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This document discusses the rivalries used in a series of papers by Scott Bennett on rivalry termination.  The rivalries on this list are based on slightly different criteria, because the operationalization of rivalry was slightly different in different papers, and because the MID data was updated.  The rules for coding rivalry termination (the main concern of this document) are the same in all cases.  The papers referred to in this document are:  

Bennett, D. Scott.  1996.  “Security, Bargaining, and the End of Interstate Rivalry.”  International Studies Quarterly 40:157-184.

Bennett, D. Scott.  1997.  “Measuring Rivalry Termination, 1816-1992.”  Journal of Conflict Resolution 41:227-254. 

Bennett, D. Scott.  1998.  "Integrating and Testing Models of Rivalry Termination."  American Journal of Political Science 42, October.

This document contains data on the 34 interstate rivalries of Bennett (1996), the 45 interstate rivalries of Goertz and Diehl (1995), and the 63 rivalries generated using the new MID data set (v2.1) in Bennett (1998) following an initial listing by Gary Goertz.  There is substantial overlap between these lists, of course.  End dates in all data sets were coded using new MIDs (v2.1) 7/96 following rules in Bennett (1993) and Bennett (1996).  The rivalries and dates listed for Bennett (1998) are the most up-to-date list of rivalry start and termination dates at time, and should probably used for most purposes.

Note:  In addition to the specific sources listed below, all codings used the Correlates of War Project's Militarized Interstate Dispute data set and coding notes (Gochman and Maoz 1984, and version 2.1 updates in 1996), Hill (1979), Hill (1986), and Rohn (1984).

Please note any discrepancies or errors and notify the author at the Department of Political Science, The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802-6200.  Email:  dsb10@psu.edu.

The following rivalries are discussed in this document:

1. Russia / United Kingdom

2. USSR / United Kingdom

3. Austria-Hungary (Austria) / Italy

4. France / Prussia (Germany, Federal Republic of Germany)

5. Japan / Russia (USSR) 

6. China (People's Republic of China) / Russia (USSR)

7. Germany (Federal Republic of Germany) / United Kingdom   

8. Germany (Federal Republic of Germany) / Russia (USSR)   

9. United States / USSR 

10. People's Republic of China / United States

11. United Kingdom / United States   

12. Ottoman Empire (Turkey) / Russia (USSR) 

13. Mexico / United States

14. China (People's Republic of China) / Japan 

15. Italy / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)

16. People's Republic of China / Republic of China (Taiwan)   

17. People's Republic of China / India    

18. Greece / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)    

19. Greece / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)

20. Spain / United States 

21. Bolivia / Chile  

22. Ecuador / Peru   

23. Chile / Peru  

24. Argentina / Chile

25. Bolivia / Paraguay    

26. Colombia / Peru  

27. Iran / Iraq 

28. India / Pakistan   

29. Egypt / Israel   

30. Israel / Syria   

31. Israel / Jordan  

32. Afghanistan / Pakistan

33. People's Republic of Korea (North Korea) / Republic of Korea (South Korea)

34. Cambodia / Thailand   

35. Ethiopia / Somalia    

36. US / Haiti

37. US / Ecuador

38. Brazil / UK

39. UK / Italy

40. UK / Ottoman Empire-Turkey

41. UK / Japan

42. Belgium / Germany

43. France / Ottoman Empire-Turkey

44. France / China

45. Zambia / Zimbabwe

46. Zambia / South Africa 

47. Iraq / Israel

48. Lebanon / Israel

49. India / Nepal

50. Laos / North Vietnam

51. Honduras / Nicaragua  

52. Germany / Italy

53. Italy / Yugoslavia 

54. Yugoslavia / Bulgaria  

55. Greece / Bulgaria 

56. USSR / Norway 

57. Spain / Morocco

58. Morocco / Algeria 

59. Israel / Saudi Arabia 

60. Syria / Jordan 

61. Iraq / Kuwait 

62. United Kingdom / Iraq 

63. USA / Cuba 

64. USA / Peru 

65. USA / N. Korea  

66. China / S. Korea 

67. S. Korea  / Japan

68. Cyprus / Turkey 

69. Russia(USSR) / Iran 

70. Congo (Brazzaville) / Zaire 

71. Uganda / Kenya 

72. Ethiopia / Sudan

73. Thailand / Laos 

74. Thailand / N. Vietnam   

Russia / United Kingdom 

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1833-1907.  Bennett (1997): 1876-1907.  Bennett (1998):  1833-1907.  

Issues at stake:  Spheres of influence in Afghanistan/Persia;  Access to Straits of Constantinople. 

End coding:  The Treaty of St. Petersburg, signed on August 31, 1907, set out spheres of influence in Asia, dividing Persia into three zones, one British, one Russian, one neutral, and recognizing the force of existing agreements regarding access to the Straits. 

Number of militarized disputes (1876 to 1907):  6

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1876 to 1907):  4.

Last militarized dispute:  1904 (Dogger Bank).

Wars:  1854-1856.

Summary:  Britain and Russia had competing interests primarily in Asia since the early 1800s.  In 1864, Russia annexed Turkistan, intensifying the rivalry through its new proximity to Persia.  In part, the 1867 sale of Alaska to the US may have been directed against Britain (Kinder and Hilgemann 1978).  The 1907 Treaty of St. Petersburg divided Persia, the center of the ongoing rivalry, into formal spheres of influence to avoid the friction of direct contact.  

Notes:  

1) A series of later disputes between 1917 and 1923 are about allied intervention in the Russian civil war, and are unrelated to the earlier issues of influence in Asia, which remain settled.  Therefore 1907 codes the end of this phase of the rivalry.  In 1911 Russia invaded northern Persia, over British protests.  The British did not intervene nor threaten intervention, however, and so a new MID is not coded and the event is not coded as an abrogation of the 1907 entente.

2)  A number of disputes occur between Russia and the UK before 1876, in 1833, 1836, 1849, 1853-56, and 1861.  These disputes had been excluded from the rivalry because there of the gap between 1861 and 1876.  In addition, the disputes seem to be over somewhat different concerns (Egypt, Japan, and refugees in Turkey) than those in the later part of the rivalry.  However, new coding rules allow up to 15 years between disputes given enough disputes in the rivalry, and so it is argued that those earlier disputes should be included.  The 1861 dispute is over Japan, and appears relatively distinct from the other disputes.  However, the 1833 dispute involves British threats/actions to mediate/intervene between Turkey and Russia.  Similarly, the 1849 Hungarian refugee crisis and the 1854-1856 Crimean war are related to Turkey.  There is thus the possibility that these relate to the same issues of general influence over Asia as the later disputes.  It depends if the issues include just the Persian parts of Asia, or the Eastern sections as well.  Secondary literature documents significant continuing hostility between the states, even though there are some specific different issues in the previous disputes.

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

1.   USSR / United Kingdom 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997): not included.  Bennett (1998):  1946-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Soviet influence in and intentions toward Western Europe and the Middle East;  ideological confrontation.

End coding:  End of the Cold War.

Number of militarized disputes (1946 to 1992):  16.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1946 to 1992):  8.

Last militarized dispute:  1985 (Nicholson shooting).

Wars:  none.

Summary:  During the Cold War, the USSR and Britain engaged in frequent disputes, with the United States being involved regularly as well (see US-USSR rivalry).  The rivalry is coded as beginning in 1946.  The rivalry ends only with the end of the cold war.  However, not enough time has passed since the end of the cold war to code the rivalry as ended.

Notes:  

1) This rivalry is separate from the earlier rivalry between Britain and the USSR.

2) The start date here is still a bit problematic.  The v2.1 MID data shows a MID in 1940.  However, I do not believe there was a rivalry through WWII.  The key issue of influence over Europe arose primarily after WWII, although Western democracies in general were not friendly toward the USSR and Communism after the Russian Revolution.   The 1940 disute may be problematic, but is listed as a use of force (unreciprocated) by UK vs. USSR 1/14/1940 to 4/2/1940.  

2.   Austria-Hungary (Austria) / Italy  

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1843-1918.  Bennett (1997):  1843-1930.  Bennett (1998):  1904-1930.

Issues at stake:  Austrian/Italian border, especially in areas of South Tyrol, the Brenner pass, and Fiume; Austro-Hungarian opposition to growing Italian influence in the Balkans as the Ottoman Empire declines. 

End coding:  The Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, signed on September 10, 1919, drew the final borders between Italy and Austria.  A 1930 treaty of "Friendship, Conciliation, and Judicial Settlement" specified further procedures for dispute resolution and reaffirmed peace and borders after disagreements in the 1920s.

Number of militarized disputes (1904-1930):  6.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1904-1930):  2.

Last militarized dispute:  1926 (Mussolini expansion threats).  

Wars:  1848, 1859, 1866, 1915-1918.

Summary:  The roots of the Austro-Italian rivalry developed with the growing nationalism on the part of Italians for the unification of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies (the southern half of what is now Italy) with the Papal states and the various northern- Italian kingdoms and duchies.  Austria did not want a unified Italy on its southern flank, which would fundamentally alter the balance of power in Europe (Albrecht-Carrié 1958:96).  Early disputes were over Austrian intervention in Sardinia and Lombardy which spread to war in 1848.  After Italian unification after war between Austria-Hungary on one side and Italy and France on the other in 1859, disputes shifted to issues of control over strategic border areas such as the Brenner pass, along with Great Power politics that allied Italy with Prussia.  This early period is not coded as a rivalry under current coding rules, as there were 5 MIDs between 1848 and 1877.  Relations were rather hostile during this period, however, and continued to be tense at times even after the signing of the Triple Alliance in 1882.  

Although they were never good, relations between Italy and Austria began to worsen in the early 1900s, as the irredentist issue arose again and as the Ottoman Empire continued to decline and Italy considered acting to expand its influence in the Balkans.  WWI settled most issues of influence in the Balkans by eliminating the Austro-Hungarian empire.  The WWI peace settlements also established borders between Italy, Hungary and Austria.  In the Treaty of Neuilly, Austria was forced to cede the South Tyrol to Italy.  After those settlements, 2 issues arose that caused problems that required settlement before the rivalry could end.  First, Italy was concerned about the power shifts that would result from either a) Anschluss between Germany and Austria, or b) Austrian alliance with the Little Entente (Yugoslavia, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia).  Italy in 1922 warned the states involved that should Italy be confronted by Austrian and German unification, or Austrian alliance with the Little Entente, Italy would consider it casus belli (such warning were repeated later, for example in February 1926).  Second, Italy was concerned about possible German/Austrian irredentism in the South Tyrol region just south of the Brenner Pass, a region obtained in the 1919 WWI peace settlement.  Italy embarked on a program of Italianization in the region that sparked cautions from Germany and Austria and anti-Italian feeling within them;  Mussolini's reaction to the Germany anti-Italian campaign was to threaten Germany militarily, threatening expansion beyond the Brenner Pass.  Periodic negotiations over the region led to few results.  However, even with disagreement over the  Alto Adige, relations managed to fluctuate towards the positive at times;  for example, a commercial treaty was signed in 1923, and expanded in 1927.  A 1929 treaty reaffirmed borders between the two states, and established procedures for maintaining border markers.  In 1930 a larger treaty of "Friendship, Conciliation, and Judicial Settlement" was signed, specifying among other provisions that any further disagreements between the two states would be submitted to the Court of Justice at the Hague.  No MIDs followed that treaty, and it identified peaceful means of resolving further disagreements over the South Tyrol region.  Discussions and occasional disagreements over the relative influence of Italy and Austria in the South Tyrol arose after 1930, necessitating additional agreements (with the final treaty being signed in 1969), but these disagreements were not accompanied by military activity.

Notes:  

1) After the breakup of the Austro-Hungarian empire, Austria inherited the disagreement with Italy over territory.  Hungary was cut off from those areas by the creation of Yugoslavia.  

2) The old COW MID data set lists a dispute in 1843 that had been coded as the start of the rivalry.  This has been dropped in the new MID data, and so the start date of the rivalry has been recoded as 1848.  A dispute between Italy and Austria in 1929 has also been dropped.

3) A dispute occurs in 1821, but is isolated and does not seem to mark the beginning of disagreements central to the rivalry.   

4) A previous version of these codings marked 1919 as the end of the rivalry.  In 1919 Austria-Hungary vanished was removed from Europe as a unified actor, and borders between Italy and Austria were set.  That previous coding also argued that the 2 COW MIDs in the dispute data set in 1922 and 1926 did not represent new claims on the border settlement, and so the rivalry could be coded as ending in 1919.  While it is true that these disputes do not represent direct border claims, they do involve Italian concerns about Austrian/German relations, a balance of power concern dating to the earlier part of the rivalry.  In addition, concern for irredentism in South Tyrol, while not representing a claim directly by Austria, is seen by Italy as a potential threat to its northern border.  As a result, I believe the 1930 friendship treaty is a better marker of settled issues.

5) Using the new COW data and Goertz/Diehl coding rules, the early part of this rivalry is not a rivalry.  Between 1849 and 1877, Italy and Austria-Hungary had 5 disputes rather than the necessary 6.  The latter period of the rivalry, 1904-1926, has 6 disputes.  Through the period 1877-1914, relations were rather mixed, despite nominal alliance between Italy and Austria.  In 1882 Italy jointed the Triple Alliance (Italy, Austria, and Germany), in large part to end its international isolation (Albrecht-Carrié 1958:184).  Italy's desire to gain support for its policies and the existence of the Triple Alliance explains the lack of open "rivalry" (in terms of MIDs) in this middle period.  However, the alliance did not solve all problems involving Italy.  According to Albrecht-Carrié (1958:198), Austria continued to be "irked by continuing manifestations of Italian Irredentism."  Italian leaders also felt that they had not benefited fully from participation in the Triple Alliance.  The terms of the 1887 renewal of the Triple Alliance gave Italy more of what it wanted including German support for Italy's colonial ambitions, and Austrian recognition of the equality of Italy's claims in the Balkans.  Italy supported Austria in Austria's gain of Albania in 1912, and an agreement about joint naval cooperation was signed in 1913.  However, although muted, the irredentist issue did not vanish, emerging again as a source of dispute in 1913 (Albrecht-Carrié 1958: 288).  Overall, the relationship between Italy and Austria-Hungary was a source of tension through the beginning of WWI, when open fighting broke out.  An issue-based coding of rivalry might code rivalry as continuous from 1848 through 1930.

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Cassels (1970), Goldstein (1992), Grenville (1974), New York Times (August 25, 1992), Toscano (1975).

3.   France / Prussia (Germany, Federal Republic of Germany)

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1850-1955.  Bennett (1997):  1905-1955.  Bennett (1998): 1830-1955.

Issues at stake:  Western border of Germany, especially control over Alsace- Lorraine, Saar regions; German influence in central Europe; before WWI, borders between French and German colonies in Africa (Togo).

End coding:  In 1954 Britain, France, the United States, and the Federal Republic of Germany signed a Protocol on the end of the occupation regime in western Germany, which went into effect in 1955.  This recognized the Federal Republic of Germany as an independent, sovereign state, with western borders as set in 1945 (at Yalta and Potsdam) with minor adjustments made in 1949 in favor of Belgium and the Netherlands.  In 1955 a plebiscite was held in the Saar, resulting in its 1957 return to the Federal Republic of Germany.  France accepted these results, settling the last remaining border issue.

Number of militarized disputes (1830-1955):  21.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1830-1955):  7.

Last militarized dispute (to 1955):  1945.

Wars:  1870-1871, 1914-1918, 1939-1940, 1944-1945.

Summary:  France and Prussia (later Germany) had a number of specific conflicts that more generally revolved around the question of how the states would interact and lead in Europe.  Disputes in the 1830s centered around Belgian independence, and an 1840 dispute involves a French warning to Germany and other powers during the 2nd Syrian war.  Processes eventually leading to German Unification increased direct tensions more dramatically.  The Prussian Customs Union (starting 1828) and German customs union (Zolverein, starting 1834) led by Prussia had begun the economic unification of Germany.  German expansionist efforts resulted in war with Denmark in 1850.  Tension rose between France and Prussia as France pressured Prussia to surrender territories to Denmark, and as a result of French support for Austria and the smaller Germanic states leading up to the punctuation of Olmutz in 1850.  Following war with Denmark in 1864 and Austria in 1866, Prussia annexed Schleswig, Holstein, and Hanover (which had been the source of dispute with Denmark).  German unification was formalized in the settlement following the 1870-1871 war between Prussia and France, with Alsace-Lorraine (formerly French) part of the new Germany.  Further disputes and cool relations continued through the late 1800s, and expanded to disputes over colonial territory as Germany established protectorates in Africa beginning in 1884.  Short periods of entente (e.g. between 1883 and 1885) did not last.  The 1st and 2nd Moroccan crises represented attempts by Germany to limit French influence in Morocco, which were only partly successful, and set the stage for WWI.  France received Alsace-Lorraine back in the post- WWI peace settlement, and gained administrative control over the Saar.  Germany also lost its colonial empire as part of the peace settlement.  Germany protested the settlement immediately;  militarized disputes occurred soon after, in 1920, 1921, and 1923, when in each case the WWI allies occupied parts of the Ruhr valley in an attempt to ensure German payment of reparations.  On March 1, 1935, the Saar was returned to Germany after a plebiscite in January.  Later in March Germany reintroduced general conscription, and in 1936 it remilitarized the Rhineland, representing the next "heating up" of the rivalry. 

A complete peace settlement with Germany was not reached immediately following the end of WWII, but took place after a number of intermediate steps.  By curtailing German power and setting up a division of Europe, WWII substantially settled the question of how much influence Germany would have in central Europe. In 1948 the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) was founded, excluding Germany, and the 1948 Brussels treaty joined Britain, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg in a military alliance directed against any aggressor.  However, in 1948 those same countries agreed on steps to lead to the creation of a new West German constitution, and in 1949 the first government of the Federal Republic of Germany ("supervised democracy" Grenville 1974:274) was formed, and became a full member of the OEEC.  In 1951 the European Coal and Steel Community marked renewed economic cooperation between Germany and France, and the 1952 European Defense Community linked West Germany militarily with the rest of western Europe.  The 1952 Bonn Agreement to end allied occupation of Germany was not ratified because the French government could not obtain a parliamentary majority to support it;  the 1954 Protocol on the end of German occupation was ratified, and in 1955 the Federal republic of Germany was recognized as independent and sovereign.

Notes:  

1) The Federal Republic of Germany inherits the territorial dispute between France and Germany after WWII.

2) Using the old MID data set, the beginning of the rivalry was set to 1850 and 1905 in different sources.  This is because there were not enough disputes in the earliest part of the rivalry to code the dyad as such.  In the new MID data set, early disputes are listed in 1830, 1832-1833, and 1840, making a continuous rivalry in terms of the MID criteria.  

3) There is a gap in MID behavior between 1887 and 1905.  However, France did not give up its claims to Alsace-Lorraine during this period, and German expansion in Africa during this period continued to set the stage for further friction.

4) There is one MID between France and East Germany in 1961.  This incident centers around the Berlin Wall, and is not related to prior issues and the rivalry.  There are no post-WWII MIDs between France and the Federal Republic of Germany.  

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Grenville (1974), Grenville and Wasserstein (1987), Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

4.   Japan / Russia (USSR) 

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1853-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1895-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1895-1992.

Issues at stake:  Control over Tsushima, Sakhalin, and the Kurile Islands; the presence of the Japanese on the Asian mainland, its proximity to Russia and Mongolia, and its control over Manchuria, Korea, and Port Arthur in particular.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no settlement

Number of militarized disputes (1895-1992):  43.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1895-1992):  15.

Last militarized dispute to 1992:  1984.

Wars:  1903-1905, 1938, 1939, 1945.

Summary:  

In 1853, Russians first began to attempt to establish trade ties and other relations with Japan.  Initial attempts were unsuccessful, but in 1855 the Treaty of Shimoda was signed which clarified ownership of several islands and established trade ties.  In 1858 a further Russo-Japanese Treaty of Friendship and Commerce was signed (the treaty is also known as the Ansei Treaty).  However, while the 1855 Treaty of Shimoda had divided Sakhalin island between Russia and Japan, the border remained unclear.  The first open military confrontation came in 1861 when Russia occupied Tsushima island.  Negotiations over it and Sakhalin island continued, but in 1871 Russia occupied Sakhalin Island.  In an 1875 agreement, this initial disagreement (pre-rivalry) was settled when Russia formally acquired Sakhalin island in exchange for a cession of the Kurile islands to Japan.  Japanese tension with China led to further friction after Japan gained control of Port Arthur and the Liaotung Peninsula in Manchuria after the Sino-Japanese war in 1895.  Japan was forced to give up formal control of those areas as a result of intervention by Britain, France, and Russia.  In the 1904-1905 Russo-Japanese war, Japan recaptured those areas and Korea (which it formally annexed in 1910), advanced further into Manchuria, and regained the southern part of Sakhalin Island.  Although a 1907 treaty of Peace and Friendship was signed between Japan and Russia, by 1916 Japan (along with Britain and France) had made claims regarding the Siberian railway.  Increased Japanese expansion in the 1920s and 1930s in Manchuria resulted in a series of disputes leading up to the 1938 Changkufeng War and 1939 Nomohan War.  In the 1945 armistice, Japan's sovereignty was limited to Honshu, Hokkaido, Kyushu, Shikoku, and some minor islands.  Korea was surrendered to the US (South) and USSR (North), and the Kurile islands and south Sakhalin island were to be administered by the USSR.  In the subsequent 1951 peace settlement between Japan and the United States, Japan formally gave up its claims to all territory on the Asian mainland, losing its territorial acquisitions since 1854.  However, it did not give up its title of possession to either the Kurile Islands or Sakhalin Island.  Although diplomatic relations were resumed in 1956 with a formal end to the state of war between Japan and the USSR, neither Japan nor Russia has recognized a settlement of the ownership of the islands.

Notes:  

1) Although the dyad remains a rivalry, there have been talks in the early 1990s on resolving the Kurile Islands dispute. 

2) The first MID in the new COW dispute data set is in 1861.  A previous version of this document identified the start date as 1857, but it now appears that prior interactions between Russia and Japan were not militarized disputes that were hostile, but were simply open negotiations.  

3) Disputes before the coded start date of 1895 occurred in 1861 and 1871.  These disputes concerned Russian occupation of Tsushima and Sakhalin Island.  Disputes over those islands were settled by treaty in 1875.  As a result, since the issues were settled and there as long gap until 1895, the beginning of the rivalry is coded as 1895.  

Sources:  Grenville (1974), Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

5.   China (People's Republic of China) / Russia (USSR)

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1857-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997):  1898 - 1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1862-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between China and Russia/USSR (especially Xinjiang province and Amur river);  up to WWII, control over Manchuria, Port Arthur;  influence over Mongolia.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no border settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1857-1992):  50.  

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1857-1992):  24.

Last militarized dispute to 1992:  1986.

Wars:  1900, 1929.

Summary:  Russian-Chinese "rivalry" in a broad sense goes further back in time than any given rivalry start date.  In general, border shifts between the two sides have occurred frequently, whenever one state was in a powerful enough position to make a demand, and numerous border treaties were signed and abrogated.  The start date is coded as 1857 (which is not a MID) when Russia began to make large incursions into China during the 2nd Opium war between Britain, France, and China.  By 1858, Russia had seized (and forced Chinese cession of) large pieces of territory.  Additional seizures alternating with negotiations continued sporadically through the 1870s, 1880s, and 1890s.  Disputes in the 1920s involve the Chinese gaining control over the Chinese Eastern Railway and outer Mongolia (until a Soviet supported revolution brought it back under Soviet influence).  Plans were made to reach a border settlement in a 1924 document in which it was agreed that China and the USSR would remarcate their borders at a conference.  However, no agreement was reached at the follow-up conference in 1925.  Border disputes continue through WWII, with large fluctuations in hostility over time as agreements are signed and then ignored.  Following the defeat of Japan in WWII, the USSR signed a treaty of Peace, Friendship, and Alliance with the Nationalist Chinese government in 1945, but it lasted less than a year, with a series of militarized disputes breaking out related to rebellions in China's Xinjiang province and in Manchuria. 

Following the Chinese Communist victory over the Nationalist Chinese government in 1949, the USSR and the People's Republic of China signed a defense pact (1950).  This treaty remained in effect until 1962, and there were no militarized disputes between the two states between 1948 and 1962.  However, even during this period of friendly relations, border claims were not formally settled.  Border violations (particularly in the form of nomadic peoples in Xinjiang (Sinkiang) province crossing into Soviet territory) occurred but were ignored by the central governments.  In 1960, the Chinese restated their claim that the ownership of the Buz-Aigyr pass in Xinjiang was questionable.   More disputes followed throughout the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, regarding the Xinjiang border (borders with Khazakhstan, Kirghizia, and Tajikistan), control of the Amur and Ussuri rivers in the east (Manchuria/Eastern Siberia, and the China-Mongolia border and Soviet influence in Mongolia.  Throughout, the Chinese have raised the issue of "unequal treaties" claiming that treaties concluded when China was weak should not be considered valid.  No formal settlement of the border issues had been reached.  However, Chinese- Soviet hostility has diminished significantly in the late 1980s.  Since 1985 Sino-Soviet trade has increased and military forces have pulled back from the border.  In 1986 Gorbachev made some concessions to China over the border issues, recognizing China's interpretation of the Amur river border.  Summit meetings followed in 1989, 1992, and 1994.  Talks continued in the intervening periods.  However, while numerous documents and agreements on various topics have been signed between the two states (including agreements on trade and defense), final agreement on all sections of the border has not been reached.  An agreement signed in September 1994 demarcated the Western section of the Russo-Chinese border.  However, the ownership of 2 islands near Kabarovsk on the Amur river and a 3rd on the Ussuri River remained unresolved.  The importance of remaining disagreements was underscored by an incident shortly after the treaty signing when Russian border troops shot and killed 2 crew members of a Chinese fishing boat in mid-September, 1994.  As a result of lack of definitive border settlement and that incident, the rivalry is coded as continuing.  

