Fourth Republic.” **°

Similarly, the launching of Sputnik-1, which signalled the USSR’ s ability to directly threaten
the USA, further undermined Europeans confidence that the USA would defend them.***
Not only did this situation generate common interests, it also provided both states’ leaders
with acommon experience of vulnerability. In fact, the Mollet government cited Sputnik-1
when it first approached Adenauer on the subject of joint production of nuclear weapons as

part of the justification for their proposal.'®?

Altercasting

Throughout this episode, a gradually increasing spiral of altercasting between French and
German decision-makers played a critical role in generating the familiarity and positive affect

required for the emergence of liberal trust. Importantly, as late as December 1948, the

158 Schwarz (1997: 244).

159 schwarz (1997: 318).

180 schwarz (1997: 245).

161 Bariéty (1989: 220); Conze (1990: 119-120); Schwarz (1997: 313 and 319).
162 Ahonen (1995: 32-33).
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prevailing French view was still that German economic recovery represented a threat to
France.'® This background is one of the reasons that the Schuman declaration, which marked
asignificant change in France' s approach, proved to be so important. By re-packaging one of
Adenauer’s old ideas, the Schuman plan altercast Adenauer as atrustworthy partner. In
response, Adenauer publicly highlighted that he “voyait la un geste généreux de la France et

de son ministre des Affaires étrangéres a I’ égard de I’ Allemagne.” %

Conversely, the controversy that erupted in France around the European Defence Community
(EDC) — Julius Weis Friend calls it the greatest ideol ogical debate in France since the
Dreyfuss affair —'°> and France’s eventua rejection thereof, represented an important set-
back in Franco-German reconciliation. Nevertheless, the proposal which quickly replaced the
EDC, Germany’s admission to NATO, was actually more advantageous to Germany, and
France's acceptance thereof thus represented its own form of positive altercasting. The fact
that, in joining NATO, Germany accepted a command structure which would see its national
defence forces ultimately commanded by a US officer, accepted the permanent stationing of
allied troops on its soil, and pledged not to manufacture nuclear, chemical, or biological
weapons on itsterritory, represented a critical instance of Germany altercasting France as a
country with valid security concerns which Germany was willing to help address. These
actions represented significant instances of positive altercasting, and again served as a
significant contrast to the situation that had prevailed in 1918-1923 when the German

government had not accepted the validity of France' s concerns. In so doing, German

163 Hitchcock (1998: 110).

164« saw in this a generous gesture from France and its foreign minister toward Germany.” Quoted in Binoux
(1972: 176).

1% Friend (1991: 22).
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decision-makers took a major step toward convincing French decision-makers to accept

Germany as amember of the western liberal community.*®

The accession of Germany to NATO was quickly followed by the resolution of another
important irritant, namely the Saarland. Wishing to integrate it into its own economy, France
had proposed that the Saarland become an autonomous entity under the administration of the
Western European Union. When this proposal was put to areferendum, Adenauer, at great
political cost to himself, positively atercast the French by supporting the proposal. The
Mollet government reciprocated when it quickly accepted the defeat of its proposal as avote
in favour of reunification — even though that option was not on the ballot — and quickly
negotiated the return of the Saarland to Germany.*®’ This response contrasts sharply with
France's position during the early 1920s, and demonstrated that the French now considered
Germany afellow member of their liberal community to whom returning the Saarland and its

resources was not a cause for concern. %

These increasingly significant instances of altercasting helped to put in place the conditions
required to enable the most important episode of altercasting of this episode, namely
Adenauer’s robust support of the French leadership during the Suez Crisis.’®® Aswe have
seen, Adenauer’ s actions during the Suez crisis altercast the French as his preferred partners,
partners with which he associated himself more closely than with the British or the USA. In
so doing, Adenauer generated significant positive affect among his French interlocutors and

helped solidify the new trusting relationship that was emerging between them.

166 payl (2000: 39).

187 Friend (1991: 25).

168 K aiser (2007: 265-266); Binoux (1972: 186). Participants recall that this was “very, very important... in
creating trust.” Quoted in Moravesik (1998: 143-144).

169 Schwarz (1997: 245).
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Conclusions

Asin the two other case studies, the foregoing analysis paints a picture that is consistent with
the expectations of my trust model. In the case of the Reparations Crisis, not only was there
strong evidence suggesting that France did not recognize Germany as afellow liberal state,
there was also strong evidence that the five trust-enabling factors were absent as shown in
Table 7.1. Given these findings, the clear lack of trust demonstrated by French Prime
Minister Raymond Poincaré s decision to invade the Ruhr in response to Germany’ s failure

to meet its reparations obligations is not surprising.

Table7.1 Reparations Crisis Nuclear Weapons
Trust-enabling Factors French Decision-makers French Decision-makers
Compatible Narratives No Yes

Interactivity No Yes

Homogeneity No Yes

Common Interests No Yes

Shared Experiences No Yes

Positive Altercasting No Yes

Trust No Yes

Conversdly, the clear acceptance of vulnerability by the Gaillard government when it
negotiated the Chaban-Straufd agreements suggests an instance of trust. Further investigation
provides strong support for an explanation which charts a gradually solidifying collective
identification as liberals between French and German decision-makers in the 1945-1958
period. Asthe trust framework would predict, thisidentification is correlated with a strong

increase in the five trust-enabling factors across the period.

As one can see from Table 7.1, the analysis of this case study is even more clearly supportive
of the validity of the trust framework than was the analysis of the Canada-USA case study.

Thisis duelargely to the radical swing between the findingsin the first and second episodes.
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This case is aso remarkable for the shift from an almost monomaniacal obsession with
Germany’ sinherent illiberalism and latent power by French decision-makersin the first
episode, to the adherence, albeit by anew set of French decision-makers, to a complex of
narratives more conducive to the emergence of liberal trust in the second. How and why this
occurred is a question worthy of further discussion. Also worthy of further consideration are
the questions of how it was that particular individuals, notably Schuman and Adenauer, were
able to play the outsized roles that they did in the second sub-case and how the important role
played by dramatic eventsin the second episode, such as the Suez crisis, can be best

understood.
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Chapter 8

Findings and Discussion

I ntroduction

At an abstract level, al trusting relationships are trusting for exactly the same reason: agents
collectively identify on the basis of a shared narrative and the presence of sufficient positive
affect and familiarity, thereby triggering the formation of a psychological in-group. In non-
trusting relationships, trust fails to obtain for avariety of reasons. In this chapter, | review the
findings from the three preceding empirical case studies and what the instances where trust
did emerge in these cases can tell us about trust and international politics. | aso spend
significant time discussing the implications of those instances when trust failed to obtain and
how they help shed light on a variety of factors which can contribute to accelerating or

impeding the formation of trust beliefs.

| begin the chapter by discussing my primary finding, namely that my empirical analysis has
generated support for the plausibility of the trust model developed in the theoretical chapters
of thisthesis. In so doing, the empirical analysis also provides some initial support for my
secondary argument that the liberal peaceisthe result of the emergence of a network of
liberal security communities. My primary finding, that the plausibility of my trust model is
supported, isfairly straightforward. Consequently, | move quickly from adiscussion of this
primary finding to the second part of the chapter where | discuss some additional findings.
These additional findings illuminate some areas for improvement in my model, and some

areas deserving of additional attention in future research. Once this discussion is complete, |
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summarize the critical implications of these findings and set the stage for my final

Conclusions chapter.

The primary finding

Asdiscussed earlier, this project is not an attempt to test definitively my theory that the
liberal peaceis best explained by the existence of anetwork of liberal security communities.
Rather, the purpose of the project isto lay the foundation for such atest by probing the
plausibility of my new trust model, atask which must be completed before a true test of the
liberal security community theory can be effectuated. Simultaneously, this study was also
designed as ameans of developing a set of methodological tools that would be required for
such atest. It was aso hoped that by conducting empirical analyses using these tools, the
effectiveness of the tools and the validity of my trust model could be evaluated. Understood

in thisway, the results generated by the empirical analysis have been encouraging.

In Chapter 4, | listed five factors which | suggested were capable of producing the positive
affect and familiarity required to transform a perception of a shared commonality into
collective identification. My empirical analysis found that in all three cases, there was
significant evidence that the presence of the five trust-enabling factors was correl ated
positively with acceptances of vulnerability by the weaker state while their absence correlated
with afailure to accept vulnerability. In total, | examined eight potential trustors — primarily
decision-makers for the weaker states—in six-sub cases. In all three instances where trust
appears to have obtained, subscription to ajustificatory narrative and the five-trust enabling
factors clearly correlated with acceptances of vulnerability (Canadian non-acquisition, the

Canadian military leadership in the Cuban missile crisis, and Les accords Chaban-Strauf?),



Urban 276

thereby suggesting a correlation between these factors and trust. In four other instances
(Diefenbaker in the Cuban missile crisis, the Reparations Crisis, Pakistani nuclear
acquisition, and the Pakistani military in the Kargil War), the lack of subscription to a
justificatory narrative and/or the five trust-enabling factors coincided with afailure to accept
vulnerability. In one sub-case (the Pakistani political leadership in the Kargil War), the result

ismore mixed.

Thus, seven out of eight sub-cases generated results that conform to the expectations of my
trust model. Moreover, it would not be a great stretch to interpret the mixed result of the
eighth case as supportive as well. Consequently, these results support the plausibility of my
trust model. While the generalizability of any inferences derived from the observation of this
correlation is limited due to the small number of cases, this result is also supportive of the
argument that trust is an influential factor in international politics, and thus provides some
initial support for my theory that the liberal peace is the result of the existence of a network

of liberal security communities.

Finally, it is aso worth taking a moment to discuss the tools that were used to uncover this
finding. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4, one of the aims of this project was to help develop amore
rigorous and standardized approach for the study of trust and, by extension, the liberal peace.
Critical to this aspiration was the development of a set of indicators that could be used for
rigorous quantitative comparisons across cases. The ambition behind this aspiration was
never the replacement of qualitative with quantitative analysis; as has been clearly
demonstrated by the case studies, qualitative analysisisinvaluable for the study of avariable
like trust, the influence of which depends to such a great extent on the specificities of the

form of vulnerability being accepted and of the beliefs justifying this acceptance. However,
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thereis great scope for increased use of quantitative analysis as a means of measuring and
comparing the objective operation of several of the trust-enabling factors which | have

identified, such asinteractivity and homogeneity.

One of the big questions which remains unanswered after this study concerns the levels of
these indicators required to push the agents past the threshold at which familiarity and
collective identification trigger the formation of a psychologica in-group. Further
development of the tools constructed in thisinquiry would greatly assist the answering of this
guestion. As | have aready discussed, one of the reasons | have been unable to answer this
guestion is due to the limited nature of the easily available historical statistics. Another
limitation is Simply the size of this study and the need for more case studies using the same
method so that alarger database can be assembled in which it might become possible to
validly identify some clearer patterns. Finally, and as will be discussed in the Conclusions
chapter, this answer is linked inextricably with the answer to the question of when and how

particular narratives achieve salience.

Additional Findings

As mentioned earlier, in addition to the primary finding, my empirical analysis also revealed
several additional findings which seemed to be particularly important to the generation of
trust, and which were not predicted during the initial construction of the trust model. With the
plausibility of my trust model now supported, | devote the remainder of this chapter to a
discussion of four of the most important of these additional findings. (1) the need for amore
nuanced picture of the ways in which agents and structures interact in international politics;

(2) the importance of institutionalized collaboration; (3) the need for a greater focus on the
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substantive content of narratives in scholarship on the liberal peace; and (4) the surprising

roles played by catharses and epiphanies.

Agents and structures revisited

A finding that agents and structures are mutually constitutive and that they both play an
important rolein international politics would by no means represent a novel contribution to
IR scholarship. That my research found this was true is thus not surprising. Nonetheless, my
empirical work does provide some revealing illustrations of just how agents and structures
interact that can hopefully add additional nuance to this understanding and some flesh to the
abstract (meta)theoretical skeletons provided by scholars like Wendt and Wight. For
example, the ways in which the agents who created an institution encode their assumptionsin
that institution’s structure, which | discuss below, provide an evocative and fine-grained
account of how agents build structures and how these structures then come to constrain other

agentsin the future.

Most striking, however, is how my empirical work has offered other, less descriptive,
contributions to this discussion of agents and structures. First among these is the finding that
individuals do matter, not just for Foreign Policy Analysiswhere thisideais aready fairly
well-accepted, but also for IR more generally. | advance this finding largely on the strength
of the observation that because of individuals importance in the initial construction of
structures and because of how the enduring character of these structures resultsin agreat deal
of path dependency, individuals can actually exercise significant influence on events, thereby

justifying the paying of attention to them. Thisis afinding that supports an impressive body

! Pierson (2004: 39) makes this point for institutions, i.e. distributions of power, but | argue that much the same
can be said about distributions of meaning. See also Crawford (2000: 119) and (2002: 6).
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of work that has recently developed on path dependence and the windows of opportunity
afforded to individuals to have a significant influence at the moments when paths are being

chosen initially.?

| began my discussion of agency in Chapter 4 by noting an important point made by Ruzicka
and Wheeler regarding the gap between theorizing about trust, located mainly at the level of
individuals, and the behaviour most scholars of IR are interested in explaining, namely state
behaviour. By taking this point seriously and locating the capacity to trust at the level of the
individual, | also accepted the challenge of providing an account of how individua agents
transmitted effects up to the level of states. My response to this challenge was to articulate
both a conception of agency largely borrowed from Wight, and to erect a rudimentary theory
of state decision-making which divided polities into three segments: (1) decision-makers
nested within (2) an elite nested within (3) a genera population. This division into three
groups assisted me in making some useful observations regarding the roles played by each of

these three groups.

First among these was my confirmation of the theory that the genera public does not tend to
directly influence decision-makers, especially during crisis periods. However, | also found
that this theory is alittle too simplistic and that while they do not usualy directly influence
decision-makers, publics do set the limits of what is possible for decision-makersto do. A
good example of this can be found in the way that the French public expressed its general
preference for a hard-line approach to Germany by electing the conservative chamber bleu
horizon, thereby empowering one faction within the elite at the expense of another. In so

doing, the French public set limits on what was possible for French decision-makers and

2 Pierson (2004: Chapter 3) for example.
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constrained Briand from achieving areconciliation with Germany in 1921. Whileit ismore
difficult to trace asimilar influence in less liberal democratic states like Pakistan, the fact that
members of the elite expended significant resources attempting to manipul ate public opinion
suggests that public opinion, and its influence on the distribution of meaning, is still acrucial

factor in setting the limits of the possible.®

This finding suggests that Owen’s earlier argument requires a qualification: while individual
members of the public may not possess significant agencys, as a group they are probably
more powerful than any other group in atering the macro-level structures (agency.) within
which elite agents agency, is embedded. Furthermore, while decision-makers and elites can
use their agencys to influence the public, thereby shifting the boundaries of the possible over
time, during crisesit is best to understand the public as having already made their move by
setting the boundaries within which the decision-makers must act.* This further supports my
earlier argument that understanding the main discourses competing for hegemony in a polity
isan important part of determining whether there exists significant trust potential between

two states because it tells us what boundaries the public has already set.”

My adoption of thistrifocal perspective aso illuminated a couple of other notable patternsin
the mutual constitution of agents and structures. Thefirst is that individuals, previously the
atom of international politics, can and should be split by socia scientists. Individuals need to
be recognized not as rational billiard balls bumping into one another in linear patterns, but as
psychological agents with all the complicating non-linear implications thereof. Because

structures must flow through individual s to have an effect, theories of how agency relates to

3 This aligns with Chong and Hall’s (2014: 28) finding that public opinion is an important player inilliberal
regimes. See also Crawford (2002: 33).

* This accords with Hermann's and Kegley’s (1995: 515) perspective. Vucetic (2011: 12) also agrees.

® This analysis also responds to Hayes' (2012b: 784) call for better integrating publics into the study of the
liberal peace.
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structure must take into account the type of agents that individuals are; namely, reasonable
agents. Because agents are affected by both rationality and affect, the ways in which
structures are reproduced by these agents will be affected by both these aspects of their
character.® For example, while some may adhere to a particular religion for rational reasons,
many individuals' devotion emerges from a deeply personal experience of the divine. To my
mind this seems a profoundly agentia attribute not fully ascribable to social structure.
Similarly, an individual’ s competence or charisma, while its effect may be multiplied or
stifled by prevailing structures, is an inherently agential quality that can have an important

political impact.

Second, structures do not exist without individuals to reproduce them. And just as critically,
individuals are not ssimply neutral and impotent throughputs for structures; individuals have
individual properties which influence the ways in which structures are reproduced — agency:
again. Certainly, some of these properties flow from their roles as nodes in the network of
structures in which they are implicated, and the ways in which agents come to creatively
embody, enact, and combine these structures, both purposefully and unintentionally. Indeed,
it was in providing fine-grained accounts of how agents' nodality actually plays out that the
most interesting finding regarding the role of individuals emerged, namely that individuals
can play amajor rolein international politics. But the impact of these agentsis also highly
dependent on their aforementioned individual qualities like charisma and competence.

Adenauer provides the most illuminating examplein this regard.

| have aready described how the ‘myth of two Germanies’ was essentia to enabling

reconciliation between France and Germany. Because of who he was, that is, alifelong

® This work therefore supports the arguments of scholars like Crawford (2000) and Hall (2011) that emotions,
which can only be experienced by individuals, need to be accounted for when scholars analyze international
politics.
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Rhinelander and devout Catholic, Adenauer fit the role of a German leader compatible with
thismyth in away that Social Democrat leader Kurt Schumacher — the other individua most
likely to have become Germany’ s postwar |eader — never could. Y et Adenauer could still
have failed as aleader if not for his competence, charisma, and staunch moral commitment to
liberalism, all profoundly agential characteristics. The basic point hereisthat whileit isonly
agents that can embody structures, even if they do successfully embody these structures, it is
only through their personal qualities that this embodiment can be rendered consequential. In
particular, it was only through his charisma, competence, and gravitas that Adenauer was
able to convert the potential that his embodiment of the *good” German bestowed on him into

influence at the national and international levels.

