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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This is a study of cooperation among 18 sub—Saharan Afr ican

states during their first post—colonial decade (1962_1968).* Five

major hypotheses about cooperation are tested . The states were

selected from each part of independent sub—Saharan Africa. The

unit of analysis is the dyad ; a pair of social actors considered

together as a relational unit. **

The first hypothesis posits that , under certain conditions ,

great resource dependence leads to cooperative attempts by the

dependent state toward the state(s) with the resource. To study

this cl a im, I focus especially on the resource dependence •of

land—locked states upon states with seaports . The second

hypothesis stipulates that geograph ically proximate states will

cooperate more than will states at great physical distance from

~The 18 countries included in the sample are: The United Republic
• 

- of Cameroon, The Central African Republic , The Republic of Chad ,
The People ’s Republic of the Congo , the Republic of Dahomey (Be—
nm ), The Gabon Republic , The Republic of Ghana , The Republic of
Ivory Coas t , The Republic of Kenya , The Mali Republ ic , The Federal
Repub lic of Nigeria , The Republic of Senegal , Sierra Leone , The
Republic of the Sudan , The United Republ ic of Tanzania, The Repub-
lic of Togo, The Republic of Uganda , The Republic of Upper Vol ta .

**The sample consists of 153 “non—directional” dyads , i.e.,
(18x17)/2. With 18 states combined dyadically there are 18x17 ,
i.e., 306 log ical pairs if we are using directional pairs. If the
di rec tion of the re lation is relevant, then country A ’ s relation
toward country B will be construed as a separate emp irical case

• from coun try B’s relations toward country A. As we shall exp 1~~in ,
• in this analysis we are concerned with the aggregate of relations
• between A and B, so there are-only 153 dyads , not 306. 
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each other. The third asserts that the greater two states’

combined N resource capabilities ” , the greater will be the

cooperation between them . The fourth posits that the greater a

dyad’s cultural similarity/homogeneity, the greater its

cooperation. The fifth hypothesis stipulates that certain highly

similar linkages between each dyad ic member and an ex ternal

orqanizat ion” will affec t cooperation between dyadic members.

Several considerations led me to focus on African states ’

relations . First of all, no systematic attempts to account for

in ter—nation cooperation patterns incorporate intra—African

states ’ relat ions in even crude propor tion to those states ’

frequency in the international system. There clearly have been

useful effor ts to describe such phenomena as A fr ican patterns of

diplomatic representation , U.N. voting, international

organizat ions memberships , trade , and foreign policy orientations .

Indeed, rapidly growing literature on these topics provided many

insights . Yet none of these studies has systematically examined

determinants of inter—state cooperation while rigorously trying to

rule out “plausible rival hypotheses” (Campbell & Stanley,

1966:7). Although an area—specific data base may have

shortcomings , a close look at the five hypotheses examine d here in

an African contex t is surely a cruc ial step in coping wi th the

overwhelming sampling—bias in previous studies .

The states examined here were just beg inning to develop

foreign policies during the 1960’s. I therefore particularly

wanted to see whether their patterns of cooperation fluctuated in

2
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this period . This was even more interesting since much of the

literature claimed great stability through time in the potency of

factors associated with cooperation. This “setting ” appeared , on

• . the surface , to offer a sharp challenge to this claim.

Third , in the major recent studies of inter—nation coopera-

tion , there had been virtuall y no attention paid to the effect

which shared (or divergent) colonization experiences might have on

the chance of cooperation between the formerly colonized units . By

contrast , the literature of comparative politics is virtually

unanimous in assuming that colonization can have a deep and wide—

ranging impact upon the subordinated societies , an impac t extend

ing well past the dates of political independence. But what (if

any) effec t would colonial subordination have upon cooperation

among the previously subordinated units? African states whose

cooperative inter—relations are examined here seem an ideal

starting point to explore this question.

Chapter Two first defines cooperation as voluntary relations

that generate mutual benefit for participants . A general strategy

for measuring variation in the extent of cooperativeness between

two actors is then formulated . Chapter Three specifies the

hypotheses to be assessed ; Chapter Four presents the research

strategy and measures of independent variables , while Chapter Five

discusses measures of cooperation to be used . Chapter Six offers

the ma in empir ical find ings , and Chapter Seven then interprets

these results in light of theoretical expectations as well as of

trends in the potency of selected independent variables . Finally,

3
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Chapter Eiqht discusses potential implications of the study ’s

findings.
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CHAPTE ~ TWO

COOPERATION : AN ANALYTIC APPROACH

COOPERATION VS. INTECRATION

A concern with cooperc.ition is at least implicit in most re-

cent studies of international transactions and agreements .

Curiously though , its explicit relevance to integration processes

is often deemphasized.

The major reason for this deemphasis is the purported

“status—quo ” bias of cooperation per se: some scholars view

cooperation as unable to generate certain changes they desire ,

e.g., regional or global federation . To them , cooperation is

limited to “classic ” diplomacy, temporary alliances and weak

intergovernmental pac ts , activities unable to generate durable

international communities (cf. 3. Nye , 1971:37—38; 3. Caporaso ,

1972:18; S. Hoffman , 1966). In such a view , cooperation implies a

world of “nation— fortresses ” and national leaders routinely

hostile to any significant joint decision—making. “ Integrative ”

processes , by contrast , are thought to be the only vol untary

mechanism sufficient to engender such new joint decision—making

units.

But why is such a stark contrast drawn between cooperation

and integration? Do “cooperation ” and “integration ” have

different causes or pre—conditio ns , or is integration just intense

cooperation? A second issue here is that many integration

scholars also rashly assume that reqional federations are

5  
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desirable. It is easy to see some possible attractions:

economies of scale; greater bargaining power ; governmental and

social machinery for controlling conflicts . Yet regional

political unification does have a dangerous aspect. It is the

spectre of zealous nationalism writ large , of efforts to exac t

unwavering loyalty and to eliminate diverse , cross—cutting

interests and commitments across political units. Cooperation , on

the other hand , even if it falls short of formal political

unification in a particular case , can also generate economies of

sc ale , substantial collective bargaining power , and machinery for

the peaceful resolution of conflict.

My interest in this study is with factors promoting

iriternation cooperation , not exclusivel y with those promoting

political unification or federation. These 
~~

y be “di f ferent”

factors , but we cannot decide this a priori: if cooperation and

unification are promoted by the same factors , then they may well

be parts of the same continuum .

This particular study does not examine the latter question ,

however; there is simply too little variation among African

states , too few cases of international political unification . But

the frequency of cooperative activity among these states does

differ considerably. This study examines several possible

explanations for that variation.

Yet before considering those explanations we still must more

carefully define cooperation and discuss some attendant ambigui—~

ties .
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SENSES OF’ COOPERATION

The concept of cooperation can enhance understanding of g b —

bal community—formation processes. In common usage , a “coopera—

t ive ” person may mean littl e more than one who acquiesced in ano-

ther ’s wishes. But that usage ignores both the voluntarism ~nci

mutual benefit in cooperation as defined here.

Cooperation will be defined here as voluntary relations in a

collectivel y adopted framework that generate mutual benefit for

• participants. Yet even this formulation has ambiguities needing

clarification .

Associative and Dissociative Forms

Two issues are familiar from the literature . First , are the

so—called “dissociative ” and “associative ” senses of cooperation

(Galtung, 1969) compatible? Dissociative forms are typically

agreements not to “intrude ” in each other ’s affairs. Associative

forms , by contrast , involve interaction of a non—hostile and

non—violent sort the dissociative sense precludes.

Both senses reflect agreements , but the former implies unwil—

linqness to communicate further or explore more areas of mutual

benefit..* Therefore , we will focus onl y on the associative sense

*On the other hand , an agreement not to “invade ” may be a pre-
requisite to associative forms of cooperation , at least in prac-
tice.

7
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A Cooperation—Conflict Continuum or a Cooperation—Isolation
Continuum?

A second issue concerns whether cooperation is part of a

“cooperation—conflict ” or a “cooperation—isolation ” continuum .

Since Guetzkow ’s (1957) sketch of a “collaboration—isolation ”

continuum there has been increased recognition (Rummel , 1966a;

Cobb and Elder , 1970; Terrell , 1972; Mahoney, 1974) of possible

empirical independence (or even direc t covariation ) between

cooperative and conflict behavior. In short, it is possible that

those nation pairs with the greatest frequency of “cooperative ”

behaviors could also have the highest number of conflict

behaviors.

But if we define conflict between parties so as to prec lude

any cooperation between them (in the same time period), we canno t

assess the empirical relationship between cooperative and conflic—

tual interactions. Moreover , since isolation may be an alterna-

tive to conflict among states , to decide analytically that less

cooperation necessarily means more conflict (and vice versa) is to

drastically oversimplify possibilities.

My view is that both continua are relevant to cooperation ,

but come into play at different stages in an analysis. Any sing le

interac tion, because it is art interaction , fal ls somewhere on a

*In order words , a high level of agreement not to interac t
non—violently is taken to reflec t a low level of the sort of
cooperative relation of interest here .

8
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cooperation—conflict continuum , not along a cooperation—isolation

or a conflic t— isolation continuum . Any overall relationship can

be viewed in terms of the parties ’ scores on both a cooperation—

isolation continuum and a cooperation—conflict continuum . Groups ’

scores on these latter two continua may or may not be expected to

covary empirically, depending on one ’s theory.

Other ambiguities revolve around several explicit components

of the definition of cooperation offered above .

Cooperation: Framework or Interaction?

Cooperation presupposes a joint framework (norms), and

mutually beneficial interacti n within that framework. However ,

we must still ask if differences in cooperation are best assessed

by: variation in the scope of the framework; variation in the

frequenc y of cooperative interactions; or , some combination of

scope and interactive frequency.

Cooperative interactions presume a framework of agreement ,

however minimal. The scope of such frameworks could directly

covary with the frequency of cooperative interactions between

parties. Yet particular cooperative interactions could all be at

very low levels of commitment. Even if frequent , such interac—

tions would probably not reflec t a high commitment to mutual bene-

fit. At the same time , formal frameworks of apparently high scope

(on paper), often are little more than empty promises of coopera-

tion .

9 
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In this study we focus specificall y on the frequenc y of

transactions and other non—hostile behavioral interrelations ,

i.e., trade , shared memberships in IGOs , and elite regional poli-

tical interactions. We will neither (1) weight these behaviors by

the scope of the collective agreements they transpire in , nor (2)

study the covariation between the frequency of such interactions

and the scope of any formal agreements . Hopefull y, future

research will be able to assess those issues.

Mutual Benefit

There is , however , a second and perhaps more crucial

ambiguity in the definition of cooperation . If it consists in

interactions generating mutual benefit , how can we identify them?

Some analysts argue this requires questioning participants about

their perceived benefit from interactions . That reflec ts an

admirable sensitivity to risks of using aggregate data to infer

participants ’ benefits. These analysts would , for instance ,

rightly deny that , just because citizens live under a politically

stable regime , they also have high personal welfare satisfaction .

To infer this from the regime ’s stabili ty seems cava l ier and

dubious at best.

Though aware of such risks , I believe an aggregate approach

can still distinguish cooperative interactions from others by

applying several systematic “screening devices ” to the behavioral

data available.

10
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This approach is by no means wholly novel: three specific

and two general criteria have been suggested by others.

Voluntarism

There is nearly total scholarl y agreement that cooperative

interactions must not be coercive . Without a semblance of choice ,

i.e., no coercion by the other party to the interaction , coopera-

tion cannot be entailed. This indeed seems a pre—requisite , and

procedures for so classifying interactions are specified in

Chapter Five and Appendix 1.

Non—Hostility

The second specific criterion concerns the degree of “mani-

fest hostility ” in an interaction . It appears plausible that

hostility of one party toward another within the interaction

— itself indicates mutual benefit is not a jointl y expec ted out—

come .* Procedures used to selec t non—hostile interactions are also

discussed in Chapter Five .

Symmetry of Flows

Various arguments claim that the chance of identifying

mutually—beneficial interactions will increase by selecting only

symmetrical , rather than ‘ii voluntary, non— hostile interactions .

(See Deutsch et al., 1966: 34—36; Nye , 1971:33; Gleditsch , 1970,

7—9.)

*This is not to say some hostile interactions cannot form part of
a comparaU~ely cooperative relationship.

11
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There are two basic variants of the argument. One assumes

that the most mutually—beneficial interactions are also most equal

in the magnitude of directed—behaviors of a given type from each

party to the other (see Nye, 1971:33). The other also assumes

equality in magnitude of directed behaviors is relevant , but

claims the overall symmetry across all types of behavior is really

critical (see for example Deutsc h et al., 1966:35—36).

Perhaps most problematiá in contemporary formulations of such

indices is the assumption that if “A” exports a great deal to “B”

but not vice versa that this represents a greater benefit for A ——

even thouqh B finds it worthwhile to pay for the goods. (A cri—

tique of this sort appears in J. Ingram , 1966:4—30). Yet there is

some potential value to this symmetry criterion . We neglec t it

here because the first two criteria (voluntarism and non—

hostility) are also important and comparatively straightforward ,

and because the symmetry question deserves more attention than

this initial study can provide .

General Criteria

There are at least two general strateg ies as well. However ,

they are only useful if our theories relating to cooperation are

precise and empirically reliable. Assume we have a theory we know

(from other research) explains variation in the frequency of coop—

eration, Then , the extent to which our measures of cooperative

interactions empirically relate appropriately (as g iven by the

theory ) to other conce pts in the theory will itself ind icate how

12
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- . well we ’have identified mutually—beneficial interactions (see for

example A. Kaplan , 1964:198—99). A similar approach could be

utilized , at least in pr inciple , by reference to a well—tested

theory about the effects of cooperative interactions.

SUMMARY

Cooperation is defined here as voluntary relations , in a

framework of collective agreement , which generate mutual benefit .

Yet, even given this definition , there is lac k of sc holarly

consensus on several issues: (1) is cooperation properly thought

of in its dissociative or associative sense?; (2) should we view - -

cooperation as part of a cooperation—conflic t or a cooperation—

isolation continuum?; (3) should variation in cooperation be

assessed by different levels of a collective framework for

interactions or by variation in the frequency of cooperative

interactions? ; and (4) finall y, how can we identify interactions

involving mutual benefit for participants?

Though dissociative and associative senses of cooperation do

both involve agreement , only the latter allows the sort of permea—

ting, boundary—softening, voluntary interdependenc e of interest

here.

Instead of being mutuall y exclusive , the cooperation—isola-

tion and cooperation—conflict continua are both relevant , but at

different points in the analysis and/or levels of aggregation . A

given interaction can fall somewhere on a cooperation—conflict

13
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continuum , but a given relationship may be comparatively low on a

cooperation—isolation continuum without necessarily exhibiting a

hiqh degree of conflict behavior . Whether it is highly conflic—

tual should be treated as an empirical not a definitional matter .

As to the third issue , high levels of cooperation imply both

an extensive framework of agreement (however informal) and exten-

sive interaction in that framework. Yet formal frameworks for

cooperation can be only statements of vague hope rather than

indicative of actual cooperative activity. We focus on variation

in the frequenc y of cooperative interactions. This is not the

only approach, but it is most certainly a basic one .

The fourth ambiguity concerns identify ing interact ions wh ich

generate mutual benefit. The approach in this study might be

labelled a struc tural type. rt involves using two operational

criteria (voluntarism and non—hostility) to identify cooperative

in teractions.

This structural approach ideally involves determining how

well such measures of mutually—beneficial interactions emp iric all y

relate to previously well—tested theoretical determinants and

effects of such interactions . In princ iple , a close fit between

such concepts could be considered a validity criterion for the

measurement strategy.

I do not presume to adequately measure variation along all

dimensions of cooperation with this strategy. Yet results and

mea surement procedures will - be available for scrutiny. And , since

the strategy is opera tionall y similar to that in several previous
14 
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analyses , at least some of the work here will test hypotheses t hat

until now have only been examined in a non—African context.

Some hypotheses to be examined have emerged from the study of

a relatively limited spectrum of inter—nation relations in the

contemporary global system. But there have alread y been cal ls for

systematic tests of them in different settings. For example , Cobb

and Elder (1970:141) have argued the need for

Studies of Latin Amer ica , Southeast Asia
and Africa...to determine the extent to
wh ich the different indicators of regional
cohesion used in this study are consistent
with our North Atlantic findings.

15
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CHAPTER THREE

EXPLAINING INTER-STATE COOPERATION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I discuss five potential determinants of

inter—nation cooperation. The first concerns a resource—short

unit ’s incentives to cooperate with potential resource sellers ,

while the last deals with the impact of external organizations on

cooperation between two other units. The other three concern the

possible effects of proximity, resource capabilities , and

cultural ! value homogeneity . The relevance of these latter three

to cooperation is widely assumed , and in previous studies they

commanded varying but generally strong empirical support.

BASIC PERSPECTIVES ON COOPERATION

Nations cooperate for compelling reasons . Along these lines ,

Henry Teune (Jacob and Toscano, 1964:262) argues:

Cooperation , alliances , and mergers between
political communities —— instances of poli-
tical integration —— can be explained as the
result of rational calculation of payoffs or
rewards.

Dougherty and Pfaltzqraff (1971:284) suggest that ,

In gener al, integration theorists hold that
persons adopt integrative behavior because
of expectations of joint rewards or penalties.

Certain conditions in social , political and economic life

create highly inflexible demands for access to specific resources.

16
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These conditions , coupled with several others , are in fact likel y

to generate cooperative efforts to gain access to such resources ,

at least if actors try to realize their preferences .

The rest of this chapter first outlines a set of minimal con-

ditions (Model 1) sufficient to generate cooperative efforts by

one rational actor toward another and then modifies those cond i-

tions (Model 2) to approximate some real world situations , thus

offering the chance to test some of its implications . Subsequent

sections analyze the assumptions underl ying the four other

hypotheses .

Model 1 (Ml): A simple Model Leadinq to Non—Violent Inter-

actions/Bargaining for Access to a Resource

Postulate 1 — units seek to maximize preferences.

Condition 1 — unit A1 has a strong and inflexible pre-
ference for acquiring a given resource
(e.g., x), but cannot acquire access to nor
construc t that resource without external
contacts.

Condition 2 — unit B1 has a surplus of x (a surplus A1 knows
exists) and that surplus is not possessed by
any other unit. *

Condition 3 — unit A1 is willing to negotiate with unit B1
for access to x and could (in pr inciple) overcome
its shortage by access to B ‘s surplus .

Condition 4 — unit B1 is willing to negotiate with A1 for
access to x because A1 has something B1 can
use .

*Note that in this entire essay, from this point on , an “A1”
will refer to a resource—short state of the sort defined by
Condition 1 above ; a “B1” will be defined as a unit with a
surplus of the resource the Aj “needs ,” although more than one
B1 may exist (contrary to condition 2 above).

17 
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Condition S — unit A 1 is able (in principle) to n2qctiat: -
freely with 131 for access to x.

Condition 6 — unit 
~i 

is able (in pr i nc iple) to negotiate freely
with A1 for the best concessions it can get in
return for qrantirtq A1 access to part or all of
its surplus of x.

Condition 7 — unit A1 has resources adequate to purchase access
to that resource (x) from B1.

Condition 8a — unit A 1 does not have resources adequate to
expropriate access to B1 ’s surplus x or to
credibly threaten B1 into surrendering access to
its surplus of x.

or 8b — unit A1 does not have the inclination to
expropriate access to 51 ’s surplus of (x) or to
threater 131 into surrendering access to its
surplus of x.

Model 1 (Ml ) may suffice to generate non—violent interactions

between A1 and B1, but it is also a ti ghtl y restricted model.

Consider the first stipulated condition. In principle , I believe

that a perceived resource—shortage can lead to one or more of four

strategies:

(1) suppress or mod i fy demands for the resource;

(2) substitute another resource using internal means;

(3) expropriate needed resources from areas not politically
controlled , i.e., newly discovered/uninhabited/as yet
unclaimed territories;

(4) engage in conflictual , competitive or cooperative
interactions to gain the needed resource.

Such a resource—short unit might find that external contac ts are

less costly than internal production or demand-suppression , but

rarely will It be completely dependent on external contacts for

the resource. Nor do social units often have a completely inflex—

18 
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ible demand for a resource; usuall y, the intensity of demand will

vary with its cost.

Or consider Ml’s second postulated condition . It is unusual

for one and only one unit B1 to have an available resource sur-

plus that A1 has both a strong , inflexible preference for and an

inability to obtain without external contact. Normally, an A1

has several potential suppliers.

The third and fourth conditions seem generally plausible ,*

but the fifth and sixth probably apply to legally sovereign social

units far more than to colonial regimes .** Whether the seventh

condition app1ies depends on the A1 ’s available bargaining

resources and on the price the B1 demands. The appropriateness

of the eighth condition should depend (for 8a) on the relative

military capabilities of A1 and B1, and , for 8b , on the likely

sanctions by the larger international system if A1 were to try

expropriation.

For our purposes , however , the second condition in Ml

requires greatest modification: most A1’s with internal

resource shortages are not each utterly dependent on a sing le B1

to alleviate the shortage. We need to specify the resource—

acquisition strateg ies , and their consequences for cooperative

*As we shall discuss below , the plausibility of even these condi-
tions will probably depend upon salient value , belief and attitude
compatihilities/incompatibilities between A1 and B1.

