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    Introduction


    Natasha Kuhrt

    Marcin Kaczmarski


    Conceptualizing violence, and its close cousin, conflict, is not an easy task. All too often these terms are used very loosely and the interrelationship between the two phenomena tends to be poorly understood and defined. Rogers Brubaker and David Laitin in their work on ethnic and nationalist violence make the important point that conflict and violence should not be conflated. They argue that violence is not an inevitable outgrowth of conflict, noting that even “where violence is clearly rooted in preexisting conflict, it should not be treated as something that occurs automatically when the conflict reaches a certain ‘temperature.’” Violence is thus not a quantitative degree of conflict, but a qualitative form of conflict, with its own dynamic (Brubaker and Laitin 1998: 426).


    This special issue deals with the phenomenon of violence and the related field of conflict, in the post-Soviet space. The central preoccupation is to examine both political and legal discourses and practices of internal and external violence, broadly conceived, in this space. Simultaneously the special issue aspires to situate these discourses and practices in the broader literature on political violence, and to examine these from political, historical, legal, and security studies perspectives. We approach the problem of violence in the post-Soviet space on three levels: the international-structural; inter-state; and domestic-political. The articles focus on structural sources of violence: the role of democratization, and the relationship between violent behavior inside and outside the state. The contributors also analyze the role of the Russian Federation in generating, perpetuating, and mitigating political violence. Finally, a bottom-up approach, exploring how non-state actors contribute to political violence, is applied.


    Several aspects distinguish violence in the post-Soviet space when compared to other regions.


    The heritage of the Chechen wars continues to exercise its influence in all dimensions: domestic, at the inter-state level, and outside of the post-Soviet space itself. This conflict has to a large extent corrupted the Russian state institutions rather than provided for the emergence of a “strong state.” The case of justice for the victim, presented by Danielle Jackman in this issue, remains the exception rather than the rule. Moreover, the assassinations of key figures engaged in protecting the rights of victims, including Anna Politkovskaya, Stanislav Markelov, and Natal’ia Estemirova, illustrate the long-term negative trend. Russia’s attempts to “outsource” violence as embodied in the Putin regime’s policies of “Chechenization,” allow Kadyrov to run Chechnya as a brutal semi-personalized fiefdom (Russell 2011; Galeotti 2014). Further, while Chechnya is held up by Russia as a pacified region, the North Caucasus has become a breeding ground for jihad, and we now see a growing trend of “foreign fighters” from the region traveling to Syria and Iraq (Marton and Kiss).


    Secondly, Russia has been playing a dual role: of both peace-maker and perpetrator of inter-state violence. In the early 1990s, Russian diplomatic efforts and selective use of force led to the “freezing” of a number of inter-state and inter-ethnic conflicts along the post-Soviet peripheries. The most recent exemplification of Russia’s role was Moscow’s mediation in the 2016 “four-day war” between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh. At the same time, Russia’s military interventions stand in stark contrast to such peace-making endeavors, starting with war against Georgia in 2008, followed by the annexation of Crimea and a “silent intervention” in the conflict in Eastern Ukraine. It is against this backdrop that Hanna Smith analyzes the Kremlin’s approach to security threats over the past sixteen years by evaluating successive iterations of the Russian Federation’s National Security Strategy.


    Finally, there is a surprising lack of correlation between the level of violence inside the state and its international behavior. As Anaïs Marin demonstrates in her contribution, for the majority of post-Soviet states a domestically violent authoritarian system does not in fact translate into propensity to use force abroad, against other states. Interestingly, however, Russia remains an exception to this rule.


    When Vladimir Putin took over the reins of power from Yeltsin, his mandate was in large part linked to his prosecution of the second Chechen War. His three presidential administrations have been punctuated by terrorist attacks in Russia proper (beginning with the controversial apartment bombings; then Beslan and others) and an ongoing insurgency in the North Caucasus. The year 2008 saw the Russo–Georgian war, followed by the annexation of Crimea in 2014, and a simmering separatist conflict in the Donbas with strong links to Moscow. In 2015 the Russian military embarked on an aerial campaign in Syria to support the embattled regime of Bashir al-Assad.


