
Notes

CHAPTER 1

1. U.S. Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration,
U.S. Foreign Trade Highlights.

2. Figure 3.1 depicts the relationship between the level of asymmetrical
export dependence and the degree of responsiveness to American pressure of
several major U.S. trading partners. Level of asymmetrical export dependence
is measured by comparing a given target country’s exports to the United States
as a percentage of its GNP to U.S. exports to that target state as a percentage
of U.S. GNP. The responsiveness index is based on the average of each of the
target’s concession scores under Section 301, as provided by Bayard and
Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation; and Elliott and Richardson, “Determi-
nants and Effectiveness.”

3. Bayard and Elliott’s study on the effectiveness of Section 301 in open-
ing overseas markets provides data illustrating the variations in the effective-
ness of American pressure across countries. See Bayard and Elliot, Reciprocity
and Retaliation, 355–67; see also ‹gure 3.1.

4. Chan, “Mirror, Mirror on the Wall”; Maoz and Russett, “Normative
and Structural Causes”; Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace; Ray,
Democracy and International Con›ict; and Oneal and Russett, “Classical Lib-
erals Were Right.”

5. Among the studies that examined the relationship between regime type
and trade policy are Milner and Rosendorff, “Domestic Politics and Interna-
tional Trade Negotiations”; Mans‹eld, Milner, and Rosendorff, “Why
Democracies Cooperate More”; Reinhardt, “Aggressive Multilateralism”;
Sherman, “Democracy and Trade Con›ict”; and Busch, “Democracy, Con-
sultation.”

6. Fearon, “Domestic Political Audiences.”
7. See, for example, Milner, Interests, Institutions, and Information; Mil-

ner and Rosendorff, “Domestic Politics and International Trade Negotia-
tions”; and Mans‹eld, Milner, and Rosendorff, “Free to Trade?”

8. See, for example, Zartman, Politics of Trade Negotiations; Odell,
“Latin American Trade Negotiations”; Odell, “Outcome of International
Trade Con›icts.”
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9. I refer to cases involving the EU by its present name except when the
case under consideration took place in an earlier period when the European
Economic Community or the European Community was in place.

10. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 355–68; Elliott and
Richardson, “Determinants and Effectiveness,” 221–25. Successful cases are
de‹ned in a way that includes both the conclusion of an agreement and the
actual achievement of American negotiating objectives when the agreement
was implemented.

11. Various studies have shown how the effectiveness of U.S. economic
coercion varies in ways that do not correspond with the underlying power bal-
ances. In his study of the Brazilian informatics and EC enlargement cases, for
example, Odell ‹nds that the United States was more successful in winning
concessions from Europe than from Brazil, although in theory Brazil should
be less able to resist U.S. demands. Similarly, the study by Bayard and Elliott
on the effectiveness of Super 301 investigations against Japan, Brazil, and
India between 1989 and 1990 has shown that, while the Japanese gave in to
most American demands, India completely refused to yield to U.S. pressure.
The relative power positions of these two countries obviously cannot explain
this outcome. Odell, “International Threats and Internal Politics”; Bayard
and Elliot, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 101–70.

12. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 368.
13. Maoz and Russett, “Normative and Structural Causes”; Russett,

Grasping the Democratic Peace; Ray, Democracy and International Con›ict.
14. See, for example, Maoz and Russett, “Normative and Structural

Causes”; Owen, “How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace”; Weart,
“Peace among Democratic and Oligarchic Republics.”

15. Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, 31.
16. Ibid., 30–38; Doyle, “Liberalism and World Politics.”
17. Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, 38–40. Some other scholars

have made similar structural arguments. See, for example, Lake, “Powerful
Paci‹sts”; and Schweller, “Domestic Structure and Preventive War.”

18. Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, War and Reason, chap. 5.
19. Fearon, “Domestic Political Audiences.” The argument is explained in

more detail in chapter 2.
20. Schultz, “Domestic Opposition and Signaling.”
21. Fearon, “Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation,”

276.
22. Ibid.
23. Verdier, Democracy and International Trade, 293–94.
24. Dixon and Moon, “Political Similarity,” 10–11.
25. Mans‹eld, Milner, and Rosendorff, “Free to Trade”; Mans‹eld, Mil-

ner, and Rosendorff, “Why Democracies Cooperate More.”
26. Leeds, “Domestic Political Institutions.”
27. Dixon, “Democracy and the Management of Con›ict”; Dixon,

254 Notes to Pages 6–12 



“Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement”; Raymond, “Democracies, Dis-
putes.”

28. Verdier, “Democratic Convergence and Free Trade.”
29. Reinhardt, “Aggressive Multilateralism.”
30. Sherman, “Targeting Democracies”; Sherman, “Democracy and Trade

Con›ict.”
31. Remmer, “Does Democracy Promote Interstate Cooperation?”; Bliss

and Russett, “Democratic Trading Partners”; Morrow, Siverson, and
Tabares, “The Political Determinants of International Trade”; Mans‹eld and
Bronson, “Political Economy of Major-Power Trade Flows”; Busch,
“Democracy, Consultation.”

32. Mans‹eld, Milner, and Rosendorff, “Free to Trade”; Mans‹eld, Mil-
ner, and Rosendorff, “Why Democracies Cooperate More”; Milner and Kub-
ota, “Why the Rush to Free Trade?”

33. Conybeare, Trade Wars.
34. Ibid., 5.
35. Ibid., 1–6.
36. The structure of trade will be de‹ned in more detail in chapter 2.
37. George and McKeown, “Case Studies and Theories,” 35. See also the

discussion by King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, 225–28.
38. George and McKeown, “Case Studies and Theories,” 41.
39. King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, 137.
40. According to Bayard and Elliott, in Reciprocity and Retaliation, Amer-

ican negotiators were largely successful in achieving their negotiation objec-
tives in the satellite case, partially successful in the supercomputer and wood
products cases, and nominally successful in the semiconductor trade con›ict.

41. Reinhardt, Posturing Parliaments.
42. See, for example, Wallerstein, Modern World-System; Cardoso and

Falleto, Dependency and Development; Furtado, Development and Underdevel-
opment.

43. For comprehensive reviews of the large body of literature on trade and
military con›ict, see, for example, Reuveny, “Trade and Con›ict Debate”;
McMillan, “Interdependence and Con›ict.”

CHAPTER 2

1. Hirschman, National Power and the Structure of Foreign Trade; Bald-
win, “Interdependence and Power.”

2. Gilpin, Political Economy of International Relations; Lake, Power, Pro-
tection, and Free Trade; Grieco, Cooperation among Nations; Krasner, Struc-
tural Con›ict.

3. Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence.
4. Zartman, Politics of Trade Negotiations.
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5. Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International Negotiation.
6. Wriggins, “Up for Auction.”
7. Odell, “Latin American Trade Negotiations”; Odell, “Outcome of

International Trade Con›icts.”
8. Odell, “International Threats and Internal Politics,” 238–41.
9. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation; Duchesne, “Interna-

tional Bilateral Trade.”
10. Meunier, “Europe Divided but United.”
11. “Trade Peace: Deja Vu Again,” Economist 334, no. 7904 (March 4,

1995): 86.
12. Drezner, Sanctions Paradox.
13. An interview with USTR of‹cials involved in U.S. negotiations with

East Asian countries con‹rmed this view.
14. Prestowitz, Trading Places.
15. Odell, “Latin American Trade Negotiations”; Odell, “Outcomes of

International Trade Con›icts”; Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International
Negotiation, 21–22.

16. Schelling, Strategy of Con›ict; Evans, Jacobson, and Putnam, Double-
Edged Diplomacy.

17. Scholars such as Howard Raiffa, James Sebenius, and David Lax pro-
vide detailed case studies to show how these tactics can help to enhance threat
credibility by expanding the perceived zone of possible agreement of the par-
ties involved. See, for example, Sebenius, Negotiating the Law of the Sea; Lax
and Sebenius, Manager as Negotiator; Raiffa, The Art and Science of Negotia-
tion.