Adenauer’ s success largely depended on his effective ‘rhetorical practice’ or what Wendt
calls ‘ideological labour.’” Basically, Adenauer was effective because he was a good political
entrepreneur and was able to identify and invoke ‘ objective’ facts creatively — such as France
and Germany’ s shared Western heritage — and argue persuasively that these facts required a
specific response — for example, collective identification between them. | have aready
discussed how the homogeneity derived from such a shared heritage objectively generated
positive affect and familiarity; what isimportant here is the subjective response to these facts
that Adenauer was able to provoke, aresponse that went beyond what would have
accompanied a solely ‘objective’ operation of the homogeneity mechanism.® In other words,
Adenauer was able to multiply the impact of this shared heritage and, in so doing, boost and
accelerate the process of collective identification through the subjective impact of his rhetoric
and actions. How he was able to do thisisworthy of further investigation. While it may not

be possible to predict when a person is going to be charismatic or competent, identifying

"Wendt (1994: 391) and (1999: 344-349). Cf. Barnett and Adler (1998: 422) and Cederman (2001b).
8 Cf. Kupchan (2010: 282).
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when an individual possessing such attributes has an opportunity to exploit themin

consequential ways is something that might be possible.

Finally, asis further discussed below, trust and, by extension, the individuals doing the
trusting, are exceptionally important in novel situations when established structures do not
offer routinized answers to pressing policy questions.” In these cases, well-placed and/or
well-suited individuals, such as Adenauer or Bhutto, can be especidly influential. These
individuals are important not only because of their influence at that particular juncture, but
also because of how they are able to use their influence to create new institutions which
encode their assumptions, thereby enabling and constraining those who follow them. The
French-German case demonstrates this encoding with the importance of a pairing like
Adenauer and Schuman. These two were able to build trust with each other for avariety of
idiosyncratic reasons described earlier. Critically, however, the institutions that were built on
the basis of thistrust encoded it, thereby creating structures that would predispose those
individuals who participated therein to trust, even after the original agents had been removed

from office.*°

I nstitutionalized collaboration

This discussion of the encoding of assumptions into institutions connects nicely to another
one of the most interesting findings that emerged from my empirical anaysis, namely a
specific pattern of behaviour that was consistently correlated with, and implicated in, the

emergence of trust — a pattern that | term institutionalized collaboration. By institutionalized

® Pierson (2004: 44); Schafer and Walker (2006: 565).

19 pychala (1968: 52) argues that “[g]roups store records of their experiencesin their traditions, their customs,
their shared histories, their libraries, their universities and their filing cabinets.” | argue they also store themin
their ingtitutions.
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collaboration | mean a pattern of behaviour in which agents come into persistent and regular
contact primarily under the aegis of aformal institution. That this form of collaboration is
important is not surprising as its importance has been noted in previous scholarship and is
supported by the analysis in the preceding section. What is new here, however, isthat my
analysis provides atheoretical basis for understanding why institutionalized collaboration can
be such a powerful generator of trust. By combining consistently at least a mgority of the
five trust-enabling factorsin self-reinforcing configurations — usualy most, or al, of
interactivity, common interests, shared experiences, and altercasting — institutionalized
collaboration consistently recruits alarge proportion of the causal force theorized as capable

of generating trust.

Thisisnot to say that al collaboration that takes place in an institutionalized setting will
result in agents developing trust for each other. If those who design the institutions do not
trust each other then trust-enabling features will be less likely to be encoded into the structure
of the institutions.™ Institutions that are designed without acommon goal around which a
true collaboration can be organized are a good example of such an instance. Nevertheless, the
point remains that when a certain level or form of collaboration becomes institutionalized, it
can have a significant impact on agents' tendencies to trust their collaborators because of how
thisinstitutionalization generates self-reinforcing patterns of positive affect and familiarity
generating behaviour — even if the institutions founders did not themselves trust each other

originally.*

At a conceptual level, the aforementioned assumptions regarding the trustworthiness of an

agent’s collaborators, and the institutional structures that encode these assumptions, are what

! See Barnett and Gause's (1998) discussion of the Gulf Cooperation Council for an example.
12 Barnett and Adler (1998: 431) hypothesize that path dependence of this type would obtain.
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often form the environments within which agents are socialized and constitute an important
part of the distributions of meaning and power in which they are embedded. If an institution
has been constructed by agents who trust their collaborators, these agents' assumptions about
the trustworthiness of their collaborators will tend to crystallize in the institutional framework
that they have constructed. Institutional structures constructed in thisway will in turn
incentivize and routinize behaviours that tend to reproduce these assumptions for agents
acting within this context and, correspondingly, impute these assumptions to the agents
embedded within them.*® How this actually predisposes agents to trusting at a more concrete

level is best explored by examining the three trust enabling factors most often engaged. ™

Aswas discussed in Chapter 3, interactivity is actually a combination of two separate
psychological mechanisms, namely ‘mere exposure’ and ‘intergroup contact’. It isthrough
the creation of institutional structures which activate these mechanisms that institutionalized
collaboration predisposes agents to trust their collaborators. This activation is accomplished
in two ways. First, institutionalization tends to create more, more direct, and more regular
interaction between agents, thereby increasing the operation of the ‘ mere exposure’
mechanism. Second, institutionalization of interactions also tends to result in interactions that
meet the more demanding requirements, such as equal status between agents, needed to

engage the operation of the intergroup contact mechanism. Other forms of interactivity, such

3 This raises the question of whether trust is a conscious or unconscious phenomenon. Both Pouliot (2008) and
Hopf (2010) argue that much of IR scholarship suffers from arepresentational bias that blocks our ability to
recognize, let alone understand, much of what is actually happening in international politics. While | believe that
much of the decision-making discussed here derives from consciously held trust-beliefs, | also accept that many
of these beliefs likely pass quite quickly from the trustor’s consciousness to their unconscious and are
subsequently better described as unreflective practice or habit. Jervis (1988: 680) agrees. Once this occurs,
agency; becomes lessimportant and much of agents’ agency can be accounted for by agency, and agencys. This
is not to say that agents do not trust, but rather that most routine interactions never test agents’ trust beliefs,
meaning that trust does not even enter the equation — the ‘unthinkability of war’ in a security community being a
good example. Cf. Pouliot (2008: 279-280); Taylor (2004: 25).

% Interestingly, the India-Pakistan case seems to demonstrate a comparable but opposite process of
‘ingtitutionalization’ — or at least routinization — through the accumulation of incentive structures privileging
antagonistic interactions. Cf. Hopf (2010: 552).
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astrade, often only weakly engage this second mechanism with the result that the positive

affect and familiarity generated by this interactivity are not as significant as they could be.

The institutionalized interactivity between French and German decision-makers that emerged
out of theinformal interactivity that existed between Christian democratic leaders like
Adenauer and Schuman provides an excellent example of these processes at work. Because
Adenauer, Schuman, and their colleagues believed that the only way to avoid another war
between France and Germany was for these two states to resolve their differences
collaboratively and to do so within abroadly liberal framework, they constructed institutions
designed to enable such collaboration in accordance with these principles, with the
institutions of the European project resulting. The trust between Adenauer and Schuman,
which, initially, took both exceptional individuals and dedication to build, was necessary to
overcome the obstacles put in place by the generalized distrust and enduring rivalry that had
existed between the two countries previously, and needs to be studied on its own terms. But
once this trust obtained, these individuals created forms of institutional collaboration which
reproduced the trusting relationshi ps between them among a much wider group of French and
German decision-makers who were drawn into this process. Other, similar, examples can be
found in the run-up to Canada’ s non-acquisition of nuclear weapons and in relations between

the Canadian and US miilitaries prior to the Cuban missile crisis.

A related observation that is worth noting is that collaboration focused on technical matters
seems to have often been the most generative of positive affect and familiarity. Thisislikely
because technical questions are more amenabl e to integrative problem-solving approachesin
which experts are able to work in atruly collaborative fashion and hew more closely to the

ideal of the intergroup contact mechanism. In fact, practitioners and scholars have often
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pointed to technical bodies and cooperation as important in this regard.™ Peter Haydon, for
example, points out that one of the reasons that there was such a disconnection between the
Canadian political and military leaderships during the Cuban missile crisis was that

NORAD’ s technical planning machinery had become largely detached from the political
leadership. Thisleft politicians unexposed to the trust-generating processes embedded in this
collaboration, while the military leadership was intimately implicated therein.*® This
differentiation contributed to the differentiation in trust beliefs between the Canadian and US

militaries on the one hand, and their respective political |eaderships on the other.

Institutionalized collaboration also often serves to generate shared experiences. The
importance of this aspect of institutionalized collaboration was demonstrated quite clearly
during the Suez crisis. By 1956, Adenauer’ s Christian Democratic partners had lost power in
France, and Adenauer was faced with a much more skeptical French cabinet formed primarily
of Sociaist and Radical politicians. However, by continuing his now regular consultations
with his French interlocutors, even during the crisis when he was given many reasons not too,
Adenauer ensured that he was present to share the difficult and intense experiences of the
final unravelling of the operation with the French leadership. In so doing, Adenauer was able
to create a strong affective bond with the new French leadership which helped to win their

trust.

Finally, in what is perhaps the most novel aspect of this finding, institutionalized
collaboration produces what | call ‘institutional atercasting’, a new ideathat requires some
explanation. Institutional altercasting generates trust in two ways. In the first instance, it

creates trust beliefs by inducing an emotional response to an acceptance of vulnerability,

15 Author’ s observation from discussions with Canadian diplomats while embedded in the Canadian Department
of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (October 2012-July 2013).
1® Haydon (1993: Chapter 5).
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specifically the type of vulnerability that an agent accepts by investing the time and resources
required to create a venue for institutional collaboration. As discussed in Chapter 2, unilatera
acceptances of vulnerability of this sort — Rationalists' costly signals — transmit important
information between agents. But as discussed under the altercasting heading in Chapter 3, the
sending of such a costly signal can simultaneously induce an important emotional response.
By casting the recipient in a positive light — for instance, as an agent with whom it isworth
the bother of setting up an institution through which to collaborate — the altercasting agent
induces positive affect on the part of the recipient as well as atendency to act according to
the role in which they were cast. Thus, if an agent creates an institution whose success relies
on participants in the institution possessing a particular character — for example, liberalism —
and then invites others to collaborate with them through said institution, this invitation will
induce a tendency on the part of the invited agents to act in accordance with the institution’s
character. The USA’ s willingness to include Canada in the Manhattan project during the
Second World War when it could have devel oped nuclear weapons easily without Canadian

involvement represents a good exampl e thereof.

The second way that institutional altercasting worksis similar, but persists throughout the life
of theinstitution. All institutions represent a particular distribution of power and the
particularities of this distribution will necessarily incentivize certain behaviours over others.
Thisincentivization will, initially at least, largely reflect the assumptions of those who
created the institution. Accordingly, the adoption of these assumptions, such asthe
trustworthiness of other members of the institution, will often be the best means available to
agents for rendering these incentivized patterns of behaviour intelligible. Consequently,

agents participating in the institution will be biased to adopt these incentivized assumptions
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S0 as to minimize cognitive dissonance.!” Moreover, the effects of thisincentivization are
unlikely to cease unless the practices by which they have been instantiated are themselves
altered and will likely persist even if none of the institution’s designers or original
participants remain.*® In fact, the results of this altercasting need not even have been the
objective of the institution’s designers.’® Rather, the effects can emerge as an unconscious
corollary to the character of relations that exist between the agents constructing the

institution.

A good concrete example of this sort of institutional altercasting can be found in the fact that
NORAD aways has a US commander. This generates trust in two ways. First, trust for the
US commander is induced in the commander’ s Canadian subordinates because it does not
make sense for these Canadian officers to do anything but assume that the commander who is
charged with defending their state from attack can be trusted to do so. Indeed, it isonly in so
doing that the institutional structures in which these Canadian officers can be rendered
intelligible. Second, and perhaps more importantly, by placing aUS commander in a position
of great responsibility for the defence of Canada and, in the US commander’ s absence,
placing a Canadian officer in charge of the USA’ s defence, Canada and the USA cast each
other as trustworthy, thereby inducing these individual commanders acting on behalf of the

two states, to act in atrustworthy manner.

The importance of substantive content

7 See Hall (2011: 534-535) for a concurring analysis. This process need not even be a conscious one: Pouliot
(2008) and Hopf (2010).

18 Cf. Kahl (1998: 144).

1% Goldstein and K eohane (1993: 13 and 20-21). Cf. Koh's (1997) argument about how international law is
internalized by states. Significantly, ingtitutionalization, which represents one of the pathways to internalization,
can also occur at theinternational level. See Risse-Kappen (1995b: 225).
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Institutions, which are aform of distribution of power, are in abstract quite similar to
narratives and other distributions of meaning. In both cases, they refer to intersubjectively
generated structures which define the environments in which individuals act by enabling
certain actions and constraining others, depending on the particularities of the structure. |
have just discussed how the particularities of certain distributions of power can be
distinctively conducive to the formation of trust because of the way that they trigger certain
trust-enabling factors. In this section, | discuss the similar, but previously neglected, role of
the particular contents of distributions of meaning.?’ While there has been much work done
on how specific institutional forms help generate the libera peace, there has been
significantly less work done on the specific influences of particular distributions of meaning,
on how these distributions interaction with individuals, their agencys, their decision-making,

and, by extension, on how these influences ultimately generate the liberal peace.®

One of my most important findingsin thisregard is that while shared liberalism is necessary
for the formation of aliberal security community, and by extension for the existence of the
liberal peace, it isless obvious that shared liberalism is sufficient. There are a number of
potential explanations for why liberalism alone may be insufficient and | discuss the two
most important here. The first possibility isthat there could be afailure of perception,
meaning that one side might fail to perceive the other as liberal.% In such a case of
misperception, then the liberalism that is shared at the objective level will not be perceived as
shared, and will thus be unable to serve as the basis of a collective identification. This has
two important effects. First, without a shared commonality around which collective

identification can crystallize, the in-group bias on which security communities depend will

2 \/ucetic (2011: 153-154) similarly notes this parallel.

2 Thankfully, as noted in Chapter 3, there is scholarship from other areas of IR that can be used as models. See,
for example, Crawford (2002), Weldes (1999), Cambpell (1998), and Jackson (2003). Vucetic (2011) is a partial
exception.

2 See Oren (1995); Hayes (2012).
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not obtain. Second, even if agents did collectively identify, this identification would have to
occur on the basis of some other shared commonality, and there is no reason to assume a
priori that the resulting non-liberal in-group would be defined by the non-violent resolution

of disputes.?®

In my case studies there seem to have been two factors which modulated * misperception’ of
the types just described.? The first of theseis an accumulation of enmity whereby agents’
past experiences of others generate negative affect toward them and are interpreted as
supporting agents’ subscription to a competing narrative substantively antithetical to the
emergence of trust. An example of this might be a history of conflict such as an enduring
rivary and the emergence of a chauvinistic narrative that purports to render thisrivalry
intelligible.? In such a case, these negative experiences result in afamiliarity with the other
agent which predisposes those agents to predict negative outcomes from future interactions
with them and interpret these interactions negatively when they do occur.?® As discussed in
the section in the Introduction chapter concerning conflicts arising out of the security
dilemma, such negative expectations can actually generate conflict on their own. As negative
expectations and experiences accumulate, a self-fulfilling prophecy is created: agentsinvest —
both materially, in their patterns of behaviour, and rhetorically in the constitution of their
cognitive framework —in the conflict, rendering it self-reinforcing, often in ways

unanticipated by those involved.?” Additionally, and as discussed below, the * stickiness of

% A good example of this was the aforementioned episode in which trust obtained between the Indian and
Pakistani commanders during the fighting in the Rann of Kutch in 1964.

| say ‘misperception’ because the liberalism of all three cases (Weimar Germany, India, and Pakistan) has
been questioned.

% On enduring rivalries see Goertz and Diehl (1992, 1993 and 1995) and Hensel, Goertz and Diehl (2000). Cf.
Hopf (2010: 552).

% Cf. Crawford (2002: 48) on how one’s beliefs bias one' s interpretation of information.

%' Cf. Pierson (2004: 115).
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perceptions can block the functioning of some of the five trust-enabling factors or even

generate countervailing pressures.

The India-Pakistan case provides an apt example. Initially, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto likely used
anti-Indianism as a means of rallying the Pakistani population during a chaotic period without
really considering how doing so would impair his ability to resolve disputes with Indiain the
long run. Similarly, he likely did not realize how such a narrative would advantage the
military in the domestic political sphere vis-a-vis civilian leaders. Later, however, after
deposing Bhutto, the military leadership seems to have consciously stoked anti-Indianism as
ameans of exacerbating the conflict with India, at least partialy in order to maintain the
legitimacy of its dominant position in Pakistani society. Essentially, the Pakistani military
devel oped a dependence on the continuation of the conflict in Kashmir for its legitimacy.
Correspondingly, the military continues to invest in the continuation of this conflict by
training and supporting Kashmiri insurgents. Thus, the Pakistani military undermines any
chance of Indiarecognizing Pakistan as aliberal state and stokes India’ s enmity in away that
hel ps the Pakistani military justify its dominant role in Pakistani society, thereby perpetuating
avicious cycle. Incidentally, this pattern of behaviour has aso impeded the emergence of

liberal democracy in Pakistan.

Subscription to such a confrontational narrative will also tend to trigger, and be reinforced by,
the growth of an affective antipathy toward the others in question. Such an antipathy will then
tend to generate a bias toward interpreting the disliked others' actionsin order to reinforce
the negative perception of them already held by the agent and, by extension, a bias against

perceiving the other as possessing potentialy shared positive qualities, such as adherence to
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liberalism.?® This stickiness of perceptions is analogous to the stickiness of identification
discussed in Chapter 3. While such stickiness might be rational at one level — those who hurt
you previously are probably the most likely to hurt you again — by reinforcing structures of
enmity, such biases can also themselves be the cause of greater future conflict. The relations
between France and Germany during the Reparations crisis, and the Pakistani military’s

moves prior to the Kargil War, provide apt examplesin this regard.