    Given the growing plethora of security threats, from the Kremlin’s perspective, it starts to look, as in the Soviet period, very much as if Russia were “encircled” by threats. Putin had come to power on the strength of his pledge to rid Russia of terrorists and to reassert state power. The Beslan siege had appeared to undermine his image as “strongman,” and Putin was criticized not only by nationalist elements but also by those in the security structures close to him, the siloviki, who began to gain in prominence, along with the oligarchs (Tsygankov 2016). Over time, however, Putin came to rely more heavily on the siloviki and military elites, who favored a strong state, rather than the oligarchs (Tsygankov 2014: 105). The consolidation of the state was a pre-requisite for reasserting the state’s monopoly on violence, which appeared to be undermined by non-state actors, notably first by nationalists in Chechnya, then by insurgents in the wider North Caucasus. The establishment of the state as “power container” par excellence was Putin’s aim (Giddens 1987).


    Several events at the regional and global levels in the 2000s were key points in the crystallization of Putin’s evolving views on security and how to deal with threats. The war in Iraq in 2003, which Putin condemned as unlawful regime change, was followed by several so-called “color revolutions” in the post-Soviet space, the “Orange Revolution” in Ukraine, as well as the “Rose Revolution” in Georgia and the “Tulip Revolution” in Kyrgyzstan. For Putin and his colleagues, these were all of a piece: the color revolutions were depicted as being inspired by US liberal ideology, just as the Iraq war was a neo-con ideological project wherein Iraq would be the first building block in democracy promotion across the Middle East. The later “Arab revolutions” starting in 2011, confirmed to the Kremlin the danger in supporting regime change, which could only lead to chaos and instability. Fear of contagion and spillover of the violence and unrest to the post-Soviet region was also a factor, in particular in the case of Syria.


    Unrest in Russia itself, notably the December 2011 demonstrations following the elections, as well as the Bolotnaia protests, while not amounting to “color revolutions,” were nevertheless significant challenges to the regime, and allowed the Russian government to justify to some extent, a rejection of liberal policies (Sakwa 2015).


    Any actions to overthrow the established state that might lead to chaos and instability are seen from the Russian state perspective as a grave threat to regional and global order and the internal–external security nexus has thus become more and more tightly interwoven. The legitimizing “glue” that bonds this nexus has increasingly become a nationalist discourse. In the nationalism literature the debate as to whether nationalism is inherently violent has a long pedigree. Jack Snyder saw the end of the Cold War as increasing the prevalence of nationalism by forcing the post-Communist states into a “dangerous transition towards democratic, market societies” (Snyder 2000: 20). For Snyder democratization itself has in many cases led to violence. Yet although this was the case with respect to the former Yugoslavia, violence in the former Soviet space was surprisingly limited by comparison. Of course, the nature of the breakup of Yugoslavia on the one hand, and the USSR on the other, was qualitatively different. All former republics accepted Russia as the continuer state of the USSR while Milosevic’s claim was rejected by the other Yugoslav entities.


    Although at first sight the break-up of the Soviet Union appears much less bloody, violence has permeated the post-Soviet space since then. It is both material and at the same time constitutes a threatening potentiality. The annexation of Crimea, and the Russian–Ukrainian conflict remain the most visible recent eruptions of violence, but the two and a half decades following the Soviet collapse witnessed a series of inter-state and intra-state armed conflicts throughout the region. New sites of violence, such as borders between Central Asian states, continue to emerge. Here, discourse on both domestic and regional security is dominated by the narratives of potential violence against the three “evils” of terrorism, separatism, and extremism, promoted particularly within the forum of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Violence has become an intrinsic element of the post-Soviet state and often permeates everyday life. While at least in the first couple of decades after the collapse of the USSR, there was, it’s true, no full-scale war such as was seen in Yugoslavia, there was continuing brutality in Chechnya, albeit now “outsourced” to Ramzan Kadyrov, as part of the policy of Chechenization (Hughes 2012), the insurgency across the North Caucasus, as well a simmering tensions in Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistria. Yet in the 2009 Russian National Security Strategy it was declared that Russia had “largely overcome the contradictions of the early 2000s.”


    Already by the time of the Munich conference of 2007, the security canvas was being stretched extremely wide, as multiple threats were securitized by the regime, leading to what the Copenhagen school has termed “an excessive widening of security” (Buzan and Hansen 2009: 214).


    The special issue opens with an article by Anaïs Marin, who investigates the interface between violent domestic political systems and the propensity of post-Soviet states to engage in militarized disputes. While the level of intra-state violence has remained high throughout the post-Soviet space, inter-state conflicts are relatively rare. The relationship between growing authoritarianism and foreign policy aggressiveness can be easily observed in the case of Russia. However, states with entrenched authoritarian systems, such as Belarus, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan, are in fact, in the words of Marin, “paragons of peaceful dictatorships.” The study by Marin analyzes the patterns of behavior of twelve post-Soviet states between 1992 and 2014. Marin argues that there is no clear link between the level of authoritarianism and aggressive foreign policy behavior. Instead, it is the degree of stability which plays a vital role, i.e. the more consolidated a regime, the more peaceful its foreign policy. Marin grounds her argument in the broader literature on the democratic peace and the “rogue states.” In addition, she proposes a typology of conflict-prone regimes in post-Soviet Eurasia.


