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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Neoclassical realism and Italy’s military behaviour, 1946–2010:
a combined dyad/nation analysis
Paolo Rosa, Stefano Benati , Paolo Foradori and Gian Marco Longoni

School of International Studies, University of Trento, Trento, Italy

ABSTRACT
This article carries out a quantitative analysis of the military
behaviour of Italy from 1946 to 2010 using neoclassical realism as
the theoretical framework. By overcoming the limits of traditional
explanations of Italian security and defence policies, neoclassical
realism provides new insight into Italy’s involvement in militarized
interstate disputes by taking into account both systemic and
domestic variables. The method used is a combination of dyad
analysis introduced by Stuart Bremer in 1992 and the analysis of
unit-level variables, which is distinctive of neoclassical realism. An
analytical model is developed, and bivariate and multivariate
analyses are performed to explain the impact of the variables. By
empirically testing a set of hypotheses, the study argues that
Italian military behaviour is a function of the country’s relative
power as well as the levels of elite instability and regime
vulnerability, the extraction capacity of the state, and the degree
of elite consensus. The study contributes to the existing scientific
debate on the determinants of Italian international behaviour and
to the literature on neoclassical realism by demonstrating that its
main propositions apply to a case of middle power and that these
propositions can be tested on a large scale through quantitative
approaches.
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Introduction

Using neoclassical realism as the theoretical framework, this article carries out a prelimi-
nary quantitative analysis of the impact of both international and domestic variables in
explaining Italy’s military behaviour. The period considered spans from the end of
World War II to 2010.1 The method used is a combination of dyads analysis introduced
by Stuart Bremer in 1992 and the analysis of unit-level variables, which is distinctive of neo-
classical realism. In the first section, the traditional accounts of Italian military behaviour
are examined, and their limits and shortcomings in explaining how and why Italy
became involved in military disputes are highlighted. In the second section, the neoclas-
sical realist approach is presented as an effective alternative that can enhance our under-
standing of Italian military behaviour. In the third section, the analytical model is
delineated, hypotheses are formulated, and the variables are operationalized. In the
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fourth section, the empirical data are analysed, and in the conclusion the evidence is sum-
marized and discussed.

The article presents the argument that – as correctly predicted by our neoclassical
realism-inspired model – Italian military behaviour represents reactions to changes in
the balance of power, but at the same time, it is also a function of the country’s levels
of elite instability and regime vulnerability, the extraction capacity of the state, and the
degree of elite consensus regarding the perception of an external threat and the best
way to confront it.

The results of the bivariate and multivariate analysis show a substantial consistency
between the hypotheses generated by neoclassical realism and the Italian military behav-
iour. The findings demonstrate that variations in the balance of power prompt Italy to
adopt a more assertive military behaviour, but that the systemic-induced effects can be
mitigated or enhanced by important domestic conditions, such as the level of regime vul-
nerability or consensus among the political elites.

Through a theoretically grounded and methodologically rigorous analysis, this study
contributes to the existing scholarship on Italy’s foreign policy by providing a general
explanation of its military behaviour since the end of World War II. Moreover, the study
also contributes to the scientific debate on neoclassical realism by demonstrating that
its main propositions apply to a case of middle power such as Italy and that these prop-
ositions can be tested on a large scale through quantitative approaches.

Competing explanations for Italy’s military behaviour

The main interpretations of Italy’s international behaviour address, in a somewhat con-
trasting way, either the constraining effect of international structure or the overriding
role played by bottom-up domestic pressures.

According to the first perspective, since the end of the Second World War, Italy’s politi-
cal and military posture and actions have been constrained by the international system in
which the country operated.2 Pasquino (1974), Di Nolfo (1977, 1979), and Santoro (1991)
underscored the idea that the advent of the Cold War and its unique ideological character,
in addition to its intimate relationship with Western political and military organizations,
were cardinal factors that dictated the nature of Italy’s political behaviour for decades.
During the course of the Cold War, the bipolar nature of the international system relegated
Italy to a marginal international security role as compared to the main rival superpowers.
Moreover, Italy’s security interests were assured through its membership in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Italy, therefore, played a rather passive role in its
relationship with the United States (US), typically acquiescing in the political decision-
making by Washington’s political elites.

The problem with interpretations centred on external factors is that global structures do
not have straightforward effects on a nation’s international behaviour, and different, if not
contradictory outcomes, remain a possibility. To understand the direction that a country will
assume, one needs to examine unit-level variables (Lobell, Ripsman, and Taliaferro 2009).

Internal explanations have provided the basis for opposite accounts of Italy’s inter-
national behaviour and its foreign policy directions. Kogan (1963) and Panebianco (1982)
postulated that Italy’s post-World War Two international behaviour and trajectory was
the by-product of intrinsic socio-political dynamics. That is, Italy’s passive role within the
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international arena could be traced back to its socio-political traits. As Kogan asserts, the
inward-looking essence of Italian political elite is a major determinant of its disinterest in
international politics. Italy’s interest in what takes place beyond its borders is potentially
rooted in threats toward, or opportunity for, parochial interests of the Italian ruling class.
Similarly, Panebianco argues that a passive foreign policy allowed Italy to avoid exacer-
bating discord or schisms in the realm of domestic politics. Thus, Italy’s political elites aban-
doned the idea of becoming deeply involved and even enmeshed in controversial political
and military actions beyond Italy’s border throughout the Cold War period.

The main limit of these interpretations is their underestimation of systemic effects on
Italy’s international behaviour and the range of constraints and opportunities they
impose on its foreign and security policy.

The literature produced in the post-Cold War period on Italy’s international behaviour
largely replicates the limits of earlier research. Some studies stress the persistent negative
impact of highly contentious domestic politics on Italy’s capacity to pursue a more assertive
foreign and military policy. The work of Silvestri (1990) and Dottori and Laporta (1995), for
example, emphasizes Italy’s difficulties in pursuing a foreign policy tailored to the interests
of a middle power, due to the constraints posed both by the functioning of its policy
making process (the troubled coordination between the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and
Defence), and a party system that remained fragmented and polarized concerning inter-
national affairs (as in the case of the first and second Prodi governments, which encountered
numerous problems inmanaging the country’s foreignpolicy). Panebianco (1997), analyzing
the relations between western democracies and military behaviour, highlights the differ-
ences between Italy and the other European democracies in terms of their approach
toward the use of force. While other key democracies (such as the US, the UK and France)
can be depicted as ‘warrior democracies’ – countries that are prepared to defend their
national interests through the use of force, where necessary – Italy always tended to
prefer peaceful options. Where it does use force, this is within peacekeeping or peace enfor-
cement missions, under the cover of a multilateral organization’s political umbrella.3

Other analyses stress the impact of the strategic culture on Italy’s international behav-
iour (Pirani 2008; Rosa 2014, 2016). The main goal for this branch of research is to explain
elements of continuity – rooted in persistent cultural traditions – in Italy’s international
behaviour, which appears fundamentally unaltered over time despite structural changes
in the international system.