The second source of misperception that manifests in the case studies is disagreement on the
substantive meaning of liberalism, something that is perhaps unsurprising given the tensions
inherent in liberalism as a body of thought.?® Agents who fail to perceive each other asliberal
due to their different interpretations of liberalism will be unable to identify collectively on the
basis of shared liberalism. This was the case in the Canada-USA relationship prior to the First
World War where agents on both sides denigrated the other’ s system of government as
illiberal. Thisdid not result in conflict, but it did inhibit collective identification and the
emergence of liberal trust. Similarly, if the two sidesinterpret liberalism in different ways,
the contradictions between interpretations can actively push the two sides toward conflict,
something that seems to have occurred for at least some agents in the India-Pakistan case. In
this instance, each side emphasized a different aspect of liberalism (aneutral secular state
versus self-determination), thereby creating a situation in which each side' s ontological
security was threatened by the mere existence of the other. Because the substantive specifics
of these two states’ founding narratives were so incompatible, any recognition by one side of

the validity of the other side' s existence was rendered very difficult because of the way that

% Crawford (2002: 48)

% See Freeden (1996: Chapters 4-7). Schafer and Walker (2006: 562 and 578) argue that the UK and the USA
reacted differently to the Kosovo crisisin 1999 at least partially due to their differing interpretations of
liberalism.
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doing so would call into question the validity of each side’s own founding narrative and

existential raison d' etre.*°

How can trust emerge in relationships characterized by such enmity? One pathway already
recognized by many scholars involves drama and dramatic events dislodging these sticky
perceptions. | outline my contribution to this discussion in the next section. More novel,
however, is my finding that the salience of liberalism for agents' decision-making will often
need to be boosted by the inter-weaving of liberalism and some other narrative so that
together they become sufficiently salient to dislodge, neutralize, or reinterpret the narrative of

enmity blocking the logic of liberalism from generating trust.**

A good example of how thisinterweaving can occur can be found in the role played by
Christian democracy in helping overcome France and Germany’ s history of conflict. In this
instance, not only did Catholic thought already contain arhetorical bias toward transnational
patterns of organization compatible with the construction of European institutions,* it was
also compatible with the ‘ myth of two Germanies’ which helped to legitimate a
rapprochement between France and the ‘good’ western Germany now that the ‘bad’ eastern
Germany was out of the picture. This postwar form of political Catholicism was also
thoroughly liberal, having been shorn of its earlier and now discredited anti-democratic
tendencies by the experience of the collaboration of some elements of inter-war political
Catholicism with fascist governments. Similarly, as the importance of the Catholic origins of

the European project faded with time, the more secular * European’ aspects of the narrative,

% Muppidi (2001: 62).

3 \/ucetic (2011) has already suggested race as a narrative that has historically fortified the liberal peace. Again
we see aparallel with Pierson (2004: 150) as he argues that complimentary institutions can help to strengthen
and stabilize particular trajectories.

¥ Kaiser (2007: 10-11).
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which were compatible with the cognitive frameworks of Radicals and Socialistsin France,

grew in importance and enabled collective identification to continue on this basis.

Thus, by weaving liberalism into alarger transnational Catholic European package, Christian
democrats boosted the attractiveness of liberalism as a narrative, and were able to organize
collective identification around this larger package in away that had been impossiblein
1919-1923. Indeed, the fact that some indicators show higher levels of societal interactivity
during this earlier non-trusting period than during the ultimately trusting 1950s underlines the
importance of narrative factors for collective identification. Simultaneoudly, it isaso
important to recognize that when aloyed with another narrative, the tenets of this other
narrative will also be important because they will also influence agents' perceptions and
decisions. For such an aloying to enable liberal trust successfully — and specifically,
dependabl e expectations of peaceful change — the content of the narrative must be such that it
does not contradict the parts of liberalism which enable these dependabl e expectations. For
example, political Catholicism would have been much less amenabl e to the establishment of
the Franco-German liberal security community if it contained an ideathat periodic wars were
an important part of social renewal, as did some narratives popular prior to the First World

War 33

Catharsis, epiphanies, and the importance of drama

As the two preceding sections have outlined, structures of various sorts can play an important

role in both enabling and inhibiting the generation of trust. Structures tend to be constants,

however, and are thus not well suited to explaining change. Indeed, as discussed, it was only

% Kissinger (1994: 168); Johnson (2004: 64). Cf. Mosse (1986: 492-493)
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when collaboration between French and German decision-makers became institutionalized
that the process of collective identification really began. Similarly, it was only when the
narrative of the USA as a potential aggressor shifted to a narrative that recognized a special
‘North American Way’ that widespread collective identification between Canada and the
USA on the basis of shared liberalism became possible. However, structures concelved in this
manner cannot explain these shifts: what was it that inspired an institutionalization of the
French-German relationship and why had it not occurred previously? Why did the ‘North
American Way’ suddenly become accepted by Canadian Conservatives as acompelling and

accurate description of reality when they had previously resisted it?

In answering these questions | am helping to address a broader weakness in Constructivist
theorizing, namely the failure to explain how changesin social structures occur.® One of the
most striking patterns to emerge from my empirical analysis was the important role played by
drama and dramatic events. These events dissolved pre-existing patterns of behaviour and
belief and enabled significant cognitive re-arrangement in a short period of time. As
discussed below, the idea that drama can have such an impact is not new; what is new is the
focus | bring to it and my identification of two specific correlates of drama— catharsis and
epiphany — which have played critical roles in the emergence of trusting relationshipsin the

empirical case studies.

In my cases studies, drama served two main cognitive functions. In the first case, drama, and
the attention that it drew, enabled agents to register their discontent and/or express their anger
and other negative emotionsin away that alowed them to cleanse themselves of these

negative emotions and to subsequently consider new perspectives. | labdl this class of event

3 See Jackson and Nexon (2002: 4).
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as‘catharses after Aristotle' s concept of purification of emotions through vicarious
experience.®* One can find a basis for the importance of this sort of phenomenon in Wendt's
discussion of humans' desire for recognition.® Viewed from this perspective, catharsis fulfils
an agent’ s desire for recognition by another by providing the agent with an opportunity to
express their anger and frustrations with an other to that other. By itself, such expression may
remove barriers to collective identification by releasing pressure and by providing evidence
that the other respects the first agent sufficiently to hear their complaints and, by extension,
recognizes them. Moreover, if the other agent responds in away that communicates that they
have registered the complaint, and will respond so as to make amends, this may further

accelerate collective identification through the generation of positive affect.

In the second case, dramatic events, usually through their traumatic and unexpected nature,
induce an abrupt and discontinuous shift in agents' perspectives. | refer to these phenomena
as ‘epiphanies’ in order to capture the injection of fluidity and openness to new possibilities
that they occasion. As discussed earlier, the structures which constitute agents' agency. can
come to render their perceptions so sticky that absent such a disuncture, agents may be
unable to recognize disconfirming evidence. Consequently, agents may lose the ability to
extract themselves from the patterns of decision-making that these perceptions bias them
toward, as seems to be the case in enduring rivalries such as India and Pakistan. While in
both the Canada-USA and France-Germany cases | have identified both a catharsis and an
epiphany, | do not see any theoretically compelling argument that would require there to
always be one of each in order to enable a shift in the prevailing distributions of meaning.

Neverthel ess, these two different responses seem to tap into two different psychological

* Thisideawasinspired by Raymond Aron’s assertion that the 1954 debate on European Defence Cooperation
acted as a cathartic experience for the French public and political elite. Quoted in Friend (1991: 23).
% Wendt (2003: 523-524). Cf. Williams (2001)
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pathways toward the openness to new perspectives that is of interest, thereby justifying their

isolation as separate phenomena, at least for analytical purposes.

These effects of drama have aready been discussed to some extent by theorists who examine
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phenomena like “shocks, new facts, reality gaps, ruptures, objective crisis,
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‘breaches,” ™ ‘moments of awe,” ™ * punctuated equilibrium, ™ ‘ concentrated encounters’,

‘cataclysmic events',* ‘perturbations’,** ‘transformative crisis’,*® * frame-breaking’ moves, *°

‘cognitive punches’,*" ‘trauma’,*® and ‘ political shocks .*® My argument differs from some
existing accounts in that | see dramatic events not as necessary mechanisms for the
generation of trust, but rather as stimuli capable of introducing atemporary and radical

flexibility/fluidity into agents’ cognitive frameworks, thereby opening a window of

opportunity for major and rapid changes in their perspectives.*

To beclear, | am not arguing that drama s necessary for the eventuation of trust in every
context. In some cases, trust may emerge as the logical endpoint of the functioning of certain
structured patterns of behaviour which emerged much earlier and simply required progression

through many steps. But it does seem clear that often relationships are locked into certain

3 \/ucetic (2011: 14).

% Hopf (2010: 546).

¥ Kahl (1998: 124).

“0 Haidt (2012: 228).

“! Barnett and Adler (1998: 431).

“2 K hong (1992: 246).

“ Adler and Barnett (1998b: 51-52).

“ Jackson and Nexon (2002: 13).

> Kahl (1998: 114).

“6 Wheeler (2010: 329).

“ Shore (1998: 359).

“8«Trauma can be seen as an encounter that betrays our faith in previously established personal and social
worlds and calls into question the resolutions of impossible questions that people have arrived at in order to
continue with day-to-day life...” Edkins (2004: 253). See also Mitzen (2006: 348).

“ Goertz and Diehl (1993).

0 “Traumatic events produce amoment of openness, often brief and transitory, where things that were
considered decided and secure become once more subject to question.” Edkins (2004: 253). See also Zehfuss
(2003: especially 520-522).
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non-trusting behavioural or ideational configurations characterized by self-reinforcing
dynamics which inhibit or slow the operation of the trust-enabling factors | have identified. In
such cases, these self-reinforcing dynamics can only be broken by dramatic developments
and the reactions they generate. Moreover, it is often the case that the nature of these
developments will tend to privilege the emergence of a particular new perspective or the
dominance of anew set of agents, athough thisis not necessarily the case. Indeed, often the
impulse for change following a dramatic event will come from the operation of other factors
— both structures and agents — which may have been unaffected by the dramathemselves. In

these cases, the drama simply unblocks or accelerates the impact of these other factors.>

In both the Canada-USA and France-Germany cases the emergence of aliberal security
community, and the trust which helped to constitute it, were preceded by important shifts
from one hegemonic understanding/perception of the other to another. In both cases, these
shifts were occasioned by a series of dramatic developments. In the Canada-USA case, the
victory of the anti-American Conservatives in the vituperative and bruising 1911 election
seems to have acted as an important catharsis in which many Canadians registered their
discontent with alarge store of perceived dlights at the hands of the USA that had been
accumulating for years.>® This was soon followed by an epiphany provoked by the dramatic
entry of the USA into the First World War on the side of the Allies, justified by the USA’s
mission to make the world ‘ safe for democracy’. Subsequently, the USA moved quite quickly
from being arival against which Canada had to be on guard, to an aly which could

potentially be trusted.

> Naomi Klein's The Shock Doctrine (2008) provides a series of journalistic accounts of how the traumatisation
of publicsin states due to exceptional events enabled political entrepreneurs to put into place policies which
they would never have been able to enact during ‘normal’ times.

*2 Stacey (1977: 102).



Urban 300

In the France-Germany case, the pattern is remarkably similar. While trust may have already
been established between the French and German Christian democratic politicians who had
inaugurated the European project, both the French Christian democrats and the European
project itself were under threat by 1954. That year, the Christian democrats lost power in
France and the perceived next step in integration, the EDC, was defeated in the French
Assembly. Raymond Aron describes the defeat of the EDC as a‘ cathartic’ moment by which
the French population was purified of “resentments accumulated over a century against the
‘hereditary enemy.”” > This cleansing helped to open the political space necessary for further
integration down the road — German accession to NATO being the most immediate and
spectacular example. But the problem remained that, while institutional collaboration
between France and Germany was expanding, many of the non-Christian democratic French
eite still harboured some suspicions of Germany. With the Christian democrats no longer in
power, it was this elite that would need to trust the Germansin order for a genuine liberal
security community to emerge. As discussed earlier, the key turning point in this regard was
Adenauer’ s dramatic support of the French government during the disastrous Suez crisis. It
was this support, when all of France's other allies dramatically abandoned it, that provided
the epiphany, at least for many previously skeptical French decision-makers, that enabled the

necessary shift in perspectives from suspicion to one open to trust.

Of course, not all instances of drama can spark catharsis or epiphany. For example, in the
India-Pakistan case there have been a number of dramatic events which seemingly could have
induced a catharsis but did not. The Kargil War, for example, was highly dramatic and risked
escal ating to a nuclear exchange but does not appear to have been cathartic. Pierson picks up

on this problem when he argues that current explanations of what he calls‘ critical junctures

* Friend (1991: 23).
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tend to be idiosyncratic and post hoc.>* So what can we say about why some events come to

represent a catharsis or epiphany and others not?

Colin Kahl argues that the answer to this question lies as much in the particularities of the
situation confronted with the dramaas it does with the dramatic development itself. He
suggests two key determinants of the transformative potential of social situations: (1) the
"dlack" that existsin the institutionalization present in that situation; and (2) the corporate
identity of the politiesinvolved —anideal interpret as referring to the prevailing distributions
of meaning.* Kahl suggests that highly institutionalized relationships might be more difficult
to change because institutionalization reduces the space available for new thinking and likely
increases the intensity of the drama needed to dissolve these structures. Thisintuition aligns
with my earlier analysis that found that the more institutionalized a particular relationshipis,
the more likely that self-reinforcing processes will have developed or that legitimating
narratives will have passed out of conscious reflection and into habit, thereby making them
more difficult to change. In cases where there is less institutionalization, for example, when
arelationship is only beginning, then there is more room for change and thus drama can more

easily induce catharsis and epiphany.

In cases where significant institutionalization has occurred, Pierson suggests that it is the
qualities of the institutionalization itself which can provide clues asto what sort of event will
be required to disrupt the status quo.”’ For instance, if a particular form of institutionalization
depends on certain mechanisms for its reproduction, then a dramatic event that disrupted the

operation of these mechanisms would be more likely to induce a catharsis or epiphany than

>* Pierson (2004: 135).
> Kahl (1998: 114).
* K ahl (1998: 123).
> Pierson (2004: 160).
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one that did not.* Following K ahl’s second point, | suggest that the same logic can also be
applied to distributions of meaning. For instance, the drama of the Cuban missile crisis could
be interpreted as having generated an epiphany for both US and Soviet decision-makers that
enabled a shift in their thinking about one another by making clear that nuclear war could
itself represent a greater threat to both sides than each represented to the other. By
illuminating this greater threat, the crisis undermined the logic of the cognitive frameworks
according to which each side had previously made decisions, thereby opening up space for a

shift in both sides' thinking.

This analysis resembles that of Patrick Thaddeus Jackson and Daniel Nexon, who argue that
in order for new narratives to take the place of old ones, the old narratives must be
discredited. Jackson and Nexon suggest this process * occurs when external events defy the
expectations produced and the strategies recommended by ‘long-held’ beliefs.” Inasimilar
vein, they argue that the new ‘heterodox’ ideas that are to take the place of the old ideas must
be a better fit with reality and better explain the events which discredited the old ideas.™ If
thisis correct, it means that the realities of the India-Pakistan relationship and its crises have
not yet so obviously discredited the narratives by which the conflict is sustained so asto open
up sufficient space for new ideas to displace the old ones. Thisis a depressing conclusion
because of what it implies for the type of conflict that would be necessary to discredit these
narratives.®® Nonetheless, my analysis does suggest that, at least for certain segments of the
Pakistani political class, Vg payee s dramatic actions at the Lahore summit may have already

initiated an epiphany. If true, a potential for trust exists already within the Pakistani political

%8 Pierson (2004: 52).
% Jackson and Nexon (2002: 6).
% Ahmed (2002: 28) worries that this s the case.
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leadership, and the path toward trust lies in strengthening this group vis-a-vis those el ements

of the Pakistani elite and society that were not affected by this epiphany.®*

Conclusions

My empirical analysis demonstrates the plausibility of the trust framework by showing that it
helps to explain the events examined in the case studies better than would be possible without
it. Additionally, this empirical analysis aso helps illuminate a number of additional findings
which will be helpful in expanding and refining our understanding of trust and its influence
on international politics. More abstractly, this analysis and these findings have underlined the
importance of drawing on influences from al four IR paradigmsin studying the liberal peace,
and especialy from those paradigms that have been relatively neglected in this area before
now, namely Constructivism and, to an even greater extent, Cognitivism. The identification
of the importance of drama, and the novel finding in terms of the implication of catharsis and
epiphany in the process of collective identification, is a particularly notable example of the
importance of recognizing Cognitivist insights. The finding that it isimportant to integrate
analysis of the substantive content of the narratives which define agents' decision-making in

our analysis of the liberal peace represents asimilar reminder for Constructivist perspectives.

My primary finding has significant implications for DPT because of the way that it further
strengthens my argument that the liberal peace is better explained as a network of libera
security communities than by any of the existing explanations. This finding, along with the
additional findings just discussed, also has a number of other important implications for the

study of IR more generally, for policy-makers who, so far, have managed to do a poor job of

- Wheeler (2010: 335-336) presents analysis which is supportive of this view.
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transferring insights from the study of the liberal peaceto the real world, and finally for the
direction of future research that might be undertaken to further advance the insights

developed here. It isto adiscussion of these final concluding points that | now turn.
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Conclusions

Facing the future

I ntroduction

In the nine chapters that precede this one, | have sought to answer asimple but critical
guestion: how and why have liberal states managed to create a separate ‘ zone of peace’ in
which they appear to have transcended the imperatives of the security dilemmaand found a
dependable way of resolving their disputes without recourse to violence? As outlined at the
outset, | understood the answer to this question to be important because understanding how
liberal states have managed to do so might enable other states to follow suit and further
preserve humanity form the scourge of war. However, this question is also important for the
less obvious reason that understanding the nature of this phenomenon is essential to ensuring
that incompl ete understandings thereof do not encourage more disastrous policy decisions
than the ones that they already have. Finally, | also see an improved understanding of this
phenomenon as away of shedding light on a number of related questions which represent

some of the most important foci of attention for the discipline of IR today.

| began my inquiry by examining the voluminous scholarship that already exists on this
subject. While thiswork provided several important insights, for a variety of reasons | found
it wanting. In particular, | argued that, despite relying heavily on it, existing scholarship
failed to properly conceptualize trust — let alone explain how it enabled liberal statesto
resolve their differences non-violently, or how it might be produced. Taking thislacuna as
my starting point, | set out to develop a comprehensive conceptualization of trust. | began this

exercise by engaging with the best existing accounts thereof in IR. Finding these accounts
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lacking, however, | imported insights from other fields ranging from philosophy and
psychology to history and neurology. Building on this research, | developed amodel for how
aspecific form of liberal trust could enable liberal states that perceived each other aslibera
to collectively identify as such and, in so doing, transcend the security dilemma. This model
recognized the essential roles played by what | termed ‘familiarity’ and ‘ positive affect’ in
this psychological process and elaborated alist of six mechanisms capable of generating

these two critical components of trust.

My next step was to take this theoretical model and use it as afoundation for arigorous
research design. Thisrequired developing amodel of state decision-making according to
which individuals, the only unit | found capable of trusting, could make decisions influenced
by trust and have these decisions affect state decision-making and action. Thisin turn
necessitated elaborating a theory of how agents (i.e. individuals) and structures (e.g. states,
narratives) interact in international politics. In so doing, | developed the concepts of

‘distribution of meaning’ and ‘ distribution of power’.

