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Guns vs. Butter Trade-Off and the “Peace Dividend”: Summary 

of Selected Articles 

(supplemental to “The Problem”, literature review “Guns Rather than 

Butter”) 

 

Table 1. International comparisons 

# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

1 Apostolakis

, 1992 

1953-

1987, 19 

countrie

Governmental 

social spending 

Poor compatibility of the 

countries in the sample 
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# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

s in Latin 

America  

(democracies and autocracies) 

2 Heo, 1998 1961-

1989, 80 

countrie

s 

Undefined clearly, 

private 

consumption and 

investments are 

mentioned as 

opportunity cost 

World wars not included, post-

Soviet period not included; 

both government non-military 

and military spendings 

generate negative effect on 

growth, so the author 

recommends to reexamine the 

programs not to cut the 

spending; poor compatibility 

of the countries in the sample 

(statistics in non-democratic 

regimes are much worse, 

government and market agent 

incentives significantly differ 

from democratic countries’ 

officials and market agents). 

3 Mintz, 

Stevenson, 

1995 

1950-

1985, 

103 

countrie

s 

Govern

mental 

non-

militar

y 

spendi

ng 

Higher 

rate of 

economic 

growth 

World wars not included, post-

Soviet period not included; 

governmental non-military 

spending usually creates 

positive impact on economic 

growth (more often than 

military) 

4 Gifford, 

2006 

1960-

1993 

19 

develope

d 

democra

tic 

countrie

s 

Welfare spending Highlighted the “social side” 

(component) of some military 

programs 
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# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

5 Looney, 

McNab, 

2008 

1995-

2003, up 

to 199 

countrie

s and 

territori

es 

(unclear) 

Economic growth; 

negative trade-off 

could be altered 

by economic 

liberalization 

The rare case of analysis, 

considering defence and 

security as quality (pure 

public) goods. The authors do 

not show their concern for 

civilian bureaus’ underfunding 

as a result of provision of pure 

public goods.  

6 Whitten 

and 

Williams, 

2011 

1952-

1997, 19 

advance

d 

democra

cies 

Spendi

ng 

causin

g 

welfar

e 

effect 

 No guns vs. butter trade-off 

Military spending that takes 

into account evidence that 

“guns yield butter” is a more 

accurate description of 

budgetary reality than “guns 

versus butter”. 

 

Table 2. Country cases 

# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

1 Heo, 

Bohte, 

2012 

1947-

2007 

Welfar

e 

expen

ditures 

Increase 

in 

welfare 

spending 

No trade-off detected but 

Reagan era 

2 Heo, 2010 1954 – 

2005 USA 

Spending–growth 

nexus 

Defence spending does not 

significantly affect the U.S. 

economy.  

3 Heo, 1996 1954-

1988 

South 

Economic growth; 

non-military 

government 

spending; impact 

No direct trade-off exists 

between defence spending 

and economic growth; positive 

correlation between non-
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# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

Korea of spending on 

economic growth 

military spending and 

economic growth. 

4  Ward, 

Davis and 

Lofdahl, 

1995 

US 1889-

1991; 

Japan 

1979-

1990 

Economic growth; 

long-term analysis 

shows positive 

trade-off military 

spending – growth 

rate exists, but 

unstable. 

The rare case of research, the 

period of observation covers 

all historically important 

epochs, at least for US. For US 

higher military spending 

correlates with higher growth 

rate since WWII and almost till 

the end of Cold War, so 

authors suggest that Japan 

increase in military spending 

could contribute to economic 

growth as well. 

5 Mintz, 

Huang, 

1991 

1953-

1987 USA 

Govern

mental 

non-

military 

spendin

g 

Govern

mental 

educati

onal 

spendin

g 

Military spending – education 

long term trade-off; 

educational spending 

outcomes (quality of 

government run education) 

left out from the analysis 

6 Albritton, 

Sirisumpha

nd, 1988 

1961-

1982 

Thailand 

Government 

spending “for 

economic 

development” 

Author equates government 

spending with real growth.1 

7 Hollenhors

t, Ault, 

1971 

USA, 

1939-  

Personal 

consumption, 

private investment 

and government 

non-military 

Their analysis specified 

periods of great war (WWII), 

local wars and peacetime. 

Some specifications turned to 

be insignificant, as WWII 

                                                           
1 " The strong trade-off between the two policy areas indicates that the Thai government, throughout 22 years 

has emphasized military aspects of national security at the expense of economic growth. Every dollar increase 

in per capita defence spending is associated with a dollar and fifteen cents decrease in per capita economic 

development spending. 
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# The paper 

authors, 

year 

Observat

ion 

period 

Butter 

define

d as 

Peace 

dividend 

defined 

as 

Comments 

consumption caused both cut in 

consumption and in state / 

local mixed public goods 

spending, the rest of period 

“the consumer pays nearly the 

entire bill”. 

8 Russet, 

1969 

1939-

1968 

Personal 

consumption, 

private investment 

and government 

non-military 

consumption 

30 years of observation 

include WWII, Korean war, 

Vietnam war and US transition 

from isolationism state to the 

free world military umbrella 

giver. 

The research is among the 

pioneer works on the issue 

and rare case of papers, 

implicitly defining “butter” as 

private consumption and 

investment mainly. 

