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Abstract 

 

Ideology in IR: Can Classical Liberalism Explain 

Democratic Peace? 

PHILIP DRENT 

Radboud University Nijmegen, The Netherlands 

 

In this thesis, a model is constructed that hypothesizes the causal logic behind the robust 

correlation between liberal democratic state configuration and interstate peace. Where 

International Relations liberalism is solely based on social liberal political theory, the model 

in this thesis introduces classical liberal political theory in the realm of International 

Relations. A second model is constructed that hypothesizes the interaction between a liberal 

democratic state and a democratic socialist state. The two models are tested on the cases of 

the Second- and Third Cod Wars; a series of disputes between Great Britain and Iceland 

during the period 1972-1976. The key variables in the model cannot account for the casual 

mechanisms observed in the data. This can be partly attributed to the fact that the Cod Wars 

adequately fit the premises of the models.  
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Theoretical Clarification 

Liberalism is one of the most influential political theories to date. The school of thought has 

shaped the political landscape of the Western World more than any other political theory. 

Liberalism is at the same time one of the most diffuse political theories. It knows a wide 

arrange of branches and interpretations. Central to this thesis is the interpretation known as 

the ‘liberal peace theory’. This school of thought states that countries with relatively free 

economic systems and democratic institutional structures hardly fight each other. However, 

before we can proceed, a few words of clarification are in order to avoid any theoretical 

confusion.  

 Within the discipline of political science, ‘liberalism’ can have various connotations, 

depending on the disciplinary background of the recipient. There are roughly two ways of 

interpreting the concept. The first interpretation is that of the political theorist. This student 

will link the concept to David Hume’s A Treatise of Human Nature, Adam Smith’s The 

Wealth of Nations, J.S. Mill’s On Liberty, John Rawls’ A Theory of Justice, or Robert 

Nozick’s Anarchy, State and Utopia. The political theorist will state that liberalism can 

roughly be divided into two schools; classical liberalism and social liberalism. The first 

school has a realistic/negative idea of the nature of man; the second school holds an 

optimistic idea of the nature of man. From this basic distinction, two wholly different theories 

arise.  

 The second interpretation is via the discipline of International Relations. The IR 

student will bring up Immanuel Kant’s Perpetual Peace, Wilson’s ‘Fourteen Points’, and 

Keohane’s After Hegemony. The student will sum up liberal internationalism, (neo) idealism, 

and (neo) liberal institutionalism as primary strands within liberalism. Although these strands 

differ on various points, he will state that they share multiple key elements. IR liberalism 

beliefs in a lasting peace between democratic states, a positive relation between trade and 

peace, the existence of harmony between people, the importance of creating international 

institutions in order to secure peace, and the pacifying effect of international integration and 

interdependence between states (Van de Haar, 2009: 143). These ideas are based on a 

positive, rational concept of man, that is prone to peaceful cooperation. If the individual is 

educated sufficiently, it will always pursue the common good, instead of blind self-interest.  

 It is common practice to treat the Political Theory- and the International Relations 

interpretation as two wholly different worlds. They speak different languages, use different 

methods, and address different subjects. But if one is to look closely at the philosophical 

foundations, and the central thinkers within IR liberal theory, the two interpretations do not 
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differ that much after all. IR liberalism, with its positive concept of man and firm believe in 

the harmony of interests between people, shares its philosophical foundations with social 

liberalism. Therefore, IR liberalism and ‘domestic’ liberalism are not incommensurable; they 

just address different subjects. Where social liberalism has laid the basis for the dominant IR 

liberal theories, classical liberalism has been of little influence on International Relations 

theory. This absence gives way to interesting possibilities.  

 

1.2 Thesis subject 

In the paragraph above, the main concepts of this thesis are already briefly introduced: liberal 

peace theory and classical liberalism. The liberal peace theory is one of the most reviewed 

subjects in International Relations and Comparative Politics. The basic premise of the theory 

is that democracies with open economies hardly ever fight each other (Owen, 1997; O’Neal & 

Russett, 1997). The liberal peace theory is sometimes split in a variant known as the 

‘democratic peace theory’, that researches the correlation between democratic institutions and 

peace (Babst, 1964; Maoz, 1998), and a variant known as the ‘capitalist peace theory’, 

preoccupied with the correlation between open economic systems and peace (Angell, 1911; 

Rummel 1979; 1983; 1985; Gartzke, 2003; 2007). Despite the vast amount of literature on the 

subject, a convincing causal logic connecting the independent- to the dependent variable is 

lacking. Literature addressing the liberal peace theory is primarily focused on the statistical 

side of the argument. This absence poses a clear gap in the liberal peace theory.  

 The second concept central to this thesis is classical liberalism. As noted above; 

liberalism is a political theory widely used in International Relations. However, the liberal IR 

theories are solely based on social liberal ground texts- and concepts. This one-sided focus on 

social liberalism in the construction of liberal IR theories provides the possibility to introduce 

classical liberalism in the realm of International Relations. 

 This thesis sets out to connect the liberal peace theory to classical liberalism. In this 

thesis, a liberal peace model will be constructed hypothesizing the causal logic behind the 

robust correlation between ‘liberal democratic states’ and ‘interstate peace’. This liberal peace 

model will be based on classical liberal theory, rooted in ground texts and arguments of the 

original classical liberal thinkers.  

 The contribution of this thesis to the existing literature is twofold. The thesis is based 

on the strong statistical evidence that democracy and free trade is correlated with peace 

between nations. The first contribution to the literature is to seek the causal logic behind this 

correlation. The second contribution to the literature is that this revision will entail the 

incorporation of ‘classical liberalism’ in the realm of International Relations, firmly rooted in 

liberal literature. The newly constructed model will then be tested on a case study to see 

whether the model has explanatory power. This case will be the Second- and Third Cod War; 
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a series of conflicts between Great Britain and Iceland over fishing grounds. This leads to the 

main research question:  

 

To what extent can economic- and institutional constraints as derived from classical liberal 

theory account for the causal logic behind the variance in the level escalation of the Second 

Cod War (1972-1973) and the Third Cod War (1975-1976)? 

 

How will this take place? In this introduction, many claims have been made, and little 

explanation on these claims have been given. The following chapters will provide this 

information. This thesis is based on the claim that a gap in the liberal peace literature exists. 

How this gap will be filled is a topic that follows from this observation. The order of chapters 

will therefore be slightly different than usual. After the introduction, this thesis starts with the 

debate on the existing literature. It describes various articles regarding this subject, and shows 

the gap within the literature.  

 In the following chapter (‘theoretical framework’), the liberal peace model will be 

build. This model will be based on the one constructed in the article How Liberalism 

Produces Democratic Peace by John Owen (1994). Owen’s model and article provide the 

framework for the models hypothesized in this thesis. Therefore, Owen’s model and its 

underlying premises will be minutely analyzed, praised, and criticized. This assessment is 

followed by a detailed description of liberalism as a political theory. It this part, the difference 

between social liberalism and classical liberalism is made clear. The latter is then 

implemented in the liberal peace model as written by John Owen. The chapter is closed by the 

construction of an additional model that hypothesizes the relationship between a liberal 

democracy and a democratic state repressing free market capitalism. The description of the 

models is followed by the hypotheses designed to test the explanatory power of the models.  

Finally, the chapter is closed with a recapitulation of the models and its underlying premises.  

 In chapter 4, the methodological framework is construed. In this chapter, the 

dependent, independent, and intervening variables are operationalized. Furthermore, various 

additional concepts are clarified in order to avoid conceptual uncertainties. The research 

method is accounted for, as is the case selection and the method of data analysis. We then 

move on to the case study.  

 In chapter 5, the Cod Wars are analyzed in order to test the hypotheses derived from 

model 1 and model 2. The thesis is closed with a conclusion. Here, the main question is 

answered, and the possible explanatory power (as opposed to the democratic peace model 

precursors) is analyzed. The chapter is closed with additional recommendations for future 

research.  
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2. Liberal Peace Debate 

 

2.1 Introduction 

Liberal peace is based on two research schools; the political school and the economic school. 

The political school is also called the ‘democratic peace theory’ and is preoccupied with the 

relationship between peace and democracy. The economic school is deemed the ‘capitalist 

peace theory’ and revolves around the relationship between peace and free market capitalism 

(Gartzke, 2007: 167). I will address the evolution of both schools briefly. I will conclude the 

assessment of each school with the review of recent articles in which the progress of the 

school has culminated. The conclusion and recommendations from these articles will be the 

starting point for my theoretical model.  

 

2.2 Democratic peace theory  

Democratic Peace Theory (DPT) is primarily focused on the relationship between the 

dependent variable ‘peace’ and the independent variable ‘democracy’. DPT is based on a 

strong empirical generalization: democracies rarely go to war with each other. Although some 

scholars have tried to refute the theory, the correlation remains robust (Rosato, 2003: 585). 

The democratic peace theory has a long history in social science. Immanuel Kant’s Perpetual 

Peace is widely believed to have been the first document on democratic peace (Kant, 

2010
1795)

. This is not correct. A rudimentary version of the democratic peace was published 

by Jeremy Bentham and Abbé de Saint Pierre; two philosopher preceding Immanuel Kant 

(Gartzke 2007: 167). Another famous scholar preoccupied with the subject was Alexis de 

Tocqueville, who described the pacifying role of democracy is his De la Démocratie en 

Amérique (Tocqueville, 2011
1840

). The first statistical support for this premise was given by 

Babst (1964). Since then, a vast amount of statistical literature has been published on the 

subject (Maoz, 1998; Oneal & Russet, 1999; Ray, 1995; Weart 1998; Small&Singer, 1976; 

Rummel, 1979; 1983; 1985).  

 Rummel explicitly links the freedom of the individual to the chance of warfare 

between nations. The author states that libertarian states have no violence among themselves, 

and are less prone to violence against other states (Rummel, 1983: 27). Rummel’s definition 

of a libertarian state is one that emphasizes individual freedom, civil liberties and chooses 

government through open, competitive elections. A second line of work within DPT focuses 

on the causal logic between ‘peace’ and ‘democracy’. A causal logic describes the causal 

effect of an independent variable on the dependent variable. This effect takes the following 

form: A (the independent variable) causes B (the dependent variable), because A causes x, 

which causes y, which causes B (Rosato, 2003: 585). The work on causal logic can be divided 
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into two approaches: the normative approach and the institutional approach (Rosato, 2003: 

586). Normative scholars state that democracy leads to peace because democracy has a 

socializing effect on political elites. Due to democracy, political elites embrace the norm of 

nonviolent conflict resolution and diplomacy. In line with this domestic norm, political elites 

will try to implement this as well in the international arena. In turn, this leads to a situation of 

trust and respect between democracies in times of conflict, because every participant knows 

that the other party will also abide to nonviolent conflict resolution (Rosato, 2003: 586). In 

sum, the normative approach is based on norm externalization and mutual trust and respect 

(Rosato, 2003: 586; Dixon, 1994; Russett 1993; Weart 1998).  

 The institutional approach departs from the premise that democratic countries behave 

differently towards each other than towards non democracies (Gartzke, 2007: 168). This 

approach seeks its causal logic in various types of constraint. This mechanism of constraint 

prevents a particular government from waging war against another democracy (De Mesquita 

& Lalman, 1992; Maoz & Russett, 1993; Russett, 1993; De Mesquita e.a., 1999). For 

example, Bueno de Mesquita e.a. find their constraint in the remark that democracies have a 

generally stronger military apparatus than autocracies. Furthermore, democracies will only 

wage war when they have a sure chance of winning. Therefore, democracies will not attack 

each other, as the chance of winning is relatively slim (Bueno de Mesquita e.a., 1999: 804). 

However, the most common restraint models are the ‘restraint through accountability’ 

theories (Rosato, 2003: 587). This group of institutional theories state that governments and 

leaders are restrained in waging war due to their accountability vis-à-vis a particular 

democratic body or a particular group in society. Various models argue that political elites 

will do everything to stay in power. An unpopular war will cost the leader votes, which 

weakens the chances of reelection (Lake, 1992; Owen, 1994). A variation on this idea is the 

model of economic interdependence, where leaders are pressed to refrain from military 

conflict because it disrupts profitable trade and investment (Doyle, 1997). Implicit or explicit, 

the various restraint models also give an explanation why democracies are prone to violent 

conflict with non democracies. Non democracies lack institutional checks and balances. 

Leaders therefore cannot easily be sanctioned by representatives, the public, or special 

interest groups. The undemocratic leader can do as he pleases, which leads to an increased 

possibility of resorting to violence when confronted with a conflict (Rosato, 2003: 587).  

 

2.2.1 The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace  

Besides literature trying to explain democratic peace, there is also a body of literature devoted 

to the refutation of the theory (Farber & Gowa, 1997; Layne, 1994; Spiro, 1994; Rosato, 

2003). The most elaborate critique on DPT is given by Sebastian Rosato (2003). In the article 

The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory, Rosato challenges both the normative logic 
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as the institutional logic. The author states that in order to test the theories, two questions are 

of vital importance: 1. Do the data support the claim that democracies rarely fight each other? 

2. Is there a compelling explanation for why this should be the case (Rosato, 2003: 585)?  

 

2.2.1.1 Normative logic & data  

Regarding the first question, Rosato states that the correlations remain robust; democratic 

countries rarely fight each other. Yet in response to the second question, Rosato presents a 

long list of wars he deems in conflict with the theory’s normative premise. Rosato first 

addresses 33 colonial wars fought between 1838 and 1920. The author argues that, although 

these wars have not been fought between democracies, it does show that democratic colonial 

empires Britain, France and Belgium did not externalize their domestic norms of trust and 

respect. These wars were harsh repressive conflicts fought to stamp out any resistance among 

the conquered peoples in the colonies. Rosato argues that whatever the colonial empires 

supported at home, it was not their primary tactic abroad. As a second body of evidence 

Rosato lists seven American Cold War interventions against democracies. The author 

mentions the interventions in Iran (1953), Guatemala (1954), Indonesia (1957), British 

Guyana (1961), Brazil (1961, 1964), Chile (1973) and Nicaragua (1984) (Rosato, 2003: 590). 

These cases show that the United States, the prime example of liberal democratic splendor, 

did not show any respect for fellow democracies during the Cold War. Neither of these 

countries turned communist, but the freshly chosen leaders were leftist enough to be 

overthrown and replaced by a dictatorial, yet anticommunist regime (Rosato, 2003: 590). To 

Rosato, this proofs that democracies do not externalize their norms, even in case of conflicts 

with democracies. Therefore, the second question is also answered come the normative logic; 

clearly, the normative logic offers no compelling explanation why democracies rarely fight 

each other.  

 

2.2.1.2 Institutional logic  

Regarding the institutional logic, Rosato states that the restraint theories do not operate as 

stipulated (Rosato, 2003: 593). The author argues that autocratic leaders are subject to just as 

much accountability as their democratic counterparts. He notes that a leader’s accountability 

is determined by the consequences he suffers when adopting an unpopular policy. Rosato 

claims that democratic leaders’ punishment normally comes in the form of removal from 

office or the in the worst case; a lawsuit. However, the consequences an autocratic leader 

faces when adopting an unpopular policy are exile, imprisonment or death. A violent revolt 

by the people is just as much a check on power as the democratic institutions Rosato claims. 

In sum, Rosato states that there is little evidence that democratic leaders face greater expected 

costs when entering an unpopular war than their autocratic counterparts (Rosato, 2003: 596-
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597). Rosato goes on by stating that the very nature of the military in most autocracies is a 

disadvantage to autocratic leaders. The author mentions that in most autocracies the military 

is under civilian control. This implies that the military forms a civilian led check on power. 

Therefore, it is in the autocratic leaders’ best interest to maintain a weak military apparatus in 

fear of a domestic coup. A weak military implies a smaller chance of winning a war, therefore 

a smaller chance of starting one by the autocrat. Rosato ends his article with his own 

explanation of democratic peace. He makes the argument that democratic peace 

predominantly occurs in Western Europe and North America after the Second World War. 

Therefore, the authors argues that the democratic peace is in fact a Pax Americana, since 

peace has been in the best interest of the United States after the Nazi defeat. The Marshall 

Plan, the NATO, the European Integration and the US military forces on German soil all 

contributed to the age of prosperity and peace that Europe experiences after the Second World 

War (Rosato, 2003: 600).  

 

2.2.1.3 Response to criticism normative logic 

Rosato starts by addressing the colonial wars fought by the European colonial empires. This 

example is set up to show that democracies do not externalize their norms. Even in the logic 

of Rosato, this is a remarkable notion. Democratic peace theories try to explain peace 

between democracies. A war fought between colonial Britain and the Zulu tribe in the South 

African region can hardly be deemed a war between democracies. It shows that democracies 

do not externalize their norms regarding conflicts with non democracies. But that is not what 

we are researching. Furthermore, a colonial empire can by definition not be perceived a 

liberal democracy. A colonial power can grant rights to its subjects at home, but if it does not 

grant these rights to its subjects abroad, it does not adhere to the liberal egalitarian principle; a 

ground premise of liberal theory. Regarding the list of United States Cold War interventions,  

Rosato is also not convincing. Although the United States intervened in the domestic affairs 

of democracies, the United States did not have actual boots on the ground in these conflicts. 

That is, it can not be proven that United States military in person have used force against 

agents of the particular democratic regime. In non of the cases brought up by Rosato was the 

United States actively involved with troops invading the state. Supporting rightwing 

paramilitary organizations or ferocious anticommunist governments is by no means an 

example of reconciling politics. However, it cannot be labeled as the direct use of force by the 

United States against the military or population of the other state (Gochman and Maoz, 1984: 

588-589). 
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2.2.1.4 Response to criticism institutional logic  

Rosato’s criticism regarding the institutional logic is limited to criticizing the theoretical 

difference between autocratic leaders and democratic leaders. Democracies tend to behave 

differently towards other democracies than they do towards autocracies. This is the result of a 

shared constraint between the two democracies; one that is lacking in the autocracy. Rosato 

makes the case that autocracies are indeed subject to various forms of restraint; sometimes 

even more so than democracies. Autocratic leaders face the uncontrolled violence of a mob 

when they implement unpopular policy; a fate much worse than political resignation. What 

Rosato fails to mention is that this restraint of violence is not impartial, nor does it provide a 

check on power during the term of the autocrat. Checks and balances in a democracy are 

derived from an impartial rule of law that functions irrespective of situation or leader. The 

check of mob violence is not a political given; not every unpopular war waged by an autocrat 

is followed by a bloodthirsty citizenry demanding the leaders’ head on a silver platter. 

Therefore, the check by mob violence can not be compared to the democratic checks and 

balances. But even if we are to accept this premise, the sure chance of death by stoning at the 

end of a autocrats’ reign says little about the restraint during his term. The president of the 

United States does not reign supreme during his time in the White House. He is curbed by a 

wide range of democratic bodies that keep his power in check. If the midterm elections vote 

in a hostile Congress, the power of the president is brought back to a minimum. In an 

autocracy, this is not the case. An autocratic leader, as any ruling figure, has to take potential 

enemies and rival factions into account. Yet, the existence and strength of these opposing 

forces are not a constant. That is; the opposing forces are not impartial of character and are, 

just as the ‘check by mob violence’, dependent of time and place. One is only to conclude that 

a comparison between the institutional checks in democracy and the situational checks in 

autocracies is inaccurate. The leadership of the autocrat can therefore still be characterized as 

more prone to emotional decisions, in comparison to its democratic counterparts that are more 

prone to rational decisions due to the extended body of checks and balances.  

 Besides the check on autocracies, Rosato states that autocratic leaders often have too 

weak an army to wage wars. The armies are under civil control, and therefore potential 

hotbeds of violent upheaval. It is in the leaders’ best interest to keep the military apparatus as 

weak as possible. It is not very hard to counter this argument. Rosato clearly oversees the 

sizable amount of military dictatorships in which the military provided the president. In these 

military dictatorships (or juntas), the military apparatus forms the most important pillar on 

which the dictatorship rests. Examples are Spain under Franco, Portugal under Salazar, 

Argentina under Péron, the Dominican Republic of Rafael Trujillo, Brazil between 1968 and 

1974, the colonel’s regime in Greece between 1967 and 1974; the list goes on and on. 

Furthermore, if there is one place where a dictator can find supporters it is the military. The 
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army is known for its hierarchic structure; an organization where debate and deliberation are 

perceived as elements of weakness. It follows that the military does not pose a hurdle for a 

dictator, but an important pillar to its reign.  

 Personally, I think that there is a lot of truth in the explanation offered by Rosato. The 

establishment of the NATO and the continued presence of US military forces on European 

soil, also known as the Pax Americana, have had an important influence on the peace and 

prosperity on the European continent. However, this explanation cannot account for the 

Turkish invasion of Greek led Cyprus in 1974 (Anastasiou, 2008: 8-9). Both Greece and 

Turkey were members of NATO. Greece was led by a dictatorial colonel’s regime, where 

Turkey was under the reign of the authoritarian, yet democratically chosen Bülent Ecevit 

(Anastasiou, 2008: 15-16). According to the rationale of Rosato, these two countries would 

not have gone to war with one another due to their membership of NATO. This example 

shows that the democratic peace theory premise still stands.  

 Concluding, I find Rosato’s criticism on democratic peace theory not convincing. 

Rosato mentions a long list of cases that, to him, prove the democratic peace theory wrong. 

Yet, not one case is an actual account of two democracies waging war against one another. 

Therefore, the premise of the democratic peace theory still stands.  

 

2.3 Capitalist Peace Theory  

A second body of work within peace literature studies the role of economics. The central 

premise is that free trade is the most important variable in explaining peace between nations. 

This school dates back to Scottish Enlightenment thinkers David Hume and Adam Smith. 