**Furthermore , material capabilities for interactions may also
depend upon mobilized material and technolog ical resources for
such activity .

19
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attempts , that A 1
1 s are likel y to try under vary ing amounts of

choice. First , though , it may help to summarize the more general

model which has emerqed .

(M2) A. Revised Mode l Leading to Non—Violent Interactions/
Bargaininq for Access to a Resource

Postulate 1 — units seek to maximize pre ferences;

Condition 1 — unit A 1 has a strong and highl y inflexible
preference for a given resource (x) and external
contacts constitute the least costly means of
acquiring access to it;

Condition 2 — a number of units (131 ’s)  which are accessible to
A1 eac h have surp luses of the given resource (x)
which the first has a shortage of;

Condition 3 — unit A1 is willing in principle to negotiate with
any B1 for access to resource (x) and could in
princip le overcome its shortage by access to B1’s
surp lus;

Condition 4 — each unit B1 is willing to negotiate with A1 for
access to x because A1 has something B1 can
use ;

Condition 5 — unit A1 is able (in pr inciple) to negotiate freely
with any B1 for access to resource (x);

Condition 6 — each unit B1 is able (in pr inciple) to negotiate
freely with A1 for the best concessions it can get
in return for granting A1 access to part or all of
its surplus of x;

Condition 7 — unit A1 has resources adequate to purchase access
to that resource (x) for a B1;

Condition 8 — the relative military capabilities of A1 and a
given B1 and/or the sanctions likel y to be
imposed by the larger international political system
in the event A1 attempted expropriation of B1’s
surplus of x are such that neither expropriation nor
threat is a viable option for A1 in overcoming its
resource shortage . f .
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RESOURCE DEPENDENCE AND COOPERATION

. .G-i.ve.n the postu•late v is— a—v i s preference maximizing behav ior

in M2 , we assume that resource—short states under conditions of M2

will try to obtain resource x as best they can. Thus , under the

conditions of M2 ,

An A1 is likely to interac t non_ violent ly *
more intensively with at ie:tst one available

H1 B1 than with other A~s , with unavailable
and even than are ‘~i~ 

with each other ,
ceteris paribus .

The rationale for 111 is that. an A 1 has -~ore incentive to

interac t in this way with at least one available B
~ 

than with

others , ceteris parihus. The incentive derives from A 1 ’s need

to assure itself access to the resource. In short , A1 ’s

incentive stems from a so—called “first—order ” preference -—

overcominq its resource shortage . This incentive exists no matter

now many F31s an A 1 can choose from .

But given this , let us look closel y at a situation where

several 131s could provide A 1 access to resource x , and where

each B1 can provide the A1 with sufficient x for its needs.

Does H1 fully address an A1 ’s expected resourc e acquisition

strategy here? Postulate 1 implies an A 1 w il 1 also try to

maximize so—called “ second—order ” preferences while try ing to

satisfy the first—order preference. Assume for the moment that

A 1 ’s second—order preference is to minim ize cost , and also that

*Note that the interactions we are ta]kinq about here do not
necessarily inc l ude the movements between A 1—13 1 of the
resource A1 has need of. We shall clarify this below.
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A1 ’s resource—shortage cannot be satisfied by a one—time

“purchase” but instead requires continuing access .

Of course , we might see the rationale behind H1 itself as

that A1 uses cooperative attempts to achieve current and continu-

ing access to the resource at a minimum price. In general ,

though , two sorts of strateg ies for satisfying second—order pre-

ferences seem available to A1 under conditions of M2:

(1) attempts by A1 to somehow create relationships with
B1s* which minimize the likelihood of unreasonable
future attempts by available B1s to raise the price of
access to their resource;

(2) selection by A1 from available partners ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
that

one** which currentl y best satisfies A1’s second—order
preferences at the same time it provides A1 access to
resource x.

In terms of the first type of strategy, it seems theoretical-

ly sensible that the less choice A1 has in selecting a B1 (the

fewer the possible sources of access to resource x), the more

attention A1 will give to sustaining relations —— with its set of

possible B1s —— that maximize the chances of continuing access

from at least one of them at an acceptable price. But what

sorts of relations and with which B1s?

In genera l, it seems that , ceteris paribus , the fewer opt ions
— 

available to A1, the more attention A1 is likely to give to its

*j.e., one or more B1S (units capable of supply ing A1 with the
resource it has a shortage of).

**Thjs strategy would in effec t find the A1 p lacing all its
hopes on its one “best” choice of a Bj.

22
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available B1s in order to minimize the cost of acquiring x from a

particular 81. But how would such attention help minimize cost?

The assumption here is that amicable attempts by A1 toward one ar

more B1s is A1 s  best bet to forestall collusive price increases

—— attention given to the extent that competition between

resource—suppliers is lacking . This claim in turn assumes that

the smaller the competition between suppliers , the less the market

itself will minimize price , and the greater A1 1 s need to “compen-

sate” for the lac k of competition. Amicable attention —— coopera-

tive attempts —— are assumed here to help make unreasonable (and

potentially collusive ) price increases “unthinkable ” to B1s. I

am arguing , in short , that in a non—competitive market , an A1 is

most likely to avoid the effec ts of collusion among potential sup-

pliers by developing cooperative relations with at least one of

them . The main implication of this argument here is that:

The fewer the options (B1s) available to A1, the
H1A greater will be A1 ’s overall cooperative attempts

vis—a—vis its set of available B15.

However , it is still not clear from the above whether an A1

will direc t such attention (1) equally toward all its potential

suppliers; (2) toward just one potential supplier ; or (3) in some

other way. Several strategies would be compatible with H1A.

Here , however , let us consider the second strategy (alluded to

above ) an A1 might use to satisfy its second—order preferences

while also gaining access to x. This , we noted above , would

involve A1 selecting from among available partners (B1s) that

23
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one which currently would best satisfy A1 ’s access to resource

x.

r..et us assume, for example , that A1, with five available

Bjs , finds that its transport costs per pound to 5la are

much smaller than its transport costs to any of B1b
_B

le~ 
This

situation , coupled with the preference maximizing postulate ,

prompts the hypothesis that:

A1s will tend to selec t as a supplier (and hence
cooperate most intensivel y with)* that B1 (rather than

H1R others) which will minimize the costs of obtaining
the needed resource for A1.

This hypothesis stipulates that A 1s will selec t as supplier

and cooperate most intensivel y with its best option , ceteris pan —

bus. It does not assert any particular magnitude of cooperation

between A1 and other potentiall y available B1’s.

On the other hand , even if an A1 can full y satisfy its re-

source—shortage through contacts with just one B1, we still need

to ask if there are any incentives , based on its continuing need

for re source x , which might lead an A1 to cooperate with B1s

other than its “best” option? One possibility stems from the

following : an A1 which ignores relations with all B1s except

its current best option might find , despite cooperative attempts

*A 1 
woul d , in shor t, be using intense cooperative overtures to

maximize its li kelihoo d of develop ing and ma in ta in ing a rela tion-
ship w ith B1 such that B1 would consider arbitrary price
increases against the A1 “unthinkable .”

24 
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toward that best option , that the selec ted Ill still unilaterally

raises the price of x to A1. Vet i f  A
1 had made cooperative over-

tures toward some other available B1s , its current partner might

be less confident of its abilit y to exac t higher prices from A 1.

It is certainly not clear , however , that A1 would have needed to

develop equall y cooperative relations with all its available

B1S. But what pattern of cooperative attempts would it be

likel y to employ? One possibility would be a distribution in

accord with each available B1 ’s capacity to lessen A1’s costs

of x. In these terms we might hypothesize that:

the smaller the costs of A1 ’s achieving access to the

~lC 
needed resource through a given B1, the greater
A1’s incentives to cooperate with that Bj.

Other reasonable distributions exist , however. For example ,

an A1 might have more incentive to focus cooperative attempts on

a few alternatives to its “best” option (still as a function of

these B1 s  capacity to lessen A1
1 s costs) than to devote co-

operative attempts toward all available B1 ’s, as H1~ asserts .

Summary

Our discussion of an A1 ’s interest in maximizing both

“f irst— ” and “second—order ” preferences through cooperation sug—

gests that , if rational , an A1 will try to achieve three goals

in dealing with available B1s:

25
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1) overcoming its resource—shortage per Se;

2) assuring the resource at the lowest cost at any current—
time ;

3) assuring the resource at the lowest cost in the future.

I have argued that under certain conditions , A1s will try

to achieve these goals by aiming cooperative overtures toward

available B1s. The implications of these arguments are imbedded

in the hypotheses just listed . H1 asserts that nation—groups

consisting of an A1 and an available B1 are likely to manifest

higher intra—group cooperation than are other nation—groups ,

ceteris paribus. HiA implies that if Ala has five

available B1s and A ib has Onl y two , Aib will make more coopera-

tive attempts on the average toward its B1s than Ala w ill

make toward its , ceteris paribus. H1B claims an A1 will make more

cooperative attempts toward the B1 best able to minimize A1’s

cost of access to x than A1 will toward others , ceteris paribus.

~~~ says that an A1 will make cooperative attempts toward each

available B1 as a function of each B1 ’s capacity to lessen

A1’s cos t of x , ceteris paribus, regardless of whether the

B1
t s resource is being used at the time by the A1.

Availability of Suppliers

This discussion has just framed a number of hypotheses in

terms of “available ” suppliers. Yet doesn ’t “available ” merely

mean a B1 can supply the resource? If any resource (x) is fully

usa b le in pr inci p le by any buye r , then the d is t inc tion (availa ble/

26
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unavailab le) simply confuses the issu~e.. It . ri~ t ,. the contrast is

vital. - - - -

The “resourc e” (x) we p lan to exami~~ con~ i~ ts of a deep-

water seaport. We discuss this in detail in the ne~~~cbap ter .

But given a certain kind of state with . imp~~ t/~xport .needs , a

preferenc e for such a port cannot be satisfied by substitution

under prevailing technoloqica~ conditions. This preference seems

to come as glose to fu1fi~l 1 in g  condition 1 of Model 2 (and Ml) as

possible: - - - , :  - - - - -
- ~~ 

- 
- 

- - - ‘~~ ~r )

Unit A 1 has a strong and inflexible preference
- for- ac~ u1ring~ a civen resource (x), but ’~~~nno t

Condition 1 — acquire access to or construc t that resource with—
- - Out ext-ernál~~~ ntacts . - 

- .

r .1f we càn~ dt assi~mè an ektremely iç~flexible demand .for a re—

so~irce, a1ternative;- as~unptions introduce an ord,er .o~~cqin~ lexity

- which makes outcomes- very d~ f€ icult- -to predict. -E ir~in~ the

- - hypotheses -‘just -disc u6~ed in terms of th.is resource should drasti-

cally simpl ify tests of— the model’s and hypotheses’ basic plausi-

bility. Note , however , that though many nation—states have deep—

- - - -water seaports,- relativel y few ports are log i.sticail.y relevant to

- a given -A 1 ’s - -im port/ex-pprt -needs. For instance , a B1’.s port

. - - m a y  -no t -be accessi~~1.e ~o A 1 except via sea—routes. Or use of a

‘B 1- ’s -por t for - imports/-exports could involve A1 obtaining

rights—of—way across so many intermediary and autonomous units

- 

•

- ds to mdke- the parti-c-ular port practically irrelevant for A1.
<~?~~ ‘ ‘C- i - - -

- -
- - 

. - - 
-

I i~ For such reasons w~ distinguished between available and un—
—

~~~~~~ 
- ,  

-~~~~~ 
- - -w ~

_.’~~~~- -~ 
—

- 
—

- 
- - 

- - - -

available 81 ’s. In the next chapter we make testable a~sump—
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tions about those seaports effectively “available ” for a given

A1, beginning with the notion that non—contiguous B
1

S are in

practice “unavailable.”

PROXIMITY

Neither hypothesis H18 nor H1C predicts any particular role

for “second—order preference—maximization ” as a determinant of

cooperative interactions in the absence of first—order

preferences . Rather , only if A1 has  a resource—shor tage

(as in Ml), do H18 and Hic assert A1 will interac t most intense ly

with the B1 which can both provide x and also , say, m i n i m ize

transport costs for A1 in getting x , ceteris paribus . In short ,

neither H18 nor H1C asserts that “relative ease” of contac t

between two units itself creates incentives to engage in high

levels of contact. H1B and H1C instead stipulate interactive

ef fec ts* between two kinds of characteristics of nation—groupings

in their relations with the chances of cooperation in the

grouping .

Interactive effects have received little attention in the em-

pirical literature on internation cooperation . There is instead a

pronounced tendency to test as many additive hypotheses as possi—

ble before considering them. Yet that may not be our best ap—

*~‘Briefly, a first—order interaction of two independent variables
X1 and X2 on a dependent variable Y occurs when the relation
between either of the X’s and Y (as measured by the slope byx) is
not constant for all values of the other independent variables”
(Blalock , 1969:155). See Chapter Six (below) for a fuller des—
cript ion .
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proach: even common sense suqgo-~ts that variation in the geogra—

phic proximity of A to B will affect the chances of A’ s coopera-

tion with B only if there are otherwise equall y high incentives

for A to cooperate with any given B, rather th an some such gen-

eral relationship as:

The more geographically proximate two nations , the more
H2 they will tend to cooperate with each other , ceteris

pa r i b u s .

Geographic distance —— the shortest traversible distance be-

tween two points —— is only a measure of certain costs of interac-

tions between two parties; it offers no clue by itself to the be-

nefits from such interactions. Geographical proximity does not

seem by itself to provide an incentive for interactions. However ,

we can hardly ignore the studies which found empirical relation—

ships between geographic proximity and the frequenc y of inter—

nation transactions and non—violent exchanges . Thus, Cobb and

Elder (1970:89) examined linear relations between proximity and

eight indicators of “mutual relevance ” among logical pairs of 49

nations using data from 1955 .  They conc lude  t h a t :

There is a distinct tendency for geographicall y
more proximate nations to e~d ihit qreater mutual
relevance.... Proximity has ~~~ qreatest impact
through the sharing of a coir r~on boundary.

Do suc h findings indicate a flaw in the claim that geograph i-

cal proximity does not provide incentives to interac t? No. Cobb

and Elder ’s analysis did not begin to assess whether other , ana-

lytically separate independent variables may have

29
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a) covaried with proximity, thereby potentially prod ucing
the observed relationship between proximity and inter-
actions; or

b) been virtually invariant across the sample and been at
levels providing more or less equal incentives for all
units to interac t with all other units , except for the
different costs of interaction due to varying geogra-
phic distances.

At the same time , such findings lead us to wonder whether a

linear additive model of the effects of (1) a dyadic characteris—

tic of resource—shortage —— resource surplus and (2) proximity, is

as effective in accounting for variation in dyad ic cooperation as

an interactive model of these two variables . Consequently, we

will examine both forms , but with higher hopes for the interac-

tive model —— for the reasons discussed above .

RESOURCE CAPABILITIES

Another hypothesis which has received substantial prior

attention involves the notion of “capabilities for communication/

interaction.” Such capabilities are asserted to vary directly and

strongly with the frequency of communication/collaboration between

units. This conjecture developed, it appears , from the common—

sense insight that communication entails costs and thus requires

certain resources.

...communication involves certain loads , or burdens ,
for the communication units. The costs of communi-
cation tax both the capabilities and the attention
of the units involved . Therefore , for effective
relations to be maintained , capabilities and atten-
tion must be at least commensurate with the level
of communication load (Cobb and Elder , 1970:8).

This tends to be the rationale for the hypothesis that:

30
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The greater two uni ts ’ mobilized economic/admini— - 
-

H3 strative capacities , the greater the extent of
t h e i r  n o n — v i o l e n t  i n t e r a c t i o n s  w i t h  each o the r ,

as though the “capacity ” for performing a g iven act necessaril y

converges w i t h  the i n c l i n a t i o n  to do so.

CULTURA L HOMOGENEITY

A third hypothesis drawn explicitl y from the literature on

international cooperation seems to stem from two basic notions:

(1) the more orientations/characteristics we share , the easier it

will be for us to cooperate ; (2) the more orientations/character-

istics we share , the more advantage there will be in our cooperat-

ing . Many scholars nonetheless argue that the plausibility of

either notion will depend on the types of charac teristics shared .

They base this claim on the convictions that (a) certain critical

differences between individuals are far more likel y to generate

obstacles (mistrust , hostility, fear) to cooperation than others ,

and also that (b) certain similarities are far more likel y than

others to engender rapport. But which charac teristics will be

more critical , and will the same characteristic be as salient for

one group of indi v idua lF as for the next?

These are difficult questions , and we cannot hope to treat

them comprehensively here . We should note , however , that the com-

mon assumption is that some one overall measure of cultural homo-

geneity can effective ly tap the most salient characteristics.

This has led in turn to the following type of hypothesis in a

number of empirical studies:
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the greater the cultural homogeneity of two social
H4 units , the greater the likelihood of cooperative

interactions between them , ceteris paribus.

“Culture ” is a very broad , rather amorphous term , and there

is much more that needs to be said about assigning empirical con-

tent to the concept of cultural homogeneity . Now, however , it is

important to consider the possibility that shared culture may ease

difficulties of engag ing in non—violent interactions without it-

self increasing the chance of such interactions. For example , if

A1 can satisfy its resource shortage through either Bia or Bib, and

A 1 and 81a share a common language while A 1 and Blb do not , lin-

guistic homogeneity may guide A1’s selection between Bla and Bib.

But if A1 cannot satisfy a resourc e shortage throug h Bla even

though A1 and 81a share a language, A1 may not be more likely to

cooperate with 8la than with 8th• This sort of relation between

cultural homogeneity and cooperative interactions is quite

different from that asserted inj~4. We are interested here in

both potential relationships between shared culture and coopera-

tive interactions , and will discuss some ways of examining them

in the next two chapters.

EXTERNAL FACTORS

Cooperation between two states does not take place in an

international vacuum . Joseph Nye (1968) argues, for example :

External factors of the “active ” varie ty , invo lv i ng de-
liberate decisions by those outside the region to help
or hinder integration , include among others: govern—
ments , international organizations , private foundations
and private investors. (p 415).... Some of the exter—
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nal factors that affec t an integration ~rc,c1~s~ (the
“passive ” ones) are of such a broad and general nature
that whether they exist or ~ot is a tter of h i st or i c a~
fortune (p 414). (f the “passive” external factors tha’
establish the climate of integration , the mo~;t importan t
(for Central America ) have been the geographical posi-
tion of Central America in . ‘lation to the TJ.S.; the
conditions of the international economy; and post—war
trends in international organization . A possiule fcurth
factor, fear of direc t or indirec t subversion from the
Castro government of Cuba , has played a role in enhanc-
ing cooperation in defense matters and in stimulating
the U.S. and , at times , C~ntrai American governments ,
but it has not been nearl y as important to the Common
Market as the other three fac tors (p 414).

In sum , Nyc says:

A case can he made that favorable external fac tors were
a necessary condition for the early success of Central
American economic integration. But arguing that they
were a necessary condition is far from say ing that they
were sufficient. Without Central American initiative
and for the other reasons discussed , external factors
would have been of no importance at all (p 420).

This suggests to Nye that external fac tors were not sufficient to

generate an economicall y integrated unit , at least not in Central

America. According to Nye , Central Americans played a “uniquely

important role ,” an assertion that may be more flattering to

Central Americans than it is enlight ening.

Case studies of integration processes can be very important

sources of hypothc ses , but their frequent limitation is in failing

to provide variation to assess whether conditions postulated as

important actually do relate to such outcomes . This is not an in-

herent limitation , (cf. Caporaso and Roos , 1973:1—37 and passim)

but some very knotuy sample selection issues attend the use of

such designs.
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At an opposite extreme from the case study approac h to extrr—

nal factors are several rather atheoretical recent efforts to exa-

mine relationships between the extent of similarity two states (A

and B) have in their linkages with Nye ’s “active ” external factors -;

and interactions between A and 13. For example , Rudo lph Rummel ’s

(1972) Dimensionality of Nations Project used A and B’s “similari-

ty of Cold—War bloc—affiliation ” as one among hundreds of poten-

tial determinants of A and 13’s cooperation/conflict.* But

little theoretical rationale for such a linkage was given , nor any

explanation for why such a relationship between variables might

vary across types of international systems. This sort of theore—

tical work may not have been Rummel’ s self—assi gned task , but it

certainly is important in understanding international processes

now.

The Role of External Fac tors

In general , external factors constitute pressures which may

stimulate , re in fo rce , or deter collective actions of various kinds

between the ac tors in a referent system. Hence , actors in a sys-

tem develop beliefs about the probabilities that various sanctions

will be applied by the “external environment” in response to their

actions. Clearly, also , decision—makers are more or less aware

that historical interactions (or the lack thereof) between their

*For a history and critical review of the DON projec t , see C’- . Hil—
ton (1973). For a description of the “Cold War” bloc affiliation
measure used in the DON projec t , cf . T. Park (1972:346—347).
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units and the external environment have had multi ple , complex

effects upon their units .

In general terms , it is plausible that the relationship A has

had with Y will influence whether A will cooperate , compete or

fight with B. If A and B are considered a system , Y may be con-

sidered part of A—B’ s environment.