 
1. Albritton, Robert B. and Sirisumphand, Thosaporn. Trade-offs Between 

Military Spending and Spending for Economic Development in Thailand, 

1961–1982. Southeast Asian Journal of Social Science, Vol. 16, No. 1 

(1988). pp. 63-80. 

2. Apostolakis, Bobby E. Warfare-Welfare Expenditure Substitutions in Latin 

America, 1953-87. Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 29, No. 1 (Feb., 1992). 

pp. 85-98. 

3. Gifford, Brian. “Why No Trade-off between “Guns and Butter”? Armed 

Forces and Social Spending in the Advanced Industrial Democracies, 1960–

1993. American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 112, No. 2 (September 2006). 

pp. 473-509. 

4. Heo, Uk. The Political Economy of Defense Spending in South Korea. 

Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 33, No. 4 (Nov., 1996). pp. 483-490. 
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5. Heo, Uk and Bohte, John. Who Pays for National Defense? Financing 

Defense Programs in the United States,1947—2007. The Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, Vol. 56, No. 3 (June 2012). pp. 413-438. 

6. Heo, Uk. Modeling the Defense-Growth Relationship around the Globe. 

The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 42, No. 5 (Oct., 1998). pp. 637-

657. 

7. Heo, Uk. The Relationship between Defense Spending and Economic 

Growth in the United States. Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 63, No. 4 

(December 2010). pp. 760-770. 

8. Hollenhorst, Jerry and Ault, Gary. An Alternative Answer to: Who Pays for 

Defense? The American Political Science Review, Vol. 65, No. 3 (Sep., 

1971). pp. 760-763. 

9. Looney, Robert and McNab, Robert M. Can economic liberalization and 

improved governance alter the defense–growth trade-off? Review of 

Financial Economics 17 (2008). pp. 172–182. 

10. Mintz, Alex and Huang, Chi. Defense Expenditures, Economic Growth, and 

the “Peace Dividend”. The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, 

No. 4 (Dec., 1990). pp. 1283-1293. 

11. Mintz, Alex and Stevenson, Randolph T. Defense Expenditures, Economic 

Growth, and the “Peace Dividend”: A Longitudinal Analysis of 103 

Countries. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 39, No. 2 (Jun., 1995). 

pp. 283-305. 

12. Russett, Bruce M. “Who Pays for Defense?” American Political Science 

Review 63:1969. pp. 412-426 

13. Ward, Michael D., Davis, David R. and Lofdahl, Corey L. A Century of 

Tradeoffs: Defense and Growth in Japan and the United States. 

International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 39, No. 1 (Mar., 1995). pp. 27-50. 

14. Whitten, Guy D. and Williams, Laron K. Buttery Guns and Welfare Hawks: 

The Politics of Defense Spending in Advanced Industrial Democracies. 

American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 55, No. 1 (January 2011). pp. 

117-134. 
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The model 

(supplemental to “Who is afraid of an efficient military leader” 

subsection of “The Problem”) 

The simple model presented below explains how voter’s decision can affect 

pure public goods spending by the government in a simple fashion and shows 

that while the total budget spending can stay the same, if the increase in 

support for the “leftists” replaces budget pure public spending with provision of 

mixed public goods. We explain this effect as a decision of marginal voters to 

support redistributive budget spending rather than investments in public goods 

as it becomes more profitable for them from private utility maximization. In our 

model, we follow Adreoni (1990) by considering the distribution of government 

budget between pure public goods (i.e. military expenses) and redistributive 

mixed public goods (i.e. education or health-care). 

Suppose that there are 𝑁 individuals in the economy with individual wealth 

endowment 𝑤𝑖 (where 𝑖 = 1, 𝑁̅̅ ̅̅ ̅), which is spent in each time period on private 

consumption (𝑥𝑖) and pure/mixed public goods provision (𝑔𝑖): 𝑤𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖 + 𝑔𝑖. 

Individual utility therefore depends on both private and public consumption. 

Public goods are funded by government, which collects public goods 

individual contributions through linear taxation with tax rate 𝜏𝑖 = 𝜏, which is 

assumed to be equal for every individual. Thus, 𝑥𝑖 = (1 − 𝜏)𝑤𝑖, and 𝑔𝑖 = 𝜏𝑤𝑖. The 

government collects taxes from each individual in the economy and then 

allocate them on pure public goods provision (𝐺) and mixed public goods 

provision (𝑇). The notation we use for mixed public goods reflects the idea that 
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access to such public goods essentially is rival (as in common pool problem) and 

thus in our model we treat mixed public goods as individual transfers. Now we 

can write down the government budget constraint: 

∑ 𝜏𝑤𝑖
𝑁
𝑖=1 = 𝐺 + ∑ 𝑇𝑖

𝑁
𝑖=1 .     (1) 

Pure and mixed public goods are assumed to enter individual utility 

function separately, and therefore we can write it down as 𝑈𝑖 = 𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝐺, 𝑇𝑖), 

where 𝑈𝑖 is assumed to be strictly quasi-concave. 