Both philosophers thought positively of free trade in relation to international peace. However, 

they did not state that free trade would ultimately lead to perpetual peace. The human nature 

was all too bound for conflict. Although trade could lead to peace, “destructive and disastrous 

components may reassert themselves in old and new forms” (Manter, 1996: 377). The British 

politician Norman Angell is known to have published one of the first books adequately 

describing the logic of capitalist peace in a modern industrialized world. In his 1911 book The 

Great Illusion, Angell argues that modern industrialized nations perceive commerce as far 

more beneficial to acquire resources than warfare (Angell, 1911: 29-36). This cost-benefit 

analysis is accompanied by his argument that increased financial interconnectiveness would 

lead to a decreased chance of war. The aggressor could, when attacking the central bank of 

the opponent, very well attack its own investments (Angell, 1911: 32). Angell draws the 

conclusion that a war between trading nations is in every way economically unbeneficial. In 

the second part of his book, Angell elaborates on the philosophical underpinning of his 

premise. Angell states that human nature is not unchangeable. The ways of modern man are a 

far cry from the cannibalistic Paleolithic man from which he originates. He will therefore 
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strive for growth in a peaceful and rational fashion, leaving the barbaric ways of times past 

behind him (Angell, 1911: 180). Just three years after publishing the Great War broke out, 

sadly proving Angell wrong.   

 Due to the pessimism regarding the possibility of peace after the Second World War, 

and the emphasis on systemic realism in the Cold War period, the capitalist peace research 

declined (Gartzke, 2007: 170). However, the fall of the Soviet Union ushered in a new period 

of capitalist peace research. From the end of the 1980s onwards, a multitude of articles were 

published regarding the link between free trade and peace (Bliss & Russet, 1998; O’Neal and 

Ray, 1997; O’Neal e.a, 1996; O’Neal & Russet, 1997; 1999a).  

 

2.3.1 The classical liberals were right 

Particularly interesting is the article by O’Neal and Russett (1997), titled The Classical 

Liberals Were Right. As the title suggests, the authors find their inspiration in the 

philosophies of classical liberals such as Adam Smith and Thomas Paine. These early modern 

thinkers argued that trade and democracy were key in advancing to a peaceful prosperous 

world (O’Neal & Russett, 1997: 268-269). O’Neal and Russett test this premise by seeking 

statistical correlations between the independent variables democracy, political change, 

economic interdependence, and economic openness and the dependent variable ‘peace’. They 

find strong evidence of a robust correlation between the independent variables economic 

interdependence, democracy and economic openness and the dependent variable peace 

(O’Neal & Russet, 1997: 288). But as already stated in the introduction, the authors have not 

described a causal logic guiding the effect between the variables. Furthermore, the 

operationalization of ‘economic openness’ in the article is too crude to be of good use. The 

degree of openness is described as the total import plus the total export, divided by the 

Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) of a country (O’Neal & Russett, 1997: 280). In other words, 

the article equals economic openness to foreign trade. This leads to two problems. First, it 

does not take into account countries with large domestic markets, wherein the ratio 

import/export – PPP is smaller than in countries with small domestic production and trade. 

Second, government officials and state owned companies can also account for a great part of 

foreign trade. It does therefore not say anything about the economic possibilities created by 

economic openness experienced by individuals.  

 

2.3.2 The Capitalist Peace 

In the 2007 article The Capitalist Peace, Erik Gartzke revitalizes the economic tradition and 

once again tests the premise of the theory (Gartzke, 2007). The author argues that it is not 

democracy but capitalism that leads to peace (Gartzke, 2007: 180). His research design is 

made up of the dependent variable ‘war’ and the independent variables democracy, markets 
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(economic openness), trade interdependence and economic development. After careful 

research, the author concludes that institutional arrangements have a small effect on the peace 

between two nations. The degree of economic openness is most decisive in explaining peace 

between nations. This degree is measured not according to the formula posed by O’Neal and 

Russett, but by the model advocated by the Fraser Institute (Gartzke, 2007: 183). Gartzke 

closes his article with the remark that further research is needed. He argues that:  

 

 “Little attempt has been made in order to rule out the possibility that democracy and 

 peace have common causes, or that, as has long been argued, development and 

 capitalism lead both to freer politics and to a more peaceful planet. A logical 

 extension of this study is the exploration of determinants of political and economic 

 liberalism, though resolving these more complex causal arrows would seem to require 

 a level of understanding about the determinants of capitalism and democracy that is 

 still under construction in comparative politics, economics and other fields” (Gartzke, 

 2007: 182). 

 

2.4 Conclusion 

Taking the rich history of the democratic peace theory into account, the following conclusion 

can be drawn. A vast body of literature has shown the existence of a robust correlation 

between democratic institutions and free trade, and peace between nations. However, a 

convincing causal logic behind this correlation is lacking. This thesis roughly takes the same 

variables into account as the O’Neal and Russett article. Yet,  this thesis is focused on the 

underlying mechanism instead of a statistical account of democratic peace. Moreover, it 

employs a far more detailed assessment of economic openness.  

 In the following chapter, John Owen’s liberal peace model is introduced, as described 

in the article How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace (1994). This model will act as a 

framework through which the causal logic is hypothesized. The model employs a tandem 

mechanism. The first part of the tandem is preoccupied with the role of democratic 

institutions. Rosato (2003) states that the democratic institutions as such cannot account for a 

democratic peace. In this chapter, it has become clear that Rosato’s criticism is flawed. 

Therefore, the central premise of democratic peace theory still stands.  The second part of the 

tandem is economically oriented. The conclusion of Gartzke’s article will be taken into 

account. The determinants of political and economic liberalism are explored, and will provide 

the causal arrows to adequately define the logic behind liberal peace. 
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3. Theoretical framework 

 

3.1 Democratic Peace Model Owen 

According to Owen, the rationale behind his interpretation of the democratic peace theory is a 

shared notion of liberalism between two or more liberal democratic nations. Owen states that 

liberalism or ‘liberal ideas’
1 
can be attributed to the philosophers Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau 

and Kant. The author states that liberalism’s point of departure is the abstract man in a state of 

nature in which he is equal to all other men
2 
(Owen, 1994: 93). Liberalism is characterized by 

universalism, cosmopolitism and tolerance. There can be a difference in beliefs and cultures 

but still, “all persons share a fundamental interest in self-preservation and well-being (Owen, 

1994: 93-94). To Owen, this means that there is a harmony of interest among all individuals; 

every person benefits most when the individual pursues self-preservation and material well-

being, without infringing upon the freedom of other individuals to pursue their needs. This 

can be achieved by cooperation and toleration of other individuals. In Owen’s perspective, the 

more people that are free, the better off the collective is. Therefore, liberalism does not need 

to be forced upon others; “it is entirely in the individual’s self-interest to cooperate (Owen, 

1994: 94)”. He closes his description by stating that “in sum, liberalism’s ends are life and 

property, and its means are liberty and toleration (Owen, 1994: 94). Owen then addresses 

liberalism in the realm of international politics. The author states that liberals do not consider 

every nation or individual to be free. To acquire this state of being, individuals and nations 

must be enlightened and aware of their interests, and they have to know how to pursue these 

interests. This can only be done if people live under enlightened political institutions, which 

give the individual the opportunity to pursue their interests (Owen, 1994: 94).  

 In Owen’s model, liberalism gives rise to a foreign policy ideology that recognizes 

other liberal countries as being peaceful, reasonable, predictable and trustworthy (Owen, 

1994: 95). Due to the acceptance of liberalism, “liberal states are governed by their citizens’ 

true interests, which harmonize with all individuals’ true interests around the world (Owen, 

1994: 95). These true interests are always peaceful and aimed at cooperation. Illiberal states 

on the other hand are seen as unreasonable and unpredictable, making them potentially 

dangerous. The liberal state will however not directly fight the illiberal state; it will first make 

a cost-benefit analysis of its relative strength vis-à-vis the illiberal state. If the illiberal state is 

weak, the liberal state will prey on him; if the illiberal state is too strong, the liberal state will 

                                                      
1
 I will use ‘liberal ideas’ and ‘liberalism’ interchangeably in this thesis.  

2 
The ‘state of nature’ is a concept often used in theology and philosophy meant to describe the conditions in which 

people lived before civilization came into being. From this hypothetical starting point questions can be asked such as: 

“did man voluntarily share their products in absence of a central government?”, or “knew man envy before the 
coming of private property?”. From these questions ideas are derived about the character of man unspoiled by 

external or modernistic factors. 
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refrain from war (Owen, 1994: 96). To Owen, “liberal democracies do not fully escape the 

imperatives of power politics (Owen, 1994: 96). Important to Owen’s model is the role of 

perceptions. Owen states that democratic peace can only exist between liberal democratic 

nations when the liberal elites of the countries recognize each other as liberal. This liberal 

elite consists of “government officials, prominent businessmen, civil servants, journalists, 

scholars, heads of professional associations and interest groups” (Owen, 1994: 100). Does 

this mean that the extent of liberalism in a nation only exists in the eye of this elite? Not 

entirely, because these liberal opinion leaders have, according to Owen, a stable conception of 

what democracy looks like (Owen, 1994: 97). The other part of Owen’s democratic peace 

model exists of democratic institutions. According to Owen, if a liberal leader is elected, war 

against another liberal democracy will not occur due to his acceptance of liberalism. 

However, not always are liberals elected; sometimes illiberal leaders hold office in a liberal 

democracy. If these leaders intent to attack another liberal democracy, it is again the liberal 

elite who persuade the people to vote off the illiberal leader. The elite are the ones who find 

war against another 

liberal democracy 

unacceptable and 

consequently will do 

everything in their 

power to stop the 

bloodshed from 

happening.  Together, 

these two mechanisms 

work in tandem 

constraining the government and making democratic peace between liberal democracies 

happen.  

          

3.2 Analysis 

Now that Owen’s model is explained it will be broken down and analyzed. I will address the 

model per box and end every analysis with a new interpretation of the box and the 

accompanying mechanism. But before I embark on this journey, I will address Owen’s 

concept of perception.  

 

3.2.1 Perceptions 

Owen uses the concept of ‘perception’ to define the level of liberalism in a particular country. 

Nation A can be deemed liberal according to certain objective standards, but if the liberal elite 

Graph 1: Democratic Peace Model, John Owen 
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of Nation B does not recognize A as such, nation A is still perceived as illiberal. Although 

Owen mentions that liberal elites have a ‘stable conception’ of liberal democracies, the level 

of liberalism of a state is still in the eye of the beholder. Through the use of perception, Owen 

creates the possibility to analyze nations that do not meet the present-day liberal standards. To 

stick with the cases provided by Owen; the author uses the United States between 1795 and 

1895 as a liberal democratic ‘constant’ from which he departs. If the US in this particular era 

is judged according to objective liberal standards, it would hopelessly fail the test. Although 

slavery was abolished in most Northern states at the end of the 18
th
 century, this practice was 

still rampant in the South. It was not until 1808 that the right to own slaves was taken out of 

the constitution (Fehrenbacher, 2001: 42-43). It finally took a four year civil war (1861-1865) 

to eradicate all practices of slavery in the United States. It took yet another hundred years 

before the negro population was granted equal rights in the United States
3
. 

 Incorporating the concept of perception has one main advantage. That is; a researcher 

creates the possibility to broaden the scope of countries under possible scrutiny. When using 

the concept of perception, the paradigm of the chosen era becomes leading in the assessment 

of ‘liberal ideas’. In 19
th
 century United States, it was common to perceive the negro not as 

citizen but as beast of burden (Fehrenbacher, 2001: 67). Therefore, a country can be deemed 

‘liberal’, and maintain policies of slavery at the same time; it depends on the then dominant 

interpretation of ‘citizens’. This is a choice a researcher makes. I choose not to incorporate 

perception. The absence of this concept will be taken into account when choosing a case to 

research. The chosen liberal democracy will therefore be indisputably liberal. With the choice 

of not incorporating ‘perception’, I definitely depart from a trajectory in which I reinterpret 

Owen’s model. I choose to use Owen’s model as the most important source of inspiration for 

my model. It will have strong overlap, but my model will have a character and mechanism of 

its own.  

 

3.3 Liberal ideas 

Owen begins his assessment of liberal ideas or liberalism with the notion that Hobbes, Locke, 

Rousseau and Kant can be considered influential liberal thinkers. To state that these four 

philosophers all belong to the liberal tradition is doubtful at best. It is remarkable that John 

Owen explicitly mentions these four philosophers. What these four thinkers connect is not 

liberalism, but contractarianism (Morris, 1999; Riley, 1982). The classification of John Locke 

and Immanuel Kant as liberal scholars is uncontested. This can not be said of Hobbes and 

Rousseau. Thomas Hobbes (1588 – 1679) is regarded to be an important influence to the 

                                                      
3 

In 1876 the Jim Crow laws were installed in the states of the former Confederacy. These set of racist policies 

effectively segregated the negro population from the white population and turned the negroes into second class 
citizens. These humiliating racist practices were finally abolished when in 1964 the Civil Rights Act was adopted 

(Klarman, 2004: 442).   
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liberal tradition; this does not say that his philosophy can be classified as distinctly liberal. 

The English philosopher’s contribution to the school of thought was his development of 

individual rights, and his egalitarian state of nature (Bunce, 2009: 121). However, the 

Englishman was no democrat. Hobbes advocated the installment of an absolute government. 

This unchecked central power forged a contract with its citizens in which the former protected 

the latter against each other and external terrors, in exchange for the citizens’ freedom 

(Bunce, 2009: 79). Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712 – 1778) is also primarily regarded as a 

social contract theorist (Charvet, 1999). The Genevan philosopher, writer and composer 

shared the state of nature in which man in inherently equal. However, Rousseau’s emphasis 

on emotions and the force of nature classifies him as the originator of Romanticism. 

Furthermore, his preoccupation with the ‘general will’ as point of departure for government  

policy, places him in the corner of authoritarianism (Riley, 1982: 21).    

 Owen is correct in his notion that liberalism typically begins with an egalitarian state 

of nature. The author is also correct in implying that this egalitarian state is seen in the 

political writings of his four mentioned philosophers (Bunce, 2009: 75-79). However, a state 

of nature is not complete without an accompanying ‘concept of man’
4
. This concept defines 

how the individual behaves in the state of nature
5
. To stick with the philosophers provided by 

Owen; both Hobbes and Rousseau perceive man equal to other men in the state of nature. Yet, 

Hobbes’ approach is completely different from that of Rousseau. Hobbes politically matured 

during the English Civil War (1642 – 1651). This event was of great influence on Hobbes and 

gave way to his distinct worldview. In his most well-known work Leviathan Hobbes 

describes the state of nature as the ‘war of all against all’ (Kavka, 1999: 2). To Hobbes, man 

is primarily driven by fear of pain and death. In absence of a strong central power, the 

individual is never safe and will thus resort to constant violence and bloodshed in order to 

defend itself. In this state of nature, everyone is equal; by using the proper tactics, even the 

weakest person can kill the strongest (Hobbes, 1996
1651

: 82). According to the English 

philosopher, this apocalyptic state of nature can only be avoided through the powerful 

intervention of an absolute central force deemed the Leviathan. Rousseau perceived the 

‘Savage’ (or man in his state of nature) as a noble creature that did not know fear or anxiety. 

                                                      
4 

When ‘man’ is used in this thesis, ‘man’ and ‘woman’ is meant. 
5 

The concept of man can broadly differ between man as inherently evil and man as inherently good. Thomas Hobbes 

advocated a secular version of the former stance. The religious interpretation of man as inherently evil is famously 

articulated in the Heidelberg Catechism. The Catechism is designed as a series of questions which an answer is 

formulated. On the natural condition of man the Catechism states: “Question: Are we then so corrupt that we are 
wholly incapable of doing any good, and inclined to all wickedness? Answer:  Indeed we are, except when we are 

regenerated by the Spirit of God (Olevianus & Ursinus, 1563: 85)”. The state of nature in which man is seen as 

inherently good is among others articulated by Friedrich Engels. The lifetime companion of Karl Marx believed that 
in prehistoric societies, every able bodied member of the tribe would help to provide food for the entire group. The 

yield of gathering and hunting was equally shared and property was held communally. Man is thus inherently good 

and altruistic. This all changed when animals were domesticated and gave way to an unsuspected source of wealth. 
This changed the social relations irrevocably and gave way to class society, feudalism and slavery (Engels, 20101884: 

83- 84). 
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According to Rousseau, the box of Pandora was opened when man became civilized. In the 

age of the Savage, no doctor was needed for there were no diseases, and envy was non-

existent due to absence of property; the origin of inequality lay in the foundation of modern 

life (Rousseau, 1754: 135-137). To rephrase his thoughts: man is inherently good, but driven 

to evil deeds by the structure in which he resides. If the structure is changed, man will do 

good again. To thus adequately describe liberalism, a concept of man is needed. This concept 

of man defines the predicted actions of the individual and forms the basis for the rest of the 

political theory. It follows that the concept of man shapes the entire political theory that is 

derived from it. As seen in the example of Hobbes and Rousseau, the individual of the former 

philosopher needs a wholly different government to live in peace than the individual of the 

latter philosopher. To thus choose a concept of man is to choose a liberal school of thought.  

 

Liberalism is one of the most varied political theories to date. However, it can be roughly 

divided into two branches: social liberalism and classical liberalism. Although they differ on 

many aspects, the two schools (and every other form, strand or interpretation of liberalism) 

share four characteristics. First, liberalism is individualistic. The individual is seen as the 

moral and political cardinal point. The individual is therefore the center of thought; it is the 

defining unit of measurement. Second, liberalism is egalitarian. Liberals believe that every 

person is morally equal and must therefore be equal before the law. Third, liberalism is 

universalistic. Every person has the same moral value; there is no classification of religion, 

race, ethnicity or nationality. To liberals, the individual is therefore never morally subordinate 

to any form of organized institution. Finally, liberalism is melioristic. Liberals believe that all 

social institutions and political arrangements can be changed, corrected and/or improved (Van 

de Haar, 2011: 15). These four elements form the basis of liberalism. Every liberal school 

holds these truths to be self evident, even if they differ on many other subjects. And differ 

they do. The fundamental difference between the two schools addressed in this thesis is their 

concept of man and their interpretation of freedom.  

 

Classical liberalism’s concept of man is characterized by a realistic perception on human 

nature. Classical liberals state that man is driven by a combination of reason and emotion and 

that there is a limit to his capabilities. It is impossible for him to know and scrutinize 

everything. Because of this combination of limited capabilities and occasional motivation by 

emotion, man is capable of being led by bad judgment (Van de Haar, 2011: 33-34). Classical 

liberals see man is an imperfect, fallible creature that is preconditioned to do good nor bad 

(Friedman, 2002
1962

: 13). Man’s central motivation, besides his urge to survive, is its pursuit 

to increase its personal wellbeing and the wellbeing of the people close to him. Classical 

liberals emphasize the concept of negative liberty or ‘the harm principle’. The originator of 
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this concept, Isaiah Berlin, described the concept as: “the absence of deliberate interference of 

other human beings within the area in which I could otherwise act (Berlin, 1958: 851). Or to 

put it in plain English: the freedom to do what I want as long as I do not infringe upon the 

freedom of another individual to do what he wants. The emphasis on negative liberty leads to 

a high valuation of individual freedom. Classical liberals argue that the freedom of the 

individual is best served when property rights are enforced, civil rights are protected, free 

market capitalism flourishes, government is kept small, and the power of political leaders is 

curbed by a system of democratic checks and balances.  

 

Social liberalism perceives man in a wholly different fashion. The social liberal school places 

the role of emotion secondary to that of reason (Freeden, 1996: 148). Man is master of his 

body and mind and if educated correctly, capable of reasoning logically in every situation. 

Social liberalism places large emphasis on the way man should behave instead of how man 

actually behaves. To social liberals, the central motivation of man should not be the increase 

of personal wellbeing, but intellectual self development. If man is educated in the right 

fashion, he will eventually become a rational and morally sublime individual. From this, it is 

deduced that man is inherently good. If his action prove otherwise, he lacked the proper 

education to review his (future) deeds as harmful. Social liberalism is therefore associated 

with positive liberty; the freedom to utilize one’s own talents as effective as possible (Berlin, 

1958: 856-857). It is society’s task to provide the means necessary to employ the individual’s 

talent, even if this implies an infringement on the rights of other individuals. Social liberalism 

has a tendency to argue from the point of the collective. This does not mean that they have 

abandoned the principle of individualism. To social liberals, individuals cannot exist outside 

of a community. If this community is lifted as a whole, the individual’s interests are also met. 

To social liberals, private property, free market capitalism and democracy hold no intrinsic 

value. Private property and free trade are only of importance when they contribute to the self 

development of the individual. However, the individual cannot exist outside of his 

community. It is therefore legitimate to redistribute the individuals’ wealth among the other 

members of society; if the community benefits, the individuals also benefits (Green, 2008
1885

: 

175-176). Democracy is only of value if the body of electives consists of enlightened 

individuals. These individuals are capable of making morally sublime decisions. A 

democratic system composed of unenlightened illiberal individuals will lead to a ‘mob rule’. 

John Stuart Mill, the forefather of social liberalism, was among the first to acknowledge this 

problem. He advocated a representative democracy in which only the educated elite could 

participate (Van de Haar, 2011: 59).  
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It is clear that Owen is mainly influenced by social liberalism in his description of liberal 

ideas. I will not follow in the author’s footsteps. I find the social liberalism’s concept of man 

too unrealistic. It departs from the idea how man should be, instead of how man is. More 

importantly, the concepts connected to social liberalism such as ‘self-development’, ‘shaping 

true interests’ and ‘enlightenment’ are vague and impossible to operationalize. For a model to 

be generalizable, it has to incorporate concepts that can be objectively measured. One of these 

concepts is free trade, the other is democracy. As stated above, these concepts are both not of 

great value to the social liberal. They are to classical liberalism. That is why I choose the 

latter to shape the box ‘liberal ideas’. I will now give a detailed description of classical 

liberalism and show how the various concepts flow from its concept of man and its 

interpretation of freedom.  