In these terms , the contacts A has with Y could coercivel y

cons t r a i n A from coopera t ing  w i t h  B . Y could  in pr i nc ip l e  ach ieve

th i s  by us inq  superior  m i l i t a r y  resources . Y m i g h t  a l low A to co—

ope r ate  wi t h C , 0 , E , et c . ,  h ut A m i g h t  or m i g h t  not “ p re fer ” to

cooperate w i t h  these u n i t s .

On the o ther  hand , Y mi gh t  provide incentives for A and B to

cooperate with each other. Or Y could interact with both A and B

so as to mold internal material conditions grad uall y in both A and

B and leave them with few “internal” incentives to cooperate with

each other. Or Y might interac t with A and B so as to eventually

provide A and B with substantial internal incentives to cooperate

with each other. A given Y could in principle act so as to socia-

lize elites in A and B into a world—view that strongly facilitated

cooperation between A and B (including cooperation to try to en-

courage Y to provide them with better aid , terms of trade , etc.),

or into a world—view strong ly discouraging cooperation between A

and B. Y could socialize elites in A and B into a world—view en—

couraging cooperation between A and B , but Y might simultaneously

have molded A’ s and B’s economies so as to leave them with few

material incentives to cooperate economicall y. At still another
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level , A and B may both have similar patterns of contac t with Y,

yet Y may not be capable of nor act so as to influence coopera-

tiveness in the given system , A—B . In this latter case , A and B’s

similar orientations toward Y may oni y indicate that A and B share

many  o r i en ta t ions  of i n t e r e s t ; even if A and B ’ s s i m i l a r i t y of

orientations toward Y predicts A and B’s cooperativeness with each

o t h e r ,  we co u l d  h a r d l y  i n f e r  that affected cooperation between A

and B. 
-

In the contemporary international system there is obviously a

wide range of organizations external to any given dyadic unit A—B.

This variety of external forces is so bewildering in even its pos-

sible net effects upon a given unit , A—B , as to lead almost imme-

diately to despair about the prospects of systematically coming to

grips with it. Yet one arena where we might profitably examine

such possible effects is in relations among newly independent

states which have varied in the similarity of their historic

relations with particular metropolitan powers.

It is true that not all states have been “colonized.” So a

study of possible effects that variation in patterns of colonial

affiliation have upon relations among formerly colonized units

will not necessarily have broad relevance to a general assessment

of the role of external fac tors as determinants of inter—state co-

operation . Yet so little emphasis has been given to their poten-

tial role , and particularly to the possibility that the potency of

suc h fac tors mi ght vary ov er time in their ef fect s , that this

analysis seems justifiable —— despite its limitations .
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Colonial rule implies domination of one unit by another. A

colonizing agent may he able to exert many of the same kinds of

sanctions upon its colonized units as a “bloc—leader ” is able to

exercise upon subordinate allies in a polarized international sys—

tern. Thoug h there may be limits to this analogy, it could also

have useful imp lications for understanding any effects of bloc—

affiliations on cooperation between two units , A and B.

Consequences of Colonial Domination

Colonialism has had many consequences for colonized peoples ,

colonizers , and other  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in international affairs.

These consequences have generall y been most unfortunate for the

colonized peoples , hut it is not my i n t e n t  in th i s  essay to mora-

lize. Instead , I plan first to suggest some plausible effects of

colonial rule on relations between groups of colonized peoples and

for relations such groups may have with other actors in the

international system . Second , I want to spec ify how we might

identify such consequences .

Consider the idea that:

The greater the degree to which two states shared a
“colonial experience ” vis—a—vis the same metropole ,

H 5 the  g r ea te r  the f r eq u ency of those two st a tes ’
c oopera t ive  in te rac t ions  w i t h  eac h o the r .

Such an hypothes is , suggested by several  schola rs  i nc l u d i n g  Povol—

ny (1966:297—318), Orqansk i  (1958), Cobb and Elder (1970:40),

clearly assumes that if two groups of people have been colonized

b~’ the same metropole , th i s  “common ” experienc e will generate

stronger incentives to cooperate than will “separ ate” historical
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experiences , ce te r i s  pa r ibus .  I t  is not be ing  co lon ized  per se

which is assumed to generate greater cooperative orientations; it

is colonization by the “same” agent. Different colonizers are

thus assumed to have different effects upon colonized units.

Yet if two formally distinc t metropoles were each only “hold-

ing companies” for a common super—organization , and if the only

difference between metropole X and metropole Y was their name ,*

this hypothesis would clearly seem less plausible than a first

glance would suggest. In short , the concept of a shared colonial

experience through the “same” metropole does not itself spec ify

the aspects of such an experience likely to be important in gener-

ating cooperative orientations between A and B (two units colo-

nized by the same metropole) toward each other.

More basically though , the belief underl ying H5 appears to

be that colonizers generally engage in competitive alliance

formation —— efforts to extend their nation ’s property and

cultural system , over and above those of any competitors in the

international arena . The effects of such competition are assumed

to include molding the colonized individual’ s orientat 1ion s so to

form a kind of “international” community —— consisting of the

metropole and its colonies —— all with greater compatibilities

between them than across imperial lines.

*This is an argument which follows the reasoning about the status
of proper names in scientific explanation as traced in Przeworski
and Teune (1970:29).
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Colonizers have in fac t cienerall y encouraged colonized groups

to adopt their language and symbol systems as well as their formal

political institutions (or some rough variant thereof). They have

often also brought technology, trar]inq practices , forms of admini-

stration , moral codes and a host of attitudes , beliefs and arti-

facts in their conquests. Indeed , to the extent a colonizer

brought a roughly common “culture ” to formerl y disparate peoples ,

however unintentionally, that colonizer may have eased diff icul—

ties in communication and collaboration across large and complex

cultural distances. And in providing —— albeit unwitting ly —— a

common focus for the colonized peoples ’ political independence ac-

tivities , a given colonizer may well have provided incentives

among colonized elites to cooperate with each other —— to enhance

their collective bargaining power vis—a—vis the metropole. Sim i-

larly, even after political independence , since ex—metropoles have

often provided aid , technical and policy guidance and served as

major trading partners to many of their former colonies , it is

plausible that a metropole (or ex—metropole) may offer more (at

least indirect) incentives for its former colonies to cooperate

— 

among themselves than to cooperate with , for example , states

that were once the colonies of another metropolitan power .

Yet many countervailing influences could reduce these incen—

tives .* For example , several ex—metropoles may decide to consoli—

*Al thoug h in this essay we generall y use “A 1” to refer to a
resource—short state and B1 to mean a resource—surplus state , in
this paragraph the subscripts are merel y used to distinguish one
national actor from another.
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date their aid—giving programs (if any). Suppose a simple inter-

national system includes two imperial powers , A
1 

and B1, and

ten satellite—subordinate states —— where A2—A 6 are satellites of

A1 and B2—B 6 are satellites of ~i• 
Also assume that at time t1

leaders of A2—A 6 believe they can get aid from A 1 (but see no

prospect through B1), while leaders of B2—B 6 see a possibility of

aid throug h 
~l 

(but none from A 1). A 2—A 6 may well have an irtcen—

tive to coordinate their own aid—acquisition strateg ies —— since

they all will be dealing with the same potential donor A1, while

82—B 6 may have a comparable incentive to coordinate —— since they

will all be dealing with 
~i• 

A2—A 6 therefore may have less incen-

tive to interac t with B2—B 6 than with each other , and vice versa.

Bu t if A1 and B1 merged their aid programs , A2—A 6 coul d well have

more incentive to interac t with B2—136 (and vice versa), an d thus

relatively less incentive to interac t with each other to the ex-

c l u sion of B2—B6 than they did before. The effec t of shifting to

a joint aid program might thus be to reduce incentives among ex—

colonies of the sam e me tro po lit an power to coo pera te more in tens e-

ly with each other than with other political units . Secondly,

elites from a number of ex—colonies (from two or more former em-

pires) may simply decide to bargain collectively with elites in

the several ex—metropoles for better terms of aid , trade , etc.

Thir d amon g coun ter vail ing influenc es , consider the possibility

that a given metropole has had histor ical relations with its cob —

1
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H nies which have produced a group of economies with even less to

trade among each other than each has to trade with at least some

former colonies of another imperial camp .

Along the lines of this last point , Caltung (1971:81—117) ar-

gues that a metropole virtuall y always behaves so that its cob —

rdes will not have economies complementary* enough to generate

trade with each other. Caltung claims that the colonies become

more and more specialized to the needs of their given metropole ,

not each other. Although a given colonial economy might be quite

specialized , Galtung says a second colony ’s economy (linked to the

same metropole) will have virtually no consumers for the first’s

product(s).** In sum , he argues it is very unlikely that two

states which share (or shared ) a metropolitan linkage will be more

likely to cooperate economicall y than will other units , ce ter is

paribus. There is some plausibility to this argument , certainly

enough to make it naive to suppose that H~ will necessarily ob—

tam across all dimensions of cooperative relations. Yet even if

Galtung ’s argument receives empirical suppor t , states sharing a

(former) colonial affiliation may still be more likely to engage

in political cooperation —— and for some of the reasons suggested

*~$Cornp1ementarity~ refers here to a relational condition in which
one economic unit (A) is prod ucing something a second unit (B) has
“need” of (but which, at best , B is not produc ing as effic iently
as A).

**In short, the argument here is that prod uct specialization (by
both A and B) by itself does not necessarily produce a condition
of complemen tari ty between A and B.
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above. Particularly in the immediate post—independenc e period ,

elites in an ex—colony may well view other elites who sought inde-

pendence from the same metropole as “natural allies ” in many

other tasks.

A dyadic charac teristic such as having shared or not shared a

colonial  experience w i t h  the same metropole may vary  through time

in its potency as a predictor  of cooperative interactions between

the two s ta tes .  If i t  should v a r y ,  t h is clea r ly indicates the

need to develop techniques  to e s t ima te  the under l y ing changes tha t

might  heig hten or reduce an observed r~~la t ionsh ip .  Along these

l ines , consider tha t  e l i t e s  in the na t ions  whose cooperative

re la t ions  are being examined may change the i r  perceptions of their

par t icular  ex—metropole as their  most l i ke l y source of development

a id .  Such a change could have major implications for the support

lent  the hypothesis that the “more ’1 two states shared a colonial

experience via a common metropole , the more the cooperation be-

tween those two s ta tes .

It  is my basic v iew that “shared colonial affiliation ” is an

— umbrel la  term for a host of processes which are hardly confined to

formal  subord ina t ion  to a common ex te rna l  o r g a n i z a t i o n . The role

of “ ex te rna l  fac tors ” in a f f e c t i n g  cooperative processes w i t h i n  a

given system ( A )  seems l i ke ly  to var y according to a number of

condi t ions , i n c l u d i n g  (1) extent of isolation of A from the parti—

c u l a r  e x t e r n a l  ac t o r s ( s )  in ques t i on ;  ( 2 )  the d u r a t i o n  and types

of contacts A has had w i t h  the ex te rna l  ac t o r ( s ) ;  and ( 3 )  the re—
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lative capacities of the ex tern al ac tor and A to i n f l u e n c e each

other ’s behaviors.

For this stud y, however , my fundamenta l concern with external

factors is to insure that in assessing the relation between one

state ’s resource dependenc e on another and coopera t ive interac-

tions between them (H1), we are not merely observing the effects

of shared colonial experience (with a common metropole). In ChQp—

ters 5 and 6 we discuss how we guard against that possiblity.

- - Yet it is also impor tan t  to note tha t  the cha rac t e r i s t i c  of

having shared “colonial” status under a particular metropole may

or may not impl y: (1) equal “metropolitan ” efforts to effect

changes in each colony (or ex—colony); (2) comparable changes in

the specific colonies . For example , a metropole Y may have sever-

al colonies (A , B , and C), but Y’s trade links with A may be much

greater than Y’s links with C. Or Y ’s contacts with A could re-

sul t in A ’s elites acquiring greater fluenc y in Y’s language than

do elites in B or C. One explanation for such differences might

be that Y had colonial ties with A for longer than it did with B

or C. Alternately, Y’s interest in intense , stable relations

with A mi ght merely have been greater than with B or C.

The fac t t h a t  there may be s u b s t a n t i a l  v a r i a t i o n  in the

“ meaning ” of “shared colonial affiliation ” from one dyad to ano—

ther is l i k e l y  to have major consequences for the plausibility of

H 5. C l e a r l y ,  also , other  ( n o n — c o l o n i a l )  powers may a f f e c t whe—

ther (and how much) members of a given system (A—B ) will cooper-

ate . In Chapter 7 we will therefore develop a general means of
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assess ing the impac t  w h i c h  a range of external actors have on

cooperation within a referent dyad .
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESEARCH DESIGN AND CONCEPT MEASUREM ENT

I. PRELIMINARIES

Al tho ugh t h i s  subjec t is not amenable to experimental treat—

ment , we are not condemned to a w h o l l y  casua l  e m p i r i c i s m .  This

ch apter spec i f ies  measures  of i n d e p e n d e n t  va r i ab l e s  used in our

hypo thesis tes ts .  F i r s t , howeve~~, some i n f o r m a t i o n  about  the sam—

pie used and the method of ana l ys is should be h e l p f u l .

A. Researc h Se t t ing

The research “setting ” in this study consists of selec ted re—

lations among all possible non—directional dyads (153 pairs) of 18

African nations during 1962—68. The nations were drawn from East ,

Cen t r a l , and West A f r i c a , h ut  exc l ude North and Southern  A f r i c a n

states.* The reasons for this exclusion were lack of data and/or

a design precluding inclusion of states that were politically

non—autonomous between 1963—68.

To assess an hypothesized linkage between variables , we need

variation on at least the independent variables. Yet , how much is

“adequate?” Among these dyads there is clearly variation across

the traits of in te res t , h ut less than would he found in a random ,

global set of (153) internation dyads. This is not a critical im-

pediment. However, if a given hypothesis is not supported here ,

*The sample is listed in Chapter One , p. 1.
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i t  may be t h a t  the dependent  v a r i a b l e  has not “ responded to ” such

d i f f e rences .

To guard against this “false—negative ” result , a setting with

the grea tes t  possible  v a r i a t i o n  in  the independen t  v a r i a b l e ( s )

rniqht be ideal. We have not used quite that approach , dea1~ nq as

we do only with African states . Nonetheless , since there is a

fair range of variation across our sample , and because of a prime

interest in how well several explanations of interstate coopera-

tion account for African patterns , we focus on these dyads.

B. Researc h Desiqn

The hypotheses in Chapter 3 could be examined in several dif-

ferent ways , most notabl y with a cross—sectional or longitudinal

design. In cross—sectional desiqns , variation is observed over a

set of cases at one point in time . In a long itudinal design ,

variation is observed in the same case over time . In either

version an hypothesis is “tested” by assessing whether one

variable is systematicall y related to another.

The design used here is best described as cross—sectional

with replications on a panel of dyad s —— using three different

sets of observations (for 1962 , 1965 , 1968) on the same variables

for the same cases.

No hypothesis can be assessed without comparable measures

across cases for at least some of the critical concepts . It is to

specification of such measures that we now turn .
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~ 1 ( RESOURCE DE P ENJDF ~~JC E EFTWEI- .N NXfIOt’JS)

To a n a l y z e  H 1, we u~;s~~n c- t h a t , -r this sarnp l’~ and tine—

frame , any dyad unit cor’ipI ise~l of (U a land—locked (LL) nation

and (2) a contiguous nat ion with a deep—wat~ r 3~ aport (CP) has

high resource complementar i t y  i n  ( X )  ~s ~;~~~c i lied un ;e~: the  condi-

tions of M2.* The plausibility of this claim rests on several

secondary assumptions wh ich t~~ i~selve~; r e u i r ’  j u s t i  f i c a t ~~o n .

A. The C o n d i t i o ns  of M 2

A d m i t t e d l y ,  no t  a l l  T f~ n a t i o n s  n - ” ~s sa r i ly  r e q u i r e  access to

seaports .  The f o l l o w i n g  rd ~tatos seem to have  o n l y  m i n i m a l  such

needs:

(1) those capable o~

( 2 )  those w i t h  im p o r t / e x p o r t  p r e f e r e n c e s  of a low b u lk /
w e i g h t  h u t  h i g h  v a l u e  n a t u r e , e . g . ,  d i a m o n d s ;

(3) those  ab le to r e l y  onl y on l a n d — r o u t e s  to expor t
markets.

However , none of the T,L states in this sample appears to satisfy

any of these criteria.

First of all , the trade each did durinq 19’32—68 with

non—African states comprise d a larqe part of each one ’s total

economic activity (!lorrison et al, 1972:144).** D u r i n n the 1960’ s

*See Chapter 3 for details.

**princ ipa l trade partners were as follows :
Central African Republic (CAR) —— Franc e and EEC , U.S., Is rael
Chad —— France , U.S., Japan , Camero on , CAR , Niqeria
Mali — —  France , C h i n a , U.S.S.R., Senegal , Ivory Coast ,

