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Policy Substitution between Coercive and Noncoercive Diplomacy
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Conventional international politics has held that a state is more likely to
use coercive diplomacy, which involves the threat to use force, as its power increases. However,
this idea assumes that the state faces the choice between “ coercive diplomacy” and “ do nothing,”

abstracting the possibility of noncoercive diplomacy, which does not involve coercive threats. This
study used game theory to logically demonstrate that the use of coercive diplomacy can undermine
trust of other countries, that non-coercive diplomacy can be used to avoid this reputational damage,
and that this diplomatic substitution is expected to reduce the probability that a great power
would use coercive diplomacy. Statistical analysis of data on the threat of force, economic aid, and

arms transfers confirmed the validity of the hypothesis.
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