During the past ten years, a new collection of studies on Italian foreign and military
behaviour has appeared with more far-reaching and theoretically grounded consider-
ations on the interplay between domestic and international variables. Some are consistent
with the model advanced in this research (Newell 2011; Walston 2011; Brighi 2013),4 and
some of them are also based on an explicit neoclassical realist framework (Cladi and
Webber 2011; Davidson 2011).

Elisabetta Brighi’s work is a theoretically informed analysis of Italian foreign policy, from its
unification to the post-Cold War period that explores the interplay of context, strategy and
discourse. She discusses many aspects of Italy’s international behaviour that are consistent
with the present article, but that also differ on important areas. In our view, a neoclassical
realist framework offers a better explanation of Italian military behaviour because the role
of power and changes in relative power remain at its core and because it provides an in-
depth explanation of how domestic factors constrain responses to external events: unit-
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level variables represent an intervening factor between international stimuli and national
responses. Conversely, in Brighi’s analysis, the weight and role of different variables at
different level change according to periods and issue-areas. Therefore, it suffers from some
form of ‘ad hocism’.

Work by James Newell and James Walston analyses the interplay of domestic politics
and foreign policy. As is the case in Brighi’s book, they present many aspects that are con-
sistent with our argumentations. Newell’s analysis of the impact of the transformation of
domestic politics on Italy’s foreign policy decisions is particularly interesting and offers
many useful insights. However, the period considered is very limited (the post-Cold War
period). The same temporal shortcoming is the main limit of Walston’s analysis.

Contrary to previous studies proposing an original theoretical framework or following
the tradition of Putnam’s two-level game, both the article by Lorenzo Cladi and Mark
Webber and Jason Davidson’s book are clearly embedded in a neoclassical realist
approach. Cladi and Webber (2011) advance a neoclassical realist explanation of Italian
foreign policy in the post-Cold War period. However, they propose only a narrative
interpretation of the 1994–2008 period, and in this respect the present quantitative analy-
sis adds to their more discursive study.

Jason Davidson’s book (2011) offers the most sophisticated neoclassical realist study of
Italian foreign policy in the post-Cold War period. Davidson analyses two cases from the
Cold War period and five cases from the post-Cold War period. Nevertheless, the analysis
defines the role of domestic variables in a very limited way, reducing these to the
influence of public opinion and its electoral connection. Another limit is that only a few dra-
matic cases of alliance politics are taken into account, rather than all the military disputes in
which Italy hasbeen involved, thusgreatly impedingupon thegeneralizability of hisfindings.

To sum up, the main limits of these studies are that they either consider short time
frames,5 focus on a small number of case studies, or take into accounts a limited
number of variables. Our ambition is to offer a general model to explain Italian military
behaviour in both the Cold War period and in the post-Cold-War period that considers
all relevant neoclassical realist variables.

Neoclassical realism seems particularly suitable to understand Italy’s military behaviour:
it considers – theoretically framing the direction of causal links – both the pressures stem-
ming from changes in the balance of power and the domestic influences that a highly frag-
mented political system such as Italy’s exerts on decisions about how to respond to
international stimuli. The key features of this perspective are highlighted in the next section.

A neoclassical realist explanation

Neoclassical realism represents a ‘from-within-the-realist-school’ response to the disinter-
est of Waltz’s structural realism for a theory of foreign policy (Waltz 1979).6 It is a realist
response given that it maintains the basic tenets of political realism: Nation-states are
the main actors in international politics and the most important input to their behaviour
is a balance of power calculus. To this assumption, neoclassical realism adds two important
caveats: state (re)action to international stimuli is not straightforward; the shape and pace
of a state’s (re)action depends on the characteristics of society and policy makers that act
as a sort of ‘transmission belt’ between international events and foreign policy behaviour
(Rose 1998; Lobell, Ripsman, and Taliaferro 2009).
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Neoclassical realism analyses three intervening mechanisms that mediate between
international stimuli (changes in the balance of power) and national behaviour. The
first, located at the individual level, includes the external perceptions of political
elite (the central decision makers); the second, located at the domestic level, is the
policy-making processes; and the third (also located at the domestic level of
analysis) is the operational process of policy implementation. These three mechanisms
are influenced by several factors, including: individual belief systems; strategic cultures;
governments’ capacity of extracting economic/political resources from society; domestic
political/social struggle (Ripsman, Taliaferro, and Lobell 2016) (see Figure 1).

Based on this framework, several general propositions can be inferred in order to
explain Italy’s military behaviour. The neorealist baseline proposition is:

. P 1. Growth in national power will produce a more assertive foreign policy and military
behaviour.

The neoclassical realist propositions are:

. P 2. Growth in national power will produce a more assertive foreign policy and military
behaviour only if the unit-level variables – the state’s extraction capacity, strategic culture,
belief systems, intra-elite relations and regime stability – do not push aside securitymatters.

. P 2.1. If the domestic environment is characterized by a unified elite with a consensual
outlook, regime stability, a warlike strategic culture, and a high level of extraction
capacity, the most likely result will be assertive military behaviour.

. P 2.2. If the domestic environment is characterized by a divided elite, a low level of
extraction capacity, a pacifist strategic culture, and regime vulnerability, the most
likely result will be low-profile military behaviour.

Research design

Neoclassical realists mostly use qualitative methods to test their research propositions.7

The use of quantitative methods in the field of international relations has often been cri-
ticized either because its main concepts are difficult to measure or because studies were
poorly devised in terms of statistical methods and disconnected from relevant theories.8

We contend that quantitative methods are better suited for the present analysis, for
they allow studies to perform tests on a large number of cases and/or across long

Figure 1. A neoclassical realist explanation of foreign policy decisions. Source: Ripsman, Taliaferro, and
Lobell (2016, 31).
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periods of time and to identify correlation patterns on a large scale with a certain degree of
confidence and, from them, draw generalizable conclusions on the process under study.
While acknowledging the limitations that are inherent the use of quantitative methods
in the analysis of the international behaviour of states, we resort to these methods with
the aim of reaching generalizable conclusions regarding the impact of both systemic
and domestic variables on the military behaviour of a middle power, Italy, across a large
time-span, ranging from the end of the World War Two until 2010. By resorting to quan-
titative methods, the analysis can exclude that the associations between systemic and
domestic variables and Italy’s military behaviour are not only due to chance or idiosyncra-
sies of a specific moment of international or internal politics, but rather representative of
more fundamental patterns of behaviour of the state in the international realm resulting
from the interplay of systemic with domestic factors.

