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Introduction

This paper seeks to explain a new measure that hopes to operationalize the existence of escalating tactics within a rivalry as it progresses.  Born out of an effort by Vasquez and Valeriano (2004) to classify wars according to type and function, we found that there were few useful ways to conceptualize the power politics tactics used during a rivalry or war.  How do we know a power politics rivalry when we see one?  This effort will seek to explain how this type of foreign policy behavior can be observed systematically using a version of the severity index found in the militarized interstate dispute dataset (Ghosn, Palmer et al. 2004).  

Past efforts looking at power politics foreign policy tactics suggest which variables may be important for this type of effort.  Vasquez (1993) suggests and finds (Vasquez 2004) that power politics type tactics increase the probability of warfare. Yet the only way we can measure this type of behavior empirically is through the use of proxy variables such as arms races and alliances.  The factors of rivalry, alliances, arms races, and territorial disputes all increase the probability of war (Senese and Vasquez 2003b).  A similar line of research by Valeriano (2003) finds that arms races and alliances are probabilistic sufficient conditions for rivalry onset.  There may be a better way to systematically measure if a dyad is using power politics by utilizing a measure presented in the Diehl and Goertz (2000) rivalry dataset and in combination with other traditional factors.

The unit of interest here is the rival dyad.  Any type of dyad could be interest, but here we want to delineate the causes of war and selecting those states that are engaged in rivalry is a necessary starting point.  This research design is perfectly acceptable if one only wishes to look at outcomes rather than direct casual factors (Dion 1998).  The observed behavior of escalating tactics needs to be in existence and it is of little use for us at this point to investigate all dyads in the system.  Using the Militarized Interstate Disputes (Jones, Bremer et al. 1996) data and the Diehl and Goertz (2000) rivalry data, we have created a measure that seeks to empirically observe the factors of a conflict spiral and escalating tactics during a rivalry.  It is hoped that this measure can help pinpoint those rivals that using escalating tactics and thus those rivals most likely to go to war.  We have also created a power politics index to pinpoint which wars are typical power politics type wars.

Classification Systems and Warfare


Previous work (Vasquez and Valeriano 2004, Valeriano and Vasquez 2005) by this author and John Vasquez has sought to delineate a typology of interstate wars and classify those wars according to type.  These efforts start with the assumption that war is multicausal and there are many different paths to war.  Each sequence to war will thus have associations with different types of warfare.  Each type of war would then have to have utilized a theory to construct a story of its origins.  

Besides delineating wars by issue or the number of parties, Vasquez and Valeriano (2004) also tried to outline the power politics path to war.  Using the variables of rivalry, alliances, and arms races an index was created to sort out the typical power politics path to war.  Power politics is simply the use of force and power to settle disputes over issues.  Vasquez (1998: 168) states that power politics practices are, “actions based on an image of the world as insecure and anarchic which leads to distrust, struggles for power, interest taking precedence over norms and rules, the use of Machiavellian stratagems, coercion, attempts to balance power, reliance on self-help, and the use of force and war as the ultima rationale.”  Once the power politics process has begun, it is likely that the classic security dilemma (Herz 1950) in world politics will be observed. 

Previous work (Vasquez and Valeriano 2004) has found that wars might be usefully classified according to the degree to which belligerents have employed various power politics practices before the war, thus we may classify power politics wars.  With these wars identified one can study their specific characteristics to prevent them from occurring again in the future.  We would next need to suggest which types of theories could be used to explain the onset of these wars.  If some wars are power politics wars according to our classification scheme, it then stands to reason that Steps to War theory that Vasquez (1993) suggests is the theory most likely applicable to these wars based on statistical evidence supporting the empirical accuracy of the theory (Senese and Vasquez 2005, 2007).  The theory also suggests that bargaining over salient issues such as territory will push states to resort to power politics tactics, bringing in issue based theories (Mansbach and Vasquez 1981).  Of course other theories might be useful to this effort such as the power transition theory (Kugler and Organski 1989).

Rivalry


Rivalry denotes that existence of historical animosity between a pair of states that is likely to result in collective violence.  The factor of rivalry has gained increased traction in the field of political science as results show that rivalries are likely important casual factors for the onset of warfare and disputes (Goertz and Diehl 1992, 1993, Diehl and Goertz 2000, Thompson 2001, Vasquez and Leskiw 2001, Colaresi and Thompson 2002).


What is important to remember about a rivalry is that there is no such thing as a public good.  Each side wants to deny any gain to the other opposing side.  It is in this way they are willing to sacrifice a state’s own interests to deny something to an enemy.  This system of animosity and hostility insures that the states involved in rivalries are unlikely to settle disputes, likely to have repeated disputes, and likely to become in involved in warfare as the number of disputes observed increases and adds to the accumulated risk evident in the dyad.  Rivalries are truly the dangerous dyads (Bremer 1992) in the international system.