With these theoretical tasks complete, | turned to operationalizing my trust model in away
that would enable me to evaluate its plausibility through the exposure thereof to empirical
case studies. Thisinvolved developing a series of empirical indicators for the concepts of
critical importance to the model such as acceptances of vulnerability, adherence to liberalism,
and the presence of the five factors | had identified as enabling trust. With this task complete,
| selected three case studies through which | was able to probe the plausibility of the trust

model | had built.
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| began my empirical analysis by investigating what is regarded by many as one of the
quintessentially trusting relationshipsin international politics, namely the Canada-USA
relationship. This relationship provided a useful example of a clearly trusting relationship and
served as a good basis for comparison with the other case studies. It also provided clear
illustrations of the workings of a number of the mechanisms by which trust is generated, as
well as some of the limits and specificities of liberal trust beliefs. The next case study |
examined came from the opposite end of the spectrum, namely a case widely seen as an
enduring rivary utterly lacking in trust. By examining the India-Pakistan case, | was ableto
anayze anumber of the factors, such asincompatible narratives, which can block the
emergence of trust. Having examined cases on opposite ends of the trust spectrum, my final
case illuminated how one might travel between these two poles. In selecting the France-
Germany relationship, | sought to uncover the process by which a relationship characterized
by an enduring rivalry, itself notable for repeated destructive conflicts, could shift to one now
regarded as intimately cooperative and trusting. This relationship again supported the
plausibility of my trust model, but was most noteworthy for the way that it shed light on a

number of additional findings that were not initially predicted by my trust model.

After | had completed these empirical analyses, | reported the most important findings | had
drawn from them. The primary finding was that my trust model had indeed proven plausible
with seven out of eight sub-cases supporting the model’ s plausibility and one marginaly
supporting it. Thisfinding also provided someinitial support for my argument that the liberal
peace is actually better conceived of as anetwork of liberal security communities. Naturally,
this secondary argument requires additional research, a point which | discuss further below. |
also reviewed the four most significant additional findings generated by this research. With

this review completed, |1 spend the remainder of thisfinal Conclusions chapter exploring the
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importance of these findings by briefly examining: (1) their implications for the field of IR;
(2) their implications for policy-making; and (3) the areas in which these findings highlight

the need for further research.

Implicationsfor IR

One of the reasons for undertaking this project was that | believed that it offered an ideal
vehicle for furthering the study of international politicsin a number of important ways. In this
section | outline the results of my work in this respect by discussing the implications of my
findings for the field of IR and the study of international politics more generally. | organize
these comments under the following three headings: (1) the importance of integrating insights
from avariety of theoretical perspectives; (2) the central role played by trust in the generation

of security communities; and (3) the central importance of good qualitative research.

Accumulation of knowledge from different perspectives

In his 2012 review of the state of research on the liberal peace, Jarrod Hayes concludes by
arguing for more ‘big thinking' in the field. He elaborates by asserting that scholars need to
build new connections between the various pieces of research on the liberal peace and think
more carefully about how these pieces fit together.> A major focus of thiswork has been to
answer this call through the theorization of ways to integrate the various theoretical
paradigms currently dominating the field in IR. By building a theoretical framework based on
insights from each of the four major paradigmsin IR and then executing a research design

using methodol ogical tools from avariety of approaches, | am helping to expand the field's

! Hayes (2012b: 784).
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boundaries in this respect. | start from the recognition that, while it might not be unavoidable,
most states start from a baseline Realist perspective which perceives the international system
through a Hobbesian lens. Naturally, there is deviation from what this perspective would
expect in thereal world, and | recognize the utility of insights from Rationalist theories, many
of which | discussin Chapter 1, in explaining some of these deviations. Nevertheless, | also
argue that even the combination of these two perspectives is insufficient and that we still

need to integrate other theoretical paradigmsin order to understand other aspects of agents’

decision-making — most importantly, how they overcome irresolvable uncertainty.

Conseguently, the integration of Constructivist and Cognitivist insightsinto the study of the
liberal peace has been a central preoccupation of this thesis. While Constructivist theorizing
has moved slowly into the mainstream of IR scholarship over the past twenty years,
Cognitivism is still very much on the margins of IR scholarship.? Moreover, as has been
highlighted repeatedly in this thesis, even Constructivism’s insights have not been
sufficiently integrated into the study of the liberal peace.® In this vein, Pierson argues that:
“[t]oo often, contemporary social science simply drops out a huge range of crucia factors and
processes, either because our methods and theories make it difficult to incorporate them, or
because they simply lead us not to see them in the first place.”* | submit that the failure of
scholarship on the liberal peace to fully integrate Constructivist, and especially Cognitivist,
insightsisillustrative of this problem and has resulted in afailure to recognize or understand
the critical role played by collective identification, and by extension trust, in international

politics.

2 Mercer (2010).
% Kahl (1998: 109); Hayes (2012b).
* Pierson (2004: 169).
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Because collective identification is centered on the formation of an in-group — adecidedly
psychologica phenomenon — understanding the psychology of what is occurring is critical to
understanding therole it playsin international politics. As discussed earlier, a number of
scholars have recognized the importance of in-group bias in the past, but have failed to
provide atheoretically coherent means of incorporating it into their analysis with the result
that it has appeared as an ad hoc and theoretically unmotivated addition bolted incongruously
onto their models. Moreover, asolely psychologica perspectiveis also insufficient asthe
impact of the formation of an in-group depends heavily on the substantive content associated
with the similarity around which the in-group has coalesced.® Thus, without adding
Congnitivist and Constructivist perspectives, scholars are not able to answer the central
guestion of liberal peace scholarship, namely, how agents are able to overcome the
Hobbesian imperatives of the internationa environment, or explain much of what it is about

certain types of institutions that enable the formation of in-groups and trust.

The central role of trust in the liberal peace, security community, and stable peace

By identifying trust as a critical variable for understanding the liberal peace, thisthesis has
also provided alink which ought to help integrate research on the liberal peace with research
in two other areas: security community and stable peace. Given the large amount of research
that has been carried out in these three areas, much of it from different theoretical
perspectives, better integration of these research agendas offers scholars a treasure trove of
information, the cross-fertilization of which can significantly advance our understanding of
these overlapping phenomena. Moreover, by providing a clear and theoretically justified

definition and conceptualization of what | argue has emerged asthe field’s critical variable,

® Haidt (2012: 99) agrees.
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trust, | have provided a common ground from which future research can be coordinated and
on the basis of which investigators can accumulate knowledge. Below, | explore some of the
most obvious ways in which such a cross-fertilization might be beneficial, using Adler and

Barnett’ s work on security communities as an illustrative example.

One of the easiest criticisms to make of work on security communitiesisthat it isoverly
abstract, vague, and imprecise, thereby rendering it difficult to operationalize and relate to
actua behaviours and events. Thisimprecision has resulted in aproliferation of basically ad
hoc small-n and single case study analyses which, whatever their individual merits, are
difficult to aggregate, replicate, and rigorously compare, therefore significantly limiting our
ability to generate forward momentum and a strong accumul ation of knowledge in this area.
By developing a clear and specific definition and conceptualization that clearly locates trust
at the level of theindividual, by defining trust as a reasonable belief, by laying out arigorous
and replicable research procedure, and by beginning the construction of comparable

indicators, my work offers researchers progress toward a solution to this problem.

A good illustration of the benefits my theoretical framework offers can be found in how my
trust model allows scholars to better understand the role played by transactions in the
generation of security communities, something identified as critically important in Deutsch
and colleagues’ original research and in Adler’s and Barnett’ s re-launching of the concept.
By recognizing the psychological character of trust, my conceptualization enables scholars to
better understand what it is about interactions that can be expected to generate dependable
expectations of peaceful change, as well as the conditions required for this to occur. For
example, by integrating a Cognitivist perspective, we learn that, inter alia, interactions

generate trust by triggering the ‘mere exposure’ and ‘intergroup contact’” mechanisms. This
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suggests, for example, that while trade can foster interactions, unless this trade is conducted
in aspirit of equality, only one of two trust-enabling mechanisms will be activated with the
result that it will be less effective in generating positive affect. This analysisis supported by
my analysis of the France-Germany case in which higher levels of economic interactivity
prevailed prior to the first episode than the second, but it was only in the second episode,
when narratives emphasi zing equality obtained, that trust actually obtained. Thus, by
illuminating the fine-grained micro-level mechanisms through which the causation which
produces this effect actually flows, thisinsights helps to push this theory forward by helping
to differentiate between circumstances that are likely to have an impact on collective
identification and those which are not.® More concretely, it provides a potential explanation
for why trade s, by itself, often insufficient to foster the development of positive affect —and

by extension trust — between states.

A second way in which my more comprehensive conceptualization of trust adds valueisits
recognition of the importance of engaging closely with the substantive content of the
narratives involved, an insight increasingly accepted in other areas of IR but still largely
absent from work on the liberal peace. For example, Adler and Barnett explicitly seek to
move beyond afocus on libera states and to inquire into whether non-liberal states are
capable of establishing security communities as well. Their conclusion that yes, non-libera
groupings might be able to achieve a security community is quite tentative and ends with a
recognition that “[c]learly there is a need for better specification and identification of the role

of cognitive structuresin the development of trust and a security community.”

My analysis
answers this call by differentiating between different forms of collective identification

according to the different narratives which define them. Thisinnovation is critical because it

® Barnett and Adler (1998: 416-418).
" Barnett and Adler (1998: 426)
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allows me to avoid the trap into which Adler and Barnett, and many others working in this
field, fall, whereby they conflate collective identification and the formation of a security
community. The problem hereisthat by doing so, they elide the intermediate step in the
process that separates these two developments, namely, the particular form of trust belief
which specifically enables dependable expectations of peaceful change. The result is that
scholars who make this conflation are left without a clear and theoretically grounded means

of differentiating between collective identifications which are clearly different.

Thisinsight iscritical for helping to advance Adler and Barnett’s goal of making the concept
of security community ‘travel’. Thisis because it enables a more precise way of studying and
categorizing collective identifications and predicting their impact on agents’ decision-
making. Non-liberal security communities are certainly possible at atheoretical level, but just
because two states collectively identify does not mean that they have formed a security
community — that is, acommunity defined by dependable expectations of peaceful change. |
suggest that the reason that liberal security communities form such alarge proportion of
identified security communitiesis that liberalism seems uniquely well-formulated as a
narrative for the production of peaceful communities.® For example, | argue that the delays
and difficulties that the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) has experienced in
its progression toward a true security community are telling in this respect. Despite
significant effort at developing a common identity and a peaceful system for the resolution of
disputes, members of this grouping still maintain active war planning against each other.®
Thus, while the ASEAN ‘zone of peace’ is certainly an accomplishment, it is not clear that it

possesses the dependabl e system for non-violent dispute resolution critical to a security

8 Pinker (2011: 691) would suggest thisis so. Though | aso recognize Barnett and Adler’s (1998: 425)
argument that a portion of liberalism’s success in this regard is its openness — something discussed in Chapter 1
in the review of the transnational enmeshment mechanism.

® Acharya (1998: 216).
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community, nor isit clear and that its history of peace is due to anything other than

realpolitik.*°

The value of qualitative research

Two of the episodes examined in this work, namely the Reparations crisis and the Kargil
crisis, have been identified el sewhere as exceptions to the liberal peace. In the case of the
Reparations crisis, while no war was formally declared, French actions do meet the criteria
set out for categorizing a conflict asawar in my Introduction.*! In the Kargil case, the
fighting was sufficiently intense to cross the more demanding threshold established by the
Correlates of War (CoW) project. Interestingly, however, both of these exceptions are often
missed in standard quantitative analyses of the libera peace and, as such, demonstrate the
importance of good qualitative analysis. The invasion of the Ruhr is often overlooked
because it did not produce sufficient casuatiesto qualify as awar under the CoW rubric,
while the Kargil case is often missed because the Polity 4 database, the database usually used
in large-N quantitative studies to identify democracies, codes Pakistan as a non-democracy in
1999 because of amilitary coup that occurred in October of 1999 — well after the Kargil crisis

had concluded. 2

19 A similar argument can be made for Kupchan's (2010: 188-201) characterization of the Concert of Europe as
a security community. While correctly pointing out that there was peace between the Great Powers between
1815 and 1854, Kupchan fails to provide a rigorous means of differentiating a simple lack of war from positive
peace, and is thus unable to offer compelling evidence that this observed lack of war was anything other than the
result of power political calculations. On this point, see Kissinger (1994: Chapter 4). Kupchan could perhaps
have avoided this problem by focusing more on the role of trust which he does recognize as important elsewhere
(2010: 36). Unfortunately, he spends less than a page (2010: 49-50) discussing trust, and fails to recognize the
critical roleit can play in generating the dependable expectations of peaceful change needed for the eventuation
of asecurity community. Interestingly, because he also fails to take the importance of narrativesinto account,
Kupchan also misses the possibility that a non-liberal security community may have existed for a few decades
between the three ‘ Eastern Courts' based on a shared conservative narrative.

1 Cf. Wright (2010) who concurs.

12 See footnote 83 in Chapter 4 for amore in depth discussion.
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Both these incidents demonstrate the importance of qualitative research in different ways. In
the case of the Reparations crisis, the fact that it does not met the CoW criteriafor awar isa
function of a decision taken by the initial COW coders that is difficult to square with many of
the theoretical frameworks on which many theories of the liberal peace are based, including
this one.*® By failing to recognize the Reparations crisis as aviolation of the liberal peace,
oneisalowing a statistical artefact to keep important information from influencing one's
theory. Thisinformation is especially important because this crisis helpsillustrate an
important theoretical nuance, namely, that the liberal peace only applies when two states
recognize each other asliberal. My qualitative analysis demonstrates its importance by
helping to unpack the reasons why an agent might not recognize another agent as liberal even
if this other agent meets certain, say institutional, criteria. In so doing, | identify one of the
key areas where further research is required to advance scholarship in this area, namely on
the subject of how beliefs—for instance that another state is aliberal state — compete with

each other for salience, a point discussed at greater length below.

Perhaps more important, however, is the way that failing to examine the India-Pakistan
relationship from a qualitative perspective undermines the study of the libera peace because
of the way in which it generates a series of false positives. While false negatives, that is,
purported exceptions to the liberal peace, have received significant discussion and have
actually been the focus of much of the qualitative scholarship that does exist, false positives
have been dramatically understudied. Asthe analysisin Chapter 6 demonstrated, clams that
the liberal peace existed between Indiaand Pakistan at any time during the period examined
stretches credulity. Pakistan clearly does not meet the criteriaof alibera state under my

definition, and any definition under which it does is suspect. Indeed, qualifying the

13 See footnote 37 in the Introduction. Cf. Wright (2010: 410)
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relationships between India and Pakistan at any time in their history as peaceful verges on
rendering the term ‘ peace’ meaningless in many of the ways discussed in the Introduction.
Y et the dyad years from this relationship between 1973-1976 and 1988-1998 are generdly
counted as ‘ peaceful’ by quantitative analyses and thus, by extension, as evidence of the

existence of the liberal peace.

Thisis problematic because it suggests that, if the India-Pakistan relationship is anything but
unique, then much of the existing quantitative scholarship on the liberal peaceis flawed
becauseit is potentially contaminated by too many false positives to be able to tell us much,
if anything, about the phenomenon. Counting these fal se positives as part of the ‘libera
peace’ is misleading, and distracts from studying relationships where liberalism and
democracy actually have an impact on states' relations and contribute to peace. It is beyond
my abilities to suggest whether a better, more precise operationalization of these variables
might enable amore valid quantitative analysis. However, the fact that my qualitative
analysis has highlighted these problems again demonstrates the value of qualitative
scholarship inthis area. At the very least, these findings should prompt scholars and
policymakers to be more modest in their trumpeting of the liberal peace as a solution to
international security problems, and to be more careful in their attempts at expanding it. More
ambitioudly, these findings should motivate scholars to undertake additiona qualitative
research in order to provide a more accurate picture of the extent of the liberal peace and the

relationship of the variables and indicators | have developed here thereto.

Policy Relevance
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One of my reasons for undertaking this project was that | believed that my analysis might
yield useful insights for policymakers. Indeed, as aluded to in the Introduction, it is clear that
the liberal peace has influenced policymakers to an extent rarely seen in IR. Unfortunately,
much of this influence has been negative to date as it has helped provide justifications for
what have proved to be disastrous policy initiatives such as the US-led invasion of Iragin
2003. While it would be wrong to assign blame to academics for the misuses of their research
by others, the failure of the academy to produce a more comprehensive understanding of the
liberal peace likely contributed to the ease with which this misuse occurred. Thus, the more
comprehensive theory — specifically my argument that the liberal peace is better understood
asanetwork of libera security communities —and findings which | provide in thiswork are
meant to ameliorate these limitations. | do thisin two main ways: (1) by developing a more
complete picture of the workings of the liberal peace which revealsits limitations;** and (2)
clarifying some of the potential knock-on effects of the liberal peace that might not be

immediately obvious.

The limits of the liberal peace

One of the implications of the analysisin thiswork is that the liberal peaceislikey aless
widespread phenomenon than is generally recognized and is probably closer to being
isomorphic to the North Atlantic core in its extent — something that a number of critics have
claimed previously.™ Thisis not to say that the zone of peace is not real or expanding, but
rather, that this recognition should introduce some humility into any prescriptions about how
liberal democracy, and the attendant ‘ zone of peace’, ought to be spread, and some modesty

into our expectations as to the ease with which this task will be accomplished. This may seem

14 Kahl (1998: 144) makes the same point.
1> Cohen (1994); Gowa (1999).
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an obvious point, but the apparent belief that the invasion of Iraq could transform the country
into amodel liberal democracy that would serve as a beachhead for reform in the Middle East
seems to suggest that this point was not so obvious after al. It also reminds us that
encouraging the spread of liberalismisthe critical requirement for the liberal peace’'s
expansion, not simply the holding of e ections. Thankfully, my analysis points toward some

additional ideas on how to go about doing so effectively.

Chief among these ideas is the aforementioned need to focus on the substantive content of
narratives. As Raymond Duvall and Jutta Weldes point out, it isimportant to recognize the
“historically and systematically variable discourses of democracy that have shaped the
possibility of ademocratic peace.” *® As discussed in Chapter 8, liberalism rarely forms the
only, perhaps even the main, basis of the liberal peace. Rather, it exists as an important part
of amore complicated cognitive framework that often includes other narratives defined by
cultural similarities like language, religion, and even racism. The fact that the liberal peace
exists largely between devel oped, Western politiesis no simple coincidence; not only do
these states share an important adherence to liberalism, they also largely share a critical
common cultural and ‘racia’ inheritance. While such arecognition isin no way an
endorsement of arigid Huntingtonian ‘ Clash of Civilizations' thesis, it should serve asa
warning to be attentive to the types of narratives enabled within particular political
discourses. Whiletoday’ s liberal societies may well represent the highest form of social
development so far, it would be erroneous to think that they have been conceived
immaculately and authored only by the better angels of our nature. Consequently, it behooves

scholars to recall that the formation of alarger liberal security community will likely require

18 puvall and Weldes (2001: 201).
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additional narrative factors beyond the highly intellectual embrace of liberalism. Some of

these will likely be the lesser of many evils.