Notes:

1) Sources show numerous Russian incursions into China between 1857 and 1862.  While these events may not have been coded as MIDs, they DO represent a source of claims by and grievances between the two states.  As a result an issue-based coding would code 1857 as the beginning of the rivalry as 1857.  However, in keeping with coding rules of the first dispute, 1862 is the start date used.

2) There is an approximately 10 year gap between militarized disputes in 1880 and 1891.  In 1881 the Treaty of St. Petersburg (or Ili Treaty) was signed, in theory settling the disputed Ili region.  In 1884 the two sides signed the Sino-Russian protocol of Kaxgar which settled the boundary.  However, in July 1891 the Russians sent troops into the Pamir region, beginning another long series of confrontations.  In doing this, Russia was apparently violating the terms of the earlier agreement.  

3) There is a longer and potentially more serious gap in MIDs in the new MID data set between 1948 and 1962.  The USSR and China were officially allies for this entire period.  However, the border remained unsettled, as revealed by several events and citations discussed by Ginsburgs and Pinkele (1978).  Even when the 1950 Treaty of Friendship, Alliance, and Mutual Aid was signed, representatives of China and the USSR were airing differences over territorial issues (Ginsburgs and Pinkele 1978:5).  Internal discussions over the status of Mongolia followed in 1954, and over a wider set of territorial issues in 1957.  In 1960 both the USSR and China let it be known publicly that they were proposing negotiations to settle their boundary.  In that same year, an encroachment by Chinese on Soviet territory in the Buz-Aigyr region was apparently directly ordered by Chinese officials as a probe of Soviet intentions regarding the region (Ginsburgs and Pinkele 1978:12;  Gittings 1968:159).  In fact, it is somewhat unclear why this incident is not coded as a MID.  1960 has also been given as the beginning of open controversy in the broader split taking place between China and the USSR (Keesing's Research Report 1969:24).

4) The old COW MID data showed a large gap in disputes after 1929.  In the new data, there are many disputes following that date.

Sources:  Ginsburgs and Pinkele (1978), Gittings (1968), Goldstein and Freeman (1990), Grenville (1974), Keesing's, Keesing's Research Report (1969), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).  

6.   Germany (Federal Republic of Germany) / United Kingdom   

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1899-1955.  Bennett (1997):  1900-1955.  Bennett (1998):  1887-1955.

Issues at stake:  Before WWI, questions about German colonial borders in Togo, S-W Africa, and especially East Africa (Tanzania).  Throughout the rivalry, Germany's border with France and the question German influence in Western Europe, which becomes especially important after the Anglo-French entente of 1903. 

End coding:  Colonial issues were settled by WWI, when Germany gave up its colonial empire.  Final termination date is the 1955 implementation of the 1954 Protocol signed by the WWII allies recognizing the Federal Republic of Germany as an independent, sovereign state, and acceptance of final western borders by France the Federal Republic of Germany.  See France/Germany above.

Number of militarized disputes (1887-1955):  10.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1887-1955): 5.

Last militarized dispute:  1945 (WWII).

Wars:  1914-1918, 1939-1945.

Summary:  German-British rivalry is closely tied to German-French rivalry, as the British had no desire to see Germany dominate Europe (as they had not wanted France to dominate in the Napoleonic era).  However, hostile German-British interactions were not as frequent as those between Prussia/Germany and France.  Direct clashes in the early stages of the rivalry centered around colonial ambitions in Africa and the Pacific before WWI.  The start date of the rivalry is a dispute over colonial territory in Samoa.  WWI ended the German colonial empire, resolving colonial issues.  Throughout the rivalry, but especially after 1900, there were fears of direct conflict between Britain and Germany over the continent.  During WWII in particular there were substantial fears (and planning by Germany) of German invasion.  The French- German section of this appendix contains details of the agreements leading up to a final post-WWII territorial settlement in Europe to which France, Britain, and Germany all agreed. 

Notes:

1) The new MID data has disputes in 1887 and 1888-1889 that had not been included in the original MID data.  These disputes involve issues of Pacific colonies.  As a result, they tie to other issues in the rivalry.  These disputes in the new MID data set change the rivalry start date to 1887 from the previously coded 1898/1899.

2) Earlier disputes occur in 1833 and 1848.  They are related to British concern about Belgian independence and the Schleswig Holstein War (a British threat), respectively.  These are isolated and did not mark the beginning of a set of disputed issues, and so are not coded as part of the rivalry.

3) There are two disputes between Britain and East Germany after the settlement of the rivalry, in 1961 and 1985.  These concern quite different issues from those between Britain and Germany before WWII, and so are coded as not relevant to the main British-German rivalry.  There are no disputes between Britain and the Federal Republic of Germany.

4) After WWII, West Germany as an independent state (unlike East Germany) inherited disputes with France and Britain.  These were settled in the 1955 treaty.

5) There is a gap in MID occurrence between 1921 and 1938.  However, despite the absence of disputes during that period, and despite some improvement of relations, Britain and Germany remained at odds over issues of German reparations and later German rearmament and expansion.

Sources:  Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

7.   Germany (Federal Republic of Germany) / Russia (USSR)   

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1908-1970.  Bennett (1997): Not included.  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

Issues at stake:  Throughout the rivalry, Germany's eastern border with Poland and questions of German influence in Eastern Europe;  starting in 1945, control over Berlin.

End coding:  On August 12, 1970, the Federal Republic of Germany and the USSR signed a Treaty in which both accepted the Oder-Neisse line as Poland's western border and explicitly declared that they had no territorial claims against the other.  This was followed by a similar Treaty between the Federal Republic of Germany and Poland on December 7, 1970, and the Four-Power Agreement on Berlin on September 3, 1971 which essentially formalized the status quo in Berlin. 

Number of militarized disputes (1908-1970):  12.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1908-1970):  6

Last militarized dispute (to 1970):  1964. 

Wars:  1914-1918, 1941-1945.

Summary:  Although Russia shared the concerns of Britain and France with regard to Prussian expansion in the mid 1800s, and engaged in disputes with Germany in 1848 (Schleswig-Holstein War) and 1850 (Olmutz), its hostile interactions were neither as intense or as frequent.  It was not until Germany began to assist Austria-Hungary in its pursuit of influence in the Balkans that the German-Russian rivalry became heated.  In fact, the early part of the rivalry is directly linked to Russian-Austrian conflicts.  The start date of the German-Russian rivalry is the Bosnian Crisis (coded a "deterrence encounter" by Huth 1988, although it is not coded as an MID involving Russia) between Germany, Austria-Hungary, Serbia, and Russia.  The dispute begins over a military threat by Serbia to Austria-Hungary regarding Austria-Hungary's stated intent to annex Bosnia-Herzegovina.  Russia supported Serbia, although it was reluctant to go to war;  Germany stated its support for Austria-Hungary, and twice (October, December 1908) warned Russia that Germany would extend its full support to Austria in all circumstances.  The first recorded MID between Britain and Germany in this period is with the beginning of WWI in 1914.  After WWI, the central focus of conflict shifted to Poland and East Prussia, and to influence over eastern Europe more generally (Rumania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia).  Relations were generally quite hostile throughout the inter- war period, notwithstanding the short-lived Molotov-Ribentrop pact of 1939.

The German-Soviet rivalry is not coded as ending with the conclusion of WWII.  While East Germany recognized the Oder-Neisse line as Poland's western border in 1950 (under heavy Soviet pressure), West Germany did not do so until 1970.  Until that time it had not formally recognized the incorporation of East Prussia into Poland and the USSR;  in the 1970 treaty Poland and West Germany recognized the Oder-Neisse boundary line, agreed on the inviolability of their frontiers, and agreed to settle disputes between them peacefully.  Negotiations leading up to this settlement did not begin until 1969.  Also in 1970, West Germany and the USSR signed a treaty on the renunciation of force in which they agree to respect the territorial integrity of states in Europe within their existing frontiers, including the Oder-Neisse line and the border between the two Germanies (marking the end of the rivalry).  This was soon followed by the Four Power Berlin Agreement (September 3, 1971) which reaffirmed the responsibilities of the US, France, Britain, and the USSR in Berlin, and included a statement by the USSR that transport between West Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany would be unimpeded.  Finally, West Germany in 1972 signed a treaty with East Germany, recognizing its territorial integrity and sovereignty, although it reaffirmed its goal of peaceful German reunification.

Notes:  

1) East Germany's agreements with the USSR are coded as not ending the German-Soviet rivalry.  East Germany accepted the Oder-Neisse line as its eastern border in an agreement with Poland in 1950, but under significant Soviet Pressure (Grenville and Wasserstein 1987:183), and East Germany was occupied throughout the post-1945 period more heavily than any other East European country.  Additionally, there were serious questions about East Germany's legitimacy as a state.  Throughout the post-war period, the Soviet Union remained very concerned with obtaining West German recognition of German borders.

2) Two isolated disputes occur between Germany and Russia in 1849 and 1850.  These are isolated and do not mark the beginning of prolonged hostility.

3)  The new COW MID data set records disputes between the Federal Republic of Germany and the USSR in 1980 (over Baltic Sea ship movements) and 1984 (over deployment of Soviet SS-22 and US Pershing missiles).  These do not concern the central issue between Germany and the USSR, namely German expansion and influence Eastern Europe.

4) Fairly long gaps in militarized dispute behavior exist between 1920 and 1936, and between 1945 and 1961.  Under the Diehl and Goertz coding rules, these gaps are long enough that the dyad is not coded as a rivalry.  Relations during the 1920-1936 period were unusual.  Fascism and Communism were in many ways "opposed" political systems, and so the world was shocked by the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of August 1939.  However, there were a series of treaties signed between Germany and Russia before Hitler took over Germany.  A 1926 Treaty of friendship and neutrality extended the Rapallo treaty of 1922, in which both states had rejected reparations against the other after WWI.  A commercial treaty had been signed in 1925.  In the later 1920s, Langer (1972) reports that the German high command signed secret agreements with the Russian military to allow Germany to manufacture munitions and carry out training in violation of the Versailles Treaty.  Relations did cool after Hitler's ascension to power, but the series of cooperative agreements do indicate that there was not unabated hostility in the interim period.  Finally, after 1945 only 4 MIDs are recorded between West Germany and the USSR, and only between 1961 and 1964.  Again, given the time gaps and number of MIDs, a rivalry is not coded during this period.

5) The old MID data set lists a dispute between the USSR, the German Democratic Republic, and the Federal Republic of Germany in 1969.  This is not included in the new MID data.

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Grenville and Wasserstein (1987), Huth (1988), Langer (1972). 

8.   United States / USSR 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1946-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1946-1992 (censored;  end likely 1991).  Bennett (1998): 1946-1992 (censored;  end likely 1991).

Issues at stake:  Influence in and the division of Europe; perceived threats to Western Europe (from USSR) and Eastern Europe (from US and allies). 

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992, although it is likely that rivalry ended by 1991.

Number of militarized disputes (1946-1992):  53.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1946-1992):  18.

Last militarized dispute to 1992:  1986. 

Wars:  None.

Summary:  At the end of WWII, growing US-Soviet hostility resulted in the maintenance by both superpowers of large numbers of troops facing each other across the German border.  While most observers agree that Europe was the center of the confrontation, this hostility reflected itself in conflicts in several areas, including the Middle East, Southeast Asia, the Caribbean, and Africa, as any perceived "expansion" by either side was met with a response.  Disputes were frequent, although none escalated to war (the dyad is quite unusual in the high number of disputes coupled with low number of wars).  Through the mid 1980s, tensions were still high and disputes continued.  Gorbachev's wholescale reform programs began in 1988 when the Communist party gave him broad powers to make reform, followed by his election within the Soviet Congress in a competitive race marking the beginning of democratization.  With new Soviet policies put in place by Gorbachev, a thaw begun under Reagan continued through the Bush administration.  Tension was reduced, and a large number of treaties concerning fundamental changes in relations began to be signed in the early 1990s.  The fundamental difference in Soviet behavior toward Europe compared to its behavior during the 1950s and 1960s became apparent in 1989 when the USSR did not intervene to support Communist regimes in the revolutions in Eastern Europe.  Those revolutions allowed changes in governments and the unification of Germany, and were followed by Soviet troop withdrawals from Eastern Europe.  

There is no clear single agreement that can be identified as settling all of the disputes between the US and the Soviet Union, as those disputes were global in scope.  In mid 1990, agreement was reached with the Soviets regarding German reunification, and at the June 1990 summit meeting, Mikhail Gorbachev referred to a "new phase of cooperation with the United States."  A larger number of agreements were reached and positive actions undertaken in 1991.  For example, the START treaty was signed at the July summit meeting, and an offer of associate membership in the IMF was offered to the USSR in June.  Perhaps most telling as key statements are those by US President George Bush and USSR leader Mikhail Gorbachev.  In his January 1, 1991 New Year's message, Gorbachev explicitly referred to the end of the Cold War (Garthoff 1994:445).  Soon after, in his January 29, 1991 state of the Union address, George Bush also spoke of the end of the Cold War as a fact (Keesings 1991, p. 97952).  It would be possible to code either 1990 or 1991 as the end date of the rivalry;  I suggest 1991 given the large number of agreements on important issues (and issues of direct importance to the U.S., such as those on nuclear arms) and Bush's declaration of the end of the Cold War.

Notes:  

1) Although it appears that the rivalry ended in 1991, verification is needed given the coding rules used that no additional disputes occur for 10 years after.  The official MID data only runs through 1992 at this time.  

2) 3 disputes occur from 1918 to 1920 as the US and other states intervened in the Russian Civil War.  These concern a different issue than the main issue of the rivalry as discussed above.  In addition, disputes did not occur in the intervening 25 years, and so these disputes are not part of the rivalry.  

Sources:  Goldstein and Freeman (1990), Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992).

9.   People's Republic of China / United States

Years:  Bennett (1996): 1949-1972.  Bennett (1997):  1949-1972.  Bennett (1998):  1949-1972.  

Issues at stake:  Chinese threats to US allies (Taiwan, Korea, S. Vietnam).

End coding:  1972 Communiqué following Nixon's visit to China.  1972 also marked the last militarized dispute between the two countries, regarding a minor border intrusion in Vietnam.

Number of militarized disputes (1949-1972):  24. 

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1949-1972):  9.

Last militarized dispute:  1972 (Vietnam border incident).

Wars:  1950-1953.

Summary:  The US-Chinese conflict centered around three areas:  Taiwan, Korea, and Vietnam.  The rivalry between the US and the People's Republic of China began when the Communists defeated Nationalist Chinese forces on the Chinese mainland in 1949, the US declared it would not recognize the Communist government, and the US immediately displayed force in support of the Nationalist Government on Taiwan.  During the Korean war the US started implementing its "neutralization policy" by putting ships between Taiwan and mainland, actually preventing either side from attempting to invade the other, but bringing it into frequent conflict with the Communist Chinese.  After the Korean War, the only time that the US and Chinese directly fought each other, the US formalized its relationship with Taiwan through a mutual defense treaty (1954).  However, talks were held with the PRC throughout the mid 1950s (until 1957).  The 1958 shelling of Quemoy led to another rise in hostility, as did growing US involvement in Vietnam in the mid 1960s.  The US first probed the plausibility of formalizing a 2 China solution to the problem of Taiwan in 1963.  Partially as a result of US involvement in Vietnam, no major change in the relationship took place until Nixon was elected US President in 1969.  In his inauguration speech Nixon announced he would press for fundamental changes in US foreign policy toward PRC, and by April 1969 the US announced a new policy toward China, accepting the existence of Communist China on the mainland and of Nationalist China on Taiwan.  Later in 1969 the US eased travel and trade restrictions to China, announced that the it would reduce its military presence in Asia, and would end its policy of keeping the 7th fleet in the Taiwan straits.  The famous visit of the US table tennis team to China took place in April 1971, and in July Kissinger secretly visited the PRC and announced Nixon's 1972 trip.  Nixon's trip to China in February 1972 resulted in a joint Communiqué in which the PRC and US stated that they would not interfere in each other's affairs or the affairs of others in S.E. Asia, agreed that any reunification of the PRC and Taiwan should be peaceful, and recognized each other's positions regarding Vietnam and Korea.  I use this communiqué as a marker for the end of the rivalry; it coincides with the last militarized dispute between the two states, a border incident in Vietnam.  Further agreements followed, with news contact resumed and travel restrictions lifted later in 1972, and direct mail service established in 1973.  In October 1974 the US repealed the 1955 Formosa Resolution that had given the President the power to intervene in the Taiwan Straits.  Beginning in 1974, a number of treaties concerning culture, trade, and other matters were signed. Official diplomatic recognition of the PRC occurred in 1978.  

Notes:  

1) There are disputes between the US and China in 1870, 1900, 1905, 1926, and 1927.  These disputes involve primarily US support for other Great Powers involved in the Boxer rebellion, and are involved with those states seeking (colonial) access to China.  These disputes are disconnected, and unrelated to the post-World War II direct US-Chinese disputes and issues at stake.  

Sources:  Garver (1982), Goldstein and Freeman (1990), Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992).

10.   United Kingdom / United States   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1816-1903.  Bennett (1997): 1837-1903.  Bennett (1998):  1837-1903.

Issues at stake:  Northern US border;  British support to the Confederate states;  European influence in Central and South America ("Monroe Doctrine issues").

End coding:  The final border issues concerning Alaska were settled by treaty in 1903.  1903 also marked the conclusion of the last militarized dispute between the US and UK over Venezuela;  an agreement regarding South America agreed to submit further disputes to arbitration. 

Number of militarized disputes (1837-1903):  12.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1837-1903):  6.

Last militarized dispute:  1903 (Venezuelan debt crisis, Alaska boundary dispute). 

Wars:  None (but War of 1812 before data set begins).

Summary:  The US-British rivalry involved a number of specific issues and conflicts,  but these in general all relate to British attempts to retain influence in the "New World" and to limit US power.  The war of 1812 was fought by the British to retain, and by the US to reduce, British influence in Canada.  Somewhat later, the British resisted US expansion westward as they wanted bases at San Francisco, Puget Sound, Honolulu, and in Central America.  The US was viewed generally as a "menace" to British North American, West Indian colonies, and even South and Central American colonies (Campbell 1974:34).  The rivalry ended with the last border settlements and arbitration agreements regarding Central and South America which mark British acceptance of a secondary role in the Western Hemisphere.

There were a number of confrontations between the US and Britain through the 1800s, over the course of which the specific issues in dispute were gradually settled.  In the late 1830s disputes relating to minor Canadian rebellions near Maine were complicated by the aftermath of the Texan revolution of 1836, in which the British helped Texas, wanting it as an independent buffer between the US and Central America.  Border problems left to a commission formed under the Treaty of Ghent after the War of 1812 dragged on through the 1820s and 1830s, finally being settled in 1842 under the Webster- Ashburton Treaty.  The settlement of Oregon borders in the northwest finally took place in 1846, eliminating a major cause of Anglo-American friction.  However, friction arose over Central America as US Presidents were pressured to obtain additional territory from Mexico and the US tried to expand its influence in Nicaragua, Panama, and Cuba.  The British responded to an offer by New Granada (Colombia) to the US to build a canal there by expanding its control in Nicaragua to stop the US plan.  However, by the late 1850s Britain gave Nicaragua sovereignty over its protectorate area, and recognized Honduran territorial claims, marking the end of substantial British efforts to restrain the US (Campbell 1974:93).  This allowed the US to move ahead with canal plans subject to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty (signed in 1850) which essentially stated that neither side would solely control or fortify any canal. 

A short term improvement in relations was ended by disputes in the 1860s related to the US Civil War and European intervention in Mexico.  In 1861 the British, French, and Spanish agreed to use force to obtain debt payments from Mexico, landing at Vera Cruz to US protests (the French took Mexico City; the British and Spanish withdrew in 1862).  During the Civil War, the British built ships for the Confederate forces, which were manned at least partly with English crews (Campbell 1974:103).  Claims against the British emerging from American naval deaths were only settled in the mid 1870s.   Additionally, the British feared that Northern US might take military action in Canada during the war, and a war scare followed the seizure of a British ship by the US Navy.  

The 1871 Treaty of Washington, agreements in Geneva in 1872, and arbitration through the 1870s settled most of these issues, but questions of the northeastern borders of the US with Canada remained, and in the 1880s a series of economic disputes regarding seal hunting and fisheries in Halifax arose in which the US seized a number of Canadian ships and crews.  British and American intervention in a border dispute between Venezuela and British Guiana in 1895 led to another war scare.  In the aftermath of the dispute Britain accepted the US demand for mediation, which has been taken as marking the beginning of rapprochement between Britain and the US (Kinder and Hilgemann 1978:117, Russett 1963, Campbell 1974).  In 1897 a general arbitration agreement was agreed to by the US President and Britain, although it was narrowly defeated in the US senate.  A commission established under the general guidelines of the arbitration accord in 1898 and 1899 reached agreement about the fisheries and seals issues, and established temporary borders between Alaska and Canada.  A definitive settlement of the Alaskan border was finally reached in 1903. 

Notes:  

1)  There is a long break in disputes from 1861 to 1881, and 1881 to 1902.  I code the rivalry as continuing after 1861 because major issues remained unsettled.  In 1872 some issues were settled in Geneva (particularly claims regarding British involvement in the US Civil War), but not all border issues were discussed.  Although the states did not openly engage in militarized confrontation, problematic issues remained.

2)  The start date can be coded in two ways.  Disputed issues remaining from the war of 1812 remained unsettled through the 1840s.  However, the first MID after 1812 occurred in 1837.  Given the infrequency of early disputes, 1837 is coded as the start date.  Although there was an unsettled set of issues before that, the rivalry had not really gotten started before that time.  

3) A single dispute is coded in 1940, an incident to which the US makes no response.  This apparently concerned a seizure of US mail by Britain.  This is unrelated to the earlier issues at stake, and so the dispute is not included as part of the rivalry.

Sources:  Campbell (1974), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Perkins (1968), Russett (1963).

11.   Ottoman Empire (Turkey) / Russia (USSR) 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1816-1923.  Bennett (1997): 1876-1923.  Bennett (1998): 1876-1923.

Issues at stake:  Eastern Turkish border / southern Russian border;  influence in the Balkans; access to Straits of Constantinople.

End coding:  The 1923 Straits Convention (an annex to the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne between the WWI Allies [less the USSR] and Turkey) established accepted rules of passage in the Straits;  and was signed by Turkey and Russia.  The outcome of WWI and redrawing of western Turkish borders had settled issues of Ottoman/Turkish influence Balkans.  The 1921 Treaty of Peace and Friendship between Turkey and the USSR settled their direct borders.  1921 was also the last militarized dispute, which occurred after the 1921 treaty was signed. 

Number of militarized disputes (1876-1923):  13.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1876-1923):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1923):  1921.  

Wars:  1827-1829, 1853-1856, 1876-1878, 1914-1917.

Summary:  The broader Ottoman-Russian "rivalry" dates back earlier than 1816.  The Russian Czars' were historically attracted to Constantinople, and for strategic reasons had always desired secure access to the Straits of Constantinople.  Additionally, Russian and Ottoman spheres of influence met and clashed in the Balkans, where Russia claimed the right to protect Slav Serbs and Bulgarians under Ottoman rule (such claims were made as early as 1774 in the Treaty of Kukuck Kainarci).  Although there are not an unusually high number of militarized disputes in this dyad compared to other dyads, there are an unusually high number of wars over the issues at stake.  

Disputes between Russia and Turkey over the Straits escalated to the point where Britain and France became involved on more than one occasion.  In the first half of the 19th century the Ottoman/Russian advantage in access varied, as at least three different agreements on multinational access to the Straits were signed, in 1833, 1841, and 1856.  For example, in the last case, Russian defeat and pressure by Britain, France, Italy, and Austria-Hungary led to the official demilitarization of the Black Sea.  However, the Reinsurance Treaty of 1887 brought a statement by Austria and Germany that they would support Russia if it felt it necessary to "defend the entrance to the Black Sea" in case of conflict (Albrecht-Carrié 1958:201).  The collapse of the Ottoman Empire before and during WWI ended its conflict with the USSR over influence in the Balkans.  In 1921 the USSR and the Turkish nationalists signed a Treaty of Peace and Friendship, settling the eastern Turkish border with Russia (Georgia was recognized as sovereign, and Nakichevan was made autonomous under Azerbaijan).  The 1923 Straits Convention demilitarized the straits and guaranteed free navigation of the Straits by any state as long as Turkey was neutral, which once recognized by both Turkey and the USSR marked the settlement of the last of the issues disputed by the two states.