 

Classical liberalism is the oldest strand of liberalism and draws upon the ideas of Scottish 

Enlightenment thinkers such as David Hume, Adam Smith and Francis Hutcheson. After its 

peak in the mid 19
th
 century, the popularity of the theory declined. However, classical 

liberalism lived on in various corners of the academic world. In Austria, the University of 

Vienna was home to classical liberals such as Carl Menger, Ludwig von Mises and Friedrich 

von Hayek. After the Second World War, classical liberalism caught on in the United States, 

where the theory was further developed and advocated by George Stigler and Milton 

Friedman (Van de Haar, 2011: 45-48). Classical liberalism has always been closely related to 

economics. All above mentioned key figures were economists who based their political views 

on their academic background. To quote von Mises: 

 

 “One cannot understand liberalism without a knowledge of economics. 

For liberalism is applied economics; it is social and political policy based 

on a scientific foundation” (von Mises, 2005
1927

: 154). 

 

Classical liberalism departs from the four previously mentioned overarching liberal features 

individualism, egalitarianism, universalism and meliorism. As mentioned, the political theory 

is based on a realistic concept of man in which the individual is seen as a fallible creature that 

is prone to bad judgment. Although classical liberals perceive the individual as the most 

important unit of measurement, they acknowledge man to be a social creature that has to 

cooperate in order to survive. Individual freedom is at the core of liberal thinking, it is of the 

highest moral value. The appreciation of individual freedom in combination with its realistic 

assessment of the nature of man forms the basis for the political theory. All other 

appreciations and key concepts can be traced back to this combination. Owen states that “in 

sum, liberalism’s ends are life and property, and its means are liberty and toleration” (Owen, 
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1994: 94). Classical liberalism would argue otherwise. To classical liberals, liberalism’s end 

is individual freedom, with property rights, civil liberties, free market capitalism and 

democracy as a logical consequence. In the next part, I will show that these concepts can all 

be logically derived from the basis of the political theory.  

 

Individual freedom and property rights are closely intertwined. The right to own property 

means that you have the legal right to possession. Property is perceived by classical liberals as 

the result of employing one’s own talent, labor or intellectual capacities, or the talent of one’s 

parents or grandparents. Property is key in securing one’s own survival; it is the basis of 

development and progress (Mises, 2005
1927

: 2). Without property the individual does not have 

the freedom to plan ahead or invest his money in the projects of his choosing. Without 

property, the individual has to rely on the mercy of others to provide for him when he is in 

need. Therefore, without property rights, there is no self-determination.  

 Civil liberties follow from classical liberals’ appreciation for negative liberty. Classic 

human rights such as the right to the integrity of your own body, the right to free speech, 

freedom of religion and the freedom of organization, are regarded to be essential in a free 

society. These rights for the concept of negative liberty. Civil liberties can only exist when 

toleration is institutionalized in society. In this sense, toleration does not mean that you agree 

with everyone in society, or that you perceive each culture as equal to the other. In this sense, 

toleration means that. Although you do not agree with another’s opinion, you grant him the 

freedom to express his voice and let him live his life, as long as his actions do not curtail your 

personal freedom. 

   

A third concept is free market capitalism. The emphasis on individual freedom in 

combination with the classical liberals’ concept of man as imperfect beings, gives way to a 

strong appreciation of free trade. To classical liberals, free market capitalism is the 

spontaneous order in which supply finds demand. Therefore, free market capitalism is nothing 

more than economic freedom. It is not perceived as a system, as this would imply that it is 

manmade. As stated by Scottish philosopher Adam Ferguson: “it is the result of human 

action, but not of human design” (Van de Haar, 2011: 39). There are many reasons why 

classical liberals are in favor of economic freedom. First, free market capitalism has proved to 

be the only way to optimally allocate capital, goods and services. Free trade is driven by the 

self-interest of buyer and seller. The individual knows best what his preferences are and how 

much he is willing to pay, just as the seller knows best at which price he is willing to sell a 

product. The combined information of every preference of every individual forms a complex 

matrix of information far too detailed for any central government to replicate. Furthermore, 

central planning will always lead to a waste of resources, because the central government has 
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no personal interest in buying a good of the highest quality against the lowest price (Friedman 

& Friedman, 1980: 116). Second, classical liberals see capitalism as the only form of 

economic conduct free of 

coercion. Other economic 

arrangements always imply 

some sort of force. For a 

government to redistribute 

goods, it has to resort to 

force in order to seize the 

belongings of one individual 

in order to give it to another 

individual. Third, without 

economic freedom there can be no political freedom. Without the means of production in 

private hands, government has both control of the monopoly of violence and the monopoly of 

production. This leads to a situation in which the individual is subordinate to the physical 

power of the state but is at the same time reliant for its livelihood from this state, pushing him 

truly into servitude. Therefore, classical liberals argue that capitalism is an effective means to 

disperse power. With wealth comes power. If someone is to stand up against an oppressive 

government, it is wise that this person is not receive his paycheck with this same government; 

otherwise, his rebellion can cost him his livelihood. Therefore, to exercise power, one has to 

be financially independent from the power he is challenging, hence: dispersed economic 

power can act as a check on centralized political power (Friedman, 2002
1962

: 15-16). Fourth, 

besides the features of capitalism safeguarding individual freedom, free markets are also 

believed to enhance classic values like frugality, diligence and discipline, there successful 

trade and investment implies future planning and saving (Van de Haar, 2011: 40). And last, 

capitalism is believed to enhance trust and tolerance; a subject I will later discuss in the 

‘ideology’ section.   

 

To denote that the interpretation of ‘liberal ideas’ has been changed drastically, I will replace 

it with ‘liberalism’. Now that the interpretation has changed, the concepts flowing from the 

political theory will also be revised. In the next section, I will address ‘ideology’ and show 

that my interpretation of this box in fact does not differ much from that of Owen.  

 

3.4 Ideology  

In Owen’s model, liberalism gives rise to a foreign policy ideology that prevents liberal 

nations from attacking each other. The author states that: 

Graph 2.1: model democratic peace adjusted 
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 “once liberals accept a foreign state as a liberal democracy, they adamantly 

oppose war against that state” (Owen, 1994: 95). 

 

Owen ascribes this peaceful attitude to the notion that all liberal nations share a fundamental 

interest in self-preservation and well-being. Because all liberal nations know that the other 

liberal nations are also primarily aim to increase their self-preservation and well-being, the 

behavior of fellow liberal democracies is predictable and peaceful. He adds that the collective 

will see its well-being rising with every added person being free to pursue its own wel- being. 

This increase in well-being can only be established through cooperation with other 

individuals and toleration of other individuals. Besides this rather philosophical assessment of 

foreign policy ideology, Owen also mentions a more rational idea behind democratic peace. 

The author states that enlightened citizens know that “ceteris paribus, people are better off 

without war, because it is costly and dangerous” (Owen, 1994: 95). A war is therefore only 

called for when it serves liberal ends –i.e. the enhancement of self-preservation and well-

being.  

 Even after reading this part of Owen’s model carefully, it is still not clear why these 

intentions are always peaceful toward fellow democracies. Owen argues that this pacifism 

occurs due to a harmonization of all individuals’ true interests; a both vague and unsatisfying 

answer. Furthermore, Owen’s remark on the possibility of war sounds rather vague. 

According to Owen, liberal countries will only attack illiberal countries if the well-being of 

the liberal country is served with such a war. But why then not attack liberal countries? Why 

not prey on the small liberal democracies that are no match to you? If an attack on the small 

liberal state serves your own well-being, why refrain from it? If broken down in such a 

fashion, two possible answers arise. First, liberal countries do not attack liberal countries 

because of a moral conviction that it is not right to attack other liberal countries. But then, 

why only refrain from attacking liberal countries? Why is it right to attack illiberal countries, 

even if they pose no direct threat? Weren’t all considered equal in liberal theory? A second 

possible answer is that you not attack a smaller liberal country because the benefits of 

invading the nation will never outweigh the costs. Owen’s remark that “ceteris paribus, 

people are better off without war because it is costly and dangerous” (Owen, 1994: 95) 

corresponds with this idea. I share Owen’s notion that liberalism gives way to an ideology 

that refrains liberal countries from attacking each other. I also think that this can be ascribed 

to a shared “fundamental interest in self-preservation and well-being” (Owen, 1994: 93-94). 

Yet, this concept is impossible to operationalize, let alone test. However, there is a way of 

operationalizing Owen’s ‘ideology’ without diverging much from the original description. It 

seems that Owen intentionally or unintentionally described a multitude of textbook economic 



 27 

concepts in his assessment of ideology. His description of ‘ideology’ is very similar to that of 

free trade6.  

 

In classical- and neoclassical economics, the increase of wellbeing (or welfare), cooperation, 

toleration are all closely tied to the principle of free trade. Classical economics perceive free 

trade as the only way to sustainable economic growth. Governmental intervention in the free 

market will lead to distortion, which in turn leads to a net welfare loss (Friedman, 2002
1962

: 

38; Mankiw & Taylor, 2011: 160-161). Cooperation
7
 is also central to economic thinking. It 

is defined as a conscious interaction with other agents in order to enlarge the common welfare 

(Montet, 1996: 174; Mankiw & Taylor, 2011: 364-372). The principle of cooperation is 

studied in a popular sub discipline of economics, called ‘game theory’
8

. Voluntary 

cooperation between individuals leads to the establishment of corporations and enterprises, 

which are considered to be the backbone of economic growth. Cooperation is thus the very 

essence of free market capitalism. Toleration is another well documented phenomenon in 

classical economics. Toleration is not seen as a normative principle, but as an inevitability in 

the search for the highest quality against the lowest price. When engaging in free trade, 

intolerance of other races, religions or sexual orientation is considered a disadvantage. 

Excluding certain producers from the potential supply prevents the consumer from utilizing 

the market to its fullest. Intolerance can thus lead to welfare loss due to irrational exclusion 

on basis of irrelevant factors (Friedman, 2002
1962

: 109-110). Furthermore, the subject of self-

preservation is also described in theories drawing from classical economics. The argument 

goes that, if an individual is to preserve oneself, he has to be able to provide for himself. If the 

means of production are controlled by the Other, the individual will always be reliant on the 

mercy of the Other, which prevents the individual to control his own destiny. Therefore, in 

order to establish self-preservation, economic freedom is needed to give the individuals 

control over the means of production. This idea of self reliance through capitalism is the 

central thesis in Friedrich Hayek’s book The Road to Serfdom (Hayek, 2001
1944

). Finally, the 

remark that a rise in the number of free people will lead to a rise in the overall welfare is very 

similar to the principle of Pareto efficiency
9
. This theorem’s starting point is the allocation of 

a fixed amount of goods between a fixed amount of actors. The possibilities of each actor is 

expressed as a utility function; the ability of the individual to satisfy his needs with the goods 

at his disposal. A Pareto improvement is the state of affairs in which at least one individuals’ 

utility is raised without reducing another individuals’ utility. Pareto efficiency is reached 

                                                      
6
 I will use the definitions ‘free trade’ and ‘free market capitalism’ interchangeably.  

7 
Frequently spelled as co-operation in economic theories.  

8 
Game theory lies on the crossroads of econometrics, mathematics and logic. The best known game theorist is John 

Forbes Nash, who developed the Nash equilibrium and was depicted in the 2001 drama film A Beautiful Mind.   
9 

This concept is named after Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923), an Italian economist specialized in income distribution.  
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when no one’s utility can be raised without reducing another’s utility. In this situation, all 

goods are perfectly allocated according the individuals’ wishes and the limitations of the 

fixed set of goods (Sen, 1993: 521). In our example of liberal nations, the addition of one new 

liberal nation to the existing stock of liberal nations can be deemed a Pareto improvement, 

there free trade is considered the only way to an optimal allocation of goods. Due to the 

embrace of free trade by the newly added liberal nation, it will engage in voluntary exchange 

with the other liberal nations, making at least one nation (the particular nation it will initially 

engage in trade with) better off. In the realm of international relations, the state of Pareto 

efficiency will be reached when every nation in the world embraces free trade and can thus 

participate in the effective allocation of goods.   

 To explain one part of the democratic peace tandem, Owen’s definition of ‘ideology’ 

is replaced with ‘free market capitalism’. This makes explicit the underlying idea of this part 

of Owen’s liberal peace tandem. It will form the top part of the model. The mechanism is as 

follows. As explained in the concept of man, man is inherently selfish, seeking the greatest 

well being for himself and those close to him. He is therefore not primarily motivated by 

blind fear resulting in aggression (as Hobbes proclaimed), nor by moral sanctity, only to be 

seduced to evil by external factors (as Rousseau stated). Man can be bad and good, and can be 

tempted to evil deeds if he thinks that this will increase his well-being. Therefore, man does 

not seek a constant state of war, nor does he shy away from it for pure moral reasons. When it 

comes to war and peace, there are some basic notions man has understood throughout time. 

First, as Owen stated; “ceteris paribus, people are better off without war, because it is costly 

and dangerous” (Owen, 1994: 95).  Second, the greatest welfare is reached through 

cooperation and trade on voluntary basis, i.e. the greatest welfare is reached through free 

market capitalism. Third, war is not only costly and dangerous, but it is an extremely 

uncertain undertaking. The payoff from a free market transaction is the product you 

exchanged for money, or money you exchanged for a product; either way, in this voluntary 

transaction you exactly know what you receive. War on the contrary involves an enormous 

amount of risk regarding the expected payoff; in the chaos of war, anything can happen. 

Therefore, the expected payoff from a war with a fellow democracy is always negative vis-à-

vis the expected payoff of engaging in free trade. A shared liberal ideology between 

democracies assures both parties that the Other also perceives voluntary free trade as the 

action with the highest expected payoff. Moreover, the shared liberal ideology resulting in 

economic freedom guarantees both parties that the Other respects privately owned property, 

secures impartial enforcements of contracts and does everything in its power to provide a 

stable monetary environment. These features are the conditions that make free trade possible. 

With free trade comes interconnectivity; the merchants of the trading nations get acquainted 

with one another, as does the common man with the products of the other nation. To sum up; 
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liberal ideas give rise to a foreign policy ideology based on free market capitalism that is 

supported by the protection of privately owned property, the impartial enforcement of 

contracts and the goal of creating a stable monetary environment. The prosperity arising from 

this free market capitalism leads to a constraint on government because the payoff from free 

trade is higher than the expected payoff from war against other liberal democracies. There is 

thus no need to go to war, for it is a costly and uncertain undertaking that is valued always 

lesser than free trade.  

 

In this new model, ideology is replaced for “foreign policy ideology permitting free market 

capitalism”. It gives way to a high degree of welfare. This welfare causes the nations to 

choose free trade over war. A second implication of this ideology is that the dispersed 

economic power leads to an extra check on government. Now, there are two checks in place 

that put a constraint on government. First, the high degree of welfare stemming from free 

trade, and second; a merchant class that controls the means of production. This merchant class 

will resist government policy that will negatively affect their interests.   

 

3.5 Democratic institutions 

On the other end of the Owen’s democratic peace tandem, liberalism lays the foundation for 

democratic institutions. Owen states that these institutions give the citizens leverage over its 

government, allows its citizens free 

speech to evaluate alternative foreign 

policies, and provide regular and 

competitive elections that provide 

citizens with the possibility to punish 

the officials who violate their rights 

(Owen, 1994: 99). The questions 

how democratic institutions prevent 

war remains unanswered. Owen 

states that: 

 

“when those who govern hold the liberal ideology prohibiting war against fellow 

democracies, then the role of democratic institutions is limited simply to putting 

these liberals in office” (Owen, 1994: 99). 

 

But what happens when an illiberal leader is elected in office? One that is seeking to wage 

war against liberal countries? Owen argues that at that particular moment the liberal elites 

Graph 2.2: model democratic peace adjusted 
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come into play. They persuade the people into voting against the illiberal leader and thereby 

prevent the conflict from happening (Owen, 1994: 100).  

 Problematic with this mechanism is that it is both deterministic and counterintuitive. 

It departs from the idea that the citizens blindly follow the recommendations of the liberal 

elites. But what if the citizens decide to not listen? There are countless examples of situations 

where the liberal elite does not represent the opinion of the people, or has the ability to 

influence their opinion. For example, the endless campaigning of the liberal press and 

politicians against the United Kingdom Independence Party (Ukip) did not lead to their 

sought-after result. In liberal newspapers, Ukip was said to be intolerant (Richards, 2014) and 

to have a ‘Little Englander mentality (Fraser, 2014)’. A cross-party political group consisting 

of former high placed politicians from both the Labour and Liberal Democratic party, even 

deemed the party outright racist (Wintour e.a., 2014). However, all efforts were to no avail. 

At the 2014 European Elections, the Ukip became the biggest UK party with 27.5% of the 

votes (Hunt, 2014). More closer to home, the debate around ‘Zwarte Piet’ is another example 

of diverging opinions between citizen and elite. The last years the Dutch media has been 

dominated by articles and opinions condemning the alleged racism incorporated in this 

playful, harmless, and joyous character. One famous writer stated that the character was 

insulting (Vuijsje, 2013), another famous writer dragged in the Holocaust to prove his point 

(Grunberg, 2013). There was a college professor advocating the abolishment of this 

‘humiliating tradition’ (Duyvendak, 2014) and a judge deeming the character ‘a negative 

stereotype of the black man (van der Velden, 2014)’. Even a special representative of the 

United Nations was send to the Netherlands to speak out against this clear example of racist 

intolerant bigotry. The tradition was said to be a return to slavery and moreover completely 

unnecessary for ‘nobody needs two Santa Clauses (Fontein, 2013)’. Now, did these warriors 

for tolerance prevail? Did their struggle for justice end in a nationwide rejection of the 

beloved tradition? The answer is again no. One opinion poll states that 96% of the Dutch do 

not want to see any changes in the appearance of Zwarte Piet (Oving, 2014). Another opinion 

poll claims this figure to be 91% (Lindhout, 2013). It is clear that the Dutch do not listen to 

the liberal opinion makers, just as the Britons did not listen to their elite. Besides these 

examples showing that a deterministic relationship between the liberal opinion and the 

behavior of the citizens can be ruled out, the mechanism is also counterintuitive. In a liberal 

democracy, we can assume that citizens make an educated decision when voting for their 

favored candidate. If the majority of the people vote for an illiberal leader, this has been a 

conscious, educated choice. Why would these same people (or at least a majority made up of 

the electorate) decide to vote this leader off when told by the liberal elite to do so? This is the 

same liberal elite they clearly do not identify with, as demonstrated by the people’s choice for 
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an illiberal leader. Owen’s mechanism therefore lacks an explanation that incorporates the 

citizens’ personal concern against a war with a liberal state.  

 Therefore, an explanation is proposed that does incorporate this concern. This 

explanation seeks the source of pacifism in the combination of the citizens’ liberal disposition 

and the institutional structure of democracy. To illustrate, I will use the two countries: Nation 

A and Nation B, both liberal democracies with sound democratic institutions. The citizens of 

nation A are first and foremost concerned with the increase in their personal well-being and 

the wellbeing of those close to them. The citizens of nation A know that their interests are 

best served in a state of peace where free market capitalism can flourish. They know that in 

times of peril, it is they who see their taxes increased and see their children being send off to 

war. Because the citizens of nation A are aware of the fact that the citizens of nation B are 

also primarily looking to increase their well-being through market capitalism, the citizens of 

nation A know that the citizens of nation B will never pose a direct threat. It is not in the 

interest of the citizens of nation B to attack nation A, despite what leader A will tell the 

citizens of nation A. Remember, the citizens of nation B are also the ones who suffer in times 

of war. In a situation of conflict, the people of nation A will demand a diplomatic solution 

from their leader because war is not in their interest, as nation B does not pose a direct threat. 

This leads to the conclusion that the checks and balances in the democratic institutions of the 

countries fueled by the selfishness of its citizens, causes leaders to search for a diplomatic 

solution or be voted away.  

 

Graph 2.3: liberal democracy interacting with liberal democracy 

 

3.6 Hypotheses Model 1 

In order to test this model, the following hypotheses are drawn up. On the left depicted is a 

visual representation of the hypotheses as derived from the model. The first hypothesis will 

test relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variable. The second 

hypothesis will test the causal logic of the economic constraint. The third hypothesis will test 

the causal logic of the institutional constraint. The fourth hypothesis tests the causal logic of 

the economic- and institutional logic combined.  
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H1: If a dispute breaks out in a liberal dyad, then the dispute will be resolved without the use 

of force.  

 

H2: If a dispute in a 

liberal dyad breaks out, 

then the merchant class 

will influence the 

government to refrain 

from further escalation 

of the dispute. 

 

H3: If a dispute breaks 

out in a liberal dyad, 

then the citizens of the 

dyad will vocalize their opposition towards further escalation of the dispute. This opposition 

will pressure the government to resolve the dispute without further escalation.  

 

H4: If a dispute breaks out in a liberal dyad, then the citizens and merchant class will 

mobilize against further escalation of the conflict.  

 

3.7 Illiberal states 

Besides a hypothesized relationship between two liberal democracies, Owen also mentions 

the relationship between a liberal democracy and an illiberal state: 

 

“illiberal states are viewed prima facie as unreasonable, unpredictable, and 

potentially dangerous. These are states either ruled by despots, or with 

unenlightened citizenries. Illiberal states may seek illiberal states ends such as 

conquest, intolerance, or impoverishment of others” (Owen, 1994: 96). 