This finding should also force scholars to remember that countries like Chinaand India have
vastly different cultures, histories, religious traditions, etc — both from each other and from
western democracies meaning that any attempt to build trust, let alone aliberal security
community, with these states faces important obstacles and limitations. Western powers
cannot rely on ashared history or culture to bind them to these rising powers and so other
factors capable of generating familiarity and positive affect will need to be identified and
nurtured for along time before they bear fruit.!” The sameis true for states like Afghanistan
and Iragq which have surprised many in the West as particularly recalcitrant and unwilling to
transform themselves to meet Western expectations. For instance, the difficulties associated
with atering the persistent narratives ingrained in portions of the populations of these
countries which sanction the use of violence as an acceptable means of dispute resolution
have al too often been underestimated while the focus has been placed on reproducing the
outward forms of liberal democracy. While liberal forms like elections are certainly
important, they are only viable if the population internalizes the libera narrative.
Policymakers should recognize that such a process of internalization will take along time and

isone we do not fully understand, a point | return to in the next section.

Unforeseen implications

There are some scholars who argue that the very existence of the libera peaceis problematic

because of the way that it creates an exclusive community of liberal states who define

Y Taylor (2004: 153-154) expands on this point.
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themselves by the adherence to liberalism and against everyone else. This criticism echoes
throughout discussions of ideas like the need for a‘ League of Democracies’, a proposal most
famously endorsed by US Senator John McCain during his 2008 campaign for the US
presidency. As this collective identification becomes increasingly salient, it can create a
fundamental opposition between liberal and non-liberal states and could even provide
‘justifications’ for the use of violence by liberals against non-liberals.’® At the most basic
level, this argument can be advanced validly based solely on the fact that in-group bias
naturally entails a bias against out-groups. While proponents might argue that they have no
intention of fanning such flames, as Pierson points out “[alnyone engaged in empirical
research in the socia sciences knows that the most instrumental and canny of actors still
cannot hope to adequately anticipate all the consequences of their actions’ and that concerns

over these ‘ unanticipated consequences’ should not be simply brushed aside.™®

The possibility of such unanticipated consequences actually becomes an even greater cause
for concern, however, when one recognizes that there also exists a potential for the stoking of
violence between liberals and non-liberals on the basis of the other narratives that aso tend to
constitute the collective identifications that generate the liberal peace.® Thisis dueto the
way in which liberals tend to form a psychological in-group on the basis of their liberalism
AND some other narrative such as political Catholicism or even racia chauvinism.? Thus,
the possibility exists that just as liberalism can influence agents decision-making, so too can
these other constitutive narratives. This again highlights the need for more research on the

critical questions of which of the narratives that constitute an agents' cognitive framework

18 Farnham (2003: 398).

19 Pierson (2004: 115).

% Dembinski et al. (2004: 544). This critique surfaces frequently in Barkawi’s and Laffey’s (2001) edited
volume.

2 See Vucetic (2011).
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become salient and how, why, and when these particular narratives propagate more

successfully than others.

Further Research

Throughout thiswork, | have identified a number of areas which would benefit from
additional research, including the need for more and better historical statistics, for example,
better historical migration data and gini-coefficients, and the need to examine how certain
narratives and rhetorical practices can multiply or reduce the effect of certain objective trust-
enabling mechanisms. | have also found evidence that supports other ideas already proposed
by other scholars, such as Wheeler’ s argument concerning the importance of unified stable
government for effective trust-building.? Unfortunately, limitations of space block me from
afull discussion of all these ideas, although | do hope that their identification is at least

helpful and can spur further research.

What | do have space to discussiswhat | see as the primary areain need of future research.
As has become evident in the past few chapters, my research has elucidated one question
which has been largely neglected in scholarship on the liberal peace, namely the question of
how and when particular narratives become salient while others do not. Whileit is beyond the
scope of thiswork to answer this critical question, | have been able to draw some insights
pertaining to it from my analysis. Below | highlight these insights and suggest how they
might be combined with existing findings from other areas of IR to advance research in this

area.

2 \Wheeler (2010: 333).
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To my mind, the most productive way of developing an answer of why, how, and when a
particular narrative will be more likely to propagate than others is to approach the question in
astructured way. The structure according to which | propose to organize this discussion is the
tripartite conception of agency | developed earlier. This suggests that the likelihood of a
narrative becoming salient in a particular situation depends on the characteristics of the
agent(s) (agency:) whose cognitive framework is the site of this contestation; the
characteristics of the distribution of meaning (agency-) in which they are embedded; and the
characteristics of the distribution of power (agencys) in which they are operating. | have no
sense of whether any one of these three aspects of agency is more or lessimportant in this
process, but at the very least this approach provides away of organizing the numerous
insights | have identified as potentially useful. In the space that remains, | present these
insights, engage in abrief preliminary analysis, and close by suggesting three axes of future
inquiry which | see as particularly promising. In so doing, | hope to lay a foundation for

advancing scholarship in this area.

| begin with agency;. The main lesson to emerge from taking agency; serioudly is that human
beings are ultimately unpredictable, meaning that even as we seek to improve our
understanding of when a particular narrative will become salient, this enterprise will always
be limited by the inherent unpredictability of humans.? Nonetheless, afocus on agency; —
and particularly on Cognitivist insights in this area— reminds us that agents possess particular
qualities that are profoundly agential, such as their charisma and their emotions.?* While it

may be difficult to quantify, the charisma of an Adenauer, or aHitler, is not inconsequential

% Indeed, Crawford (2002: 36) points to chance as one of the four factors which she argues determine whether
an argument will be persuasive

2 Crawford (2002: 26).

% Kissinger (1994: 288) suggests: “ That Germany would emerge from that process [the collapse of the
Versailles order] asthe strongest nation on the Continent was inevitable; the orgy of killing and devastation that
it unleashed was the work of one demonic personality.” He also suggests that Hitler precipitated the Second
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and narratives promoted by a charismatic individual are more likely to achieve salience than
those that lack such advocates. Similarly, it is aso worth noting that another agential
characteristic that seems to make a difference isthe level of sophistication of the agent
receiving the message. Edward D. Mansfield and Jack Snyder note that narratives which are
primarily emotionally compelling, such as national chauvinism, are more likely to achieve
salience with less well-educated agents than more intellectuall y-focused narratives such as
liberalism.?® Likewise, as discussed in Chapter 3, narratives that boost agents’ self-esteem are
more likely to achieve salience than those that do not. Finally, agents who are negatively
emotionally predisposed toward an interlocutor are less likely to find said interlocutor

persuasive regardless of the content of the message being conveyed.?’

Aswith agency;, Mansfield and Snyder’ s work on democratization provides some important
insights regarding agencys. In particular, their argument that liberalism is often marginalized
in democratizing states because the implications of the adoption of liberalism threaten the
power of those agents who occupy the upper rungs of the distribution of power,? illustrates
how it isimportant to take into account how a narrative interacts with the distribution of
power. While the question of why these powerful agents prefer these narratives may depend
on their agency; and agency,, once a particular narrative has become salient for them, their
privileged positions in the distribution of power provide them with numerous means of
promoting their preferred narratives and influencing other, less-powerful, agents. This power
can manifest itself in as explicit away as powerful agents' ability to influence the population

through their control of media organizations, or more subtly through the gloss of legitimacy

World War for the very agential reason that he believed that hislife would be a short one, an assumption derived
from his family medical history. Again, Kissinger (1994: 290) suggests. “History offers no other example of a
major war being started on the basis of medical conjecture.”

% Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 252).

I Crawford (2002: 26).

% Mansfield and Snyder (2005: 61).
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that attaches itself to the powerful. More generally, Neta Crawford argues that access to those
being persuaded, as well as organizational abilities/resources — both common attributes of the
powerful — are also two of the most important factors in determining whether an argument
will be persuasive.?® To my mind, this underlines clearly the importance of more focused
analyses of the distributions of meaning, and the interests that these distributions privilege,

than has been typical in analyses of the liberal peace.

Therichest collection of insights on how narratives achieve salience, however, falls under the
heading of agency,, meaning that they pertain to how the characteristics of a particular
narrative, and how this narrative interacts with the larger distribution of meaning in which it
is embedded, influence whether the narrative achieves salience. To begin with, thereis
aready some significant work on this topic in adjacent areas. For example, Crawford argues
that “[p]ersuasive arguments often have one or more of the characteristics of being
emotionally appealing, accounting for evidence, and addressing the concerns raised by
counter-argument.” * Similarly, in his study of analogies, Y uen Foong Khong argues that
anal ogies become salient for decision-makers on the basis of two main characteristics: (1)
availability and (2) representativeness.®* Availability refers to the ease with which an agent is
able to recall aparticular analogy. Khong suggests that the ‘recency’ of the analogous event
isastrong factor in determining an event’s availability. He also suggests that the timing of
the event, and more specifically, whether the event occurred during that agent’s “coming of

political age” —that is, when they were most impressionable — plays an important role.*

® Crawford (2002: 36).

% Crawford (2002: 36).

3 Khong (1992: 36-37).

% Khong (1992: 214). This assertion is supported by research in other areas. See, for example, Howe (2010:
127).
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Representativeness refers to the perceived fit between the new situation and the situation
providing the analogy.* Interestingly, Khong found that even sophisticated decision-makers
tend to be impressed by superficia similarities between events and fail to evaluate rigorously
the applicability of the event or search for alternatives.* Khong also suggests that once an
anaogy has been chosen, agents tend to stick with it even in the face of contradictory

evidence.®

Both Crawford and Khong, as well as many other scholars, also identify the * cultural
congruence’, ‘resonance’, or ‘coherence’ of anarrative with the existing distributions of
meaning as an important factor.* Charles Taylor suggests why this might be important when
he argues that the historical trgjectory of a society always colours that society’ s present
understandings.*’ This aligns with the arguments advanced earlier about how the salience of
liberalism seems to have been boosted by its congruence with other narratives like political
Catholicism and the ‘myth of two Germanies’, as well as the shared Anglo-Saxon heritage of
Canada and the USA. Because of its compatibility with these other narratives, liberalism
‘resonated’ with them or, in other words, was more easily assimilated into their pre-existing
cognitive frameworks. This ease of assimilation islikely the result of the minimal potential
for cognitive dissonance and greater prevalence of recognizable ideas and concepts that result
from the substantive overlap and similarities between these compatible narratives.
Interestingly, this did not occur in the first France-Germany sub-case, perhaps partialy

because political Catholicism had not yet decisively shed itsilliberal tendencies, thus limiting

% Khong (1992: 36).

¥ Khong (1992: 35 and 217).

% Khong (1992: 14). While newer psychological research has added nuance to our understanding of ‘ motivated
bias, it remains largely the same. See Hogg et a. (2004: 254-255) for instance.

% Crawford (2002: 6, 26, and 36); Khong (1992: 34). See also Hayes (2012a: 69; footnote 36); Hogg et al.
(2004: 254, 257 and 264).

¥ Taylor (2004: 153).
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its congruence with liberalism. Similarly, it is not hard to see why liberalism did not easily

resonate with a Pakistani society defined so strongly by militant anti-Indianism.

This argument, however, raises the question of how we explain changesin the narratives
which have achieved salience when congruence is seemingly so important. The analysis |
presented earlier on the importance of drama offers some important insights here. For
example, the idea advanced by Jackson and Nexon that real world events do have an impact
on the salience of narratives because of the way they support or disprove the narratives
claimsis suggestive in this regard.*® Similarly, Rogers Smith argues that what he calls
“[€e]thically constitutive stories’, that is, the stories groups tell themselves to explain why
they are a group, tend to be the most likely narratives to maintain salience in political
contexts because “they are also harder to discredit viaempirical evidence.”* Crawford also
recognizes the importance of ‘ perceived correspondence’ between narratives and both
‘objective’ redlity and agents’ historical preconceptions,*® but points out that these
perceptions are biased with the result that it is unusual for eventsto clearly disprove a
particular narrative.** Indeed, given the stickiness of perceptions and motivated biases, one
wonders to what extent narratives that are currently salient will need to be ‘disproven’ in

order for them to lose their salience, or even how this evaluation occurs.

One way of pursuing thisline of inquiry isto ook to research on processes of argumentation

and contestation for insights. Crawford does exactly this, and points to the importance of how

% See Johnson (2004: 40-41) for asimilar argument.

% Smith (2004: 309). In addition to non-verifiability, Dominic Johnson lists (2004: 179-180) five other,
basically similar, qualities that increase the likelihood that a belief, in this case a‘positive illusion’, will achieve
salience, namely generality, ambiguity, threat, quality of feedback, and stage of task. Khong (1992: 33) argues
that the more abstract an analogy, the more likely it isto have influence, largely because it is more difficult to
contradict.

“0 Crawford (2002: 22).

“ Crawford (2002: 22); Weldes (1999: 39-40).
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anissueis‘framed’ in determining whether an argument is accepted or not.*? In so doing, she
reminds us that different types of arguments (practical, ethical, etc) will be evaluated under
different rubrics depending on how they are framed, and that these different rubrics will
influence how and if a narrative achieves salience in a particular situation. Indeed, Jarrod
Hayes work on integrating insights from securitization theory into the study of the liberal
peace offers an example of how questions in this area might be tackled fruitfully.** The
increasing interest in argumentation that is currently emerging in IR will also no doubt help

advance our understanding of this aspect of the problem.*

Clearly, thereis both a strong foundation for future research in this area and the potentia for
important gainsto be realized. Thus, as | reach the end of this particular work, it seems best
to conclude by summarizing the three main axes of inquiry | have just identified as the most
fruitful directionsfor future research in this area. These axes are: (1) a greater integration of
Cognitivist insights into the study of the processes by which narratives achieve salience; (2)
more investigation into the role played by the distribution of power in determining a
narrative' s salience and influence on agents' decision-making; and (3) expanded research into
how processes of collective identification interact with processes of political contestation and
argumentation. | expect that more work in these areas will produce good results and help
expand our understanding, not just of when and how certain narratives will achieve salience

or not, or of the liberal peace, but also of international politics more generaly. At the very

2 Crawford (2002: 22-23). This also provides some interesting pathways back to the earlier discussions of
agency; (our willingness to accept charismatic agents' frames) and agencys (the ability of the powerful to
impose their frames).

3 Hall (2011) advances a similar argument in which circumstances which generate anger seem to be akin to, or
something of a special case of, securitization and appear to trigger a similar response. Johnson (2004: 46-47)
similarly notes that comforting illusions are more likely to be held by individuals when they face a threat than
when they do not, suggesting that messages which emphasize in-group superiority — and out-group
perfidiousness — will be more persuasive during periods when the in-group feels threatened.

“ See, for instance, Risse (2000); Crawford (2002); Mitzen (2005); Seymour (2014).
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least, these three axes highlight phenomena about which we do not know enough and should

therefore keep scholars occupied productively well into the future.



Urban 329

Works Cited

Adler, E. (1997). “ Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics.” European
Journal of International Relations 3(3): 319-363.

Adler, E. (1998). Seeds of peaceful change: the OSCE'’ s security community-building model.
Security Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press: 119-160.

Adler, E. and M. Barnett, eds. (1998a). Security communities. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

Adler, E. and M. Barnett (1998b). A framework for the study of security communities. Security
Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 29-66.

Adler, E. and M. Barnett (1998c). Security communities in theoretical perspective. Security
Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 3-28.

Ahmad, S. (1999). “The Nuclear Subcontinent - Bringing Stability to South Asia.” Foreign
Affairs 78 (1): 123-125.

Ahmed, 1. (2002). “The 1947 Partition of India: A Paradigm for Pathological Politicsin India
and Pakistan.” Asian Ethnicity 3(1): 9-28.

Ahmed, S. (1999). “Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Program: Turning Points and Nuclear
Choices.” International Security 23(4): 178-204.

Ahonen, P. (1995). “Franz-Josef Strauss and the German nuclear question,1956-1962.”
Journal of Strategic Studies 18(2): 25-51.

Alesing, A. and E. LaFerrara(2002). “Who trusts others?’” Journal of Public Economics 85(2):
207-234.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge MA, Addison-Wesley.

Anderson, B. R. O. G. (1991). Imagined communities: reflections on the origin and spread of
nationalism. London, Verso.

Armstrong, D. and J. J. Trento (2007). America and the Islamic bomb: the deadly compromise.
Hanover, NH, Steerforth Press.

Aronson, E., T. D. Wilson, and R. M. Akert (2007). Socia Psychology. Toronto, Pearson
Prentice Hall.

The Associated Press (1919). “ Preuss Denounces Demand of Allies: German Constitution's
Author Says Bar on Austria Violates Self-Determination.” The New York Times. New Y ork,
[accessed on 24 September, 2014, at

http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html ?res=OEO4EFD D 153A EO3ABC4C52DFBF668382

609EDE]



http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9E04EFDD153AE03ABC4C52DFBF668382609EDE�
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9E04EFDD153AE03ABC4C52DFBF668382609EDE�

Urban 330

Audoin-Rouzeau, S. and A. Becker (2003). 14-18: Understanding the Great War. New Y ork,
Hill and Wang.

Back, M. D., Stefan C. Schmukle, and Boris Egloff (2008). “Becoming Friends by Chance.”
Psychological Science 19(5): 439-440.

Baier, A. (1986). “Trust and Antitrust.” Ethics 96(2): 231-260.

Banks, M. (1987). Four conceptions of peace. Conflict management and problem solving:
interpersonal to international applications. D. J. D. Sandole and I. Sandole-Staroste, eds.,
London, Pinter: 259-274.

Barber, B. (1983). Thelogic and limits of trust. New Brunswick NJ, Rutgers University Press.

Barbier, C. (1990). “Les négociations franco-germano-italiennes en vue a |’ établissement
d’ une cooperation militaire nucléaire au cours des années 1956-1958.” Revue d’ histoire
diplomatique 1990(1-2): 81-113.

Barbier, C. (1993). “The French decision to develop a military nuclear programmein the
1950s.” Diplomacy & Statecraft 4(1): 103-113.

Bariéty, J. (1989). “La perception de la puissance francgaise par le chancelier K. Adenauer de
1958 a1963.” Relations internationales 58(ét€): 217-225.

Barkawi, T. (2001). War Inside the Free World: The Democratic Peace and the Cold War in
the Third World. Liberalism and War; Rethinking the Democratic Peace Debate. T. Barkawi
and M. Laffey, eds., Boulder, Lynne Reiner: 107-128.