    Next, Hanna Smith analyzes this broadening of security threats, tracing the evolution of threat perceptions from the early 2000s. What are the consequences of this seemingly endless proliferation of threats listed in the Russian National Security Strategies—is this simply a “laundry list” of threats? As Smith suggests, they lead, amongst other things, to a sense of embattlement, of being “under siege” with “the enemy at the gate” (Monaghan 2008), and in this scenario, violence or the use of force can be justified more easily, in particular if it is presented as necessary to avert an imminent threat. The “enemy” is increasingly becoming identified with the West, and as Hanna Smith points out, the former Soviet states are increasingly viewed by Russia as part of an out-group rather than an in-group.


    Mischa Gabowitsch notes the growing importance of commemoration and memorialization in Putin’s Russia. This should be seen as part and parcel of the preoccupation, nearing fixation, on the past. Here we also see the way in which security threats proliferate: thus attempts to “revise the results of the Second World War” began to be described as threats to national security (Kuhrt 2012: 425). The 2007 Foreign Policy Survey already pointed to historical revisionism as a threat. Gabowitsch explains how the tradition of what he calls “panhistorical militarism” is embodied in the construction of a new, vast “Russian Arlington.” The recent scale of anti-Western rhetoric masks the fact that this new national cemetery was, initially, modeled on its US counterpart, even though in the event it has come to serve as “a departmental cemetery for the defense ministry” which spearheaded the initiative. Gabowitsch also explains that the armed forces’ direct involvement in this project is part and parcel of the practice of involving them in public commemoration “as a form of compensation for its [the military’s] lack of political influence.” Importantly, the author demonstrates the unquestioned “unproblematic continuity” between Soviet and post-Soviet Russia: i.e. while hitherto, veterans and relatives of victims of the Afghan and Chechen Wars had to make do with memorials and cemeteries dedicated to the Great Patriotic War, and were denied public recognition, with the building of Russia’s “Arlington,” the “equitable juxtaposition” of conflicts seems to be underlined, lending legitimacy to the more recent wars. Despite this, however, the conflict in the Donbas remains unacknowledged in the public arena, and the secrecy extends to military casualties and their burial. Gabowitsch notes the contrast with Ukraine, where the commemoration and burial of the victims of Maidan and Ukrainian soldiers who died in the Donbas have been the subject of much public debate.


    Olga Lebedeva’s piece introduces the “Topography of Terror” website linked to the International Memorial Society research project “Moscow: Sites of Memory.” The website’s aim is to map out—quite literally—the sites of past political repression and state killings across Moscow. This project is part of Memorial’s ongoing mission to commemorate the victims of state terror. It also represents an attempt to reconnect present-day Moscow citizens with their city and its past; the aim is to bring the history of state violence into the public sphere, thereby transforming people’s relationships to urban spaces, communities, and politics in the present. Memorial’s current project is inspired by the Topographie des Terrors in Berlin, but the political environment is more difficult in today’s Russia where as the article points out, “there is no public consensus about the state security apparatus in Soviet history,” and where the pressure being exerted on civil society by the state is intense, such that, for example, the different branches of Memorial have now been officially declared “foreign agents.”[1] Part of the aim of this project is to encourage reflection on individual civic responsibility; Memorial researchers thus see their remit as consisting in revealing “the entire chain of repressive orders,” acknowledging that “every step involved in state crimes is connected to concrete decisions made by specific people.” Russia is of course not alone in finding coming to terms with the past a difficult enterprise, and issues of civic responsibility have likewise become especially acute and relevant again throughout the West, too, with the current rise of xenophobia and populism.


    The connection between physical sites of violence and processes of remembering and forgetting is also explored by a report on the “Places of Amnesia” conference held in Cambridge, UK, earlier this year. As this report shows, there is a clear value in interdisciplinary research that can bring together those working on historical, cultural, psychological, and sociological issues within the broad field of Memory Studies.


    Two subsequent articles deal with the domestic-international (transnational) dimension of violence in the post-Soviet space.