As our model seeks to find why the increase in support of one party against 

another can change allocation of the government budget between pure and 

mixed public goods, we assume that there are two competing parties (𝑘 ∈ {𝐿, 𝑅}) 

with two different policy platforms. We assume that the party policy platform is 

characterized by proposed distribution of mixed public goods across voters by 

their endowed wealth (𝑇𝑖 = 𝑇𝑘(𝑤𝑖)) and funded amount of pure public good can 

be found as a residual from budget constraint (1): 

𝐺 = ∑ 𝜏𝑤𝑖
𝑁
𝑖=1 − ∑ 𝑇(𝑤𝑖)

𝑁
𝑖=1 .     (2) 

We assume that party ideal platforms 𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖) and 𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖) are exogenously set 

by parties, also 𝑇𝑘
′ (𝑤𝑖) < 0 and 𝑇𝑘

′′(𝑤𝑖) > 0, and ∑ [𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖) − 𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖)]
𝑁
𝑖=1 > 0. Those 

assumptions imply that both parties propose to allocate more mixed public goods 

to poorer individuals and that party 𝐿 spends more on mixed public goods 

provision. As an immediate result of those assumptions and equation (2) we can 

get that party 𝐿 will allocate less to pure public good provision than party 𝑅 

given the same total tax revenue ∑ 𝜏𝑤𝑖
𝑁
𝑖=1 . 
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We denote the share of voters who support party 𝐿 as 𝛼, and as there exist 

only two parties, share of voters who support party 𝑅 is 1 − 𝛼. We assume in this 

model that 𝛼 essentially refers to the share of the government which consists of 

members of party 𝐿, and we consider bargaining between the two party 

platforms with bargaining powers equal to the share of the party 

representatives. Thus, the resulting mixed public goods provision function, 𝑇(𝑤𝑖) 

is an outcome of the bargaining process and is assumed to be a linear 

combination of two ideal platforms 𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖) and 𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖) with respective weights 𝛼 

and 1 − 𝛼: 

𝑇(𝑤𝑖) ≡ 𝛼𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖) + (1 − 𝛼)𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖).         (3) 

From (2) and (3) we can derive the equation for the amount of pure public 

good as a function of 𝛼: 

𝐺 = ∑ 𝜏𝑤𝑖
𝑁
𝑖=1 − 𝛼∑ 𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖)

𝑁
𝑖=1 + (1 − 𝛼)∑ 𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖)

𝑁
𝑖=1 .      (4) 

Finally, we assume that the choice of an individual voter which party to 

vote for depends on which party platform delivers a larger level of utility to this 

individual. We assume that two factors affect utility function of an individual. 

The first is the “warm-glow” effect of pure public good contribution from party 

𝑅 support, which means that 

[
𝜕𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖,𝐺,𝑇𝑖)

𝜕𝐺
]
𝑅
> [

𝜕𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖,𝐺,𝑇𝑖)

𝜕𝐺
]
𝐿
        (5) 

where indices 𝑅 and 𝐿 refer to the party which individual 𝑖 supports. The 

second is the “social dependency” effect of mixed public good provision from 

party 𝐿 support, which means that 
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[
𝜕𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖,𝐺,𝑇𝑖)

𝜕𝑇𝑖
]
𝐿
> [

𝜕𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖,𝐺,𝑇𝑖)

𝜕𝑇𝑖
]
𝑅
        (6) 

where, again, indices 𝑅 and 𝐿 refer to the party which individual 𝑖 

supports. 

From the model set above we can derive several important results for our 

analysis. The first result is about the relationship between the electoral support 

for party 𝐿 and allocation of government spendings between pure and mixed 

public goods. 

Proposition 1. Size of the government’s spending allocated to pure public 

goods, 𝐺, falls with the rise of party 𝐿’s electoral support, 𝛼, while spendings 

on mixed public goods, ∑ 𝑇(𝑤𝑖)
𝑁
𝑖=1 , rise, given that tax rate, 𝑡, is fixed. 

This proposition is a result of budget constraint (4), where you can see that 

given fixed ∑ 𝜏𝑤𝑖
𝑁
𝑖=1 , rise in 𝛼 leads to rise in 𝑇(𝑤𝑖), which in turn leads to 

decrease in 𝐺. Substantially, this result means that the bigger the support for 

party 𝐿 is, the larger is the share of mixed public goods in the government 

spending. 

The second result we can derive from the model is about the decision of 

the pivotal voter on which party they will support. Given the set-up of the model 

we can conclude that in equilibrium the marginal voter (defined as a voter for 

whom both party 𝐿 and party 𝑅 deliver the same utility) will have 

[𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖 , 𝐺, 𝑇𝑖)]𝑅 = [𝑈𝑖(𝑥𝑖 , 𝐺, 𝑇𝑖)]𝐿 .     (7) 
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We denote the initial status-quo share of party 𝐿 supporters as 𝛼0. We now 

can derive another result, which relates the extension of franchise for the 

poorest parts of population to the share of supporters of party 𝐿. 

Proposition 2. Exogenous change to the share of population supporting 

party 𝐿 (from 𝛼0 to 𝛼0 + 𝜀) due to the rise of the size of electorate for whom 

𝑇𝐿(𝑤𝑖) ≥ 𝑇𝑅(𝑤𝑖) (extension of franchise) will lead to switch from the initial 

state of the marginal voter to support party 𝐿 and thus will increase the 

support of party 𝐿 in the initial electorate (𝛼∗ = 𝛼0 + 𝜎). Thus, the final support 

of party 𝐿 due to such change will be 𝛼0 + 𝜀 + 𝜎. 