18. Schoppa, Bargaining with Japan, 27.
19. Yof‹e, Power and Protectionism.
20. Habeeb, Power and Tactics in International Negotiations.
21. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 86.
22. Ibid., 80.
23. Ibid., 81.
24. Schelling, Strategy of Con›ict; Schelling, Arms and In›uence; Snyder

and Diesing, Con›ict among Nations.
25. See chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion of the relationship between

bilateral economic interdependence and threat effectiveness.
26. Note that some traditional bargaining theories do have an implicit

domestic component. For example, Thomas Schelling emphasizes many of the
same domestic constraints stressed by two-level game theorists. The two-level
game approach discussed later differs from traditional bargaining theories in
its more explicit focus on the connection between domestic politics and inter-
national behavior.

27. Examples of works that focus on the international systemic sources of
state behavior include the following: Waltz, Theory of International Politics;
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Keohane, After Hegemony; Gowa, Allies, Adversaries, and International
Trade; and Grieco, Cooperation among Nations.

28. Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics”; Moravcsik, “Introduc-
tion.”

29. See the cases in Evans, Jacobson, and Putnam, Double-Edged Diplo-
macy, especially Odell, “International Threats and Internal Politics”; Krauss,
“U.S.-Japan Negotiations.” See also Lehman and McCoy, “Dynamics of the
Two-Level Bargaining Game”; Knopf, “Beyond Two-Level Games”; Mayer,
“Managing Domestic Differences”; Schoppa, “Two-Level Games and Bar-
gaining Outcomes.”

30. Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman, War and Reason.
31. Lohmann and O’Halloran, “Divided Government and U.S. Trade Pol-

icy”; O’Halloran, Politics, Process, and American Trade Policy.
32. Schoppa, Bargaining with Japan, 28–32.
33. Mertha, “Pirates, Politics, and Trade Policy.”
34. Goldstein, Ideas, Interests, and American Trade Policy.
35. DeSombre, Domestic Sources of International Environmental Policy.
36. Martin, Democratic Commitments.
37. Odell, “International Threats and Internal Politics,” 234.
38. Moravcsik, “Introduction,” 33.
39. Some authors have proposed more rigorous and formal treatment

of the domestic game. See, for example, Iida, “Analytic Uncertainty and
International Cooperation”; Iida, “When and How Do Domestic Con-
straints Matter?”; Tsebelis, Nested Games; Mo, “Logic of Two-Level
Games”; Mo, “Domestic Institutions and International Bargaining”;
Mayer, “Managing Domestic Differences”; Pahre, “Endogenous Domestic
Institutions.”

40. Milner, Interests, Institutions, and Information, 37–43.
41. Note that Milner treats “divided government” as a continuous variable

measuring the degree of disagreement between Congress and the president.
Her conception differs from the most common de‹nition of “divided govern-
ment” in the trade policy literature, which refers to situations when different
parties control the executive and legislature branches. Recent studies have
debated the effect of divided government in the partisan sense on trade policy
but have yet to reach de‹nitive conclusions as to whether different party con-
trol of the two branches increases interbranch disagreements on trade issues.
See Lohmann and O’Halloran, “Divided Government and U.S. Trade Pol-
icy”; Hammond and Prins, “Impact of Domestic Institutions on International
Negotiations”; Karol, “Divided Government and U.S. Trade Policy”; and
Pahre, “Divided Government and International Cooperation.” The rest of
this study follows Milner’s treatment of the term and conceives of divided gov-
ernment as the degree of policy disagreement between the two government
institutions.
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42. Milner, Interests, Institutions, and Information, 234–40.
43. An exception to this general tendency is Eric Reinhardt’s work on the

determinants of trade dispute settlement under the GATT, which examines in
detail how structural features of the political institutions (such as legislative
organization, party structure, electoral rules, and elections) of both parties
involved in the dispute can affect both the distribution ef‹ciency and the pos-
sibility of cooperation of GATT negotiations. See Reinhardt, “Posturing Par-
liaments.” 