    Danielle Jackman analyzes the role of transnational human rights networks, centered around and partially established by one of the harshest critics of Putin’s policy in Chechnya, the Russian journalist, Anna Politkovskaya. The case under study is the abduction and murder of the Chechen civilian, Zelimkhan Murdalov. Jackman traces the process through which Politkovskaya, supported by human rights activists from Russia, Chechnya, and the West, managed to achieve what she calls “partial justice.” The case of convicted Russian police officer, Sergei Lapin, represents one of a few such episodes, when the Russian state convicted one of its agents for the human rights violations, perpetrated during the Second Chechen War. As Jackman argues, such a result was possible due to a number of factors: determination on the part of Politkovskaya herself; support from Russian and local human rights activists; and the high levels of publicity that the case received, combined with the Kremlin’s willingness to co-opt and empower local elites in the process of “Chechenization.”


    Péter Marton and Annamária Kiss in their review article explore yet another implication of the Chechen wars: the participation of Chechen veterans in “foreign” conflicts in Ukraine, Syria, and Iraq. The two authors focus on mechanisms of mobilization, distinguishing between two major types of engaged combatants, those supporting Chechnya’s leader Ramzan Kadyrov, and those promoting the Islamist cause. The question of the motives and inspirations of foreign fighters—i.e. those volunteering to participate in conflicts outside of their societies with no primary economic incentive—requires grounding in the literature on rebellion, social movements, transnational activism, and mobilization. Chechen combatants have been joining both sides of the Ukrainian conflict and various factions in Syria and Iraq. At the same time, the state plays a number of roles in fueling the phenomenon of foreign fighters. As Marton and Kiss argue, Russia and Chechnya support participation of Chechen combatants on the side of Donbas separatists, while Ukraine tacitly accepts Chechen volunteers fighting alongside the Ukrainian forces. The state thread is less obvious in the case of Chechen fighters in Syria and Iraq, though it seems plausible that the Russian security services at least acquiesce, if not urge, militants from the North Caucasus to go abroad.


    It might behoove us to bear in mind Donald Horowitz’ dictum regarding the nature of “meta-conflicts,” i.e. “conflicts about the nature of conflict itself.” This is in turn a key part of the conflict (Horowitz 2001). Thinking about Russia’s foreign policy towards the West over the past decade, this could be a useful paradigm: the West sees Crimea as “annexation”; Russia terms it “reintegration.” The West sees events in Eastern Ukraine as an inter-state war: Ukraine sees this as terrorism, while Russia has suggested it is a war of resistance. The war in Georgia to Russia was variously either a “humanitarian intervention,” or a justified act of self-defense on Russia’s part. Further, Russia’s discourse of a peaceful and pacified Chechnya could also be seen as a de-securitization process.


    As the articles in this special issue demonstrate, post-Soviet politics remains permeated with violence. We follow Thomas Claire’s call (2011) to “talk about ‘violence’”—violence which all too often may be obscured by terms such as “the use of force,” “legitimate intervention,” or other terminology—and to this end, we attempt to uncover these hidden meanings, and to explore the multiple forms that violence and conflict take in our region.
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    Does State Violence Translate into a More Bellicose Foreign Behavior? Domestic Predictors of International Conflict-Propensity in Post-Soviet Eurasia


    Anaïs Marin[*]


    Abstract: With the questioning of the democratic peace axiom according to which democracies do not go to war with one another, scholars in comparative politics started investigating whether authoritarian regimes are more prone to launch or escalate an international conflict. Empirical studies have shown that state violence is often reflected in more aggressive foreign policy behavior. “Rogueness,” measured by the intensity of state violence (political repression, systematic torture), is usually correlated with a greater propensity to use force first in interstate disputes. Whereas Russia illustrates this “warmonger rogue” behavior, in other post-Soviet Eurasian countries the correlation is not fully verified, however. Building on empirical data on interstate conflict-onset, this paper demonstrates that violence-intensity at home does not necessarily translate into more bellicosity abroad. Belarus, Turkmenistan, and to some extent Kazakhstan are at the same time rogue countries—in the original sense of the term—and peaceful players (“peaceniks”) in IR. Refining existing authoritarian regime typologies, the paper singles out which regime and leadership features are conducive to international conflict-propensity, or war avoidance, in the region. Findings are not fully conclusive, but they contribute to highlighting the impact of underexplored domestic variables to explain variations in the conflict-propensity of transiting regimes.


    Keywords: rogues, authoritarian regime-types, violence, conflict-propensity, foreign policy behavior, post-Soviet Eurasia.