Ghana
Uganda  —— Br i ta~ n , W . Ge r m a n y ,  Japa n , I ta l y ,  Canada , Kenya
Upper Volta —— France , U . S . ,  Ivory Coast , Ghana



~~~~~~~~~~ - -

none of these states relied on low—bulk , low—weight—high value

imports or exports (Morrison et al, 1972:199 , 204 , 294 , 365 , ~ ‘2 ; .

Finally, none of these five states could realisticall y t r an spo r t

needed imports/exports even largely by land alone: costs would

have been too high , and such a restriction also would have meant

developing trade relations (import/export markets) with many of

the same ported s t a t e s  w h i c h  we are here examining the

plausibility of their avoiding.

Nations needing access to a seaport should try to acquire it

at the lowest possible cost. In general , conti guous states with

ports can probably offer lower cost access than other options ,

i.e., combinations of one or more intermediary non—ported state(s)

and a non—contiguous ported state.* Contiguous ported nations

generally also seem to offer the lowest risk option: such an ar-

rangement only requires amicable relations with one other polit-

ical unit.

*It is possible that the contiguous state could only offer a
seaport more geographicall y distant than that of a non—contiguous
state , or that the terrain between the land—locked and contiguous
state might be practically impassable. Contiguous states ’ ports
need not necessarily be of lowest cost. Yet other general crite-
ria appear too broad , irrelevant , or narrow. For example , we
might argue that ~~~ ported unit accessible by non—sea routes
could qualify. But this would include many wholly irrelevant
ports and therefore be too broad a criterion . We might argue , al-
ternatively, that any ported unit closer than , say, 500 miles and
accessible by non—sea routes is “available. ” Yet this would pre-
sent obvious problems if , for a given LL, the closest ported unit
was 600 miles away . A criterion this arbitrary would be patentl y
unreasonable and irrelevant. On the other hand , a c r i terion wh ich
simpl y specified the actual options considered by a land—loc ked
state ’s elites would be too narrow. We want a general criterion
that predicts the options relevant to a specific land—loc ked
state .
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Can we a s sume  t h a t  an 
~~ 

needs o n g o in g  and th e r fore  r e l -~—

tively durable access to a contiguous seaport? Although one

cooperative attempt might suffice ~o quarantee access , this seems

unlike ly. Why? After all , neglec t by a land—locked state of Fuch

relations could lead a ported unit to imposP harsher costs of

access , an outcome that A 1 will seek to avoid , at least if it

believes that the costs of avoidinq neglect are less than the

costs of 131 ’s attempts to impose harsher terms. In effec t , we

assume that elites in an A1 Operate with such a belief.

Conditions 3 and 4 can be treated rather summaril y here. As

a benchmark , examples of comparative non—willingness to negotiate

terms of access would he llozambi que ’s decision to close its bor—

- 
- ders to Rhodesian imports/exports and Kenya ’s 1976 decision to do

the same vis—a—vis Uganda. No borders were closed a prior i to

communications , exchanges , etc., by any other state in this sample

toward any other during the time period to be examined , ind icating

a favorable general climate for negotiating terms of access by an

A 1 to a ~i
’5 seaport facilities. While relations between certain

sample states were more strained than those between others during

this period , conditions 3 and 4 do not preclude strain; they mere-

ly require that an A1 and a 
~i 

be willing in pr inciple to nego-

tiate o’ler access to 
~i

’
~ 

seaport. This condition appears to have

been satisfied.

Conditions 5 and 6 warrant close attention here. Autonomy in

foreign policy forrn~ lation is not normall y available to colonial
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regimes . At least in general , metropoles did not ail- ,w A fr ican

colonial regimes to bargain ;i~~onq them selves for terms of e ces~:.*

Land—locked French colonial reg imes were virtuall y assured oj ac-

cess to the closest f~ asihle French  colonial ~;eaport. The

set of conditions most assuredly applied in thr F3rit ish colonial

empire in Africa. **

But as African ported stat~ s gained political independence .

they could in principle bargain for access to their ports . In

p r a c t i c e , use of this power may have been more prevalent at the

end of the decade —— as the vulnerability of land—locked states ’

position s became clearer. Consequently, H1 may hold more strongly

as the decade progressed. We e x am i ne th i s  p o s s i b i l i ty in Chap ter

Seven.

C o n d i t i o n  7 st i p u l a tes tha t a gi ven A1 has  resou rces ad e q u a t e

to purchase access to resource (X) from any  particular accessible

B1. In this sample of states and dur ing the 1960’s (at least), it

seems safe to assume that Condition 7 obtained.

As for Condi t ion 8, access to a seaport cannot be expropr i-

ated on a one—time basis or in and of itself. To use the resourc e

requ i res  r i qh t  of way ; s ince  “acc ess to e por t” is not a moveable

commod i ty ,  expropria tion would necessitate at least partial armed

occupation of the ported—state. Such a take—over (by a LL African

*cf. P.S. Morqenthau (1977:83—86).

**cf. L. Puhin & B . Weinstein (1974:50—62), and ~1or qe n t h a u ,
Ibid.
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state) was almost certainl y not possible during this period . rL

states in this sample were militarily inferior to conti guous

ported states. In addition , the DAD commitment that evolved by

1963 to protec t member states ’ ter ritorial integrity would have

militated very strongly against such an action .

It may not he as obvious , however , wh y threats could not have

been usable (and quite effective). Perhaps a mixture of threats

a nd coopera t ive  a t t e m p t s -  would  have been even more effective.

Given the generally inferior military capabilities of the LLs , I

believe threats would not have been viewed as credible. However ,

this is actually a stronger assumption than we need. All we need

to assume is that if a state used threats in attempts to gain port

access , i t s  coopera t ive  a t t emp t s  pos i t ive l y covaried wi th  such

th rea t s .  Under the c i rc umstances , t h i s  does not seem an unreason-

able assumption .

B. Hi1 and ~~~
1M

Let us assume, given the above , that any sample dyad corn—

prised of an LL and a CP nation is a unit (A1—81), with high re-

source complementarity in (X). How can we measure dyad ic varia-

tion on this trait?

For statistical anal ysis , we create a scale , labelled LPC,

which scores dyads as:

1 if a dyad consists of an LL and a CP; 10 if not .

Note that while LPC posits an interactive relation between the

dyadic traits of land—locked/ported status and contiquity as they
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re la te to dya d ic coopera t iven ess , 111 does not requi~~u an i nt e --

ac t i ve e f f e c t .  If land—locked/ported sample dyads (cont~ quous

not), exhibit more cooperative interactions than ot~iers , cc- t cr~~

p a r i h u s , th is too would support UI . In fac t , this prc-Lction i~

the s imples t  vers ion of Ill . We a r ?  ~n t e r e s t e ( 1  in -sth . For c ia-’ —

i t y  below , the intera ctive pred iction is labelled HI j ; the has~ c

prediction is referred to as H1~~.

To e x a m i n e  H 1~ emp i r i c a l l y, we created a scale (LL/SP) which

assigns land—locked/ported dyads the score 1 and all others the

score 10.

C. Hi p

Hypo thes i s  111A is based on the n o t i o n s  th a t :

( 1 )  the weaker  the compe t i t ion in a marke t , ceteris paribus ,
the less likely potential suppliers will he forced by
compe tition to minimize the price of a resource they
sell ;

and (2) the weaker the competitive force on supplie~-s to mini-m i z e  the pr ice  of a resource , the s tronger buyers ’ in-
cen t ives to d iscou rage s e l l e r s  f ro m arbi tr a r y ,  “unrea-
sonable ” price increases .”

~
11A contends that a buyer s primary tool for influencing

potential sellers as in (2) above is coopera tive attempts toward

potential sellers. It does not stipulate th at the buyer will

equally distribute such attempts among its available , potential

supp liers. Rather , i t  a s se r t s  tha t:

the smaller the competition in a market a buyer must
par t i c ipa te  in , the greater will be the amount of that
buy er ’s overall cooperative attenpt s vis—a—vis its set
of potential suppliers —— of resource (X).
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How can we assess this proposition? To begin , how do we

categorize the market competitiveness in (X) relevant to any given

sample dyad? I assume that the fewer the potential suppliers of

(X) available to an A1, the weaker the competition in the market .

Assumin g this , H1A implies that:

the fewer an Al ’s available potential suppliers (Bis) of
H1A X, the greater the average number of cooperative at-

tempts A 1 will direc t at suppliers , ceteris paribus,

To assess the extent of supply alternatives available to an

A1, we proceeded as follows :

(1) If a dyad consists of an Al and a B]. and the Al has many
possible suppliers , the dyad ranks low on the DEP].(I)
scale.

(2) If the dyad consists of an Al~ and a B]. and the A]. has
few possible suppliers , the dyad ranks hiqh on DEPI(I).

(3) If the dyad does not consist of an Al and and a B], it
ranks lowest on DEP1(I).

The numbe r of possible suppliers for an A1 is then simply taken to

be the number of an A1’s contiguous ported (CP) states. For sta-

tistical analysis , it was most convenient to use an inverted form

of DEP1(I), i.e., the “DEPi” scale.* Given this , H1A posits a

*If the dyad is an LL/CP and the LL has:

DEP1(I) DEP1
3 conceivable CPs 30
4 conceivable CPs 20 10
5 conceivable CPs 10 20
If the dyad is not an LL/CP - 1 30
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hiqh inverse correlation betwee n DEP1 and the m~gnitude of ‘:~~~:hic

cooperative attempts , ceterjs paribus . The “cont~o1s” used ~n

examin ing  t h i s  p red ic t ion  are discussed in Chapter  S i x .

D. Hi5 and Hl~

In the third chapter I sugqested that a resource—short s tat ~~

will try to satisfy “second order preferences ” while overcoming

its shortage per se. In brief , a buyer will try to get the “best

deal” it can. But what is a “best deal” ? ~1injmum financial cost?

Minimum Cost coupled with the greatest assurance against unreason-

able future price increases? Minimum cost and maximum cultural

compatibility? The package of second—order preferences that a set

of buyers values most is difficult to specify theoreticall y, if

indeed there is just one such package for all “buyers” we examine

here.

None theless , various sections of the last —hapter intimated

that: (1) “minimizing transport costs” mi ght be a general and

salient second—order preference among buyers try ing to overcome

shortages in (X); (2) buyers also try to select a supplier that

would avoid unreasonable price increases; anfl, (3) buyers might

try to satisfy this latter preference by directing cooperative

attempts at both their current supplier(s) as well as other ,

potential suppliers.

Nei ther H iM, Hi1, no r HIA makes an explicit prediction as to

which potential suppliers an A1 is most likel y to cooperate with/
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selec t as supp l ie r . Hi 3 and U l~ do j u s t  th at , a l t h oug h the not ion

of “second—order preference maximization ” is hardl y explicit

enoug h by itself.

“Minimization of current financial costs of access” does seem

a generally credible type of second—order preference. A measure

of transport costs per unit of vo l ume/wei ght between an A1 and a

given B1 ’s seaport may he a reasonable estimate of how well A1 can

• minimize current financial costs of access to X using the g iven

B1
t s port.

Transport costs are a complex function of several factors ,

inc luding at least: distance , transport mode , terrain , seasonal

con d i t ions , ins ur ance costs , etc .  The onl y i n f o r m a t i on we have

here , however , pertains to the geographic distances between sample

countries. However , it is still not immediately clear which geo-

graphic distance we should utilize .* Here we rel y on a measure

*possjhi]jties include the distance between: (1) A 1 ’s
capital—city and B1

t s major ports; (2) A 1
1 s capital—city and

B1 ’s closest sufficient p o r t ;  A 1
t s major productive area

(i.e., source of expor t—bound goods) and either (3) B1 ’s major
port or (4) B1 ’s closest sufficient port; a point midway between
A 1

1 s two largest productive areas and (5) 
~~~~~~~~ 

majo r  or ( 6 )
closest sufficient port. More complex measures might be
appropriate too , such as one which does not assume that the
geographic origin of A 1 ’s export— bound goods is the final
“internal processing ” site prior to export of those goods.
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of surface distance between the capitals of an A1 and a given B1.*

Though this is a crude measure , should we find support for H1B or

H1C with it, more refined indices are apt to hear substantial re—

wards. If no support emerges , any support using better measures

would probably not be particularly strong anyway.

In t hese te rms , we assess H 1B and Hic assu m ing mi n imi z a t i on

of current financial costs of access is the overriding second—

order criterion A1S use to make cooperative attempts toward avail—

able B1s .

Hi3 predicts an A1 will make the largest number of coopera-

tive attempts it directs at a potential supplier toward the one

that also can maximize A1’s second—order preferences. Hl3 w i l l

receive support if there is a significant inverse relation be-

tween

(1) a scale which ranks as lowest those dyads formed of an
A1 and its “geographicall y closest” contiguous port

- 
state ; as highest , any other sample dyads;

(2) a scale (or scales) ranking dyads by their magnitude of
intra—dyadic cooperative attempts.

The first type of scale alluded to here represents the hypo-

thesized interactive effects of “resource dependence ” and “m in imal

transport costs.” However , there are several ways of measuring

* c alc u l at i n g  geographic d i s t ances  between c a p i t a l s  of the 18
sample s tates involved s t rai g h t — l i n e  measurement of distance on
the American Map Company ’s World Map ( * 9 5 7 7 )  -- a Mercator Projec—
tion. All  mea surements  made were w i t h i n  Lat .  15 Nor th  and Lat .  15

~~~~ South , so the distortion problems inherent in measuring distances
over great latitudinal variation were avoided.
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resource dependence , eve n in t ~~ cC l~~r~1— 1o~ ked port ’~d s t a tes ’

depe ndence.  To assess Hi p , t h e r ef ore , we use two scales , LPC—

CLOSE and DEP 1_ CLOSE .*

*LPC CLOSE w e i i l ts a d y-- i~~’~ T P C ( l )  score by a second scale ——
“CLOSE. ” CLOSE j t n  - l i  i~ ev~~~e 1  so that all 1 L/CP dyad s’ L P C ( l )
scores are rn u l tip li e 1 

~
y ? i f  t he  CP i n  t he  dyad r epresen t s  the

LL’s c losest CP, and are multiplied by 1 (left unchanged ) if not .
LPC(l) times C LOSE ~‘ i e J d s :  T PC— closest = 20; LPC— not closest =
10; not LPC = 1. For testin~ purposes , however , we inverted this
scale to get r PC—CrO~~E :  not LPC 20; LPC— not closest = 10; LPC—
closest  = 1.

DEP1—CLOSE is the inverted produc t of a dyad’s DEP1 (l) scale
and the CLOSE scale:

If dyad is an LL/CP and  the  CP is: - -

DEP1—CLOSE ( I) DEP1—CLOSE
closest of LL’s 3 CPs 60 1 —

not closest of Lr~’s 3 CPs 30 20
closest of LL’ s 4 CPs 40 10
not closest of LL’s 4 CPs 20 30
closest of LL ’ s 5 CPs 20 30
not closest of LL ’ s 5 CPs 10 40
If dyad is not an LL/CP 1 60
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Hlc claims that an A 1 distributes cooperative attempts amonq

potential suppliers according to their abilities to maximize A1
1 s

second—order preferences. A1 may, after all , have incentives to

make such a t tempts  toward more B1s than it currentl y uses .

Hl~ argues that current use is sufficient but not necessary

to induce coopera t ive  a t t e m p t s  by an A1 toward a spec i f ic B1.

There may he advantages to amicable relations with alternatives to

the current supplier , such as the visible reminder to a currently

used 
~i 

that competitors do exist . Yet an A1 is not likely to

cultivate all its alternatives equall y, and may instead make

cooperative attempts toward a given 8
~ 

as a function of the B1’s

ability to minimize A1 ’s current costs of access to resourc e X.

the greater the t ranspor t  costs between an A1 and a
Hic qiven B1, the smaller the likelihood of cooperative

attempts between them.

To assess Hic empiricall y, we built two scales. The first ,

LPC—PROX , is a version of LPC weighted by inter—capital dyad ic

~1

I ,  

58

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



- - -- -,--~- -- — —-- - —~~~~~~~ _ ::_~~ 
—-------- — —_ ----j — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :-~~ ~

—---
~

---- - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -  -~~~ 

distance.* The second , DEP1— PROX , is a version of Dfl1 ’l —— alsr

weiqhted by inter—c~ pita1 distance. Mo!:e specifically, the LPC—

PROX scale is simply a dyad ’s LPC score multiplied by its PROXIM-

ITY score , while the DEP1-PROX score is the produc t of a dyad’ s

DEP1 and its PROXIMITY score .

III. H2 (Proximity)

By contrast with Hi 3 and 
~~~~ 

1-1 2 asserts that transport costs

between 
~~~ 

soc ia l  u n i t s  a f f ect  the l i k e l i h o o d  of t h e i r  coopera-

tive attempts. There is a rather consistent set of prior findings

to the effec t that:

the greater the geographical proximity between two
H2 states , the qreater the magnitude of cooperative inter— —

actions between them.

Despite my belief that proximity is not the sort of trait

likel y to affect cooperative interactions between units , it is

important to see whether even “uncontrolled” suppor t for this hy-

pothesis emerges. This should afford at least an initial means to

*H1C does not necessarily predict that across the entire
class of Al — contiguous Ri dyads , the smaller the transport costs
the greater the intra—d yaclic cooperative attempts , although such a
findinq might he compatible with the H1C ’s prediction under cer-
tain conditions. Rather , it predicts that , for a given A1, its
cooperative attempts toward each of its contiguous B

~ 
will be an

inverse f u n c t i o n  of t h a t  A1’ s cost of t r an spo r t i ng  goods to the
particular contiguous Bi. In other words , Hic is thoroughl y con-
sistent in pr inciple , with a finding that , if Ala and B laare 100
miles apart and Aib and Bic are 50 miles apart , Ala and Bla inter-
act cooperatively at greater magnitudes than do Aib and Bic . This
could occur and he consistent with H1C, however , only if Bla was
Ala ’s closest available Ri ~~~~~~~~ . 

Bic was not Mb’s closes1 available
B].. Otherwise , we would expect A 1b and 3lc to exhibit greater
magnitudes of inter—dyadic cooperative attempts.
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assess any incentives to cooperate associated here with variation

in proximity .

To examine 112 , we use two measures: (1) inter—capital geo-

graphic distance (PROX), as described above ; and (2) a d ummy vat i—

able indicatinq whether or no~ two sample nations share a common

boundary (CONT). The smaller the inter—capital dyadic distance ,

the s m a l l e r  the d y a d ’ s score on PROX. A dyad of states with a

common boundary receives a CONT score of 1; o ther  d yads get a

score of 10.

IV. H3 (Resource Capabilities)

In the l a s t  two decades , increasing attention has been given

to hypo thes i s  ( H 3 ) :

the  g rea t e r  the j o i n t  resource c a p a b i l i t i e s  of a pair of
states , the g rea te r  the magnitude of their cooperative
interactions with each other.

Some work of Cobb and Elder (1970:107, 113), R. Rummel (1968), and

of NP. Gleditsch (1970:1—58) is illustrative .

Considerable support has been mounted in favor of this

hypothesis too, although this has varied somewhat depending on the

studies and the indicators used. Two measurement approaches have

been dominant. First , average dyadic “mass ” (or “size”) has been

used —— based on one or more of the following: population , land—

area , energy production per year , gross national (or domestic )

produc t, etc. Average economic development or mobilization levels

have also been employed , using such measures as GNP/capita , energy

production/ cap i t a , schoo l en ro l lmen t s/ cap i t a , etc . Each approach

has a certain plausibility. A “mass” measure woul d seem to
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reflect differences in dyads ’ m o b i l i z a b l e  resources . At the ‘-~~me

time , a small but very w e l l  or a n i - ~ed and  e c o n o m i c a l l y developed

pair of states with a c o m b i n e d  cui~ ~~~~~- large as that of two

populous , impoverished st~~ es may have far more resources bey -~nc~

subsistence levels with w~~Lch to engage in re]ations with each

other —— including cooperation —— than do members of the large ,

poor dyad . Cobb and Elder (1970) found some suppor t for H3

regardless of which measure they used , although the latter type ,

e.g., (NP/cap ita , proved best.

“The r e s u l t s  . . .  show a s u b s t a n t i a l  ( p o s i t i v e ) r e l a t i on  to
e x i s t  be tween the  leve l of i n t e r n a l  development and mutual
relevance. ” (1970:107)

“Dyads with greater average economic power tend to
show qreater nutual relevance. ” (1970:1l3~

Gleditsc h (1970), examining three highl y abstrac t theories of

inter—nation behavior (“attribute ,” “field” and “rank” theory),

conc ludes in part:

.the th ree  t heo r i e s  play variations on the same
(rather trivial) theme: that absolute positive
interaction can —— to a large extent —— be predicted
from the magnitude of rank attributes. The other
attribute.. .dimensions are somewhat less important ,
it seems , than-...size and wealth....(p. 44)

To discuss details of these three theories would sidetrack us

here , but note that the dimensions of size and wealth are , in ef-

fect, “mass ” and developmental measures of capabilities; “size”

and “wealth” are exemplified , respectivel y, by the joint “nation-

al” income of the dyad and by joint energy consumption/per capita .

In testing 113, we also use these two approaches .
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The two ( dy a ] i t ’ )  indic (~ us- . d here i r e  labe l led NA SS 1 and

M O DL 1 , * and 11 3 w i l l  ho t a l~ef1 as supported in s o l a r  as we f i n d  a

strong, ~o~~1t r v r ’  rela~~ion ~r-tw ~ er a 1v~~J ’ s ~~~~~ (or M O B L 1 )  index

Does “cul tural homoqt’ne~~ty ” reter to one or a number of

traits? Just how meanin g fu l is a ~‘imriary neriu ure that aggregates

differences and similarit i es between two units on religious

b e l i e f s , k~ nshir patterns ,. concytions of authority, etc.?

“ C u l ture ” is quite an am o r p h o u s  concept , so It would be

pr es u m p t u o us to assum e here  t h a t  we can  e f f e c t i v e ly m e a s u r e  the

m a i n  e l e m e n t s  of c u l t u r a l  s im i l a c i t y / d i s s im i l a r it v . In t h i s  s t u d y

we a re  r e s t r ict e d  to two types  of m e a s u r e s .

*These i n d i c e s  wece formed fro o  the  f o l l o w i ng  d yad ic  ind ic a-
tor s:

MASS 1 : P o p u l a t i on  ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  (
~DP ( 1 9 6 5 ) ,  F’r i e rqy P r o d u c t i o n  ( 1 9 6 5 ) ,

INGO memb er sh i ps ( 1 9 6 4 ) ,  1CO m e m b e r s h i p s  ( 1 9 6 4 ) ,  Trade
wi th res t  of wor l d (1 96 5 ) ;

MOBL 1: U r b a n i z a t i o n  ( 1 9 6 5 ) ,  Economi c  D e v e l o p m e n t , Go v e r n m e n t a l
Scale  ( 1 9 6 6 ) ,  GNP/capita (1965), Primary schoo1 enroll—
ment/ cap ita (1966). Sources for detailed definitions can
be found in ~1orrison et al (1972) and Vincent et al
(1971)

The fi c toral str icture ~~f each indicator set was unidimensional ,
thus hypa ssinq rotation. A fac tor—score consists , b a s i c a l l y ,  of a
regression weight -issiqned to a given standardized componen t  ind i -
cator -— to he used in estimating a qiven factor from the indica—
tor ( Pummel , 1970:172). A princ ipal—factor routine , with itera-
t ion to e s t i m a t e  c o m m u n a l i t i e s , was used here ; j • e • ,  the PA2 ver-
sion in N. Nie et al (1975:480).
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F i r s t , we bui l t  cIyalic el H i o w - li t i - t q e n e i  ty ( : S t i n dt e  f rom

d a t a  on s t a t e s ’ r i - l i o i o u s  i Je i i i c ~~t ’~on p a t t o r n i ;  with Christian-

i t y ,  I s l a m , and t i i m is m .

Second , we c o ns tr n e t e d  a ~et Ot ~vad~ c m e a s u r e s  of “ t r a d i -

tional” cultural homo cieneity — —  f rom ~t h noqraphic mater ials com-

p i l ed ( s e p a r a t e l y) by C.  ~1urdoc k and P. Apter and refined by D.

Morrison e t a ]  (1972:166_74). *

Why were those traits selected? Our reliqious homogeneity

measure  is cert a i n l y  a r qu a b l~ related to a category which histor i-

c a l l y  has been a f :nd a rnen ta l  ba s i s  for  d i s t in gui sh i n g one ’ s “own

k i n d ” from other , potenti aJiy suspect -iroups . Such differences

m a y  ope rate  i n ter n a t i o na l l y -~ io . Second , m a n y  s c h o l a r s  of A f r i c a n

soc i e t i e s  do a s s um e  t h a t  the  seven e t h n ogr a p h i c  t r a i t s  lis t ed

(below ) reflec t exceedinq l y fu ndamenta l d i me n s i o n s  of culture .

Thus , d i f f e r e nces and sim i lar i~~ies along each of these several d i—

*Th e f o l l o w i n g seven m easu res we~~~~~~od~— --- - - -—
~~~~~~

—- --- -

S i m i l a r i t y  be tween two s t a t  A and fl) is to the characteristic
( X )  of a t y p i c a l  e t h n i c  oup in  st a t e  A compared to the charac-
teristic (X) of a ty-j~ cal ethnic fl-Our ~n st a tc  ~~~, w h e r e  “ X ”  re-
f e r s  to each of the fo l l o w i ng , in  t u r n :

( 1 )  DDES CPL :  p r i n ci ple for reckoning lineaq~ or k in s h i p  l i n k s ;
(2) DSFTTPAT : degree of permanence /complexity in settlemen t pat-

terns;
(3) DHIF RARC : nwiher of levels of community structure above the

-famil y ;
— (4) DORGLEV: nt~mher of authority l e v e l s ;

( 5 )  D I N H E R :  r ui es  b r  transmi ssion and disposition of real
p r o p e r t y ;

(6) DMAPMODE: rules qwern~ ng gift exchange between groom ’s
kin and bride ’s k~ n (at time of marriage);

(7) DAUTUSYS: degree of centralized leadership.
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men sion s coul d p la usi b ly a f f e c t  i n d i v i d u a l s ’ l i k e l i h o o d  of cooper-

ative interactions.