Through these methods, the study takes up the task of testing the hypothesis emerging
from an established theory, rather then the task of building a new or updated version
of the neoclassical realist one. In so doing, the study not only investigates the
determinants of Italy’s military behaviour but, most importantly, it tests whether the
tenets of neoclassical realism hold in the case of a middle power such as Italy. With this
endeavour, the study contributes to the existing research with generalizable findings that
analysis based on qualitative interpretations that focus on limited time periods have not
been able to produce.

Our model asserts that the military behaviour of Italy (MiB) is a function of its relative
power (RP), the levels of elite instability (EI) and regime vulnerability (RV), the extraction
capacity of the state (ExC), and the degree of elite consensus (EC) regarding the perception
of an external threat and the best way to tackle it:

MiB = f (RP, EI, RV, ExC, EC)

The assumed directions of the relations are as follows:

. The greater the RP, the more assertive the MiB (the neorealist baseline proposition).

. The lower the EI, the more assertive the MiB.

. The lower the RV, the more assertive the MiB.

. The greater the ExC, the more assertive the MiB.

. The greater the EC, the more assertive the MiB.

From this model, it can be inferred that the positive effects of an increase in military
power on a nation’s military assertiveness can be hampered by a non-permissive domestic
environment (elite and regime instability, a low level of extraction capacity, inconsistent
elite perceptions of external threats, and an anti-militarist strategic culture).

Given the resilience of Italy’s strategic culture during the period considered, its contri-
bution to the explanation of Italy’s military behaviour is excluded from this model. A stra-
tegic culture approach is more useful for explaining resistance to change and policy
continuity (Swidler 1986; Johnston 1995). Thus, we can assume, as a rule, that the Italian
strategic culture will produce a consistent preference for a diplomatic, accomodationist,
and multilateral approach to international disputes over the entire period under
consideration.9
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Dependent variable

The dependent variable of the study is Italy’s involvement in militarized interstate dis-
putes (MIDs). An MID refers to threat, display, or use of force against another sovereign
state. It is operationalized using the Correlates of War (COW) dataset (Jones, Bremer, and
Singer 1996).10 To test whether Italy’s military behaviour changes as a function of the
systemic and domestic factors discussed above, all the possible dyads that include
Italy during the period 1946–2010 are considered and the characteristics of the more
conflict-prone dyads in which Italy participated analysed. Dyads analysis was introduced
by Bremer (1992) to overcome the limits of analyses of conflictual behaviour centred on
the characteristics of the international system (polarity, alliance networks, level of econ-
omic interdependence, among others) and of analyses centred on national attributes
(type of political regime, decision-making process, belief system, style of leadership,
and so on), all of which suffer from the same problem of a limited number of cases
(small n), especially for the dependent variable.11 In this article, we have adopted an
in-between approach: the use of dyads analysis to study the behaviour of a single
country. In this respect, our unit of analysis is not a dyad but the ‘nation in a dyad
per year’: we do not analyse all dyads in a given year, we consider all dyads that
include our observed state. The value of this choice is the elimination of the problem
of a small n, which would otherwise affect the analysis of a single nation’s behaviour.
By not considering the behaviour of Italy in each year from 1946 to 2010 (n = 65) but
the likelihood of Italy’s behaviour in every dyad in which it could potentially have
been involved throughout this timespan, we can perform a statistical analysis of
Italian military behaviour on a larger number of cases (N = 9,283).

Following the conceptualization provided above, Italy’s military behaviour is con-
sidered assertive if in a specific year of the dyad it has threatened, displayed, or used
force against the other state of the dyad. Accordingly, the variable takes the value of
1 if in a specific dyad-year Italy was involved in an MID with the other state of the
dyad, 0 if it was not.

Independent (systemic) variable

The independent variable, relative power (RP) is a measure of national power relative to
other states, where states’ national capabilities are used as a proxy for power. The variable
is operationalized using the COW’s Comprehensive Index of National Capabilities (CINC).
To underline the relative nature of power, Italy’s index has been compared with the
indices of the United Kingdom, France, and Germany. Accordingly, Italy’s capability vari-
ation is assessed vis-à-vis the share of total power possessed by the most important Euro-
pean nations. The index formula is It/(It + UK + Fr + Ger), and ranges from 0 to 1.12 The
trend (increasing or decreasing) has been calculated by comparing the index at year t
with the average index for the period: power is considered high if it is one standard devi-
ation above the average and low if it is one standard deviation under the average. High
power not only means an increase in the capacity for force projection but also greater
international responsibility. We compare the behaviour of Italy in the dyads in which it
acted from a position of high power with its behaviour in the group of dyads in which
it held low power. The first hypothesis is as follows:
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H1. Under the condition of high power (number of dyads in which Italy’s RP score is one stan-
dard deviation above the average), Italy’s military behaviour will be more assertive, and,
accordingly, there will be an increase in the likelihood of MID involvement.13

Unit-level variables (neoclassical realism’s contribution)

Our baseline hypothesis is integrated by the effects of domestic and individual variables,
as foreseen by neoclassical realism. The general hypothesis is that the stimuli produced by
a change in the balance of power could have limited effects if domestic conditions hamper
the conduct of foreign policy.