Barkawi, T. and M. Laffey (2001a). Introduction: The International Relations of Democracy,
Liberalism, and War. Democracy, Liberalism, and War: Rethinking the Democratic Peace
Debate. T. Barkawi and M. Laffey, eds., Boulder, Lynne Reinner: 1-24.

Barkawi, T. and M. Laffey, eds. (2001). Democracy, liberalism, and war: rethinking the
democratic peace debate. Boulder, Lynne Rienner.

Barnett, M. and E. Adler (1998). Studying security communitiesin theory, comparison, and
history. Security Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press: 413-442.

Barnett, M. and F. G. Gause (1998). Caravans in opposite directions: society, state, and the
development of community in the Gulf Cooperation Council. Security Communities. E. Adler
and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Bartov, O. (2000). Mirrors of Destruction: War, Genocide, and Modern Identity. Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

Bennett, D. S. and A. C. Stam (1998). “The Declining Advantages of Democracy: A Combined
Model of War Outcomes and Duration.” The Journa of Conflict Resolution 42(3): 344-366.




Urban 331

Bennett Jones, O. (2009). Pakistan: eye of the storm. New Haven, Yae University Press.

Bercuson, D. J. (1993). True Patriot: The Life of Brooke Claxton, 1898-1960. Toronto,
University of Toronto Press.

Binoux, P. (1972). Les pionniers de I'Europe; I'Europe et |e rapprochement franco-allemand:
Joseph Caillaux, Aristide Briand, Robert Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, Jean Monnet. Paris, C.
Klincksieck.

Booth, K. and N. J. Whedler (2008). The security dilemma: fear, cooperation, and trust in
world politics. Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.

Bothwell, R. (1984). Eldorado: Canada’s National Uranium Company. Toronto, University of
Toronto Press.

Bothwell, R. (1988). Nucleus: The History of Atomic Energy of Canada Limited. Toronto,
University of Toronto Press.

Boulding, K. (1978). Stable Peace. Austin TX, University of Texas Press.

Bow, B. J. (2009). The Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependence, and Ideas in Canada-US
Relations. Vancouver, UBC Press.

Brenner, A. D. (2001). Emil J. Gumbel: Weimar German Pacifist and Professor. Boston, Brill
Academic Publishers.

Buckley, B. (2000). Canada's early nuclear policy: fate, chance, and character. Montreal &
Kingston, McGill-Queen's University Press.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., et al. (1999). “An Institutional Explanation of the Democratic Peace.”
The American Political Science Review 93(4): 791-807.

Bueno de Mesquita, B. and R. M. Siverson (1995). “War and the Survival of Political Leaders:
A Comparative Study of Regime Types and Political Accountability.” The American Political
Science Review 89(4): 841-855.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., Randolph M. Siverson, and Gary Woller (1992). “War and the Fate of
Regimes. A Comparative Analysis.” The American Political Science Review 86(3): 638-646.

Bueno de Mesquita, B. and David Lalman (1992). War and reason: domestic and international
imperatives. New Haven, Yae University Press.

Bunle, H. (1931). Migratory Movements between France and Foreign Lands. International
Migrations, Volume Il: Interpretations. W. F. Willcox, ed., Cambridge MA, National Bureau
of Economic Research: 201-238.

Burgdorfer, F. (1931). Migration across the Frontiers of Germany. International Migrations,
Volumel ll: Interpretations. W. F. Willcox, ed., Cambridge MA, National Bureau of Economic
Research: 313-389.




Urban 332

Campbell, D. (1998). Writing security: United Statesforeign policy and the politics of identity.
Manchester, Manchester University Press.

Carter, S. B., ed. (2006). Historical statistics of the United States: earliest times to the present.
New Y ork, Cambridge University Press.

Cary, N. D. (1996). The path to Christian democracy: German Catholics and the party system
from Windthorst to Adenauer. Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press.

Cazenave, S. (2011). Félix Gaillard: le president. Paris, Gingko Editeur.

Cederman, L.-E. (20014). “Modeling the Democratic Peace as a Kantian Selection Process.”
The Journal of Conflict Resolution 45(4): 470-502.

Cederman, L.-E. (2001b). “Back to Kant: Reinterpreting the Democratic Peace as a
Macrohistorical Learning Process.” American Political Science Review 95(1): 15-31.

Cederman, L.-E. and K. S. Gleditsch (2004). “ Conquest and Regime Change: An Evolutionary
Model of the Spread of Democracy and Peace.” International Studies Quarterly 48(3):
603-629.

Chakma, B. (2002). “Road to Chagai: Pakistan's Nuclear Programme, Its Sources and
Motivations.” Modern Asian Studies 36(4): 871-912.

Chan, S. (1993). “Democracy and war: Some thoughts on future research agenda.”
International Interactions 18(3): 205-213.

Chan, S. (1997). “In Search of Democratic Peace: Problems and Promise.” Mershon
International Studies Review 41(1): 59-91.

Choi, S.-W. (2010). “Legislative Constraints: A Path to Peace?’ Journa of Conflict Resolution
54(3): 438 —470.

Chong, J. I. and T. H. Hall (2014). “The Lessons of 1914 for East Asia Today: Missing the
Treesfor the Forest.” International Security 39(1): 7-43.

Cirincione, J., Miriam Rajkumar, and Jon B. Wolfsthal (2002). Deadly Arsenals: tracking
weapons of mass destruction. Washington DC, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

Clapham, C. S. (1996). Africa and the international system: the politics of state survival.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Clutton-Brock, T. (2009). “Cooperation between non-kin in animal societies.” Nature
462(7269): 51-57.

Congressional Research Service (2001). Treaties and Other International Agreements. The
Role of the United States Senate. Library of Congress. Washington DC, U.S. Government
Printing Office. [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-106SPRT66922/pdf/ CPRT-106SPRT66922.pdf]



http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-106SPRT66922/pdf/CPRT-106SPRT66922.pdf�

Urban 333

Cohen, R. (1994). “Pacific unions. areappraisal of the theory that ‘ democracies do not go to
war with each other’.” Review of International Studies 20(03): 207-223.

Cohrs, P. O. (2006). The unfinished peace after World War I: America, Britain and the
stabilisation of Europe, 1919-1932. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Coleman, J. S. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge MA, Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press.

Conze, E. (1990). “La cooperation franco-germano-italienne dans le domaine nucléaire dans
les années 1957-1958: un point de vue alemande.” Revue d' histoire diplomatique 1990(1-2):
115-132.

Cornwell, J. (1999). Hitler's Pope: The secret history of Pius X11. London, Viking.

Crawford, N. (2002). Argument and change in world politics:. ethics, decolonization, and
humanitarian intervention. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Crawford, N. (2000). “The Passion of World Palitics: Propositions on Emotion and Emotiona
Relationships.” International Security 24(4): 116-156.

Criddle, B. (1969). Socialists and European integration: a study of the French Socialist party.
London, Routledge and K. Paul.

Cumings, B. (2001). Warfare, Secuirty, and Democracy in East Asia. Democracy,
Liberalism and War; Rethinking the Democratic Peace Debate. T. Barkawi and M. Laffey,
eds., Boulder, Lynne Reiner: 129-152.

Danilovic, V. and J. Clare (2007). “ The Kantian Liberal Peace (Revisited).” American Journal
of Political Science 51(2): 397-414.

Deak, F. and M. Rheinstein (1935). “Development of French and German Law.” Georgetown
Law Journal 24(3): 551-583.

Dembinski, M., et al. (2004). “Towards an Executive Peace? The Ambivalent Effects of
Inter-Democratic Institutions on Democracy, Peace, and War.” International Politics 41(4):
543-564.

Deutsch, K. W. (1963). The Nerves of Government: models of political communication and
control. New Y ork: Free Press of Glencoe.

Deutsch, K. W. (1968). Political community and the North Atlantic area: international
organization in the light of historical experience. Princeton NJ, Princeton University Press.

Deutsch, K. W. and W. J. Foltz, eds. (1966). Nation-building. New Y ork, Atherton Press.

Dixon, W. J. (1994). “Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict.”
American Political Science Review 88(01): 14-32.




Urban 334

Donaghy, G., ed. (1996) Minutes of Meeting of Advisory Panel on Atomic Energy; Document
No. 859, Documents on Canadian External Relations, Volume 16. Ottawa: Canada
Communication Group: 1521-1524.

Doran, C. F. (1984). Forgotten partnership: U.S.-Canada relations today. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Doty, R. L. (1996). Imperia encounters. the politics of representation in North-South relations.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Dovidio, J. F., S. L. Gaertner, A. Validzic, K. Matoka, B. Johnson, and S.Frazier (1997).
“Extending the Benefits of Recategorization: Evaluations, Self-Disclosure, and Helping.”
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 33(4): 401-420.

Doyle, M. W. (1983). “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs; Part 1.” Philosophy and
Public Affairs 12(3): 205-235.

Doyle, M. W. (1986). “Liberalism and World Palitics.” The American Political Science
Review 80(4): 1151-1169.

Doyle, M. W. (2005). “Three Pillars of the Liberal Peace.” American Political Science Review
99(03): 463-466.

Duckitt, J., J. Callaghan, and C.Wagner (2005). “Group Identification and Outgroup Attitudes
in Four South African Ethnic Groups. A Multidimensional Approach.” Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin 31(5): 633-646.

Duckitt, J. and C. Parra (2004). “Dimensions of Group Identification and Out-Group Attitudes
in Four Ethnic Groupsin New Zealand.” Basic and Applied Socia Psychology 26(4): 237-247.

Duroselle, J.-B. (1969). Les Relations franco-allemandes de 1914 a 1950. Paris, Centre de
documentation universitaire.

Duval, M. and D. Mongin (1993). Histoire des forces nucléaires frangaises depuis 1945. Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France.

Duvall, R. and J. Weldes (2001). The International Relations of Democracy, Liberalism, and
War: Directions for Future Research. Democracy, Liberalism, and War: Rethinking the
Democratic Peace Debate. M. Laffey and T. Barkawi, eds., Boulder, Col.: Lynne Reinner.

Eayrs, J. (1964). In Defence of Canada: From the Great War to the Great Depression. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Eayrs, J. (1972). In Defence of Canada: Peacemaking and Deterrence. Toronto: University of
Toronto Press.

Eayrs, J. (1980). In Defence of Canada: Growing Up Allied. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press.

Eckstein, H. (1975). Case study and theory in political science. Handbook of political science,




Urban 335

Vol. 7: Strategies of inquiry. F. Greenstein and N. Polsby, eds., London, Addison-Wesley:
79-138.

Edelstein, D. M. (2002). “Managing uncertainty: Beliefs about intentions and the rise of great
powers.” Security Studies 12(1): 1-40.

Edkins, J. (2004). “Ground Zero: reflections on trauma, in/distinction and response.” Journal
for Cultural Research 8(3): 247-270.

Elman, M. F., ed. (19974). Paths to peace: is democracy the answer? Cambridge MA, The MIT
Press.

Elman, M. F. (1997b). The Need for a Qualitative Test of the Democratic Peace Theory. Paths
to Peace: Is Democracy the Answer? M. F. EIman, ed., Cambridge MA, The MIT Press. 1-58.

Elman, M. F. (1997¢). Isragl’ s Invasion of Lebanon, 1982: Regime Change and War Decisions.
Paths to peace: is democracy the answer? M. F. EIman, ed., Cambridge MA, MIT Press:
301-334.

English, J. (1989). Shadow of heaven: the life of L ester Pearson. Toronto, Lester & Orpen
Dennys.

English, J. (1992). The Worldly Years: Life of L ester Pearson 1949-1972, Toronto, Vintage
Canada.

Evans, G. and J. Newnham (1998). The Penguin dictionary of international relations. London,
Penguin.

Farnham, B. (2003). “The Theory of Democratic Peace and Threat Perception.” International
Studies Quarterly 47(3): 395-415.

Fearon, J. and A. Wendt (2002). Rationalism v. Constructivism: A Skeptical View. Handbook
of International Relations. W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse and B. A. Simmons, eds., London, Sage:
52-72.

Fearon, J. D. (1995). “Rationalist Explanations for War.” International Organization 49(3):
379-414.

Fearon, J. D. (2008). A Simple Palitical Economy of Relations among Democracies
and Autocracies. 104" Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, August
27-31. Boston, American Political Science Association.

Fergiohn, J. (1991). Rationality and Interpretation: Parliamentary Electionsin Early
Stuart England. The Economic Approach to Palitics. A Critical Reassessment of the Theory
of Rationa Action. K. R. Monroe, ed., New Y ork, HarperCollins: 279-305.

Fergiohn, J. and F. M. Rosenbluth (2008). “Warlike Democracies.” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 52(1): 3-38.

Fischer, C. (2003). The Ruhr crisis 1923-1924. Oxford, Oxford University Press.




Urban 336

Flora, P., et a. (1983). State, economy, and society in Western Europe 1815-1975 : adata
handbook in two volumes. Frankfurt and London, Campus Verlag and Macmillan.

Forner, S. A. (2002). “War Commemoration and the Republic in Crisis: Weimar Germany and
the Neue Wache.” Central European History 35(04): 513-549.

Forsythe, D. P. (1992). “Democracy, War, and Covert Action.” Journal of Peace Research
29(4): 385-395.

Fourqguet, J. (2010). Analyse: Le catholicisme en France en 2010. Paris, Institut francais
d'opinion publique. [Accessed on 23 September, 2014, at
http://www.ifop.com/media/pressdocument/238-1-document_file.pdf]

Freeden, M. (1996). Ideol ogies and political theory: a conceptual approach. Oxford, Clarendon
Press.

Freedom House (2014). Country ratings and status, Freedom in the World 1973-2014.
Freedom in the World. New Y ork, Freedom House.

Friend, J. W. (1991). The linchpin: French-German relations, 1950-1990. New Y ork, Prager
Publishers.

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust : the social virtues and the creation of prosperity. London, Hamish
Hamilton.

Gallup (2014). “Religion.” Gallup Historical Trends. [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.gallup.com/poll/1690/religion.aspx]

Gambetta, D., ed. (1988a). Trust: making and breaking cooperative relations. Oxford, Basil
Blackwell.

Gambetta, D. (1988b). Can we trust trust? Trust: making and breaking cooperative relations.
Diego Gambetta. ed., Oxford, Basil Blackwell: 213-237.

Ganguly, S. (2000). “Pakistan's never-ending story: Why the October coup was no surprise.”
Foreign Affairs 79(2): 2-7.

Ganguly, S. (2002). Conflict unending: India-Pakistan tensions since 1947. New Y ork,
Columbia University Press/'Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Ganguly, S. and D. T. Hagerty (2005). Fearful symmetry: India-Pakistan crises in the shadow
of nuclear weapons. Seattle, University of Washington Press.

Gartzke, E. (1998). “Kant We All Just get Along? Opportunity, Willingness, and the Origins of
the Democratic Peace.” American Journal of Political Science 42(1): 1-27.

Gartzke, E. (2000). “ Preferences and the Democratic Peace.” International Studies Quarterly
44(2): 191-212.



http://www.ifop.com/media/pressdocument/238-1-document_file.pdf�
http://www.gallup.com/poll/1690/religion.aspx�

Urban 337

Gartzke, E. (2006). The Affinity of Nations Index, 1946-2002. [accessed on 24 September,
2014, at http://pages.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/data/affinity codebook 03102006.pdf]

Gartzke, E. (2007). “The capitalist peace.” American Journal of Political Science 51(1):
166-191.

Gaubatz, K. T. (1996). “ Democratic states and commitment in international relations.”
International Organization 50(1): 109-139.

Gaustad, E. S. (1962). Historical atlas of religion in America. New York, Harper & Row.

Gaustad, E. S., P. L. Barlow, and R. W. Dishno (2001). New historical atlas of religion in
America. New York, Oxford University Press.

George, A. L. and A. Bennett (2005). Case studies and theory development in the social
sciences. Cambridge MA, MIT Press.

Glaeser, E. L., D. I. Laibson, J. A. Scheinkman, C. L. Soutter (2000). “Measuring Trust.” The
Quarterly Journal of Economics 115(3): 811-846.

Glaser, C. L. (1994-1995). “Redlists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help.” International
Security 19(3): 50-90.

Glaser, C. L. (2010). Rational theory of international politics: the logic of competition and
cooperation. Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Gleditsch, N. P. and H. Hegre (1997). “ Peace and Democracy: Three Levelsof Analysis.” The
Journal of Conflict Resolution 41(2): 283-310.

Goebel, S. (2001). “Intersecting Memories. War and Remembrance in Twentieth-Century
Europe.” The Historical Journal 44(03): 853-858.

Goertz, G. and P. F. Diehl (1992). “The empirical importance of enduring rivalries.”
International Interactions 18(2): 151-163.

Goertz, G. and P. F. Diehl (1993). “Enduring Rivalries: Theoretical Constructs and Empirical
Patterns.” International Studies Quarterly 37(2): 147-171.

Goertz, G. and P. F. Diehl (1995). “The Initiation and Termination of Enduring Rivalries: The
Impact of Political Shocks.” American Journal of Political Science 39(1): 30-52.

Goldstein, J. and R. O. Keohane (1993). Ideas and Foreign Policy: An Analytical Framwork.
Ideas and foreign policy: beliefs, institutions, and political change. J. Goldstein and R. O.
Keohane, eds., Ithaca, Cornell University Press.

Green, A. G. and M. C. Urquhart (1987). New Estimates of Output Growth in Canada:
Measurement and Interpretation. Perspectives on Canadian economic history. D. McCalla.
Toronto, Copp Clark Pitman.

Greenhill, B. (2008). “Recognition and Collective Identity Formation in International Politics.”


http://pages.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/data/affinity_codebook_03102006.pdf�

Urban 338

European Journa of International Relations 14(2): 343-368.

Haglund, D. G. and C. M. Waters (2005). “From DPT to DTP? America's Own
‘Clemenceau—Poincaré Moment’ and Transatlantic Security.” European Security 14(4):
485-502.

Haidt, J. (2012). The Righteous Mind: Why Good People Are Divided by Politics and
Religion. New Y ork, Pantheon Books.

Hall, J. A. (1993). Ideas and Social Science. Ideas and Foreign Poalicy: Beliefs, Institutions, and
Political Change. J. Goldstein and R. O. Keohane, eds., Ithaca, Cornell University Press:
31-56.

Hall, T. and K. Yarhi-Milo (2012). “ The Personal Touch: Leaders’ Impressions, Costly
Signaling, and Assessments of Sincerity in International Affairs.” International Studies
Quarterly 56(3): 560-573.

Hall, T. H. (2011). “Wewill not Swallow This Bitter Fruit: Theorizing a Diplomacy of Anger.”
Security Studies 20(4): 521-555.