On the othe r ha nd , cult ural homogeneity may relate to dyad i-.

cooperation but not in the additive way 114 implies. For examp le ,

i f  A has i n c e n t i v es to coope r a te , and if  any of severa l  pa r t i e s

mi gh t sat i sf y A , cu l t u r a l  homoqene i t y  coul d p a r t i a l l y  gu ide  A in

s e l e c t i n g  a p a r t n e r . But  u n l e s s  A ’ s d o m i n a n t  p r e f e r e n c e  can be

s a t i s f ied by it , A may not s~~lec t the mos t  r e l i g i o u s l y  homogeneous

pa r t y ,  choo si ng r a ther  the pa r ty  mos t c u l t u ra l l y  s i m i l ar to i t s e l f

th at also can satisfy A’ s initial preference. Moreover , the sa-

lience of spec ific cultural differences as they affec t cooperation

cou ld  va ry  gr e a t ly  through  t i m e , g iven ch angi ng e l i t e s ’ views on

the danqers in low levels of communication/c ooperation . For exam-

ple , dyadic va riation i— i homogeneity of their members ’ at t i t u des

toward a na tionalized economy might decline in its relation with

dyad ic  coopera t ion  because pr io r c leavage  p a t t e r n s  res u l t i n g from

ideologic al “ puri ty” about permissible international contacts

seemed to gcn c r a t~ cxC esSi- .~~ risks Lo yiooal survivai . there is

l i t tle dou bt such s h i f t s  can occur  in  the i n t e r n a t i o n a l  sys tem ——

the recen t  Arier ican  po l icy of de t en t e  w i t h  the Soviet  U n i o n

appears  i l l u s t r a t i v e, in some respec ts , of just such a shift.

These complexities , at least , make it d i f f i c u l t  to argue tha t

the specific cultural dimensions we examine necessarily relate to

dyadic cooperation . Even so, since no assessment of relations be-

tween these cultural dimensions and cooperative interactions
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exists for African states , this adm itte dl y sketchy effort may at

least encourage further study.

A. Religious U om oq en e i~~~

Cobb and Elder (1970) have developed an excellent strategy

for measurinq religiou s h o m o g e n e i t y .  TLey argue that if more than

two rel i g ious “choices” exist , and if each population in two

s t a t e s  i den t i f i ed w i th ~~j y~~~ e (bur respectively different) reli—

q ions , a dyad formed of the two states would be properly scored as

hi gh l y  d is si m i l a r  on the two re l i g ions which either identifies

with , bu t cou l d too e a s i l y he scored as highly similar vis—a—vis

any non—chosen reliqions. High sim ilarity on non—chosen alterna-

t ives  wou l d be ar t i f a c t u a l , and could easily distort the measure .

To avoid this problem , Cobb and Elder use the following :

Hom Bel 
= 100 — (~~~~~~~~ 

P~ 1
—R~~, ) / 2

where P~~ = th e % of nat ion j ’ s pop . identifying with roll—

qion (I);

~ ik  the  % of n a t i o n  k ’ s pop. identify ing with reli-

gion (i).

We use Cobb and E lde r ’ s s t r a t e g y  here , labe l t h i s  scale RFLHOM ,

and expect (under T-14 )  a strong , positive relation , ce ter i s

paribus , between RE~~ OM and dyadic cooperative interactions.

If there were only two possible religions , X an d Y , we could

reasonably  use dyadic similarity toward either to measure reli—
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qious simi larity. * This fellows because a given state ’s score on

X woul d determine its score on V. Civen this , dyad ic sim il arit y

on X could he measured qu it~ simply as the absolute value of the

difference between dyad members ’ percent of identifiers with X.

Since more than two religious “cho i ces” ex i s t , however , that

strategy does not seem s e n s i b l e .  C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  Cobb and El der ’s

s t r a t egy  appe ars mos t pra c t i c a l .**

B. Homogeneity of Tradi tional Culture

There is an important difference between the appropriate me a-

sureme n t st ra tegy for r e l i g ious ho mogenei ty an d tha t for  assess ing

dyadic similarity on traditional cultural “dimensions .” The latter

can proper ly  be measured  u s i n g  the s imple  d i s tance model re f e r r e d

*Of course , we must also be able to assume that members of a
given state ’s p o p u l a t i o n  are a c t u a l l y ide n t i f i e r s  w i t h  a re l i g i o n ;
i.e., are not “non—identifiers ,” but we need to he ab l e  to make  a
comparable assumption in using our RELI-IOM measure as well. We
discuss the grounds for making this assumption vis—a—vis these na—
t iona l  popu la t i ons  below . Note , too , th at in u s i n g  e i t h e r  of
these approaches we must also be able to assume that “between—
r e l i g ion ” variation in orientations is greater than within—reli-
gion variation.

**The raw data used here to calculate dyadic religious homo—
qe n e i t y  cons i s t s  of percentages  of each member state ’s p o p u l a t i o n
that are Christian , Moslem , and Anim ist. These “choices” are
reasonabl y exhaustive. The Student Handbook for Africa (3. Paden ,
1971) is the data source. Of the 18 states , 16 had percentages of
identifiers (with these three religio us groupings) which sum to
100% . The exceptions are Kenya and Dahomey. For Kenya the sum of
the three was 98%; for Dahomey — 90%. In any event , for most of
these s ta tes  these three r e l i qions constitute the “universe ” of
religio us identifications. (Animism may be a residual group — —

assumin g that non—Christians/non—Muslims identif y with some native
religion. This seems generally plau sible for these units , though
states such as Uganda (with a fair number of Hindus ) would be
somewhat misclassified.)
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to as inappropriate vis—a—vis religiou s homogeneity. Each of the

traditional culture indicator;’ can reasonabl y he thoug h t of as

reflecting difference s along a single continium . This could not

be said n~ some dya d ic r e l i g ious homog ene it y meas u re whi ch used ,

for examp le , dyadic distances between member states in their

percentages of Christian (or Islamic ) identifiers.

Con se q u e n t l y ,  in this anal yc~is we assess dya d ic homogene i ty

on each of these seven tradi ti ona l culture dimensions by the abso-

lute (unsigned) distanc e between the two states with respec t to

eac h sta t e ’s position on the par ticular dimension being examined .

In short , we adopt an absolute distance model vis— a—vis all 18

states ’ distances from every other sample state art a state ’s

“mean ” for each of the seven traits described above .* This

results in seven traditional culture measures of homogeneity for

each dyad .

*The “scores ” assigned in the Handbook raise several issues
which should be mentioned. Specifically, n a t i o n a l  means  on a
qiven culture— trait are based on (1) an ordinal (not interval)
scale and (2) a procedure treating each eL lirtie unit in a g iven
society as of equa l  “weiih t” (regardless of the population size of
the ethnic unit). The ordinality issue is not so troublesome
conceptually as the second (see Sanford Labovitz (1970)). The
second characteristic means that if two ethnic units of three in a
country are hierarch ically organized ari d comprise 99~ of the
population , while the third is very decentralized , the procedure
underestimates how many of the country ’s individual people live
unde r h i e r a r c hi c a l  arrangements , at least compared with the score
of a society in wh ich nine (of ten) groups which comprise 99% of
the population are hie rarchicall y arra nged while the tenth is
decentralized. In the fu ture , we can improve these measurements
by using appropriate population weights before computing means and
stan dard deviations.
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Not every one of these seven indicators necessaril y taps a

separate dimension here. Yet correlations among these traits

suggest strongly that each does tap a distinc t dimension. * We

thus retain all seven measures in assessing H4.

VI. H5 (External Pressures)

We cannot examine all external determinants of intra—African

cooperative patterns here . Our aim is more modest: to assess

whethe r  the s i m i l a r i t y  of A f r i c a n  sta tes ’ 1i nkages with colonizing

powers can account for some cooperative interactions among Afr ican

states. No such relation will necessarily emerge , nor is there

any assurance of stability over time in any relation found . Yet ,

i f  we can measu re  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c, then we can assess its

potency here , its stability, and can also control for its possible

effects on any relations between dyadic resource dependence and

cooperative interactions.

Our strategy presumes that the linkage most likely to indi-

cate a strong elite orientation toward the colonizing power is the

degree of “socialization ” of national eiiL ’~s b y that colonizing

*Note that correlations between RELHOM and these indicators
are also very low: we thus use all eight measures in tests of
H4.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. DDESCRL 100
2. DSETTPAT 0 100
3. DHIEPARC 15 —4 100
4. DORCL EV 8 7 11 100
5. DINFIER 28 —16 9 7 100
6. DMARPIODE —5 4 —1 —9 —8 100
7. DAUPHSYS —28 —4 28 4 21 —14 100
8. RELHOM —1 1 —13 — 11 7 —6 6 —11 100
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power . We do have data on the percent of state A’ s (and B’s)

students trained abroad who weto educAted in a particular coloni�~—

m g  n a t i o n . These d a t a  come from a UNES (~O study for 19 63 (see M .

I Singer , 1 9 7 2 : 1 4 9 — 1 7 2 ) .

Since the c o l o n i z i n g  powers r e l e v a n t  here are Grea t  B r i t a i n

and Fran ce , i de a l l y  we wo u l d h ave da ta f or those studen ts  who

studied in Great Britain and also for those who studied in France.

Un fortunately, the data on F ance were too sketchy. However , the

U.K. ma terials were complete , and because of the probable rela-

t i ons  between these  two d at a  ser ies , the  U . K .  d a t a  are  l i k e l y  to

suffice. Why this should be so bears elaboration.

There is subs tantial evidence that these two series are

strong ly  i n v e r s e l y  r e l a ted , at least for this sample-. Our

evidence is a d m i t t e d l y  ind frec t , yet seems r easonab le . * A

conseque nce of t h i s  is t h a t  i f  a sample  ciyad ra nks low in i t s

“average ” percent of students trained abroad who a re  t r a ined  in

Great Britain , that dyad will rank hi gh in its comparable percent

of sLudents tr~~ir~~~ in Fr ance , and  v ic e VCL~~~d . We are therefore

confident that if two sample states ar~ hi ghly similar in this

orientation to Great Britain , they wi l l also he highly similar in

orie ntation to France.

~ In particular , as we note below , the co r r e l a t i on  between
dyadic similarity as to percentages of students trained abroad who
were trained in the United Kingdom (Ca . 1963) on the one hand , and
dyadic similarity of prior colonial affiliation , on the other , is
exceedingly high and positive . This by itself is strongl y in d ica-
tive of the presumed inverse relation we are discussing here .

. ..  - 
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These c o n d i t i o ns do no t pr ec l u de the possibility that a

former Frenc h colony has shifted i t s  o r ien ta t ions away from i ts

ex—metropole. It does indicate that intense relations of th i s

sort between a sample  s t a t e  and Great  B r i t a in  in p rac t ice

virtually preclu ded intense relations with France , and vice

versa.

In general , our a i m  is to deve lop  a measure to assess any

impa c t which dyadic similarity of orientation toward external

organizations/social systems has on cooperation between the dyadic

members.

But s i m i l a r i ty/ diss i m i l ar i t y  of dyadic orientations toward

- ; just any external organization seems much less likel y to affect

dyadic members ’ cooperation with each other as could their re-la—

t ions  w i t h  c e r t a i n  other u n i t s . P a r t i c u l a r l y  r e l evan t  would be

those units which have both competed for dyadic members ’ affilia-

tions and also have resources enabling them to profoundly influ-

ence the dyadic members ’ commitments toward the rest of the world.

This presumption is in fac t the basis for the general hypothesis

that a metropole has greatly affec ted chances of cooperation

between its former or current colonies. The direction of this

hypothesized influence is by no means certain , as discussed in the

last chapter.

Here we use two indicators of the  similarity of sample

states ’ experiences with external organizations —— organizations

presumed capable of influencing these African states ’ cooperative

orientations toward each other: (1) the measure of dyadic simi—
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la r i t y  in educationa l ori~~nt~ttions toward Great Britain (discussed

above); and (2) a dummy variable to indicate if a pair of states

“ shared” a colonial experience with a common metropole or not.*

SUMMARY

This  completes  the measur em en t discussion of independent

v a r i a b l e s  in hypo theses  One t h r o ug h F ive . The s i g n s  of a l l

hypothesized relations with dyadic cooperativeness are negative ,

except for those in 11 3 and ~~ (RELKOM). C h a p t e r  F ive  now

briefly discusses the m e a s u r e m e n t  s t r a t e g y  for dyad ic  coopera t ive-

ness itself.

*The f i r s t measure ( SIM UKED 6 3 )  is co ns t ruc t ed  by t ak ing  the
absolute value of the difference (AD) between the percent of na-
tion A’ s students trained abroad (1963) who were trained in the
U.K. and the percent of n at ion B’ s s t u d e n t s  t r a i ned abroad (19 63 )
who were trained in the U.K. The secon d measure  (SI M COLAF F ) is
construc ted by assigning a score of 1 to those dyads which were
colonized by the same metropole , and by assigning a score of 10 to
those dyads not colonized by the same metropole. Given that the
simple r between E~IM[JKED3 and SIP1COLF~FF was + .89 , our initial
analyses in Chapters Six and Seven use only the first. iiieàsure .

71

L —-



~~~~~~~~ 
—. -——- --—

~~~~~--——— - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

CHAPTER FIVE

M E A S U R I N G  COOPERA TION

Non—violent , manifestl y non—hostile interactions can he

employed cautiously to measure variation in cooperation between

nations. This chapter depicts the specific measures and data we

shall use to this end.

The quality of pre—existing “data ” on i n t e r — n a t i o n , non—

violent interactions varies widel y by global region. Yet some

types are more accessible than others , reqardless of region .

Information on organizational membershi ps, diplomatic exchanges ,

and trade pa t t e rns  are probabl y most r ead i l y available. Indica-

tors of other sorts of activity, such as messages (sent and

received), diplomatic initiatives , conference and organizational

attendance , initiatives in undertaking joint projec ts of various

k in ds, etc., are much harder to acquire , especiall y for the

prnnrtm ir.~il~’ leas t deve loped n at i o n s ’ rela tions with e-a~ ii uLher .

Undoubtedly mos t difficult to get data on are covert “bribe s” and

payoffs of elites in one nation by elites in others , as well as

the undercover activities of national security agencies (such as

the CIA).

This is not to say that there have been no important efforts

to develop systematic information on these less accessible data .

The work of R. Rummel , B. Azar , C. McClelland , and P. McGowan

stands out as quite valuable along these lines.
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Materials on inter—natio n cooperation for this stud y were no’:

readily available. Once ob tained , they r e q u i r e d  e spec ial l y car e-

f u l  reliability checks. The measures used are (proportional) est-

imates of (1) dyadic trade , (2) numbers of shared memberships in

IGOs and (3) the relative overall magnitudes of elite inter—nation

political interactions (messages exchanged , visits , joint confer-

ence and organization meeting attendance). In particular :

- Trade:

Tota l  a n n u a l  trade ( i n  do l l a r s )  be tween mem bers of a
dyad d iv i ded by the sum of trade each member did with
all nations in the world (coded for 1962 , 1965 and
1968 );

Shared I GO Membersh i ps:

The total of all international qovernrnental organiza-
tions to which both dyad members jointl y belonged di—
v ided  by the sum of all IGOs to which either dyad member
belonged ( coded fo r 1963 and  19 67 ) ;

Elite Political Interactions (EPI):

The sum of a l l  r e g i o n a l , m a n i f e s t l y non—hostile dyadic
contacts between elites from a dya d ’ s me mber na t i ons  in
a given year divided by the sum total of such interac-
tions engaged in by ~ 1 i t ~~ from e i ther  dyad member in
the year (coded for 1962 , 1965 and 1968).

Procedures and sources for these measures are documented in

Appendix 1, hut several preliminary issues attending their use

ought to be reviewed now.

First , do these ind icators measure “cooperation?” Dyads ex-

hibiting high levels of these three type-s of activities —— trade ,

joint activity in IGOs , and EPIs —— plausibl y have greater cooper—

ative orientations than dyacls with low levels of these activities.