 

These countries are the only countries liberal democracies will wage war against, because a 

war with an illiberal country can serve the liberal ends of well-being and self preservation 

(Owen, 1994: 95) I agree with Owen that illiberal states are viewed prima facie as 

unreasonable, unpredictable, and potentially dangerous. It follows that an illiberal dyad is far 

more prone to war than when this dyad consists of a liberal- and an illiberal state. Illiberal 

states also have the strong tendency to only stop their violent behavior towards each other, 

when a third power intervenes. This is well documented in literature (Russett, 1993: 21). 

Graph 3: hypotheses Model 1 
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However, Owen’s assessment of the dynamics between liberal and illiberal countries does not 

add up. Owen states that: 

 

“liberal democracies do not automatically fight all illiberal states in an endless 

crusade to spread freedom, however. Usually, they estimate the costs of 

liberalizing another state are too high, often because the illiberal state is too 

powerful. Liberal democracies do not escape fully the imperatives of power 

politics” (Owen, 1994: 96). 

 

With this remark, Owen argues that liberal democracies will constantly prey on weaker 

illiberal democracies for the sake of ‘liberalizing’ them. This leads to two problems. First, this 

can easily be refuted, as we do not see a constant, ongoing state of war between liberal and 

illiberal countries. Second, this rather aggressive characteristic of liberal democracies is a far 

cry from Owen’s remark that liberalism is based on toleration (Owen, 1994: 94). This notion 

can be countered by Owen’s statement that “liberals believe that not all persons or nations are 

free” (Owen, 1994: 94). However, this remark leads to the consequence that some people and 

nations are not worth cooperating with and can thus be attacked in order to liberalize their 

institutions, so they can be of value to the free nations and people. Even if this notion is 

accepted, it would contradict with liberalism being “universalistic and tolerant” (Owen, 1994: 

93).  

 Although Owen’s assessment of the interaction between liberal- and illiberal states is 

hard to accept, it does give way to an interesting side path of the democratic peace theory. 

That is; is there a way to hypothesize the relationship between liberal democracies and 

illiberal states? The most striking challenge is off course that the concept ‘illiberal states’ is 

anything but clearly defined. In the sense that Owen uses it, ‘illiberal’ is nothing more than 

anything ‘liberal’ is not. To tackle this, the concept of ‘illiberal states’ will be defined 

according to the parameters supplied by the hypothesized democratic peace model. When 

hypothesizing the interaction between liberal- and illiberal states based on the above 

described framework, there are two parameters in play political freedom and economic 

freedom. Both parameters are dichotomous. The first parameter has two variables: democratic 

state institutions and illiberal state institutions
10

. The second parameter, ‘economic freedom’, 

has two configurations, namely ‘permitting free market capitalism’ and ‘repressing free 

market capitalism’. These two configurations indicate the level of free trade a certain 

government allows in its state. With these two parameters, there are four potential 

combinations to make. 

                                                      
10

 The exact operationalization of these concepts will follow the in chapter ‘methodology’.  
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Government configuration 

economic/political freedom 

Permitting free market 

capitalism 

Repressing free market 

capitalism  

Democratic state institutions 1 3 

Illiberal state institutions 2 4 

 Graph 4. Matrix government configuration economic/political freedom  

 

Before diving into detail, note that these variables are simplifications of reality. There is are 

infinite ways to calibrate a government along the lines of political- and economic freedom. 

However, modeling all these possibilities exceeds the scope of this thesis. Therefore, only 

four combinations are mentioned. From these combinations, only two will be formed into a 

model.  

 

1. The first combination is ‘democratic state institutions permitting free market 

capitalism’. This is the liberal democracy that is thoroughly described. Examples of 

states that are both economically- as politically free are New Zealand, Finland, 

Canada, Australia and Estonia. 

2. The second combination is ‘illiberal state institutions permitting free market 

capitalism’. Illiberal states might hold illiberal ideas, but that does not mean that they 

automatically reject free market capitalism. Illiberal countries, just as liberal countries 

can experience a great deal of economic freedom that is accompanied by the 

protection of privately owned property, the impartial enforcement of contracts, low 

taxes and limited government spending. Indeed, four out of the top ten in the 

Economic Freedom of the World index can be considered illiberal, namely Hong 

Kong, Singapore, United Arab Emirates and Bahrain (Gwartney e.a., 2013: 8).  

3. The third combination is ‘democratic state institutions repressing free market 

capitalism’. When one pictures the repression of free market capitalism, instantly, the 

image of the former communist states appears. These states were off course in no 

way democratic. But especially in the 1970’s, there has been a number of states that 

were wholeheartedly democratic, but did not (for ideological reasons) take kind to 

free market capitalism. These states are/were headed by social democratic/socialist 

governments with a strong ideological antipathy towards free trade. This does not 

mean that these states completely outlaw free trade. However, it does clearly leads to 

a noticeable decrease in economic freedom. Examples of such states are Iceland in 
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the 1970s, Sweden under prime-minister Olof Palme, and India in the 1970s 

(Gwartney, 2014; Freedom House, 2014c).  

4. The fourth combination is ‘illiberal state institutions repressing free market 

capitalism’. This configuration consists of states based on one-party ideologies with 

an either communist or corporatist economic system. The former was found in the ex-

Soviet Union, Democratic Kampuchea and former Yugoslavia, he latter in Fascist 

Italy, early Francoist Spain, and 1970s Brazil.  

 

In this thesis, the causal logic behind the relationship between two liberal democracies is 

taken as focal point. As an addition, one other governmental configuration is taken into 

account; the ‘democracy repressing free market capitalism’ (DrF). Due to limited word space, 

the other types of illiberal governments are not addressed. The relationship between a liberal 

democracy and a DrF is chosen because it has the ability to isolate the effect of a ‘liberal 

disposition’ on the relationship between the states.  

 

3.7.1 Liberal- DrF 

dyad 

Model 2 describes the 

relationship between a 

liberal democracy, and 

a democratic state 

repressing free market 

capitalism, or DrF. 

This type of 

governmental 

configuration is not often seen in political history. In most of the cases, a government 

repressing free market capitalism also represses political freedom, as in the case of the former 

communist states. These administrations have exclusively come to power via a violent 

overturn of the previous government (the Soviet Union), or arose from the ashes of a civil war 

(Francoist Spain, former Yugoslavia).  

 Regarding its ideological foundation, the DrF is in most cases based on a democratic 

form of socialism. This political school of thought is deemed illiberal because it rejects two 

central premises of liberalism. First, democratic socialism does not take the individual as 

moral- and political cardinal point, but divides society into social classes. The advance and 

emancipation of the lower classes is the main objective for  democratic socialism. Second, 

democratic socialism is not universalistic. Due to its division of society into social strata, 

Graph 5: liberal democracy interacting with democratic state repressing free 

market capitalism 
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democratic socialism makes a clear distinction between individuals based on their social- and 

economic background.  

 Rooted in Marxist literature, democratic socialism advocates a foreign policy 

rejecting free market capitalism due to its ‘inherent oppressive structure’. It does not 

completely reject free trade, but severely limits it nonetheless. The outcome of such policy is 

an increase in centralized economic power. This has two consequences for potential 

opposition from the DrF merchant classes to their government: first, the absolute strength of 

the domestic merchant classes is diminished, as the economic center of gravity shifts from the 

private sector to the public sector. Second, the DrF government is unlikely to act on the vocal 

opposition of the merchant class in case of a dispute with a liberal democracy. From the view 

of the liberal democratic state’s merchant classes (which we are hypothesizing in this model), 

this will lead to a decrease in the possibility of vocalization against escalation. Centralized 

economic power leads to a less diversified economy. This leads to a decrease in economic 

interconnectiveness with other states. If there are less economic ties between a states, there 

will be less pressure from the liberal democratic merchant classes to press to de-escalation of 

a conflict in order to keep the trade going. Therefore, in case of a dispute between a liberal 

democratic state and a DrF state, the liberal democratic state’s merchant classes will refrain 

from opposition towards further escalation due to a lack of incentives to do so.  

 The DrF leader has come to power via free and fair elections and continues to respect 

this institute. Therefore, the democratic system of checks and balances on power is still in 

place. However, from the perspective of the liberal democracy, the DrF is perceived as 

illiberal and thus untrustworthy. As stated; the citizens of the liberal democracy (Nation A) 

recognize the citizens of other liberal democracy (Nation B) as a group of individuals with the 

same interests and concerns. That is; both the citizens of Nation A and B are primarily 

preoccupied with the increase in personal wellbeing, and of those close to them. These 

interests are best served in a peaceful, democratic environment where free market capitalism 

can flourish. But in this case, the people of DrF have wholeheartedly chosen a leader 

committed to the repression of free market capitalism. Therefore, the interests of the liberal 

democratic citizens and the DrF citizens seize to match, creating distrust from the liberal 

democratic citizen towards the DrF citizen. This is in line with classical liberal thinking. 

Democratic institutions are not a goal in- and of itself. Its legitimacy is only granted if its 

legislation respects the individual freedom. The fact that certain legislation is approved by a 

coincidental majority does not make it automatically legit (Friedman, 2002
1962

: 24-25). This 

absence of liberal disposition translates into an absence of opposition from the liberal citizens 

in case of a possible escalation of conflict in the liberal-DrF dyad. The liberal citizens will 

only rise up against further escalation of a conflict with a state that is also liberal. This is 

because the liberal state does not fear the liberal citizens of the Other. If the Other is not 
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perceived liberal, it can pose a threat for the liberal state. Therefore, further escalation can be 

in the interest of the liberal citizens. The outcome of model 2 is therefore an increased 

likelihood in escalation when a conflict in a liberal-DrF dyad occurs. Due to the lack of 

constraints on government in times of dispute, the escalation of the dispute will only be 

reversed by the interference of a third party.  

 

3.7.2 Hypotheses Model 2 

 

H1: If a dispute breaks out in 

a liberal- DrF dyad, then the 

dispute will escalate unless a 

third party intervenes.  

 

H2: If a dispute breaks out in 

a liberal-DrF dyad, then the 

merchant class of the liberal 

state will not vocally oppose 

against further escalation of the 

conflict.  

 

H3: If a dispute breaks out in a liberal-DrF dyad, the citizens of the liberal state will not 

vocalize their opposition towards further escalation of the conflict.  

 

H4: If a dispute breaks out in a liberal-DrF dyad, then the government of the liberal 

democratic state will not be opposed by the merchant class and the citizens in case of further 

escalation of the conflict.  

 

Recapitulation 

The two models presented in this chapter hypothesize an interaction between two political 

theories on state level. The models are based on a specific underlying assumption regarding 

the dynamics of international relations. The models depart from the idea that the interaction 

between states are to a high degree determined by the political ideology of the particular state. 

From this state ideology flow certain policy preferences. In the two models, the policy 

preferences regarding political freedom and economic freedom are addressed, since these two 

policy preferences are the most important parameters for classical liberal states. These two 

parameters define the liberal state’s interaction with other states. If the extent of freedom in 

the other state is more or less similar to that of the liberal state, a dispute between the states 

Graph 6: Hypotheses Model 2 
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will always have a peaceful outcome. If the two parameters strongly differ from that of the 

liberal state, disputes will certainly lead to escalation, only to be stopped by third party 

intervention. The interaction between the states is perceived from the viewpoint of the 

classical liberal state. In the first model this remark is of no importance, as both states are 

liberal democratic. However, in model 2 it is convenient to keep this in mind, to avoid 

uncertainties regarding the premise of the model. The interaction is modeled from the 

perspective of the liberal democracy, because this state is believed to act rational in 

international relations. In this case, ‘rational policy’ is perceived as policy based on a 

conscious cost-benefit analysis, wherein the most efficient increase in personal welfare is 

perceived as top priority. It is this rational behavior that offers the possibility to model 

expected state behavior. In case of an illiberal regime (take can be driven by irrational ideas 

such as violent nationalism or collectivism) this behavior cannot be predicted and therefore 

cannot be modeled.  

As said, the fact that an interaction is modeled can lead to uncertainties. Below are the 

models written out in their entireties.    

 

Model 1 

Independent variable (interaction state driven by classical liberalism – state driven by 

classical liberalism)  dependent variable (democratic peace).  

Intervening variable 1: interaction capitalist policy preference - capitalist policy preference.  

Intervening variable 2: interaction democratic institution preference - democratic institution 

preference + interaction liberal disposition leader & citizens - liberal disposition leader and 

citizens.  

 

Causal logic: interaction leads to restraint on governments. 

Causal logic intervening variable 1: trade interconnectiveness and welfare stemming from 

capitalism. Merchant classes want to continue trade with other classical liberal state. Will 

vocalize opposition against escalation conflict.  

Causal logic intervening variable 2: citizens recognize each other as peaceful and aimed at the 

increase of personal well being through trade. Will vocalize opposition against further 

escalation conflict.  

 

Model 2  

Independent variable (interaction state driven by classical liberalism – state driven by 

illiberal ideology)  dependent variable (escalation dispute until third party intervention).   

Intervening variable 1: interaction capitalist economy configuration- repressed capitalism 

economy configuration.   
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Intervening variable 2: interaction democratic institutions- democratic institutions + 

interaction liberal disposition leader & citizens - illiberal disposition leader & citizens.  

 

Causal logic: interaction leads to restraint on governments. 

Causal logic intervening variable 1: Centralized economic power illiberal state leads to 

decrease economic interconnectiveness to liberal state. No economic interests of liberal state 

are harmed in case of escalation conflict. Merchant classes liberal state will not vocalize 

opposition against escalation conflict.  

Causal logic intervening variable 2: liberal citizens perceive citizens DrF as illiberal, because 

citizens DrF can be driven by irrational ideology, which can make them a genuine threat to 

liberal state. Citizens will not vocalize opposition against further escalation conflict.  
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4. Methodology 

 

4.1 Introduction 

What is the common methodology in social science? In most cases, the research design in 

social science is concerned with theory evaluation. The social scientist tests an existing theory 

by systematically applying scientific procedures to infer evidence in order to find out whether 

the theory’s statements are correct (Henry, e.a., 2010: 113). Other theories are derived from 

detailed observations. These theories will be evaluated by new observations. This thesis 

employs a different strategy. In this thesis, a theory on causal logic is logically deducted from 

classical liberal source texts. This leads to the construction of two models that introduce the 

political theory of classical liberalism in the realm of International Relations. The research in 

this thesis will center around the  question whether the hypothesized causal logic bears 

resemblance to the evidence found in the case studies. To adequately do this, the causal logic 

is reshaped into hypotheses. These hypotheses will be tested on a case study.  

 

4.2 Case selection  

To test the two models, the ‘Cod Wars’ will be analyzed. This conflict is a relatively 

unknown dispute between Great Britain and Iceland that took place between 1958 and 1976. 

The conflict arose over a disagreement on fishing grounds. The two states clashed on three 

separate occasions; in the period 1958-1961, 1972-1973, and 1975- 1976. The First Cod War 

will not be subject of analysis, because the datasets used to measure economic- and political 

freedom do not extend to this era. Therefore, the First Cod War will only be briefly addressed 

in the introduction, but will not be part of the hypothesis testing.  

 The Cod Wars are chosen for two reasons. The primary reason being that the 

independent variables of Model 1 and Model 2 coincide with those of respectively the Second 

Cod War and the Third Cod War. During the Second Cod War, both Iceland and Great Britain 

were labeled politically ‘Free’. During this same conflict, Great Britain scored a 6,0 on the 

scale of economic freedom, where Iceland scored a 6,3. According to the economic freedom 

classification, both Iceland and Great Britain were labeled ‘Moderately Free’ during this 

conflict. The combination of these grades label both Britain and Iceland a ‘liberal democracy’ 

during the Second Cod War. Therefore, Model 1 can be tested on this case. During the Third 

Cod War, Great Britain was labeled politically ‘Free’ according to the Freedom House 

(Freedom House, 2014b). On the scale of economic freedom, the state scored a 6,0, 

categorizing it as ‘Moderately Free’ (Gwartney, 2014). According to these scores, Great 

Britain is labeled a ‘liberal democracy’ in the period of this conflict. In the same period, 

Iceland was also labeled politically ‘Free’ according to the Freedom House (Freedom House, 
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2014b). Regarding its economic freedom, the state scored a 4,7, classifying it as 

‘economically repressed’ (Gwartney, 2014). Therefore, Iceland can be labeled a ‘democratic 

state repressing free market capitalism’ in the period 1975-1976. These categorizations 

provide the opportunity to test Model 2: a liberal democracy interacting with a democratic 

state repressing free market capitalism. 

 The second reason is that the cases pose a interesting challenge for the premises of 

the democratic peace theory. In the Cod Wars, two democratic European states found 

themselves on the brink of a naval war. Democratic Peace Theory can not account for the 

level of hostility between these two states in this particular era, making it one of very few 

anomalies challenging the robust DPT (Hellman & Herborth, 2008; Russett, 1993: 12). 

Scholar Christopher Layne labels the conflict one of few ‘near misses’; a situation where two 

democracies almost went to war (Layne, 1994: 32).  

 

4.3 Operationalization 

A strict operationalization of concepts gives us the possibility to define fuzzy concepts which 

allow them to be measured empirically. Each hypothesis is build from several indicators. The 

indicators are divided into the dependent variable, the independent variables, and the 

intervening variables. These categories are supplemented with ‘additional concepts’. These 

are the concepts that require additional clarification.  

 

4.3.1 Dependent variable  

Dyadic Dispute 

This concept is a cropped term for a ‘militarized interstate dispute between a pair of states’. 

What is exactly meant with a dispute? The common description of such an occurrence is: 

 

“a set of interactions between or among states involving threats to use military 

force, displays of military force, or the actual use of force. (…) These acts must 

be explicit, overt, non-accidental, and government sanctioned (Gochman and 

Maoz, 1984: 587)”.  

 

In this description, Gochman and Maoz distinguish three distinct phases of dispute: the threat 

of military force, displays of force, and the actual use of force. These three levels can 

ultimately lead to an ‘interstate war’; the last stage of conflict. To adequately measure these 

stages, clear descriptions are needed. The five levels of dispute are:  

 

 

 



 42 

1. Threat of force 

- Threat to use force: threat by one state to use its regular armed forces to fire upon the 

armed forces or territory of the other state.  

- Threat to blockade: threat by one state to use ships or troops to seal off the territory 

of another state so as to prevent their entry or exit. 

- Threat to occupy territory: by one state to use military force to occupy the whole or 

part of another state’s territory. 

- Threat to declare war: threat by one state to issue an official declaration of war 

against another state.  

 

2. Display of force  

- Alert: a reported increase in the military readiness of a state’s regular armed forces, 

directed at another state. 

- Mobilization: the activation by a state of previously inactive armed forces.  

- Show of force: a public demonstration by a state of its military capabilities, not 

involving combat operations, directed at another state. 

 

3. Use of force 

- Blockade: use of ships or troops by one state to seal off the territory of another state 

so as to prevent entry or exit.  

- Occupation of territory: use of military force by one state to occupy the whole or part 

of another state’s territory for a period of at least 24 hours.  

- Other use of military force: use of regular armed forces of a state to fire upon the 

armed forces, population, or territory of another state or to enter the territory of 

another state for a period of less than 24 hours.  

- Seizure: the seizure by one state of material or personnel from another state for a 

period of at least 24 hours (Gochman and Maoz, 1984: 588-589).  

 

4. Interstate War 

Large-scale institutionally organized lethal violence. The common threshold in social science 

for a dispute to be labeled as a war is one thousand battle fatalities (Russett, 1993: 12). In 

order to be a participant in a war a state must have deployed at least one thousand troops to 

battle, or have suffered at least one hundred battle fatalities. This definition therefore excludes 

covert actions where governments deployed a limited number of troops in order to fulfill a 

specific mission. Furthermore, ‘proxy’ wars, wherein an external force is overtly or covertly 

supported, also does not count as interstate war. The other clarification is the definition of 

‘interstate’. This means a war that is fought: 
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“between sovereign states who are internationally recognized as such by other 

states, including major powers whose recognition of a government typically 

confers to de facto statehood” (Russett, 1993: 13).  

 

This definition excludes ‘colonial wars’ between an imperialist power and a native tribe in 

order for the former to gain more territory. These conflicts can definitely be labeled as ‘wars’. 

However, they are not ‘interstate’ wars when both parties do not possess the ‘attributes of 

statehood’. In this thesis, a ‘dyadic dispute’ is perceived as the ‘threat of force’ and the 

‘display of force’.  

 

Democratic Peace 

The demarcation line of ‘democratic peace’ is the ‘use of force’ for reasons other than self 

protection. This demarcation line flows from the ‘harm principle’; the freedom of one 

individual stops where the freedom of the other individual begins. Although the ‘threat of 

force’ and ‘display of force’ are a far cry from peaceful diplomatic resolution, these actions 

do not infringe upon the freedom of the individual. Therefore, the escalation of a conflict 

starts when the ‘harm principle’ is broken, and damage in consciously inflicted to the 

opponent for reasons other than self protection.  

 

4.3.2 Independent variables 

 

Liberal democracy  

In this thesis, a liberal democracy is a state that is sufficiently economically and politically 

free according to the below mentioned operationalization.  

 

Political freedom 

In order to measure political freedom, the Freedom in the World index is used; an annual 

report issued by the organization Freedom House. This particular index is used, because it 

dates back to 1972 and has used the same variables to measure political freedom ever since. 

Therefore, the measurement of this variable will be consistent through time. Freedom House’s 

vocal point in its measurement of political freedom is the freedom experienced on the level of 

the individual. Its basic value system that indicates whether a state can be deemed politically 

free, is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the United Nations in 1948. 

Freedom House departs from the idea that the freedom of people is best achieved in a liberal 

democratic system (Freedom House, 2014b: 1).  
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 The measurement of political freedom is divided into two categories: civil liberties 

and political rights. Freedom House states that civil liberties are the freedom to express your 

opinion, the freedom of press, the freedom to organize oneself, the rule of law and the 

freedom to personal autonomy and individual rights; such as freedom of movement, women’s 

and family rights, and the freedom from economic exploitation (Freedom House, 2014a: 1). 