The first domestic variable considered is elite instability (EI) and measures the state’s
domestic political stability. This variable is operationalized using the number of changes
of government over a given period: if the number of governments is greater than expected
(i.e. one government for each five-year-long legislative session), EI is high and the capacity of
the state to effectively use power resources and behave assertively decreases (Hagan 1993,
1995).14 Tomeasure elite stability/instability, the technique of the ‘moving average’ has been
used. A mean value is calculated based on the two years preceding and following the refer-
ence year: e.g. if in 1947 there is one government and in the two previous and subsequent
years there are three and two different governments, respectively, this means that there are
five changes of government and the index value for 1947 is 1 (five changes of government
in five years). When there is no change of government, the value is 0 (maximum stability).
Thus, the second operational hypothesis is as follows:

H2. Under the condition of low elite instability (number of dyads in which Italy’s EI score is one
standard deviation below the average), Italy’s military behaviour will be more assertive, with
an increase in the likelihood of MID involvement.15

The second domestic variable is regime vulnerability (RV) and is a measure of domestic
social instability. This variable refers to the broad literature on the diversionary theory
of war. Some studies show that regime vulnerability is positively associated with external
assertive behaviour, while others show that regime instability prevents an assertive foreign
policy (Levy 2011). Studies on Italian foreign policy are more consistent with the second
position (Panebianco 1982; Foradori and Rosa 2007, 2010; Cladi and Webber 2011; David-
son 2011; Newell 2011; Walston 2011). To measure regime vulnerability, the Consumer
Price Index is used as a proxy.16 A situation considered highly unstable has an RV score
in the third tertile, and a situation of low vulnerability has a score in the first tertile.17

Accordingly, our hypothesis is as follows:

H3. In a situation of low regime vulnerability (number of dyads with Italy showing an RV score
in the first tertile), Italy’s military behaviour will be more assertive, and, accordingly, there will
be an increase in the likelihood of MID involvement.

The third domestic variable is extraction capacity (ExC) and is a measure of the capacity of
a state to use societal resources – people, money, institutions – for international purposes
(Evans, Rueshemeyer, and Skocpol 1985; Rosa 2006; Taliaferro 2006). A nation’s extraction
capacity is partially captured by the CINC index, which includes both military spending and
military personnel.18 We have used public opposition to the use of force as a proxy of
extraction capacity.19 The index for measuring the ExC variable is the percentage of the
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public favouring the use of force minus the percentage of the public opposing the use of
force, divided by 100. The indicator has a range between 1 (highest degree of extraction
capacity) and −1 (lowest degree of extraction capacity). Because data are available only for
the post-1981 period,20 we have run two separate tests. The first covers the whole period
(1946–2010) and does not include this variable, while the second, which includes the vari-
able ExC, is run for the period 1981–2010. The hypothesis is as follows:

H4. Under the condition of a high level of public support for the use of force (number of dyads
in which Italy’s ExC score is one standard deviation above the average), Italy’s military behav-
iour will be more assertive, as national capabilities are more easily transformed into military
power for international goals, with a greater likelihood of MID involvement.21

The last unit-level variable (individual level of analysis) is elite consensus (EC) and is ameasureof
the elite perception of the external threat and the best strategy to cope with it. The indicator
used for this variable is as follows: a score of 2 is assigned to a consensual government’s percep-
tion, while a score of 1 applies in a case where the government is divided on an international
issue. A score of 2 is assigned if the political opposition shares both the perception of the threat
and the strategy proposed by the government, while a score of 1 applies if the opposition
shares with the government only one element (either perception or strategy); a score of 0 is
assigned if the opposition does not share either viewwith the government (neither perception
nor strategy). The index ranges from 4, maximum consensus, when the government and the
opposition have the same positions, to 1, minimum consensus, a situation of disagreement
between both the government and the opposition and within the government itself.22 A situ-
ation considered highly consensual has an EC score in the third tertile, and a situation of low
consensus has a score in the first tertile.23 The fifth hypothesis is as follows:

H5. Under the condition of a high level of elite consensus (number of dyads with Italy showing
an EC score in the third tertile), Italy’s military behaviour will be more assertive and, accord-
ingly, there will be a greater likelihood of involvement in an MID.

To test thehypotheses of the study, the analysis is conductedfirst in a simplebivariate form
to assess whether the systemic and domestic factors have an impact on Italy’smilitary behav-
iour. Next, a multivariate analysis is performed to measure the effect of each single variable
while considering the other variables and controlling for them.24 The multivariate analysis
is carriedout throughamultilevel binomial logistic regression that includes themain indepen-
dent variable of the study, RP, and all the other domestic variables.25 Finally, we use the esti-
mates of themultivariate analysis to compute the probability of Italy’s involvement in anMID
conditional on a change in RP, the systemic stimuli, and whether such a probability varies
depending on the domestic factors. By doing so, the study will draw conclusions as to
whether the baseline proposition holds, namely whether systemic stimuli induce a more
assertive military behaviour, and whether domestic factors could alter such an effect, as pos-
tulated by the neoclassical realists.

Data analysis

To test the factors that increase or decrease the likelihood of involvement in a military
conflict, an analysis has been run on all the MIDs in which Italy was involved in the
period 1946–2010. The results are presented in Table 1.
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With regard to the relative power variable (RP), the data present a picture that is con-
sistent with our baseline assumption. There is a significant impact of relative power on
Italy’s inclination to be involved in an MID, as the likelihood for Italy’s involvement in an
MID increases considerably in periods of high RP. The probability for Italy to be involved
in an MID in a period of high power is almost two times (.0073) the unconditional prob-
ability (pu = .0039) and the difference is statistically significant (Z score 2.15, p < .05).
These data are in line with the realist (without adjective) proposition that a change in
the balance of power is a relevant factor in foreign policy-making and in explaining
states’ reaction to international stimuli. Thus, even a middle power such as Italy – that
during the Cold war was strongly constrained by its alliance subordinated position –
becomes more militarily assertive when its relative power increases.

To integrate the performance of the RP variable, it is necessary to consider unit-level
variables (both domestic and individual). The central assumption of neoclassical realism
is that domestic factors can trump international considerations and prevent the transform-
ation of national capabilities into a tool of international influence. All the unit-level vari-
ables considered act in the direction predicted by the model. However, some are not
statistically significant.