    Introduction


    Intuitively, one would assume that dictators have a more hawkish foreign policy than democratic rulers. The 20th century bore many bloodthirsty autocrats who behaved like renegades in international affairs. While perpetrating mass killings at home, Adolf Hitler, Pol Pot, Idi Amin Dada, Muammar Gaddafi, and Saddam Hussein, to mention but the most (in)famous ones, pursued a bellicose policy towards their neighbors. Closer to us chronologically, Vladimir Putin’s regime, while backsliding into authoritarianism over the past decade, got Russia involved in two interstate armed conflicts: in 2008, when it launched a Blitzkrieg against Georgia to prevent its South Caucasian neighbor from forcefully regaining control of breakaway Abkhazia and South Ossetia; and since early 2014 in providing military support to separatists in Eastern Ukraine against the Western-backed government that emerged from the Euromaidan protests in Kiev. Whereas a number of domestic variables can explain the bellicosity of warmongers such as Putin’s Russia, the same variables fail to explain why other states, such as Belarus, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan, are paragons of “peaceful dictatorships.” Throughout post-Soviet Eurasia, levels of intrastate violence, whether due to terrorism, ethnic conflicts, or political repressions, are particularly high. This does not systematically translate into a more conflict-prone or violent behavior in interstate relations however. Understanding why is the main ambition of this paper.


    The study covers the period from 1992 to 2014 and includes the 12 countries of the ex-USSR commonly referred to as “post-Soviet Eurasian” states.[1] The region is representative of the many paths regimes in transition from post-totalitarian rule can embark on. Our sample includes five cases from Central Asia, three from the South Caucasus, three Slavic countries, and Moldova—which is the most advanced in terms of democratic reforms. Like Ukraine and Georgia, which most typologies consider as hybrid regimes, Moldova aims at a rapprochement with the EU and is therefore eager to comply with Western human rights and democratic values. At the other extreme of the spectrum are personalist dictatorships (Belarus, Azerbaijan) and Central Asian neo-patrimonial regimes (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan) which are all more or less consolidated autocracies. Somewhere in between are competitive authoritarian regimes (Russia), as well as hybrid regimes still oscillating between illiberal democracy and the temptation of further autocratization (Kyrgyzstan, Armenia).


    Taking conflict-propensity, which we deem to be illustrative of violent foreign policy behavior in IR, as our dependent variable, we analyze the impact of two governance variables that signal a regime’s penchant for illegitimate or abusive violence in domestic affairs: rogueness (coercion against a regime’s own population), and authoritarianism.


    The objective is to test and possibly contest the hypothesis that high levels of state violence (rogueness) and non-democratic political authority necessarily translate into more aggressive foreign policy, that is, into a higher propensity to start an interstate conflict or to use force first in an existing dispute. Whereas scholarship on the foreign policy behavior of authoritarian regimes postulates the existence of such a connection (Wilkenfeld 1973; Russett and Oneal 2001; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003), our findings suggest otherwise. In post-Soviet Eurasia three anomalies—Belarus, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan—apparently contradict the assumption that a regime’s violent behavior towards its own population translates into more bellicose foreign policy.


    The paper is structured as follows: the next section offers a critical overview of the democratic peace debates and the “rogue states” literature, which have provided until now the main lenses through which to apprehend the relationship between coercive and aggressive state policies. It also presents the key contributions of academic scholarship on the foreign policy behavior of authoritarian regimes as well as the “dictatorial peace” hypothesis. The third section presents the paper’s research design and empirical data: conflict-propensity, as measured by records of conflict-onset for the 12 countries of our sample between 1992 and 2010 (from the Correlates of War dataset), and the two sets of independent variables—the intensity of domestic state violence, measured by the Purdue Political Terror Scale (PTS); and the level of authoritarian political authority, as measured by the Polity IV dataset, and taking into account the distinctive features of post-Soviet Eurasian regime types and leadership style. Summing up the results, the fourth section discusses the findings and proposes a typology of conflict-prone regimes in post-Soviet Eurasia. It shows that governance variables fail to explain satisfactorily the observed variations in conflict-propensity, and argues that alternative variables might be more determining. As foreseen by the theoretical literature on the conflict-propensity of dictatorships, the relative (in)stability of each regime seems to also play a role: the more consolidated a regime—be it democratic or authoritarian—the more peaceful its foreign policy.