Notes:  

1) In 1946 there was a dispute between the USSR and Turkey in which the USSR made a claim regarding access to the Straits.  I code this as an isolated dispute rather than a continuation of the rivalry, because those issues had been settled in 1923.  According to the coding rules, because 10 years had passed after the 1923 agreement, and because no claims were voiced between 1923 and 1946 (accompanied by even minimal hostility), the rivalry ended in 1923.   The USSR explicitly accepted modifications to the 1923 Straits convention in the Montreux Convention of 1936 which restored Turkish control over the Straits.  The 1946 claim was brought on partly as a result of growing US- Soviet tensions, and could have marked the beginning of a new rivalry if Soviet claims persisted.  However, the 1946 claims were not repeated, and a new rivalry did not begin. 

2) The new COW dispute data set codes additional disputes in 1957, 1960, and 1962.  These appear related to Cold War tensions, and do not represent new claims over the central issues.  Similarly, a 1940 exchange of force displays appears unrelated to those earlier main issues.  These additional disputes are not frequent enough to code a separate new rivalry.

3) Coding the start date of this rivalry is difficult in at least one sense.  Prior to the coded start date of 1876, there were two shorter periods of relatively frequent dispute activity that would probably be coded as related to main period of rivalry if a purely issue-based criterion for rivalry codings were used.  6 disputes occurred between 1817 and 1829, including the Russo-Turkish war of 1828-1829, at the same time as the Greek war for independence.  This is enough disputes to begin a rivalry, but too short a time period.  More disputes occurred in 1849, 1853, and 1853-56 (the Crimean War).  It is possible to code continuing and consistent issues of competing Russian/Ottoman influence in the Balkans and over the straits throughout this period, as for example with the Russian abrogation of the Treaty of Adrianapole in 1853, which set a continuing issue after the Crimean war.  However, these periods do not meet coding rules in terms of dispute frequency to be coded as a rivalry.  An issue-based rivalry coding might well code this rivalry as beginning much earlier than 1876

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Grenville (1974).

12.   Mexico / United States

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1836-1923.  Bennett (1997): 1836-1927.  Bennett (1998):  1836-1927.

Issues at stake:  Border between US and Mexico;  control over border intrusions and authority to deal with them;  stability of Mexico and border controls;  from 1918 until 1927, nationalization of foreign companies in Mexico.

End coding:  In 1923 the United States and Mexico established a claims commission to settle remaining claims regarding border problems (it was extended in 1929, 1932, 1934, 1941).  The 1927 Calles-Morrow agreement settled claims by the US regarding Mexican taxation of foreign oil companies.  

Number of militarized disputes (1836-1927):  24.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1836-1927):  12.

Last militarized dispute (to 1927):  1920.

Wars:  1846-48.

Summary:  The rivalry between Mexico and the US began with the secession of Texas from Mexico in 1836 and US efforts to encourage that secession.  In 1845 Texas was admitted to the US as a state, setting the stage for the Mexican-American War from 1846 to 1848.  In the 1848 Peace of Guadeloupe-Hidalgo, Mexico ceded all territory north of the Rio Grande, and in 1853 Mexico sold southern Arizona (then northern Mexico), completing the US territorial expansion in the southwestern United States.  This treaty and sale set borders between the two states, and could have ended the rivalry, but border incursions by both sides and conflicting claims about who had authority to police the border continued through the late 1800s.  Further treaty documents were signed regarding the borders, and surveys of the frontier commissioned,  in 1884, 1894 and 1905.  The often unstable political situation in Mexico contributed to friction, although disputes continued even through the stable tenure of Diaz between 1876 and 1911 (a break in disputes occurred between 1893 and 1911).  

The US intervened militarily in the internal Mexican power struggle in 1860, and again during the changes in Mexican government and civil war from 1911 through 1920.  In 1914 the US refused to recognize the Huerta government, although it did recognize his successor (Carranza).  Carranza was opposed internally by Villa, who provoked militarized crisis between the US and Mexico during this period by raiding into the United States.  The Pershing Expedition from 1916 through 1917 saw US military forces pursuing Villa into Mexico;  this US intervention was opposed by Carranza and provoked direct fighting between US and Mexican Federal troops.  The Mexican civil war ended in 1920, and the stable political situation in Mexico since that time helped in allowing border issues to be settled amicably.  Border issues were resolved formally through talks, with the establishment of a claims commission in 1923 to arbitrate any further claims and issues.  However, another economic issue had arisen that took longer to resolve.  In 1918 the Mexican government declare oil to be an inalienable national resource and levied a tax on oil lands and contracts as part of a campaign to break the power and wealth of foreign companies (Langer 1972:1070).  US business appealed to Wilson for intervention (he resisted), but agreement was not reached on the issue until the 1927 Calles-Morrow agreement.  Relations improved markedly after that time (Langer 1972:1048, 1070).

Notes:

1) There is a gap in disputes between 1893 and 1911.  In 1911 the US deployed some troops in the Mexican Civil War.  It appears that the mid 1880s began attempts to settle the disputed boundary, with border conventions signed in 1884, 1889, 1894, and 1905.  Between 1893 and 1910, 18 other treaties were signed.  However, despite initial treaty signings, border violations appear to have continued, so it appears that the border was not definitively settled and the settlement mutually agreed to until later.  

2) The end of the rivalry was previously coded as 1923.  This ignored the serious economic issue of oil nationalization, which was not settled until 1927.

3) In March 1938, the Mexican government created a new set of issues (or rather, caused new problems by extending older economic issues) by taking over and nationalizing American and British oil companies.  Both governments protested, the British suspended diplomatic relations, and the U.S. discontinued silver purchase as a retaliatory measures (Langer 1972:1071).  In November 1938, agreement was reached between the U.S. and Mexico on compensation for the seized land.  A final settlement regarding the expropriation was reached in 1947 (Langer 1972:1241).  In between, however, relations were not altogether hostile, with joint defense plans being made in 1942, and relations improving in 1946 with the election of a new Mexican president.  Since the new seizures did not occur until 1938, 11 years after the previous issues were settled, and since no MIDs resulted from the new expropriations, I code the rivalry as ended in 1927.

Sources:  Information Please Almanac (1991), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Langer (1972).

13.   China (People's Republic of China) / Japan 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1874-1951.  Bennett (1997): 1874-1951.  Bennett (1998):  1873-1951.

Issues at stake:  Japanese presence on Asian mainland, including Manchuria and Korea;  control of Formosa and Ryuku islands.

End coding:  On September 8, 1951, Japan signed the Treaty of San Francisco, affirming the terms of its 1945 surrender, giving up any claims to the Chinese mainland or to special status in China.  Minor later incidents were unrelated to the previous issues in contention.

Number of militarized disputes (1873-1951):  32.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1873-1951):  16.

Last militarized dispute related to rivalry:  1945 (WWII).

Wars:  1894-1895, 1900, 1931-1933, 1937-1941, 1941-1945.

Summary:  While the specific stakes of the Sino-Japanese conflict have been various pieces of territory, the rivalry more generally revolves around the status of the two states as predominant Asian powers.  The start of the rivalry dates to a dispute over Formosa and the Ryuku Islands.  Disputes over the Ryuku islands continued through the late 1800s, and tension over influence in Korea grew with a Japanese-sponsored coup attempt in Korea in 1885.  Korean tensions escalated to the Sino-Japanese war of 1894- 1895, in which Japan captured Port Arthur (in Manchuria) and most of Korea but was forced to withdraw by Britain, France, and Russia.  Japan recaptured Korea and extended its control in Manchuria in the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-1905, and formally incorporated Korea in 1910.  Disputes between China and Japan continued through WWII, with Japanese intervention in the Chinese civil war of 1927 and war between 1937 and 1941, and then through WWII, as the Japanese expanded in mainland China in Manchuria and elsewhere.  

The rivalry between Japan and China is coded as ending only after the Japanese defeat in WWII.  The 1945 armistice agreement limited Japanese sovereignty to Honshu, Hokkaido, Kyushu, Shikoku and some minor islands, and stated that the USSR would administer the Kurile islands and the southern part of Sakhalin island (leading to the ongoing rivalry between Japan and USSR, above).  In the final WWII peace treaty with Japan, the 1951 Treaty of San Francisco, Japan renounced control of all of the territories it surrendered in the 1945 armistice, and explicitly renounced any "special rights" in China.  Since 1951, Japan has not disputed any Chinese claims to the areas (Korea, Manchuria, Formosa) that were previously in dispute.  In 1952 the Nationalist Chinese government on Taiwan/Formosa signed a separate peace treaty with Japan reaffirming the 1951 settlement.  The People's Republic of China did not sign the 1951 treaty, as neither the PRC nor the ROC were invited to the San Francisco peace conference.  Official diplomatic relations between China and Japan were not restored until 1972, and in 1978 Japan and the PRC signed a Treaty of Peace and Friendship.  However, because the Japanese gave up all claim to the issues in dispute in the 1951 treaty, and because no disputes over those issues occurred after 1951, I code 1951 as the end date of the Sino-Japanese rivalry.  Chinese-Japanese relations were not friendly between 1951 and 1978, but the (mostly low-level) tensions were related to the Cold War and not to the earlier dyadic conflict between Japan and China.  Further, although the quality of relations rose and fell after WWII, a number of treaties on issues ranging from trade to transport to fishing controls were signed beginning as early as 1952 (18 treaties were signed from 1952 to 1965 as listed in Rohn 1986 ).

Notes:  

1) The new version of the COW MID data set lists disputes in 1953 and 1958.  These unreciprocated incidents apparently are fishing boat intrusions and seizures, and were not related to the previous territorial claims of either side, which were the central issue of the rivalry.  Fishing rights and the seizures of those vessels could potentially have become a consistent issue of contention between Japan and China, but the two states worked to quickly resolve the immediate disputes and avoid ongoing conflict by signing a series of 8 treaties designating fisheries and delimiting fishing limits in 1955, 1963, and 1965.  

2) One disagreement that existed between Japan and China after 1945 was Japan's non-recognition of the PRC as the sole China.  However, while a source of some hostility and ongoing tension, this disagreement did not lead to disputes after 1945.

3) In 1978 a dispute occured when Chinese fishing vessels entered the waters around the Senkaku islands in an assertion of sovereignty.  This was followed by the final 1978 signing of the Treaty of Peace and Friendship between Japan and the PRC.  Huth (1996) states that the Chinese contested the Japanese claim to sovereignty over these islands from 1951 through 1978, which might suggest that they are an issue underlying further rivalry.  However, these islands did not relate to the disputed issues at stake in the earlier main part of the rivalry, as significant evidence suggests that the dispute arose only in the 1970s.  Lee (1976:108) suggests that the "first sign of the Sino-Japanese territorial dispute" about the Senkaku Islands "surfaced in the latter half of 1970" when Japan began planning to exploit oil deposits near the islands.  At that time, Japan, the PRC, and the Republic of China (Taiwan) repeated claims to traditional sovereignty over the islands (Japan had occupied them since 1895, but the PRC raised the objection that the earlier treaty giving them to Japan was illegal).  The dispute arose in 1970 in part because the islands had been under U.S. administration, but the U.S. planned to return them to Japan as part of the Okinawa reversion treaty.  Mendl (1978:88) suggests that the first notice of the islands came in 1968 when oil was discovered by geological survey;  until then the islands "had aroused no public interest whatsoever."  Other sources (Jain 1977, Jansen 1975, MacFarquhar and Fairbank 1991) make either no reference to the Senkaku islands or refer to the dispute arising only in the 1970s.  The relative non-importance of the island is further illustrated first by the verbal agreement between Japan and China to simply shelve the issue of the islands before signing their 1978 treaty (the 1978 treaty did not truly settle the islands' status), and second by the lack of disputes over them (Bedeski 1983, Radtke 1990).  The islands have remained a source of friction since the late 1970s, as witnessed by the most recent tensions in 1996, but were not such an issue as to warrant continuation of the rivalry from 1951 on.

4) The earlier listing of 1874 as the rivalry start date has been changed because of a new MID start date of 1873 in the new MID data set.

5) The end of this MID hinges on coding the continuity of the issues at stake.  Relations between Japan and China were rather mixed after WWII, certainly cool throughout but with various ups and downs until relations improved in the 1970s.  However, the specific conflicts and disputes that occured were much less serious than those before and during WWII, and the issues quite different.  It is because of this lack of continuity in the major issues and the significant reduction in hostility after WWII that the end of the rivalry is coded in 1951 rather than 1972 when diplomatic relations were officially restored or the 1978 Treaty of Peace and Friendship.  

Sources:  Bedeski (1983), Grenville (1974), Huth (1996), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Jain (1977), Jansen (1975), Lee (1976), MacFarquhar and Fairbank, 1991, Mendl (1978), Radtke (1990).   

14.   Italy / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1880-1923.  Bennett (1997): 1880-1928.   Bennett (1998):  1880-1928.

Issues at stake:  Control over Dodecanese islands; influence in southern Balkans, especially Albania and Yugoslavia;  influence and expansion in North Africa, especially Libya. 

End coding:  WWI settled questions of influence in the Balkans.  The 1923 Treaty of Lausanne settled the Turkish borders, giving control over the Dodecanese islands to Italy. 

Number of militarized disputes (1880-1928):  14.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1880-1928):  5.

Last militarized dispute (to 1928):  1924.

Wars:  1911-1912, 1915-1918.

Summary:  The central element of the Italian-Ottoman/Turkish rivalry was control over territory in light of the declining Ottoman empire, and Italian colonial ambition.  The earliest disputes were tied up with other European (British, French) efforts to keep influence with regard to the Straits of Constantinople.  Additionally, Italy intervened in Crete against the Turks in their dispute with Greece.  By the late 1800s and early 1900s, Italy took several independent actions to expand its Mediterranean territory, including seizing the Dodecanese islands and moving into Libya in 1911-1912 (the Tripolitan War).  Following WWI, Italy invaded mainland Turkey, landing troops at Adalia in 1919;  Britain, France, and Italy together took Constantinople in 1920.  Turkish nationalist victories forced the Italians to withdraw from Asia Minor in 1921, and by 1922 all of the Allies were forced to withdraw from Constantinople and European Turkey.  In the Armistice of Mudanya on October 11, 1922, the WWI allies (including Italy) recognized Turkish sovereignty over the Straits and Constantinople, and established provisional European borders.  The 1923 Treaty of Lausanne finalized the Turkish borders, and recognized Italian control over the Dodecanese islands.  The accompanying Straits Convention established accepted rules of passage in the Straits.  Turkish control over the Balkans and in North Africa had simply been removed by WWI, eliminating concerns over those issues.  

Most direct conflict ended with the 1923 treaties, but Mussolini's colonial ambitions contributed to worry in Turkey for a number of additional years.  An invasion scare was prompted in 1924 by reports of Italian troop concentrations on Sicily and Rhodes, and some historians have argued that Mussolini was indeed edging toward war with Turkey in June 1924 until forced to focus on domestic matters (Cassels 1970:229-230).  A similar scare was instigated by Italian support for Britain in its efforts to regain Mosul by treaty with Turkey, with reports in Turkey of imminent Italian invasion.  However, after the Mosul question was settled in Britain's favor in a 1926 accord between Britain and Turkey, Britain began to act as a brake on Italian designs toward Turkey.  Turkey judged that Italy would not attack without British backing, and with the absence of the Mosul conflict, Britain appeared unlikely to back Italy against Turkey.  Italian-Turkish rivalry may actually have contributed to settlement between Britain and Turkey by scaring Turkey;  in turn the end of the British-Turkish rivalry contributed to the end of the Italian-Turkish rivalry.  By 1928 Italy and Turkey signed an agreement on "Neutrality, Conciliation, and Judicial Settlement" which was followed in 1932 by a final delimitation of island ownership and boundaries in the Aegean.  With the clear decline in hostility, I code 1928 as the end of the rivalry.  

Notes:  

1) There is a single isolated MID in 1825.  This is too early to be considered part of the rivalry.  

2) There is a dispute between Italy and Turkey in 1940, which appears minor and does not represent a new claim on the previously settled issues.  

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Cassels (1970), Grenville (1974), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

15.   People's Republic of China / Republic of China (Taiwan)   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1949-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): Not included.  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

Issues at stake:  Legitimate government of China;  existence of Taiwan as a sovereign state;  control of offshore islands, especially Quemoy and Matsu.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992, no settlement reached.

Number of militarized disputes (1949-1992):  15.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1949-1992):  8.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1991.

Wars:  None. 

Summary:  The rivalry between the PRC and ROC in centered on each state's contention that they are the one legitimate government of China.  At the end of WWII, war broke out between the Chinese Communists and Chinese Nationalist Party (Kuomintang).  On October 1, 1949, Mao Zedong announced the existence of the People's Republic of China in Beijing.  By December, 1949, all remaining Nationalist forces under Chiang Kai-Shek had fled to Taiwan, where they had been building up a stronghold throughout the civil war.  The rivalry begins with the formation of two separate states in 1949.  Requests by the Republic of China for aid from the US were initially refused, and the Nationalist Chinese were forced to abandon the Hainan Straits, Congshan Island, and the Chusan islands, but retained control of Quemoy, Matsu, and the Pescadores.  The US first stationed the 7th Fleet off Taiwan to defend it during the Korean War;  this positioning continued until 1969.  Fighting between the Nationalist and Communist Chinese, both on the islands and in mainland China, continued through 1954, when the US signed a defense treaty with Taiwan.  Fearing a full scale war, the US engaged in talks with the Communists from 1955 and 1957.  However, clashes between the PRC and ROC continued, with no progress on solving the two-China problem.  Militarized conflicts around Quemoy and Matsu in particular occurred through the late 1950s and 1960s.  The US and the PRC both softened their rhetoric about the problem during their rapprochement in the early 1970s, with the US transferring official diplomatic recognition to the PRC in 1978.  This coincided with a significant reduction in the number of disputes between the PRC and ROC starting about 1969.  However, US aid to the ROC continued, and while the PRC has officially abandoned the goal of "liberating" Taiwan in favor of the possibility of "reunification,", neither China has been willing to reach a permanent settlement of their dispute.  Minor militarized disputes between the two sides have continued to occur through the 1980s, although none have escalated to the level of fighting of the disputes of the 1950s. 

Notes:  

1) In April, 1993, representatives of Taiwan and the PRC held their first face- to-face meetings.  Territorial issues were not resolved, but agreements were reached regarding postal regulation, Taiwanese investment in mainland China, and on other minor issues.  Since then, Taiwanese elections (1996) triggered further confrontation.

2) There is a gap in disputes from 1967 to 1987.  Issues remained unresolved during this period, however.

3) Is this a rivalry?  Probably is if code continuation of issues.  But not by G/D rules because there appear to be no recorded MIDs.

Sources:  Hammond World Atlas (1992).

16.   People's Republic of China / India    

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1950-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1950-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1950-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between China and India.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992, no border settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1950-1992):  22.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1950-1992):  12.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987. 

Wars:  1962. 

Summary:  The border disagreement between China and India center around two areas, the Aksai-Chin region on their western border, and the border between Tibet and Arunachal Pradesh in India.  Borders were never mutually accepted by the British and Chinese while the British controlled India, although the British tried to set borders on several occasions.  This was in part due to the difficulty in establishing a border in the mountainous terrain.  India's borders at independence were established by British maps drawn a half-century earlier.  In 1899 the British proposed a division in western India known as the McCartney- McDonald line, which was ignored by China.  At the 1913 Simla conference, Britain advanced the McMahon line as a boundary with Tibet, but China again refused to ratify the boundary, which had moved the border significantly in India's favor relative to other earlier agreements.  Even though it was never accepted by the Chinese, the British accepted the McMahon line as India's legitimate border, and the Indians pursued this claim after independence.  

The first dispute between the newly independent India and the PRC occurred when India protested the Chinese occupation of Tibet.  By 1954 China and India had signed a Treaty of Peaceful Co-Existence, but both sides quickly alleged border violations by the other and moved forces into disputed regions.  Border skirmishes continued, eventually escalating to the Sino-Indian War of 1962.  In the war China defeated India and established control over most of the strategically important Aksai-Chin region, giving it access to Tibet from its westernmost province of Xinjiang.  Frequent border incidents followed the war, and Indian control over the Sikkim region became more important as well, as China refused to recognize Sikkim as a protectorate of India (it was officially incorporated as the 22nd Indian state in 1975).  Relations improved in the late 1970s, with official normalization of relations in 1976, but large numbers of troops were maintained by both sides along the border, and disputes occurred in 1979 (military alerts) and 1986 (large scale clashes coupled with border demands by both sides and the occupation of some Chinese territory by India).  No formal delineation or acceptance of the border has occurred, and the Chinese still hold territory in the Aksai-Chin that India claims as its own.

Sources:  Hammond World Atlas (1992).

17.   Greece / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)    

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1829-1923.  Bennett (1997): 1829-1923.  Bennett (1998):  1854-1923.

Issues at stake:  Greek independence;  Crete;  eastern border of Greece. 

End coding:  The 1923 Treaty of Lausanne set final European borders between Greece and Turkey.

Number of militarized disputes (1854-1923):  17. 

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1854-1923):  10. 

Last militarized dispute:  1922. 

Wars:  1897, 1917-1918, 1919-1922.

Summary:  The Greek-Ottoman rivalry began with the Greek struggle to obtain independence from the Ottoman Empire.  The 1821-1828 Greek War of Independence established that independence, but did not resolve either the exact European border between Greece and Turkey or the ownership of several islands, most notably Crete.  Greece claimed Crete as part of its historical territory, and disputes relating to Crete began in the mid-1850s.  The 1866 Cretan revolt, in which the Greeks aided the Cretans against the Ottomans, failed, and Greece was not able to formally annex Crete until 1908.  The rivalry is coded as beginning with an 1854 dispute, in which Greek attempts to become involved in the Crimean war by sending groups into Turkey failed after the British, French, and Turks blockaded Piraeus (Albrecht-Carrié 1958:109).  Two other disputes over Crete followed in the 1860s.  In disputes in the 1870s and 1880s, the Greeks intervened against the Ottomans in their conflicts with Serbia (1877), Russia (1878), and Bulgaria (1885).  Greece gained control over Thessaly in the early 1880s, but lost that control during the Greek-Turkish War of 1897.  Greece gained control of Macedonia during the Balkan Wars of 1912-1914.  Following WWI, Greece intervened (with Britain, France, and Italy) in Asian Turkey, but was forced out in 1922;  the war also resulted in the loss of some Greek territory in eastern Thrace.  In 1923 the Greek monarchy was replaced by a republic;  this coincided with the Treaty of Lausanne, which set final European borders between Turkey and Greece, recognized Crete as being under Greek control, and recognized continued British control of Cyprus.  A treaty of friendship was signed in 1930.  No disputes followed between Greece and Turkey until the 1950s, and in 1930, the Greeks and Turks actually signed a treaty of friendship.  Since borders were accepted by both states with the Lausanne treaty, I code 1923 as the end of the rivalry.

Notes:  

1) The first dispute coded by COW is 1829, and there follows a 25 year gap to 1854.  That 1829 dispute follows the Greek war of independence 1821-1828, which certainly would be a dispute except that Greece is not a sovereign state.  It does not appear that there were open conflicts between Greece and Turkey during this interim period, although Turkey still occupied islands claimed by Greece.  

2) There are some minor post-1923 disagreements between Greece and Turkey, although COW only codes one of them as a militarized dispute.  The new COW MID data set shows a 1925 dispute over the Greek Patriarch, when Turkey deported him.  In addition, in 1924 there were apparent verbal Turkish threats against Greeks in Turkey, and in February 1925, histories suggest that there were carefully watched Greek and Turkish army movements.  Finally, in 1926 there was a disagreement over the status of the Martissa river, which Greece appealed to the League of Nations.  The patriarch issue in 1925 appears unrelated to the central issues in dispute between Greece and Turkey.  The river claim and other incidents did not reach a level serious enough to be coded as a militarized disputes, and do not represent an abrogation of the main terms of the 1923 treaty.  In addition, historians report that cooperation improved significantly beginning in 1923 (e.g. Albrecht-Carrié 1958:404).  As a result, the end of the rivalry is coded as 1923.

3) The dispute over Cyprus does not begin until closer to the time of Cyprus' independence (1960). 

Sources:  Albrecht-Carrié (1958), Dakin (1973), Grenville (1974), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Latimer (1893), Shotwell and Deák (1941).

18.   Greece / Ottoman Empire (Turkey)

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1958-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1958-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1958-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Control over/partition of Cyprus; control of oil fields and islands in the Aegean Sea. 

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992, no settlement regarding Cyprus, only partition (some island claims have been settled). 

Number of militarized disputes (1958-1992):  14. 

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1958-1992):  6. 

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1989.

Wars:  None.