This proposition is due to the decrease in the amount of pure public goods 

delivered as a result of exogenous shock to the share of population supporting 

party 𝐿. Due to inequalities (5) and (6), we can see that equality (7) will not 

hold for marginal voter once the increase in 𝛼 occurs and the amount of pure 

public good falls, while the total amount of mixed public goods rises. The initial 

marginal voter, thus, will vote for party 𝐿 over party 𝑅. 

We will test both propositions we derived from the model in the empirical 

exercise: 

(1) Military spending share = f(Leftist Votes, War period) 
                                    -            + 

(2) Leftist Votes = f(Universal Suffrage) 
                          +  

We will also try to test if legislation / practices punishing military for their 

necessary activities is compatible with assumption, that the lefts might be 

interested in these practices: 

(3) Punishment for victory = f(Leftist Votes) 
                      +  
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The problematic winners: a few examples from modern history 

(supplemental to “The minority” subsection of “The Problem”) 

He wasn't a very nice man. 
But you don’t win wars by having nice men2 
Brigadier Sir Edgar Williams on Montgomery 

 

Table 9. Selected “not nice men” 

 

# Military leader Conflicts with government Conflict with 

colleagues 

Other 

1 General Douglas 
MacArthur, USA 

Insubordination: Hoover, 
1932 Bonus Army case; 
Truman controversy on 
Korean war; eventually he 
was fired by Truman.3 

Spoiled 
relations with 
D. Eisenhower4 
and more 

 

2 Field Marshal 
Bernard 
Montgomery, 
UK 

 G. Patton, O. 
Bradley, D. 
Eisenhower5 
and more6 

 

3 General George 
Patton, USA 

 Slapping 
incidents; hard 
style pressure 
on 
subordinates7 

Politicized 
declarations on 
Nazi party 
members, on 
Soviet - then allies 

4 General Ulysses 

S. Grant,8 USA 

 He had 

numerous 

conflicts, for 

Order #1110 issued 

on December 17, 

1862 

                                                           
2 We guess that the great Czech (Bohemian) military leader Jan Žižka would be even the better example 

than Montgomery, but it is hard for us to provide comparable references on the historical studies. 
3 http://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/truman-relieves-macarthur-of-duties-in-korea 
4 http://www.nps.gov/features/eise/jrranger/5accomp4X.htm 
5 http://www.nam.ac.uk/exhibitions/online-exhibitions/britains-greatest-general/bernard-law-

montgomery 
6 https://www.ucs.ac.uk/Faculties-and-Centres/Faculty-of-Arts,-Business-and-Applied-Social-

Science/Suffolk-Business-School/REAMS/Issue-1/REAMS_1-(1)_Weir-v2.pdf; 

http://articles.latimes.com/1987-03-22/books/bk-14785_1_nigel-hamilton 
7 Axelrod, 2006, p. 77 
8 http://millercenter.org/president/biography/grant-life-before-the-presidency; 

http://www.rbhayes.org/hayes/content/files/Hayes_Historical_Journal/the_problem_of_ulysses_s.htm; 

Hayes Historical Journal, 4 (1983) by Lyle W. Dorsett 

http://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/truman-relieves-macarthur-of-duties-in-korea
http://www.nps.gov/features/eise/jrranger/5accomp4X.htm
http://www.nam.ac.uk/exhibitions/online-exhibitions/britains-greatest-general/bernard-law-montgomery
http://www.nam.ac.uk/exhibitions/online-exhibitions/britains-greatest-general/bernard-law-montgomery
https://www.ucs.ac.uk/Faculties-and-Centres/Faculty-of-Arts,-Business-and-Applied-Social-Science/Suffolk-Business-School/REAMS/Issue-1/REAMS_1-(1)_Weir-v2.pdf
https://www.ucs.ac.uk/Faculties-and-Centres/Faculty-of-Arts,-Business-and-Applied-Social-Science/Suffolk-Business-School/REAMS/Issue-1/REAMS_1-(1)_Weir-v2.pdf
http://articles.latimes.com/1987-03-22/books/bk-14785_1_nigel-hamilton
http://millercenter.org/president/biography/grant-life-before-the-presidency
http://www.rbhayes.org/hayes/content/files/Hayes_Historical_Journal/the_problem_of_ulysses_s.htm
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example with 

general Henry 

Halleck9 

5 General Ariel 
Sharon, Israel 

Insubordination case during 
Yom Kippur war11 

 Allegations of 
personal driven 
decision on 2005 
“Disengagement”: 
“depth of 
deportation 
proportional to 
depth of 
investigation”, 
2004 (Hebrew 
original: עומק עקירה

 12(כעומק חקירה

6 General Rafael 
Eitan, Israel 

General Eitan had proudly described in his 
autobiography his work to undermine the 
numerous attempts of the military justice 
institutions to punish his soldiers.13 The 
general’s subsequent successes in politics and 
election in the Knesset secured his 
independence from the political class. 