Hardin, R. (1993). “The Street-Level Epistemology of Trust.” Politics & Society 21(4):
505-529.

Harrison, E. (2004). “ State Socialization, International Norm Dynamics and the Liberal
Peace.” International Politics 41(4): 521-542.

Hassan Khan, F. (2006). “Nuclear Proliferation Motivations.” The Nonproliferation Review
13(3): 501-517.

Haydon, P. T. (1993). The 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. Canadian Involvement Reconsidered
Toronto, The Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies.

Hayes, J. (2009). “Identity and Securitization in the Democratic Peace: The United States and
the Divergence of Response to Indiaand Iran’s Nuclear Programs.” International Studies
Quarterly 53(4): 977-999.

Hayes, J. (2012a). “ Securitization, Social Identity, and Democratic Security: Nixon, India, and
the Ties That Bind.” International Organization 66(01): 63-93.

Hayes, J. (2012b). “The democratic peace and the new evolution of an old idea.” European
Journal of International Relations 18(4): 767-791.

Hecht, G. (1998). The radiance of France: nuclear power and national identity after World War
1. Cambridge MA, MIT Press.

Hemmer, C. and P. J. Katzenstein (2002). “Why is There No NATO in Asia? Collective
Identity, Regionalism, and the Origins of Multilateralism.” International Organization 56(03):
575-607.

Henderson, E. A. (1998). “The Democratic Peace Through the Lens of Culture, 1820-1989.”



Urban 339

International Studies Quarterly 42(3): 461-484.

Hensdl, P. R., G. Goertz, and P. F. Diehl (2000). “The Democratic Peace and Rivalries.”
Journal of Politics 62(4): 1173-1188.

Hermann, M. G. and C. W. Kegley, Jr. (1995). “ Rethinking Democracy and International
Peace: Perspectives from Political Psychology.” International Studies Quarterly 39(4):
511-533.

Hermann, M. G. and C. W. Kegley, Jr. (1996). “Ballots, aBarrier against the Use of Bullets and
Bombs: Democratization and Military Intervention.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 40(3):
436-459.

Hetel, C. (2009). “Lega Systems of the world — an overview.” Notarius Internationa 1(2):
128-141.

Hiro, D. (2012). Apocalyptic Realm: Jihadistsin South Asia New Haven, Y ale University
Press.

Hitchcock, W. I. (1998). France restored: Cold War diplomacy and the quest for leadership in
Europe, 1944-1954. London, University of North Carolina Press.

Hobbes, T. (1985). Leviathan. London, Penguin.

Hoffman, A. M. (2002). “A Conceptualization of Trust in International Relations.” European
Journal of International Relations 8(3): 375-401.

Hoffman, A. M. (2006). Building trust: overcoming suspicion in international conflict. Albany,
State University of New Y ork Press.

Hogg, M. A., D. Abrams, S. Otten, and S. Hinkle (2004). “The social identity perspective
intergroup relations, self-conception, and small groups.” Small group research 35(3): 246-276.

Hogg, M. A. and S. A. Reid (2006). "Socia Identity, Self-Categorization, and the
Communication of Group Norms." Communication Theory 16(1): 7-30.

Hollis, M. (1998). Trust within reason. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Holmes, J. W. (1979). The shaping of peace: Canada and the search for world order,
1943-1957. Toronto, University of Toronto Press.

Holmes, J. W. (1982). The shaping of peace : Canada and the search for world order,
1943-1957. Toronto, University of Toronto Press.

Hopf, T. (2010). “The logic of habit in International Relations.” European Journal of
International Relations.

Howe, P. (2010). Citizens Adrift: The Democratic Disengagement of Y oung Canadians.
Vancouver, UBC Press.




Urban 340

Huntley, W. L. (1996). “Kant's Third Image: Systemic Sources of the Liberal Peace.”
International Studies Quarterly 40(1): 45-76.

Hurrell, A. (1990). “Kant and the Kantian paradigm in international relations.” Review of
International Studies 16(03): 183-205.

Hurrell, A. (1998). An emerging security community in South America? Security
Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press:
228-264.

Hussain, S. R. (2011). The IndiaFactor. Pakistan: beyond the "crisisstate”. M. Lodhi. ed., New
Y ork, Columbia University Press: 319-348.

Huth, P. K. and T. L. Allee (2002). The democratic peace and territorial conflict in the
twentieth century. Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press.

Institut national de la statistique et des études économiques (2014). Recensements de 1851 a
1921 (données de la SGF); Table "T13" [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at

[ http://www.insee.fr/fr/insee-statistique-publique/bibliotheque/tableaux _sgf/tableaux.asp?do
maine=rec

Jackson, P. T. (2003). “ Defending the West: Occidentalism and the Formation of NATO.”
Journal of Palitical Philosophy 11(3): 223-252.

Jackson, P. T. (2006). Civilizing the enemy: German reconstruction and the invention of the
West. Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press.

Jackson, P. T. and D. Nexon (2002). “Whence Causal Mechanisms? A Comment on Legro.”
Dialogue 1O 1(1): 81-102.

Jala, A. (1987). “Indias partition and the defence of Pakistan: An historical perspective.” The
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 15(3): 289-310.

Jalal, A. (2011). The past as present. Pakistan: beyond the "crisis state”. M. Lodhi, ed., New
Y ork, Columbia University Press: 7-20.

James, P. and G. E. Mitchell (1995). “Targets of covert pressure: The hidden victims of the
democratic peace.” International Interactions. Empirical and Theoretical Research in
International Relations 21(1): 85-107.

Jang (1999) “ Gujral says Nawaz provided details about terrorists with Stingers.” Jang, 28
October, [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.Jammu-kashmir.com/archives/archives1999/kashmir19991028a.html]

Jeannesson, S. (1998). Poincaré, la France et |a Ruhr (1922-1924): Histoire d'une occupation.
Strasbourg, Presses Universitaires de Strasbourg.

Jervis, R. (1970). Thelogic of imagesin international relations. Princeton, Princeton
University Press.



http://www.insee.fr/fr/insee-statistique-publique/bibliotheque/tableaux_sgf/tableaux.asp?domaine=rec�
http://www.insee.fr/fr/insee-statistique-publique/bibliotheque/tableaux_sgf/tableaux.asp?domaine=rec�
http://www.jammu-kashmir.com/archives/archives1999/kashmir19991028a.html�

Urban 341

Jervis, R. (1978). “ Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma.” World Politics 30(2): 167-214.

Jervis, R. (1988). “War and Misperception.” Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18(4):
675-700.

Johnson, D. D. P. (2004). Overconfidence and war: the havoc and glory of positiveillusions.
Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press.

Joshi, A. P., M. D. Srinivasand J. K. Bgg (2003). Religious Demography of India. Chennai,
Centre for Policy Studies.

Judt, T. (2006 ). Reappraisals. Reflections on the forgotten twentieth century. New Y ork, The
Penguin Press.

Kahl, C. H. (1998). “Constructing a separate peace: Constructivism, collective liberal identity,
and democratic peace.” Security Studies 8(2-3): 94-144.

Kaiser, W. (2007). Christian Democracy and the Origins of European Union. Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

Keating, V. C. and J. Ruzicka (2014). “ Trusting relationships in international politics: No need
to hedge.” Review of International Studies 40(04): 753-770.

Kegley, C. W., Jr., and M. G. Hermann (1996). “How Democracies Use Intervention: A
Neglected Dimension in Studies of the Democratic Peace.” Journal of Peace Research 33(3):
309-322.

Keohane, R. O. and J. S. Nye (1989). Power and interdependence. New Y ork, HarperCollins.

Keohane, R. O. a. (2005). After hegemony: cooperation and discord in the world political
economy, Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Khalilzad, Z. (1979). “Pakistan and the bomb.” Survival 21(6): 244-250.

Khong, Y. F. (1992). Analogies at war: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and the Vietnam
decisions of 1965. Princeton, Princeton University Press.

King, G., R. O. Keohane, and S. Verba (1994). Designing social inquiry: scientific inferencein
gualitative research. Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Kinsella, D. (2005). “No Rest for the Democratic Peace.” American Political Science Review
99(3): 453-457.

Kissinger, H. (1994). Diplomacy. London, Simon & Schuster.

Klein, N. (2008). The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism. Toronto, Vintage.

Koh, H. H. (1997). “Why Do Nations Obey International Law?’ The Yae Law Journal 106(8):
2599-2659.




Urban 342

Kohl, W. L. (1968). “The French Nuclear Deterrent.” Proceedings of the Academy of Political
Science 29(2): 80-94.

Kupchan, C. A. (2010). How Enemies Become Friends: The Sources of Stable Peace.
Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Kydd, A. (1997). “ Sheep in Sheep's clothing: Why security seekers do not fight each other.”
Security Studies 7.

Kydd, A. (2000a). “Overcoming mistrust.” Rationality and Society 12(4): 397-424.

Kydd, A. (2000b). “ Trust, Reassurance, and Cooperation.” International Organization 54(2):
325-357.

Kydd, A. (2001). “Trust Building, Trust Breaking: The Dilemma of NATO Enlargement.”
International Organization 55(4): 801-828.

Kydd, A. H. (2005). Trust and mistrust in international relations. Princeton, Princeton
University Press.

Lake, D. A. (1992). “Powerful Pacifists. Democratic States and War.” The American Political
Science Review 86(1): 24-37.

Lake, D. A. and R. Powell (1999). International Relations: A Stategic-Choice Approach.
Strategic choice and international relations. D. A. Lake and R. Powell, eds., Princeton,
Princeton University Press. 3-38.

Lane, C. and R. Bachmann, eds. (1998). Trust within and between organizations. conceptual
issues and empirical applications. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Lascaux, A. (2008). “Trust and uncertainty: a critical re-assessment.” International Review of
Sociology: Revue Internationale de Sociologie 18(1): 1 - 18.

Layne, C. (1994). “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace.” International Security
19(2): 5-49.

Layne, C. (1997). Lord Palmerston and the Triumph of Realism: Anglo-French
Relations, 1830-48. Paths to Peace; Is Democracy the Answer? M. F. Elman, ed., Cambridge
MA, The MIT Press: 61-100.

Layne, C. (2001). “ Shell Games, Shallow Gains, and the Democratic Peace.” The International
History Review 23(4): 799-813.

Leacy, F. H., ed. (1983). Historical statistics of Canada. Ottawa, Statistics Canada and the
Social Science Federation of Canada.

Lebow, R. N. (2008). A cultural theory of international relations. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

Leigh, A. (2010). Disconnected. Sydney, University of New South Wales Press.



Urban 343

Lennox, P. (2009). At Home and Abroad: The Canada US Relationship and Canada's Placein
the World. Vancouver, UBC Press.

Levitt, J. (1993). Pearson and Canada's role in nuclear disarmament and arms control
negotiations, 1945-1957. Montreal & Kingston, McGill-Queen's University Press.

Levy, J. S. (1989). Domestic Politics and War. The Origin and Prevention of Major Wars. R. I.
Rotberg and T. K. Rabb, eds., Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 79-100.

Linklater, A. (1990). “The Problem of Community in International Relations.” Alternatives
15(2): 135-153.

Lipson, C. (2003). Reliable partners. how democracies have made a separate peace. Princeton,
Princeton University Press.

Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust and power: two works. Chichester, Wiley.

Machelon, J.-P. (2006). Les relations des cultes avec les pouvoirs publics. Paris, Ministére de
I’ Intérieur et de I'’Aménagement du territoire.

MacMillan, M. (2001). Peacemakers: the Paris Conference of 1919 and its attempt to end war.
London, John Murray.

Maddison, A. (2008). Historical Statistics of the World Economy: 1-2008 AD.
Groningen, University of Groningen [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.ggdc.net/maddison/Historical_Statistics/horizontal-file 02-2010.x1s]

Mael, F. A. and B. E. Ashforth (2001). “Identification in work, war, sports, and religion:
Contrasting the benefitsand risks.” Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 31(2): 197-222.

Maloney, S. M. (2007). Learning to Love the Bomb: Canada’s Nuclear Weapons During the
Cold War. Washington DC, Potomac Books.

Mansfield, E. D. and J. L. Snyder (2005). Electing to fight: why emerging democracies go to
war. Cambridge MA, The MIT Press.

Maoz, Z. (1998). “Realist and cultural critiques of the democratic peace: A theoretical and
empirical re-assessment.” International Interactions 24(1): 3-89.

Maoz, Z. and B. Russett (1993). “Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace,
1946-1986.” The American Political Science Review 87(3): 624-638.

Marks, S. (2003). Theillusion of peace: international relations in Europe, 1918-1933.
Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.

Marliere, P. (2011). The French Socialist Party and European Integration: Faltering
Europeanism? Social Democracy and European Integration: The Politics of Preference
Formation. D. G. Dimitrakopoulos, ed., New Y ork, Routledge: 51-82.



http://www.ggdc.net/maddison/Historical_Statistics/horizontal-file_02-2010.xls�

Urban 344

Marshall, M. G, et a. (2011). Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2011.
Polity IV Project. [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.systemi cpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm]

McDougall, W. A. (1978). France's Rhineland diplomacy, 1914-1924: thelast bid for abalance
of power in Europe. Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Mearsheimer, J. J. (1990). “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War.”
International Security 15(1): 5-56.

Mearsheimer, J. J. (1994). “ The False Promise of International Institutions.” International
Security 19(3): 5-49.

Mearsheimer, J. J. (2001). The tragedy of Great Power politics. New Y ork, Norton.

Mendl, W. (1970). Deterrence and persuasion: French nuclear armament in the context of
national policy, 1945-1969. London, Faber.

Mercer, J. (1995). “Anarchy and identity.” International Organization 49(2): 229.

Mercer, J. (2005). “Rationality and Psychology in International Politics.” International
Organization 59(01): 77-106.

Mercer, J. (2010). “Emotional beliefs.” International Organization 64(1): 1-31.

Michel, T. (2013). “Time to get emotional: Phronetic reflections on the concept of trust in
International Relations.” European Journal of International Relations 19(4): 869-890.

Misra, A. (2001). “The Centrality of Kashmir in India-Pakistan Security Dynamics.”
International Politics 38(1): 103-120.

Mitchell, B. R. (1998a). International historical statistics: the Americas, 1750-2000.
Basingstoke, Macmillan Reference.

Mitchell, B. R. (1998b). International historical statistics: Africa, Asia & Oceania, 1750-1993.
London, Macmillan Reference.

Mitchell, B. R. (2003). International historical statistics. Europe, 1750-2000. Basingstoke,
Palgrave Macmillan.

Mitzen, J. (2005). “Reading Habermas in Anarchy: Multilateral Diplomacy and Global Public
Spheres.” The American Political Science Review 99(3): 401-417.

Mitzen, J. (2006). “ Anchoring Europe's civilizing identity: habits, capabilities and ontological
security.” Journal of European Public Policy 13(2): 270-285.

Mollet, G. (1954). “France and the defence of Europe: A French socialist view.” Foreign
Affairs 32(3): 365-373.

Moravcsik, A. (1997). “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International



Urban 345

Politics.” International Organization 51(04): 513-553.

Moravcsik, A. (1998). The choice for Europe: social purpose and state power from Messinato
Maastricht. Ithaca, Cornell University Press.

Moravcsik, A. (1999). “*Is something rotten in the state of Denmark? Constructivism and
European integration.” Journal of European Public Policy 6(4): 669-681.

Morgan, T. C. and S. H. Campbell (1991). “Domestic Structure, Decisional Constraints, and
War: So Why Kant Democracies Fight?” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 35(2): 187-211.

Morgan, T. C. and V. L. Schwebach (1992). “Take two democracies and call mein the
morning: A prescription for peace?’ International Interactions 17(4): 305-320.

Mosse, G. L. (1986). “Two World Wars and the Myth of the War Experience.” Journal of
Contemporary History 21(4): 491-513.

Mosse, G. L. (1990). Falen Soldiers: Reshaping the Memory of the World Wars. London,
Oxford University Press.

Mousseau, M. (2003). “The Nexus of Market Society, Liberal Preferences, and Democratic
Peace: Interdisciplinary Theory and Evidence.” International Studies Quarterly 47(4):
483-510.

Muller, H. (2004). “The Antinomy of Democratic Peace.” |nternational Politics 41(4):
494-520.

Muppidi, H. (2001). State Identity and Interstate Practices: The Limitsto Democratic Peace in
South Asia. Democracy, Liberalism and War; Rethinking the Democratic Peace Debate. T.
Barkawi and M. Laffey, eds., Boulder, Lynne Reiner: 45-66.

Musharraf, P. (2006). In the line of fire: amemoir. New Y ork, Free Press.

Nash, K. (1991). Kennedy and Diefenbaker: the feud that helped topple a government.
Toronto, McClelland & Stewart.

Neatby, H. B. (1969). The political ideas of William Lyon Mackenzie King. The Political Ideas
of the Prime Ministers of Canada. M. Hamdlin, ed., Ottawa, Editionsde |’ Universite’
d Ottawa: 108-121.

Newman, P. C. (1973). Renegade in power: the Diefenbaker years. Toronto, McClelland and
Stewart.

Nuttall, S. (1997). CFSP at Maastricht: old friend or new enemy? Fifth Biennial International
Conference of the European Community Studies Association, 29 May-1 June. Segttle,
European Community Studies Association.

Onedl, J. R., B. Russett, and M. L. Berbaum (2003). “Causes of Peace: Democracy,
Interdependence, and International Organizations, 1885-1992." International Studies
Quarterly 47(3): 371-393.




Urban 346

Oren, |. (1995). “The Subjectivity of the “Democratic” Peace: Changing U.S. Perceptions of
Imperial Germany.” International Security 20(2): 147-184.

O'Riordan, E. Y. (2001). Britain and the Ruhr crisis. Basingstoke, Palgrave in association with
King's College London.

Ostrom, E. (2005). Understanding institutional diversity. Princeton, Princeton University
Press.

Owen, J. M. (1994). “How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace.” International Security
19(2): 87-125.

Owen, J. M. (19974). Liberal peace, liberal war: American politics and international security.
Ithaca, Cornell University Press.

Owen, J. M. (1997b). Perceptions and the Limits of Liberal Peace: The Mexican-American and
Spanish-American Wars. Paths to Peace: |s Democracy the Answer. M. F. Elman, ed.,
Cambridge MA, The MIT Press: 153-190.

Owen, J. M. (2004). “ Democratic Peace Research: Whence and Whither?” International
Politics 41(4): 605-617.

Paul, T. V. (2000). Power versus Prudence: Why Nations Forgo Nuclear Weapons
Montrea & Kingston, McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Paul, T. V. (2006). “Why hasthe India-Pakistan Rivalry Been so Enduring? Power Asymmetry
and an Intractable Conflict.” Security Studies 15(4): 600-630.