Two out of three domestic variables (EI and RV) act in the expected direction. The pres-
ence of a low level of elite instability increases the probability of MID involvement from
.0039 (pu) to .0073 (low EI). The difference is statistically significant (Z score 2.66, p
< .01). Italy’s likelihood to be involved in an MID is roughly two times greater when
there is a stable political elite. These data are consistent with the idea that the functioning
of domestic politics can condition the effect of a power rise on a nation’s reaction to inter-
national events. Thus, the functioning of domestic institutions and their frailty can

Table 1. Conditional probabilities of Italy’s involvement in MIDs by NcR variables, 1946–2010.
MID (exp. MID) Dyad pr(MID)+ Z

Population
36 9,283 3.88

Relative power (RP)
High
Medium
Low

11 (5.6)
20 (26.4)
5 (4.0)

1,501
6,781
1,001

7.33
2.95
5.00

2,15**
−1.23
.57

Elite instability (EI)
High
Medium
Low

4 (7.0)
15 (20.0)
17 (9.0)

1,773
5,184
2,326

2.26
2.89
7.31

−1.10
−1.14
2,66***

Regime vulnerability (RV)
High
Medium
Low

6 (12.0)
9 (11.4)
21 (12.6)

3,096
2,941
3,246

1.94
3.06
6.47

−1.74**
−.71
2.38***

Elite consensus (EC)
High
Medium
Low

26 (15.1)
3 (7.6)
7 (13.3)

3,885
1,962
3,436

6.69
1.53
2.04

2.82***
−1.67**
−1.74**

Extraction capacity (ExC)++

High
Medium
Low

6 (5.5)
16 (16.8)
4 (3.7)

1,127
3,468
771

5.32
4.61
5.19

.23
−.20
.14

*p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01(one-tailed test).
+To facilitate reading, probabilities have been multiplied by 1,000.
++Period: 1981–2010; number of dyads 5,366; number of MIDs 26; pr(Mid) 4.85.
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represent a hurdle to an assertive foreign policy. This result is consistent with the domestic
explanation of Italy’s international behaviour (Panebianco 1982, 1997).

A reduction in regime vulnerability (RV) increases the probability of Italy’s MID involve-
ment from .0039 (pu) to .0065 (low RV), and this difference is statistically significant (Z score
2.38, p < .05). A shift from a situation of high vulnerability to one of low vulnerability
increases the probability of MID involvement from .0019 (high RV) to .0065 (low RV). In
other words, the risk of Italy being involved in an MID is approximately three times
greater in periods of a regime’s ‘good health’. This finding is consistent with the idea
that for Italy, social turmoil is more a source of a low-profile foreign policy than a
source of diversionary adventures abroad.

The third domestic variable, ExC, does not play an important role. A high level of extrac-
tion capacity only increases the likelihood of MID involvement from .0048 (pu) to .0053
(high ExC). This variable does not affect Italy’s military behaviour in a significant way (Z
score .23). Comparing situations of low and high ExC, the shift in the likelihood of MID
involvement changes from .0052 (low level of ExC) to .0053 (high level of ExC). From
these data, it seems that a public support for military behaviour is an irrelevant factor.26

At the individual level, the most important variable is elite consensus (EC). This is a
crucial factor given that, as Schweller states, policymakers’ perceptual consistency ‘is the
most proximate cause of a state response or nonresponse to external threats’ (Schweller
2006, 47). The critical role attributed by Schweller to leaders’ perception is confirmed in the
case of Italy. The EC variable affects the likelihood of Italy’s involvement in MIDs in a sig-
nificant way. In a situation of high consensus, the probability of MID involvement increases
to .0067 vis-à-vis the .0039 score for unconditional probability and is more than three times
the probability of involvement in a military dispute when the level of elite consensus is low
(.0020). The corresponding Z score of 2.82 is highly significant statistically (p value: p < .01).
The crucial role played by this factor is confirmed by the fact that in five cases of Italy’s MID
involvement under conditions of low or stable levels of relative power, the scores for the
EC variable are high.

To summarize, the analysis of the impact of our international and unit-level variables is
consistent with neoclassical realism’s tenets. The variables that more affect the probability
of Italy’s military intervention are, in order of importance: the relative power, the elite
instability, the level of elite consensus, and the level of regime vulnerability. A high
level of relative power (H1), a low level of elite instability (H2), a high level of elite consen-
sus (H5), and a low level of regime vulnerability (H3) increase the likelihood of Italy’s invol-
vement in an MID in a dramatic way. The last variable (ExC) does not work as assumed by
the model (H4); even if the association is positive for high ExC, it does not yield statistically
significant results.

We now shift to a multivariate analysis in an effort to explain the impact of the variables
and, at the same time, the correlations between them. In this way, further light can be shed
on the performance of our model, since, as mentioned previously, the positive effect of a
high level of power on Italy’s international behaviour can be overridden by a low level of
elite consensus, political instability, regime vulnerability, and a limited extraction capacity.

A multilevel binomial logistic regression was run on the 9,283 dyads to test the joint
impact of the international and unit-level variables on Italy’s involvement in a militarized
dispute. Because the data on extraction capacity are not available before 1981, we have
omitted this variable from the analysis. In order to test the impact of the changes in
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international system (the end of the Cold War and the 9/11terrorist attack) we have intro-
duced two dummy control variables: Cold War (CW), that permits to consider the impact
of the end of the confrontation with the former USSR on Italy’s military behaviour, and
the 9/11 terrorist attack, that permits to test the effect of the ‘War on Terror’ (WoT) on
Italian posture. The results are shown in Table 2: Model I considers the whole period
1946–2010; Model II introduces the CW control variable; Model III Introduces the WoT
control variable.27

The results present a complex and mixed picture. The logistic regression confirms the
central role played by the power variable (Model I). Even taking into account the effects of
domestic variables on power politics logic, the positive effect of an increase of RP on Italy’s
assertive behaviour still holds. It is statistically significant and acts in the right direction.
When considered alone (bivariate analysis), a situation of high RP increases of 87% the
probability of Italy’s involvement in an MID;28 such an increase – in the case of multivariate
analysis – is of 100[Exp(B)−1] = 154%. This result can be viewed as very consistent with the
neoclassical realist model, which maintains that the effect of power can be modified by the
actions of unit-level variables such as regime vulnerability, elite instability, and the level of
elite consensus. In our case, a high level of EC and a low level of RV amplify in an impressive
way the positive effect of relative power on Italy’s military behaviour. The introduction of
control variables CW and WoT (Model II and III) – that weigh the impact of the end of the
Cold War and the effect of the emergence of terrorist issue in international agenda – does
not produce a great effect on RP. This conclusion, clearly, is not very consistent with the
neorealist expectation about the decisive role of international transformation.

The direction of the impact of the unit-level variables is partially confirmed by the multi-
variate analysis: two out of three domestic and individual variables (RV and EC) act as
expected. Conversely, and unexpectedly, elite instability (EI) is not statistically significant
and acts in the wrong direction. Of the three domestic variables considered, two are stat-
istically significant: EC (p < .1)29 and RV (p < .05). This result represents a partial confir-
mation of neoclassical realism’s framework.