Even so, our measurement of cooperative interactions is not as 

~~~~~~
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comprehensive as we might wish. We have , however , compi led  da ta

on three reasonabl y distinctive types of cooperative phenomena .

H o p e f u l l y ,  t h i s  a n a l y sis ca n he l p s t i m u l a t e  o the r  work to broaden

and refine available data.

Second , since I wanted to assoss the temporal stability of

findings as to determinants of inter—nation cooperation , I p lanned

to score dyads on each activity type at three times —— 1962 , 1965 ,

1968. Un fortunately, IGO data could be gotten only for 1963 and

1967.

Thi rd , wi th only three indicators of cooperation , it seemed

presumptuous to build an overall cooperation index. Moreover , as

Table 5.1 shows , o n l y  the IGO a nd EPI i n d i c a t o r s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  cc—

vary at fairl y high (positive) levels. Trade and IGOs do not co—

vary at all , and the trade—EPI relation rather clearl y shifts over

time. Although I could have created a composite index of

political cooperativeness , important variation on EPIs and IGOs

also would have been lost thereby.*

*As Table 5.1 clearl y shows , there is no variation shared by
IGO and trade measures in this sample , while day—to—day elite pol-
itical interactions do share same variation with the trade indica-
tor. As a result and in liqht of the fac t that a factor anal y tic
index constructio n technique would result in a political interac-
tion scale based only on variation shared between ICO and elite
p o l i t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  p a t t e r n s , the composi te  i ndex would also not
evince any relation at all with our measure of econom ic coopera-
tiveness in trade . Consequentl y, this composite political cooper-
ativeness index would exclude from our anal ysis variation between
day—to—day political interactions and cooperativeness in trade
which we find to he of theoretical interest and will discuss in
detail in Chapter Seven after presentation (in Chapter Six) of the
study ’s more basic findings.
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TAB L E 5.1
I N T E R— C O R R E L A T I O N S  AMOUNC PROPORTIONAL

M E A S U R E S  OF PYADTC C OOPERATIVENESS
( i 9 6 2 _ lq~~~ )*

EL IT” P O L I T I C A L  SHARED lCD
TRADE INTERACTIONS MEMBERSHIPS

1962 1965 1968 1962 1965 1968 1963 1967
TRA DE
1962

1965 97

1968 94 96

ELIT E
POLITICA L
INTERACTIONS
1962 01 03 05

19 6 5 31 30 33 82

19 6 8 25 27 28 84 86

SHARED IGO
MEMBERSHIPS
1963 —03 00 —03 90 71 75

1967 —01 03 00 93 74 81 98

*N 153; c o e f f i c i e n t s  are zero—order c o r r e l a t i o n s .

Four th , as shou ld  be e v i d e n t , some hypotheses  to be examined

presume a “dependent” v a r i a b l e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as cooperative at-

tempts by A toward B, w h i l e  others view the dependent variable as

“overall” cooperative interactions between two states . Note , how-

ever , that only non—dire ctional dyacl ic behavior is measured in

this stud y. This issue can be put another way. If I claim that
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the number  of c o o p e r a t i v e  a t t~~inpt ~; by A —— -- > B will be larger than

those by C — — — >  D , b u t  the o n l y a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  are  ( A  C———> B) and

(C < — — — >  D), how can these t o t a l s  bear  on the claim? Several rc—

cent  s tud ies  do a r que  t h a t  coopera t ive  i n t e r a c t i o n s  are h i g h l y

sym m e t r i c a l , i . e . ,  A ———> B r’.’ B ———> A. * If  we cou ld  ass ume t h i s ,

there  w o u l d  be no prob lem in  i n f e r r i n g  suppor t  for  the  p r e d i c t i o n

t h a t  A —— -- > B C —-- -- > B f r o m  d a t a  of the  f o r m  A < —— --> B >  C < — — — >

D. Th i s  is ha r d l y very  stead y ground to stand on , though.

B u t  perhaps  mos t  i m p o r t a n t , not  even an i n t e r a c t i o n  A — — — >  B

is more c l e a r l y  a c o o p er a t i v e  a t t e m p t  by A ~~~~~~~~~~ B t h a n  i t  is: ( a )

the  c u l m i n a t i o n  of a c o o p e r a t i v e  a t t emp t  (or  perhaps  a set of such

a t t e m p t s)  by B towards  A; ( h )  a c o n v e n t i o n a l  m e a n s  of exp re s s ing

In directional t e rms  an exchange or interaction which is indisput-

abl y occurring in both directions at once. As to this second

point , for example , if A is a land—locked state and B1 a ported—

s ta te , and i f  A cou ld  o b t a i n  needed impor t s  f rom severa l  s t a t e s

(in r i ii din c -, Ri 1 ~~i- ~-~ii-her th~ same or lowe r cost than from B,.
• -, s-

the  f a c t  t h a t  A m a y  impor t  such goods f rom B 1 r a t h e r  t h a n  f rom

o t h e r s  may  i t s e l f  r e f l e c t a c o o p e r a t i v e  e f f o r t  b y A towards B.**

Yet such a t r ade  f l o w , i f  c o n s i d e r e d  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  in d i r e c t i o n a l

terms , mi ght well appear as a cooperative interaction by B towards

~See N.P. Gleditsch (1970:8).

**In that A is providing a market for B, i.e., a l l o w i n g B to
earn income from sale of its goods , when A could purchase the same
goods a t  no worse a p r i c e  f rom a n o t h e r  s u p p l i e r .
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A. * Th i s  e x a m pl e  s ugg es ts  t h i ~ , even  i~ t r a d e  were  f r o m  ported

to l a n d — l o c k e d  s tat e s , such trade i :qht refle t l a n d — l o c k e ]  to

por ted cooperat ive  ov~ rtures.

S i m i l a r l y ,  n an~ of  the t~eq in n a l  l y Ieeused e l i  tc -  i n t e r a ct  ien s

coded he re , such  as n e s cj q e - s  and  ~ i s it s  be tween  n a t i o n a l  e l i t es ,

were c o m p a r a b l y  d i f f i c u l t  to characterize as directional coopera—

t i v e  i n i t i a t i ve s . T h i s  was particularly true for events such as

j o i n t  a t t e n d a n c e  a t  r e q i o na l  o r g a n i z at l o n  m e e t i n g s  and c o n f e r -

ences .  F u r t h e r m o r e , many  of the  messages  coded in this content—

a n aly s i s  were c h a r a c ter i z e d  by A frica Diary as response s to p r i o r

messages from the other partner in a giver . dyad (even though no

repor t of that message appea re d in a pruvious article). In gener-

a l , the  i n h e r e n t  c o n c e p t u a l d i f f i c u l t i e s  in s e ns i b l y c~~d~~ng these

interac tions directionall y ,  as w e l l  as the  s k e t c h y  n a t u r e  of m a n y

such reports , suggested t h a t  s u mm e d , non—direc tional counts of

these in te r a c t i o n s woul d prob ab ly  he most  a p p r o p r i a t e  h e r e .

F i f t h , as r1otod iliany flies ne fore (Caporaso , 1971 : 238; Pucha—

Ia , 1970:732—63; Ny c , 196h:85~ —~ R O ) , there ~s a v-3r~ cty of av ail—

ab le  d a t a  t r a n s f - n m it i o n s  for  d e r i v i n - ~ m e a s u r e s  of nan— v iole n t in—

t~~r a ct i o n s  . The ap p r ep t  ia’:enes; of an- ’ .)flC of t~~ -~~e w i l l  depend

lar gely on the spec iNc purposes of the s t u d y .  In general , how—

ever , i t  seems most  se n s i b l e  to he ox t e c oe l y c au t i o u s  in trans-

f o r m i n g  raw m a c i n  i t u d ~-s of mo st  d at a  s i r  ie s .  In any  e v e n t , i t

*Th is is not even to mention the Inc t that in such a si t u a —
t i o n  ( B  expor t in g f~~ A ) ,  A al so exports (cash nc credit or goods)
to B , t h o u g h  a s i n e r f i c  ia iackoniaci of the d i r e c t i o n  of the f l o w

. .. t~~~ 
these~ c~.rc~ m.star~cys .is , ~~~~~~ fli~~(l y troel B to A.
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s t i l l  m akes sense to asse ss one ’s r e s u l ts by u s i n g  “ raw ” measures

also —— to see whether results differ dramatically. The general

virtue in this is to alert us to po te n t i a l l y id iosy nc r a t i c  aspect s

of certain transformations (Caporaso , 1971:239—44). My approach

has been to use a proportional version of each basic cooperative

indicator. This choice is grounded in the nature of the linkage

proposed here between dyadic resource dependence and cooperation.

In short , only by controlling for differences in the gross (total)

amounts of cooperative interactions engaged in by the var ious

dyads in the sample can the relevan t attentiveness of a dyad’s

members toward each other be properly assessed. N .:getheless , some

readers will he interested in the results of selected hypothesis—

tests using so—called “ raw ” (non—proportional) indicators of coop-

erative interactions. Consequently, in assessing these results I

have tried to he as explicit as possible about the outcomes of

these tests using both raw and proportional versions of the “de-

penden t” variable(s).
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CH A PT ~CR ~‘IX

AN E-M P I R IC AL  A S~~~ :sf1f ~NT

Characterization of Hi

Prev ious  c h a p t e r s  e l a b o r a te d  w h a t  I b e l i e v e  IS the fundamen-

tal hypothesis relating rccsource_complementarity* to coopera t ive

i n t e r a c t i o n s :

The g r e a t e r  a n a t i o n ’ s ( A 1 ’ s)  resource—complementar ity
w i t h  a second n a t i o n  ( B )  —— u n d e r  c o n d i t i o n s  of M2 — —
the nreater the extent of cooperative interactions like-
l y  to t ran sp i r e  be twee n them , ceteris paribus.

In this chapter I empirically assess several distinct versions of

this hypothesis.

HiM

The first variant is th~ s i m pl e s t .  I t  a s s e r t s  t h a t , unde r

con d i t i o n s  of P2 , a r e s o u r c e — s h o r t  s ta te  ( A 1 ) w i l l  cooper ate on

average more with states that have a distributable surplus of the

resourc e A1 “nee d s” than  e i t h e r  A j w i l l  wi th other  s t a t e s  or

than other states will with each other , ceteris paribus. I test

t h i s  by assess ing the pred ic t i o n  tha t:

A land—locke d state (LL) and a sea—ported state (SP) are
HiM more likely to cooperate in tensely than are other dyad s,

i.e ., LIs with Lr s or SPs with SPs , ceteris paribus.

*Resource_complementa rjty is viewed here as a condition in which a
first party needs a resource belonging to a second party and in
which the second party is i n p r i n c i p l e  w i l l i n g  to sel l  i ts  “re-
source ” to the first party. This definition is not that commonly
referred to in the economic s literature , where “complemen ta r i t y ”
of two commodities refers to an habitual or “inherent” relation
such that the two are ordinarily consumed together —— like peanut
butter and jelly or black tie and tails (see C.R. McConnell ,
1975 :65)
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This version is similar to H i M , hut posits an interactive re-

lation between dyadic resource—complementarity and the “ lo q i s t i ca i

r e levanc e ” of a B ’s resource—surplus (for A 1) as these relate to

dyadic cooperativeness. Hil asserts , in short , t h a t  a comb i n a t io n

of hi gh resource—complementarity and high logistical relevance be-

tween dyad ic members will intensif y cooperativeness within the

dyad more t han  the a d d i t i v e  e f f e c t s  of these  two c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

would suggest. This variant is empirically assessed in terms of

the prediction that :

Members of dyads composed of an LL and an SP which are
also g e o g r a p h i c a l l y contiguous (logisticall y r e l e v a n t )

H1M will cooperate more intensely, on average , than w i l l
other  dyads , a nd more in tense l y than can be explained by
the addi tive effects of resource—compiementarity and
conti guity .

H1A asserts tha t a combination of not only dyad ic resource—

complernentari ty and logistical relevance but also limited choice

for the resource—short unit in selecting logisticall y r e l e v a n t

suppliers — —  a kind of oli gopoly — —  will dramaticall y inc rease  a

resource—short state ’s incentives to cooperate with “surp lus ”

units , ceteris paribus. operationall y, this version asserts

that:

The smaller the choice an LL state has in selecting a
contiquous SP nation able to process the LL’s exit/entry

H1A preferences , the greater the cooperative interactions
between the LL and any one of its contiguous SP options ,
on the average , ceteris paribus.
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H1Bi—HlCii

The last four variants of Hi ill stipulate interactive rein—

tions amonq resourc e complementarity, log istical relevance , and

“access cost minimization. ” Two of these , H l B i i  and H l C i i , also

claim that a vital par t of the interactive relation likely to

emerge vis—a—vis dyadic cooperativeness Consists in restricted

choice (as in H1A). The other two (HUl l and H1Ci) assert an in-

teractive relation between resource—c omplementarity, log istical

re levance , and access—cost  n i n i i n i z a t i o n  v i s — a — v i s  d yadic  coopera-

t ivenes s .

In a d d i t i o n , the difference between “B” and “C” versions lies

in their approaches to the concept of access—cost minimization .

As discussed above , there exist at least two plausible strateg ies

for A1s in making coopera tive Overtures toward potential sup-

pliers : either (i) making overtures toward that one potential

supplier able to minimize A1
1 s access—cost to the resource (the

“B” version); or (2) making such overtures toward each pot en t i a l

supplier in proportion to a potential supplier ’s ability to reduce

A1 ’s cost of access to the resource (the “C” version). Using

the second strategy (“C”), the most cooperative overtures would go

toward that potential supplier best ab le to minimize such costs ,

while the fewest would go toward those least able to minimize

those costs . This strategy is labelled a “continuous ” model; it

posits cooperative overtures as a continuous function of each po—

tential supplier ’s ability to reduce the resource—short state ’s

access—costs. The first (“B”), I label a “discontinuous ” model .
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It posits that a resource—short state will focus cooperative at-

tention on that potential supplier best able to minimize access

costs and will neglec t other notential suppliers. A variable

( C L O S E ) ,  modelling the discontinuous (“B”) strategy is included in

both H1Bi and HlBii. A v a r i a b l e , PROX , m o d e l l i n g the c o n t i n u o u s

(“C” ) strateqy is included in both H l C i  and FTlCii.

- : Two notes are important here . First , these two approaches to

access—cost minimization are not exhaustive. Second , there are no

guarantees either that “access—cost minimization ” is the most sa-

lient second—order preference for resource—short states , or that

geographic distance between states ’ capitals hears any relation-

ship to differences in relevant access—costs.

Yet, however crude these assumptions and procedures , possi-

bilities for later refinement do seem great. Moreover , the theo-

retical issues underly ing these four variants appear important

enoug h to warrant empirical examination.

In sum , I assess these last four variants of Hi through the

following predictions vis—a--vis dyadic cooperativeness:

H1B1 asserts an interactive relation between resource—comp le—
m e n t a r i t y  ( LL/ SP scale), logistical relevance (CONT scale), and a
discontinuous model of access—cost minimization (CLOSE scale);

HlBii posits an interactive relation between resource—comple—
mentarity ( LL/ SP scale), logistical relevance (CONT scale), degree
of ch oi ce open to the resource—short unit vis—a—vis selection of a
logistically relevant resource—supplier (CHOICE scale), and a
discontinuous model of access—cost minimization (CLOSE scale).

H1Ci stipulates an interactive relation between resource—
complementarity (LL/SP scale), logistical relevance (CONT scale),
and a continuous model of access—cost minimization (PROX scale);
and

82

_ _ _ _ _ _  

- 
- : 4

— - -  

- - 
~~~~~~~~~~ - -~ 

-
- 

—
~~~~~

--
~~~~~~~~

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _



—
~ _~~~~~~~~~~~ _ — 

—- -
~~~~

--: -
~~~~ =-~~~~~~~~~~~ 

- -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- 

~~ —~~—— - — — - -

HlCii hypothesizes an interactive relation het~een resource—
complementar ity (FL/SP scale), log istical relevance (CONT scale),
degree of c h o i c e  open to r e s ou r c e — s h o r t  u n i t  v i s — a — v i s  s e l e c t i o n
of a loqisticaily relevant resource supplier (CHOICE scale), and  a
continuous model of access—cost minimization (PROX scale).

Assessing Interactive Effects

To assess these variants of Ml , we m u s t  use a p p r o p r i a t e

tests . To clarify, assume () and Z are d ummy v a r i a b l e s  and th a t

the  v a l u e  “1” i n d i c a t e s  the  presenc e ef trait 0 while “0” its ab—

senc e in  a g i v e n  case .  L i k e w i s e , a s sume  a c o m p a r a b l e  scor ing

procedure for Z. Given this , we can  take  a u n i t ’ s score on 0

times its score on Z , i.e., “OxZ” , to represent a first—order in-

teractive term between 0 and Z.  I f  on ly one trait is present in a

given case , “OxZ” will he “0.” Only if both ~ and Z are present

in a g i v e n  case w i l l  OxZ equal  “1” . The m u l t i p l i c a t i v e  term ~ 2

therefore  generates quite a different variable from either 0 or Z

by itself.*

T h i s  s i m p l e  m u l t i p l i c a t i v e  t e rm OxZ may not have  any  s i g n i f i —

cant relation with a dependent variable (C) after controlling for

variables 0 and Z. I f  i t does , thoug h , this is evidence for an

interac tive relation be tween  0 and Z (i.e., QxZ) vis—a—vis C.~~

*Un l ess the~~ is a great overlap in the distributions of variables
o and Z themselves. In that case , t he re  w i l l  be a high degreee of
correspondence (correlation) between 0, ‘i and OxZ.

**Althoug h partial correlation is the basic technique for
assessing these in teractive (and other) hypotheses , here , I
undertook a set of regression “checks” on the results —— f o l l o w i n g
H. Blaloc k (1969:158n). These two approaches (regression and
partial correlation) led to extremely convergent findings , thus
increasing confidence in them . Appendix 2 summarizes the
reqression tests.
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T h i s  bas ic  l o g ic  can  be o-< t -?ndc’ d in  a variety of ways (see H. Bla—

loc k , 1 9 6 9 : 1 5 5 — 16 5 ) ,  h u t  t he  a~~j )r )pr ~~ate b as ic  test  for  an i n t e r —

active effec t revolv es around the  pr~ nc~~p 1e just sketched . It is

the one used here.

Chart 6.1 lists t I c  L n t e r .~c t. ~ve e l f e e  ts to be ~ssc-ssed . Each

Hl v a r i a n t  is a lso  b r o k e n  i n t o  “ coi spunent ”  te rms . See A p p e n d i x  ~

for  a det- a l i e d  d i s c u s s  ion  of th~ pr ocedu re s  used to c o n t r o l  for

compon en t  t e r m s  in  the v a r i o I ) s  t ests  [ -r  it e r a c  t i o n  u n d e r t a k e n  in

these analyses.

H 1 M— Ml C i i :  I n i t i a l  R e s u l t s

Tabl e 6.1 presents initial tests of the several hypotheses

relating resource—dependenc e and cooperation.* At the zero—order

level , a l l  the r e s o u r ce — d e p c n d e n c e  scales  excep t  LL/ SP r e l a t e

fairly well in each year to joint dyadic trade. The same pattern

holds in predicting elite political interactions , although gener-

ally only at the latter two time points . In predicting shared

L IGOs , however , only H1CI a n d  fTl C ii per form even minimally well.

Cl ea r l y ,  zero—ocder a n a l y s e s  o n l y  i n i t i a t e  any  s e r ious  as-

s e s s m e n t .  A n u m b e r  — , f  dy a d i c  t r a i t s  need to be c o n t r o l l e d  for ;

*tjsinq a one— tailed test of siqn ificar tcc- , a first—order partial
(r) is significan t (with N=153) at the .05 level if it achieves a
value of at least .133 (in the appropriate direction), w h i l e  even
a 14th order partial is significant at .0~5 level where r= .140 (in
the right direction). At the .01 level , the minimum values of r
for a first—order partial = .179;  for a 14th order partial: .187 .
To simplify presen tation in the tables of empirical results in
this chapter, and to ‘ed’ice risk of a Type (II) error (so to mini-
mize the chance of accepting a false hypothesis), I use 14th order
m i n i m u m s  a s the  m i n i m um s for any  g i v e n  co r r e l a t i on  (regardless of
its order) to achieve si gnificance (at the .05 or the .01 levels),

• i.e., .05 leve l = .14;  .01 l evel  .19.
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these can u s u a l ly  be d iv ded i n t o  two sepa ra te  q r o up s  for  t he i~e

interactive hypotheses. TCSCIIIq for an interactive relation r c’—

quires at least controlling for thI) add tive (main) effects of the

traits presumed to in t- ra ct vis—a—vis the dependent variable. In

addition , careful analysi s demands additional controls for any

other plausible rival predictors of the dependent va’.iable . In

prac t ice , we do no t know al l  the “ r i val  pr ed ic to r s ” of the

cooper at ive  i n t e r ac t ions mea su red her e ..* But table 6.2 does

present the results of controlling each test coefficient in table

6.1 for the p o t e n t i a l l y  c o n f o u nd i n g  e f f e c t s  of both the r e l e v a n t

“primary component” terms as well as the other potential rival

predic tors of inter—state cooperation which were operationalized

in Chapter Pour.

~~Tso , although we will control zero—order test—coefficients in
t~Ible 6.1 for most primary component terms hypothesized to inter—
ac~ in Hil through HlCii , we have not controlled for the log ically
e x h a u s t i v e  set of such p r i m a r y  components  in all cases.
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H1M— }ilCii: Full Controls

The “fully controlled” test results of H1M—H1Cii can be

sketched quite quickly .* Note that the hypothesized direction of

every coefficient in table 6.2 is inverse (negative). In predic t-

ing joint dyadic trade , H1A and HlBii are the onl y hypotheses sup—

ported by these test resul ts; in predicting dyadic elite political

interactions , H 1A is the onl y variant to receive any support;

f i n a l l y , no support whatsoever emerges here while using shared IGO

memberships to indicate differences in dyadic cooperativeness .

The only  “models ” relating resource—dependence and coopera-

t iveness which receive support from these tests are H1A and HlBii.

Mor eover , corroborating evidence at all three time points examined

exis ts onl y with cooperativeness viewed as joint dyadic trade re—

lations: support with cooperativeness seen as elite political in-

teractions is not consistent , and there is no favorable evidence

with cooperativeness as shared IGOs . Before interpreting these

*The set of “full controls” exerted vis—a—vis each of the test—
c o e f f i c i e n t s  in table 6.2 (and in table 6.4) requi res  some elabo-
ration here . In short , the control variables applied to any given
test—coefficient in this table include all the independent varia-
ble indicators used in operationalizing hypotheses One through
Five except for the particular independent variable indicator
whose relation with measures of cooperativeness is being examined
via the given test—coefficient in the table. There is one caveat
regarding this discription , however: none of the seven indicators
of dyadic similarity of traditional cultural characteristics
developed in Chapter Four is included as a control upon the test—
coefficients in these tables. The reasons for this exclusion are
quite simple: (1) controlling these test—coefficients for the
simultaneous potentially spurious effects of all seven of the
traditional culture ind icators by themse lves y ielded whol ly
inconsequential changes in the coefficients; and (2) adding these
seven indicators into the already quite bulky set of control
variables for a Simultaneous controlled assessment of each
coefficient would have been far too cumbersome .
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results , we now turn to the empirical evidence concerning hypothe-

ses two throuqh hive.

H2—H5

Table 6.3 depicts results of zero—order tests of hypotheses

two through five . The hypothesized direction of coefficients

relating to J-12 and H5 is inverse ; that for coefficients bearing on

113 and 114 is positive .

112 Geographic Distance -

Table 6.3 ind icates moderatel y strong zero—order suppor t for

H2 with cooperativeness measured either as trade or elite politi-

cal interactions. This support is evident at each time point

whether contiguity or proximity (inter—capital distances) is used

to measure geographic distance. Generally weak support for H2 is

evinced when using shared ir,o memberships to indicate dyadic coop-

erativeness: in fact, only w i t h  geograph ic distance viewed as in-

ter—capital distance is there any support at the .01 level of sig—

ni ficance.

113 Resource Capabilities

As Table 6.3 clearl y shows , there is not even the vaguest

hint of support for H3 from these data , regardless of the time

point or indicator selected.

H4 Cultural Homogeneity

Table 6.3 also offers zero—order tests of 114 us ing  r e l i g i o u s

homogeneity as an indicator of cultural homogeneity (Table 6.3A

provides zero—order tests of 1-14 using the seven indicators of

“traditional cultural homogeneity ” discussed in Chapter Four).
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The expected direction of test coefficients using the reli g ious

homogeneity indicator is positive , while the hypothesized direc-

tion of coefficients in Table 6.3A is inverse.

Table 6.3 indicates that 114 (religious homogeneity) garners

mixed support at the zero—order level: the most consistert.t corro-

boration emerges with cooperativeness viewed as trade relations ,

but some support is also evident when using elite political inter-

actions . On the other hand , with cooperativeness conceived as

shared IGO memberships , we find no trace of favorable evidence for

H4 (relig ious homogeneity) at the zero—order level.

Table 6.3A presents a rather different picture vis—a—vis H4,

however: there is not a sing le test—coefficient in the table that

is both in the hypothesized (inverse) direction and significant at

or beyond the .01 level .