Summary:  Britain had formally acquired Cyprus in the 1878 Treaty of Berlin, an acquisition formally agreed to by the Ottoman Empire.  In 1925 Cyprus became a British Crown Colony.  During the period of decolonization following WWII, Britain made a number of proposals (from 1946 to 1949) to unify Crete (which was 3/4 Greek Orthodox and 1/4 Turkish Muslim) with Greece.  However, despite a series of direct talks between Greece, Turkey, and Britain, no resolution was reached.  Beginning in the 1950s, there was an increasingly violent movement among Greek Cypriots for enosis with Greece.  In 1959 Greece and Turkey both agreed with Britain that Cyprus would be independent, signing a series of three treaties in 1960, and Cyprus was granted its independence.  However, the agreements did not hold, and a number of disputes followed;  UN peace- keeping forces were deployed on Cyprus in 1964.  In 1974 Turkey invaded Cyprus ostensibly to protect the Turkish minority, resulting in the continuing partition of the island.  No resolution of the Turkish occupation or the enosis of Cyprus with Greece has been reached.

A secondary issue of contention between Turkey and Greece in the post-WWII period related to control of oil fields and minor islands in the Aegean sea.  A large number of the post-war disputes involve threats about having vessels and military forces in disputed areas, and the movement of forces in those areas.  The 1958 rivalry start date, the first direct post-WWII militarized dispute between Greece and Turkey, involves a threat in the Aegean.  Disputes over sea control were more frequent, but generally less serious, than disputes over Cyprus.  In 1976 Greece and Turkey signed an agreement on procedures for negotiation of the Aegean continental shelf issue, but seizures of vessels and conflicting claims continued.   

Sources:  Information Please Almanac (1991).

19.   Spain / United States 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1850-1898.  Bennett (1997): 1850-1898.  Bennett (1998):  1850-1898.

Issues at stake:  Spanish control over Cuba;  Spain's general influence over Latin America and other territory in the Western Hemisphere.

End coding:  In the Treaty of Paris (December 10, 1898) Spain surrendered sovereignty over Cuba and ceded the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and Guam to the United for $20 million.  This marks Spanish surrender of its entire colonial empire except for Africa.

Number of militarized disputes (1850-1898):  13.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1850-1898):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1898):  1898.

Wars:  1898. 

Summary:  The Spanish-American rivalry centered around Spain's declining colonial empire, particularly in the Western Hemisphere.  The US distrusted any European country playing a major role in what it viewed as its sphere of influence.  Declining Spanish power set the stage for several confrontations over Spanish influence until Spain was forced by the Spanish-American War to withdraw to Europe.  Friction was evident between the US and Spain even around the time of the US Revolutionary War.  In the early 1800s the US and Spain clashed over Florida, until Spain ceded it to the US in 1819 in exchange for a finalized set of borders between the US and Spanish territory in North America.  With the removal of direct friction over Florida, the three decades that followed were relatively free of conflict.  Some tension remained over influence in the Caribbean, but did not erupt into open confrontation until the 1850s.  

1850 marks the first of a series of disputes over the next 25 years which lead to the coding of the dyad as a rivalry.  The disputes in the 2nd half of the 19th century concerned a number of particular separate areas, but all involved US opposition to continuing Spanish involvement in the Americas.  The key point of conflict was Cuba, where American business in particular wanted increased access and influence, and where Americans opposed continued Spanish dominance over and mistreatment of Cubans.  A number of influential Americans wanted to occupy Cuba and bring it into the United States as a slave state, allowing an expansion in the number of free states within the northern United States.  Additionally, disputes arose over Spanish intervention in Mexico, the Dominican Republic, Peru, and Chile.  There was a threat of war between the US and Spain in 1954 and 1955, although did not in fact occur until the end the century.  Following another war scare in 1873-1874 during a period of rebellion in Cuba, relations calmed somewhat (no MIDs occurred between 1875 and 1895) although diplomatic relations were still hostile.  The Spanish-American War grew out of the Cuban rebellion which had begun in 1895 and the sinking of the U.S.S. Maine in Havana harbor.  Spanish forces on Cuba were and the Spanish fleet were soundly defeated in the 4 month long war, and in the Treaty of Paris (December 10, 1898) Spain was forced to surrender Cuba.  It also ceded the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and Guam to the United States for $20 million.  With the transfer of these territories, Spain's colonial empire was reduced to 2 tiny colonies in Africa. 

Notes:

1) A possible dispute occurs during WWII, when the US and Spain were on opposite sides.  However, this is entirely unrelated to the earlier issues at stake.

2) A number of disputes occur between the US and Spain between 1816 and 1825.  There is then a gap until 1850.  These early disputes concern control of Florida and disagreements over navigation and piracy.  In 1819 Spain ceded Florida to the US, and disputes between 1820-25 are unilateral uses of force by the US.  The disputed issues during this early period are not directly focused on Cuba in the same way that later disputes are.  However, these early disputes do reflect the fact that Spain and the U.S. had different interests in the western hemisphere.  Despite these generally unfriendly relations from 1816 to 1850, though, there were no incidents between 1825 and 1850 that would code the dyad as a rivalry given current coding rules, and the early set of disputes are not coded as part of the rivalry.  If MID data were coded before 1816, then this might change, as relations were often strained between the U.S. and Spain even before that year.

3) A 20 year gap from 1875-1895 exists.  During this period Spain and the US remained opposed over Cuba.  Agreements signed between the two states during this time reduced immediate conflict, but did not resolve Cuba's status.  See Cortada (1978: Chapter 6) in particular.  

Sources:  Cortada (1978), Goldstein (1992), Information Please Almanac (1991), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Millett and Maslowski (1984).

20.   Bolivia / Chile  

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1857-1904.  Bennett (1997): 1857-1904.  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

Issues at stake:  Border between Bolivia and Chile.

End coding:  In 1904 Bolivia and Chile sign the Gutierrez-Bello Codecido treaty which officially ends the 1879-1884 War of the Pacific, and sets their border.

Number of militarized disputes (1857-1904):  5.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes:  3.

Last militarized dispute:  1884. 

Wars:  1879-1883. 

Summary:  Chile's independence from Spain in 1818 was followed by Bolivia's in 1825.  30 years of peace between the two states ended when a series of disputes occurred over economic rights to border regions that resulted in war and Chile's expansion north of its original borders.  Originally, Bolivia had an approximately 200 mile long border with the Pacific Ocean.  The rivalry ends only when Bolivia accepts the loss of that territory. 

The start of the Bolivian-Chilean Rivalry is marked by a dispute in which Chile occupies the border area near the town of Mejillones and the Atacama Desert.  A series of disputes related to that territory followed.  There was a temporary cessation of hostilities after a treaty was signed in 1866 which set the border at the 24th parallel, with the economic benefits of territory between the 23rd and 24th parallels being shared equally by the two states.  It was during the 1879-1883 War of the Pacific that major territorial shifts occurred.  In the 1870s Bolivia and Peru both became discontent with the economic benefits Chile was getting from the mineral rich areas between the 23rd and 24th parallels and from the Peruvian province of Tarapaca.  In 1873 Bolivia and Peru signed a secret defense agreement directed at Chile.  War broke out in 1879 following Bolivia's seizure of Chilean property in the Bolivian province of Atacama.  Chile used the seizure as an excuse to declare war on both Bolivia and Peru.  It destroyed the Peruvian and Bolivian navies, captured the Bolivian coastal province of Atacama, denying Bolivia access to the Pacific Ocean, and captured the southern Peruvian provinces of Tarapaca, Tacna, and Arica (the Tacna and Arica regions are at the intersection of Peru, Bolivia, and Columbia).  A final peace treaty was not signed between Bolivia and Chile until 1904.  In that treaty, Bolivia surrendered the entire Atacama province to Chile and recognized Chile's "absolute and perpetual dominion" over the region.  In exchange, Chile was to build (and did build) a railway from La Paz to the Arica province, and grant Bolivia free commercial transit to the Pacific.  After the 1904 peace treaty, a large number of other cooperative agreements were signed as well (approximately 30 in the next 25 years).  In 1929 Bolivia and Chile signed a further Treaty of Peace and Friendship.  

Notes:  

1) Since 1904, Bolivia has issued occasional calls for territorial revisions, claiming that it should have sovereignty over some Pacific port rather than simply have the duty free use of Chilean ports and railroads that Chile has provided.  Bolivia went as far as to submit its claims to the League of Nations in 1920 and 1921, which rejected them as being without merit.  However, Bolivia has never completely renounced the treaty, and its calls have typically been by isolated members of the government.  In fact, Bolivia has phrased the basis for its claims as "moral" rather than "legal," that is, based in the inadequacies of the 1904 treaty.  Bolivia has not engaged in militarized disputes to back up its calls for territorial revision.  The closest it came to renouncing the treaty was in 1920 when a new government came to power running on a platform demanding sea access, but it never pressed those claims once it was elected.  

2) The new COW MID dataset lists a dispute in 1920.  In 1920, a mob attacked both the Peruvian and Chilean embassies in La Paz, Bolivia, in protest over foreign relations with both countries.  However, this action was not directed by the central government, and so did not represent a challenge to the border settlement.  Additionally, after the 1904 treaty was signed, more than 10 years had passed.  As a result, the rivalry did not continue through 1920, and a new rivalry did not begin at that time, either.

3) 2 later MIDs between Bolivia and Chile occur in 1962 and 1978.  These are over different issues and are much later historically, and so do not represent a continuation of the rivalry.

Sources:  DeSoto (1962), Goldstein (1992), Ireland (1938), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

21.   Ecuador / Peru   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1891-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1893-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1891-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between Ecuador and Peru, specifically the Oriente region and the border defined by the Zarumilla River, which has repeatedly shifted its bed;  access to the Maranon and other rivers leading to the Atlantic.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no border settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1893-1992):  24. 

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1893-1992):  13. 

Number of militarized disputes (1891-1992):  25. 

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1891-1992):  14. 

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1991.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The roots of the longer-term Ecuadoran-Peruvian "rivalry" lie in the inadequate delineation of borders by the departing Spanish in the early 1800s.  In 1829 war broke out between Peru and Gran Colombia, which became independent of Spain in 1821 and 1822, respectively, regarding disputed claims to territory.  Following the war, Gran Colombia split into Ecuador, Colombia, and Venezuela;  Ecuador inherited part of the territorial dispute.  Specifically, Ecuador wanted the Jaen province in the Oriente.  Peru had long standing claims based on 1802 documents that recognized the de facto Peruvian presence in the region, and making a transfer of the region's administration to Peru.  Ecuador's claims were based on the fact that region had never been part of Spanish Peru, and on a Peruvian treaty signed with Gran Colombia in 1829.  There were few open disputes over the region through the mid 1800s, as both sides tried to resolve the dispute using colonial boundaries and old Spanish documents, but it became clear that the old boundaries had never been definitively established, and there were numerous conflicting claims.  The Peruvians exerted increasing de facto control, and in 1859 Peru took advantage of a civil war in Ecuador and took a large chunk of territory, including the Maranon river, a major tributary of the Amazon, and forced a treaty on the Ecuadoran government.  Peru began to construct a series of forts on each branch of the Maranon and other rivers flowing to the Atlantic.  However, no militarized disputes occurred between 1859 and 1891.

In the 1879-1884 War of the Pacific, Peru was defeated and occupied by Chile, and in 1887 accepted an Ecuadoran proposal to submit the border dispute to Spain for arbitration.  Before the arbitration award could be announced, Ecuador and Peru signed the Garcia-Herrera treaty in 1890, a settlement which gave Ecuador access to the Maranon, settled the disputed border, and established guidelines of free navigation and commerce.  Within a year, however, the treaty collapsed as Peru's Congress objected to several provisions and refused to ratify the treaty.  In 1891 the first of a series of disputes related to the treaty occurred, marking the beginning of the rivalry.

Arbitration attempts by the Spanish in 1895 and from 1905 to 1910 did not help resolve the dispute.  Both sides mobilized their troops in 1910, and war was averted only through the mediation efforts of Argentina, Brazil, and the US.  After 1910, both Ecuador and Peru began to negotiate with Colombia, trying to obtain additional support for their claims.  In 1916, fearing an agreement between Peru and Colombia, Ecuador gave up a significant amount of territory to Colombia in return for a secure northern border and the hope of assistance versus Peru (the Vernaza-Suarez treaty).  However, in 1922 (the Salomon-Lozan treaty) Colombia gave that territory to Peru in exchange for the port of Leticia, which was a source of dispute in the Colombia-Peruvian rivalry (see below).  Due to military and geographic weakness, Ecuador did not challenge Peru in the Oriente, even when Peru was involved in direct conflict with Colombia over Leticia.  It did, however, engage in a series of disputes with Peru over the Pacitas zone on the Zarumilla river. 

Further direct negotiation and US mediation from 1936 to 1940 again did not resolve the border dispute, and war broke out between Ecuador and Peru in 1941.  Peru won a series of victories in the war, resulting in Peruvian occupation of Ecuador's southwestern province of El Oro, and driving Ecuador from their positions along the main rivers in the Oriente.  The Rio Protocol, signed in 1942 to end the conflict, gave most of Oriente to Peru.  However, the treaty was flawed, as it was discovered that a major river (the Rio Cenepa) had not been dealt with in the treaty;  access to that river would give Ecuador access to the Amazon and the Atlantic.  Ecuador claimed that the treaty was null and void because it was concluded under duress (while occupied), and disputes began again in 1951.  In 1960 Ecuador formally renounced Rio Protocol, although there was a lull in militarized disputes between 1960 and 1978.  After oil was discovered in Oriente, an arms race began and more attempts to claim the Rio Cenepa occurred.  In 1981 a conflict occurred that Goldstein (1992) considers a war, although the conflict is considered a dispute by the COW project codings.  No settlement of the border has yet been reached.

Notes:  

1) An isolated dispute occurs in 1858.  However, this dispute was isolated, with no subsequent disputes until 1891.  As a result, 1891 is coded as the start date.  

2) Significant gaps in dispute activity occur between 1918 and 1932, and between 1955 and 1977.  However, the disputed territorial issues had not been settled during these periods, and so the rivalry is coded as continuous through them.

Sources:  Goldstein (1992), Wood (1978).

22.   Chile / Peru  

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1871-1929.  Bennett (1997): 1871-1929.  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

Issues at stake:  Border between Chile and Peru.

End coding:  In 1929 the Treaty of Ancon settled the border in the Tacna-Arica region.  This followed an arbitration protocol of 1923. 

Number of militarized disputes (1871-1929):  6.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1871-1929):  2.

Last militarized dispute:  1921.

Wars:  1879-1884.

Summary:  A series of disputes beginning in 1872 and culminating in the War of the Pacific from 1879 to 1883 mark the beginning of the Peruvian-Chilean Rivalry.  As discussed above in the Bolivian-Chilean rivalry, Bolivia and Peru became discontent with the economic benefits Chile was getting from the mineral rich areas in the areas of their mutual border.  Peru was particularly concerned with the benefits Chile was getting from Peru's southernmost province, Tarapaca.  Bolivia and Peru signed a secret defense agreement directed at Chile in 1873.  War broke out in 1879 following Bolivia's seizure of Chilean property in the Bolivian province of Atacama.  Chile used the seizure as an excuse to declare war on both Bolivia and Peru.  It destroyed the Peruvian and Bolivian navies, captured the Bolivian coastal province of Atacama, denying Bolivia access to the Pacific Ocean, and captured the southern Peruvian provinces of Tarapaca, Tacna, and Arica (the Tacna and Arica regions are at the intersection of Peru, Bolivia, and Columbia).  The 1883 Treaty of Ancon was to settle the dispute, with Tarapaca going to Chile and the disposition of Tacna and Arica to be determined by plebiscite.  However, for a variety of reasons, including a series of changes of government in Peru and a number of procedural arguments, the plebiscite was never held, and the dispute over ownership of those territories continued.  Militarized confrontations occurred in 1911 and 1920-21.  Following the 1921 dispute, a settlement was finally reached through a 1923 arbitration protocol and US mediation.  The 1929 Treaty of Ancon returned Tacna to Peru, and gave Arica to Chile.  This settlement has not been challenged.

Notes:  

1) The COW Militarized Dispute data set contains a series of disputes between 1976 and 1978 (a border clash and troop movements).  While these occur in the Tacna-Arica region, they are minor and do not constitute a renunciation of the treaty settlement, and are not extensive enough to constitute the beginning of a new rivalry.

2) There is a long gap in disputes from 1884 to 1911 (the new COW MID data set drops an 1897 dispute).  During this period, there was not a settlement of the border.   

3) In the new MID data set, there are 5 disputes from 1852 to 1884.  This is inadequate to code the dyad as a rivalry.  As a result, it is dropped as an enduring rivalry.

Sources:  Goldstein (1992), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

23.   Argentina / Chile

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1873-1984.  Bennett (1997): 1873-1984.  Bennett (1998):  1873-1984.

Issues at stake:  Border between Argentina and Chile, especially control over islands in the Beagle Channel late in the rivalry.

End coding:  In 1984 both countries accept the arbitration award of the Pope which was initially issued in December, 1980, and sign a Treaty of Peace and Friendship.  This coincided with the last militarized dispute year.

Number of militarized disputes (1873-1984):  27.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1873-1984):  14.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1984. 

Wars:  None. 

Summary:  Like several of the South American rivalries, that between Argentina and Chile has its roots in an inadequate demarcation of borders by the Spanish.  Border conflicts occurred over three distinct areas, the north-south Andean border in the Palena region, Patagonia along the southern Andean border, and the Beagle Channel.  Chile was informally given rights by the Spanish to Patagonia, the Straits of Magellan, and Tierra del Fuego.  However, Chile never established outposts or settled those areas, and they were not recognized as part of Chile's national territory in the 1822 Chilean Constitution.  Argentina voiced its opposition when Chile attempted to claim those territories in the 1830s, although only one isolated dispute occurred early over the territories (1843).  1873, 1876, 1877, 1878 and 1879 disputes marked an escalation of the intensity of the rivalry.  In 1881 Argentina and Chile signed a border agreement, but the settlement did not last (disputes followed in 1891 and 1897), and in 1902 Britain was named as an arbitrator.  After a 1905 hydrographic study of the Beagle channel, Britain awarded a number of islands to Chile, but Argentina successfully pressed for a reexamination.  Several arbitration attempts through the early 1900s failed, although there appear to have been no militarized disputes (according to the COW dispute data set) between 1909 and 1952.  It can be verified that disagreement over the borders continues, however.  A 1915 treaty went unratified, and Chilean occupation of the disputed islands of Lennox, Picton, and Nueva continued.  Discussions in 1933, 1938, and 1948 went nowhere, with proposals being rejected by one or both sides.  

Open militarized disputes began again in 1952, continuing through the 1960s and 1970s, although efforts at arbitration by both Britain and the International court ongoing simultaneously.  This arbitration settled the issues along the north-south border and in Patagonia, setting new border landmarks in Patagonia and dividing the disputed north-south border region of Palena between the two countries.  However, various border incidents and claims regarding islands in the Beagle Channel and the rights to access oil continued.  In 1972 both states agreed to submit future disputes to the International Court of Justice, which issued a ruling in 1977 in favor of Chile that was not accepted by Argentina.  However, it was not until an arbitration award was issued by the Vatican that the Beagle Channel dispute was settled.  The Vatican announced its award in December, 1980, but was not accepted by both sides until 1984.  At that time, following the final militarized dispute between the states (in which Argentina shelled an island in the channel), Argentina and Chile signed a Treaty of Peace and Friendship accepting the Vatican's arbitrated border.

Notes:  

1) Other rivalry codings (Diehl and Goertz 1995; Wayman and Jones 1991) split the rivalry into two sections, with the first ending in 1909.  No disputes occur between 1909 and 1952, when the second rivalry is coded as beginning.  However, issues were not settled during that period, and remained as potential problems through the 1909- 1952 period (main source Rizzo Romano 1967:139-143).  As a result, I code the rivalry as one continuous series.  An arbitration treaty was signed in 1910, but neither Argentina nor Chile accepted its rulings regarding their border.

2) The new COW militarized dispute data set shows a dispute in 1843/1844.  This dispute is listed as one-sided:  Chile occupies the Magellan straits, but there is no militarized Argentinean response.  [The old COW dispute data set also shows an 1835 dispute;  this has been dropped in the new data set.]  Between 1843 and 1873 (the next MID), the disputed territorial issues in the Magellan Straits were not settled.  Settlements of the territorial division were reached in 1843, 1855, and 1856, but those settlements were subsequently each modified or rejected.  For example, in 1865 Chile denounced the 1856 Treaty of Lamarca and claimed a new border line.  Numerous missions exchanged by the two countries reached temporary agreements, but were not accepted.  However, despite the appearance of disagreement over the border, there are disputes only in 1843 and 1873 in the new MID dataset.  Since the 1843 dispute is much earlier in time and spaced quite separately from the set of disputes beginning in 1873, the beginning of the rivalry is coded as 1873.  

24.   Bolivia / Paraguay    

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1886-1938.  Bennett (1997): 1906-1938.  Bennett (1998):  1906-1938.

Issues at stake:  Border between Colombia and Peru.

End coding:  1938 marks the signing of the Treaty of Peace, Friendship, and Borders, officially ending the Chaco war (1931-1935).  The treaty signing followed pre- treaty clashes in 1938.

Number of militarized disputes (1906-1938):  17.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1906-1938):  10.

Last militarized dispute:  1938.

Wars:  1931-1935.

Summary:  The border dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay also has its origins in the inadequate boundary setting of the Spanish.  Bolivia believed they had a better claim to the Chaco Boreal region than Paraguay based on certain old Spanish maps and documents.  Paraguay was financially unable to garrison the entire region, and Bolivia in 1836 began to explore the Northern Chaco and set up agricultural and military colonies along with missionary posts.  However, in 1852 a boundary treaty between Paraguay and Argentina stated support for Paraguay's claim.  Bolivia protested this support through the 1850s and 1860s.  The stage was set for the beginning of the militarized rivalry between Bolivia and Paraguay in the 1870s.  Paraguay went to war against Brazil, Argentina, and Uruguay from 1864-1870 (the War of the Triple Alliance).  The war left Paraguay occupied by Brazilian forces, and Brazil and Argentina used Paraguay's weakness to settle their border disputes with Paraguay by taking 40 about 55,000 square miles of Paraguay's territory.  Brazil wanted to annex Paraguay, but due to conflict between Argentina and Brazil, Paraguay was left as a buffer state.  In the course of negotiations leading up final settlement between Brazil and Paraguay (1872) and Argentina and Paraguay (1876), Bolivia's claims to the Chaco Boreal were ignored.  In fact, Argentina made a claim to the Chaco Boreal, which was submitted to arbitration by the US.  Arbitration found in favor of Paraguay in 1878, but again did not address the Bolivian claim.  Thus Bolivia's claim remained officially unresolved. 

From 1879 to 1883 Bolivia fought the War of the Pacific with Peru against Chile (see discussion above under the Bolivia-Chile rivalry).  As a result of the war, Bolivia lost its access to the Pacific ocean.  Unable to defeat Chile, Bolivia began to pursue its claims in the Chaco.  Bolivian efforts focused on claims to the Rio Paraguay.  A port on the Rio Paraguay would have given Bolivia access to the Atlantic;  Bolivia claimed that its neighbors were demanding unfair terms to use their ports.  The discovery of oil in the Bolivian occupied part of the Chaco made sea access even more important to Bolivia;  Bolivia's neighbors refused to give it rights to build a pipeline through their territory.  1886 marked the first of a series of moves by both Bolivia and Paraguay to seize and fortify territory around the Rio Paraguay.  In 1879 Bolivia and Paraguay had signed the Quijarro-Decaud treaty, which set a frontier through the middle of the Chaco; the treaty was ratified by Bolivia with an additional provision regarding the construction of a port in an "acceptable" location; Paraguay refused to accept the treaty.  Paraguay did, however, approve Bolivian construction of a port on the Rio Paraguay.  Bolivia began construction in 1885, but approximately 10 kilometers further into Paraguayan territory than approved.  In response to this construction and continuing Bolivian claims, Paraguay in 1886 fortified the frontier area.  An issue based coding might mark this date at the beginning of the rivalry, although it is not so coded here because of a gap in MIDs between 1888 and 1906.  

The occurrence of disputes accelerated in the early 1900s.  Border agreements signed in 1894 and 1907 were quickly rejected by the two sides, and disputes in 1906 and 1918 mark the beginning of the coded rivalry.  In the 1920s both sides sent additional forces into the Chaco to bolster their de facto control.  Arbitration efforts by several states and the League of Nations failed from 1928 to 1930.  Increased efforts by Bolivia to reinforce its territory and expand its control in 1930 and 1931 led to fighting which escalated to the Chaco War of 1931 to 1935.  Bolivia was defeated in the war, and Paraguay was left in control of almost the entire Chaco, although Paraguay did not gain access to the Bolivian oil fields.  However, Paraguay was left much weaker than previously, with the value of its currency reduced to about 1/6 of its previous value.  Although a truce was signed in 1935, a final settlement was not reached until 1938, and disputes around the border continued.  In 1938 the Treaty of Buenos Aires was signed, a treaty of borders, peace, and friendship.  In the treaty, Paraguay received about 3/4 of the Chaco region, but Bolivia was guaranteed access to the Atlantic via the Rio Paraguay.  Disputes continued until the treaty was signed in July, 1938, centering around certain border areas which changed hands under the terms of the treaty.  However, no disputes followed the final treaty ratification in August and the arbitrated resolution of minor remaining points in late 1938.