Table 2. Logit model: Italy’s involvement in MIDs, 1946–2010.
Model I Model II Model III

RP .935**
(.540)

1.099*
(.737)

.827*
.(565)

EI .320
(.520)

.254
(.555)

.396
(.541)

RV −1.291***
(.465)

−1.397***
(.576)

−1.138**
(.516)

EC .798*
(.494)

.823**
(.499)

.713*
(.513)

CW – .263
(.800)

–

WoT – – .384
(.544)

Costant −13.107***
(1.489)

−13.298***
(1.591)

−13.185***
(1.495)

Observations
Log Likelihood
Akaike Inf. Crit.
Bayesian Inf. Crit.

9,283
−144.716
301.431
344.247

9,283
−144.661
303.323
353.274

9,283
−144.461
302.922
352.873

*p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01 (one-tailed test), standard error in parenthesis.
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The case of EI is rather puzzling, considering its good performance in bivariate analysis.
Perhaps the multivariate inconsistency of this factor can be explained by the fact that, as
some scholars of the Italian political system have argued, changes of governments in Italy
do not necessarily result in a change of ministers; in other words, governments may
change, but not the people holding key political positions (Calise and Mannheimer
1982).30 For example, in the period 1996–2001, there were four governments (Prodi,
D’Alema 1, D’Alema 2, Amato), one Minister of Foreign Affairs, and three Ministers of
Defence. Thus, when there is a strong policy consensus facilitated by ministers’ stability,
the EI variable possibly becomes insignificant in explaining Italy’s MID involvement.31

In contrast, the RV variable remains significant in the multivariate analysis and its trend
is consistent for all three periods (Model I, II and III). Even when considering the joint
effects of the four variables, the level of social instability continues to be a good predictor
of Italian military behaviour: Italy is always very reluctant to get involved in a military
dispute under a condition of regime vulnerability. A shift from a low to a high level of
RV decreases by 73% the likelihood of MID involvement.32

The important role of elite perception (EC) is confirmed by themultivariate analysis. A high
degree of elite consensus increases the likelihood of MID involvement. More to the point, a
shift of EC from low to high increases by 100[Exp(B)−1] = 122% the likelihood of MID involve-
ment (Model I). In this case, the significance of the variable results more robust whenwe sep-
arate the ColdWar period (1946–1989) from the post-ColdWar period (1990–2010) (in Model
II, EC has a p value < .05). This fact can be interpreted as a confirmation of the constraining
impact played by international structure on Italian domestic politics during the Cold War’s
years and the altered role played by the unit-level variables under different international con-
ditions (Pasquino 1974; Gourevitch 1978). By separating the Cold War period from the post-
Cold War period, both the weight of RV and EC increase (Model II).

A tentative interpretation of logistic regression’s substantive results is presented in
Table 3.

Figures highlight the change inprobability in highpower situations (systemic variable) and
the change in probability in high power conditions depending on the domestic condition
(systemic variable plus domestic variable). What can be inferred from these data is that the
level of RP, RV and EC is a good predictor of Italy’s involvement in MIDs. More to the point:

. The MID involvement probability increases when RP is high (neorealist proposition, sig-
nificant effect);

. The MID involvement probability increases further if there is high elite instability (effect
contrary to expectations but not statistically significant);

. The MID involvement probability increases further if there is a low vulnerability regime
condition (neoclassical realist proposition, RP effect significantly enhanced);

. The MID probability decreases following an international stimuli if there is a low elite
consensus (neoclassical realist proposition, RP effect significantly mediated).

The neorealist hypothesis is not very consistentwith the results of our analysis. If neorealist
assumptions were correct, unit-level intervening variables should not change the role of
power and Italy’s external behaviour, and, above all, the change of international system
(Model II and III) should produce more dramatic effects (this is not the case). In the Waltz’s
version of neorealism (Waltz 1979; Moravcsik and Legro 1999), power distribution is the
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only significant variable that explains the changeof state behaviour in the international arena:
states, in deciding how to respond to an international event, are uniquely influenced by their
material capabilities (meansdetermine goals). Their choices aredictatedby their position in the
international structure and not by the parochial interests of individual policy makers or by
inputs from society and polity. As Kevin Narizny (2017, 158) states:

Waltz’s status as exemplar of the modern realist paradigm is complicated by the fact that one
of the central elements of his theory sharply limits its analytic utility: the distinction between
international politics and foreign policy. International politics is about systemic outcomes (e.g.
“balances will form against powerful states”); foreign policy is about state behaviour (e.g. “state
A will balance against state B”). Waltz argues that his theory explains only the former, not the
latter. In his view, the logic of anarchy is so strong that it creates selection pressures on state
preferences.33

Consequently, in the neorealist theory, inputs coming from the decision-making and
implementation process – and from the characteristics of political institutions – are residual
elements that explainonly deviant cases of state behaviour. Conversely, according toneoclas-
sical realism, unit-level variables are not exogenous variables vis-à-vis themodel, but constitu-
ent part of the model itself. They can modify the role of power in a substantial way and
produce a depressing/amplifying effect on a nation’s international assertiveness andmilitary
behaviour. This effect is systematic and not randomly distributed, as expected by neorealism.

That said, it is clear that neorealism and neoclassical realism both belong to the realist
family and both stress the paramount role of power. However, ‘NcR constructs a theory of
foreign policy wherein the structural environment provides the starting point, but domestic
variables play a significant role, in determining foreign policy outcomes’ (Kitchen 2020, 11).
As Schweller aptly noted (2004, 2006), in order to understand how states translate their
political resources in international influence, we need to consider the role of unit-level
variables.34

Conclusion

The approach of neoclassical realism has more than twenty years of history behind it, and it
has been refined and applied to numerous studies.35 These studies have largely relied on
qualitative analyses, such as historical-comparative method. As the three most important
representatives of this approach state, ‘Since neoclassical realism requires researchers to
investigate, among other factors, the role of idiosyncratic state institutions and process

Table 3. Determinants of Italy’s military behaviour: predicted probability of involvement in MIDs.
Variables Predicted probabilities Delta (%)

RP
Low relative power (0) 0.0012
High relative power (1) 0.0032 0.0020 (+60%)

RP (1) & EI
Low elite instability (0) 0.0032
High elite instability (1) 0.0044 0.0011 (+27%)

RP (1) & RV
Low regime vulnerability (0) 0.0115
High regime vulnerability (1) 0.0032 −0.0083 (−259%)

RP (1) & EC
Low elite consensus (0) 0.0014
High elite consensus (1) 0.0032 0.0018 (+56%)
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on policy choices, it lends itself to careful, qualitative case studies, rather than large-N quan-
titative analysis’ (Ripsman, Taliaferro, and Lobell 2016, 131). Despite this assertion, the study
has shown that it is not only possible to resort to quantitative methods but that these
methods are well suited for studies that aim to empirically test the propositions of neoclas-
sical realist theory.