    The “Dictatorial Peace” Hypothesis


    While demonstrating, almost uncontestably, that “democracies do not engage one another in wars” and that “dyads consisting of two full democracies are more peaceful than all other pairs of regime types,” the democratic peace hypothesis (Gieseler 2004) did not lead to establishing that all non-democracies are more prone to start a war. In fact, since the end of the Second World War no two personalist dictators or two military regimes have gone to war with each other (Peceny et al. 2002). Can we then, as Mark Peceny and his colleagues have done, speak of a “dictatorial peace”? This paper argues that in post-Soviet Eurasia some authoritarian regimes are actually less conflict-prone than average. Although scholars have found “no unambiguous evidence of a dictatorial peace to match the robustness of the democratic peace” hypothesis (ibid.), this apparent oxymoron has some paradigmatic value.


    Now considered almost as a scientific law in IR studies (Gieseler 2004), the democratic peace postulate extends the theory of war avoidance developed by Kant in his “Perpetual Peace” philosophical sketch (1795). Confirmed by extensive empirical evidence,[2] this law has stamped the lenses through which scholars analyze the foreign policy behavior of non-democratic countries as well.


    Unfortunately, the democratic peace is limitative because it gives a black-or-white picture of political regimes (Rosato 2003), thus obscuring the hybrid nature of most non-democracies (Diamond 2002). Be it at home or on the diplomatic arena, not all dictators behave the same way. Single party regimes for example are less repressive and less conflict-prone than other dictatorships (Weeks 2012)—hence the hypothesis of a “dictatorial” (Peceny et al. 2002), “tyrannical” (Davenport 2007), or “authoritarian peace” (Ishiyama et al. 2008). On the other hand democratic leaders can choose to reverse the virtuous cycle of democratic peace and engage in vicious cycles of warfare (Russett and Oneal 2001), turning into “warlike democracies” (Risse-Kappen 1995), allegedly for the sake of advancing the democratic cause abroad.


    Democratic peace theories fail to explain the subsequent anti-model of a rogue state which is as cautious as democratic countries are about initiating a militarized dispute (Ray 1995). Statistics on the war propensity of capitalist and socialist countries during the Cold War show that “while ‘democratic’ states may have rarely fought with each other, ‘advanced socialist states’ appear to have rarely fought at all” (Oren and Hays 1997: 495). In other words, many of the “laws” identified by democratic peace theories eventually apply to the foreign policy behavior of non-democracies as well. Whether their relative conflict-proneness is indeed connected to domestic features of state governance (coercion intensity, regime type, leadership style, and the dictator’s psychology) remains understudied, however.


    Do All Rogues Behave Aggressively? State Violence and the First Use of Force in IR


    The foreign policy of authoritarian regimes has often been apprehended through the misleading prism of the “rogue state” rhetoric. Yet state rogueness initially refers to a violent pattern of domestic political behavior, in other words to a regime’s systematic use of political violence against its own population. This is measured against the yardstick of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights (Litwak 2000), which proclaims and protects the integrity, rights and freedoms of all human beings.


    A semantic shift occurred, however, that led to qualifying some countries as “rogue” because of their anti-Western attitudes and notably their ambition to challenge the United States’ hegemony in the post-Cold War, unipolar world order. First in the list were “renegade” international players seeking to acquire weapons of mass destruction (WMD) (Nincic 2005). Yet the banalization of the “rogue state” narrative in American journalistic discourses about (against) Washington’s remaining enemies after the demise of the Soviet Union—Cuba, North Korea, Iran, Libya, etc.—led to politicizing the notion further. The Pentagon came to use the “rogue” category for ostracizing international competitors and justifying ex ante the toppling of dictators abroad—including democratically-elected leaders—in regions where the US have strategic and economic interests. Under the Reagan administration the “academic” literature on rogue states subsequently developed an incestuous relationship with U.S. foreign policy decision-making circles (Oren and Hays 1997). In the 1990s the rogue state rhetoric turned into a propaganda tool in support of the “just war” concept, Pax Americana interventions, and pro-democracy crusades against pariah regimes. Not only was “the rogue label … rendered analytically meaningless by the selective and inconsistent way in which it was applied to US opponents”—Cuba topping the list, whereas Syria was conveniently left off (Caprioli and Trumbore 2003: 383–84). It failed to account for the authentic measures of rogueness, that is to say when a highly coercive regime commits genocide, systematic torture, political repression, and other violations of human rights and civil freedoms.