Rivalry research has shown that the factor is extremely war-prone and also likely to produce militarized disputes (Goertz and Diehl 1992, 1993).  Although there is some debate (Gartzke and Simon 1999) as to if militarized disputes are endogenous to rivalry since some datasets code rivalries according to the number of disputes (Diehl and Goertz 2000); other rivalry datasets are promising in their ability to test alternative predictions of the dispute proneness of rivalries (Hewitt 2000, Thompson 2001).  


For this paper, it is important that we start with the assumption that rivalries make a pair of states very war-prone.  But are all rivalries alike?  Clearly territorial rivalries are more war-prone than non-territorial rivalries, but might there be something else within a rivalry interaction, which might point to their probability of war (Huth 1996, Huth and Allee 2002, Rasler and Thompson 2006).  We assume that this factor is escalating hostility and bargaining demands within a rivalry as time goes by (Leng 1983, 1988, 1993).  Following on the Steps to Rivalry theory outlined by Valeriano (2003), we would suggest that those rivalries that engage in power politics tactics are more likely to become involved in war than other types of rivalries.  If one side ups the ante each time the pair of states comes into contact, cooperation is unlikely to result and warfare becomes likely (Axelrod 1984).


As the study of rivalry has matured, we now come to the point where we have to investigate types of rivalries to understand the ability of the factor to push states to war.  Not all rivalries are war-prone and dangerous.  Some can settle into a peculiar state of existence where each side tries to not provoke the other into warfare.  Some persistent enemies learn to mange their conflicts without the resort to violence.  Although future research needs to be done, our line of theoretical reasoning suggests that those rivalries that demonstrate resolve and commitment to the persistent use of force are the most dangerous rivalries in the system.

The Escalation within Rivalry Measure

The purpose of this paper is to outline a measure that seeks to capture the use of power politics tactics within a rivalry and then create a useful index for further study.  This measure builds on the conflict spiral notion in Vasquez’s War Puzzle (1993).  It is suggested that conflict spirals lead to war in that the short time and ferocity of demands placed on states during this process will lead to warfare.  Little work has been done to look at this factor and one first step might be to conceive of a variable that might be able to measure a conflict spiral.  This variable would be called the escalation within rivalries measure.

This new measure attempts to get at one of the main characteristics seen as pushing rivals go to war, namely, that as MIDs repeat they also escalate (Leng 1983, Vasquez 1993). Valeriano (2003:Ch. 7) finds that simultaneous ongoing disputes at the time of one rivalry will increase the severity of other ongoing disputes.  A dangerous rivalry that is likely war-prone would then be one that demonstrates escalation of threats and the use of force across disputes.  This new measure seeks to capture the types of practices suggested in the steps to war theory in that realism prescribes using escalatory tactics across disputes to demonstrate resolve.  It cannot be assumed that states engaged in an enduring rivalry will escalate their tactics across disputes; these factors have to be empirically measured and investigated.       

To construct this new measure, one might examine the use of escalating tactics during the course of a rivalry.  It may be useful to look at the course of the crisis and demands contained within (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997).  The downside to this approach is that the ICB data does not include observations for low level threats often used on less war-prone rivalries.  

It is then evident that the Diehl and Goertz (2000) rivalry dataset would be useful for looking at severity since this data can incorporate MID data on the course of the conflicts contained within.  Each rivalry engaged prior to a war is given a score of one if a proto or enduring rivalry (using the Diehl and Goertz (2000) coding) exhibits increased dispute severity as the rivalry begins.  Severity is taken from Diehl and Goertz basic rivalry level variable (see Diehl and Goertz 2000, Appendix B).

The basic rivalry level (BRL) variable is perfectly suited for our task since it can be used to track hostility levels within rivalries.  The obvious downside is that this measure will not allow us to capture information from rivalries that do not participate in MIDs (Thompson 2001).  Yet, if some rivalries do not participate in disputes then they are less likely to engage in the use of power politics tactics in the first place. The BRL can be used for many different purposes as the index authors point it.  It may also be useful for investigations of bargaining strategies.  “Furthermore, an interval measure wold permit the analysis of the bargaining behavior of states and its impact on outcomes across disputes or crises.” (Diehl and Goertz 2000 281)  

The BRL variable is meant to replace the use of war/no war as a dichotomous choice for the study of rivalry outcomes.  Here we use the measure to observe power politics practices.  The measure is constructed by first accounting for the number of fatalities observed during a dispute.  The next important factor is the level of hostility score contained within the MID coding.  Finally, severity increases if the opposing side in the dyad reciprocates the tactics utilized.  Diehl and Goertz multiply the level of severity within each dyad to come up with a scaled dispute score.  They then create an interval scale from 0 to 100.  The final equation is dispute severity = 7.779 x level – 0.034 x level - squared where level is either the level of hostility or the log sum of the fatalities plus 16 (Diehl and Goertz 2000 296).

At this point we would incorporate the BRL information into our dataset of interstate wars.  For example, if a proto-rivalry within a war dyad demonstrates increased severity from disputes one to three, it is coded as an escalatory rivalry.  If an enduring rivalry shows increased severity from dispute one to six, it is then coded as an escalatory rivalry.  We are only interested in severity levels prior to the lock-in (proto or enduring rivalry phase) of a rivalry.  