In this article, we have developed a statistical model, based on neoclassical realism, that
specifies empirically verifiable hypotheses. This attempt encountered some challenges,
especially due to the scarcity of reliable data and the difficulty in operationalizing some
of the variables. Ultimately, however, the model worked satisfactorily and produced inter-
esting results. The complex and mutually interweaving effects between the systemic vari-
ables and the unit-level variables emerged in a clear and significant manner in explaining
Italy’s military behaviour over the past half-century. The analysis sheds light on the impact
of a change in relative power on Italy’s likelihood of intervening abroad militarily and
strongly confirmed the decisive role played by domestic variables in the country’s
foreign policy-making process.

Our results support the notion that a middle power such as Italy is responsive to increases
or decreases in national strength, but the resulting military policy is highly dependent upon
and constrained by domestic considerations that shape the type, direction and pace of the
country’s reaction to external stimuli. In particular, the analysis provides sound empirical evi-
dence that Italy is more prone to intervene militarily when it experiences conditions of rela-
tive internal stability and elite consensus regarding the need to resort to military means. In
the highly fragmented and fragile Italian domestic political context, military assertiveness is
deemed a very risky policy to pursue in the absence of support, at a minimum, from the
mainstream political forces, which can keep the ‘radical’ and ‘isolationist’ forces in check
(Forte and Marrone 2012, 20–22). This finding also corroborates many of the qualitative
studies on peacekeeping and multilateral peace operations that discuss the reasons for
active Italian participation in this field over the past few decades (Ignazi, Giacomello, and
Coticchia 2012; Tercovich 2016; Carati and Locatelli 2017).

The second important and original aspect of our article is the attempt to combine Stuart
Bremer’s dyads analysis with the study of a single country, thus establishing a theoretical
bridge between the quantitative analysis of conflicts and foreign policy analysis. The use
of dyads analysis to explain the military behaviour of Italy between 1946 and 2010
proved to be very valuable. For the Italian case, the bivariate analysis showed remarkable
consistency between the hypotheses generated by neoclassical realism and the country’s
military behaviour. Both the systemic variable (balance of power) and the unit-level variables
(domestic and individual) operated according to the model’s expectations and were statisti-
cally significant. The hypotheses not verified relates to the extraction capacity variable, for
which the analysis has not returned any statistically significant results. Since many other
studies highlighted the importance of this variable (Krasner 1978; Snyder 1991; Christensen
1996; Zakaria 1998; Taliaferro 2006), and given the above-mentioned problem of operatio-
nalization, it may be appropriate to consider this evidence not particularly robust.

In shifting from the bivariate to the multivariate analysis, the model showed that some of
the bivariate associations were spurious. Of the four variables considered in the multivariate
analysis, three (RP, RV and EC) continued to function according to the model’s expectations,
while EI was statistically non-significant and with the opposite sign vis-à-vis the bivariate
analysis. Without repeating the technical and substantive reasons for these results (see
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the aforementioned observations), it is clear that more in-depth investigations of the partial
inconsistency between the bivariate and multivariate analysis will be necessary.

The analysis conductedherepresents bothpositive andnegativeaspects. Among theposi-
tive is certainly the empirical test of hypotheses derived fromneoclassical realismusingquan-
titative techniques and the satisfactory performance of the model in this respect. The study
was able to confirm that some of the neoclassical realist propositions are applicable to the
case of amiddle power such as Italy and, by doing so, to provide a contributionwith general-
izable findings that existing studies on Italy’s military behaviour have not been able to
produce. Among the negative aspects are some limitations that the analysis has highlighted:
somemaybe theoretical,whileothersmaybe related toproblems inoperationalizing the vari-
ables or are due to the unavailability of data. Both of these problems can be corrected with
further research combining both dyads analysis and single-country studies.

Notes

1. This timespan was chosen on the basis of the limitation of data regarding militarized disputes
after the year 2010.

2. For an introduction to Italian foreign policy after WWII, see Graziano (1968); Bosworth and
Romano (1991); Gaja (1995); Ferraris (1996); Varsori (1998); Coralluzzo (2000); Romano
(2002); and Mammarella and Cacace (2008).

3. On this point see also Foradori andRosa (2007, 2010) and Ignazi, Giacomello, andCoticchia (2012).
4. See in particular the book edited by Carbone (2011).
5. A notable exception is Brighi’s book which embraces Italian foreign policy from the liberal era

to the post-Cold War period.
6. For a different view about the possibility of a neorealist theory of foreign policy, see Elman

(1996), and the response by Waltz (1996).
7. Finel (2001/02); Lobell, Ripsman, and Taliaferro (2009); Taliaferro, Ripsman, and Lobell (2012);

Ripsman, Taliaferro, and Lobell (2016); Rathbun (2008); Devlen and Özdamar (2009); Kitchen
(2010); Toje and Kunz (2012); Schweller (2004, 2006); Rosa and Foradori (2017).

8. For a review on the use of quantitative methods in the field of international relations and the
associated pros and cons see: Braumoeller and Sartori (2004); Huth and Allee (2004); Mansfield
and Pevehouse (2008).

9. This factor has been omitted because it doesn’t change in the period considered (Repubblican
Italy), thus it is impossible to measure its weight. For an in-depth analysis of the change of Italy’s
strategic culture in the Liberal, Fascist and Republican periods, see Rosa (2014, 2016, 2018).

10. Wehave introducedsomechanges to theMIDdataset: thecrisis inKosovo,which isdated in1998 in
the dataset, has been placed in 1999 for Italy, as the Italian Government made all of its main
decisions in that year: ‘OperationAllied Force’ tookplace fromMarch1999 to June1999. In addition,
the Italian participation in ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ has been added to the year 2001. Oddly,
version 4.03 has no entry for Italy for the period 2001–2010. For the period 2001–2010, we have
used Italian yearbooks such as Politica in Italia and L’Italia nella politica internazionale, and Ignazi,
Giacomello, and Coticchia (2012). The final number for the period 1946–2010 is 36 MIDs.