When measuring political rights, FH researches the electoral process, the degree of political 

pluralism and participation and the functioning of government (Freedom House, 2014a: 1). 

The two categories are given a grade between 1 and 7. 1 indicates total freedom, where 7 

states a country to be completely unfree. The average of these two ratings is called the 

Freedom Rating. This grade determines whether the country is Free (1.0 - 2.5), Partly Free 

(3.0 – 5.0), or Not Free (5.5 – 7.0) (Freedom House, 2014b: 4). Countries with a rating 1 are 

characterized by a wide range of political freedoms, such as free and fair elections, 

competitive political parties and the protection of minority groups interests. Countries with a 

rating of 2 enjoy less political rights. For instance, these nations have slightly higher levels of 

political corruption and foreign or military influence on politics. Countries with a rating of 3 

to 5 have enjoy even less political freedom. These countries have the same problems as the 

countries rated 2, yet to a greater extent. There is still some freedom to be enjoyed. Countries 

with a rating 6 have little freedom. These countries are ruled by despots, military dictators, 

autocratic leaders or religious hierarchies. Countries rated 7 have no political rights and are 

considered to be under the rule of totalitarian regimes. Citizens of these countries often face 

severe government oppression and are sometimes exposed to extreme violence from their 

leaders (Freedom House, 2014b: 4).  

 As a demarcation line between political free- and unfree nations, this thesis uses the 

‘Free’, ‘Partly Free’, and ‘Not Free’ labels used by Freedom House. A nation can be deemed 

politically free if it is rated ‘Free’.  

 

Economic Freedom 

To measure economic freedom the Economic Freedom of the World report is used, published 

by the Fraser Institute. This organization measures the degree of freedom according to five 

distinct characteristics. First, the size of government. In this part, the Fraser Institute evaluates 

the government consumption, transfers and subsidies, government enterprises and investment, 

and the top marginal tax rate. The second area of research is the above mentioned legal 

system and property rights. The third area is monetary, or ‘sound money. Fraser looks at the 

money growth, standard deviation of deflation, inflation, and the freedom to own foreign 

currency bank accounts. The fourth area of research is the freedom to trade internationally. 

This part is subdivided into tariffs, regulatory trade barriers, black-market exchange rates and 

controls of the movement of capital and people. The last area is regulation, meaning that the  
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Fraser Institute researches credit regulation, labor market regulations and business regulations 

(Gwartney e.a., 2013: 4). The extent of economic freedom is measured on a scale from 1 to 

10, with a timespan dating back to 1970. Up to 2000, the economic freedom is measured 

every five years. In this thesis, for the years in between, the degree of economic freedom will 

be not seen as a continuous line, but will rather be perceived as a grade for the full five year 

timespan. As an example: if Country A scores a 7,0 in 1970, and it scores a 4,5 in 1975, in 

this thesis it is assumed that the state scores a 7,0 throughout the entire period 1970-1974. 

This approach is chosen because the alternative continuous approach is speculative regarding 

the time between the two points of measurement. It can so happen to be that the economic 

freedom deteriorated during a regime change, instead of deteriorated in a continuous fashion 

over time. To exclude this speculation, the country will score the same grade throughout the 

five years time.  

 The report does not provide a clear demarcation line between free- and unfree 

economies. It does however speak of the top quartile and bottom quartile of the list, when it 

compares economic performance between economic free- and unfree states (Gwartney, 2013: 

180-184). Problematic with this approach when applied to a longitudinal study is that the 

scores of the bottom- and top quartile states vary across time. The strength of this report is 

that it applies a fixed set of parameters throughout a long timespan, resulting in a stable 

measurement of economic freedom. It would therefore be inaccurate to use a relative 

demarcation line (the level of economic freedom relative to the other states in that particular 

year) as an indicator of economic freedom. This thesis will therefore apply an absolute 

demarcation line regarding economic freedom. This demarcation is copied from another, to a 

certain extent similar, report on economic freedom: the Index of Economic Freedom, 

published by the Heritage Foundation (Miller e.a., 2015). This report also measures the 

economic freedom in the world according to the principles of limited government and 

individual freedom. However, its research dates just back to 1995, making it unfit to employ 

as main economic freedom indicator for this thesis. Besides the grading of countries 

according to its economic freedom, this report also divides the countries into five categories: 

Free (score 10,0 – 8,0), Mostly Free (score 7,9 - 7,0), Moderately Free (score 6,9 - 6,0), 

Mostly Unfree (score 5,9 – 5,0) and Repressed (score 4,9 – 0,0) (Miller e.a., 2015: 21). In this 

thesis, this division is used as demarcation line for economic freedom. A state is deemed 

economically free if it scores a 6,0 or higher. A state is deemed economically repressed if it 

scores a 4,9 or lower.  
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4.3.3 Intervening variables  

 

Merchant classes 

The merchant classes are the private sector in a state. The private sector are all enterprises 

that are outside of the influence of the state. They are run by individuals with the primary goal 

of making profit. In the model it is hypothesized that merchant classes will vocalize their 

opposition against further escalation of a conflict with a liberal democracy, because conflicts 

are harmful for trade relations. To operationalize ‘merchant classes’ we first have to see who 

is directly involved in trade with Iceland during the 1970s. The trade between Iceland and the 

United Kingdom in the 1970s made up less than 1% of total external trade of the United 

Kingdom. However, the relations between Iceland and Great Britain were of great importance 

to the British fishing industry. The fishing industry accounted for a small proportion of 

British Gross National Product. But to a number of areas in England and Scotland, fishing 

was the main source of income. The towns of Hull, Grimsby, Fleetwood, Peterhead and 

Lowestoft were completely dependent on the Icelandic distant-fleet cod catch (Grantz, 1992: 

275). Therefore, the key sector of the merchant class is the British fishing industry.  

 The opinion of a certain economic sector is usually vocalized by a special interests 

group. In the case of the Cod Wars, the interests of the fishing industry are represented by two 

special interests groups. The first group is the British Trawler Federation. This organization 

represents the interests of the trawler owners. The second group is the Transport and General 

Workers Union. This union represents the workers employed in the fishing industry.  

 The variable is operationalized in the hypothesis as ‘opposition by the merchant class 

against further escalation of the dispute’. This opposition should, theoretically, lead to a shift 

in government policy. Therefore, we are measuring the influence of the merchant classes on 

government policy. To measure the influence of the merchant class on government policy, we 

have to distinguish the interests of government, and the interests of the merchant class. We 

can assume that the primary interest of the government is to serve its economic interests as 

best as possible. Therefore, government resources will be spend on economic sectors 

according to the sector’s importance to the overall economy. We can therefore assume that 

the share of resources spend on a particular economic sector coincides with its share of the 

total GDP. For example: if the mining of copper makes up a large part of a state’s economy, 

the state will use a great share of its resources to serve the interests of this sector, in case of 

endangerment. If a relatively small economic sector is endangered, the government will do 

less to preserve or defend it. The difference between the share of the economy the sector 

makes up, and the government resources the government is willing to avert in order to 

preserve or defend this sector in case of endangerment, can be explained by the influence of 

pressure groups.  
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 Between 1971 and 1973, the turnover of the annual cod catch was £13,000,000 

(Wasserman, 1974: 11). The total GDP of Great Britain in 1972 was £26,400,000,000. 

Therefore, the turnover from the cod catch made up 0.02% of total GDP. The public 

expenditure of Great Britain in 1971 was £21,600,000,000. Of these expenditures, 

£1,800,000,000 was reserved for ‘economic affairs, £500,000,000 for ‘agriculture, forestry 

and fishery’, and £400,000,000 for ‘other spending’ (Website UK Public Spending, 2014a)
11

. 

Therefore, the total sum reserved for the preservation or protection of economic interests is 

thus £2,700,000,000. It is assumed that the sum reserved for the cod catch will make up 

0,02% of this amount, which is a total of £ 540,000.  

 To define the influence of merchant class pressure groups, the sum of  £ 540,000 is 

used as the threshold. If the UK government spends more than this amount on the 

preservation and protection of the cod fishing industry, it is pressured by special interest 

groups.  

 

Citizens 

The inhabitants of the particular state. The vocalization of opposition (or lack thereof) by 

these citizens against further escalation of the conflict is measured through opinion polls 

regarding the conflict. These polls give a clear image of the attitude of citizens towards other 

citizens- or states. From democratic peace theory we distill that leaders will have to listen to 

their populace, or otherwise be voted away. The constraint in the case of the merchant classes 

takes the form of direct pressure from the private sector onto the government. The constraint 

from democratic institutions are indirect, as the democratic leader indirectly takes the opinion 

of the people into account for his policies. Therefore, it is not necessary to operationalize a 

direct pressure from the citizens on the government. Via opinion polls, the opinion the people 

is made identifiable for both researcher and government. The demarcation line for sufficient 

pressure from citizens on government to form a constraint on foreign policy decision is 51% 

percent. This number expresses the majority of the people; a majority the government has to 

take into account.  

 

4.3.4 Additional concepts 

Dyad 

A dyad is another word for a ‘pair of states’ (Russett, 1993: 20). This term will be used 

throughout the thesis, because it is an easy and quick way to say something about two states.  

 

                                                      
11 

It can well be that the amount labeled as ‘other spending’ is not used in order to preserve or protect economic 

interests. However, including this account takes away any uncertainty and at the same time provides a robust 

threshold for our measurement. 
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Liberal dyad 

A pair of states that consists out of two states that both count as ‘liberal democracy’. 

 

Liberal- DrF dyad  

A dyad consisting of a liberal state, and a democracy repressing free market capitalism.  

 

4.4 Research Design 

In this thesis, a case study will be used to test a theory describing the causal mechanism 

behind democratic peace. The particular case is the Cod Wars; a conflict between Iceland and 

Great Britain between 1958 and 1976. This case is chosen because it coincides with the 

independent variables hypothesized in Model 1 and Model 2. It furthermore represents an 

anomaly in the democratic peace theory; it is just one of two examples wherein liberal 

democratic nations have used force in a conflict (Russett, 1993: 79; Hellman & Herborth, 

2008)
12

. The model used is one hypothesizing causal mechanisms, based on theoretical 

deduction for classical liberal source texts. To test these mechanisms, the modeled causality is 

captured in hypotheses. These hypotheses contain parameters, which are operationalized are 

clearly demarcated.  

 King, Keohane and Verba have stated five important rules for the construction of 

causal theories (King e.a., 1994: 99-114). In this thesis, these rules have been respected in the 

construction of the models. The parameters used in the hypotheses have been clearly 

demarcated, in order to adequately define the line when a hypothesized effect is observed and 

when it is not observed. This demarcation is constructed in order to abide to rule 1: construct 

falsifiable theories (King, e.a., 1994: 100). Furthermore, this thesis sets out to improve the 

consistency and logic of the liberal democratic model as posed by Owen. The model has been 

brought in line with an adequate state of nature, and nature of man as posed in classical liberal 

philosophy. Through these changes, the conditions of rule 2 are met: Build theories that are 

internally consistent  (King, e.a., 1994: 105). The dependent variables are carefully chosen 

and operationalized in order to avoid any endogeneity, through which rule 3 is met; select 

dependent variables carefully  (King, e.a., 1994: 107). The parameters in the hypotheses are 

minutely operationalized so that they can be tested according to observable, quantifiable 

standards. In this thesis, the choice has been made to not work with descriptive concepts, but 

instead mold them into parameters that can be adequately measured. This is done in order to 

meet rule 4: Maximize concreteness  (King, e.a., 1994: 109). The Cod Wars represents a case 

that does not fit the democratic peace theory. It forms an anomaly in the theory, and is 

therefore worth to be researched. Rule 5 of KKV is: State theories in as encompassing ways 

                                                      
12

 The other being the ‘Turbot War’ between Canada and Spain (Hellman & Herborth, 2008).  
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as feasible (King, e.a., 1994: 113). This thesis sets out to construct a model wherein the 

causal mechanism behind the democratic peace theory is explained. Also it sets out to 

encompass the anomaly posed by the Cod Wars. With this, it tries to explain as much of the 

world as possible, with a limited amount of parameters.  

 With this desired goal, this sets out to contribute to overall scientific knowledge 

through the principle of ‘sophisticated falsificationism’. In 1970, Imre Lakatos published a 

critique on the Karl Popper’s Searchlight Theory. Lakatos agreed with Popper that 

falsification is a good method to test the validity of scientific theories. However, Lakatos 

stated that theory-independent observations were a false idea (since there can be “no 

sensations unimpregnated by expectations”). Hence, there is no natural empirical base to 

which the theories can be falsified. Therefore, Lakatos developed his ‘sophisticated 

falsificationism’. This concept of scientific progress states that a new theory (T’) falsifies an 

old theory (T) if:  

- T’ has excess empirical content over T.  

- T’ can explain or predict the phenomena T explains or predicts;  

- Some of the excess empirical content of T’ is corroborated (Lakatos, 1970: 116).  

 

The idea that ‘dogmatic falsificationism’ is counterproductive in the advancement of 

scientific progress is not only based on the claim that theory-independent observations do not 

exist. KKV also address Popper’s method of theory testing in Designing Social Inquiry. KKV 

state that the social reality is too complex to be subject to rigid falsificationism (King, e.a., 

1994: 103). If a social science theory is tested a thousand times, with one observed anomaly, 

it would be unwise to directly drop the entire theory. KKV argue that both consistency and 

inconsistency provide information about the truth of the theory (King, e.a., 1994: 102). A 

better way is to modify it so that it can account for the anomaly, and then test it on a new 

body of data. This thesis sets out to do just that. The models encompass the democratic peace 

theory, and set out to explain the excess empirical content as posed in the case study. If the 

case study proves to refute the theory, suggestions will be made to encompass this anomaly in 

a future concept of the democratic peace theory.   

 

4.5 Methods of data collection  

This thesis will collect its data from literature, scientific articles, news articles, the British 

National Archives and various opinion polls. The sources are carefully chosen. To guarantee 

the quality of the sources, the literature is published by university affiliated publishers, the 

articles are peer-reviewed, the news articles are from renowned Dutch, British, and American 

newspapers, and the opinion polls are published in peer-reviewed articles. The archives of the 

British newspaper The Guardian, and the Irish newspaper The Irish Times are used to 
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reconstruct the case study from British perspective. Furthermore, the conservative magazine 

The Spectator provides additional background stories- and opinions on the matter. The 

historical archive of debates held in the British House of Commons are used to reconstruct the 

opinion of the British government and the political opposition. Since your humble researcher 

has not yet mastered the ancient Icelandic language, Icelandic newspapers cannot be used to 

tell the story from the Icelandic perspective. However, this problem is solved by the usage of 

English newspapers written for an Icelandic audience. The Lögberg-Heimskringla is a 

newspaper written for the Icelandic community in North-America. This paper will be the 

primary source for Icelandic news on the Cod Wars. Furthermore, the Icelandic newspapers 

Morgunblaðið and Visir have in some instances published English written pieces on the Cod 

Wars. These two newspapers will be used as additional source for the Icelandic point of view. 

The data on the economic position of Great Britain and Icelandic in the 1970s is provided by 

the very detailed OECD reports on the states. On the website of the OECD, the economic 

surveys- and reports on Iceland since 1961 are accessible. The detailed information on public 

spending by the British government during the 1970s is provided by the website 

www.ukpublicspending.co.uk. This website has digitalized all data on the UK governments’ 

public spending since 1692. The sources for this data are publications by the UK Central 

Statistical Office, and the reference book British Historical Statistics (Mitchell, 2011).  
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5. Case Study: the Cod Wars 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Fish and chips are as British as the Queen, fog, and the White Cliffs of Dover. The iconic dish 

consists of potato chips and battered cod, sprinkled with salt, and dozed in vinegar. The 

desired fish for Britain’s favorite snack is primarily caught in the waters surrounding Iceland. 

Fish and chips are a working class favorite. With the growth of the British population after 

the Second World War, the demand for fresh cod rose as well. In its search for the fish, the 

British found the Icelanders on their path. Between 1958 and 1976, the two states clashed on 

three separate occasions. These conflicts became known as the ‘Cod Wars’.  

 In this chapter, the two models will be tested on the data from the Second- and Third 

Cod War. As an introduction, the events in the First Cod War will be described. This is 

followed by a description of the Second Cod War. This case will be used to test Model 1. This 

is followed by a description of the Third Cod War. This case is used to test Model 2.  

 

5.1.1 The First Cod War (1958 – 1961)  

 In the period after the Second World War, Iceland’s economy relied heavily on 

fishery. The state has no mineral- or fuel resources, making it totally dependent on imports 

for commodities other than fish. The barren landscape and mineral poor soil makes the island 

unfit for agricultural cultivation. Only 1 percent of the country is cultivated, 23 percent 

contains grazing , and a staggering 76 percent consists of inhabitable mountains, lava fields, 

glaziers, lakes and fjords (Wasserman, 1974: 11). Almost a fifth of total GDP was derived 

from fishing, with fishing products constituting around 80 to 90% of all Icelandic exports. 

The Icelandic governments had long standing concerns about a possible depletion of the 

fishing grounds surrounding the island. In 1951, the Icelandic government extended their 

territorial waters from 3 to 4 miles
13 

off their coast, prohibiting other nations to fish in these 

waters. In 1956, Iceland increased this border to a 12-mile radius. It was primarily the British 

who were displeased with these new regulations. The British domestic demand for cod 

increased rapidly. The waters surrounding Iceland were the most important fishing grounds 

for the British distant water fleet. British fishermen had fished these waters for the last 300 

years. The Icelandic cod formed the primary source of income for coastal cities such as Hull, 

Grimsby, Fleetwood, and Aberdeen. In the 1950s, more than 190 British trawlers were active 

in the Icelandic waters, providing an income for thousands of British citizens (Wasserman, 

                                                      
13 

The miles mentioned are nautical miles, which is 1.852 km. A 3-mile radius is 5.55 km, 4 miles is 7.4 km, 12 miles 

is 22.2 km, 50 miles 92.6 km, and 200 miles is 370.6 km.  
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1074: 10).  The British trawlers refused to keep to the newly set radius and continued to fish 

the Icelandic territorial waters. Iceland responded by sending in the coastguard.  

 On the 1
st
 of September 1958, the First Cod War had started. The ‘war’ entailed a 

constant harassment of the Icelandic coastguard towards the British fishermen. Eventually, 

the British Royal Navy was deployed to protect the British trawlers. The conflict knew no 

casualties, but the situation was tense (Johannesson, 2004: 561). The conflict was primarily 

‘fought’ between the coast guard and the British fishermen. Although there had been multiple 

stand offs between the Icelandic coast guard and the far superior British naval fleet, no direct 

shots had been exchanged. The conflict became a ‘gentlemanly’ affair wherein the opposing 

parties respected each other’s position (Johannesson, 2004: 561). On governmental level, the 

conflict was far from resolved. In 1961, the United Nation Conference on the Law of the Sea 

adopted the 12-mile radius as new nautical standard. The British government reluctantly 

agreed and withdrew its naval fleet late 1961 (Hellman & Herborth, 2008: 486).  

 

5.2 Case study: Second Cod War (1972 – 1973) 

In March 1971, ten years after the end of the First Cod War, Iceland decided on a new 

measure that infuriated the British fishermen. The Icelandic government unilaterally extended 

its territorial limits 50 miles into the sea. The British protested loudly, claiming that the new 

nautical border was a violation of international law. The Icelandic government stated that the 

new territory was based on the extent of Iceland’s continental shelf. To them, the newly set 

nautical limit was in no way an international issue (Kurlansky, 1997: 206). The British 

trawlers knew that the acceptance of the radius meant a heavy loss in income. In late August 

1972, over eighty British trawlers, their names and registration numbers made 

unrecognizable, sailed for the Icelandic fishing grounds. The trawlers crossed over into 

Icelandic territorial waters, trusting to be protected from legal issues through their 

unrecognizability. But the British bravery was soon to be crushed by a new Icelandic weapon. 

Developed yet not used in the First Cod War, the Icelandic coast guard saw the second 

encounter with the British fleet fit to deploy their new weapon: the line cutter.  This harpoon 

type weapon cut through the nets of the British trawlers, causing thousands of pounds in 

damage. By April 1973, 65 British vessels had their nets cut by the Icelandic coast guard 

(Ingimundarson, 2003: 107-111). The dispute soon evolved into a game of high seas bumper 

carts. The British trawlers tried to inflict damage by ramming the Icelandic coast guard. These 

actions that were met with a similar response; the Icelandic vessels were equipped with 

reinforced hulls to break through the winter ice. The British trawlers were increasingly 

pushed back beyond the 50-mile boundary (Kurlansky, 1997: 208).  

 

 



 53 

Public Opinion 

The public opinion in Iceland became increasingly anti-British. Socialist- and Communist 

Party organized well attended demonstrations, and many people put bumper stickers on their 

car depicting Iceland with a chain around it (Hellman & Herborth, 2008: 495). The majority 

of the Icelandic population supported the hard line of its government, captivated by a growing 

climate of nationalism. The British public opinion was more ambivalent regarding the 

dispute. Furthermore, the British public was far less involved in the conflict, as the lives of 

the average British citizen were hardly touched by the developments between Iceland and 

Britain. The majority of the British supported the stance of their government, and perceived 

the ‘gunboat diplomacy’ as a legitimate means to protect the British fishermen. However, 

there still was a considerable minority in Britain defending the claims of Iceland 

(Ingimundarson, 2003: 116; 127). This ambivalence is also seen in the comments of the 1970s 

British news channels. In the conservative magazine The Spectator, the editorial stated that 

the ‘would-be bullies’ of ‘non nation’ Iceland should be given what they want; another ‘wet 

arrangement’ provided by the glorious British navy (The Spectator, 1972a). In reply to this 

piece, the issue of the following September 16
th
, contained two letters strongly condemning 

the piece, on both its harsh choice of words as its content (The Spectator, 1972b). However, 

the majority of the British citizens supported further escalation of the conflict (Mitchell, 1976: 

137). 