Notes:  

1) There is some question about the start date, 1886 vs. 1906.  Disputes occur in 1886 and 1887/1888.  Paraguay was setting up military posts in disputed territory during this time.  In 1889, the Paraguayan Congress declared a border settlement null and void.  Thus it appears that the issues in dispute arose before 1906.  However, the 1886 disputes are rather isolated in time.  As a result, 1906 is coded as the beginning of the rivalry using the militarized dispute criteria.  

Sources:  Goldstein (1992).

25.   Colombia / Peru  

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1899-1934.  Bennett (1997): not included.  Bennett (1998): not included.

Issues at stake:  Border between Colombia and Peru, particularly control of the port of Leticia in the latter part of the rivalry.

End coding:  At the conclusion of the 1934 militarized dispute, Peru accepts the League of Nations award of the disputed port of Leticia to Colombia.

Number of militarized disputes (1899-1934):  7.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes:  5.

Last militarized dispute:  1934.

Wars:  None. 

Summary:  An early dispute between Peru and Gran Colombia that led to war between them in 1828 was inherited by Ecuador after the breakup of Gran Colombia into Ecuador, Colombia, and Venezuela in 1830.  While setting the stage for hostility between Colombia and Peru, however, the rivalry in the early 1900s actually concerned other territory.  The territorial dispute that makes up the rivalry centers around the Putamayo river, which makes up most of the border between Peru and Colombia, and control of the port of Leticia on the Amazon, which makes up another section of the border.  Early disputes concerned territory on either side of the Putamayo, with some pieces of territory trading hands more than once.  The dispute over Leticia arose from the desire of Peru and Colombia to have access to the Amazon so that they could reach the Atlantic as well as Pacific Oceans.  Although the Amazon flowed through Peru, Colombia had access only through the Putamayo, which flowed into the Amazon only through a series of small rivers.  The port of Leticia, originally in Peruvian territory, would give Colombia direct access to the Amazon.  In 1916 Ecuador gave Colombia a strip of territory along their border, ostensibly in return for Colombian aid against Peru.  However, in 1922 in the Salomon-Lozan treaty Colombia transferred that territory to Peru in exchange for Leticia.  That transfer set the Amazon as the Peruvian-Colombian border for about 50 miles in the southeasternmost section of their border; Leticia was on the Colombian side of the river.  Ecuador was angry about the transfer, but was unable to do anything about.  Acceptance of the transfer did not last long, however, and disputes followed between Peru and Colombia which almost escalated to war in 1932.  After a series of disputes between 1932 and 1934, the League of Nations awarded Leticia to Colombia.  In May 1934, at the conclusion of the last militarized dispute between Colombia and Peru, Peru accepted the League of Nations award.

Notes:  

1) The COW militarized dispute data set has one dispute between Colombia and Peru in 1852.  Peru had been giving aid to Ecuadoran rebels based in Peru.  In the 1852 dispute, Colombia and Chile warned Peru not to become directly involved in the attempt of the rebels to gain power in Ecuador.  This dispute is quite isolated and is over a different issue than the main territorial issues at stake in the rivalry, and so is not coded as its start date.

2) A gap in disputes exists from 1913 to 1932.  However, despite (or perhaps because of) the series of treaty transactions during that period, the border issues were not settled.  As a result of this gap, Goertz does not code this as a rivalry.  An issue based coding might, however.

Sources:  Goldstein (1992), Hammond World Atlas (1992).

26.    Iran / Iraq 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1953-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): not included.  Bennett (1998):  1953-1992 (censored).  

Issues at stake:  Border, especially control of the Shatt al-Arab waterway;  support by both rivals for Kurdish rebels in the other.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no accepted settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1953-1992):  20.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1953-1992):  11.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1992.

Wars:  1980-1988.

Summary:  The original border between Iran and Iraq was set by the treaty of Erzerum in 1847, with a related protocol in 1913.  The 1913 protocol gave Iraq navigational rights up to the Iranian bank of the Shatt al Arab waterway.  Iran claimed that both the treaty and the 1913 protocol were illegal because they had been forced on Iran and Iraq by the Great Powers, and never ratified them.  In 1934 fighting broke out along the disputed waterway, and in 1937 both states signed a new treaty (slightly more favorable to Iran than the 1913 agreement) under the guidance of the League of Nations.  This treaty was ratified by both Iraq and Iran, and neither side made further claims, and Iran and Iraq enjoyed generally good relations, until the 1950s.  Hostility rose beginning in 1951 and 1952 when both states began to issue protests about allegedly hostile actions undertaken by the other (regarding the border, support for anti-regime demonstrations, and British access to the Middle East).  A militarized dispute over a border violation occurred in 1953, which is taken as the beginning of the post-WWII phase of the rivalry.  In 1957 Iran and Iraq attempted arbitration over the border, but the attempt failed when the Hashemite monarchy was overthrown in Iraq in 1958 and Iraq completely renounced the 1937 treaty.  More extensive fighting along the border broke out starting in 1959. 

Disputes over the Shatt al Arab continued through the 1960s and 1970s.  Additionally, a new set of issues arose with the discovery of oil in the Persian Gulf and conflicting claims to islands off Iran and Iraq.  Additionally, both states gave aid to Kurds inside the other in attempts to foment Kurdish uprisings.  Another agreement was signed in 1975 (the Algiers Accord), but was short lived.  After the overthrow of the Shah of Iran in 1979, escalating fighting in 1979 and 1980 led to the Iran-Iraq war, which continued until 1988.  At the start of the war Iraq officially abrogated the 1975 agreement and claimed control over the entire Shatt al-Arab.  No comprehensive border settlement has yet been reached.

Notes:  1) A dispute over the treaty of Erzerum is coded in the MID data in 1934/1935.  After mediation by the League of Nations, Iran and Iraq signed a treaty of peace and friendship in 1937, along with border treaties and a broader treaty of friendship and non-aggression including Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Afghanistan.  Relations were generally cooperative until the early 1950s, with apparently no claims being issued regarding the border.  Because the 1934 dispute is isolated, and because both sides accepted the border agreement for more than 15 years after the 1937 treaty, I do not code it as the beginning of the rivalry, but use the first of several closely connected disputes in 1953.

2) During the buildup to the war between Iraq and the United States, Iraq and Iran signed a peace treaty ending their war and accepting a new border.  A militarized dispute in 1992 and continuing support for particular Kurdish factions by the two governments suggests that the treaty has not been accepted by the parties as settling their disagreements.

Sources:  Goldstein (1992).

27.   India / Pakistan   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1947-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1947-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1947-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between India and Pakistan.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no accepted settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1947-1992):  40.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1947-1992):  25.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1991.

Wars:  1947-1949, 1965, 1971.

Summary:  When giving up colonial India, British intent was to create two states, one Hindu (India) and one Muslim (Pakistan).  There were 562 Princely states on the Indian subcontinent which were not formally part of British India; theses were given the choice of joining either India or Pakistan.  However, because of rising violence leading to a growing British desire to leave, the British moved up the dates of independence for India and Pakistan from June 1948 to August 1947, leaving little time for the Princely states to choose.  In fact, three of these states failed to announce a decision by August 15, 1947;  it is control over these areas that forms the basis of the Indian-Pakistani rivalry. 

The three states that had not chosen by 1947 were Junagadh, Hyderabad, and Kashmir.  Within a month, Junagadh opted to join Pakistan, even though it was predominantly Hindu and shared no border with Pakistan.  India did not want to be a geographically non-continuous state and occupied Junagadh with a military force in October.  Pakistan did not respond militarily to the occupation.  Similarly, Hyderabad, in the middle of India, opted for independence, but India occupied and incorporated it.  Pakistan again did not respond militarily.  It was in Kashmir that fighting first broke out between India and Pakistan.  Kashmir also opted for independence, but it was internally divided between the predominantly Hindu state of Jammu and the predominantly Muslim remainder.  the First Kashmir War begins when Pakistani military officers tried to assist a group of Kashmiris to take over Kashmir.  The government in power in Kashmir then formally acceded to India;  India intervened militarily, followed by the intervention of regular Pakistani forces.  The start of the war in 1947 marks the beginning of the rivalry.

Disputes over various border areas continued through the 1950s and 1960s, often at the same time as negotiations.  The second Kashmir war in 1965 led to the Tashkent declaration that temporarily reduced tensions through a troop pullback;  a set of negotiations followed that resulted in a 1968 tribunal ruling in which most of the Rann of Kutch region (in Junagadh) was given to India.  However, no resolution of the Kashmir dispute was reached.  Another war broke out over the creation of Bangladesh in 1971, which India supported.  No militarized disputes occurred between 1973 and 1980, but a series of disputes from 1981 to 1991 demonstrated the continuing hostility between the India and Pakistan.  No settlement of the main territorial dispute has yet been reached, despite a large number (more than 50) of treaties signed between the two states regarding a variety of issues.  In a more recent report, India and Pakistan exchanged artillery fire in Kashmir in August and September, 1997, with reports of at least 20 people (civilians and soldiers) killed in the clashes (New York Times, 9/8/97)

Sources:  Hammond Atlas (1992), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978).

28.   Egypt / Israel   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1948-1979.  Bennett (1997): 1948-1979.  Bennett (1998):  1948-1979.

Issues at stake:  Border (Sinai);  existence of Israel.

End coding:  1979 Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. 

Number of militarized disputes (1948-1979):  33.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1948-1979):  19.

Last militarized dispute (to 1979):  1973.

Wars:  1948-1949, 1956, 1967, 1970, 1973.

Summary:  The rivalry between Israel and Egypt (and its other Arab neighbors) begins in 1948 with Israel's independence from Britain.  In 1922 Britain was given a League of Nations mandate over Palestine, following the 1917 Balfour declaration that stated Britain's support for the creation of a Jewish homeland in Palestine.  However, little progress toward the creation of a Jewish state was made until 1947 when Britain turned its responsibility for Palestine over to the United Nations.  In November, 1947, the United Nations Committee on Palestine recommended that Palestine be partitioned into 2 parts.  A new Jewish state would receive 57% of Palestine's land and have a 58% Jewish population, while the new Arab state would receive 43% of the land and have a 99% Arab population.  Jerusalem and Bethlehem would be placed under a United Nations trusteeship.  At the time, Jews made up approximately 1/3 of the population of Palestine and owned only about 7% of the land.  The UN plan gave the fertile coastal region to the Jewish state, and United Nations' estimates were that the Jewish state would have economic revenues three times that of the new Arab state.  Existing Arab states opposed the plan, and threatened fighting if partition was approved, but the UN General Assembly approved the plan 33 to 13 with 10 abstentions.  Even before the plan went into effect, Zionists began to extend their control beyond the partition borders;  the first Arab-Israeli war began with the invasion of Arab forces into Israel on May 15, 1948, after Israel officially declared its independence on May 14.  The rivalry begins with that war. 

Israel was able to defeat the Arabs in the war, but the resulting map of Israel was quite different from the planned partition of Palestine.  Egypt was in control of the Gaza strip, Jordan occupied much of the West Bank of the Jordan River, and Israel had extended its control into the Negev desert in the south and across Galilee in the North.  These territorial changes, and the very question of whether Israel was a legitimate state given the way it had come into existence, set the stage for rivalry between Israel and its Arab neighbors for the next 30+ years.

Conflict between Israel and Egypt continued through the next 25 years.  The dyad is notable for the relatively high frequency of disputes, and more so for the frequency with which those disputes escalated to war.  In 1956 Israel (with British and French assistance) captured the Sinai, the Gaza strip, and the Suez Canal but was forced to return them to Egypt in the cease-fire that followed.  In 1967 Israel captured most of the Sinai, the Gaza strip, and advanced to the Suez Canal, keeping the territories and setting the stage for the 1969-1970 War of Attrition and the 1973 Yom Kippur War (October, 1973).  Following the Yom Kippur War ceasefire in November, 1973, a continuing series of talks began between Egypt (Sadat came to power in 1970) and Israel.  In 1974 Israeli forces began a pull back of forces that continued through 1975.  In 1975 the two sides signed an interim peace pact in Geneva, and in 1978 the Camp David accords were signed by Sadat and Begin, but it was not until 1979 that a full peace treaty was signed.  The treaty agreed to a phased withdrawal to the earlier Israeli and Egyptian borders, with the Gaza strip to remain under Israeli administration until eventually being given autonomy.  Egypt also took the step of recognizing Israel as a sovereign state, a move which resulted in its alienation from the rest of the Arab World for a decade.  Since the signing of the treaty there have been no serious disputes challenging the peace settlement between Egypt and Israel, although Egypt temporarily withdrew its ambassador from Israel over the Israeli invasion of Lebanon.  Talks between the two states resumed when Israel pulled out of Lebanon, and Israel completed its withdrawal from the Sinai in 1982.  Some further disagreements between the two countries over the terms of the peace agreement have been submitted to arbitration, and arbitration awards have been respected (e.g. the disputed frontier at the Taba, 1986).  

Notes:

1) The new COW MID data set lists disputes in 1983, 1985, 1989.  A search of Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Facts on File, and the New York Times reveals no references to major disputes at those points.  For instance, a dispute is listed in August 1983 that consists of a use of force by Egypt against Israel.  During this period, only two references were found to events relating to the two countries.  First, in mid 1983, Israel expressed concern over an Egyptian arms buildup.  Second, during this period (and others) Palestinian terrorists entered Israel from various directions at many different times; it is possible that such an infiltration led to a clash.  However, these are not serious incidents that relate to the basic ongoing continuing peace process between Israel and Egypt, and talks on settling issues (such as Taba) continued through this period.

Sources:  Facts on File, Gerner (1991), Goldstein (1992), Hammond Atlas (1992), Information Please Almanac (1991), Keesing's Contemporary Archives, New York Times. 

29.   Israel / Syria   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1948-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1948-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1948-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Existence of Israel;  border (Golan Heights);  Syrian/Israeli presence in Lebanon.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1948-1992):  45.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1948-1992):  30.

Last militarized dispute to 1992:  1986 (last MID in data set; it seems possible that more have occurred more recently).  

Wars:  1948, 1967, 1973, 1982.

Summary:  The roots of the Israeli-Syrian rivalry lie in the circumstances of Israel's creation (see summary under Israeli-Egyptian rivalry above).  Syria refused to recognize Israel as a legitimate state, and refused to ratify its borders with Israel.  In the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, Israel captured the Golan Heights on Israel's northeastern border.  Border confrontations have occurred both before and after the capture of the Golan Heights.  A 1974 Israel-Syria disengagement agreement returned to Syria additional territory captured by Israel in the 1973 war, but not the Golan Heights.  After the Lebanese civil war of 1975, disputes have also occurred over Lebanon, where Syria and Israel have supported different factions.  Israeli forces fought with Syrian forces (particularly Air Force and air defense units) during the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982.  In the 1980s disputes have occurred more often over Lebanon and the continuing Israeli presence in its self-declared "security zone" than over the direct border.  However, Syria has continued to demand the return of the Golan as well as Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon.  The Israelis demand Syrian withdrawal from Lebanon, and are resistant to returning the Golan Heights from which the Syrians have easy access to Israel's northern territories.  This dyad is one of the most disputatious of all rivalries, both in frequency and in total number of disputes, although there have been fewer wars than in the Egyptian- Israeli rivalry.  No settlement of the disputed issues has yet been reached.

Notes:  

1) Peace talks between Israel, Syria, Jordan, and the Palestinians began in 1992, but have not produced settlement between Syria and Israel yet (1996).

Sources:  Goldstein (1992), Information Please Almanac (1991).

30.   Israel / Jordan  

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1948-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1948-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1948-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border (West Bank);  existence of Israel.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no settlement.

Number of militarized disputes:  14.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes:  11.

Last militarized dispute to 1992:  1991 (clashes related to Gulf War).  

Wars:  1948-1949, 1967.

Summary:  The roots of the Israeli-Jordanian rivalry lie in the circumstances of Israel's creation (see summary under Israeli-Egyptian rivalry above).  Jordan refused to recognize Israel as a legitimate state, and refused to ratify its borders with Israel.  In the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, Israel captured the West Bank of the Jordan river, which Jordan had occupied since the 1948 Arab-Israeli war.  Border confrontations have occurred both before and after the capture of the West Bank, although they have decreased in frequency since 1970.  No settlement has been reached, although King Hussein of Jordan formally renounced Jordanian claims to the West Bank in 1988.

Notes:  

1) There is a long period without MIDs listed by COW from 1973 to 1991.  However, there was no settlement of disputed issues during that interim period.  In addition, it seems highly unlikely that there were in fact no militarized clashes during that period.  In an example from late in the rivalry, in 1989 (9/16) and 1990 (11/8, 11/13, and 11/25) Jordanian soldiers made incursions into Israel (Keesing's 1990, p 37872).  Such incidents occurred at other times as well.  

2) On October 26, 1994, a peace treaty was signed between Israel and Jordan setting boundaries, establishing full diplomatic relations, and removing economic boycotts and barriers.  The treaty was subsequently ratified in both countries.  The treaty suggests that the rivalry has now ended.  However, with the occurrence of a dispute in 1991, some time must pass until this can be verified and termination in 1994 can be coded.   

Sources:  Goldstein (1992), Information Please Almanac (1991), Keesing's.

31.   Afghanistan / Pakistan

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1949-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1949-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1949-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between Afghanistan and Pakistan;  Afghan support for rebels in Pakhoonistan;  Pakistani support for rebels in Afghanistan during the 1980s.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no settlement.

Number of militarized disputes:  11.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes:  7.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1989.

Wars:  None.

Summary:  The rivalry between Pakistan and Afghanistan concerns their mutual border, and in particular Afghanistan's non-acceptance of sections of the Durand line which formed its eastern border with Pakistan since 1893.  In particular, Afghanistan has called for either the incorporation of all Pathan tribes (Pakhtoons) into Afghanistan, or the creation of an autonomous or independent state of Pakhoonistan for those tribes.  Britain initially planned to give the Pakhtoons their independence, but the Pakhtoon region was instead given to Pakistan in August 1947 after Pakistan's independence in June.  The so- called North-West Frontier province was not fully incorporated into Pakistan.  The first militarized dispute between Afghanistan and Pakistan occurred in 1949, marking the beginning of the rivalry.  Border clashes in the early 1950s over Pakistani plans to incorporate Pakhoonistan, in the early 1960s, and in the early 1970s when Afghanistan supported the independence of East Pakistan (Bangladesh).  Talks occurred at the same time as most of the incidents, but no resolution was reached.  During the 1980s there were numerous border violations by both sides (for example, Pakistan reported over 400 border violations between 1979 and 1982), and disputes arose over Pakistan's support for rebels during the Afghan civil war and Soviet intervention.  From 1986 to 1988, UN sponsored talks failed to reach any agreement on resolving the border dispute.  However, in 1988 Pakistan, Afghanistan, the US, and the USSR did sign an agreement stating that outside forces would end their aid to internal Afghan factions in return for Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan by 1989.  There was no settlement of the border issue.  Given the state of civil conflict in Afghanistan, it is unclear how the rivalry will end at this time.

Sources:  Hammond Atlas (1992), Information Please Almanac (1991).

32.   People's Republic of Korea (North Korea) / Republic of Korea (South Korea)

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1949-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1949-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1949-1992.

Issues at stake:  Border;  legitimate government of Korea;  existence of separate states.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no accepted settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (to 1992):  20.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (to 1992):  15. 

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1992.

Wars:  1950-1953.

Summary:  Korea had been occupied by the Japanese prior to WWII.  After the Japanese surrender in 1945, US and Soviet forces divided Korea between them at the 38th parallel for administrative purposes, with the intent of maintaining a unified Korea.  However, the growing cold war between the US and USSR set the stage for its continued division.  Confrontations between the US and USSR over Korea began in 1946;  in 1947 the US brought the problem to the UN which appointed the UN Temporary Commission on Korea.  The commission supervised elections in the south in 1948, but could not gain access to the north.  In August, 1948, Syngman Rhee declared the Republic of Korea in the south, but claimed authority over all of Korea;  in September 1948, Kim Il-Sung proclaimed the rival Democratic People's Republic of Korea.  Soviet troops left North Korea by December, 1948, while US troops were withdrawn over the first half of 1949, although both sides left military advisors.  Even before US and Soviet troops were gone, but mostly in June, July, and August 1949, North Korean forces attacked South Korean forces across the border.  This marks the beginning of the rivalry as the first militarized dispute between the two Koreas.

The Korean war followed, starting in June, 1950.  The 1953 cease-fire that ended the war did not settle the border issues, however, and both sides continued to claim that they were the sole government of Korea.  Militarized incidents along the border continued through the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s.  While some of these were "accidental," many were directed by the central governments of the two states, and were extended in length as both sides made even minor incidents into major confrontations.

Notes:  

1) Talks between 1990 and 1993 produced no results in terms of the fundamental problems between the two Koreas, although minor agreements (e.g. on cross-border visitation) were reached.  More recently (1996), incursions by North Korean troops into the demilitarized zone mark continuing disputes.  

33.   Cambodia / Thailand   

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1953-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1953-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1953-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Exact border between Cambodia and Thailand, including:  1) to 1970, Thai claims to Preah Vihear temple and surrounding region;  2) claims to Koh Kong island in the Gulf of Thailand;  3) after 1976, Cambodian claims to several border villages and areas.  Also control over border incursions by various rebel groups.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no accepted settlement.

Number of militarized disputes (1953-1992):  14.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes (1953-1992):  8.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  None.

Summary:  The initial stages of the rivalry between Cambodia and Thailand center around Thai efforts to regain territory lost to French in the 1800s as they expanded their Southeast-Asian colonial empire.  After WWII France retained control over its colonies in the region, but quickly became caught up in Vietnam.  Thailand took advantage of French involvement to press its claims, but the French were able to resist those claims until Cambodia was granted independence in 1953.  During the French withdrawal from Cambodia in 1953, Thailand occupied the Preah Vihear temple.  This marks the beginning of the rivalry.  A series of clashes followed through the 1950s and 1960s, the most serious from 1964 through 1966 when the temple was recaptured first by the Cambodians and then by Thailand in the course of several months of fighting.  In 1962 the International Court of Justice ruled that the temple was within Cambodian territory.  Thailand finally accepted that ruling in 1970 when it withdrew its claims to Preah Vihear and declared its willingness to accept Cambodian borders.  This agreement was supposedly reached in return for additional Cambodian aid against Vietnamese forces acting in Laos. 

Fairly peaceful relations followed through the mid-1970s, but ended with the Cambodian Civil War.  In 1976, soon after the new Cambodian regime came to power, Thailand announced an agreement on border demarcation and diplomatic recognition of the new Cambodian government.  However, a number of disputes followed starting in 1977.  These disputes first concerned the movement of, and support for, various guerrilla groups along the Cambodian-Thai border.  Starting in 1977, and backed by Vietnam, Cambodia made claims to a number of border villages.  Meetings to settle the border and restore diplomatic relations in 1977 and 1978 that led to agreements in principle to settle the border were unsuccessful in actually settling the border, and were followed by continuing skirmishes.  Problems with Cambodian refugees settling in disputed territory and crossing the border have contributed to continuing problems.  Proposals to establish a demilitarized zone and a UN safe zone in 1980 were rejected by the parties involved;  it was only in 1985 that a safe zone was established.  Sporadic fighting in those border regions has continued, and the border has not yet been officially settled.  The conflict has involved Vietnam as well as Cambodia and Thailand.

Notes:  

1) It is somewhat unclear how related the post-1970 conflicts and border issues are to the previous issue of control over Preah Vihear.  Thailand gave up its claim to Preah Vihear in 1970, and relations between Cambodia and Thailand improved.  However, after several border incidents beginning somewhere between 1975 and 1977, Cambodia made claims that certain border villages were actually within Cambodia.  Sources suggest there are differing maps of the region and that a real dispute still exists.  It seems that the border issues in dispute before 1970 and after 1975 are related, since all of the claims rely on conflicting historical maps, and the rivalry has therefore continued beyond 1970. 

2) The last MID in the new MID data set is listed as running from 1976 to 1987.  This is actually a series of close (in time) incidents, consisting of a long series of border clashes and aircraft intrusions.  

Sources:  Asian Almanac (1970-1978), Cambodia (1990), Information Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Thailand (1977), Facts on File, The Kampuchean Problem in Thai Perspective (1985), Keesing's Contemporary Archives (1974), Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cambodia (1983).

34.   Ethiopia / Somalia    

Years:  Bennett (1996):  1960-1988 (censored).  Bennett (1997): 1960-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1960-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Border between Ethiopia and Somalia, especially as relating to Somali claims for a "Greater Somali Nation" including the Ogaden.

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no mutually accepted settlement.  Such a settlement is currently difficult to obtain given the lack of a unified Somali government.  A 1988 agreement marked the end of fighting, but did not publicly settle the status of the Ogaden.

Number of militarized disputes:  16.

Number of reciprocated 30 day militarized disputes:  11.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1985.

Wars:  1977-1978.