44. Conybeare, Trade Wars, 47–48.
45. Ibid., 47.
46. The relevance of trade structure has been explored in other contexts.

For example, studies of trading bloc formation have found that countries with
similar economic structures make it easier for the two governments involved
to satisfy their respective national lobbies, thus reducing the political costs
associated with regionalism. See, for example, Hyclak, “Introduction”; and
Melo, Panagariya, and Rodrik, “New Regionalism.” For an empirical test of
the argument, see Li and Jo, “Trading-Bloc Formation and In›uence of Poli-
tics.”

47. Krauss, “U.S.-Japan Negotiations,” 278; Woodall, Japan under Con-
struction.

48. Odell, “International Threats and Internal Politics,” 241–43.
49. Krauss and Reich, “Ideology, Interests, and the American Executive,”

861–65. Note that here the word “competitive” means something very differ-
ent from the way it was used earlier in this chapter. Whereas earlier the word
“competitive” refers to the degree to which two countries engage in the pro-
duction and export of a similar range of commodities, here it means that a
given U.S. industry enjoys a home market advantage, or a competitive edge
over foreign producers.

50. Krauss and Reich, “Ideology, Interests, and the American Executive,”
861–65.

51. Numerous studies of American foreign trade policy have shown that
Congress is likely to be more protectionist than the president. Since congress-
men seek reelection, they are primarily responsible to their own local con-
stituents. Designing policies that bene‹t these constituents helps to increase
their chances of reelection. The executive, in contrast, is charged with oversee-
ing the general performance of the economy and is therefore less likely to be
driven by special interests to provide protectionist policies that are inef‹cient.
The importance of constituent demands in the formation of legislators’ pref-
erences explains why legislators are more protectionist than the executive.
Mayhew, Congress; Lohmann and O’Halloran, “Divided Government and
U.S. Trade Policy”; Baldwin, Political Economy.

52. Chapter 3 will provide evidence showing that the vast majority of
democracies do have fairly competitive trade relations.
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CHAPTER 3

1. This study looks primarily at trade con›icts initiated by the United
States under both the GATT/WTO framework and Section 301 of the
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988. I had to limit my analysis to
U.S.–initiated disputes due to the lack of comprehensive data on trade struc-
ture. Further study could test the argument developed in the previous chapter
against a larger sample of dyads that includes cases initiated by countries other
than the United States.

2. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 29.
3. Stern, “U.S.-Japan Trade Policy and FDI Issues.”
4. Ibid.
5. Trade and Related Agreements Database (TARA), compiled by the

Trade Compliance Center, U.S. Department of Commerce, <http://www.mac
.doc.gov/TCC/DATA/index.html>.

6. Ibid.
7. Hoekman and Kostecki, Political Economy, 77–78.
8. Reinhardt, “Aggressive Multilateralism.”
9. See Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 59–64, 355–69;

Elliott and Richardson, “Determinants and Effectiveness,” 221–25.
10. We can also evaluate the two cases discussed later involving China

not covered by Section 301 negotiations—MFN and textiles—according
to the criteria speci‹ed by Bayard and Elliott. The MFN case can be con-
sidered a failure since U.S. policy of threatening to revoke China’s MFN
status produced virtually no tangible changes in Chinese policies in the
areas of trade, human rights, and weapons proliferation. The textile case
can be classi‹ed as a partial success since even though a bilateral textile
agreement was reached the Chinese side frequently evaded the quota
restrictions by transshipping textile exports through third countries. If we
add these two cases, China’s level of responsiveness to American pressure
remains the same as that evaluated by Bayard and Elliott in Reciprocity
and Retaliation.

11. For example, an interview with a former government of‹cial involved
in negotiations with both China and Japan offers a rather different view of
U.S. negotiation outcomes. According to the interviewee, the United States
has been able to get the Chinese to alter their policies to a greater extent than
the Japanese.

12. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 68.
13. Tyson, Who’s Bashing Whom? 106–13; Bergsten and Noland, Reconcil-

able Differences? 127–40.
14. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 118.
15. Ibid.
16. Ibid., 445–48.
17. Schoppa, Bargaining with Japan, 267–70.
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18. Export ‹gures are obtained from the IMF, Direction of Trade Statistics
Yearbook; and Department of Commerce, International Trade Administra-
tion, U.S. Foreign Trade Highlights, various years. GDP ‹gures, which are in
nominal dollars, are based on the World Bank’s World Tables.

19. In Bayard and Elliott’s statistical analysis, nineteen cases were
excluded from the total of ninety-one investigations initiated between 1975
and June 1994. Fifteen of these cases were dropped because they did not
involve any negotiations. For a list of these excluded cases, see Bayard and
Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 59. I update the remaining four cases
excluded from Bayard and Elliott’s study with Elliott and Richardson’s data
from “Determinants and Effectiveness.”

20. Of the ‹fteen observations included in Elliott and Richardson’s
updated database in “Determinants and Effectiveness,” I exclude the so-called
p-list of Section 301 petitions ‹led but not formally investigated by the USTR
and a case involving Taiwanese footwear (case no. 301–38) for which no clear
evaluation of U.S. negotiation success is available. The six cases I take from
Elliott and Richardson’s modi‹ed sample include EU meatpacking (301–83),
Chinese market access (301–88), Taiwanese intellectual property protection
(301–89), Brazilian intellectual property protection (301–91), Japanese auto
parts (301–93), and Canadian country music cable television (301–98). The
‹fteen countries included in the estimation sample are Guatemala, Canada,
the EU, Taiwan, Japan, the USSR, Argentina, South Korea, Brazil, India,
Norway, Spain, Portugal, Thailand, and China.

21. Data for the size of the U.S. bilateral trade balance are drawn from the
Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration, U.S. Foreign
Trade Highlights; and IMF, Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook.

22. Many studies consider the U.S. ability to harm the target country an
important component of bargaining power and a signi‹cant determinant of
Section 301 success rates. See, for example, McMillan, “Strategic Bargaining
and Section 301,” 207; Noland, “Chasing Phantoms,” 381–82.

23. A GATT panel ruling of noncompliance can shore up U.S. credibility
by enhancing the perceived legitimacy of American threat. According to
Ryan, Playing by the Rules, trade of‹cials in East Asia often regarded GATT
as the key because “it may determine win or lose for the U.S. If U.S. has a
strong GATT case, the case will go differently. The U.S. can use GATT as a
very effective tool” (43).

24. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 85; Elliott and
Richardson, “Determinants and Effectiveness,” 228–29.

25. Of all the countries targeted under Section 301, only three—the EU (in
various disputes between 1982 and 1991), Canada (1986, 1991, and 1993), and
China (in the textile dispute in 1983)—have ever counterretaliated against the
United States in past disputes. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation,
coded all disputes with countries with a record of counterretaliation as 1.
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However, since it seems reasonable that the United States would only be con-
cerned about counterretaliation from a speci‹c trading partner after it took
place, I only coded those disputes that occurred after the counterretaliation
episode as 1. It turns out that this modi‹cation to Bayard and Elliott’s origi-
nal coding method did not affect the interpretation of the relationship between
COUNTER and SUCCESS.

26. It is also possible to measure trade competitiveness by looking at the
number of overlaps between the top twenty sectors in which the United States
produces goods and services and the top twenty products the United States
imports from a particular country in a given year. This procedure is not fol-
lowed here because of the incomplete coverage of the industrial production
data and the dif‹culties of converting industrial production data into trade
data.

27. Speci‹cally, the country with the most competitive relationship with
the United States in a given year is assigned a number of 10. The competitive-
ness index for other U.S. trading partners in that year is adjusted accordingly.

28. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 84.
29. In my data set, the number of cases varies both cross-sectionally (i.e.,

thirteen cases for Japan and four for India) and in the time dimension (x cases
in 1975 and y cases in 1995), thus creating the problem of “uneven” panel data.
I used STATA to estimate probit models for such cross-sectional time-series
data sets where data for some of the time periods are missing. This method is
robust to the problem of unbalanced data. For an overview of cross-sectional
time-series (panel) data techniques and a discussion of why one does not need
to have balanced cases to generate appropriate results, see Greene, Economet-
ric Analysis, chap. 16; and Baltagi, Econometric Analysis of Panel Data. See
STATA manual version 6.0 for the practical issues.