 

7 Lt. Colonel 

Yonatan 

Netanyahu,14 

Israel 

 Was hated by 
his 
subordinates 
for exhausting 
trainings15 

 

     

8 Admiral Horatio 
Nelson, UK  

 Nelson 
disregarded his 
commander’s 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                  
10 https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/loc/abe2.html 

9 Brands H.W. The Man Who Saved the Union: Ulysses Grant in War and Peace. Anchor Books, 2013 reprint, Chapter 

23; Grant, Ulysses S. (2010-09-06). The Complete Personal Memoirs of Ulysses S. Grant. Kindle Edition Grant's 

memoirs, pp. 118-120. 
11 http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/200938 ; http://www.britannica.com/biography/Ariel-Sharon  
12 http://www.inn.co.il/News/Flash.aspx/71218 ; http://www.inn.co.il/News/Flash.aspx/71218 (Hebrew) 
13 See chapter Concern for Israel’s Fighting Men in Eitan’s book"A Soldier's Story: The Life and Times of an Israeli War 

Hero, Sure Sellers Inc, 1991. 
14 http://www.yoni.org.il/en/biogr.php  
15 Herman Wouk, Benjamin and Iddo Netanyahu The Letters of Jonathan Netanyahu: The Commander of the Entebbe 

Rescue Force, Gefen, 2001. 

https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/loc/abe2.html
http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/200938
http://www.britannica.com/biography/Ariel-Sharon
http://www.inn.co.il/News/Flash.aspx/71218
http://www.inn.co.il/News/Flash.aspx/71218
http://www.yoni.org.il/en/biogr.php
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Sir Hyde 
Parker’s order 
in battle near 
the 
Copenhagen 
shore April, 2, 
180116 

9 Generalissimo 
Alexander 
Suvorov, 
Russian Empire 

Complications with 
Catherine II and Paul. After 
his brilliant victories over 
the Turks he di not receive 
the “field marshal” rank and 
was sent to build a 
fortification in Finland. 
(Conflict with influential 
prince Grigori Potemkin 
http://www.knsuvorov.ru/); 
Suvorov then challenged 
Paul I’s military reform and 
was fired. 

  

 

Citation from the interview: 

Advancement [in the Army] is a political process. It isn’t the party politics, of course. 

Advancement depends on the candidate’s ability to mobilize the net of supporters. You 

are going to get promotion if you’ll succeed to join an influential group. 

IDF Lt. colonel Ze'ev Lerer, General Stuff personnel affairs expert. 

 

 

Statistical analysis 

(The section of the article “Hypotheses and Principal Outcomes of Statistical 

Analysis” development and supplemental materials) 

                                                           
16 http://www.britishbattles.com/waterloo/battle-copenhagen.htm ;  http://www.britannica.com/biography/Horatio-

Nelson-Viscount-Nelson 

http://www.britishbattles.com/waterloo/battle-copenhagen.htm
http://www.britannica.com/biography/Horatio-Nelson-Viscount-Nelson
http://www.britannica.com/biography/Horatio-Nelson-Viscount-Nelson
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Variables description 

Table 3. Variables 

Variable Description 

Year (time trend) - 

Leftists 

Vote share of the leftist parties 

(prioritizing mixed public goods over pure 

public goods – see the list below for each 

country from the sample) 

Universal suffrage 

“-1” for census democracy or for non-

democratic rule; “0” – male suffrage; “1” 

universal suffrage 

Public media 

Public media (newspapers, radio, TV) lead 

in political news and events coverage, 

causing “natural” left (“Liberal” for US) 

bias17 

Neutral Neutrality statute officially adopted 

Umbrella giver 
The country, providing protection for 

junior military allies 

Great wars 
World wars, civil war for US and a few 

more (see below for each country) 

Local wars See below for each country 

                                                           
17 Public media represent a clear case of “mixed public goods” (happiness promotion instead of determined evil 

prevention). Large scale media project of this sort is founded on ideological assumption, that free private media 

competition is not good enough for safeguarding of free speech and this “natural mechanism” should be 

therefore substituted by artificial one. Thus, the left bias is preloaded in the very foundation of these projects. 



16 
 

Cold War “1” for 1948-1988  

Punishment for victory 

Military justice -  national or ratified 

international law and by-law (Rules of 

Engagements, etc.) punishing military for 

“disproportional use of force” for harming 

civilian used as a “live shield”, etc. 

Not encountered before 1977 

Central gov’t spending to GDP - 

Military spending to total gov’t 

spending 
- 

The same (lag -4) - 

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics 

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Year (time trend) 1201 1921.654 56.35946 1790 2012 

Leftists 1120 19.02731 19.20218 0 53.7 

Universal suffrage 1121 .1462979 .852521 -1 1 

Public media 1199 .4086739 .4917939 0 1 

Neutral 1198 .1761269 .3810872 0 1 

Umbrella giver 1201 .2056619 .4043529 0 1 

Great wars 1201 .0732723 .2606915 0 1 

Local wars 1201 .0949209 .2932278 0 1 

Cold War 1201 .2189842 .4137301 0 1 
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Punishment for 

victory 
1201 .1332223 .3399564 0 1 

Central Gov’t 

spending to GDP 
1065 20.52346 14.02109 .8 113.8 

Military spending to 

total gov’t spending 
882 26.7949 21.05606 1.6 100 

The same (lag -4) 781 28.51601 21.2404 1.7 100 

 

Data 

 

The countries list: Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, UK, US 

All the countries had experienced democratic institutions for the majority of the 

observations, so budget spending depends mainly on elected politicians (the parliaments, 

first and foremost). 

The observation period: Since 1790 (military spending and some other variables), so for 

Italy, France, Germany, Japan, UK and US the observation period contains observations 

of census democracy (taxpayers’ democracy) universal suffrage = “-1”; some 

observations for male universal suffrage (universal suffrage = “0” and the rest of period 

universal suffrage = “1”). 