    This flaw was first noticed and theorized by feminist IR scholars Mary Caprioli and Peter Trumbore. They identified three patterns of domination characteristic of a rogue’s domestic behavior which, they argue, reflect in its foreign policy behavior. Their Rogue State Index combines measures of domestic discrimination (gender inequality and ethnic discrimination) and state repression (as measured by the Purdue Political Terror Scale). According to them “first use of force” better characterizes foreign policy behavior than dispute initiation (conflict-onset). The latter is a more widespread unit for measuring a state’s aggressiveness in IR, referring to the propensity to pick a fight, whereas the former measures a state’s propensity to strike the first blow in an existing international dispute (Ibid.: 387). Their results show that rogue states are indeed more likely to use force first—at least this was the case during the timespan of their measurements (1980–92). Running their model, they find out that at the highest levels of domestic discrimination and repression, rogue states were more than eight times more likely to use force first in international disputes (Ibid.: 393). Yet in post-Soviet Eurasia highly repressive regimes, such as Belarus or Turkmenistan which match their definition of a rogue state, have never got involved in a violent armed conflict.


    Rogue, Pariah… and Yet Peaceful


    Studies on conflict propensity build on the hardly contestable postulate that domestic norms of political behavior are “mirrored” in a state’s international conduct. Where scholarship on the foreign policy behavior of authoritarian states is mistaken, however, is when it claims that this transference of norms “cannot be considered a selective process” (Caprioli and Trumbore 2003: 379). Three “anomalies” in our sample—“peacenik rogues” Belarus, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan—illustrate the case of dictatorships which do choose not to transfer their coercive ways (intense political violence) into an aggressive foreign policy (bellicosity). Whereas classical literature on authoritarianism argues that in sultanistic regimes the cult of the chief’s personality serves as an ideology (Linz and Stepan 1996), in Turkmenistan for example it is not exclusive of it, and the idea of peace is actually a pillar value of state ideology (Anceschi 2008). When he proclaimed the country’s “permanent neutrality,” and upon joining the Non-Aligned Movement in 1995, then president of Turkmenistan Saparmurat Niyazov referred to his country’s traditions to justify his intention of staying away from potentially conflictogenous alliances (Hiro 2009; Jeangène Vilmer 2010; Anceschi 2010).


    In the case of Belarus the peace ideology is actually put forward to dissimulate the structural and material incapacity of the country to stand the consequences of a potential war given the neighbors it has (Russia on one side, NATO members on the other). This geopolitical factor cannot be deemed to be solely a control variable when analyzing conflict-propensity—or war avoidance, for that matter. Lukashenka is fighting hard to defend Belarus’s sovereignty from Russian influence and appetites, and to make his own voice heard in world affairs, albeit with limited success. Peaceful relations with neighbors, EU ones included, require a diplomatic tact which he lacks, hence his pariah status. His “dictaplomatic” tactics have, however, been efficient so far when it comes to maintaining the status quo: securing Russia’s material support and shielding his regime from the contagion of democracy as it is promoted by the West (Marin 2013). Lukashenka’s oftentimes aggressive diplomatic moves—expelling Western diplomats, antagonizing neighboring Poland, criticizing Putin’s foreign policy in Eurasia—fall short of provoking violent disputes, however: not a single border clash involving post-Soviet Belarus appears in the global records of militarized interstate disputes.


    The following section presents in more detail the dataset and variables used for analyzing to what extent variations in the international conflict-propensity of post-Soviet Eurasian countries (our dependent variable) are correlated with internal levels of political violence and these countries’ respective regime types (independent variables).


    Research Design: Domestic Predictors of International Conflict-Propensity


    The monadic linkage between internal political violence and international conflict-proneness is hard to model for at least two reasons. The first relates to data. Depending on the variables used for measuring violence, autocratic power-concentration and international aggressiveness, the search for connections between a regime’s violent and/or authoritarian governance, and its bellicose foreign policy behavior, will bring about different results. The second concerns the coding methodology and the definition of appropriate control variables. This explains why scholarship on interstate dispute initiation has produced mixed findings so far.


    Measuring Violence in Foreign Policy Behavior: The COW Dataset


    The most widely accepted global dataset for measuring conflict-proneness is compiled by the investigators of the Correlates of War (COW) project. The COW database records the frequency of conflict-initiation and the violence intensity of all militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) that have occurred in the world since 1816. Violence-intensity is measured on a scale from level 1 (hostility without militarized action) to level 5 (war), itself disaggregated in a 21-entry repertoire of actions (Jones et al. 1996; Kenwick et al. 2013). MIDs are defined as “conflicts in which one or more states threaten, display or use force against one or more other states, explicitly targeted towards the government, official representatives, official forces, property or territory of another state.” Disputes are composed of incidents that range in intensity from threats to use force to actual combat—short of war[3] (Jones et al. 1996: 163). Each event is given a number under which the dispute “narrative” (a brief summary of key actors and actions in the conflict) is catalogued. For each MID the dataset indexes the countries involved (“participants”) with coding rules (0/1) signaling which participant was the “originator” of the dispute.