30. Snyder, “Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics”; Huth, Extended
Deterrence; Fearon, “Signaling Foreign Policy Interests.”

31. Bayard and Elliott, in Reciprocity and Retaliation, did ‹nd a positive
and statistically signi‹cant relationship between TBAL and SUCCESS. This
discrepancy in test results may be due to different sample composition.

32. For arguments about why democracies may be more or less likely to
settle trade disputes cooperatively, see Dixon, “Democracy and the Manage-
ment of Con›ict”; Dixon, “Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement”; Ray-
mond, “Democracies, Disputes”; Bliss and Russett, “Democratic Trading
Partners”; Verdier, “Democratic Convergence and Free Trade”; Leeds,
“Domestic Political Institutions”; Reinhardt, “Aggressive Multilateralism”;
Mans‹eld, Milner, and Rosendorff, “Free to Trade”; and Sherman, “Democ-
racy and Trade Con›ict.” The widely used Polity III data developed by Jag-
gers and Gurr, in Polity III, are used to measure the regime type (REGIME)
of each of the target countries. By subtracting the target country’s autocratic
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index from its democratic index, I arrive at a continuous variable ranging from
–10 for a highly autocratic state to +10 for a highly democratic one.

33. See Drezner, Sanctions Paradox and “Outside the Box.”
34. The coding of this variable follows the scheme developed by Hufbauer,

Schott, and Elliott, in their study of the effectiveness of economic sanctions,
Economic Sanctions Reconsidered. It is coded as 1 if the relationship between
the United States and the target is antagonistic, 2 if the relationship is neutral,
and 3 if the relationship is cordial.

35. In this test, REGIME, GDPCAPITA, and ALIGNMENT turned out
to be individually insigni‹cant. The signi‹cance of the trade competitiveness
variable (COMPET) dropped to the .10 level with a one-tailed test as the stan-
dard error substantially increased with the addition of the two nonsigni‹cant
variables. A likelihood ratio test suggests that REGIME, GDPCAPITA, and
ALIGNMENT do not signi‹cantly contribute to the overall ‹t of the model.
In fact, the log likelihood of the restricted model is 33.35 and the log likelihood
of the unrestricted model is 33.16. The log likelihood ratio is only .38, which is
far from any conventional level of signi‹cance. Consequently, I accept the
restricted model, given the sample size and the additional loss of degrees of
freedom, without improved ‹t, associated with the unrestricted model. In
addition, restricting the parsimonious model even further by omitting COM-
PET results in a signi‹cant loss of ‹t, indicating that COMPET does
signi‹cantly contribute to the overall ‹t of the model. These test results are
available by request.

36. Maoz and Abdolali, “Regime Type and International Con›ict”;
Dixon, “Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement”; Levy, “Domestic Politics
and War”; Bremer, “Dangerous Dyads.”

37. Lardy, China in the World Economy, 83–84
38. Bayard and Elliott, Reciprocity and Retaliation, 460–61.
39. The twenty-‹ve U.S. trading partners are Canada, Japan, Mexico,

China, the EU, Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore, Malaysia, Brazil, Hong
Kong, Venezuela, Thailand, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Switzerland, Aus-
tralia, Indonesia, Israel, India, Argentina, Columbia, Dominican Republic,
Russia, and Nigeria.

40. The literature on democracy and democratization includes fairly simi-
lar criteria. Huntington, in The Third Wave, for example, considers a demo-
cratic system to be one in which “the most powerful collective decision makers
are selected through fair, honest, and periodic elections in which candidates
freely compete for votes and in which virtually all the adult population is eli-
gible to vote” (7). See also Dahl, Polyarchy. These criteria have also been used
in various studies of the relationship between regime type and international
security con›icts. See, for example, Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace;
Farber and Gowa, “Polities and Peace”; Mans‹eld and Snyder, “Democrati-
zation and the Danger of War.”