 

Merchant classes 

Meanwhile, the British government was criticized by the fishing industry for its reluctance to 

again deploy naval vessels. The British Trawler Federation suggested extensive measures 

against the Icelandic coast guard. In an open letter to the Times, the Federation stated that the 

British government had the task to arrest any Icelandic coast guard vessel interfering with 

British fishing (Mitchell, 1976: 132). This hardline stance was also endorsed by the British 

Transport and General Workers Union (TGWU). The TGWU  proposed a ban on the landing 

of all fish and other goods from Iceland, for as long as the newly set Icelandic nautical 

boundary was in place (Hellman&Herborth, 2008: 495). Both ideas were condemned by the 

British government, who was seeking to deescalate the conflict.  

 The private sector of Iceland naturally rallied behind its leader in the condemnation 

of the British actions. The economy of Iceland was almost fully depended on fishery. It was 

fishing that had turned island from a poverty stricken inhospitable northern outpost, to the 

rich and prosperous nation it at the start of the 1970s (Kurlansky, 1997: 206).  
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Naval deployment  

In May 1973, the British government finally responded to the ongoing harassments of the 

Icelandic coast guard. It initially send four large fast tugboats to protect the British trawlers, 

which were later assisted by an additional seven war frigates (Kurlansky, 1997: 206). The 

British war vessels were given the explicit order to exercise extreme caution when 

confronting the Icelanders (Ingimundarson, 2003: 113). The British Ministry of Defence 

insisted upon full protection for the British trawlers without the use of weapons (Johnston, 

1991: 11). The British frigates- and tugboats were reported to only ram the Icelandic coast 

guard when their ships tried to cut the British nets. However, the high-seas confrontation led 

to one casualty. On the 30
th
 of August, a member of the Icelandic coast guard drowned when 

trying to repair the damage to his ship, caused by a collision with a British naval vessel 

(Ingimundarson, 2003: 118). The costs of the operation were higher than expected. In 

response to questions of the opposition the British Minister of Agriculture Mr. Anthony 

Stodart stated that the costs for the deployment of the tug boats alone were £1,021,013 

(House of Commons, Written Answers, 1973b: §2). Furthermore, an additional £5,000,000 

was spend annually on compensation for trawler men affiliated to the British Trawler 

Federation (House of Common, Commons Sitting, 1976a: §1506).   

 On the 27
th
 of September 1973, the Icelandic government stated an ultimatum. Either 

the British government would pull back all of its naval vessels, or Iceland would break off all 

diplomatic relations. British Prime Minister Heath unilaterally pulled back his naval vessels 

and agreed to renewed negotiations. On November 13 1973, after 18 months of conflict, a two 

year treaty between the states was signed. Britain agreed to reduce its yearly catch, that was to 

be caught on six rotating designated fishing grounds (Wasserman, 1974: 10).   

 

5.2.1 Analysis Second Cod War 

As stated in chapter 4.2 Case Selection, the case of the Second Cod War will provide the data 

to test the premises of Model 1.  

 

Hypotheses Model 1 

In order to test the models, 

four general hypotheses are 

constructed. In this case, these 

hypotheses are transformed to 

operational hypotheses.  
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H1: The dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-1973 will be resolved 

without the use of force.  

 

As stated, the dyad Great Britain – Iceland can be considered a ‘liberal dyad’. The hypothesis 

states that this dispute will be resolved without the use of force. Was this indeed the case? For 

an action to be labeled as such, both actors must be part of the military apparatus. This 

therefore excludes the interaction between the Icelandic coast guard and the British Trawlers. 

The harassment of the former to the latter can also be perceived as a ‘policing operation’. 

After all, the British trawlers were, according to Icelandic regulations, illegally fishing 

Icelandic territorial waters. In May 1973, the British government initially send in tugboats to 

protect the fishermen. These boats were rented from private companies (House of Commons, 

Written Answers, 1973b: §2). However, since the boats were deployed by the British 

government in order to protect British citizens, they can be considered part of the military 

apparatus. After the tugboats, the British government deployed seven additional war frigates 

in order to protect British interests. The interaction between the British tugboats/war frigates 

and the Icelandic coast guard was rough to say the least. However, it does not meet the 

criteria of Gochman and Maoz’ description. Through the course of the First Cod War, there 

have been no blockades, occupation of territory, or seizures. The only interaction that comes 

remotely close to the ‘use of force’ description is categorized under ‘other use of military 

force’. However, ramming boats into one another is not the same as exchanging live fire. 

Also, the use of net cutters by the Icelandic coast guard can not be labeled as the use of force 

directed at the armed forces of another state. As said before, these actions are easily explained 

as policing missions, where the coastguard protected their territorial waters against British 

poachers. Moreover, it did not involve the use of firearms against the fishermen.   

 Although the interaction between Great Britain and Iceland can hardly be deemed 

diplomatic, the dispute did not deteriorate to the point where force was used. Therefore, the 

first hypothesis is confirmed: the Second Cod War dispute in the liberal dyad Great Britain-

Iceland was resolved without the use of force.  

 

H2: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-1973, the 

British- and Icelandic merchant classes will influence their governments to refrain from 

further escalation of the dispute.  

 

As described in the methodology chapter, the influence of the merchant class is measured 

through the sum of money directed towards the economic sector under scrutiny. If an 

economic sector receives more than its ‘fair share’, we can assume that interest groups have 

exerted influence to receive money.  



 56 

 To adequately address the hypothesis, the analysis is divided into the analysis of the 

British merchant class, and the Icelandic merchant class. These analyses will be broken up 

into three steps. First, we have to establish which economic sectors are potentially affected by 

the dyadic dispute. As stated in the theory, it is hypothesized that the merchant classes press 

the government for a peaceful resolve of the conflict, as war is bad for business. We therefore 

expect to see that the British fishing industry will push government in order to see the 

industry’s interests prevail. This leads to the following step: we have to analyze whether this 

merchant class has really exerted influence on government policy. And last, we have to see in 

which direction the merchant classes have pushed government policy. These questions will be 

answered for both the British merchant classes, and the Icelandic merchant classes since both 

states are liberal.  

 The British economic sector that was potentially most affected by a dyadic dispute 

was the fishing industry. Apart from this sector, little trade with Iceland existed, with UK-

Icelandic trade making up only 1% of all British external trade. Therefore, the interests at 

stake were concentrated in the British fishing industry in general, cod fishery in particular. 

Did the fishing industry influence government policy? From the House of Commons 

transcripts it becomes clear that the influence of the special interest groups has been fairly 

large during the Second Cod Wars. The British Trawler Federation (BTF) and TGWU are 

mentioned numerous times throughout the debates in the House of Commons. This shows that 

there has been some form of interaction between the trade unions and the members of 

parliament. A statement during the Lords Sitting of 2 March 1972 confirms this. Member of 

government Baroness Tweedsmuir of Belhelvie makes clear that:  

 

 “With this in mind we have sought at all stages [of the deliberation regarding 

the acceptance of the new Icelandic nautical limits] the advice of the British 

Trawlers' Federation, and the Federation was represented during our discussions 

with the Icelandic Government” (House of Commons, Lords Sitting, 1972: 

§1260).  

 

The representatives of the BTF were frequently assisted by the TGWU; the biggest union in 

England (House of Commons, Commons Sitting, 1972: §692). This shows that the two 

special interest groups were at the forefront of the negotiations on the highest diplomatic level 

between the two countries. This influence becomes even more clear when we apply our 

threshold. As calculated, the ‘fair share’ of the cod fishing industry was the sum of £ 540,000. 

However, on the costs for the rent of the tug boats alone, the government spend £ 1,021,103. 

Besides these costs, the deployment of warships also have to be taken into account. The exact 

price was not given by the Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries, because:  
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“it is not possible to identify the extra costs involved in this operation compared 

with the costs of duties on which the ships might otherwise be engaged (House 

of Commons, Written Answers, 1973a: §2).  

 

Although a definitive sum cannot be given, it goes without saying that the deployment of 

seven war ships is an expensive undertaking. Besides the costs of protecting the fishermen, 

the government also granted an annual £ 1,000,000 to the cod fishing industry in the form of 

subsidies (Wasserman, 1974: 10). Even without the exact knowledge of the costs for the 

deployment of naval ships, the government spend more than £2,000,000 on the cod industry 

in 1973 alone. Furthermore, the cod fishing special interests groups were important partners 

during the negotiations in the Second Cod War. Therefore, it is safe to say that the 

government was indeed influenced by the merchant class during the conflict.  

 The next element of the hypothesis is to find out in which direction the merchant 

class pushed its government. If the merchant class pressed the government to refrain from 

further escalation, the hypothesis can be confirmed. If the merchant class pushed the 

government towards further escalation, the hypothesis can be rejected. In the case of the 

British merchant class, it clearly pushed the government towards the policy that best served 

the interests of the fishing industry. However, this policy entailed further escalation of the 

conflict, rather than the establishment of democratic peace.  The Cod Wars were in essence 

trade wars over scarce resources. The merchant classes involved were out to attain as much of 

these resources as possible. The profits from the resources exceeded the profit from the goods 

attained from direct trade relations (the purchase of frozen cod from Iceland). The TGWU 

proposed to freeze all trade relations with Iceland for as long as the Icelanders held on to their 

newly drawn nautical line. The BTF proposed direct military confrontation to settle the 

dispute with Iceland. The livelihood of thousands of families was at stake, and the British 

merchant class were willing to defend their profits at all costs. With this, the merchant class 

acted on basis of selfishness and profit maximization. However in this case, these actions did 

not coincide with a democratic peace.  

 

Icelandic merchant classes 

The Icelandic merchant classes most affected by a dyadic dispute was also the fishing 

industry, with Great Britain as an important consuming market for frozen cod. But more 

important, the dispute revolved around the sovereignty over fishing grounds. Iceland’s GDP 

was for one third directly derived from fishing and the fish processing industry. Furthermore, 

its exports were between 80- to 90% based on fish. Fishing was the most important source of 

income for the Icelandic state. The Icelandic state did everything in their power to resolve the 
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dispute in the favor of Iceland. Since the main objective of the Icelandic government 

coincided with the interests of the Icelandic merchant class, it is no surprise that the Icelandic 

merchant supported their government throughout the conflict (Kurlansky, 1997: 206). Even if 

this implied an escalation of the dispute.  

 Reviewing the data on the positions of the merchant classes in the liberal dyad, 

hypothesis 2 of Model 1 can be refuted.  

 

H3: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-1973, the 

citizens of both states will vocalize their opposition towards further escalation of the dispute. 

This opposition will pressure the government to resolve the dispute without further 

escalation. 

 

As stated in the chapter ‘methodology’, the threshold of the vocalization of citizen opposition 

against government policy is met when more than 51% of the population speaks out against 

further escalation of a conflict.  

 Unfortunately, there is virtually no data on foreign policy attitudes of British citizens 

in the 1970s. Therefore, the data used is retrieved from secondary sources, such as scientific 

papers on the Cod Wars. The available sources indicate that the majority of the British 

citizens (that is; 51 percent or more) were in favor of the so called ‘gun boat diplomacy’. A 

sizable minority of the population had sympathy for the Icelandic cause. Apart from these few 

sources, the opinion of the British people forms a glaring omission in the documentation 

regarding the conflict. However not directly tested, the casual mechanism hypothesized in 

Model 1 accounts for this absence. The mechanism states that citizens in a liberal dyad will 

press their government to refrain from warfare, because the liberal Other poses no threat to 

them, since liberal citizens choose welfare through trade over the uncertainties of war. This 

vocalization is primarily motivated by self interest. It is the citizens who have to bleed in case 

of war; through the payment of increased taxes, and with their lives in case of a draft. 

Therefore, if the Other poses no real threat, there is no need to sacrifice scarce resources. 

However, in the case of the Second Cod War, there was no threat of war, no lives were lost, 

and no shots were fired. Therefore, the British population were not directly touched by the 

developments in the North. Furthermore, as read in the newspapers’ commentaries of the 

time, to some the Cod Wars resembled a jolly skirmish, rather than a fight to the death. The 

only British directly harmed by the Second Cod War were the workers employed in the 

fishing industry, and they were well looked after by their special interest groups.  

 The perspective of  the Icelandic population could not be more different. First, the 

dispute was fought on their doorstep. Second, their primary source of income was as stake. 

Although the model hypothesizes that the liberal Iceland population would press the 
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government to refrain from further escalation, the Icelanders did exactly the opposite. In 

response to the heightened tension between Iceland and Great Britain, the Icelanders rallied 

around the flag, taken in by a fierce sense of nationalism. The intense political climate left no 

room for other points of view (Magnússon, 2010: 247). It is believed that this emotional 

reaction can not solely be ascribed to Iceland’s dependency on fishery. The uncompromising 

nationalism suggests a brittle self image, stemming from Iceland’s colonial past, combined 

with  sensitivity about its small size (Magnússon, 2010: 247-248).  

 After the analysis of the data on the citizens’ attitudes in the liberal dyad Great 

Britain – Iceland during the Second Cod War, hypothesis 3 of Model 1 can be refuted. In the 

case of the British population, the evidence of support or opposition towards escalation of the 

conflict is too meager. Furthermore, it seems that the Cod Wars were not important enough 

for the British population to vocalize their opinion in order to influence the government. The 

Icelandic population on the other hand did vocalize their opinion on the Cod Wars. However, 

the citizens called for harsher actions, even if this implied further escalation of the conflict. It 

seems that when one’s perceived livelihood is at stake, the premise of democratic peace is 

seemingly easily pushed aside.  

 

H4: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-1973, the 

citizens and the merchant classes of both states mobilize against further escalation of the 

conflict.  

 

It seems that the democratic peace between Iceland and Great Britain has not been retained 

due to the influence of the merchant classes and the citizens. It is more likely to assume that 

the democratic peace has been retained in spite of the influence of the merchant classes and 

citizens. Therefore, hypothesis 4 of Model 1 can be refuted. The citizens and merchant classes 

did not in any way rally against the escalation of the conflict. The merchant classes on both 

sides, and predominantly the Icelandic population were all too eager to stir up the situation on 

their own behalf. The Cod Wars were a series of conflicts over scarce resources. Model 1 

implies a conflict with direct stakes independent from economic interests. In the case of the 

Second Cod War, the merchant classes were directly involved in the dispute, which led to a 

situation where their interests coincided with violent escalation. Furthermore, the Icelandic 

population felt cornered by the British Goliath. It shows that in times of peril, even liberal 

citizens will be carried away by irrational, aggressive ideologies. Hart (1976: 39) therefore 

argues that the voice of the people can be a factor pushing even liberal democracies towards 

violent  strategies against other liberal democracies.  
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5.3 Case study: Third Cod War (1975-1976) 

On the 28
th
 of August 1974, a new government was chosen in Iceland. It unilaterally decided 

to extent the fishing limits from 50 to 200 nautical miles (Irish Times, 1974). Tied to the 

treaty with the United Kingdom, the new boundary did not come directly into effect. The 

British government initially responded in terms of diplomacy, stating that it would soon 

engage in bilateral negotiations with the Icelandic government: “with whom we are on the 

very best of terms and have no dispute” (House of Commons, Lords Sitting, 1975: §6). On 

the 15
th
 of October 1975, the Icelandic government carried out their promise, and set the new 

boundary to 200 nautical miles (Irish Times, 1975a). A month later, British representatives 

visited Reykjavik to discuss the new measure. On their arrival, the representatives were given 

the news that the Icelandic coast guard cut the lines of two British trawlers (House of 

Commons, Commons Sitting, 1975: §172). In response to this action, British Foreign Minister 

Hattersley explicitly stated that he would not hesitate to again deploy warships in protection 

of British fishermen. This comment was met with a resolute answer by Icelandic Foreign 

Minister Augustsson: “we will protect our fishing limits by all possible methods. I am not 

forecasting a war, but the future will show what happens (The Irish Times, 1975b).   

 As more incidents took place in the following week, the British government 

translated their words into deeds. On Saturday the 26
th
 of November 1975, five British 

frigates sailed for the northern fishing grounds (The Irish Times, 1975c). The tension was 

heightened when on the 11
th
 of December an Icelandic gunboat opened fire on an unarmed 

British support fishing vessel (Website BBC). The captain of the Icelandic gunboat stated that 

he tried to arrest the British trawler Star Aquarius. However, its support vessel Star Polaris 

came to its rescue by ramming the Icelanders. This intervention sparked a reaction with the 

Icelandic boat crew, who fired off multiple rounds piercing the hull of the Polaris.  

 After two months of high seas ramming, the Icelanders were persuaded to take place 

on the negotiation table late January 1976. As a gesture of good will, the British ordered their 

warships to leave the contested 200 mile zone (The Irish Times, 1976a 20). But the Icelandic 

Prime Minister Hallgrimsson proved to be a stubborn interlocutor. During the talks, the lines 

of the British trawler Khartoum, fishing 160 miles off the Icelandic coast, were cut by the 

Icelandic coast guard. The British government took this as a sign of hostility, cut off the 

negotiations, and send the navy back in (The Irish Times, 1976b). No solution was in sight. 

Between February- and May 1976, 41 incidents occurred, of which at least half were 

deliberate rammings by the Icelandic coast guard (House of Commons, Written Answers 

Defence, 1976: §63W). No casualties were reported, but the atmosphere was definitely more 

aggressive than in previous conflicts.  
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Public opinion 

In Iceland, public opinion was more war prone than it was in previous conflicts. During each 

confrontation with Britain over the last decades, the Icelandic governments consciously 

created a climate of fierce nationalism, leading to an almost unanimous popular support for 

government policy regarding the disputes. Prime Minister Geir Hallgrimsson continued along 

this road. The PM stated that:  

 

 “If we lose [the cod wars], we die. With all its inhabitants forced to emigrate or 

perish, a gallant little nation, the worlds’ oldest democracy, that has preserved a 

unique, rich culture and dared to live in the modern world without an army, navy 

of air force, would be stamped out forever” (Sigurbjorg-Stefansson, 1976).  

 

Fueling the nationalistic fire, the Icelandic leadership eventually reaped what they had sown. 

On the 24
th
 of November, British fishermen were tending the wounds of an injured colleague 

in the harbor of the Icelandic town Neskaupstadur . Enraged by the news of approaching 

British warships, a mob of 400 Icelanders armed with bottles, rocks and clubs took to the 

harbor. The British fishermen were attacked and had to flee in fear of their lives (The Irish 

Times, 1975c). The Icelanders got carried away in the violent narrative, ultimately taking 

matters into their own hands. Anyone opposing the nationalistic climate was soon branded as 

‘unpatriotic’ and ‘traitors to the Icelandic cause’ (Ingimundarson, 2003: 127).  

 In Great Britain, the situation was met with far less passion than in Iceland. The 

majority of the people were indifferent, or lukewarm supporters of the governments’ policies. 

During the conflict, the British remained in majority supportive of government policy 

(Ingimundarson, 2003: 116; 127). The newspaper revealed a more ambivalent attitude 

towards Iceland. Newspaper The Guardian supported government interference by 

disapproving of the Icelandic attitude. The editorial stated that Iceland had broken agreements 

and abused international sympathy to “eliminate a well-established British interests” (The 

Guardian, 1976a). The Spectator rejected the governmental actions arguing that the matter 

may not be vital to Britain, but is it a matter of national survival for Iceland. The British 

Government is aware of this: to end the war would be generous and enlightened (The 

Spectator, 1976).  

 

Merchant classes 

While the Icelandic population was taken in by the nationalist hysteria sweeping the country, 

the Icelandic economy was in steep decline (The Guardian, 1976b; 1976c). Facing an 



 62 

enormous deterioration of its terms of trade
14

, the Icelandic government decided to pursue an 

inflationary monetary policy. The policy worked as a catalyst, leading to an inflation of more 

than 150% in 1976 (OECD, 1976: 29). Simultaneously, the Icelandic government set out to 

expand the welfare state, with expenditure on social security more than doubling between 

1973 and 1975. Rash governmental decisions caused the budget deficit to increase more than 

twentyfold in the course of just three years (OECD, 1976: 23). Strikes broke out throughout 

the country, and the nation was paralyzed by demonstrations and upheaval. The deterioration 

of the conflict was also not helping. The Icelandic government was increasingly distancing 

itself from the Western World in general, and Great Britain in particular. From 1976 onwards, 

Iceland realized that a total rupture with the West would be economically disastrous due to 

Iceland’s structural dependence on Western markets for its fish (Ingimundarson, 2003: 129).  

 Meanwhile, the British fishing industry urged their government to take further action. 

Due to the harassment of the Icelanders, the British trawler fleet decreased with 25% in just 

two years. At the start of the 1970s 466 vessels sailed for the Icelandic fishing grounds. In 

April 1976, this number was brought back to 350 ships. Especially the traditional bastions of 

distant-fleet fishing of Hull, Grimsby and Fleetwood were struck hard. The cod catch dropped 

due to the constant harassment, while the costs increased because of high oil prices. As also 

experienced by Iceland, the demand for cod decreased, which pressed the prices of the fish. 

The British Trawler Federation urged the government to increase their efforts in order to 

establish a new agreement with Iceland. If this was not done within the foreseeable future, the 

British fishing industry would not be able to bear the costs of the ongoing rivalry (House of 

Commons, Commons Sitting, 1976b: §108-117).  

 

End of the conflict 

The British government was seeking a way out of the dispute. The costs were rising, with no 

concrete targets reached. In March 1976, the costs of chartering civilian defence vessels alone 

were estimated at £1,080,000. Furthermore, the costs for repairs, lost catches, and initial 

compensation to trawler men had also risen to no less than £3,000,000. Yet, under pressure of 

the fishing industry, the British government kept to its commitment of naval protection for the 

trawlers.  