With this new escalatory rivalry measure we can then make an index to pinpoint power politics wars for further study.  Table 1 outlines this new index.  External (alliances) and internal (military buildups) balancing are typical practices that realists prescribe to solve the dilemma of an outside threat (Waltz 1979).  Our theory suggests that these moves decrease the security of a state instead of increasing it, thus making war probable.  If one or more of the belligerents in a war had an outside politically relevant alliance, the case is coded as 1 (Senese and Vasquez 2003a).  If both sides build up their militaries, which would then result into an arms race, the dyad is coded as having arms race using the Sample (2002) data.  In this way we can construct an index for power politics wars in line with the predictions of the Steps to War theory.  The variables of interest are summed together to generate a power politics score for each war dyad.

Table 1

Escalation Power Politics Score Index

Index used for Table 2

Escalating hostility within the rivalry =2

Alliance = 1

Arms Race = 2

Total of 3 or higher is a Power Politics War

Research Design and Results


Using the new escalation within rivalry measure will allow researchers to investigate the degree to which a rivalry demonstrates escalatory bargaining practices.  For this effort, we have only focused on rivalries that have gone to war.  Future efforts could easily construct a dataset for all rivalries to test various hypotheses.  This effort only seeks to select out which wars are power politics wars so that those wars can be group together as wars of a certain type and investigated simultaneously with other methods.  


The power politics rivalry index is then created using the scores outlined in Table 1.  If the rivalry is an escalating rivalry, it is given a score of 2.  If the rivalry exhibits an arms race it is given a score of 2 since arms races are so rare outside of the world wars.  If the rivalry exhibits belligerent alliance behavior, it is given a score of 1.  All three variables are combined to produce an index.  If the rival dyad that is engaged in war scores three or higher, it is considered a power politics war.  

Insert Table 2 Here


Table 2 presents the results for the power politics wars.  The majority of the enduring rivalries in this dataset exhibit escalatory practices.  Using the escalation within rivalry measure and the power politics index, we have that 34 of the 79 wars (43%) are power politics rival wars (see Vasquez and Valeriano 2004 for more data and statistics).  This means that these wars exhibit escalatory bargaining and balancing tactics during the course of the buildup to war.  


Only five of the wars use all types of power politics strategies available.  These wars that exhibit a score of five on the power politics scale might be interesting for future study.  One can see from Table 2 that 22 of the 45 territorial wars (48%) are also power politics wars.  These power politics wars represent the typical path to war as identified by Vasquez (1993).  

Conclusion

The goal of this short research note was to present a new measure we call the escalation within rivalry measure.  It is hoped that this measure can help researchers further investigate the processes within a rivalry to understand the different types of rivalries and how those rivalries can interact to create a situation where warfare is highly probable. 

While this paper does present some results, the goal was not to come to some sort of empirically defined conclusions, but to discuss how the measure was constructed and its potential uses.  If the measure were to be coded for all dyads in the system that engage in a rivalry, one can investigate how different types of rivalries have different impacts throughout the system.  Using our power politics index, we have selected out the wars of power politics as Vasquez (1993) suggests.  The next point would be to further examine the theoretical explanations for these cases and study their processes closely. 

Table 2

Power Politics Wars (Escalation within the Rivalry)

	War Name
	Start
	Revision Type
	Rivalry Type
	Complex
	Escal. Rivalry
	Alliance
	Arms Race
	Power Politics Rivalry
	Issue Dom

	Franco-Prussian
	1870
	4
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	2.00

	Sino-Japanese
	1937
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	1
	5
	2.00

	Changkufeng
	1938
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	1
	5
	1.00

	Nomonhan
	1939
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	1.00

	Second Kashmir
	1965
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	1
	5
	1.00

	Russo-Turkish
	1828
	2
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Italian Unification
	1859
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Spanish-Chilean
	1865
	4
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.40

	Sino-Japanese
	1894
	3
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Boxer Rebellion
	1900
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Sino-Russian
	1900
	2
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Russo-Japanese
	1904
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Fourth Central American
	1907
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Second Balkan
	1913
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	World War I
	1914
	2
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3
	2.00

	Sino-Soviet
	1929
	0
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Saudi-Yemeni
	1934
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Italo-Ethiopian
	1935
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	World War II
	1939
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1.00

	Russo-Finnish
	1939
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1.00

	Sinai
	1956
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Assam (Sino-Indian)
	1962
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Vietnamese
	1965
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	3.00

	Six Day
	1967
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Israeli-Egyptian
	1969
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Football
	1969
	4
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.80

	Bangladesh
	1971
	3
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Yom Kippur
	1973
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Turco-Cypriot
	1974
	2
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Ethiopian-Somalian
	1977
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Ugandan-Tanzanian
	1978
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Sino-Vietnamese
	1979
	2
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2.00

	Iran-Iraq
	1980
	1
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00

	Israel-Syria (Lebanon)
	1982
	2
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1.00
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