All observations where the “punishment for victory” variable’s value = “1” appear after 

1977 (by definition; actually - since 1980). 

The following data were used for the purposes of the analysis: 

National accounts 

Electoral statistics 
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Military expenditures statistics 

 

National accounts, government spending 

 Mitchell (2007), US federal budget historical tables 

 US census historical data 

http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/past_years.html 

 German national statistics 

https://www.destatis.de/EN/FactsFigures/NationalEconomyEnvironment/National

Accounts/NationalAccounts.html 

 Sutch Richard, Carter Susan B., ed. Historical Statistics of the United States. 

Millennial Edition online 

http://hsus.cambridge.org/HSUSWeb/toc/hsusHome.do 

 World Development Indicators of World Bank 

 

Electoral statistics 

 “Parties and Elections in Europe” http://www.parties-and-elections.de/ 

 A. Tanin-Lvov. “Elections around the World: Encyclopedic Reference Book” 

(Moscow: “Rosspen” 2001; in Russian) 

 Official vote counts for federal elections from the official sources compiled 

by the Office of the Clerk, US House of Representatives: 

http://clerk.house.gov 

(http://clerk.house.gov/member_info/electionInfo/index.aspx) 

 

http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/past_years.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/FactsFigures/NationalEconomyEnvironment/NationalAccounts/NationalAccounts.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/FactsFigures/NationalEconomyEnvironment/NationalAccounts/NationalAccounts.html
http://hsus.cambridge.org/HSUSWeb/toc/hsusHome.do
http://www.parties-and-elections.de/
http://clerk.house.gov/
http://clerk.house.gov/member_info/electionInfo/index.aspx
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Military expenditures: 

 National Material Capabilities (v3.02) data base. Project “Correlates of 

War”. http://www.correlatesofwar.org/COW2%20Data/Capabilities/nmc3-

02.htm 

 Eloranta, Jari. “Beyond the Void? Implications of Hegemonic Competition 

and the Lack of American Military Leadership on the Military Spending of 

European Democracies, 1920-1938”. 2010. 

http://eh.net/encyclopedia/article/eloranta.military 

 Eloranta, Jari. “Struggle for Leadership? Military Spending Behavior of the 

Great Powers, 1870—1913”. University of Warwick, Department of 

Economics, 2002. 

 Eloranta, Jari. “Warfare or Welfare? Understanding 19th and 20th-Century 

Central Government Spending”. Eloranta, Jari. Warwick Economic Research 

Papers, No. 699. University of Warwick, Department of Economics, 2004. 

http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/research/workingpapers/p

ublications/twerp699.pdf 

 Armaments Yearbook of the League of Nations. Statistical Information on Military 

Expenditure 1931. Office for Disarmament Affairs, United Nations, New York. 

 J. M. Hobson. The Military Extraction Gap and the Wary Titan: The Fiscal Sociology 

of British Defence Policy, 1870-1913. The Journal of European Economic History 

vol. 22, #3 (Winter 1993). pp. 461-506. 

 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) Military Expenditures 

Data Base http://www.sipri.org/research/armaments/milex/milex_database 

(since 1949). 

http://www.correlatesofwar.org/COW2%20Data/Capabilities/nmc3-02.htm
http://www.correlatesofwar.org/COW2%20Data/Capabilities/nmc3-02.htm
http://eh.net/encyclopedia/article/eloranta.military
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/research/workingpapers/publications/twerp699.pdf
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/research/workingpapers/publications/twerp699.pdf
http://www.sipri.org/research/armaments/milex/milex_database
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Dataset can be downloaded here. 

http://instecontransit.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/7Powers_plus_300415_0_1only.xlsx
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Table 5. Logical variables description and data sources 

 

Variables, 

countries Principal sources Additional sources 

Punishment for 

victory 

“-1” documents not signed, not ratified, not 

implemented; “0” document signed; “1” ratified or 

implemented w/o ratification; latest, simplified 

version before ratification / implementation “0”, 

since ratification / implementation “1” 

1977 protocol ratification or de facto implementation 

- see states - parties list at: 

https://www.icrc.org/applic/ihl/ihl.nsf/States.xsp?xp

_viewStates=XPages_NORMStatesParties&xp_treatySel

ected=475 

USA 

1977 Protocol signed by J. Carter administration 

December 12, 1977 and never ratified; 

implementation started not later 1980 - see US Air 

Force Commander’s Handbook (1980) 

https://www.icrc.org/customary-

ihl/eng/docs/v2_cou_us_rule14 

 UK 1998 (with extensive and detailed reservations) 
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Variables, 

countries Principal sources Additional sources 

France 1984 (w/o significant reservations) 

 Germany 1991 (with extensive and detailed reservations) 

 Austria 1982 (reservations, not regarding article 51) 

 Italy 1986 (w/o reservations) 

 Japan 2004 (w/o reservations) 

 

Anti-military 

movement 

Mass anti-military (pacifist) movement run (endorsed, 

supported) by a large political party represented in 

the Parliament 

 

USA 

1965 http://www.history.com/topics/vietnam-

war/vietnam-war-protests 

 

UK 

1933 Labour Party Leader George Lansbury “Do your 

worst” - Davies, A.J. To Build A New Jerusalem: The 

British Labour Party from Keir Hardie to Tony Blair 

(Abacus, 1996). 