 Although the Icelandic government realized that a further deterioration with Western 

states would prove to be economic suicide, Prime Minister Hallgrimsson did not give up his 

200 mile claim. The PM had one last trump card to play in the settlement of the dispute; the 

                                                      
14 From 1973 onwards, the Western world was struck by the oil crisis. Iceland was particularly affected by the 

boycott, due to the fact that they were sole dependence of imported goods (which all rose in price due to the high oil 

prices). At the same time, the worldwide demand for Icelandic exported fish decreased. However, this decline in 

exports was not met with a reconfiguration of imports, which were based still on the export profits of 1974. The result 
was an enormous deterioration of Iceland’s terms of trade. In 1976 alone, its terms of trade decreased by almost a 

third (OECD, 1976: 7-9) 
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Keflavik NATO base, 50 km south of the capital Reykjavik. Keflavik acted as the primary 

base to monitor Soviet submarines in the North Atlantic, and was home to more than 3,300 

US soldiers. It was of great strategic importance, as it secured the Soviet naval route to both 

Northwest Europe and the United States East coast (Karlsson, 2000: 353). Hallgrimsson tried 

to press the British government via the NATO and its main member, the United States. In 

response to the British naval presence, the PM bluntly stated that Iceland would leave the 

NATO and close the Keflavik base if Britain did not comply with the 200 mile nautical 

border (Mount, 2009: 28). Previously Prime Minister Johannesson only indirectly hinted at 

such a desperate measure, but Hallgrimsson laid it out in the open (Ingimundarson, 2003: 

123-124; Hellman & Herborth, 2008: 486). This was not the only drastic solution 

Hallgrimsson had in mind. Iceland’s main disadvantage was its lack of military power, 

causing the British to both outnumber- and outgun them. In April 1976, the Icelandic Prime 

Minister was requested the US to purchase several gunboats, which Minister of Foreign 

Affairs Henry Kissinger denied. Desperate for boats, Hallgrimsson then contacted the Soviet 

Union in order to buy warships. This was strongly discouraged by the United States; a piece 

of advice to which the PM ultimately complied (Ingimundarson, 2003: 110-111). It appeared 

that Hallgrimsson stood by his threat that this war would be fought ‘by any means necessary’. 

This notion is further strengthened due to the fact that the British throughout the Cod Wars 

never authorized the use of gunfire, nor seriously considered it (Johnston, 1991: 12).  

 NATO secretary general Joseph Luns acknowledged the seriousness of the conflict. 

Great Britain and Iceland were both founding members of NATO, and the harmony of the 

organization was threatened by the dispute  (Mount, 2009: 24). It seemed that the neither of 

the parties was likely to give in. The British government stood under influence from the 

powerful trade unions, urging the government to continue their hostilities. The Icelandic 

government were at a point of no return. The threats over the Keflavik base and the violent 

nationalistic domestic climate made giving in an impossibility. Luns put enormous pressure 

on the British government to achieve concessions that were considered acceptable to Iceland 

(Hellmann & Herborth, 2008: 493). Against their will, Britain finally agreed to new 

negotiations with Iceland on the 2
nd

 of June 1976. Iceland openly used the Keflavik base as 

bargaining chip, which gave the state a strong position in the negotiations. Great Britain 

finally gave in and agreed to every Icelandic demand. Britain complied to the 200 mile 

nautical zone, and accepted the fishing quota of 65,000 tons of cod per year, which meant 

105,000 tons less than the previous quota (Ingimundarsson, 2003: 106). Great Britain had lost 

the Cod Wars on every front.   

 The outcome of the Cod Wars ruined the British fishing industry. By 1977, almost the 

entire British distant fishing fleet had gone out of business (Johnston, 1991: 10). Once a 

prosperous fishing town, Fleetwood is now placed in the top 5% of most economically 
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deprived areas of England (Selected Committee, 2006: 3). In the towns of Hull, Grimsby and 

Fleetwood, 3,000 to 4,000 jobs were lost (House of Commons, Commons Sitting, 1976b: 

§108-117). The British government had spend an estimated £40,000,000 on the conflict, with 

no results (Grantz, 1992: 275). The 200 miles radius was later codified as international law by 

the third United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS III).   

 

5.3.1 Analysis 

Third Cod War  

As stated in 

chapter 4.2 

Case Selection, 

the case of the 

Third Cod War 

will provide the 

data to test the 

premises of 

Model 2.  

 

Hypotheses Model 2 

To test the premises of Model 2, four hypotheses are formulated that follow the same path as 

the hypotheses of Model 1. 

Again, the general 

hypotheses formulated in 

the chapter ‘Theoretical 

Framework’ are 

transformed to operational 

hypotheses.  

 

 

 

 

 

H1: The dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-1976 would have 

escalated if a third party had not intervened.  

 

The model states that the outcome of a dispute in a liberal-DrF dyad is characterized by an 

escalation of the conflict, unless a third party intervenes. Can the hypothesis, connecting 
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independent to dependent variable, be refuted or accepted? To adequately address the 

hypothesis, we first have to divide the hypothesis into subparts. First, we have to see to which 

extent the Third Cod War escalated. If no escalation is reported, then the hypothesis can be 

refuted. As said, the levels of dispute are from lowest to highest: threat of force, the display of 

force, the use of force, and interstate war. Second, we have to see if there was indeed a third 

party intervention stopping the conflict from further escalating.  

 The Third Cod War started out on the level of the previous two conflicts: the British 

government displayed their force through the deployment of naval vessels. However, in the 

Third Cod War, the Icelandic coast guard used force for the first time. With their shooting of 

the Polaris, the Icelandic coastguard deliberately aimed at the population of another state 

(Gochman and Maoz, 1984: 588). This use of force not motivated by self defense, confirms 

the escalation of the conflict. It can be said that this incident is too isolated to confirm a 

general escalation. However, a demarcation line has to be placed for a hypothesis to be 

confirmed. Second, this incident has to be perceived as a symptom of a larger movement 

towards further escalation. This is strengthened by the fact that Icelandic PM Hallgrimsson 

was desperately seeking to increase its military firepower. He truly thought it legitimate to 

win this dispute ‘by any means necessary’. The attack on the boatmen is therefore also 

exemplary for the heightened tension between the states. The data makes clear that the NATO 

had to intervene in order to stop the conflict from escalating further. The British were not 

prepared were pressured by the trade unions to continue the mission in the North Atlantic. 

The Icelanders were prepared to continue the dispute by any means necessary. This not only 

meant the escalation of the conflict. With the brash plan to buy Soviet arms, Iceland was 

willing to put their long lasting friendly relations with the Western World at stake. Joseph 

Luns finally pressured Great Britain to engage in new negotiations. One can only speculate at 

the precise instructions given by Luns to Great Britain. But reviewing the outcome of the 

conflict, Britain complied to an agreement that in no way was advantageous to British 

interests. This shows that the pressure of the a third party was indeed decisive. Without the 

intervention of NATO’s secretary general Joseph Luns, the British would not have agreed to 

new negotiations. Interestingly, the outcome of the negotiations hint at the idea that the 

pressure has been solely on the Great Britain.   

 This leads to the conclusion that H1 can be confirmed: the conflict in the liberal-DrF 

dyad was only stopped due to third party intervention.  

 

H2: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-1976, the 

British merchant class did not exert its influence on government policy to stop further 

escalation of the dispute.  
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The underlying mechanism of this hypothesis states that the merchant class of a liberal state 

does not oppose further escalation of the conflict with a DrF, because they have no direct 

trade relations with the illiberal state. They therefore have simply no personal interest in the 

war, and will pose no barrier for further escalation. As stated: the influence of the merchant 

class can be made visible by the expenses made on the conflict. Again, we have to divide the 

hypothesis into manageable pieces in order to adequately refute- or confirm it. Since the 

model hypothesizes the behavior of a liberal democracy, we will only address the British 

merchant class- and population. First we will analyze the merchant class by starting with the 

question: which merchant class was potentially involved? During the period of the Third Cod 

War, the trade with the West in general, and with Britain in particular had decreased. 

Therefore, the potential trade connections between the Icelandic- and the British merchant 

classes were even more insignificant than during the previous dispute. Therefore, as during 

the Second Cod War, the involved British merchant class was the cod fishing industry. The 

influence of the merchant class on government is made visible through the public spending 

employed in order to preserve or protect an economic sector, exceeding the sector’s ‘fair 

share’. The threshold for merchant class influence is set on £ 540,000.  

 In the Third Cod War, the initial costs that were drawn up in May 1976 were 

amounted to £1,080,000. However, this covered the rent for the tug boats alone. An estimated 

£ 3,000,000 was spent on the costs for repairs, lost catches and compensation to fishermen. At 

the end of 1976, the costs for the Third Cod War totaled o less than £30,000,000. This is 

roughly 60 times more than the ‘fair share’ of the industry. Indeed, it is 2,3 times more than 

the total revenue of the cod fishing sector. From the context, it is clear to see that also during 

the Third Cod War, the BTF and TGWU had a strong foothold in White Hall. This conclusion 

resonates with the fact that the policy climate in 1970s Britain was characterized by excessive 

trade union power (Brivati, 1998: 351)
15

. Taking the note of the conclusions that are drawn 

regarding this data, hypothesis 2 of Model 2 can be refuted.  

 

H3: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-1976, the 

majority of the British citizens supported government policy aimed at settling the dispute in 

favor of Great Britain by any means necessary.   

 

The causal logic behind this hypothesis states that liberal citizens do not recognize the Other 

as liberal. Therefore in case of a dispute, the Other can indeed pose an actual threat. The 

citizens of the Other can easily be tempted to violence through their dedication to irrational 

                                                      
15

 Prime Minister Callaghan, partly serving during the Third Cod War eventually tried to constrain the seemingly 

unrestricted power of the trade unions in the winter of 1978-1979. His policy proposals were met with widespread 
demonstrations, strikes and riots, organized and instigated by the trade unions. It was not until the reign of Margaret 

Thatcher that the influence of the trade unions was effectively curbed (Eccleshall, 1998: 363).  
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collectivist socialist, nationalist, or fascist beliefs. The liberal government is trusted to act on 

the behalf of the liberal citizens. Consequently, the latter will pose no obstacle in the 

escalation of the dispute, and want to see the dispute settled as swift as possible, even if this 

means an escalation of the conflict. To address this hypothesis, we have to break it up in 

manageable pieces. First, we have to find evidence that indeed a majority of the British 

population had spoken out on this specific topic. If this is established, we have to find out the 

exact opinion of the British population; did they indeed support the escalation of the conflict?  

 As with the data on the Second Cod War, the British opinion regarding the Third Cod 

War is difficult to pinpoint. There are few sources directly mentioning the British opinion 

regarding the dispute. Although the sources that do mention the opinion state that a majority 

(that is; 51% or more) of the population supported further escalation of the conflict (or at 

least, did not oppose it); it is more likely that the British citizens just did not feel that involved 

with the dispute. For the overwhelming majority of the British citizens, their livelihoods were 

not on at stake, and the few Icelandic coast guard vessels combatting the British navy were 

posing no direct threat to the British mainland. Again, the conflict had not yet evolved to a 

point where the lives of the British citizens were potentially harmed. It is telling that the 

Icelandic public opinion is very accurately documented. The Icelandic public opinion was a 

massive influence on government policy. Its citizens remained very vocal in their opposition 

to the British throughout the conflict. The Icelanders recognized that their livelihoods were at 

stake, in contrast to the British population.  

 Taking the data into account, hypothesis 3 of Model 2 can be refuted. Although little 

data is available describing the British stance regarding the war, it did not seem that the 

majority of the British were involved in the dispute to form any type of influence on 

government behavior.   

 

H4: During the conflict between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-1976, the 

British merchant class and the British citizens refrain from opposition towards further 

escalation of the conflict.  

 

The underlying causal logic of this hypothesis (and with it, the complete model) is that the 

Other’s illiberal ideology has led to a situation wherein both liberal merchant class and liberal 

population have no incentive to stop a dispute from escalating. The questions to answer are: 

did the merchant class and population have no incentive to oppose dispute escalation? And 

second: if no, is this lack of restraint key in explaining the escalation of the conflict? To 

answer the first question: the merchant class and the British population both had no incentive 

to oppose dispute escalation. However, these incentives do not coincide with those 

hypothesized in the underlying causal logic. The merchant class lacked the incentive of 
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opposition not because they lacked trade interconnectiveness, but because their interests 

coincided with those of the British government: a continued exploitation of the fishing 

grounds surrounding Iceland. Therefore, the merchant class did not refrain from opposition, 

but actively pushed for escalation. Indeed, it can even be argued that the British government 

started the conflict on behalf of this merchant class. The British population also had no 

incentive to oppose further escalation of the conflict. Yet, this was not due to their distrust 

towards a government repressing its economy. The main reason the British did not oppose 

further escalation was that they could not care for an insignificant naval skirmish on the high 

seas of the Northern Atlantic.  

 Although the liberal state’s merchant class and the liberal population did not oppose 

further escalation of the conflict, the causal logic underlying the hypothesis does not hold. 

Therefore, hypothesis 4 of Model 2 can be refuted.  

 

Hypotheses 

Model 1 

H1: The dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-1973 

will be resoled without the use of force. 

Accepted 

H2: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-

1973, the British- and Icelandic merchant classes will influence their 

governments to refrain from further escalation of the dispute.  

Refuted 

H3: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-

1973, the citizens of both states will vocalize their opposition towards further 

escalation of the dispute. This opposition will pressure the government to 

resolve the dispute without further escalation. 

Refuted 

H4: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1972-

1973, the citizens and the merchant classes of both states mobilize against 

further escalation of the conflict.  

Refuted 

Hypotheses 

Model 2 

H1: The dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-1976 

would have escalated if a third party had not intervened.  

Accepted 

H2: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-

1976, the British merchant class did not exert its influence on government 

policy to stop further escalation of the dispute.  

Refuted 

H3: During the dispute between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-

1976, the majority of the British citizens supported government policy aimed at 

settling the dispute in favor of Great Britain by any means necessary.   

Refuted 

H4: During the conflict between Great Britain and Iceland in the period 1975-

1976, the British merchant class and the British citizens refrain from 

opposition towards further escalation of the conflict.  

Refuted 

Graph 7: Overview hypotheses Model 1 and Model 2 
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6. Conclusion 

 

6.1 Summary 

The aim of this thesis has been twofold. First, this thesis has set out to provide a coherent 

causal mechanism underpinning the robust correlation between democracies and interstate 

peace. This causal mechanism is constructed along the lines of the model described in John 

Owen’s How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace (1994). Via this model, Owen argues 

that the political philosophy of liberalism (and a state’s embracement thereof) is the key 

explanatory variable in the correlation between democracy and peace. Owen’s article 

provided an strong first step in the construction of a new liberal peace model; one where the 

theoretical basis has shifted from social liberalism to classical liberalism.   

This change in theoretical underpinning has been the second aim of the thesis: the 

introduction of classical liberalism in the realm of International Relations. From the classical 

liberal theory, two models were constructed, both describing the interaction between states in 

case of a dispute. The first model hypothesized a causal logic behind the dispute between two 

liberal democracies. The expected score on the dependent variable was ‘democratic peace’. 

The second model hypothesized the interaction in a liberal- DrF dyadic dispute. The expected 

score on the dependent variable of this model was ‘escalation dispute until third party 

intervention’. Four hypotheses were deduced from the theory underlying the models. The 

reason for the construction of a second model was to analyze whether the variance on the 

independent variable can account for the variance on the dependent variable. The independent 

variable is the state’s dominant ideology (operationalized through political- and economic 

freedom); the dependent variable is the outcome of a dyadic conflict. The premises of the 

models are tested through four hypotheses per model. The data used to test the hypotheses are 

the Second- and Third Cod War. The findings of the analysis is used to answer the main 

research question:    

  

To what extent can economic- and institutional constraints as derived from classical liberal 

theory account for the causal logic behind the variance on the outcomes of the Second Cod 

War (1972-1973) and the Third Cod War (1975-1976)? 

 

6.2 Conclusions case study 

In order to answer this question, there are three steps to be taken. First the explanatory power 

of Model 1 is analyzed, then the explanatory power of Model 2 is analyzed. The analysis of 

Model 2 then acts as a stepping stone to test whether the variance on the outcomes can be 

explained through the models.  
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Model 1 

The analysis of the merchant classes have shown that the influence of business on 

government does not necessarily have to be aimed at retaining peace with other liberal 

democracies. During the Second Cod War, the Icelandic merchant class firmly stood behind 

the hawkish policy of their Prime Minister. The British merchant class took it a step further. 

The fishing industry interest groups actively advocated an escalation of the conflict, asking 

their government to increase its military pressure on the Icelanders. During the Third Cod 

War, the British merchant classes kept to this point of view; the government had to settle the 

dispute by any means necessary, as long as it was in favor of the British fishing industry. It 

seems that the relative peace between the nations was not retained because of the merchant 

classes, but despite of the merchant classes.  

 The hypothesis that merchant classes per definition have a pacifying influence on 

foreign policy can be refuted. However, the mechanism from which the hypothesis is derived 

still stands. The logic states that merchant classes press their government to refrain from 

further escalation, because war is bad for business. Therefore, the merchant classes’ actions 

are motivated by self-interest, i.e. profit maximization. In the case of the Cod Wars, profit 

maximization was reached by retaining the claim to the Icelandic fishing grounds. This 

behavior does not coincide with that described in the hypothesis. This is due to the fact that 

hypothesis 2 in Model 1 departs from a situation wherein in the interests of the merchant 

classes exist independent from the subject of the dispute. This means that, for the hypothesis 

to have a chance to be accepted, the data should not describe a dispute concerning scarce 

economic resources, as in the case of the Cod Wars. During this dispute, the profits of the 

merchant classes were the central subject of the conflict. It is therefore a logical consequence 

that the merchant classes pressed their government to win the conflict by any means 

necessary. This finding does not refute the causality between trade interconnectiveness and 

interstate peace. The Cod Wars were fought over contested resources, involving two states 

with little trade connections between them.  

 

As for the role of citizens in a liberal dyadic dispute; there is no evidence that citizens pose a 

constraint on the government policy aimed at the escalation of a conflict with another liberal 

state. In Model 1, the causal logic underpinning hypothesis 3  states that citizens in a liberal 

dyad would press their governments to refrain from dispute escalation, because the citizens 

recognized the Other as liberal. The Other would therefore share the citizens priorities; the 

increase of welfare through trade, executed in a stable and peaceful setting. The hypothesis as 

well as the underlying causal mechanism can be refuted.  

 The Icelandic population actively rallied for an increase in bellicosity. The Icelandic 

population stood firmly behind their Prime Minister, and a nationalistic climate took hold of 
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the island. During both conflicts, the Icelanders left no room for dissenting opinions that 

opposed government policy. This notion is based on extensive accounts describing the 

Icelandic opinion regarding the conflict. The opposite can be said of the British opinion. 

There are very few sources describing the opinion of ordinary Brits regarding the subject. The 

accounts that do mention it, state that the majority of the British supported government policy 

on the deployment of naval vessels. However, this meager information is not enough to base 

robust conclusions upon. It is not hard to account for this disparity. The lives of the ordinary 

British citizen was hardly touched by the conflict, whereas the Icelanders perceived the 

dispute as a matter of life and death.  

 The observations regarding the stance of citizens with respect to foreign policy leads 

to the idea that a dispute (and its potential consequences) has to have an all-compassing 

character for a people to mobilize. This notion is also found in literature on the general 

relationship between the public and foreign affairs. A thesis by famous scholar Gabriel 

Almond states that the average citizen is generally indifferent to matters of foreign affairs, 

due to the remoteness from their everyday lives (Almond, 1950: 69-71). This stance is 

supplemented in later research with the notion that the international sphere is too complex for 

the general public. The information is often distorted, and the public have to fall back on 

political elites and media commentators for an understandable interpretation. In short, the 

benefits of following international affairs do grosso modo not outweigh the costs for the 

average citizen (Hurwitz & Peffley, 1987: 1103). 

 The second consequence that can be drawn from the research on the position of 

citizens vis-à-vis the dispute is that it is of great importance what the dispute is about. The 

Cod Wars revolved around a key commodity for Iceland. Both in the Second and in the Third 

Cod War, the Icelanders stood wholeheartedly behind their leader, and were swept away by 

an increasing climate of violent nationalism. Based on this information, the conclusion can be 

drawn that, if a state’s key commodity is at stake, all notions of democratic peace are thrown 

overboard (no pun intended). The Icelanders thought to be locked into a no holds barred 

David vs. Goliath battle. Friendly state relations were therefore not their first priority. This 

leads to the conclusion that the economic- and institutional constraints as hypothesized in 

Model 1 cannot account for the outcome of the Second Cod War: democratic peace.  

 

Model 2  

Model 2 implies a correlation between the change in foreign policy and the adoption of an 

illiberal state ideology. The underpinning causal mechanism is based on a lack of restraint 

from the illiberal state’s merchant class, and the illiberal disposition of the state’s leader and 

citizens. To what extent is this correlation backed by evidence from the data, and to what 

extent can this supposed correlation be attributed to this absence of restraints?  
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 In answer of the first question: it seems clear that there has been a significant 

difference in the attitude of Iceland regarding its foreign affairs. Both the Icelandic Prime 

Minister Hallgrimsson as the Icelandic population took on a far more violent stance towards 

the British in the Third Cod War. The Icelandic citizens were clearly taken in by a wave of 

strong nationalist sentiments, and even attacked British boatmen. Prime Minister 

Hallgrimsson sought to increase Iceland’s military power in order to rid the territorial waters 

of British trawlers- and naval vessels. Whether this correlation can be generalized to other 

cases of liberal-DrF dyadic disputes can off course not be said on the basis of one case.  