Summary:  Following Somalia's independence in 1960, Somalia has sought to unite ethnic Somalis into one nation (Greater Somalia).  Regions that Somalia claims include eastern Ethiopia (the Ogaden), Djibouti, and the northeastern half of Kenya (the Northern Frontier District).  The border between Ethiopia and Somalia was redrawn several times, following Italian invasion in the 19th century (an 1889 treaty), Italy's losing a war with Ethiopia in 1896 (an 1897 treaty, with a finalized border set in 1908), Italian invasion in 1935 followed by Ethiopia's liberation by the British in 1941, and British withdrawal in 1948.  Italy was given a United Nations trusteeship from 1950 to 1960 over Italian Somaliland, and in 1959 a commission was established to finalize a border with Ethiopia in preparation for Somalia's independence in 1960.  However, the historical 1897 treaty documents could not be found and verified, and the commission was unable to finalize the border before Somalia became independent.  Military clashes between Somalia and Ethiopia began even before 1960.  Shortly before Somalia's independence in 1960, Ethiopia renounced a 1954 agreement with the British to allow Somali grazing rights in Ethiopia.  The first militarized dispute between Somalia (which became independent in June 1960) and Ethiopia occurred in August 1960 over the movements of Somali tribesmen across the border. 

Clashes including open fighting between regular military forces continued through the 1960s and 1970s, escalating to war in 1977, with Somalia most frequently initiating disputes against Ethiopia.  Military aid from the superpowers and Cuba contributed to the ability of both states to advance their claims against the other.  Sections of the Ogaden changed hands several times during the war, in which Somalia was decisively defeated.  In the 1980s the nature of the disputes change slightly, with Ethiopia being the more frequent aggressor in attacking Somali-held territory in the Ogaden.  Following a series of violent clashes from 1985 to 1987, Ethiopia and Somalia in 1988 agreed to restore diplomatic relations, exchange prisoners of war, and withdraw their forces several miles from the frontier.  They also agreed to open talks on setting a final border.  However, no border agreement was reached, and neither side has renounced claims to the Ogaden.  A Joint ministerial commission was formed to improve ties, and met in 1989, but no futher agreements were reached.  The civil war in Somalia has prevented it from taking military action against Ethiopia in the past several years.  The civil war also makes rivalry settlement difficult, as Somalia does not have a unified government that could enter into an agreement with Ethiopia.

Notes:  

1) Newspaper sources have reported fighting more recently than 1985, for example in February 1987.  These occurrences have not been coded as MIDs, however.

2) The 1988 agreement did not settle the border issues on paper, although hostility has been much lower since the signing, with apparently no confrontations between the two states (either diplomatic or military) between 1988 and 1992.  At the time of the 1988 signing, there was one report in the Indian Ocean Newsletter (May 28, 1988) that a secret accord had been signed in which Ethiopia gave up its claims to the Ogaden.  This cannot be verified, and such an agreement was not ratified by the relevant parliaments or made public since then.  

Sources:  Keesing's, Zartman (1985).

35.   US / Haiti

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1869-1915.  Bennett (1998):  1869-1915. 

Issues at stake:  US regional influence;  rights to a US naval base in Haiti;  US influence over Haitian government policy;  US desire for stable pro-US government.  

End Coding:  In 1915 the US occupies Haiti, imposing a settlement of the rivalry.  

Number of militarized disputes (1869-1915):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1869-1915):  1.

Last militarized dispute:  1915.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Throughout the 1843-1915 period, as well as in recent decades, Haiti has been unstable, subject to violence, and vulnerable to outside pressure.  The US sought to influence Haitian government policy during the frequent periods of political instability in Haiti, with the US desiring a stable pro-US government in power.  Several specific issues were raised during the course of the rivalry, generally as a result of the US desire to maintain and extend its influence in Haiti and the Caribbean.  One specific issue was the US desire for a naval base in Haiti, a request never granted by any Haitian leader.  

Disputes through the period are mostly US threats and uses of forces accompanied by “no response” by Haiti.  In a few instances Haiti used military force against the US, as for example in 1888 when Haitian military personnel boarded a US ocean liner, discovered two Haitian rebels hidden on board, and arrested the liner's crew.  1891 was the last militarized dispute between the two states until the US occupation of Haiti in 1915.  However, relations did not improve between the two during that interval, despite minor treaties signed in 1902 and 1909.  Rather, the lack of militarized disputes more reflected simply the US choosing not to take action during that period.  Unrest in Haiti continued through the period with only short (3-5 year) periods of relative stability.  In 1893 there were explicit discussions among the Haitian elite suggesting that they feared that the US might invade or take other actions against Haiti, and the US continued to put pressure on Haiti and make statements about Haitian politics.  

The US occupation of Haiti was prompted by the immediate concerns of severe civil unrest in Haiti and fears of European involvement in Haiti, which was viewed as a clear threat to US regional hegemony.  Haiti had a significant debt to certain European states, particularly Germany, and the US was afraid that these lenders would take WWI as an excuse to occupy or intervene in Haiti.  The US occupation seems to have had a large element of preventive war.  

Notes:  

1) This rivalry is unique in a two ways.  First, it isn’t really a “reciprocated” rivalry in that the US took advantage of its power differential to try to influence Haiti when it wanted to, this was the source of disputes more often than in most rivalries.  Second, the termination of the rivalry took place under quite different circumstances from most rivalries as well.  Very few rivalries end with a truly imposed solution;  even states forced to agreements have opportunities to voice their rejection of terms.  In Haiti, because the US occupation was so long (to 1934) and extensive, this was not the case.  In effect, the US settled the issues of Haitian unrest and a pro-US government by force, by creating a new Haiti for this period.  Related to this, this case may have the most extreme power differential of the rivalries in the data set.  The settlement is somewhat problematic because of this long occupation, in that it is unlikely that elites accepted US occupation willingly, and the imposed settlement did not endure long beyond US departure.

2) A gap in MIDs exists from 1891 to 1911.  During this period, while there were apparently no military actions against Haiti, Haiti remained unstable.  

3) A dispute occurs in 1963.  It involves US suspension of diplomatic ties after a mob surrounded the Dominican embassy and the Haitian government refused to take action to free those inside.

Sources:  Haggerty (1991), Heinl (1978), Leger (1970), Paquin (1983), Rodman (1961).

36.   US / Ecuador

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1952-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1952-1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Territorial waters limits;  specifically, disputes over fishing rights.  US desire to influence Ecuador’s policies.

End Date:  Ongoing as of 1992, no real settlement as the US and Ecuador still disagree over the issue of territorial limits, although recent conflicts have been minimal or non-existent.

Number of militarized disputes (1952-1992):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1952-1992):  0.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1981.

Wars:  None.

Summary:  The entire period of the rivalry covers several turbulent periods in Ecuador’s history.  A series of coups and counter-coups in Ecuador through this period demonstrated political instability;  the US generally sought through the period to influence Ecuadorian policy so that it reflected a pro-Western, anti-Communist stance.  US policies included aiding pro-Western regimes that came into power, causing some elites to resent US interference.  Resentment was also fueled in some cases by conditions attached to US aid and the Rio Protocol.  Among the specific issues, the US hoped for a pro-US regime in Ecuador which would not attempt to enforce Ecuador’s claim to a 200 mile fishing limit.  

The specific point of contention that has been voiced repeatedly is Ecuador’s claim that fish represent an economic resource, it has jurisdiction over a 200 mile area from its coast.  While both the US and Ecuador accept an unconditional 12 mile territorial limit, the US does not accept Ecuador’s claims about 200 mile control, and has continued to encourage fishing by US fishing fleets inside the 200 mile zone.  The US government enacted legislation in the mid-1970s under which it pays the costs of any fishermen fined by Ecuador for incursions in this area.  Ecuador’s policy regarding enforcement of the limit has varied by administration.  For example, between 1952 and 1956 a few US ships were captured and detained, between 1956 and 1960 a pro-US government did not capture any vessels, between 1960 and 1963 a large number of seizures took place, few seizures occured under the military regime from 1963 to 1966, and an upsurge in seizures again took place after the junta fell in 1966.  The various rounds of the seizures have earned the name of the “Tuna Wars” between Ecuador and the US.  Fluctuations in policy continued through the 1970s, with a shift in attention to oil in the early 1970s being followed by new seizures in the mid 1970s.  Conflict over fishing rights also continued in the 1980s, with a ship seizure in 1981 (one which is not listed in the COW militarized dispute data base) and a US Congressional renewal in 1986 and 1987 of the act paying fines incurred by US vessels when fishing in foreign waters.  With that renewal the US clearly restated its position on the issue of territorial limits, while Ecuador in Law of the Sea documents still claims 200 miles as its “exclusive economic zone.”  Other minor issues of dispute arose in the 1980s, with the US blocking the sale of jets to Ecuador in 1983 and joining in human rights criticism of Ecuador in 1988.  The territorial waters issue remains the central issue in the rivalry which has not been resolved, however.

Notes:  

1) In many ways, this is one of the most minor rivalries in this set of rivalries.  The US and Ecuador never had a fundamental dispute that prevented cooperation on other issues.  In fact, there were a large number of treaties signed on a variety of issues through the course of the rivalry.  The issue of territorial waters seemed settled repeatedly, but then a new Ecuadorian administration changed policy.  While there is a consistent issue, it is a relatively minor one.

2) The last MID in this dyad (to 1992) is 1981.  While 10 years have passed since then without open conflict, there does not seem to have been any set of statements or treaty resolving the disputed issues.

Sources:  MacLeod (1990), Strategic Survey (1991), United Nations documents, Weil (1973).

37.   Brazil / UK

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1826-1865.  Bennett (1998):  1826-1865.

Issues at stake:  This rivalry involves several issues which arise over time.  Specific disputes are over the slave trade and Brazilian treatment of British naval officers.  The general problem that may underlie the individual disputes is what the British influence in Brazil and South America should be.  

End Date:  In 1865 Britain reestablished diplomatic ties after they were broken by Brazil in 1863.  

Number of militarized disputes (1826-1865):  7.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1826-1865):  2.

Last militarized dispute:  1862-1863 (Christie incident).

Wars:  none.

Summary:  A series of specific disputes suggest that Britain wanted to play a Great Power role in the newly independent countries of South America, but Brazil wanted to act independently.  In 1826, Britain intervened in the war between Brazil and Argentina over control of the Banda Oriental.  Britain’s mediation resulted in Uruguay becoming independent.  In the 1840s, conflict developed over Brazil's refusal to end the slave trade (as it had previously agreed to do).  Slavery was not abolished in Brazil until 1888, but Brazil stopped trading in slaves in 1850.  Another specific dispute occured in 1844, when Britain opposed Brazil's plan to raise tariffs.  In the 1850s and 1860s, Brazil pursued relatively expansionist policies that included aiding in the overthrow of the then Argentinean dictator Rosas;  these expansionist policies antagonized Britain and were opposed by it.  

The final open dispute between Brazil and Britain centered around two naval incidents.  In 1861 a wrecked British cargo ship off Brazil’s coast was pillaged by locals, and in 1862 a drunken British sailor out of uniform was arrested for assaulting a police officer.  In response, Christie, the British minister in Brazil, ordered British ships to blockade Rio de Janeiro.  Brazil then paid compensation (under protest) for items pillaged from the ship, but refused to remove the arresting officers from duty as Britain demanded.  Britain in turn refused to apologize and compensate Brazil for seizing Brazilian ships during the blockade.  In arbitration, the King of Belgium ruled in Brazil’s favor, but Britain rejected the decision.  In 1863 Brazil cut off diplomatic relations with Britain.  Only in 1865 were diplomatic relations restored.  There is no evidence of a direct statement of agreement on issue resolution, but the re-establishment of ties suggests that the immediate issues in dispute were resolved.  

Notes:

1) Other disagreements arise between the two states in the late 1800s over two issues.  First, in 1887 the “Boundary Commission of Brazil and Venezuela” evaluated the Brazilian border with British Guyana, and drew a boundary with which Britain disagreed.  By 1896, Brazilians had set up cattle ranches on land claimed by Britain, and the Brazilian government began to tax them.  In 1901 and 1904 treaties were signed submitting the frontier issue to arbitration and settling the Brazilian / British Guyanan frontier, and in 1909 there was a general arbitration treaty setting up formal procedures to settle future conflict by using an arbitrator.  Second, a dispute in 1895 is over the British capture of Trinidad in 1895.  Trinidad had been traditionally claimed by Brazil, although there appeared to be no formal documents supporting Brazil.  These later issues appear unrelated to the earlier disputes, and were not raised as issues before the 1890s.  The issues resolved in 1865 and arising with the next dispute in 1895 are unconnected.  

2) Another dispute in 1940 relates to WWII and is also unrelated to the main rivalry.

3) This is a perhaps problematic case in that it is somewhat unclear if there was really a single or main central issue around which this 'rivalry' revolves.  British influence over Brazilian policy is the only general and consistent issue that could be identified.

Sources:  Burns (1970), Nyrop (1983).

38.   UK / Italy

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1911-1947.  Bennett (1998):  not included.

Issues at stake: Italian expansionist policies in the Mediterranean.

End coding:  1947 is the date of the final post-WWII peace treaty between the victorious allies and Italy, and the date of a final agreement regarding claims and debts emerging from the war.

Number of militarized disputes (1911-1947):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1911-1947):  4.

Last militarized dispute:  1943 (WWII).

Wars:  1940-1943.

Summary:  Early tensions over Italian expansionism were seen in the late 1880s when Italian Prime Minister Crispi stated that Italy would expand its colonial interests, particularly in the Red Sea area;  Crispi began to support opposition groups in Ethiopia.  Italian expansionist made the British uneasy, but relations improved after 1896 when Crispi was removed from power.  1911 marks a British and Italian “clash” over the Italian annexation of Tripoli.  Britain and other powers were bound by previous treaty not to intervene, but protested Italy’s action.  Relations were, however, relatively friendly through WWI, when Italy sided with Britain and France.  Tensions became more serious after 1922, when a Fascist government took control in Italy.  In 1923 Britain and Italy clashed diplomatically over the Italian bombardment and occupation of Corfu (although the incident is not coded as a militarized dispute);  Italy was force to withdraw under extreme pressure.  Conflicts followed over Italian claims in Tangier in 1927 (Tangier was partially administered by Britain) and Italian imperialist policies in Ethiopia in 1934 when Italy began to send troops.  Despite continued British opposition to Italy’s policies and use of force in Ethiopia, Italy succeeded and in 1936 announced the annexation of all of Ethiopia.  Subsequent steps by Italy in 1937 to improve relations with Arab nations were viewed as hostile by the British, who had traditionally controlled the Middle East.  Britain and Italy supported opposing sides throughout the Spanish Civil War;  the ultimately victorious Nationalists had been recognized and supported by Germany and Italy since 1936.  In 1939 Italy signed a military alliance with Germany, and in 1940 Italy declared war on Britain.  Settlement of the final issues arising from the war were settled by treaty in 1947.

Notes:  

1) 1911 is an isolated dispute, and friendly relations occured from then until Mussolini came to power in 1922.  1923 marks the first open diplomatic confrontation after that, and 1927 the first MID in the new dispute data set.  The 1911 militarized dispute occurs during the Tripolitan war between Italy and Turkey, and involves a use of force by Italy against Turkey and Britain, both of which are coded in the militarized dispute data set as not responding.  During this time, Italy was at war with Turkey and was engaged in occupying Tripoli.  Germany, Austria, Britain, France, and Russia had all signed agreements previously with Italy permitting it to acquire Tripoli, and while these states sought to mediate the war, they did not become directly involved at any time.  In fact, there is no reference in the historical works consulted to any hostile activity between Britain and Italy in 1911.  As a result, a better and more issue-based coding of the start date of the rivalry might be 1922 or 1923 than 1911.

39.   UK / Ottoman Empire-Turkey

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1876-1926.  Bennett (1998):  1876-1926.

Issues at stake:  British influence in North Africa and the Near East;  in particular, access rights to the Constantinople straits and disputes over the location of the Turkish/Iraqi border near Mosul.

End Coding:  A 1926 agreement settled the “Mosul question” between Britain, Turkey, and Iraq;  this agreement marked acceptance by Britain and Turkey of a League of Nations decision about the border and the status of Mosul.  The 1923 Straits Convention had previously settled a dispute about access to the Black Sea.

Number of militarized disputes (1876-1926):  10.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1876-1926):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1926):  1923.

Wars:  1914-1918.

Summary:  Some conflict between Britain and Turkey in the 1820s was followed by a long period without disputes.  Beginning in 1876, Britain began to be more assertive toward Turkey about Turkish policy.  The rivalry is coded as beginning in May 1876 when Britain engaged in naval maneuvers which were apparently intended to force a change in Turkish expansionist policies;  Abdul Aziz (the Turkish ruler with expansionist ideas) was eventually disposed.  Britain made several shows and uses of force against Turkey in the 1890s, first in 1895 in protest over massacres in Armenia.  In 1897-1898 Britain and allies became involved in the Greco-Turkish conflict, occupying Crete to prevent further conflict there, and enforcing an order to Turkey to evacuate Crete.  In 1905 Britain joined France and Russia in a confrontation against Turkey over Macedonia, while in 1906 Turkey occupied Taba in the Sinai, then a British territory.  Turkish support for Germany in World War I was followed by Allied intervention in the Greco-Turkish war, general British support for aggressive Greek actions, Allied occupation of Constantinople from 1920 to 1923, and British occupation of Chanakkale to prevent a Turkish takeover of the Straits.  The 1923 Treaty of Lausanne settled Turkey’s European land borders, and the related Straits Convention established legal control of the Straits of Constantinople and access to the Black Sea.  The dispute over the Turkish Iraqi border and the status of Mosul was left unresolved in the treaty;  it was submitted to the League of Nations for resolution in 1924.  After a 1925-1926 dispute, Turkey and Britain in 1926 signed a treaty accepting the League of Nations settlement of the Mosul issues.  

Notes:  

1)  The new COW MID data set has a dispute between Britain and Turkey in 1934.  This dispute appears to involve British support for the French in their conflict with Turkey over access to the Gulf of Smyrna near Syria.  There does not appear to be a new issue of dispute here between Britain and Turkey, and British involvement seems quite peripheral.  As a result, it is coded as unrelated to the rivalry.  Starting in 1926, a number of agreements were signed between Britain and Turkey on a variety of issues over subsequent years;  the pace of such signing was not interrupted by the 1934 dispute, but only by WWII five years later.

2)  Isolated disputes between Britain and Turkey occurred in 1828 and 1833.  These are isolated and hostility is not sustained, and so the rivalry is coded as starting in 1876.

Sources:  Langer (1972).

40.   UK / Japan

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1932-1952.  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

Issues at stake:  Japanese policies and influence in the Pacific region.

End Coding:  1951 is the Treaty of San Francisco in which Japan recognized and accepted its post-war borders.  In 1952 Japan signed a treaty with Britain regarding claims and reparations.  

Number of militarized disputes (1932-1952):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1932-1952):  1.

Last militarized dispute:  1945.

Wars:  1940-1945.

Summary:  Occasional tension between Japan and foreign states dates back to the mid 1800s when European states began to push Japan to open up to foreigners.  Conflicts through the 1860s and 1880s were followed a period of cooperation between Japan and Britain lasting through WWI.  Japanese expansionist policies beginning in the late 1920s increased friction between Japan and both Britain and the United States.  The rivalry start date is the first militarized dispute after WWI, in 1932 when the British and Americans conducted naval maneuvers as part of a protest against Japanese expansionist policies in the Pacific.  Disagreements in the late 1930s were over the Japanese policy of expansionism and imperialism; once WWII began, Japanese and British forces fought in Thailand, Burma, Singapore, Hong Kong, the Dutch East Indies, and eventually India.  After the Japanese defeat in 1945, it took until 1951 for the final peace treaty to be signed, and only in 1952 was a final claims treaty signed with the British. 

Notes:  

1)  The old COW militarized dispute data set listed a 1954 incident between Japan and Britain.  This was an error and has been corrected in the new MID dataset.  

2)  Four disputes occur between Japan and Britain from 1863 to 1885 (1863, 1864, 1865, 1885).  The first three involve disputes over access to Japan and are confrontations between Japan and Britain, the US, and France.  The fourth has to do with a rumor of Korean invasion.  None are related to the later issues of Japanese expansionism.

3) There is not a long enough period involving disputes for this dyad to be coded as a rivalry in the new MID data.

Sources:  Dolan (1992), Langer (1972).

41.   Belgium / Germany

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1914-1954.  Bennett (1998):  1914-1954.

Issues at stake:  Territorial integrity of Belgium.  Belgian policy toward France/Germany.  Colonial friction before 1914.  

End Date:  1954 treaty resolving territorial issues.  

Number of militarized disputes (1914-1954):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1914-1954):  3.

Last militarized dispute:  1940 (WWII).

Wars:  1914-1918, 1940.

Summary:  Some tension between Belgium and Germany existed as early as the 1830s, when debate took place between the newly independent Belgium and Germany (Prussia) concerning Belgium's supposed neutrality and its foreign policy.  In the late 1800s, there was some friction over colonies in Africa, although there do not seem to have been any open militarized disputes.  Borders between the Belgian Congo and German East Africa were agreed to in 1910 and 1911, prior to the beginning of the rivalry.  

1914 demonstrated the beginning of the biggest problem between Belgium and Germany, namely that Belgium was in the way of German ambitions toward (and fears of) France.  There was not a directly disputed border between Germany and Belgium.  As a result, the existence of a continuous / connected issue in dispute here is somewhat more marginal than in most rivalries.  After WWI, however, Belgium took more active steps than before to ensure its security against Germany.  In 1920, for instance, Belgium signed a military treaty with France which was seen by the Germans as a threat.  In early 1923, as part of an attempt to force German compliance with the terms of the WWI settlement, French and Belgian troops invaded and occupied the Ruhr district.  In WWII, Belgium was again in Germany’s way, and in 1940 German forces again invaded and occupied Belgium not because of a historical territorial claim, but as a part of the broader German expansion westward.

Notes:

1) A 1912 dispute listed in the old MID dataset has been dropped in the new MID data.  1914, the next dispute, is set as the beginning date instead.  

2) An isolated dispute occurs in 1832/1833 after Belgium gains independence.  The issues concern Belgium's supposed neutrality and its foreign policy.  This is quite isolated, and is unrelated to the later issues of Belgian territory and German westward expansion.

3) There is an isolated dispute in 1958 between Belgium and the German Democratic Republic.  This is unrelated to earlier problems, and the major territorial problems were settled between Belgium and West Germany in 1954.

4) This could be considered to be a somewhat questionable rivalry, since Belgium's problem with Germany is mostly that it is in between Germany and France.  The initial dispute between the states, WWI, was clearly started unilaterally by Germany.  However, once WWI was over, Belgium did participate with Britain and (in particular) France in disputes against Germany.  As a result, in those disputes it did show continuing hostility toward Germany.

Sources:  Helmreich (1976), Langer (1972)

42.   France / Ottoman Empire-Turkey

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1880-1939.  Bennett (1998): 1897-1939.

Issues at stake:  French control of / influence in the Near East and North Africa;  in particular conflicts developed over the Turkish-Syrian border and access to the Straits of Constantinople.  

End Date:  1939 treaty resolving territorial issues over Syria.  

Number of militarized disputes (1897-1939):  11.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1807-1939):  2.

Last militarized dispute:  1938.

Wars:  1914-1918.

Summary:  As the Ottoman Empire declined, both France and Britain sought to expand their colonies and influence in the Mediterranean region.  Isolated conflictual incidents occured in the early 1800s, but became more frequent after the 1881 French occupation of Tunisia.  France, Britain, Russia, and Italy all became involved to varying degrees in the Greco-Turkish rivalry:  Crete was occupied by France and Britain in 1897 to prevent further Greco-Turkish conflict there;  the Turks were ordered to evacuate Crete in 1898;  and the Turks were confronted over the Macedonian region in 1905.  Ottoman support for Germany in World War I further antagonized the allies, and Britain, France, and Italy supported Greece in its war against Turkey, occupying Constantinople following WWI.  The allies did not leave Constantinople until 1923.  While the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne set European borders between Greece and Turkey, and the related Straits Convention resolved questions of access to the Straits of Constantinople, conflict followed in 1925 in a dispute over the Turkish border with Iraq, a French region of control.  Although a treaty of friendship was signed in 1930, areas of conflict remained, and in 1937 there was conflict over access to the Gulf of Smyrna, and in 1937 conflict developed over the Turkish-Syrian border.  In 1937 Turkey denounced its treaty of friendship with Syria, and France threatened military involvement.  Conflict in 1938 was resolved through a French-Turkish agreement to have elections in the disputed region.  Turkey won the election and created the Republic of Hatay (also known as Alexandretta) as an autonomous state under the control of Turkey).  By 1939 France had become willing to abandon Hatay, and in June 1939 agreed to the incorporation of the republic of Hatay into Turkey.  In that same year, France and Turkey signed a non-aggression treaty.  The French withdrawal of claims about the border region and the treaty signaled the end of the territorial dispute.  

Notes:  

1) Before the coded beginning of the rivalry, disputes occur in 1827, 1828, 1833, and 1852.  Disputes between France and Turkey also occur in 1880 and 1881.  Given the long time gaps, these MIDs are too isolated to count as part of the rivalry.  However, France and Turkey were certainly in some competition in the late 1800s, although they did not engage in repeated frequent dispute behavior until 1897.

Sources:  Langer (1972).

43.   France / China

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1860-1929.  Bennett (1998):  1860-1929.

Issues at stake:  French control/influence in China and Southeast Asia, especially regarding tariff rights;  Chinese policies toward the French (and other foreigners).  