    Table 1 hereafter reproduces all the entries from the COW dataset on MIDs that concern post-Soviet Eurasian countries between 1992 and 2010.[4] The table clearly shows that during that period Russia is the country of our sample which initiated the most disputes (61)—hence its “warmonger” status in our typology—followed by “bellicists” Azerbaijan (15), Uzbekistan (12), and Armenia (10)—at a much lower level though.

  




  
    Table 1. Conflict-propensity, as measured by the number of violence-intense Military Interstate Disputes (MIDs), short of war, originated by each post-Soviet Eurasian country during the 1992-2010 period (in decreasing order of hostility level)


    
      
        	
          CATEGORY (author’s typology)

        

        	
          WARMONGER

        

        	
          BELLICISTS

        

        	
          SEMI-WARRIORS

        

        	
          PEACENIKS

        
      


      
        	
          Country abbreviation (COW country code)

        

        	
          RUS (365)

        

        	
          UZB (704)

        

        	
          AZE (373)

        

        	
          ARM (371)

        

        	
          KYR (703)

        

        	
          TAJ (702)

        

        	
          GRG (372)

        

        	
          UKR (369)

        

        	
          MOL (359)

        

        	
          KZK (705)

        

        	
          BLR (370)

        

        	
          TKM (701)

        
      


      
        	
          Number of MIDs, of which:

        

        	
          65

        

        	
          14

        

        	
          16

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Originated by this country

        

        	
          61

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          8

        

        	
          11

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Hostility level 3 & 4

        

        	
          48

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Hostility level 3 & 4 MIDs originated by country, of which

        

        	
          46

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          10

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          Level 3 hostility MIDs, of which highest actions (by type)

        

        	
          28

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          7 (show of force)

        

        	
          15

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          8 (alert)

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          9 (nuclear alert)

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          10 (mobilization)

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          11 (fortify border)

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        
      


      
        	
          12 (border violation)

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          Level 4 hostility MIDs, of which highest actions (by type)

        

        	
          18

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          6

        

        	
          9

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          13 (blockade)

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          14 (occupation of territory)

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          15 (seizure)

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          16 (attack)

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          4

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          17 (clash)

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          3

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          5

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          18 (declaration of war)

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      


      
        	
          19 (use CBR weapons)

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        

        	
          0

        
      

    


    Source: Palmer et al. (2015) and author’s calculations based on the dataset from Correlates of War project, Data on Military Interstate Disputes from 1816-2010 at the participant level (contains one record per militarized dispute participant), file MIDB_4.01.csv, www.correlatesofwar.org/data-sets/MIDs.

  


  
    Most of their post-Soviet neighbors were more selective about getting involved in a MID (hence they fit in our “semi-warrior” category), or avoided them altogether, as did “peacenik” Belarus and Turkmenistan. This preliminary result poses a methodological challenge, namely that of defining and pondering the appropriate control variables. Whereas size and overall capability (including, of course, military capacity) arguably augment the conflict-propensity of a major military power such as Russia, these factors do not explain the relative bellicosity of a much smaller and poorer country such as Armenia, for example.


    Independent Variable 1: “Rogueness,” as Measured by the Political Terror Scale (PTS)


    The Rogue State Index developed by Caprioli and Trumbore (2003) for measuring domestic state violence is based on an assessment of two important features of state violence—discrimination and repression. Yet relying on gender inequality as evidence of discrimination is not entirely relevant for evaluating state violence in post-Soviet contexts. Sticking with a narrower definition of “rogueness,” our index compares levels of political repression as measured by the Purdue Political Terror Scale (PTS).


    The Political Terror Scale (PTS) measures levels of political violence and terror that a country experiences in a particular year based on a 5-level “terror scale” originally developed by Freedom House. It is based on the assessment of violence along three dimensions: the scope of state violence, its intensity, and range (Wood and Gibney 2010: 373). The data used for compiling the PTS scores come from three different sources: the yearly country reports of Amnesty International, the U.S. State Department Country Reports on Human Rights Practices, and Human Rights Watch’s World Reports.
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