H5 Elite Educational Socialization Homogeneity

Finall y, H5 adduces considerable zero—order support here, at

least with cooperativeness viewed either as elite political inter-

actions or as shared IGOs . Support well beyond the .01 level of

significance is evident at all time points with cooperativeness

construed in those terms. However , this same hypothesiE fares

badly with cooperativeness viewed as high proportions of joint

dyadic trade: only one of the three relevant test—coefficients is

both in the predicted (invCrse) direction and significant at even

the .05 level.
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Controlled Tests of H2—H5

Tables 6.3 and 6.3P~ presented zero—order tests of hypotheses

Two throug h Five . Table 6.4 now reviews the results of our ef—

forts to exert a comprehensive set of controls on these zero—ordei

coeffic ients .

The “full y” controlled tests of 92-415 depicted in Table 6.4

can be summarized quite briefly. No support remains in these data

for 93 (resource capabilities) or for 94 (cultural homogeneity)

after controlling for the potentially spurious effec ts of other

independent variables examined in this study. Furthermore , any

apparent zero—order evidence for 92 (contiguity) in Table 6.3 has

disappeared in these tests . On the other hand , Table 6.4 strongly

suggests suppor t for 92 (inter—capital distances) and for 95

(elite educational socialization homogeneity), although it is not

entirely unequivocal. H2 (inter—capital distances) receives the

strongest, most consistent corroboration with cooperativeness

H either as joint trade or as elite political interactions; with co-

operativeness seen as shared IGOs , the support is quite marqinal.

95 does not fare well at all with cooperativeness viewed as joint

•1 trade , hut tests of 95 using either elite political interactions

or shared IGOs as indicators of dyad ic cooperativeness evince

quite undeniable support.

This chapter has briefly presented results of our empir ic al

tests of the f ive  ma jor hypotheses discussed in previous pages .

In the next chapter , we evaluate these findings and relate them to

94
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our theoretical arguments about sources of inter—national coopera—

tiveness.

‘
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CHAPTER SEVEN

AN ASSE SSMENT OF EMPIR ICAL FIND INGS

This study thus far demonstrates some quite tangible empiri-

cal support for a model of inter—nation cooperative behavior based

upon:

(1) the resource dependencL of one nation vis—a—vis
another —— especiall y given the tests of H1A and HlBii
—— at least where the conditions specified in M2 hold;

(2) the geographic proximity of two nations (as
estimated by inter—capital distances) —— 92 PROX;

(3) the sim ilarity of two nation ’s elite educational
socialization experiences , i.e., the evidence from 95.

By contrast , very little evidence has emerged for three proposi-

tions rather highly touted in some previous studies, i.e.:

92 CONT: sharing an international boundary leads states
to greater levels of cooperativeness among themselves;

93 MASS/H3 ~iOBL: the greater the average “resource
capabilities ” of two nations , th~ more they will tend to
cooperate with each other;

H4 Cultural Homogeneity : the greater the cultural
homoqeneity of two nations , the more they will tend to
cooperate with eac h other.

Hi: Resource Dependence

In this stud y we have assessed several models relating

.1 resource dependence and inter—nation cooperation , but the only

fruitful ones were those positing that onl y very restricted choice

for a resource—short state (in its selection of a resource—surplus

state) would he likely to induce comparativel y high levels of
I
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cooperation between those two ;tates. Even those versions (H1A

and HlBii) were supported only when cooperation was viewed as high

trade or as high levels of elit e regional political interactions .

No support appeared with cooper~ tion viewed as high frequencies of

shared IGO memberships (see Table 6.2). (‘,iven the failure of

several variants of Hi assecsed here , it is certain that the

specific strategy used to conceptualize resource—dependenc e

matters a good deal. -

Cl ear l y , a great deal more work still needs to be done with

this type of hypothesis —— using other types of resource—

shortages , other settings , and improved measures of component

terms (such as access—cost). Yet despite some rather blatantly

crude assumptions , this approach has systematically and emp irical-

ly begun to tap the kind of phenomenon referred to by wr iters such

as Rubiri and Weinstein (1974:51):

Frontiers can affec t a country ’s system of
communication , for example , by cutting it off from the
sea. A land—locked country must be on good terms with
or conquer other countries between it and the sea.

92: Geographic Proximity

Evidence thus far for 92 PROX (inter—capital distances)

appears rather strong , yet is also somewhat perplexing . On the

one han d, Table 6.4 suggests that 92 PROX receives the most

consistently strong support of any hypothesis examined: all eight

“fully—con trolled” coefficients are in the predicted direction and

98

_ _  _ _



— ~~~~~- -. ——  -. ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
“ 

~~~~ - ~~~~
‘ _______________________________ - -

~~~~
--- __

~~~~~~~~~~ - - -- -~~~~~~~~
- -

~~~~~~~ - - —

siqnificant at the .05 level ; l iV e an ’ eve n si qn f i c a n t at the .01

level .

However , close analysis reveals two puzz ling findings: (1)

most support for H2 PROX ernerqes onl y after controlling for other

terms which include the P R OX sc.~le; ( 2 )  when these control indica-

tors , (LPC)x(PROX) and (DEP1)x(PROX), are individually used as

controls , none of the 92 PROX test—coefficients remains suppor-

tive. Finally, in controllin g individually for other potential

plausible rivals , the only consistent support for 92 PROX emerges

vis—a—vis elite regional political interactions.

In short , qiven this pattern and also qiven the extremel y

high multicol linearity amonq our PROX , (LPC)x(PROX) and

(DEP1)x(PPOX ) scales ,* it seems unwise to base any general

conclusions about 92 PROX on the full y controlled assessments

displayed in Table 6.4. Rather , since test—coefficients of 112

PROX—— (other than those involv iri q controls for (LPC)x(PROX) and

(DEP1)x(PROX))——stronq.l y suciqest consistent support for it onl y

with cooperativeness viewed as high levels of elite regional

political interactions , this seems to he the most appropriate

evaluation of H2 PROX on the basis of these data.

*The f6llowinq inter—correlation mat rix should suffice to indicate
the extent of the multicollinearity problem in this instance:

(LPC)x(PROX)
( DEP 1)x(P ROX) 99

PROX 98 98

99
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115: Elite Educational Socialization Homogeneity

In this study I was able to account statistically for subs-

tantial variation in dyadic frequencies of elite regional politi-

cal interactions as well as of shared IGO memberships by re fe rence

to a measure of dyad ic similarity as to where students from dyadic

members who were trained abroad were in fact trained. But note

that this measure of socialization homogeneity also correlated

quite highly with a second measure of dyadic similarity of extern—

al contacts , i .e., whether members of a dyad had shared (or did

not share) a common prior colonial affiliation (r= .89). Note too

that a partial correlation anal ysis of the predictive potency of

either one of these two similarity measures vis— a—vis cooperative-

ness measures —— after controlling for the other —— indicated no

independent support for either one.

This suggests , in broad terms , that all those dyadic charac-

teristics which covary strongly with similarity/dissimilarity of

prior colonial affiliation within this dyadic sample are likely to

be good predic tors of the extent of political cooperativeness

among this group of former colonies of either Great Britain or

France.

Thus , for instance , had I hypothesized that dyadic similarity

as to el ite f luency in either French (or Eng lish) would promote

cooper at iveness wi th in a dya d from th is samp le , I almost cer ta i n ly

would have found the same support for that hypothesis that I did

in 95. I am arguing , in effec t, that support for that hypothesis

woul d also emerge because th is l ingui st ic sim i l ar i ty measure

100
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covaries so highly with the w’asure of simil arit y of prior

colonial affiliation.

Consequently, whether th~ qneater politi cal cooperativeness

found among states with hi qh levels of elite educational homocjene—

ity is due to that shared educational socialization cannot be

determined emp iricall y from these data .*

115: Further Considertions

Yet perhaps precisel y because of this circ umstanc e vis—a—vis

H5, it may be i n t e r e s t i n g  to probe explicitl y some of the temporal

*There are undoubtedly many conceptuall y more comprehensive
approaches than that adopted here to measure the potential impac t
which external pressures/orien tations may have on cooperative
relations among members of a referent dyad. One such strategy,
for ins tanc e , could  conce ivab l y employ an expanded version of that
used in 95. Thus , ins tead of us ing  the s i m i l a r i t y  ind icator we do
for the African dyad A—B , i.e., %A’s (Xuk)—%B’s (Xuk)I , where Xuk
equals students trained abroad who are trained in the United
Kingdon (Ca. 1963), we mi ght use a measure also incorporating
information of A’ s and B ’ s students trained abroad who were powers
in the international system , e.g., in the U.S., the U.S.S.R.,
France, etc . Such a measurement strategy could perhaps parallel
tha t  adopted here in m e a s u r i n g  r e l i q ious homogene i ty , e.g.,

i00— (l %A’ s Xuk  — %B ’ s Xuk + I %A’s Xus — % B ’ s XusI
+ %A’ s Xussr — %B’s Xussrl
+ %A’ s X f r  — %B’ s X f r ~ )/2.

As noted in Chapter Four , no such i n f o r m a t ion on French “percenta—
ges ” was a v a i l a b l e , but an anal ysis of 115 using an expanded mea-
sure based on student training percentages in the United Kindom ,
the United States , and the U.S.S.R. y ielded no d i sce r n ib le  ga in  in
the predictive potency of 95 over and above that achieved with our
original measure , i.e., ( I %A’ s Xuk — % B ’s XukI ) . This finding
tends to reinforce our earlier expectation that for this sample of
African dyad s the relative impac t of their former metropoles is
very large compared with that of other major national powers in
the global system , at least during this time frame and vis—a—vis
the cooperative iritra—Afr ican relations we assessed .
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varia tion i n ).~~~~~~ no trnc ’;  - predictor of dyadic cooperativeness

in this sampl ’~. TrI part icuLi r , as Table 6.4 indicated in the last

chapter , there w~is a fairl y marked decline evident between

1962—1968 in t.h~ predictive potenc y of 95 when cooperativeness was

viewed as elite i”q iona l political interaction , while over the

same period a tanqih ie increase appeared when cooperativeness was

measured by shared ICO iier r~herships .

In asse5sinq these two contrasting trends , we should keep in

min~ tha t the me asu re of elite reqional political interactions

probably better reflects inter—nation patterns of actual consula—

tion , communicat jon and dialogue than does the measure of shared

IGO memberships . After all , shared membership in an IGO may

represent little mo re th an intent to coordinate non—violent inter-

actions among the  organization ’s members. By contrast , the elite

interaction measure should capture variation in actual day—to—day

non— violent inter—nation political interactions.

in liqht of this , wh at I want to suggest is that lust as

th e-se stat~~ wer e in i t~ atin q new sorts of day—to—day intra—Afr ican

ljnk aqes during this period (i.e., moving away from a set of

intra—African political relations which had conformed qu ite close-

ly to the i m per i a l or metropolitan model), they were also building

up formal relationships (via IGO ’s )  which continue to intimate the

importance to them of prior metropolitan linkages .

t~ this vein it would indeed be interesting to speculate

about. the concrete and potentiall y complementary roles of these

two types of political networks . For instance , these Afr ican

102
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l eaders  may  have been a t  t e mpt -  I nq to b o t h  ma i n t a  in e v i d e n ce  of

continued “metropolitan ’ linkaqe s ( v i a  f o r m a l  IGO as~~c” c i at i Qr , s )  in

order to maximiz e chances of. obtain in i aid from their respecti-Je

colonizers wi thout sa-:r I fic n the chance to experiment with other

types of less formal networks through the elite regional politic al

interactio
~
ic we hav .~ tried to tap in this study.

Nonetheless , my ma jor concern at this poin t is at least to

beg in to assess the  a c t u a l  d i r e ct i o n s  taken  by these s t a t e s  in

t h e i r  d a y — t o — d a y  r e g i o n a l  p o l i t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s .  In shor t , if

these interactions conformed less closel y to the “imperial” or

“metropolitan ” model as the decade progressed , was there any

fairly clear—cut direction in which they were going?

The decline in predictive potenc y of H5 re elite political

interactions almost certainl y resulted from a decisive shift in

the distribution of such interactions , not from a change in the

pattern of student training within these states. After all ,

dyadic scores on the independent variable in tests of 95 did not

change between 1962 and ~968, whereas there is only a moderate

relationship between a dyad’ s score on the elite regional politi—

cal interaction measure in 1962 and its score in 1968.*

*Dyads~ scores on the independent variable in tests of 95 did not
change across the tests in 1962 , 1965 and 1968 since the same
dyadic scores ( C a .  1963) were used for all years. Later data were
just not systematicall y available. T~’ore synchronous data might
have resulted in a smaller decline in support of 95 vis—a—vis
elite regional pol itic al interactions , but the chance of markedly
different results seems fairl y low. Ultimately, of course , a
proper emp irical assessmen t is needed to he sure .
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Sim ilarly, we find (below) that any major observed chan ge in the

strength of association between elite regional political inter—

ac tons and trade patterns in this sample in not due to a shift in

trade patterns: these were extraordinarily stable over the entire

per icd .

Table 5.1 presented the zero—order correlations between the

three measures of dyadic cooperat iveness , i.e., dyadic trade ,

elite reg ional political interactions , and shared IGO memberships

during the period 1962—68. By far the most striking shift evident

in this table consists of the increasing covariation between

dyadic trade and elite interactions: from r = .01 in 1962 to r =

.28 in 1968. Yet at least as notable is that the distributions of

dyadic trade were virtuall y identical over the period:

r(TR62)(TR65)= .97; r(TR65)(TR68)= .96; r(TR62) (TR68)= .94. Taken

together , these two patterns suggest that during this period

dyadic elite political interactions themselves shifted loosely

into line with highl y stable patterns of economic interactions — —
rather than vice versa.

This trend becomes the more interesting in light of the

speculation (in Chapter Three) that , as resource—short and

resource—surplus states gain increasing autonomy in foreign policy

decision—making, resource dependence is likel y to prompt more

cooperative overtures (at least under the conditions of M2). In

these terms , if we look at trends in the adequacy of the resource

dependence models which did receive noteworthy support (lIlA and

HlBii), what do we find? Both models predict dyadic trade fre—

1~~4 
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quencies reasonably well thruuq hout the period , and at least one

model (H1A) does exhibit more predictive potenc y vis—a—vis elite

poli tical interactions later in the decade (1965 ari d 1968) than in

the immediate post—independence period.

Though the evidence for this shift is not decisive , and is

based on very few time points , the general pattern does seem at

least reasonably plausible: under conditions of N2 , as states

gain control over foreign pol icy, resource dependent states will

try to build up amiable relations with resource—surplus states——

especially when few alternative suppliers exist.

What connects this line of reasoning wi th changes in the pre-

dictive potency of 115 is the likelihood that , in the process of

directing more cooperative political interactions to cope with the

exigencies of intra—African questions such as the resource shorta-

ges discussed above , they were simultaneously beginning to break

from art imperial mold which seemed to dictate a concern with the

maintenance of Ang lo (or Franco) imperial intra—Afric an po1itic~ l

bonds as the sine qua non of intra—Af rican political relations .

Conti guity, Resource Capabilities and Cultural Homogeneity

The three remaining hypotheses examined here , i.e., 112

(CONT), 93 (RESOURCE cAPABILIT rEs) and 114 (CULTURAL HOMOGENEITY),

have received little support from these data.
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1-12 CONT

There is clear zero—order support for 1-12 CONT from these

data , at least when cooperativeness is viewed either as relativel y

intense trade relations or elite regional political interactions

(see Table 6.3). Support vanishes , however , after fully control—

ling for the potentially confounding effects of several other

variables (see Table 6.4).

Even thouqh several variables have had a combined confounding

effec t vis—a—vis our zero—order tests of 1-12 CONT, the strongest

effect appears due to the relationship between the (LPC)x(CLOSE )

scale and test variables in 112 CONT. When the (LPS)x(CLOSE ) scale

was applied as a control vis—a—vis H2 CONT , none of the 6 favora-

ble zero—order test—coefficients remained favorable at .01 or

beyond . Consequently, it behooves us to examine this effec t in

more detail.

(LPC)x(CLOSE) is an interactive scale used to operationalize

the independent variable in HlBi. H1Bi itself did not survive the

controlled tests of its plausibility (see Table 6.2). Further-

more , in those tests the strongest confounding variable vis—a—vis

Hifli was contiguity (CONT). Under these circ umstances it appears

that there is no “independent” support for either contiguity or

(LPC)x(CLOSE) as a determinant of dyadic cooperativeness.
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But there is a t  l ea s l  ~~~ ~. i r t h ’ ’ r con ~~ido r- dtT ~on of e x t r e m e

i m p o r t a n c e  in  th  Ic an a  yc i ~ ~ {~ C(~~-~’1 . Th is concern;; t he con-

c e p t u a l  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  of  t h e  n t  i ( nc  c o n t i qu i ~ y ar ; I t h e  interac-

t i v e  r e l a t i o n  ( L P C ) x ( C I P ~-P-’ )  . T:i cOmnofl Fo - r i n i n r . l o q y ,  a dyad w i t h

c o n t i g u o u s  members m e a n s  •~~ pai r ;)1 .m n i~~s w h i c h  sh a r e  a g iv e n

g e og r a p h i c a l  bo rde r.  As Ch m p t - . r Four i n d i c i t e d , the  CONT sca le

d i v i d e d  a l l  dyads  i n t o  coot  ‘~u emis  v e r c n s  n o n — c o o t  i g u ) u s  p a i r s .

The ( L P C ) x ( C i ( L ~-’ )  :~co le , b y con~. r a s t , ~ i d e I  t h i s  dyadic sample

i n t o  c o n t i guous , land—loc i~- - i/~.ea-- port~ d ;tate—pa ~r s in w h i c h  the

per ted member was also the  q - o ~~r aph  ic -~~ i i , ’ r losest  of the  cen t  i q u —

ous , por ted “op t ions” av~i liable to the l a n d — l o c k e d  member , on the

one h a n d , v e r s u s  a l l  o t h e r  dyads , on the o t h e r .

G i v e n  this , our  N n d i n q  of  no “ i n d e p en d en t ”  suppor t  either

for 112 CONT or for Filni , i . e ., (r,PC)x(CLOSE), can he analyzed more

clearly. In this settin g we found t h a t  subset of all contiguous

dyads  in  t he  s a m p l e  — —  w h i ch ca n also he d esc r i b e d  bo th  as land-

locked/ported and as f u I f i I l i n q  the  “CLO Sr ~” charac t e r i s t i c  lu s t

a l l u d e d  to —— is able to accoun t: for t he  same v a r i a ti o n  in d y ad i c

c o o p e r a tiv e n e s s  as can  the  ~n or e  i n c l u s i v e  g roup  of all contiguous

dyads  in  t h i s  s a mn i e . Yet the  lac k of “ i n d e p e n d e n t ”  e m p i r i c a l

suppor t for  e i t h e r  112 CONT or H 1Ri h~~sed on the e v i d e n c e

means  t h a t  a choice  be tween  these  two hypotheses  ( i f  any  is made )

m u s t  he based on t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n s id e r a t i o n s .  Under  these  c i r cum-

stances , i t  appears t h a t  )~lBi has  more to recommend i t  than  does

112 CONT , for reasons  e l a b o r a t e d  in C h a p t e r s  Three and Four .
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In sum , though this analysis of 112 CONT clearly needs repli-

cation both at different pOints in time and vis-a—vis different

samples , it does rather strong ly intimate the potential fruitful-

ness of a vigorous attempt to actuall y explain the kind of zero—

order correlations between conti guity and cooperativeness as have

been routinely and uncritically reported in at least one recent

study, i.e., Cobb and Elder (1970:90).

113 RE SOURC E CA P A B I L ITIES

The r e s u l t s  o f f e r e d  here  v i s — a — v i s  both 113 MASS and 113 MOBL

s tand in s ta rk  con t r a s t  to the  g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n  found  in several

sophisticated empirical anal yses —— perhaps  most  no t ab l y the

Dimensionality of Nations (DON ) studies by R. Rummel and asso-

ciates (cf. Gleditsch , 1970:44). Those studies report moderate to

strong support for 113, especiall y when using an index similar to

the MASS index. In other words , those assessments found what

appeared to he a strong positive relationshi p between dyadic

resource capabilities and collaborative/cooperative dyadic inter-

actions .

This study, by contrast , located little consistent support

for either H3 MASS or 93 MOBL. Where any support was evident it

was only vis—a—vis the raw cooperativeness measures. There ,

however , it should he noted that only two of eight full y

controlled tests of 93 lASS were in the predicted direction and

significant at or beyond the .0_i level. But very little other

favorable evidence for 1-13 emerged , a fac t which should have
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substantial implications as far as the presumed universality of 93

is concerned. In fac t, inspection of Table 6.4 reveals not merel y

no support for 93 in proportional terms; much more striking is the

undeniably stronq inverse relation shi p between the MASS index and

all the proportional measures of political cooperativeness .

114 Cultural llomocjeneity

Using measures of both - reli gious homogeneity and of

“traditional cultural similarity ” , this hypothesis received no

tangible support. None of the full y controlled test—coefficients

was favorable , i.e., in the prope r ( p o s i t i v e )  d i r e c t i o n  at least

at the .01 level (see Table 6.4).* On the other hand , howe ver , we

should consider briefly whether the measure of elite educational

socialization homogeneity used in 1-15 can plausibly be considered

an indicator of cultural homogeneity , and therefore be sub sumable

under 94.