Pearson, L. B. (1972). Mike: The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Lester B. Pearson, Volume 1.
Toronto, University of Toronto Press.

Pearson, L. B., J. A. Munro, and A. Inglis (1973). Mike: The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. L ester B.
Pearson, Volume 2. Toronto, University of Toronto Press.

Peceny, M. (1997). “ A Constructivist Interpretation of the Liberal Peace: The Ambiguous Case
of the Spanish-American War.” Journal of Peace Research 34(4): 415-430.

Peceny, M. and C. K. Butler (2004). “The Conflict Behavior of Authoritarian Regimes.”
International Politics 41(4): 565-581.

Pettigrew, T. F. (1997). “Generalized Intergroup Contact Effects on Prejudice.” Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin 23(2): 173-185.

Pickford, H. W. (2005). “ Conflict and Commemoration: Two Berlin Memorials.”
M odernism/modernity 12(1): 133-173.

Pierce, C. A., D. Byrne, and H. Agunis (1996). “ Attraction in organizations. a model
of workplace romance.” Journa of Organizational Behaviour 17: 5-32.




Urban 347

Pierson, P. (2004). Politicsin time: history, institutions, and socia analysis. Princeton,
Princeton University Press.

Pinker, S. (2011). The Better Angels of Our Nature: The Decline of Violencein History and its
Causes. London, Allen Lane.

Polachek, S. and J. Xiang (2010). “How Opportunity Costs Decrease the Probability of War in
an Incomplete Information Game.” International Organization 64(01): 133-144.

Pouliot, V. (2008). “The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities.”
International Organization 62(02): 257-288.

Puchala, D. J. (1968). “The Pattern of Contemporary Regional Integration.” |nternational
Studies Quarterly 12(1): 38-64.

Puchala, D. J. (1970a). “International Transactions and Regional Integration.” International
Organization 24(04): 732-763.

Puchala, D. J. (1970b). “Integration and Disintegration in Franco-German Relations,
1954-1965.” International Organization 24(02): 183-208.

Rajagopalan, R. (1998). “Neorealist theory and the India-Pakistan conflict; Part |.” Strategic
Analysis 22(9): 1261-1272.

Rajagopalan, R. (1999). “Neorealist theory and the India-Pakistan conflict; Part [1.” Strategic
Analysis 22(10): 1525-1536.

Raknerud, A. and H. Hegre (1997). “The Hazard of War: Reassessing the Evidence for the
Democratic Peace.” Journal of Peace Research 34(4): 385-404.

Rader, K. and W. R. Thompson (2004). “ The Democratic Peace and a Sequential, Reciprocal,
Causa Arrow Hypothesis.” Comparative Political Studies 37(8): 879-908.

Ray, J. L. (1995). Democracy and international conflict: an evaluation of the democratic peace
proposition. Columbia SC, University of South Carolina Press.

Reiter, D. and A. C. Stam (1998). “Democracy, War Initiation, and Victory.” The American
Political Science Review 92(2): 377-389.

Richelson, J. T. and D. Ball (1985). The Ties That Bind: Intelligence Cooperation between the
UKUSA Countries —the United Kingdom, the United States of America, Canada, Australia
and New Zedland. London, Allen & Unwin.

Richter, A. (2002). Avoiding Armageddon: Canadian Military Strategy and Nuclear Weapons,
1950-1963. Vancouver, UBC Press.

Ringmar, E. (1996). “On the Ontological Status of the State.” European Journal of
International Relations 2(4): 439-466.

Ringmar, E. (2002). “ The Recognition Game: Soviet Russia Against the West.” Cooperation



Urban 348

and Conflict 37(2): 115-136.

Risse, T. (2000). ““Let's Argue!”: Communicative Action in World Politics.” International
Organization 54(01): 1-39.

Robinson, H. B. (1989). Diefenbaker's world: apopulist in foreign affairs. Toronto, University
of Toronto Press.

Roesdler, P. (2011). “The Enemy Within: Persona Rule, Coups, and Civil War in Africa.”
World Poalitics 63(02): 300-346.

Rosato, S. (2003). “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory.” American Political
Science Review 97(04): 585-602.

Rosato, S. (2005). “Explaining the Democratic Peace.” American Political Science Review
99(03): 467-472.

Ross, A. A. G. (2006). “Coming in from the Cold: Constructivism and Emotions.” European
Journal of International Relations 12(2): 197-222.

Rousseau, D. L. (2006). Identifying threats and threatening identities: the socia construction of
realism and liberalism. Stanford, Stanford University Press.

Rousseau, D. L., C. Gelpi, D. Reiter, and P. K. Huth (1996). “ Assessing the Dyadic Nature of
the Democratic Peace, 1918-88.” The American Political Science Review 90(3): 512-533.

Roussdl, S. (2004). The North American democratic peace: absence of war and security
ingtitution-building in Canada-US relations, 1867-1958. Montreal & Kingston,
McGill-Queen's University Press.

Russett, B. and H. Starr (2000). From Democratic Peace to Kantian Peace: Democracy and
Conflict in the International System. Handbook of War Studies1i. M. I. Midlarsky, ed., Ann
Arbor, University of Michigan Press: 93-128.

Russett, B. M. (1993). Grasping the democratic peace: principles for a post-Cold War world.
Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Russett, B. M. and J. R. Oneal (2001). Triangulating peace: democracy, interdependence, and
international organizations. London, Norton.

Sagan, S. D. (1996-1997). “Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons?: Three Models in Search
of aBomb.” International Security 21(3): 54-86.

Salehyan, I. (2010). “The delegation of war to rebel organizations.” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 54(3): 493-515.

Sassoon, D. (1996). One hundred years of socialism: the West European |eft in the twentieth
century. New York, I.B. Tauris.

Schafer, M. and S. G. Waker (2006). “Democratic Leaders and the Democratic Peace: The



Urban 349

Operationa Codes of Tony Blair and Bill Clinton.” International Studies Quarterly 50(3):
561-583.

Scheinman, L. (1965). Atomic Energy Policy in France under the Fourth Republic. Princeton,
Princeton University Press.

Schultz, K. A. (1999). “Do Democratic Institutions Constrain or Inform? Contrasting Two
Institutional Perspectives on Democracy and War.” International Organization 53(2): 233-266.

Schultz, K. A. (2001). “Looking for Audience Costs.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution
45(1): 32-60.

Schwarz, B. (2013). “The Real Cuban Missile Crisis: Everything you think you know about
those 13 daysiswrong.” The Atlantic. 2 January [accessed on 24 September, 2014, at
http://www.theat| anti c.com/magazi ne/archive/2013/01/the-real -cuban-missile-crisis/309190/]

Schwarz, H.-P. (1992). “ Adenauer, le nucléaire, et laFrance.” Revue d’ histoire diplomatique
1992(4): 297-311.

Schwarz, H.-P. (1995). Konrad Adenauer: A German Politician and Statesman in a Period of
War, Revolution and Reconstruction, Volume 1: From the German Empire to the Federal
Republic, 1876-1952. Providence, Berghahn Books.

Schwarz, H.-P. (1997). Konrad Adenauer: A German Politician and Statesman in a Period of
War, Revolution and Reconstruction, Volume 2: The Statesman, 1952-1967. Providence,
Berghahn Books.

Schweller, R. L. (1996). “Neorealism's status-quo bias. What security dilemma?’ Security
Studies 5(3): 90-121.

Senese, P. D. (1997). “Between Dispute and War: The Effect of Joint Democracy on Interstate
Conflict Escalation.” The Journal of Politics 59(1): 1-27.

Senese, P. D. (1999). “Democracy and Maturity: Deciphering Conditional Effects on Levels of
Dispute Intensity.” International Studies Quarterly 43(3): 483-502.

Seymour, L. J. M. (2014). “Let’ s bullshit! Arguing, bargaining and dissembling over Darfur.”
European Journal of International Relations 20(3): 571-595.

Shaikh, F. (2002). “ Pakistan's Nuclear Bomb: Beyond the Non-Proliferation Regime.”
International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-) 78(1): 29-48.

Shore, S. M. (1998). No fences make good neighbors: the development of the US-Canadian
security community, 1871-1940. Security Communities. E. Adler and M. Barnett, eds.,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 333-367.

Slantchev, B. L., A. Alexandrova, and E. Gartzke (2005). “Probabilistic Causality, Selection
Bias, and the Logic of the Democratic Peace.” American Political Science Review 99(03):
459-462.



http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2013/01/the-real-cuban-missile-crisis/309190/�

Urban 350

Smith, D. (1995). Rogue Tory: thelife and legend of John G. Diefenbaker. Toronto,
Macfarlane Walter & Ross.

Smith, M. E. (2000). “Conforming to Europe: the domestic impact of EU foreign policy
co-operation.” Journal of European Public Policy 7(4): 613-631.

Smith, R. M. (2004). “Identities, Interests, and the Future of Political Science.” Perspectiveson
Palitics 2(2): 301-312.

Snidal, D. (2002). Rational Choice and International Relations. Handbook of International
Relations. W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse and B. A. Simmons, eds., London, Sage: 73-94.

Snyder, M. and O. Klein (2005). “Construing and Constructing Others: On the Reality and the
Generality of the Behaviora Confirmation Scenario.” Interaction Studies 6(1): 53-67.

Soutou, G.-H. (1989a). “La politique nucléaire de Pierre Mendés France.” Relations
internationales 59(automne): 317-330.

Soutou, G.-H. (1989b). “ L es problems de sécurité dans | es rapports franco-allemands de 1956 a
1963.” Relations internationales 58(éte ): 227-251.

Soutou, G.-H. (1993). “Les accords de 1957 et 1958: vers une communauteé stratégique
nucléaire entre la France, I'Allemagne et I'ltalie?’ Matériaux pour I'histoire de notre temps 31.:
1-12.

Spector, L. S. (1988). The Undeclared Bomb. Cambridge MA, Ballinger Publishing Company.

Sridharan, E. (2005a). “ International Relations Theory and the India—Pakistan Conflict.” India
Review 4(2): 103-124.

Sridharan, E. (2005b). “Improving Indo-Pakistan relations: international relations theory,
nuclear deterrence and possibilities for economic cooperation.” Contemporary South Asia
14(3): 321-339.

Stacey, C. P. (1977). Canada and the age of conflict: a history of Canadian external policies,
Volume 1. Toronto, Macmillan of Canada.

Stacey, C. P. (1981). Canada and the age of conflict: a history of Canadian external policies,
Volume 2. Toronto, Macmillan of Canada.

Stafford, D. (1987). Camp X. Toronto, Lester & Orpen Dennys.

Statistics Canada. (1988). National income and expenditure and expenditure accounts: annual
estimates 1926-1986. Ottawa, Supply and Services Canada.

Stern, F. (1958). “Adenauer and a Crisisin Weimar Democracy.” Political Science Quarterly
73(1): 1-27.

Stern, S. M. (2012). The Cuban Missile Crisisin American Memory: Myth versus Reality.
Stanford, Stanford University Press.




Urban 351

Strayer, J. R. (1966). The Historical Experience of Nation-building in Europe. Nation-building.
K. W. Deutsch and W. J. Foltz, eds., New Y ork, Atherton Press: 17-26.

Sutter, J. (1984). Laviereligieuse des Francais a travers | es sondages d'opinion, 1944-1976.
Paris, Editions du CNRS.

Tajfel, H. and J. C. Turner (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. The socia
psychology of intergroup relations. W. G. Austin and S. Worchel, eds., Monterey, CA,
Brooks/Cole: 33-47.

Talbot, I. (2012). Pakistan: anew history. New Y ork, Columbia University Press.

Tannenwald, N. (1999). “The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the Normative Basis of
Nuclear Non-Use.” International Organization 53(3): 433-468.

Taylor, C. (2004). Modern Social Imaginaries. Durham, Duke University Press.

Thompson, J. H. and S. J. Randall (2002). Canadaand the United States: Ambivalent Allies, 3"
edition. Athens GA, University of Georgia Press.

Thompson, J. H. and S. J. Randall (2008). Canada and the United States: Ambivalent Allies, 4™
edition. Athens; London, University of Georgia Press.

Thompson, W. R. (1996). “Democracy and Peace: Putting the Cart before the Horse?’
International Organization 50(1): 141-174.

Thomson, D. (1969). The political ideas of Louis St. Laurent The Political Ideas of the Prime
Ministers of Canada. M. Hamelin, ed., Ottawa, Editionsde |’ Universite” d’ Ottawa: 122—139.

Trachtenberg, M. (2012). “ Audience Costs: An Historical Analysis.” Security Studies 21(1):
3-42.

Tversky, A. and D. Kahneman (1974). “ Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases.”
Science 185(4157): 1124-1131.

Tversky, A. and D. Kahneman (1986). “Rational Choice and the Framing of Decisions.” The
Journal of Business 59(4): 251-278.

Ullman, R. H. (1989). “The Covert French Connection.” Foreign Policy(75): 3-33.

Vaisse, M. (1989). “Aux origines du mémorandum de septembre 1958.” Relations
internationales 58(ét€): 253-268.

Vipond, M. (2011). The mass mediain Canada. Toronto, J. Lorimer & Co.

Visariag, P. M. (1969). “Migration between India and Pakistan, 1951-61.” Demography 6(3):
323-334.

Vucetic, S. (2011). The Anglosphere: a genealogy of aracialized identity in international




Urban 352

relations. Stanford, Stanford University Press.

Wakeman, R. (2011). The Fourth Republic. The French Republic: history, values, debates. E.
Berenson and V. Duclerc, eds., Ithaca, Cornell University Press. 73-82.

Walt, S. M. (1987). The origins of alliances. Ithaca, Cornell University Press.

Waltz, K. N. (1979). Theory of international politics. New Y ork; McGraw-Hill.

Weart, S. R. (1994). “Peace among Democratic and Oligarchic Republics.” Journal of Peace
Research 31(3): 299-316.

Weart, S. R. (1998). Never at war: why democracies will not fight one another. New Haven,
Y ae University Press.

Weaver, M. A. (2002). Pakistan: in the shadow of jihad and Afghanistan. New Y ork, Farrar,
Straus and Giroux.

Weber, E. (1976). Peasants into Frenchmen: the modernization of rural France, 1870-1914.
Stanford, Stanford University Press.

Weldes, J. (1999). Constructing national interests: the United States and the Cuban missile
crisis. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press.

Wendt, A. (1992). “Anarchy iswhat states make of it: the socia construction of power
politics.” International Organization 46(2): 391-425.

Wendt, A. (1994). “Collective Identity Formation and the International State.” The American
Political Science Review 88(2): 384-396.

Wendt, A. (1999). Social theory of international politics. Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press.

Wendt, A. (2003). “Why aWorld State is Inevitable.” European Journal of International
Relations 9(4): 491-542.

Wendt, A. (2004). “The state as person in international theory.” Review of International
Studies 30(02): 289-316.

Whedler, N. J. (2010). ““1 Had Gone to Lahore With a Message of Goodwill But in Return We
Got Kargil”: The Promise and Perils of “Leaps of Trust” in India-Pakistan Relations.”” India
Review 9(3): 319-344.

Widmaier, W. W. (2005). “ The Democratic Peace is What States Make of It: A Constructivist
Analysis of the US-Indian ‘Near-Miss' in the 1971 South Asian Crisis.” European Journal of
International Relations 11(3): 431-455.

Wight, C. (2006). Agents, structures and international relations. politics as ontology.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.




Urban 353

Wighton, C. (1963). Adenauer: A Critical Biography. New Y ork, Coward-McCann.

Williams, M. C. (2001). “The Discipline of the Democratic Peace.” European Journal of
International Relations 7(4): 525-553.

Willis, F. R. (1962). The French in Germany, 1945-1949. Stanford, Stanford University Press.

Willoughby, W. R. (1979). The joint organizations of Canada and the United States. Toronto,
University of Toronto Press.

Winter, J. (1998). Sites of Memory. Sites of Mourning: The Great War in European cultural
history. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Wolf, J. Charles, G. Hildebrandt, M. Kennedy, D. P. Henry, K. Terasawa, K. C. Yeh, B.
Zycher, A. Bamezai, and T. Hayashi, Toshiya (1989). “Long-Term Economic and Military
Trends, 1950-2010.” RAND Notes. Santa Monica CA, RAND’s National Defence Research
Institute.

Wolpert, S. A. (1993). Zulfi Bhutto of Pakistan: hislife and times. New Y ork, Oxford
University Press.

Wolpert, S. A. (2010). India and Pakistan: continued conflict or cooperation? Berkeley,
University of California Press.

Wright, J. (2002). Gustav Stresemann: Weimar's greatest statesman. Oxford, Oxford
University Press.

Wright, J. (2010). “Locarno: a democratic peace?’ Review of International Studies 36(02):
391-411.

Yasmeen, S. (1999). “Pakistan's Nuclear Tests: Domestic Debate and International
Determinants.” Australian Journal of International Affairs 53(1): 43-56.

Zak, P. J. and J. Kugler (2011). “Neuroeconomics and International Studies: A New
Understanding of Trust.” International Studies Perspectives 12(2): 136-152.

Zakaria, F. (2003). The future of freedom: illiberal democracy at home and abroad. New Y ork,
W.W. Norton & Co.

Zebrowitz, L. A., B. White, and K. Wieneke (2008). “Mere Exposure and Racial Prejudice:
Exposure to Other-Race Faces Increases Liking for Strangers of That Race.” Social Cognition
26(3): 259-275.

Zehfuss, M. (2001). “ Constructivism and Identity: A Dangerous Liaison.” European Journal of
International Relations 7(3): 315-348.

Zehfuss, M. (2003). “Forget September 11.” Third World Quarterly 24(3): 513-528.




Urban 354

Appendix A

| estimate the religious composition of the USA by comparing the distribution of adherents to
the two primary religious groups (Protestants and Catholics) as detailed in Gaustead (2001 :
Figure 2.88) and Gaustead (1962: Figures 95, 96), and comparing this data with the data from
the few years during which the General Social Survey (GSS) aso provides data. Gaustead’s
figures are based on church membership figures and not on survey responses and thus, while
they may provide a useful baseline, they do not provide a comprehensive picture. To
overcome this problem, | calculated the difference between the percentage of the population
for each of the two groups as described by Gaustead and by the GSS which began a more
accurate survey of religious affiliation in 1948. | then averaged the differences between the
values across the years of overlap to produce a convertor term for each of the two groups that
transformed the values provided by Gaustead into those provided by the GSS. | then used this
convertor (+13.5 for Protestants and -15 for Catholics) to transform the earlier figures
provided by Gaustead to produce the estimates that | used. Naturally, this method is not ideal,
but the limited reliability of the figures was taken into account during the data’ s analysis.
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