11. For classical studies on this topic, see Singer (1968), Bremer and Cusack (1995), Vasquez and
Henehan (1992), Vasquez (2012), and McLaughlin Mitchell and Vasquez (2014).

12. For the rationale of this formula, see Schweller (1998). This choice is dictated by the fact that –
for both the Cold War and post-Cold War period – Italy’s international posture has been
strongly affected by perception of its rank compared to other European middle powers (on
this point, see Santoro 1991; Ferraris 1996; Panebianco 1997; Coralluzzo 2000; Romano
2002). Thus, a simple analysis of Italy’s power index is less relevant than an analysis of its
change vis-a-vis reference group.

13. The mean value of RP is .1866, and the standard deviation (SD) is .0299.
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14. For a slightly different view on this point, see Kaarbo (2012, 2015, 2017). In her studies, she
demonstrates that even coalition cabinets can have an assertive foreign policy. However,
her independent variable – coalition cabinet – is not synonymous of government instability
(as used in our analysis) and, moreover, her study demonstrates clearly the important delaying
effect that coalition politics can have on the foreign-policy making process (Kaarbo 2017).

15. The mean value of EI is .8985, and the SD is .2939.
16. In the literature on diversionary war, both inflation rate, unemployment rate and misery index

(inflation rate plus unemployment rate) are used alternatively as a proxy for social instability.
They present a very high correlation; therefore, they are interchangeable (DeRouen 1995;
Mclaughlin Mitchell and Prins 2014).

17. In the case of RV, we have classified the data by tertiles because the use of standard deviations
(above/below the average) is too demanding to single out cases of low vulnerability.

18. The Italian anti-militarist strategic culture is, of course, a strong impediment to the state’s
extraction capacity (Rosa 2016).

19. On this point, see Thomas Christensen’s analysis of the impact of domestic politics on Sino-
American Relations (Christensen 1996), and Fareed Zakaria’s explanation of the late rise of
America to a world power status (Zakaria 1998).

20. We have used the World Value Survey data (several years), Transatlantic Trends data (several
years), and Difebarometro data (Archivio disarmo, Roma, several years).

21. The mean value of ExC is −.231, and the SD is .297.
22. The construction of the EC index is mainly based on an analysis of the literature (see note 2). To

integrate historical sources, a small group of Italian experts in diplomatic history and Italy’s
foreign policy has been consulted. The final index is the result of an analysis by the authors
of the different assessments.

23. In the case of EC, we have classified the data by tertiles because of small variability of the
index.

24. For the purpose of the statistical analysis, we refrain from referring to the domestic variables
using the term ‘intervening variables’, as it is common in the neoclassical realist scholarship.
While neoclassical realists refer to this type of variable to indicate a factor that intervenes in
the causal path between other variables, altering or mitigating the effect that one has on the
other, in statistics the term intervening variable indicates a ‘variable that explains a relation,
or provides a causal link, between other variables’ (Vogt and Johnson 2015). Following this
definition, rather than factors that intervene in the causal process from A to B, intervening vari-
ables are factors that are caused by the independent variable and in turn determine a change in
the dependent variable. Following the example in the Sage dictionary of statistics and method-
ology (Vogt and Johnson 2015), high income (A) is not directly associated with longevity (B), but
rather high income determines access to better health care (C), which in turn increases longevity
(B). As none of the domestic factors in this study is determined by the main independent vari-
able RP, referring to them as intervening variables would create confusion. For the purpose of
the statistical analysis we decided to refer to the domestic variables simply as independent vari-
ables rather than intervening variables given that the meaning associated to this term by the
neoclassical realist scholarship is different from the one normally associated to it in statistics.

25. The methodological choice of employing a multilevel regression instead of a standard, single-
level regression originates from the structure of the data. When the data are clustered and longi-
tudinal, single-level regressionmodels are not appropriate as they produce inaccurate estimates
of the error terms and, consequently, of the significance levels from which the main conclusions
are drawn. Multilevel regressions, instead, take into account the clustered structure of the data
and the non-independence of the unit-level observations within the clusters, thus producing
reliable estimates (a discussion regarding the inner workings of the multilevel regression and
the motivations for employing it falls beyond the scope of this paper; for a more detailed discus-
sion see: Gelman and Hill 2007; Fox 2016; Agresti 2019). In this specific case, as it is plausible that
the unconditional probability of aMID for somedyads is close to 0 (i.e. Italy vs. Australia) while it is
not for some others that are more conflict-prone (i.e. Italy vs. former Yugoslavia), the multilevel
logistic regression models have been fit so to allow the intercept to vary by dyad.
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26. It is likely that the poor performance of the ExC variable is deeply affected by the different/
limited timespan considered. Another problem may be the choice of indicator, which is
perhaps not as valid as expected.

27. In themultivariate analysis, the data were rearranged in binary form (0/1), by collapsing the inter-
mediate category. RPabovemedian1; EI abovemedian1; RV abovemedian1; ECabovemedian1.

28. 100[1.87−1] = 87.
29. This is not a very robust result. In Model II, EC produces a more robust statistical significance.
30. For an alternative explanation of this puzzle, see Kaarbo (2012, 2015, 2017).
31. A technical reason for the contradictory operation of EI is that the bivariate analysis considered

all of the variables after recoding into three tiers, that is, ‘High’, ‘Medium’ and ‘Low’, whereas
the multivariate analysis considered the same variables after recoding into two tiers: ‘Above
median’ and ‘Below median’. The motivation for this choice is that the multivariate analysis,
with four variables and three tiers, brought about a standard error so high that no tested ‘vari-
able/tier’ pair was different from zero. To decrease the variability, we were required to recode
the variables into two tiers before we could determine a causality relation. It could be the case
that EI triggers its effects only when it takes extreme values, but we cannot detect its effects in
the multivariate case because we do not have enough data. However, the opposite interpret-
ation is also possible: The effects of EI is not detected because its relation with MID involve-
ment is spurious. The important variables that cause variation in both the likelihood of MID
involvement and the value EI are RP, EC and RV. As a consequence, we may observe an
impact of EI that disappears when the multivariate analysis is performed.

32. 100[Exp(B)−1] = −73.
33. See also John Vasquez’s definition of neorealism (1997, 202): ‘Waltz centers on two empirical

questions: (1) explaining what he considers a fundamental law of international politics, the
balancing of power, and (2) delineating the differing effects of bipolarity and multipolarity
on system stability’.

34. On this point, also Narizny agrees (2017), his hard critique of neoclassical realism
notwithstanding.

35. See note 7.
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