Since elite educational socialization rather clearl y refers

to homogeneity of selected elite cultural values , this re—concep-

tualization may w e l l  he plausible. In these terms , a good case

cou ld  a c t u al ly  he made t h a t  the  original indicators of cultural

homogeneity used in this stud y far more clearly represent homoge-

neity of mass (or general citizenry) values than does the measure

of elite educational socialization similarity .

*As noted in Chapter Six , no table of the full y controlled tests
of 114 using the seven “traditional culture ” ind icators is pre—
sented here , but the results showed no support whatever for the
hypothesis.
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Consequently, given support for 95 and complete lack of

support for 1-14 , this pattern may provide some emp~rical evidenc e

that homogeneity of elite cultural orientations has a greater

bearing on the likelihood of cooperation among these states than

does “mass” cultural homogeneity. Such an interpretation is

consistent not only with these data but also with a variety of

other studies that emphasize the pervasiveness of a mass—elite gap

(both economic and cultural) - in the vast majority of these tropi-

cal African states.*

*See , for example , Vic tor Uchendu (1977:70—79).
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Ch APT E R E ICHT

CON G LUS ION

One major aim of this r~~~~~ r ch  has  been to exrlore several

widely discussed hypotheses concerning inter—nation cooperation

using a sample of states almost en t i r e l y  neg l ec t ed  by previous

analyses , i.e., sub—Saharan African countries. Three major

hypotheses were selec ted . Specifically, the conjectures that

dyadic geographic proximity, high “ resource capabilities ” , and

cultural homogeneity would all increase t he  likelihood of

cooperative interactions were assessed using all log ical pairs of

18 “Blac k Afr ican ” states at each of three separate time points

(1962, 1965 and 1968). The finding s strongl y contradict claims

that these hypotheses are unrestricted in scope. In short , the

evidenc e for all three was at best exceedingly weak.

Two other hypotheses were also probed . One asserted a link

between dyadic resource dependenc e and cooperation (under the very

specific conditions discussed in Chapter Three) . The other

posited a relation between dyadic similarity of “external sociali-

zation ” patterns and cooperativeness. Empirical tests of these

latter two hypotheses were moderatel y supportive of the basic

notions . Perhaps most interesting was the apparent effectiveness

of several interactive models of resource dependence vis—a—v is

dyadic cooperation.

It is true that the Outcomes of these hypothesis tests may be

specific to the particular ind icators used , the sample , t ime fr ame
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and/or unit of analysis , as well as to the statistical techniques

employed.

For example , cooperativeness was measured by re ference to

high proportional levels of dyadic trade , elite political

interactions , and shared IGO membershi ps. Yet there are certainly

other plausible indices. Only if these indicators are

representative of other measures of cooperativeness will these

results have any general significance even in this setting. It

will he of interest to see how well such plausible cooperative

indicators as joint treaties siqned , diplomatic recognition

patterns , similarity of UN voting records , etc., relate to the

measures used here.

Likewise , although numerous versions of relations among (1)

resource—complementarity , (2) amount of choice available to

resource—short states in selecting suppliers , (3) logistical

relevance, and (4) second—order preference satisfaction were

examined as these fac tors may affec t inter—state cooperation ,

there are still many other possible formulations. For instance ,

the “logistical relevance ” of a potential supplier was indexed

here by whether a sea—ported state was contiguous to the given

land—locked state . If it was not , the ported state was viewed as

logistically irrelevant to the land—locked state , and hence

irrelevant to its distribution of cooperative attempts vis—a—vis

actual and potential suppliers. In reality, this contiguity

criterion may be too restrictive , despite my belief that

alternative criteria are likel y to increase the strateg ic risks

112
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for a given resource—short state . High risk , after afl, often i~;

associated wi th hi gh gai n . Altern ative qen~:ral criteria for

indexing “logistically t~~levant” potent i-~d suppliers certainly

need examination , both conceptuall y an d e m pir ic a l l y.

The concept  of “ s econd—order  p r e f e r en c e s ” was g i v e n  onl y

initial treatment too ; refinements and extensions seeir not merely

possible hut quito sensible. To reiterate the basic notion , if a

resource—short unit has several viable suppliers to choose among

in overcoming its resource—shortage , there is reason to believe it

will try to maximize other (second—order) values in that process .

In this study we empiricall y examined only the  extent to which

resource—short units tried to fulfill one and the same second—

order preference: minimization of transport—costs in coping with

its import/export requirements. At least three basic points are

in order here: (1) the measure of transport costs used was very

crude ; (2) minimization of transport costs may be a less relevant

second—order value than other criteria , such as maximizing politi—

cal or cultural compatibility between the unit and its suppliers ;

(3) there may be radical differences among resource—short states

in the second—order preferences they will attempt to optimize ,

e.g., transport costs , ideolog ical compatibility, etc .

Among other “independent” variables examined , the measures of

qeoqraphic propinquity (H2) and resource capabilities (113) seem

reasonably conventional and non—controversial. The specific

indicators used to examine P4 (cultural homoqeneity) and 115

(“external pressures”) are more susceptible to criticism. For

113
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example , the cultural homogeneity indicators included no measures

of political ideology, regime structure , linguistic patterns,

religious cultural zone, etc .

Similarly, the indicator of similarity of external pressures

considers only one type of pressure——educational socialization of

elites in “major power ” institutions—- as indicative of the whole

gamut of external linkages which may bear on the chance of

cooperation among two referent states.

In addition to measurement issues , clear limits to these

hypothesis tests are imposed by the nature of the sample , the time

frame , and even the unit of analysis. The 18 states whose

relations were assessed by no means form a random sample of states

in the international system. They were drawn as representatively

as possible from the set of then politically independent African

states for which adequate data on cooperativeness were available .

One “data” prerequisite for a state ’s inclusion in this study was

the availability of information on the country ’s intra—African

trade relations at all three time points studied . The unit also

had to have been among the sub—Saharan states for which extensive

socio—political and economic data were compiled in the Black

Africa Handbook (Morrison et al , 1971). Whether inclusion of

other Black African states would affec t the results is an open

question and one that needs attention.

The analyses in this study were undertaken at three time

points during these states’ first decade of post—colonial

political independence: 1962, 1965 and 1968. The hypothesis

114

- - - -- - - -  -- - -- -- -



~
I11

~ :T -

~~~~~~

—--— 

~~~~__ - 
— —--__i_

~
____ — - -.—---—--—-- ---,- -

~r:~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

tests evinced very stable re~;ul ts ov’-r the period , w i t h  a few

notable exceptions such as the moderatel y declinin g capac ity of

“external educational socialization ” as a predictor of dyadic

political cooperativeness. Data are now availab le to extend

anal ysis into the 1970’s. Replicati ons of these tests using

additional time points , e.g., 1971 and 1974, could surely provide

new insights into processes of inter—African cooperation .

These hypotheses were assessed at the dyadic level using

non—directional information about these state—pairs. As numerous

scholars argue , the dyad is the fundamental unit of international

(indeed social) relations. The dyad ic relational unit thus seemed

eminentl y appropriate for an exploratory study. Likewise , the

non—directional dyadic unit seemed the most sensible with which to

examine these hypotheses , at a minimum because coding the

preponderant direction of individual cooperative attempts between

members of a dyad while using the interaction data available for

this study was exceedingly difficult it not impossible.

Dyadic examination of these hypo theses  h a r d l y  e x h a u s t s  the

range  of p o t e n t i a l l y  u s e f u l  l eve l s  of anal ysis. Triads are surely

the n e x t  log ica l  u n i t .  Dependence “ n e t w rks ” i n v o l v i n g  th ree  ( a n d

more) states , for example , have been discussed by several scholars

(cf. B. Russett , 1967:130 fn.).

These is no reason that these hypotheses cannot be probed at

levels other than the dyadic. A word of caution should he

offered , however . There remains a qreat deal of work to be done

at the even dyadic level. For example , in addition to points
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already raised , stricter sets of controls now need to he applied

to the empirical tests of several variants of the resource—

dependence hypothesis .

A study such as this might he criticized on many grounds.

The indicators used were not comprehensive , the sample was not a

global random one , and the overall variance accounted for is for

the most part relativel y low. On the other hand , the basic

strength of this research lies primarily in the extent to which it

has: (1) canvassed a range of suspec ted determinants of

inter—nation cooperation in a setting that had previous ly received

little systematic attention ; and , (2) helped lay the foundation

for more refined investi gation as well as uncovered some seemingly

profitable new routes for further inquiry——perhaps most notabl y

the linkages between resource dependence and inter—nation

cooperativeness.

To my mind , the study will have been a success if it helps to

catalyze further interest in the systematic pursuit of these and

- 
-

~ related questions. It cannot by itself be an answer to them all .

-
~ 
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Overview

Three types ol behav ior ~~A ro usod to m e a s u r e  coop era t~ vcnes~~;

trade flows , shar~ d mom r - r  -hiV ; in TCOs , and eli te political

interactions. Though hardl y copi-rehen sive , these measures inc l ude

two (trade and shared IflOs) often used to indicate cooperation.

The elite interaction indicator , thouqh a less common (and more

tedious) approach , may in  f ac t he of more value ; this a p p e n d i x

will primaril y discuss the procedures used to construct this

measure.

Al though  1)0th ‘t r aw ” and “proportional” versions of these

indicators were used , proportional indicators are the most

appropriate for these tests . Nonetheless , test outcomes did not

generally vary across the “ raw” versus “proportional”

d i s t i n c t i o n.

The specific empi ri cal measures were as follows :

(1) Raw Trade: t he  total annu al trade (in dollars)
be tween  a d ya d ’ s member s ;

( 2 )  R aw Shared  ICOs: t he  t o t a l  number  of IGOs both
d y a d i c  m e m b e r s  j o i n t l y b e l o n g e d  to;

~~1 
(3) Raw E l i t e  P o l i t i c a l  Interactions: the sum of a l l

such  d y a d i c  c o n t a c t s  ( d e f i n e d  b e l o w )  between e l i t e s
from d y a d i c  member s  d u r i n g  s i x  m o n t h s  in a g i v e n
year;

( 4 )  P r op o r t i o n a l  Trade:  Raw Trade divided by the total
trade engaged in by both dyad members (with all
n a t i o n s) ;
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(5) Proportional :,h-ired IGO Membershi ps: Raw shared ICO
Memberships J: ’i~~ied by the total number of IGOs to
which both 11:-i- i i mbor s belonged;

(6) Proportional r ] i t e  Political Interactions: the raw
dyadic score divided by the total of such interac-
tions enqaq J ~fl by both (3yad members with any
sample nati ns .

I. Dyadic Trade

Trade data were gleane i f rom U.N. Trade Series A (Issues 7,

14, 17) and selec ted African data sources.*

There were two problems with these trade data: (1)

discrepancies between two states ’ estimates of their dyadic trade

volume ; (2) unreported trade. Th deal with estimate divergence I

summed the two countries ’ reported total exports to each other .

In general , raw dyadic trade was defined as this sum .** The

proportional version simply divided this sum by the members ’ total

imports and exports to all nations.

Unrepor ted t rade  was more  i n t r a c t a b l e .  E s t i m a t e s  of the

va lue  of unrepor ted  d y a d ic  t ra  Je in sub—Sah a ran  A f r i c a  r u n  as h i g h

as 20 or 30 m i l l i o n  d o l l a rs  ( c f .  P . Gar l i ck , 1971) .  Such

s p e c u l a t i o n  may be w i l d  or c lose to the mark. A sensitivity

*See especially the East African Economic and Statistical Review,
selec ted years.

**where neither export figure was available then two countries;
relevant import estimates for the other were used. Where only one
of these export estimates was available , e.g., A’ s exports to B as
reported by A , A’ s import estimate (from B) was used in place of
B’s estimate of its exports to A. Otherwise the case was excluded
from analysis.
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analysis of hypothesis—test outcomes over the range of unreported

trade estimates was beyond the scope of this research.

- II. Shared IGO Memberships

These scores were coded from selec ted volumes of the Yearbook

H of International Organizations. The 200 or so intergovernmental

organizations listed in that source include both the “universal”

(e.g., the United Nations and its special agencies) and the

“regional” type (the Organization of African Unity, Conseil do

L’En tente , the East African Common Services Organization , etc.).

III. Elite, Regional , Manifestl y Non—Hostile , Political
Interactions

My i n t e n t  in c o d i n g  these  data  was to assess c o l l a b o r a t i v e

contacts between high ranking political elites of sample states

during events in which African elites were primary actors.

Obtaining these data required a range of decisions —— as to

sources, coding procedures , reliability, etc . What follows is a

thumbnail sketc h of the process.

A , Sources

Of the two standard A frica— focused news compendia (Africa

Diary and African Researc h Bullentin), only Africa Diary could

provide information at all three time points; the Bulletin did not

report on African events until 1964. In the three years of
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reports used here , Africa Dia~y drew upon a yearl y average of 35

(primarily African) newspapers .*

B. Event Sampling

Using the scheme described below , a coder identified all

“manifestly non—hostile ” inter—nation interactions between African

elites reported during odd—numbered months in each of 1962, 1965

and then 1968. This produced a systematic sample of all such

reported events. Since I ultimatel y wanted merely a

representative distribution of such interactions , and since no

bias due to six—month sampling of this sort was likel y, this

procedure seemed adequate.

Cod ing Procedures

I needed a scheme which would exclude unwanted reports ,

distinguish appropriatel y among events of interest , and be

sufficiently precise to yield the same results in any trained

coder ’s hands. Three categories of information were crucial:

event relevance , participants ’ identities , and evidence of

manifest hostility.

1. Relevant Events

Eligible events included only those (1) reported as “in

progress” or “just concluded” (within the month ) and (2) in which

African states comprised at least half the participating states .

*A tabulation yielded an average of 80% Afr ican sources; the
remainder were almost entirel y English , French , or Indian.

- 
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2. Specific Participants

Given an eliqible event , a specific state was tentativel y

identified as a partic ipant if: (1) the state was mentioned by

name as participa ting in (or belonging to) an organization whosr

members were collectively named as partic ipants; and (2) no

reported information indicated that the tentative participating

state had only “unofficial” representatives at the event.

3. No Manifest Hostility 
-

- Given this set of events , only participants display ing no

“hostility ” toward other participants during the event were

ultimately coded as partic ipants in the event. Indicants of

hostility among participants included physical violence , walkouts ,

and threats of intended damaging action. Which (if any)

participants were coded as cooperating in a given event was

decided as follows.

Physical Violenc e: No such event was included in these
analysis.

Threats: If onl y two participants were involved in the
reported event , the whole event was excluded. If more
than two participants were reported , and if there was a
threat by A toward B but no apparent hostility between A
and C or B and C , the event was coded as cooperation
between A and C and between B and C only.

Walkouts: Those who did “leave ” during an interaction
were not coded as participants at all. If there were
only two participants at the start , the event was
ignored . Otherwise , those who remained were coded as
participants .
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D. Discussion

The interactions selec ted by these rules were presumed to

reflec t, for each time point, an accurate distribution of the

comparative dyadic frequencies of elite “regional” political

interactions of manifestl y non—hostile variety. Other approaches

are of cause plausible , such as tallies of cabinet—level man—hours

in dyadic collaborative interactions , although that information

would have been exceedingl y hard to obtain.

As a first attempt , the approach seemed to have the merits of

(1) simplicity; (2) operational plausibility; (3) more depth than

readily available transactional indicators —— since the measure

taps actual day—to—day communication , consultation and non—hostile

in teractions.

Such data can of course only be useful if they reliably

reflec t actual distributions of such interactions . A direc t

assessment of the true distributions of such interactions is

impossible. But two sor ts of cri teria can in princ ip le increase

confidenc e in the quality of these data: high inter—so urce

reliability ; high inter—coder reliability .

E. Inter—Source Reliability

The closest I came to an inter—source reliability check was a

comparison of the elite interactions scores of selected sample

dayads with estimates in the regional integration literature .

This comparison was quite encouraging. For example , East Afr ican

Common Services Organiza tion members (Keny a , Tanzania and Uganda ),
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were found to have c o n s i d e r a b l y  more i n t e n s e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  a 1 - l A q

eac h other  than  d id  members  of o the r  dyads in t h i s  sample ( a t  al~

th ree  points  in t i m e ) .~~~

-

. 

F. In te r—Coder  R e l i a b i l i t y

I recoded A f r i c a  D i a r y  m a t e r i a l s  (for 1962 and 1968) without

ind icating to the oriqinal coder which materials I would systemat-

ically check. The results were highly encouraging : the correla-

tions between our respective summary dyad ic measures of the fre—

quency of manifestly non—hostile elite political interactions were
-

- quite high: r = +.94 (1962) and r = +.96 (1968). Consequently,

the oriqinal coder ’s scores were used in these analyses for all

three years.

~~ee, for example ; Joseph Nye (1965), and R. Green and K. Krishna
(1967). -
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APPENDIX 2

REGRESSION CHECK ON INTERACTIVE HYPOTHESIS TEST RESULTS

Several hypotheses examined in this dissertation stipulate

interactive effects between two (or more) variables upon the

dependent variable(s). To assess these hypotheses I have utilized

partial correlation analysis in this study. The results were

presented in Chapter Six. The reasoning behind a partial

correlation analysis of these hypotheses was the if r(Y) (QxZ)

(Q)(Z) is significant statisticall y, this would suggest that the

interactive term (QxZ) has predictive power with respec t to Y over

and above what (0) and (Z) might themselves account for in Y’s

variation. Using this approach , several interactive hypotheses

received support from these data ; others did not.

Partial correlation has not been widely used for this

purpose , however , either in political science or in the other

social sciences. Multiple regression appears the preferred

technique (cf. IT. Blalock, 1969:158n), at least if the data

plausibly meet the requirements of the analytic tool. This

appendix summarizes a regression “chec k” on the partial

correlation results concerning these hypotheses.

These regress ions  c o n s t i t u t e  on ly  a select ive or sample chec k

on the interactive hypothesis tests assessed while examining

H1M—HlCii. A full check on all those hypotheses (at three time

points) would have required over 50 separate regression tests.

Instead , I did this analysis only at one time point (1962) for
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three hypotheses (Hil , H1A , H1 [Tii) . 1962 was chosen solely siace

it was the first time point used in the study. I chose these

p a r t i c u l a r  hypotheses for  two reasons :  (1) I-Ill because i t  was t he

first interactive hypothesis discussed in the s t u d y; (2) H1A and

Hlflii because they were the onl y variants of Hi to evince any

support from the partial correlation analysis.

As the following results will show , the partial correlation

tests of these three hypotheses were for practical purposes

identical no matter whether we used “raw” or proportional versions

of the cooperative measures. It was therefore assumed sufficient

merely to offer a r eg re s s ion  check on hypothesis tests that

employed the raw versions of our cooperativeness measures. The

r e su l t s  of these regress ion  tes ts  were completel y supportive of

those based upon the partial correlation analyses. The remainder

of t h i s  append ix  d e t a i l s  t h i s  convergence .

P a r t i a l  Cor re l a t i on  Results

The p a r t i a l  correlation results for HiT , 1-h A , and HlBii for

1962 (using “raw” and then proportional cooperative measures) were

divided into zero—order tests and “full y controlled tests ”. The

so—called “ f u l l  tes ts” controlled for all independent variables

examined in this study. Our partial correlation tests (in 1962)

of these three hypotheses yielded the same (fol lowing ) results

— usinq either raw or proportional measures of cooperativeness .
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Full Tests of: Suppor t

HiT No Support

H1A @ .01 level for trade (predicted direction )

HlBii @ .01 level for trade (predicted direction )

@ .01 level for 1G063 (wrong direction)

Full Regressions (raw cooperative measures)

f-UI: with component terms as well as the additional

variables used in the fully controlled partiais of Hit forced into

the regressions before the LPC scale , the LPC scale had the

following B values and Standard Errors of B associated with it:

Dependent Variable B Standard Error B

Raw Trade (1962) —41.248 176.76

Raw Elite Pol. m t ’ s (1962) + .0071 .1279

Raw Shared IGO ’s (1963) — .043 .151

LIlA: with component terms as well as the additional

variables ued in the fully controlled partials of H1A forced into

the regressions before the DEP1A scale , the DEP1A scale had the

following B values and Standard Errors of B associated with it:

Dependent Variable B Standard Error B

Raw Trade (1962) ~.l73.89* 65.16

Raw Elite Pol. tnt’s (1962) — .0035 .0498

Raw Shared IGO ’s (1963) — .0364 .0586

*Signjficant @ .01 or beyond and B has the appropriate (—) sign.
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HlBii: Again , with component terms as well as the additional

variables used in the full y controlled partials of HlBii forced

into the regressions before the DEP1*CLOSE scale , that scale had

the following B values and Standard Errors of B associated with

it:

Dependent Variable B Standard Error B

Raw Trade (1962) _29l .61* 98.9

Raw Elite Pol. m t ’ s (1962) — .064 .078

Raw Shared IGO ’s (1963) + .302** .088

*significant @ .01 or beyond and B has the appropriate (—) sign.

**significant @ .01 or beyond hut B value is (+) and therefore in
the wrong direction in terms of the hypothesis. In the partial
correlation analysis the partial r here was likewise significant @.01 but in the wrong direction .
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