http://histclo.com/essay/war/ww2/pacifism/w2pc-

uk.html 
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Variables, 

countries Principal sources Additional sources 

France 1902 Jean Jaurès French Socialist Party 

 

Germany 

1912 see, for example “The new Socialist International 

and the war” from “Pre-war Socialist Pacifism” at 

http://encyclopedia.1914-1918-

online.net/article/pre-war_socialist_pacifism  

http://internationalsocialist.org.uk/index.php/2013/1

0/the-german-revolution-part-2-militarism-and-anti-

militarism/ 

Austria 

1912 see for example http://encyclopedia.1914-1918-

online.net/article/pacifism 

 

Italy 

1912 see, for example “The new Socialist International 

and the war” from “Pre-war Socialist Pacifism” at 

http://encyclopedia.1914-1918-

online.net/article/pre-war_socialist_pacifism 

 

Japan 

1946 

http://www.uky.edu/Centers/Asia/SECAAS/Seras/200

7/14_Green_2007.pdf 

https://www.academia.edu/6782793/The_Continuing

_Influence_of_Residual_Japanese_Pacifism 
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Variables, 

countries Principal sources Additional sources 

Military spending 

Hobson John M. The military-Extraction Gap and the 

Wary Titan: The Fiscal-Sociology of British Defence 

Policy 1870-1913 The Journal of European Economic 

History v22 #3 Winter 1993;  

 SIPRI database (since 1988); SIPRI NATO military 

expenditure as a percentage of GDP 1949-2013 

 NMC database recounted USD/national currency 

historical exchange rate of Bank of Sweden 

 Armaments Yearbook of the League of Nations 1931 

 US national statistics (Federal Budget Historical 

tables) 

 National accounts See sources in Supplementary Materials to the article 

 Central 

government 

spending to GDP 

Mitchell 2007; Liens, Cardoso Paying for the liberal 

state. The Rise of Public Finance in Nineteenth 

See sources in the appropriate file: 

OldDemocr_Gov_toGDP (here) 
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Variables, 

countries Principal sources Additional sources 

Century Europe, Cambridge University Press, 2010, 

2010; WB – WDI; national statistic (US, UK, France, 

Germany) 

Electoral statistics 

- electoral support 

of the lefts 

See Data section in the Supplementary Materials 

(general sources); see country specific sources below 

  

Table 6. “Left” parties 

Country Leftist parties list  

USA 

1914-1942: Socialist, other small socialist & communist groups; since 1964 “imputed value” 5%, since 2008 - 

imputed value 10% - see commentary 

UK Labour, Independent Labour, 1945 Communist, SDPL, Greens, “Respect” (2005) 
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France 

Socialist, Communist and Green parties: 1848 - Socialists, III Republic till 1889 - radical party faction, rough 

assessment, Socialists, SIFO (Workers International French section), SFIC (ComIntern), PCF, ecologists, greens 

etc; for a majoritarian system - 1st round data 

Germany Social-Democrats, Communist and Green parties: SPD, DKP, PDS, Linke (Lefts), GRÜNE (Greens)  

Canada Labour, Socialists, Coop. commonwealth, NDP, greens 

Japan 

Socialist Party, Mass Socialist Party (pre-WWII), Communist Party, Social Democratic Party, Leftist Socialist 

Party (after 1948-55), Democratic Socialist Party (1960-94); Democratic Party (since 1996) not included - still 

under discussion 

Austria SP, since 1986 - greens & SP 

Belgium 

Socialists, Communists, greens (ecologists) - both Francophones and Flanders: BSP/PSB: Socialist Party of 

Belgium, KPB/PCB: Communist Party and their heirs; Groenen/Ecolo 

Denmark Social Democracy, Left Socialists, Communists, Socialist People party, Red Greens 

Italy Socialists, Communists, since 1987 - Greens (Verdi) 

Netherlands Labor (PvdA), Communist, Socialist, Pacifist Socialist, Democratis Socialists, Green Left, 
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Sweden Social Democratic Workers Party, Left (Left party-communists), Environment Party - the Greens 

Switzerland 

SP (Social Democratic party), Labour Party (PdA - communists), SOL: Solidarities, AL - alternative lefts; GPS: 

Green Party of Switzerland 

 

 

Table 7. Universal suffrage introduction 

Universal 

suffrage The Political Mobilization of the European Left, 1860-1980: The Class Cleavage 

 

By Stefano Bartolini 

 

Campaign and Election Reform: A Reference Handbook 

 

By Glenn H. Utter, Ruth Ann Strickland 

  Great war 

 USA 1861-1865; 1917-1919; 1941-1946 (1919, 1946 military spending naturally remained abnormally high) 

UK 1914-1919; 1939-1946 
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France 1870, 1914-1919, 1939-1940; 1944-1946 

Germany 1914-1919; 1939-1946 

Austria 1914-1919 (1919 spending remained abnormally high), 1939-1945 

Italy 1915-1919; 1939-1945 

Japan 1937-1945 

  

  Local war 

 USA 1801-1805; 1812-1815; 1846-1848; 1950-1954; 1961-1972; 1990-1991; 2001-2011 

UK 1802-1814; 1853-1856; 1899-1902; 2004-2009 

France 1830; 1837; 1847; 1853-1856; 1946-1962 

Germany 1864, 1866, 1870-71 

Austria 1934 

Italy 1866; 1895-1896; 1935 

Japan 1894-1895; 1903-1905; 1931-1936 

Cold War 1948-1988 
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Statistical analysis principal outcomes 

Table 8.1. Sources of leftist parties’ electoral power and some consequences of 
the leftists’ empowerment 

Variables Left parties’ 

(1) 

OLS 

electoral 

(2) 

OLS 

support 

(3) 

OLS 

Centr. 