End Coding:  A new Chinese government came to power in 1928, and was recognized by foreign powers (including France) in that same year.  France (and others) also signed agreements settling claims from a previous specific conflict over rioting in Nanking.  With ongoing negotiations over foreign rights in China continuing in the diplomatic realm, France (and other foreign powers) granted China complete tariff autonomy in 1929.  

Number of militarized disputes (1860-1929):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1860-1929): 5.

Last militarized dispute:  1927.

Wars:  1883-1885.

Summary:  The mid-1800s saw efforts by European states to open China to economic interaction with Europe, on terms favorable to Europeans.  Many of the disputes which followed involved Chinese reactions to those terms, forced agreements, and resulting interactions.  The 1858 Treaty of Trentsin was one of the first formal agreements opening China to more trade with the outside.  The first related militarized confrontation between France and China occured in 1860, when British and French troops occupied Peking to punish the Chinese for holding envoys who were traveling under a flag of peace (Langer 1972:911).  In 1870, the French consul and missionaries were massacred by a Chinese mob.  In 1881 conflict developed over French policy in Indo-China, especially the Tonkin Gulf;  in the 1883 Treaty of Hue, China was forced to accept a French protectorate over Annam.  Clashes developed into what has been described as an undeclared war between China and France over French influence in Asia in 1884.  Again by wielding its greater power to grab concessions following the Sino-Japanese War, France in 1898 obtained a 99 year lease on Kwangchowan Bay and the surrounding area.  

The 1922 Treaty of Washington did not entirely end competition over China or Chinese resentment of Europeans’ actions, but some violence against the European states was reduced after that time with their recognition of at least some right to self-rule by the Chinese.  However, growing fighting between Chinese factions became serious after that time, and some Chinese factions used foreigners as targets to push their own domestic agendas.  In 1926, France, Britain, and the US threatened China over its assertive actions in placing guns on forts in Taku and over interruptions in shipping due to factional fighting.  In 1927, anti-foreign violence occured in Hankow and Nanking, in part as a ploy by "Chinese radicals and communists" to spark an overreaction by the foreigners that would in turn spark an uprising against foreigners by the Chinese people (Morse and MacNair 1931:738).  Responding to domestic resentment of foreign concessions and unequal privileges, both legitimate Chinese authorities and their opponents in this period pushed demands against treaties that were perceived as unequal.  A more stable nationalist government was established based in Nanking in 1928, and demands for removal of "unequal treaties" were continued by diplomatic means.  The 1928 government (and subsequent governments) was able to control violence against the foreign powers.  A major group of treaties between China and foreign powers (including France) recognizing the new government were signed in 1928.  Also in that year, France (and others) signed agreements settling the Nanking issue.  Specific continuing legal disagreements over tariff autonomy and extraterritoriality shifted into the diplomatic realm after that point, with no further open conflicts over them.  France (as well as other states) granted China complete tariff autonomy in 1929.  The extraterritoriality issue was settled by most states in 1930, although France resisted giving up concessions and settling the extraterritoriality through WWII.  

I code the 1929 agreement on “Privileges, Immunities, and Duty Exemption” as ending the rivalry, as it settled the immediate economic problem between the states, and clarified the continuing rights of French nationals in China.  1928 agreements had established the basis of relations between the new Chinese government and France and settled claims from Nanking.  Given the settlement of those major issues and ongoing negotiations gradually increasing China’s rights and reducing those of the foreign powers, the extraterritoriality issue did not become a source of militarized conflict again.  

Notes:  

1) The first MID in the new dispute data set is 1870.  However, the rivalry start date is set to 1860.  Langer (1972:911) discusses British and French troops occupying Peking to punish the Chinese for holding envoys who were traveling under a flag of peace.  This marks a clear beginning of hostility between the rivals.  It is unclear why a MID is not coded in 1860.

2) There is a gap in dispute behavior from 1900 to 1926.  During this time, China continued to protest unequal treaties and the extraterritorial rights of foreigners in China.  As a result, given the continuation of disputed issues, the rivalry continues over this apparent break.  The 1928 agreements mark a significant reduction in anti-foreign activity.

3) During the Washington Conference in 1922, France, China and others signed a “nine power treaty” agreeing to respect China’s sovereignty, independence, territorial and administrative integrity, to maintain the open door, and to afford China the opportunity to develop a stable government.  This was previously coded as the end date of the rivalry.  However, a number of issues were not in fact settled by that treaty, and remained as points of conflict until later.

4) Later disputes from 1950-1953 involve French/Chinese conflict during the Korean war.  Different issues are involved then, namely the status of Korea.  NOTE:  initial Goertz list using new MIDs codes rivalry as going 1926 to 1953.  This must be an error - there are 5 MIDs, and a 20 year gap.

Sources:  Fairbank (1983), Fairbank and Feuerwerker (1986), Langer (1972), Morse and MacNair (1931), Worden (1988).

44.   Zambia / Zimbabwe

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1966-1979.  Bennett (1998):  not included.

Issues at stake:  Achievement of majority-led (non-colonial) government in Zimbabwe;  Zambian support for rebels in Zimbabwe.

End Coding:  The rivalry ends when Rhodesia becomes Zimbabwe as an African regime comes to power.  In 1979, the Lancaster House agreements establish a cease-fire and establish the transformation from Rhodesia to Zimbabwe.  

Number of militarized disputes:  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes:  4.

Last militarized dispute:  1979.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Zambia and Zimbabwe were both part of the British territory known as Rhodesia.  Zambia, or Northern Rhodesia, petitioned for and was granted independence from Britain as an African ruled state in 1964.  Zimbabwe, or Southern Rhodesia, continued to maintain a white, minority-led government under Ian Smith.  However, although Smith declared independence from Britain, Britain refused to recognize Rhodesia and continued to put pressure on its government to negotiate an end to minority rule.  When Kenneth Kaunda was elected Prime Minister of Zambia, he made achievement of majority rule in southern Africa a priority for his administration.  It was this drive and his support for rebels inside Zimbabwe that formed the core disagreement of the rivalry.  Zambia began to fund Zimbabwean rebels opposed to the Smith regime.  Forces of the Zimbabwe African People's Union (ZAPU) made guerrilla raids into Rhodesia from bases located in Zambia beginning in 1967, continuing through 1979.  While Zambian aid to these rebels was not always direct, the Kaunda government continue to voice support for the rebels, and allowed them to operate from bases in Zambia.  Rhodesian government forces in turn undertook strikes against the ZAPU guerrilla bases in Zambia.  The rivalry ended only when Rhodesia became Zimbabwe as an African regime comes to power.  In 1979 a set of agreements (the Lancaster House agreements) were signed, including a cease-fire agreement, an agreement by Britain to give up Rhodesia, and plans for the transformation from Rhodesia to Zimbabwe.  Relations improved with Zambia, rebel activity ceased, and Rhodesia officially became Zimbabwe in 1980 when the African led regime took control of the government.  

Notes:  

1) By 1981 there were clashes between opposing political forces inside Zimbabwe, but there appears to have been no involvement by Zambia.  

2) The issues in this rivalry were settled within 15 years of the rivalry start date.  As a result, it is not coded as an enduring rivalry under rules requiring a 20 year time period.

Sources:  Esseks (1990), Kaplan (1983), Nelson (1983).  

45.   Zambia / South Africa 

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1968-1992 (censored;  although rivalry appears to end in 1989).  Bennett (1998): not included.

Issues at stake:  Colonial rule (“administration”) of Namibia from South Africa;  Zambian support for Namibian rebels.  South African Apartheid policies.

End Date:  Continuing as of 1992 with no settlement (but settlement apparently occurs in 1989;  not enough time has elapsed for verification at this time.  See below.).

Number of militarized disputes:  11.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes:  3.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  A League of Nations mandate in 1920 gave administration of Namibia to South Africa after the defeat of Germany in WWI. In 1946 the United Nations ordered South Africa to submit a trusteeship agreement to the UN to replace the mandate, but South Africa refused, and in 1949 extended parliamentary representation to the area.  Continued pressure from the UN resulted in continued refusal by South Africa to change policies in Namibia and the stated legal basis for them.  Beginning in 1966, the white-led government of South Africa extended its apartheid practices to Namibia.  South Africa refused to consider changes in the status of Namibia until 1988.

The dispute with Zambia centered around South African policy in Namibia.  Zambia became independent from Britain in 1964;  Prime Minister Kenneth Kaunda had as a major priority the establishment of majority rule throughout southern Africa.  The Kaunda regime began to pressure South Africa to end its apartheid practices.  Beginning in 1968, the South West African People's Union (SWAPO) began to launch attacks into Namibia and South Africa from bases in Zambia.  The raids received vocal support from the government of Zambia, and Zambia continued to allow SWAPO bases to exist within its borders.  SWAPO was recognized by the United Nations in 1973 as the “authentic” Namibian government, but South Africa rejected their rule.  South African sponsored elections in Namibia in 1978 were boycotted by SWAPO and supporters, and serious military clashes continued through 1980.  In 1980 a cease-fire agreement was reached between South Africa and Zambia, and South Africa shifted its attention to SWAPO rebels in Angola (There is no evidence of direct involvement by Zambia in Angola).  However, there is no evidence that Zambia’s underlying concerns were settled by this 1980 agreement.  Disputes continued past that time, with new support apparently being given to the African National Congress by Zambia.  Zambia allowed ANC leaders to remain in Zambia, and apparently backed or at least approved of ANC terrorist actions (such as car bombings) in South Africa.  An air raid by South Africa on Zambian territory occured in 1986.  

It appears that 1989 marks the settlement of the issues at stake.  Namibia became independent through a process involving elections in 1989 and the transition to non-South African rule in 1990.  In addition, Apartheid rule in South Africa is over, settling any direct issues between the two states.  On May 1, 1992, the two countries signed an agreement to establish representative offices in the two countries.  There were no militarized disputes between 1987 and 1992, and apparently no confrontations between the two states between then and 1996.  However, because of the coding rules for rivalry termination, if 1989 is the “true” rivalry end date, we still will not know for sure until 1999 the rivalry is over;  at that time 10 years will have passed without a militarized dispute.  

Notes:  

1) The MIDs between Zambia and South Africa span only 19 years.  Because this span is (barely) less than the 20 years required by coding rules, this dyad is not coded as a rivalry using the new MID data and coding rules.

Sources:  Berat (1991), Kaplan (1979), Nelson (1981), Rotberg (1990).

46.   Iraq / Israel

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1967-1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  1967-1992 (censored).  

Issues at stake:  Israel’s right to exist;  competition for regional influence.

End coding:  continuing as of 1992.

Number of militarized disputes (1967-1992):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1967-1992):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1991.

Wars:  1948, 1973.

Summary:  Like the conflict between Israel and other Arab states, this conflict surrounds Israel’s right to exist.  Iraq participated in the 1948 and 1973 wars against Israel, and hostility remained high between the states after these wars.  However, after the 1948 war, Iraq did not engage in any direct MIDs with Israel until 1967.  Hence, 1967 marks the rivalry start date.  Relations improved somewhat in 1980 when Iraq stated that negotiations with Israel were possible, in effect recognizing Israel’s existence, and Iraq cut its ties with extremist Palestine organizations and factions.  However, militarized disputes continued after this date, with the 1981 Israeli destruction of the Osiraq nuclear reactor demonstrating Israel’s willingness to take action against Iraq in its quest to be a major regional power.  Rhetoric throughout the 1980s and missile attacks on Israel during the 1990 Persian Gulf War demonstrated that hostility between the states remains high.

Notes:

1) The start date of this rivalry is somewhat problematic.  Iraq fought in 1948 war, but there were no further MIDs until 1967.  1967 starts more regular involvement of Iraq and Israel in MIDs.  However, it is certain that there was some tension before 1967.  A purely issue based coding would probably have 1948 as the rivalry start date.

Sources:  Metz (1990a, 1990b), Reich (1990).

47.   Lebanon / Israel

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1965 - 1992 (censored).  Bennett (1998):  Not included.

End coding:  continuing as of 1992.  

Issues at stake:  Israel's right to exist;  Israeli and Syrian influence over Lebanese politics and external policies.

Number of militarized disputes (1965-1992):  3. 

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1965-1992):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992) (in MID dataset):  1975.

Wars:  None according to COW;  possibly 1978, 1982.

Summary:  This rivalry could be coded as starting with the same event as the other dyads of the Arab-Israeli rivalry, with the creation of Israel and Lebanon’s participation in the 1948 Arab-Israeli war.  Lebanon was less participatory in the Arab-Israeli dispute than other states, and did not fight in the 1956, 1967 or 1973 wars.  However, militarized disputes did occur in 1959, 1965, 1968, and 1974-75.  Several of the disputes involved PLO attacks on Israel from Lebanon.  In 1978 and 1982 Israel invaded Lebanon to drive out PLO forces, in the second case leading to a long Israeli occupation of southern Lebanon.  Israel continues to attack sites in Lebanon that it considers terrorist bases.  

Notes:  

1) Although the new MID data set does not code them, there appear to have been many MIDs since 1975.  For instance, it is unclear why the 1978 and 1982 Israeli invasions of Lebanon at minimum are not included.  Incidents occured later as well, for example see Keesing's 1989 p. 37137.  While many of the incursions are directed at Syrian backed forces or PLO forces, some are also aimed at government troops, and all impinge on Lebanon's territorial integrity.

2) There are 5 MIDs in this rivalry.  Given this, this dyad is not coded as a rivalry using the new MID and existing coding rules.  However, given that it seems that disputes occur after 1975, if they were included, the dyad would be a rivalry from 1948 on.  

Sources:  Collelo (1989), Harik and Harik (1990), Keesing's, Metz (1990a, 1990b).

48.   India / Nepal

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1950 - 1992 (censored, although possibly 1990).  Bennett (1998):  not included.

Issues at stake:  India's security and influence over Nepal.  Indian interference in Nepal's internal politics, trade, and security policy.

End coding:  continuing as of 1992.

Number of militarized disputes (1950-1992):  4. 

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1950-1992):  1.

Last militarized dispute:  1969.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The rivalry centers around a refusal by India to recognize Nepal as a self-declared “zone of peace,” and around the continuing involvement of India in Nepali politics.  In July, 1950, the two states signed treaties of "peace and friendship" and "trade and commerce."  At that time, India declared Nepal to be vital to India's security.  In late 1950 and 1951, India began to become involved in Nepalese internal politics, supporting first the rebel Nepali Congress forces in their efforts to overthrow the illiberal Rana regime, and then the exiled King of Nepal, who eventually gained power with the overthrow the Rana regime.  Between 1951 and 1953, India sent troops into Nepal on three separate occasions, although all were supposedly at the request of Nepal’s government.  In 1960 the King of Nepal disbanded the Nepali Congress and denounced all opposition as anti-national, at which time the exiled Nepali Congress fled to India and began to organize raids on Nepal.  India supported the rebels in their efforts, and in the fall of 1962 placed a small scale economic blockade on Nepal to force the king to liberalize his policies.  However, by December 1962 India “advised” the rebels that all agitation in Nepal was to stop, and the rebel forces heeded this “advice.”  It is thus somewhat unclear whether or not India had a consistent goal regarding the direction of Nepal’s government during this time.

A series of problems arose after this time.  In 1963 a new dispute over borders arose between the two states, while in 1969 the states disputed the status of Indian military officials in Nepal.  In 1970 a dispute over trading treaties and practices between the two states arose.  The most recent issue to remain in contention arose in 1975 when King Birendra of Nepal called for the recognition of Nepal as a “Zone of Peace;”  India refused to endorse this concept, considering its influence over Nepalese security policy to be of vital importance to its own security.  India continued to support Nepalese opposition parties through the 1970s and 1980s, not by supplying arms, but by verbally pushing the Nepalese government  to follow the liberal suggestions of the Nepali Congress party.  

The most recent tensions arose over a 1988 arms deal between Nepal and China, which was denounced by India as a violation of the 1950 India-Nepal agreements.  Failed talks in 1989 led to India refusing to extend its trade and transit agreement with Nepal; 13 of the 15 border checkpoints between the states were closed, and Nepal suffered economically.  Outside pressure forced the parties back to the table in 1990;  as a result of talks the two states reaffirmed the 1950 treaties, Nepal stopped its last shipment of arms from China, and India lifted the partial economic blockade.  Relations continued to improve through 1991 and 1992 with the first visits of Indian Prime Ministers to Nepal since 1977.  

Notes:  

1) In the new MID dataset only 4 MIDs are recorded, and so this is not a rivalry under the new data and coding rules.  In addition, a large number of agreements (not related to the issues at stake) were signed from 1968 to 1978 and beyond.  The seriousness of the rivalry is unclear.

2) Even though the last MID is recorded in 1969, the unresolved issues continued without resolution.  Therefore an issue-based termination coding suggests the rivalry continues.

3) It may be that the 1990 reaffirmation of existing agreements (which had previously been violated) mark the end of the rivalry.  However, until some time passes without disputes, this cannot be confirmed.

Sources:  Savada (1993), Rose (1971), Nyrop (1985).

49.   Laos / North Vietnam

Years:  Bennett (1996):  not included.  Bennett (1997): 1958-1975.  Bennett (1998):  not included.

End Coding:  The ascension of the Pathet Lao to power in Laos in 1975 with the help of the North Vietnamese resulted in the elimination of the divisive issues.  

Issues at stake:  North Vietnamese influence over policy in Laos.  North Vietnamese aid to pro-Communist rebels in Laos.  Type of government in Laos.

Number of militarized disputes (1958-1975):  4.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1958-1975):  0.

Last militarized dispute:  1973.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The dispute through its entire lifetime concerns the North Vietnamese desire to have a communist government in power in Laos.  In 1950 Prince Souphanouvong of Laos formed the NLHS, a rebel communist organization opposed to Western intervention and which sought to overthrow the Western supported government of Laos.  As early as 1954, Viet Minh troops from North Vietnam crossed into Laos to join with NLHS forces to threaten the overthrow of the Laotian government.  Agreements and compromise settlements between rebel forces and the government failed in 1957 and 1964, and the NLHS refused to allow national elections in areas under their control in 1965.  Major clashes between rebels and the Laotian government occured in 1959, 1965, and throughout the period 1968-1971.  Throughout, it was apparent that the NLHS was getting aid from regular North Vietnamese troops.  Tensions between the Laotian and North Vietnamese governments remained high through the period.

A communist government came to power in Laos in 1975.  At that time cooperation began between the Pathet Lao government of Laos and the North Vietnamese government which had helped get it into power.  As of 1985, the governments were still working closely together. 

Notes:  

1) Given that North Vietnam apparently began aiding Laotian rebels as early as 1954, immediately upon Laotian independence, using a purely issue-based coding of rivalry would probably code this rivalry as beginning in 1954.  

2) The new COW MID data set recodes what was coded as a series of individual disputes between 1962 and 1973 as one long dispute.  Given the recoding as one dispute, the dyad is no longer coded as a rivalry under the new MID.  Even if it were multiple MIDs, though, the rivalry would still be only 17 years (1958-1975).

Sources:  Cima (1989), Poole (1991), Whitaker (1971).

50.   Honduras /Nicaragua  

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1907-1962.

End Coding:  1962 dispute following the 1961 treaty settling the disputed territory, which followed a 1960 Hague ruling on the territory.  

Issues at stake:  Border between Honduras and Nicaragua.  Nicaraguan support for rebels in Honduras.

Number of militarized disputes (1907-1962):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1907-1962):  6.

Last militarized dispute (to 1962):  1962

Wars:  1907.

Summary:  The first MID in the rivalry is a 1907 war in which Nicaragua defeated Honduras and occupied the capital.  The territorial dispute between the states can be dated to well before, perhaps as early as 1858 when Nicaragua complained that Honduran forces had intruded into the Espino Valley.  The territory in question was a wedge-shaped tract of territory extending approximately 150 miles along the Caribbean coast and 175 inland (Véliz 1968:409).  Border commissions met and negotiations occurred that resulted in a number of draft settlements through the late 1800s, but while several settlements were signed by heads of state, none were ever ratified.  In 1906 the King of Spain issued an arbitrator's award of territory to Honduras, but Nicaragua rejected the award and settlement in 1907.  In that same year, Honduras accused Nicaragua of supporting Honduran rebels, and fighting that year between Honduran military forces and the rebels spilled into Nicaraguan territory.  1907 dates the first year of the rivalry.  

Hostility continued through the first half of the 20th century.  There was a long gap in MID behavior between 1929 and 1957, but it is clear that the territorial issues were not resolved during that period (draft protocols were rejected in 1930, 1937, and 1939, for example).  It also appears to be the case that some border clashes occurred during this period even though no MIDs are coded (the New York Times on August 15, 1962 reports specifically on a 1962 clash, but also refers to a series of frequent border clashes before the border settlement was signed in 1961).  The border dispute was submitted to the International Court of Justice, which ruled in 1960 in favor of Honduran claims.  In 1961, a treaty was signed between Nicaragua and Honduras, and Nicaragua proceeded to withdraw from the formerly disputed areas.  However, one final border clash occurred in 1962 when Nicaraguan National Guard troops entered a Honduran town and clashed with Honduran troops there.  As a result, 1962 is coded as the end of the rivalry.

Notes:  

1) Later MIDs occur between 1979 and 1991, but concern Honduran support for Contra rebels against Nicaragua, and not the previously disputed territorial rivals.  As a result, those disputes do not represent a continuation of the rivalry.  

Sources:  Huth (1996), Ireland (1941), Langer (1972), Véliz (1968).  

51.   Germany / Italy 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1914-1956.

End Coding:  1956 communiqué from Italian and German Prime Ministers regarding politics and cooperation.

Issues at stake:  Great Power relations in Central Europe; expansion of German power; status of Austria and the South Tyrol region.

Number of militarized disputes (1914-1956):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1914-1956):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1956):  1945.

Wars:  1915-1918, 1943-1945.

Summary:  This rivalry is one of the most "jagged" of rivalries, largely because of WWI and WWII, which mark the beginning and end of the rivalry.  After fighting on opposite sides during WWI, and some hostility between Italy and the immediate post-WWI German regime, Mussolini and Hitler had close relations through much of the 1920s and 1930s.  (MIDs did occur in 1934 and 1939).  From 1939 through 1943, Italy and Germany fought together in WWII.  After surrendering to the Allies, Italy re-entered WWII against Germany in what would constitute the last MIDs of the rivalry.  The interaction between Italy and Germany thus showed quite dramatic variations in hostility over time, largely stemming from the exigencies of the moment in terms of Great Power interests.  In 1934, for instance, Italy mobilized against Germany during the attempted Nazi coup in Austria, but in 1936 signed an agreement with Germany regarding Austria and cooperation more generally.  In 1938, Mussolini accepted the German annexation of Austria, and in 1939 joined Germany in alliance.  Italy only evidenced hostility toward Germany after Italy was defeated by the Allies in 1943 and began fighting against Germany.  As may be illustrated by the ups and downs, there is not a single overriding issue that runs through the rivalry, although "Great Power Interests" broadly defined and the status of Austria are common areas of concern.  

After WWII, little hostility is seen between Germany and Italy.  The 1947 peace treaty with Italy set Italy's border with Austria;  some discussions continued with Austria after 1947, but the disagreements did not become militarized.  The end of the rivalry is coded with a 1956 communiqué from the Italian and German leaders that dealt with "the general political situation, Italo-German co-operation in the spheres of European unification and security, and Italo-German relations generally” (Keesing's p. 14730).  Following this communiqué, the two states signed a cultural agreement and a treaty of friendship was drafted.  Germany also returned to Italy two properties taken by the Allies at the end of WWII, namely the Villa Massimo in Rome and a hospital in San Remo.

Notes:  

1) An alternative end date coding could be 1947, when the Italian peace treaty with the victorious WWII allies was signed.  This treaty established Italy's post-war borders, including its border with Austria, and settled several other disputed territorial and political issues with states such as Greece and Ethiopia.  However, this document does not refer to relations between Germany and Italy.  As a result, I use the 1956 communiqué as indicative of the end of the rivalry.

Sources:  Grenville (1974), Keesing's.

52.   Italy / Yugoslavia  

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1923-1956.

End Coding:  an agreement was signed in 1954 settling the status of Trieste;  1956 is the final dispute between the states;  also in 1956 a fishing agreement was signed between the two states.

Issues at stake:  Border between Italy and Yugoslavia;  status of Fiume and Trieste.

Number of militarized disputes (1923-1956):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1923-1956):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1956):  1956.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The rivalry between Italy and Yugoslavia concerns territory between the two states, on Italy's north-eastern border.  During WWI, Italy gained some territory to its northeast from what had been Serbia.  After WWI, the city of Fiume was made into a free city between Yugoslavia and Italy while Italy occupied the territory of Istria.  However, after a 1923 dispute, and after the 1924 Treaty of Rome was signed between Italy and Yugoslavia, Fiume was annexed by Italy.  However, further attempts at improved relations failed in when the Yugoslav parliament rejected ratification of the 1925 Nettuno Convention, and the five-year treaty of friendship signed in 1924 was not renewed in 1929.  Disputes occured in 1926 and 1934.  In 1937 a non-aggression and arbitration treaty was signed with Italy, but Italian and German forces invaded and occupied Yugoslavia during WWII.  In the closing months of WWII, Tito's forces in Yugoslavia overran the entire north-eastern Italian region of Julian Veneta before British and American forces could reach Italy's eastern border.  Tito relinquished the city of Trieste, but continued to occupy most of the region around it.  In the final WWII peace settlement, Italy gave up most of its post-WWI gains in Istria, and Trieste and a small surrounding area was made a free territory (Trieste continued to be occupied by American and British troops).  In 1954, agreement between Italy and Yugoslavia gave some of the free territory to each state, with Italy gaining control over Trieste.  This settled the main issues at stake between the two states.  However, a dispute followed in 1956, along with a fishing treaty being signed in 1956, and so I code 1956 as the last year of the rivalry.  