Answering the second question: the data shows that the influence of the Icelandic merchant 

class has been aimed at de-escalation of the conflict. This strategy was pursued because the 

merchant class acknowledged the disastrous consequences of a total rupture with Western 

consumer markets. This indicates that the Icelandic merchant classes were indeed a constraint 

on escalation of the conflict (or at least, they tried). The underlying logic of merchant class 

self interest is by the way again confirmed in this case. As described above: the Icelandic 

population and the Icelandic leader did have an illiberal disposition during the Third Cod 

War. Both actors were seemingly blinded by collectivist nationalist ideas, clouding the mind 

for the consequences of their behavior. Concluding, it seems that the embrace of an illiberal 

ideology indeed can account for a change in foreign policy behavior. Regarding the 

institutional constraints of the illiberal state, the hypothesis is confirmed: the Icelandic leader 

and the Icelandic citizens did not pose a check on the government’s actions due to their 

illiberal disposition. The hypothesized lack of economic constraints in the illiberal state can 

not account for the outcome of the dispute. The merchant classes did the exact opposite as 

hypothesized, and tried to de-escalate the situation.  

 

Variance on dependent variable 

Can the variance on the dependent variable (the outcome of the conflict) be explained through 

the change in the independent variable (the change in Iceland’s economic configuration)? The 

models hypothesize the behavior of the liberal state vis-à-vis another liberal state, or vis-à-vis 

an illiberal state. Therefore, the complete question is: did the attitude of the British merchant 

classes and the British citizens change due to a shift in the Icelandic state ideology, leading to 

a different outcome on the Third Cod War than on the Second Cod War? Taking all data, 

hypotheses and conclusions into account, this question can be answered with a firm ‘ekki’ 

(that means ‘no’ in Icelandic). To the British, the change in Icelandic economic configuration 

was of no importance. The British population had the same attitude towards the conflict as 

during the Second Cod War, and the British merchant class pursued the same goals as during 

the previous conflict. Therefore, the attitude and behavior of both British merchant class- and 
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population has been stable throughout the two conflicts. A significant change in attitude has 

only been observed with the Icelandic merchant class- and population.  

 

6.3 The Answer 

The extent to which economic- and institutional constraints as derived from classical liberal 

theory can account for the causal logic behind the variance on the outcome of the Second- and 

Third Cod War is relatively limited. Classical liberal theory can act as the foundation for a 

logically coherent model, that is fully in line with the fundamental concepts of the political 

school of thought, such as its state of nature and the concept of man. However, the social 

reality is in most cases far from logical, let alone possible to be captured in a rigid model with 

no more than two key parameters. When the explanatory power of the thesis’ models are 

reviewed as opposed to previous models, it is clear that the new models have contributed little 

to a broadened understanding of the social reality in general, and the premises of democratic 

peace in particular. For a theory to be falsified, three criteria have to be met. Theory T’ 

falsifies theory T when:  

- T’ has excess empirical content over T.  

- T’ can explain or predict the phenomena T explains or predicts;  

- Some of the excess empirical content of T’ is corroborated (Lakatos, 1970: 116).  

 

In the case of this thesis’ models (T’) as opposed to previous models of democratic peace (T), 

these criteria have not been met. T’ does have excess empirical content; it predicts a causal 

logic not seen in previous models. It furthermore predicts the interaction between a liberal 

state- and a democratic state repressing free market capitalism. This interaction has not yet 

been modeled in democratic peace literature. Second, T’ accounts for the phenomena T 

accounts for; The non-refuted content of previous scholars has been extensively addressed in 

the chapter ‘Liberal Peace Debate’. This content has formed the starting point for the models 

hypothesized in this thesis. However, the third is criteria is not met. As seen in the analysis, 

the excess empirical content has not been corroborated by the data. The majority of the 

hypotheses have been refuted, and only the causal logic behind the merchant classes in both 

models have survived the exposure to data testing.  

 Does this mean that the construction of the models, and the analysis through the case 

study has been a pointless undertaking? If we are to follow the view of King, Keohane and 

Verba (which we are), the refutation of the hypotheses has been far from irrelevant. KKV 

state that both consistency and inconsistency provide information about a theory (King, e.a., 

1994: 102). And although the models have not survived the exposure to the case study data, 

along the way, a multitude of interesting insights have been revealed that can act as a basis for 

future research.  
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6.4 Future research 

As is shown in the case study, the behavior of the merchant classes and the populations of 

liberal states do not necessarily have to be aimed at lasting peace. It has been made clear that 

the population form an enabling variable in the choice to attack another liberal state. The 

Icelandic population where enraged by the British actions. The British on the other hand were 

not at all moved by the developments in the North. Since it is clear that the population can 

have an important voice in foreign policy, it is perhaps interesting to establish a hypothesis on 

a threshold when a population sees it fit to come into action. Evidently, the Icelanders passed 

this threshold, whereas the British were a long way from it. Taking the data of the case study 

into account, this threshold is likely to be related to matters of ‘imminent threat’. The 

Icelanders saw their primary income endangered, whereas the British would have hardly 

noticed the consequences of the conflict.  

 

A second suggestion for future research touches upon a broader notion of the democratic 

peace theory. The Cod Wars have shown that, although the disputes did not end in a full naval 

warfare, the democratic peace theory is not as robust as it once seemed. That is; the idea of a 

shared identity that is often advocated by democratic peace social constructivists, has not 

been backed by the data in the case studies. Although the conflict was characterized by 

‘restrained bellicosity (Ingimundarson, 2003: 128)’; this far surpassed the status of a friendly 

difference of opinion. The political game played by the Icelandic government (in both 

conflicts) was mainly characterized by raw power politics. Therefore, a synthesis between 

realism and democratic peace theory would be an interesting topic for future research. It is 

perhaps time to “look beyond empirical generalizations and put ‘politics’ back into 

democratic peace (Hellman & Herborth, 2008: 506). Interestingly, the underlying state 

structure of democratic peace allows for such a synthesis. Stating that democracies do not 

fight each other, and perceiving this as an anomaly (otherwise, why research it), implies that 

states are by default in constant war with one another; the Hobbesian state from which 

realism departs.   

 

6.5 Limitations  

Using a case study in order to test a causal logic has multiple limitations. The most obvious 

limitation is known as the fundamental problem of causal inference. This problem states that 

causal inference is in practice impossible. To make a valid causal inference, two experiments 

have to take place at the same place, on the same time, and with every variable held constant, 

apart from the variable under scrutiny. To exemplify: if we want to test the effect of an 

medicine on patient Harry, we have to let Harry take the medicine, while at the same time not 

taking the medicine. This is off course an impossibility. In the realm of natural science, this 
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problem is largely overcome due to the controlled environment wherein the experiments take 

place. Yet, in the realm of social science, variables potentially affecting the dependent 

variable are numerous.  

 However, the case of the Cod War comes very close to a case wherein all but one 

defining variable remains constant. The disputes were to a great extent similar, fought under 

the same conditions, with the same actors. The only main difference was Iceland’s shift in 

economic configuration, which acts as an indicator for a change in state ideology. Therefore, 

the Cod Wars are a case where the fundamental problem is relatively small compared to cases 

that are not as similar as the Second- and Third Cod War. 

 Another limitation is the impossibility to generalize the findings in the case. Since it 

is but a single case, little can be said about causal effects between similar variables in other 

cases. However, in this thesis, it is tried to limit these limitations. The problem of a lack of 

generalizability is met by choosing a case that forms an anomaly in the theory. Therefore, the 

thesis has set out not to generalize, but to explain- and account for an outlier in the democratic 

peace theory.  
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8. Appendix 

 
 

 

Fraser Institute 

Economic Freedom Dataset  

1970 

 

Country 

 

Hong Kong 

Grade 

 

8,4 

Ranking 

 

1 Spain 6,5 19 Colombia 5,0 41 

Luxembourg 7,9 2 Taiwan 6,5 19 India 5,0 41 

Belgium 7,7 3 France 6,4 23 Congo, Dem. R. 4,9 43 

Switzerland 7,7 3 Greece 6,4 23 Indonesia 4,9 43 

Canada 7,5 5 New Zealand 6,4 23 Israel 4,9 43 

Germany 7,3 6 Iceland 6,3 26 Peru 4,9 43 

Japan 7,2 7 Austria 6,2 27 Syria 4,8 47 

Singapore 7,2 7 Norway 6,2 27 Pakistan 4,7 48 

Australia 7,1 9 Thailand 6,2 27 Tunisia 4,7 48 

Netherlands 7,1 9 Italy 6,1 30 Tanzania 4,6 50 

United States 7,0 11 South Korea 6,1 30 Nigeria 4,5 51 

Venezuela 7,0 11 Philippines 6,0 32 Ecuador 4,4 52 

Finland 6,9 13 Portugal 5,9 33 Turkey 4,1 53 

South Africa 6,9 13 United Kingdom 6,0 33 Chile 3,7 54 

Ireland 6,8 15 Madagascar 5,8 35 

   Guatemala 6,7 16 Argentina 5,6 36 

   Denmark 6,6 17 Brazil 5,6 36 

   Mexico 6,6 17 Kenya 5,5 38 

   Iran 6,5 19 Sweden 5,3 39 

   Malaysia 6,5 19 Morocco 5,2 40 
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Economic 

Freedom Dataset  

1975 

 

 

 

Country 

 

Hong Kong 

Grade 

 

8,4 

Ranking 

 

1 South Africa 5,9 21 Morocco 5,3 43 Portugal 4,0 65 

Luxembourg 7,9 2 United Kingdom 6,0 21 Philippines 5,3 43 Turkey 4,0 65 

Switzerland 7,4 3 Barbados 5,8 24 Sweden 5,3 43 Ghana 3,9 68 

Guatemala 7,3 4 Denmark 5,8 24 Indonesia 5,1 47 Bangladesh 3,8 69 

Panama 7,3 4 Finland 5,8 24 Kenya 5,1 47 Pakistan 3,8 69 

United States 7,3 4 Ireland 5,8 24 Jordan 5,0 49 Chile 3,6 71 

Singapore 7,0 7 Thailand 5,8 24 Syria 5,0 49 Argentina 3,4 72 

Belgium 6,8 8 Greece 5,7 29 Colombia 4,9 51 

   Bahamas 6,7 9 Mexico 5,7 29 Tunisia 4,8 52 

   Canada 6,7 9 Niger 5,7 29 Brazil 4,7 53 

   Costa Rica 6,7 9 Spain 5,7 29 Congo, Dem. R. 4,7 53 

   Germany 6,7 9 Taiwan 5,7 29 Iceland 4,7 53 

   Japan 6,5 13 France 5,6 34 Zambia 4,7 53 

   Netherlands 6,5 13 New Zealand 5,6 34 Trinidad & Tob. 4,6 57 

   Malaysia 6,3 15 Ecuador 5,5 36 India 4,4 58 

   Australia 6,2 16 Malawi 5,5 36 Burundi 4,3 59 

   Iran 6,1 17 Fiji 5,4 38 Egypt 4,3 59 

   Venezuela 6,1 17 Mauritius 5,4 38 Israel 4,3 59 

   Cyprus 6,0 19 Norway 5,4 38 Nigeria 4,3 59 

   Mali 6,0 19 Sierra Leone 5,4 38 Tanzania 4,3 59 

   Austria 5,9 21 South Korea 5,4 38 Rwanda 4,1 64 

   

   

Italy 5,3 43 Peru 4,0 65 
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Fraser Institute 

Economic Freedom Dataset 

1975 

 

Country 

 

Hong Kong 

Grade 

 

8,6 

Ranking 

 

1 Ecuador 5,9 26 Philippines 5,3 55 Burundi 4,2 88 

Luxembourg 7,8 2 Honduras 5,9 26 Benin 5,2 60 Gabon 4,2 88 

Switzerland 7,7 3 Mali 5,9 26 India 5,2 60 Togo 4,2 88 

United States 7,5 4 

Unit. Arab 

Em. 5,9 26 Kenya 5,2 60 Nicaragua 4,1 91 

Bahrain 7,4 5 Uruguay 5,9 26 Senegal 5,2 60 Syria 4,1 91 

Singapore 7,4 5 Cameroon 5,8 35 Iceland 5,1 64 China 4,0 93 

Canada 7,2 7 France 5,8 35 Indonesia 5,1 64 Iran 4,0 93 

Belgium 7,1 8 Nepal 5,8 35 Trinidad & Tob. 5,1 64 Algeria 3,9 95 

Germany 7,0 9 South Africa 5,8 35 Zambia 5,1 64 Nigeria 3,9 95 

Japan 7,0 9 South Korea 5,8 35 Sierra Leone 5,0 68 Peru 3,8 97 

Australia 6,9 11 Spain 5,8 35 Sri Lanka 5,0 68 Bangladesh 3,7 98 

Malaysia 6,9 11 Barbados 5,7 41 Tunisia 5,0 68 Guyana 3,7 98 

Netherlands 6,9 11 Cyprus 5,7 41 Malawi 4,9 71 Kuwait 3,7 98 

Paraguay 6,6 14 Fiji 5,7 41 Congo, Rep. Of 4,8 72 Turkey 3,7 98 

Venezuela 6,6 14 Greece 5,7 41 Tanzania 4,8 72 Israel 3,6 102 

Guatemala 6,5 16 Norway 5,7 41 

Central Afr. 

Rep. 4,7 74 

Congo, Dem. 

R. 3,5 103 

Taiwan 6,5 16 Portugal 5,7 41 Colombia 4,7 74 Uganda 3,2 104 

Austria 6,4 18 Sweden 5,7 41 Egypt 4,7 74 Ghana 2,9 105 

Bahamas 6,4 18 Botswana 5,6 48 Zimbabwe 4,7 74 

   Finland 6,4 18 Malta 5,5 49 Hungary 4,6 78 

   Ireland 6,2 21 Mexico 5,5 49 Morocco 4,6 78 

   New Zealand 6,2 21 Cote d'Ivoire 5,4 51 Pakistan 4,6 78 
   United Kingdom 6,2 21 Italy 5,4 51 Myanmar 4,5 81 

   Thailand 6,1 24 Niger 5,4 51 Bolivia 4,4 82 

   Panama 6,0 25 Rwanda 5,4 51 Brazil 4,4 82 

   Belize 5,9 26 Chile 5,3 55 El Salvador 4,4 82 

   Costa Rica 5,9 26 Haiti 5,3 55 Madagascar 4,4 82 
   Denmark 5,9 26 Jordan 5,3 55 Argentina 4,3 86 
   Dominican Rep. 5,9 26 Mauritius 5,3 55 Jamaica 4,3 86 
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Freedom House  Jan.-Feb. 1973 Jan.-Feb. 1974 Jan.-Feb. 1975 Jan.-Feb. 1976 Jan.-Feb. 1977 

Freedom in the 

World Dataset   1972     1973     1974     1975     1976   

  PR CL  Status PR CL  Status PR CL  Status PR CL  Status PR CL  Status 

Afghanistan 4 5 PF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Albania 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Algeria 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 7 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Andorra 4 3 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 

Angola .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Antigua & Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Argentina 6 3 PF 2 2 F 2 4 PF 2 4 PF 6 5 NF 

Armenia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Australia 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Austria 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Azerbaijan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Bahamas .. .. .. 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 

Bahrain 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 4 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Bangladesh 2 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 7 5 NF 7 4 PF 

Barbados 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Belarus .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Belgium 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Belize .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Benin 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 6 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Bhutan 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 

Bolivia 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 4 PF 

Bosnia-Herzegovina .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Botswana 3 4 PF 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 

Brazil 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 4 4 PF 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 

Brunei 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

Bulgaria 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 



 87 

Burkina Faso 3 4 PF 3 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 5 5 PF 

Burma 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Burundi 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Cambodia 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 6 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Cameroon 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 7 5 NF 

Canada 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 5 5 PF 6 6 NF 

Central African 

Republic 
7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Chad 6 7 NF 6 7 NF 6 7 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Chile 1 2 F 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 

China 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Colombia 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 

Comoros .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 5 2 PF 5 3 PF 

Congo (Brazzaville) 7 7 NF 5 6 PF 5 6 PF 5 6 PF 5 6 PF 

Congo (Kinshasa) 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 7 NF 7 6 NF 

Costa Rica 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Cote d'Ivoire 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

Croatia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Cuba 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 6 NF 

Cyprus 2 3 F 2 3 F 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 3 4 PF 

Czech Republic .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Czechoslovakia 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Denmark 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Dominican Republic 3 2 F 3 2 F 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 3 PF 

East Timor .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Ecuador 7 3 PF 7 4 PF 7 4 PF 7 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Egypt 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 5 4 PF 

El Salvador 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 3 3 PF 
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Equatorial Guinea 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 7 NF 6 7 NF 

Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Estonia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Ethiopia 5 6 NF 5 6 PF 6 5 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Fiji 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Finland 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

France 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 1 F 

Gabon 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Gambia, The 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Georgia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Germany .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Germany, E.  7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Germany, W.  1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Ghana 6 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 

Greece 6 6 NF 7 5 NF 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 4 PF 2 4 PF 2 4 PF 

Guatemala 2 3 F 2 2 F 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 

Guinea 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Guyana 2 2 F 4 2 PF 7 7 NF 4 3 PF 3 3 PF 

Haiti 7 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Honduras 7 3 PF 6 3 PF 6 3 PF 6 3 PF 6 3 PF 

Hungary 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Iceland 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

India 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 5 PF 3 5 PF 

Indonesia 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Iran 5 6 NF 5 6 NF 5 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Iraq 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Ireland 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 1 F 

Israel 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 
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Italy 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 2 1 F 

Jamaica 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 2 F 1 3 F 

Japan 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 

Jordan 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Kazakhstan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Kenya 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Kosovo .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Kuwait 4 4 PF 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 6 5 NF 

Kyrgyzstan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Laos 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 6 6 NF 7 7 NF 

Latvia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Lebanon 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 

Lesotho 7 4 NF 5 3 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 

Liberia 6 6 NF 6 5 NF 6 3 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Libya 7 6 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Liechtenstein 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 

Lithuania .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Luxembourg 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 2 1 F 

Macedonia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Madagascar 5 3 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 5 PF 6 5 NF 

Malawi 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Malaysia 2 3 F 2 3 F 3 3 PF 3 4 PF 3 4 PF 

Maldives 3 2 F 3 2 PF 3 2 PF 4 4 PF 4 4 PF 

Mali 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Malta 1 2 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 2 F 

Marshall Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Mauritania 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 5 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Mauritius 3 2 F 3 2 F 3 2 F 3 2 F 3 2 F 

Mexico 5 3 PF 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 4 3 PF 4 4 PF 
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Micronesia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Moldova .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Monaco 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 

Mongolia 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Montenegro .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Morocco 5 4 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Mozambique .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 6 6 NF 7 7 NF 

Namibia 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Nauru 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Nepal 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

Netherlands 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

New Zealand 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Nicaragua 4 3 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 5 PF 

Niger 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Nigeria 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 5 PF 6 4 PF 

North Korea 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Norway 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Oman 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Pakistan 3 5 PF 3 5 PF 3 5 PF 5 5 PF 4 5 PF 

Palau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Panama 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Papua New Guinea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 3 2 PF 2 2 F 

Paraguay 4 6 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 6 NF 

Peru 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 6 6 NF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Philippines 4 6 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Poland 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Portugal 5 6 NF 5 6 NF 5 3 PF 5 3 PF 2 2 F 

Qatar 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 5 5 PF 

Romania 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Russia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
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Rwanda 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 

Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Saint Vincent & 

Grenadines 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Samoa 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 4 2 PF 

San Marino 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Sao Tome & Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Saudi Arabia 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Senegal 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 5 NF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Serbia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1 2 F 

Sierra Leone 4 5 PF 6 5 PF 6 5 PF 6 5 PF 6 5 PF 

Singapore 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Slovakia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Slovenia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Somalia 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 7 NF 

South Africa 2(5) 3(6) F (NF) 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 

South Korea 5 6 NF 4 6 PF 5 6 PF 5 5 PF 5 6 PF 

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Spain 5 6 NF 5 6 NF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 3 PF 

Sri Lanka 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 4 PF 2 3 F 

Sudan 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Suriname .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Swaziland 4 2 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 6 4 PF 

Sweden 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 2 1 F 1 1 F 

Switzerland 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Syria 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 6 7 NF 6 7 NF 6 6 NF 

Taiwan 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 5 5 PF 

Tajikistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
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Tanzania 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Thailand 7 5 NF 6 3 PF 5 3 PF 2 3 F 6 6 NF 

Togo 7 5 NF 7 5 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Tonga 4 2 PF 5 3 PF 5 3 PF 5 3 PF 5 3 PF 

Trinidad & Tobago 2 3 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 

Tunisia 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

Turkey 3 4 PF 2 4 PF 2 3 F 2 3 F 2 3 F 

Turkmenistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Uganda 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Ukraine .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

United Arab Emirates 7 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 5 5 PF 

United Kingdom 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

United States 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 1 1 F 

Uruguay 3 4 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 6 6 NF 

USSR 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 7 6 NF 7 6 NF 

Uzbekistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Venezuela 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 2 2 F 1 2 F 

Vietnam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 7 7 NF 

Vietnam, N. 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF .. .. .. 

Vietnam, S. 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 4 5 PF 7 7 NF .. .. .. 

Yemen .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Yemen, N. 4 4 PF 5 4 PF 5 4 PF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

Yemen, S. 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 7 7 NF 

Yugoslavia 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 6 6 NF 

Yugoslavia (Serbia & 

Montenegro) 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

Zambia 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 5 4 PF 5 5 PF 5 5 PF 

Zimbabwe 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 NF 

 