Gov’t 

spending 

to GDP 

(4) OLS 

Military 

spending 

to GDP 

(5) OLS 

Universal 

suffrage 

18.45***  

(0.33) 

9.27***  

(0.7) 

9.08***  

(0.91) 

  

Public media  20.44***  

(1.34) 

20.37***  

(1.36) 

14.4***  

(1.3) 

 

Time trend   0.003  

(0.009) 

  

Leftist 

electoral 

support 

 

   0.15***  

(0.03) 

0.014  

(0.009) 

Great war     21.8***  

(3.0) 

Local war     3.4***  

(0.6) 

      

Cold War     1.64***  

(0.22) 

      

Umbrella  

giver 

    1.45***  

(0.39) 

      

Constant 16.36*** 

 (0.32) 

9.73***  

(0.57) 

2.69  

(17) 

11.5***  

(0.35) 

2.01***  

(0.23) 

Observations 1093 1093 1093 1028 892 
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R-squared 0.66 0.77 0.77 0.52 0.54 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
The introduction of universal suffrage caused a rapid rise of the left (specifications 1-3, 

Table 8.1.) – cradle to grave caring state supporter over the “night watchman” state. 

Public media with some lag after the foundation throw their support behind the left18 

(see above, specifications 2, 3). Lefts push up spending for “mixed public goods”, 

decreasing the share of military spending in total government spending (see Table 8.2.). 

Military spending as a share of GDP decreased since the end of Cold War only (so the 

lefts’ electoral power did not cause a significant change of the share of defence 

spending to GDP– see specification 5). 

 
 
Table 8.2. Leftist parties’ electoral empowerment and military spending (as a 
share of total government spending) historical trends 

 

(6) (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)  
OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS VARIABLES 

       
 -0.132*** 

(0.038) 
-0.52***  
(0.003) 

-0.088** 
(0.043) 

-0.187*** 
(0.057) 

-0.53*** 
(0.03) 

Leftists 

       
-10.2*** 
 (1.9) 

     Anti-military 
movement 

-0.06***  

(0.02) 

-0.166*** 
(0.012) 

 -0.06***  

(0.01) 

-0.144*** 
(0.015) 

 Time trend 

       
8.77***  
(0.85) 

8.33***  
(0.95) 

4.42***  
(1.04) 

   Cold War 

       

                                                           
18 The very idea of special mass media financed through governmental coercion instead of free media market 

competition fits the cradle to grave model very clearly. Undetectable during WWII, the BBC anti-military bias became 

evident during the Falkland campaign: “It is none of the BBC’s business to raise the morale of the British military”; “A 

widow in Portsmouth is no different from a widow in Buenos Aires.” See, for example, 

http://www.nytimes.com/1982/05/12/world/mrs-thatcher-calls-on-british-to-express-protest-against-bbc.html 
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11.7***  
(2.1) 

9.95***  
(2.08) 

7.9***  
(2.4) 

   Local war 

       
49.9***  
(5.4) 

45.7***  
(4.7) 

43.5***  
(4.8) 

   Great war 

       
-0.4  
(1.5) 

2.89**  
(1.35) 

    Neutral state 

       
       

-0.45***  
(0.07) 

     Central Gov’t 
spending / GDP 

       
  -2.34  

(2.69) 
   Japan 

   0.6***  
 (0.04) 

  Military exp.  
share lag (-4) 

       
153***  
(30) 

344***  
(23) 

32.9***  
(0.9) 

120*** 
 (25.3) 

306***  
(28) 

35.9***  
(0.9) 

Constant 

       
       

876 876 876 775 876 876 Observations 
0.52 0.47 0.37 0.538 0.29 0.22 R-squared 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Leftist / anti-military movements caused budget redistribution benefiting mixed public 

goods provision. The result is robust to various specifications and settings. The country’s 

neutrality does not necessarily lighten the defence spending burden the budget bears 

(see specifications 5,6). 

 

Table 8.3. Leftist parties’ power and punishing military for success 
 

(4) (3) (2) (1)  
Ord. Probit Ord. Probit Ord. Probit Ord. Probit VARIABLES 

     
0.033***  
(0.003) 

 0.036***  
(0.003) 

0.025***  
(0.003) 

Leftists  

     
-1.0***  
(0.14) 

 -1.03***  
(0.13) 

 Cold War 
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  0.552***  
(0.169) 

 Local war 

     
 0.50***  

(0.14) 
 

  Public media 

-0.32*  
(0.19) 

-0.89***  
(0.20) 

  Japan 

 0.035***  
(0.005) 

  Central Gov’t 
spending to 
GDP 

     
 2.14  

(0.12) 
1.76  

(0.096) 
1.69  

(0.009) 
Constant cut1 

     
1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 Observations 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Punishment of the military for their (successful) activities phenomena, described above, 

was not refuted by the statistical (Probit – because depended variable is logical) 

analysis. Public media could be interested in attacking the most active officers and 

soldiers to promote the “War is not solution” approach (see specification 3, Table 8.3.). 

 