41. Jaggers and Gurr, Polity III.
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42. For example, the data have been used by Russett, Grasping the Demo-
cratic Peace; Mans‹eld and Snyder, “Democratization and the Danger of
War”; Farber and Gowa, “Polities and Peace”; and Oneal and Russett, “Clas-
sical Liberals Were Right.”

43. Alternatively, the REGIME index can be treated as a dichotomous
variable if we recode the original REGIME score greater than 10 as 1 and
those smaller than 10 as 0. Statistical tests using the dichotomous variable
yield essentially the same results. Since the EU is not rated in Jaggers and
Gurr’s data set from Polity III, the EU’s democracy score is derived by aver-
aging all member countries’ democracy scores in a given year. Some scholars
have argued that the EU suffers from a “democratic de‹cit” due to the lack of
democratic control of the national and European parliaments over the deci-
sion-making process in the European Council and the EU Council of Minis-
ters, as well as the secrecy and technocracy in the EU policy-making process.
Such a “democratic de‹cit” should cause the level of democracy in the EU to
be lower than the average of all EU member states. To take into account this
possibility, I recoded EU’s democracy score from the average of its member
states, 10, to 9 and then reran the models using the recoded democracy score
for the EU. Test results show that this procedure changes neither the sign nor
the signi‹cance of the results reported later using the average democracy score
of EC members. Consequently, I only report results of statistical analyses
using the average EC democracy level. For the “democratic de‹cit” argument,
see Featherstone, “Jean Monnet and the ‘Democratic De‹cit,’”; Scharpf,
“Economic Integration”; and Schmidt, “European Integration and Democ-
racy.”

44. Data for 1980–81 are based on IMF, Direction of Trade Statistics Year-
book.

45. Gowa and Mans‹eld, “Power Politics and International Trade”;
Mans‹eld and Bronson, “Political Economy of Major-Power Trade Flows.”
This assumption has encountered increasing criticism in recent years though.
For opposing arguments and empirical evidence, see Morrow, Siverson, and
Tabares, “Political Determinants of International Trade”; and Bliss and Rus-
sett, “Democratic Trading Partners.”

46. I considered controlling for country-speci‹c effects by creating a
dummy variable for each of the countries that have most frequently been sin-
gled out as the target of aggressive U.S. trade actions (such as Japan and
Europe). The expectation is that there should be more trade wars with coun-
tries that have received the most attention of U.S. trade negotiators. But since
the total number of cases involving each of these countries is fairly small com-
pared to the sample size, I did not include country-speci‹c dummy variables as
controls. In future research, I plan to test my hypotheses against a larger sam-
ple including a greater number of countries over a longer time span to ascer-
tain if certain countries are more likely to have trade wars with the United
States.

Notes to Pages 86–87 263



CHAPTER 4

1. For example, as part of the WTO agreement, China committed over a
span of ‹ve years to reduce tariffs and eliminate quantitative restrictions on
both industrial and agricultural products. It also agreed to open a broad range
of services, including telecommunications, insurance, banking, securities, and
professional services, to foreign service providers. These concessions, unprece-
dented in their scope, offered the prospect of greatly expanded market access
to China for a wide array of U.S. industries and sectors.

2. Lampton, “Ending the MFN Battle,” 7.
3. Yuan, “Sanctions, Domestic Politics,” 110–12.
4. For a more detailed discussion of the origin of the congressional debate

over China’s MFN status, see U.S. House Committee on Ways and Means,
Disapproval of Extension of Most-Favored-Nation Treatment, 1–2.

5. Dumbaugh, “Making of China Policy,” 17–18.
6. For instance, the bill introduced by Senate Majority Leader George

Mitchell in 1991 (S 1367) and another legislative proposal introduced in 1992
(HR 5318) threatened to cut off China’s MFN status unless it could be shown
that the Chinese government had stopped arrests of prodemocracy activists,
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