Notes:  

1) The end date is still a little unclear here.  A 1968 treaty was signed delimiting the boundaries between the two countries on the continental shelf in the Adriatic Sea.  However, it is unclear whether there was really any disagreement over the border along the shelf.  Also, Huth refers to the 1975 Treaty of Osimo as settling territorial disputes.  I have been unable to find evidence about the 1956 dispute to know whether it was over fishing, borders, or something else.  In the absence of evidence that the sea border was really a problem, I code the rivalry as ending in 1956 with the last dispute, since the major issue at stake (Trieste) was settled in 1954.  If it becomes clear that the sea border was in dispute before 1956 and that disagreement continued through the 1950s and 1960s, this will need to be recoded.

Sources: Huth (1996), Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Langer (1954), Langer (1972), Young (1977).

53.   Serbia (Yugoslavia) / Bulgaria 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1913-1956.  

End Coding:  1956 treaty settling borders.

Issues at stake:  Bulgarian-Serbian (Yugoslavian) border.  

Number of militarized disputes (1913-1956):  9.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1913-1956):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1956):  1952.

Wars:  1913, 1941.

Summary:  The early history of Serbian-Bulgarian relations is discussed along with Greek-Bulgarian relations under the section on the Greek-Bulgarian rivalry.  Basically, incompatible desires for territory existed between Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia/Yugoslavia.  In the post-WWI peace settlement (the 1919 Treaty of Neuilly), Bulgaria lost three separate areas of territory to Yugoslavia, recognized the independence of Yugoslavia, and was forced to pay reparations.  Yugoslav and Greek nationalization policies stimulated unrest in Bulgarian-controlled Macedonia, resulting in raids of revolutionary bands across the borders between Bulgaria and its neighbors (Langer 1972:1025).  Tension over the border began to diminish after 1929, when Bulgaria and Yugoslavia signed an agreement to establish borders.  Yugoslav-Bulgarian relations improved in some areas through the 1930s with a series of agreements, culminating in the 1937 Pact of Friendship.  Simultaneously, though, Bulgaria denounced further reparation payments in 1932 and continued to refuse recognition of the status quo established under the 1919 peace treaty.  As a result, relations remained mixed through the 1930s, although no militarized disputes occured between 1929 and 1940.  

In early 1941 Bulgaria joined Germany in invading Yugoslavia, and annexed parts of Yugoslavia in July of that year.  In February 1947 the post-WWII peace treaty with Bulgaria was signed, which reduced Bulgaria to its pre-1938 boundaries.  In November 1947, a treaty of friendship and mutual aid was signed by Bulgaria and Yugoslavia (similar treaties were signed between Yugoslavia and Poland, Czechoslovakia, Albania, and Hungary).  However, Bulgaria denounced the treaty in 1949, along with the other Cominform states after Yugoslavia's expulsion from the Cominform in 1948.  Disputes relating to the Cominform expulsion followed from 1949 through 1951, and in 1952.  At the same time, there were a series of border clashes and violations.  For instance, in 1952 Yugoslavian border guards clashed with a Bulgarian terrorist group (Facts on File, July 4 to July 10 1952, p. 215), and Yugoslavia reported numerous border violations by Bulgaria.  In 1953 and 1954, Yugoslavia signed treaties of alliance with Turkey and Greece for mutual defense against an attack from or through Bulgaria.  Despite this, relations between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia began to improve significantly in 1954 with the signature of a Protocol on the "Investigation and Settlement of Frontier Incidents."  This was followed in 1956 and 1957 by two treaties laying out and verifying a new boundary line.  After these treaties were signed, there were no more MIDs, although the two states sometimes were at odds over the direction of the Communist bloc and the separation of Yugoslavia from it.  Those disagreements were over a different issue than the previous disputes, and never escalated to open conflict, and so the 1956 agreement is coded as ending the rivalry.

Sources:  Facts on File, Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Langer (1972).  

54.   Greece / Bulgaria  

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1913-1954.

End Coding:  Treaty settling border disputes, December 30, 1954.

Issues at stake:  Borders and control of Macedonian territory.

Number of militarized disputes (1913-1954):  10.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1913-1954):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1954):  1952.

Wars:  1913.

Summary:  Relations between Bulgaria and Greece were not initially hostile.  After the 1877-1878 Russo-Turkish war, the 1878 Treaty of San Staefano established Bulgaria as an autonomous state, although it was divided into zones of influence at the subsequent Berlin Congress.  Bulgaria became an independent state in 1908.  In 1912, Bulgaria and Greece signed a treaty of alliance and a related military convention, and in October 1912 joined with Serbia in the First Balkan War against Turkey.  A final armistice was reached in April 1913, and the May 30 Treaty of London officially ended the war.  However, on June 1, 1913, Serbia and Greece signed an alliance against Bulgaria, with Serbia hoping to use the alliance to push its claims to obtain access to the Adriatic through Macedonia.  Bulgaria was unwilling to grant Serbia more of Macedonia than agreed to in a 1912 alliance treaty with Serbia.  In late June, 1913, Bulgaria attacked Greece and Serbia in the Second Balkan War, although the initial attacks were undertaken by Bulgarian military commanders without knowledge of the Bulgarian Prime Minister.  Greece and Serbia used the Bulgarian attack as an excuse to push forward with their own planned military actions.  Turkey and Rumania entered the war against Bulgaria, which was defeated swiftly.  In the August 10 Treaty of Bucharest, Bulgaria gave up those parts of Macedonia which had been occupied to Serbia and Greece.  This cession of territory set the stage for further friction and territorial claims, with Bulgaria aspiring to most of Macedonia (Langer 1972: 954).  

After initially declaring neutrality, Greece and Bulgaria entered WWI on opposite sides in 1915.  While the allies tried to entice Bulgaria into joining them against Turkey, what was essentially a bidding war was won by Germany and Austria.  To ensure Bulgarian support, Turkey ceded a strip of territory to Bulgaria, Germany and Austria made a large financial loan to Bulgaria, Bulgaria was promised Macedonia from Serbia, and Bulgaria was promised the Kavalla region of Greece if Greece entered the war against the German-Austrian-Bulgarian forces.  In return, Bulgaria promised to assist in a German attack on Serbia.  Greece remained neutral until 1917, although it allowed British and French forces to defend on Greek territory.  In the WWI peace settlements, Bulgaria lost additional territory to Greece and to Yugoslavia (Serbia).  With regard to Greece, Bulgaria lost its direct access to the Aegean.  After a series of frontier incidents, Greece invaded Bulgaria for a short time in 1925.  Although relations between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia improved following a 1929 agreement to settle the border, they did not improve dramatically with Greece.  No agreements marking final Bulgarian acceptance of its borders with Greece were signed, and Bulgaria continued to protest the terms of the WWI peace settlement.  In 1932 Bulgaria denounced further reparations payments.  In 1938 Greece recognized Bulgaria's right to rearm, although it had already begun to rearm after 1935 with Germany's help.  In WWII, Germany used Bulgaria as a base of operations for its invasion of Greece, although Bulgarian troops did not participate in the campaign (Bulgarian troops did participate in fighting against Yugoslavia).  Greek occupation by German forces was ended in 1944, followed by civil war in Greece that ended in 1945.  After WWII, Bulgaria (along with Yugoslavia) gave assistance to Communist forces in Greece.  No border changes between Greece and Bulgaria occured in the WWII peace settlements, but MIDs occurred in 1950 when a Bulgarian guerrilla band raided Greek territory, and 1952 when Bulgarian troops attacked and occupied parts of the "alpha" and "gamma" islands in the Evros river.  These islands were the last pieces of disputed territory, with questions of control over them being in dispute because the course of the river (the established boundary) had shifted.  Greek forces reoccupied the islands within 2 weeks.  In 1954 the two states signed an agreement specifying a final settlement of all border disputes, including the dispute over the islands.  In a 1955 follow-on treaty, Greece and Bulgaria signed a further agreement “providing for the avoidance and settlement of frontier incidents between Bulgaria and Greece” (Facts on File p. 13387).  

Notes:  

1) It is unclear why the 1913 Second Balkan War is not coded as a militarized dispute between Bulgaria and Greece.  It should be, and so 1913 is used as the rivalry start date.

Sources:  Facts on File, Kinder and Hilgemann (1978), Langer (1972).

55.   USSR / Norway    

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1956-1992 (Censored).  

End Coding:  Censored as of 1992 (end was probably 1991).

Issues at stake:  Norwegian territorial limits;  Norwegian membership in NATO and support for Western European allies.

Number of militarized disputes (1956-1992):  9.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1956-1992):  0.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  This rivalry derives from the Cold War and the security concerns of Norway vis-à-vis the USSR.  Norway became a member of NATO in 1949, and equipped its military with American and Western European weapons systems.  MIDs in the rivalry resulted from various Cold War confrontations, mostly in the Baltic and North Sea.  At different times during the Cold War, Norway and the USSR challenged each other by making flights over the territory of the other, or by entering the territorial waters of the other with ships or submarines.  Most of the MIDs (all but one) in the rivalry are unreciprocated.  

Notes:  

1) The rivalry is likely to have ended with the end of the Cold War (see the US/USSR rivalry for discussion of when the Cold War may be coded as ending).  In 1991, Norway was the first country to recognize Russia as independent of and exercising the rights and obligations of the former USSR.  The communiqué in which that recognition was granted could possibly be construed as marking the end of the previous rivalry.  However, because of coding rules, 1991 cannot be identified as the end  of the rivalry until 10 years have passed without a dispute.

Sources:  Keesing's.  

56.   Spain / Morocco    

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1957-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Status of Spanish Sahara;  status of and Moroccan claims to Spanish enclaves in Morocco (Ifni, Cetua, Melilla, and the Amgala Oasis);  fishing rights and fisheries access.

Number of militarized disputes (1957-1992):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1957-1992):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1980.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  A number of separate territorial issues are at stake in this rivalry regarding a set of Spanish enclaves within Morocco.  The first, Ifni, is in southeast Morocco on the Atlantic, while two others, Cetua and Mililla, are on the Mediterranean.  Morocco obtained independence from France in 1956.  At that time, the Spanish government declared the termination of its protectorate over part of Morocco and recognized Moroccan independence and unity.  However, Spain maintained control over the three listed enclaves and a number of military bases after that time.  The disputes that followed (starting in 1957) generally concern the return of Spanish-controlled territories to the control of Morocco, and disputes were intermixed with various treaties transferring control.  Tracing some specifics, in 1957, the King of Morocco announced that he would begin negotiating with Spain to acquire Ifni.  Also in 1957, though, Moroccan "irregulars" that had not yet been integrated into the Moroccan army attacked Spanish forces in Ifni.  In 1958, Spain and Morocco signed an agreement on the return of the Southern Protectorate of Morocco to Morocco.  In 1960, Moroccan leader Mohammed V publicly raised claims to Ifni and to the Spanish Sahara.  In 1961, Morocco took control of the last Spanish and French military bases in Morocco.  However, Spain kept control of Ifni until 1969, when it ceded Ifni to Morocco under UN pressure.  

In the 1970s, these disputes continued and some other issues grew in importance.  Within the enclaves of Cetua and Mililla, the issue is whether or not Muslim citizens of and immigrants to those enclaves should be granted full Spanish citizenship.  Spain in 1987 rejected a proposal by Morocco to establish a joint Spanish-Moroccan commission to study the future of the enclaves.  With regard to the Western Sahara, in 1975 Spain and Morocco signed a pact regarding the transfer of power over the Western (Spanish) Sahara from Spain to Morocco, but Morocco (currently occupying the region, but being fought by the Polisario front which wants an independent Western Saharan state) has since protested the terms of pact.  [This issue also relates to the Algerian-Moroccan rivalry, as Algeria has supported independence for the Western Sahara.]  Also in the 1970s, clashes over access to fishing areas by the two states occurred.  

These issues remain unresolved as of 1992.  No issue settlements were reached despite a series of meetings in the 1980s between the King of Morocco and the King of Spain.  Discussions have continued on a referendum to determine the status of the Spanish Sahara.  In 1990 Morocco increased fines on illegal fishing, and Spanish fisherman responded by blockading Moroccan ports.  In 1995, Spain approved new statutes on the autonomy of Cetua and Melilla, but these statutes were followed by violent clashes (although apparently not between Spanish and Moroccan police) as Muslim immigrants tried to enter the enclaves to obtain passage to Spain.  Following this incident, the border between the enclaves and Moroccan territory was tightened.  It is apparent that the relevant issues have not been settled to the satisfaction of those involved.  

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives;  Langer (1972).

57.   Morocco / Algeria    

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1962-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Continuing without a formal resolution.

Issues at stake:  Border between Algeria and Morocco;  Algerian support for a Western Saharan state and the Polisario front.

Number of militarized disputes (1962-1992):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1962-1992):  3.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1984.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The rivalry centers around the status of the Western Sahara, a former Spanish colony that is claimed by Morocco, and on the border between Algeria and Morocco.  The territories in question are important in part because they contains substantial deposits of iron ore, coal, and phosphates.  Morocco claimed independence in 1956, and Algeria in 1960.  Morocco staked its claim to the territory on the basis of the argument that the territories had been part of Morocco in the pre-colonial period.  The Polisario Front in the Western Sahara in 1976 proclaimed the Saharan Arab Democratic Republic to be independent of Morocco, however.  Algeria was one of the first countries to recognize the new regime, and Algerian troops fought along with Polisario Front members against Morocco in 1976, after Algerian forces had entered the disputed region (a border treaty that had been signed between Morocco and Algeria in 1972 obviously did not hold).  Following the 1976 fighting, diplomatic relations were broken off between the two states.  The late 1980s saw an improvement of relations, with diplomatic relations being restored in 1988, and a statement being made by Morocco in 1989 that it would ratify the 1972 border treaty.  Further fighting has occured in the late 1980s and early 1990s between Moroccan troops and the Polisario Front.  Although it is unclear that there has been direct involvement by Algeria, Algeria has continued to voice its support for the Polisario front.  A cease-fire in the conflict was brokered by the UN in 1991, with an agreement to allow a referendum on Western Saharan integration with Morocco, but Morocco was subsequently accused of interfering in the process.  Further talks continued in 1993, but certainly no formal resolution of the independence of the disputed areas had been achieved by 1992.

Sources:  Facts on File, Huth (1996), Keesing's Contemporary Archives.

58.   Israel / Saudi Arabia 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1957-1992 (Censored).

End Coding:  

Issues at stake:  Israel's right to exist, Israeli relations with Arab states.

Number of militarized disputes (19-19):  .

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (19-19):  .

Last militarized dispute (to 19):  

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Like other Arab states, Saudi Arabia refused to recognize that Israel was a sovereign state that had a right to exist as a state.  However, perhaps due to the fact that it does not share a direct land border with Israel, Saudi Arabia's relations with Israel have been less openly conflictual than relations between Israel and Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon.  Saudi Arabia did not participate in the 1948 war with Israel, and the first recorded MID between the rivals occured in early 1957.  In that year, Saudi Arabia voiced its support for attempts to prevent Israeli shipping from passing through the Gulf of Aqaba.  In 1967, Saudi Arabia dispatched troops to Jordan, although they did not actually take part in the fighting during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war.  Saudi troops did fight in the 1973 war with Israel, however.  Other disputes occured in 1976 and 1981, when Israeli jets violated Saudi airspace.  While no open disputes are coded in the MID dataset after 1981, Saudi Arabia still refused to recognize Israel's right to exist and continued its participation in the economic boycott of Israel through the Middle East peace talks in the mid-1990s.

Notes:  

1) Relations between Saudi Arabia and Israel improved significantly after the Persian Gulf War of 1991, as did relations between Israel and many other Arab states.  However, as of 1992 there had still not been a clear recognition by Saudi Arabia of Israel, and so the rivalry is coded as ongoing as of then, although the rivalry may have ended soon after.  

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Langer (1972).

59.   Syria / Jordan 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1949-1992.

End Coding:  ongoing as of 1992

Issues at stake:  Regional influence;  leadership;  influence over policy.

Number of militarized disputes (1949-1992):  9.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1949-1992):  4.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1991.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  This dyad is unusual in that there is no single direct issue in dispute between the two states.  In particular, neither state has claims to territory under the other's control.  Rather, Jordan and Syria have clashed (figuratively and literally) over the two states' roles in the Arab world, over who was head of state in the rival, and over relations with other states.  For instance, in 1958 Langer (1972:1304) reports that King Hussein worked to purge the army and government of Syrian sympathizers, and in the mid 1960s, Egypt and Syrian radio called for the elimination of King Hussein as a leader from the Hashemite dynasty.  In the late 1960s, Syria became clearly aligned with the USSR and the communist world, receiving aid from the USSR in the form of technicians and military assistance while extending diplomatic recognition to East Germany and North Vietnam.  At the same time, Jordan received significant aid from the United States.  During the Jordanian civil war in 1970, Syria briefly sent forces into northern Jordan, withdrawing only after the US and Israel threatened to intervene.  Border clashes in the 1980s were followed by friction during the Persian Gulf War when Jordan was the only Arab state to support Iraq after its invasion of Kuwait.  Since the Gulf War, Jordan has signed a peace treaty with Jordan, while Syria has not, leading to continuing disagreement between the two states as Syrian condemnation of Jordanian policy continues.

Sources:  Langer (1972).

60.   Iraq / Kuwait 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1961-1992 (Censored).  

End Coding:  Continuing without accepted settlement as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Border between Iraq and Kuwait;  ownership of islands in Persian Gulf;  independence/sovereignty of Kuwait.

Number of militarized disputes (1961-1992):  9.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1961-1992):  3.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1992.

Wars:  1990-1991.

Summary:  The rivalry between Iraq and Kuwait began as soon as Kuwait became independent in 1961 (it had been a British Protectorate).  Iraq initially refused to recognize Kuwait's sovereignty and claimed all of Kuwait as Iraqi territory.  By 1963 Iraq withdrew its claim and legally recognized Kuwait's independence, but did not give up claims to the islands of Warba and Bubiyan, and has restated its historical claim to Kuwait on other occasions (e.g. before and during the 1990 Persian Gulf war).  Disagreement over the precise position of the land border, which runs through the Rumaliya oil fields, has also been a source of disputes in the 1970s and 1980s.  Disputes have continued even after Iraq's defeat in the Persian Gulf War and its stated acceptance of the border with Kuwait.  Given these disputes (as recent as 1992), it appears unlikely that Iraq has truly accepted the border at this time.

Sources:  Langer (1972).

61.   United Kingdom / Iraq 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1958-1992 (Censored).

End Coding:  Continuing without settlement, 1992.

Issues at stake:  Continuing British involvement in the Middle East;  British support for Kuwait.

Number of militarized disputes (1958-1992):  10.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1958-1992):  3.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  

Wars:  none.

Summary:  The foundations for rivalry between Iraq and the United Kingdom were laid after WWI during the British mandate in Iraq.  In incidents that started as early as 1920 when British garrisons were besieged during an Arab insurrection, Britain was on the receiving end of protests regarding its involvement.  By 1932 Iraq had negotiated its full independence and been admitted to the League of Nations.  Britain occupied Iraq during the Second World War, initially to prevent pro-Axis sympathizers from gaining control of Iraq's government.  After WWII, a planned treaty of alliance between Iraq and Britain went unratified because of popular opposition, and anti-British rioting occurred in 1952.  The 1955 Baghdad pact for mutual defense include Iraq, Turkey, Pakistan, and Britain, but relations soured after an army coup placed a new leader at the head of a new Iraqi republic in 1958.  That year marks the first MIDs in the active phase of the rivalry, as Britain warned Iraq about actions during the Iraqi revolution and during uprisings in Lebanon.  In 1961 the independence of Kuwait became another issue in dispute, with Britain supporting Kuwaiti independence and opposing Iraqi claims about Kuwaiti territory.  Although a variety of specific dispute foci exist, throughout the rivalry the common theme is British activities in the Persian Gulf and Middle East region that are opposed by Iraq, and Iraq desires to have a freer hand in the region than Britain wanted to allow.  

Notes:  

1) The issue connection between all of the disputes is somewhat weaker here than in many other rivalries.  There are a variety of specific "flashpoints" in the MIDs between Britain and Iraq, although all of them do concern British involvement in the region in one way or another.  This issue connection is somewhat different than the more-concrete concrete connected issues in some other rivalries.

Sources:  Huth (1996), Langer (1972).

62.   USA / Cuba 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1959-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Continuing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Control over Guantanamo Naval Base;  Cuban leadership and government.

Number of militarized disputes (1959-1992):  18.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1959-1992):  5.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1990.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  After receiving some initial support from the US, Fidel Castro became a symbol of Communist expansion in the Western hemisphere.  The US has called for Castro to be removed, and has invested money and other resources in sponsoring attempts to overthrow him.  An embargo on Cuban goods continues in the US, as does pressure by Cuban-American groups to force Castro's ouster.  In addition to the general problem of Castro, Cuba specifically rejects US sovereignty over the Guantanamo Bay military base, claiming that it is illegally occupied.  The US cites treaties signed with Cuba in 1903 and 1934 as the legal basis for its jurisdiction.  Cuba has maintained (and adopted language to this effect as part of its constitution) that international treaties signed under conditions of inequality and pressure are invalid.  As of 1992, the US continued to occupy Guantanamo and Castro remained in power in Cuba.

Sources:  Huth (1996).

63.   USA / Peru 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1955-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  US interventionist and imperialist policies in Peru;  US concern about Peruvian government policies in general and toward US firms.

Number of militarized disputes (1955-1992):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1955-1992):  0.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1992.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  All of the MIDs in this rivalry involve an unreciprocated use of force by Peru against the U.S.  This is one of the relatively minor rivalries in the data set.  There is not really a single enduring issue in this rivalry, but rather a series of actions by Peru that impinge on US interests, and continuing US interest in whatever Peru does and how the US is affected.  Specific concerns come and go as the Peruvian government and policies changed.  For instance, in 1962, after a military junta overthrew the elected president, the U.S. suspended diplomatic relations and halted economic and military aid;  this was restored after one month.  In the 1960s there was disagreement over the ownership of the La Brea oilfields;  a 1968 compromise agreement reached between Peru and the U.S. owned International Petroleum Company was denounced by Peru in 1969 and various company properties seized and expropriated.  In the 1980s, revolutionaries in Peru undertook a series of bombings against US offices and industries, which the government tried and failed to stop.  In the 1990s, the US withheld economic and security aid to Peru over President Fujimori's refusal to grant access to an OAS human rights commission.  Each of the disputes in the dyad appear relatively unconnected, although all involve Peruvian reaction against perceived US imperialism.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Langer (1972).

64.   USA / North Korea  

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1950-1992 (censored).

End coding:  Continuing as of 1992 with no accepted settlement.

Issues at stake:  Territorial makeup of North/South/Unified Korea;  legitimate government of Korea;  existence of separate North and South Korean states;  U.S. support for South Korea.  

Number of militarized disputes (1950-1992):  18.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1950-1992):  9.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1985.

Wars:  1950-1953.

Summary:  The U.S.-North Korean rivalry is highly derivative of the North Korean-South Korean rivalry;  see that rivalry for further details.  Since 1949, the U.S. has backed a pro-Western capitalist South Korea, while the USSR has backed Communist North Korea.  The 1953 cease-fire ending the Korean War did not settle the border issues between North and South Korea or establish the legitimacy of one government or the other, however, and both sides have continued to claim the right to be the sole government of Korea.  Various militarized incidents along the border involved US, South, and North Korean forces through the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s.  In the 1990s, fears within the US arose over the North Korean program to develop a nuclear weapons capability, and North Korea's refusal to allow the inspection of certain suspected nuclear facilities.  An agreement was signed on October 21, 1994, in which the U.S. promised economic assistance to North Korea in return for North Korea's giving up its nuclear program.  However, in December 1994 a U.S. military helicopter was shot down inside North Korean territory, and several recent (1996) incursions by North Korean troops and ships into the demilitarized zone between North and South Korea and South Korean waters mark continuing disputes about which the U.S. has expressed concern.  No lasting agreement has been reached settling the disputed issues about which the U.S. is concerned.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives.
65.   China / S. Korea 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1950-1992 (censored)

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992 (may have ended 1992).

Issues at stake:  Chinese support for North Korea;  Chinese opposition to U.S. involvement in and support of South Korea.

Number of militarized disputes (1950-1992):  9.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1950-1992):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  This rivalry starts with the Chinese intervention in the Korean War against the U.S. and South Korea.  Since the Korean War, China has been a benefactor of North Korea, setting the stage for continued friction with South Korea.  Although direct fighting between Chinese and South Korean forces has not occurred since the Korean War, occasional clashes have occurred both around the demilitarized zone between North and South Korea, and in the waters off the Korean peninsula.  Of course, much of the conflict also revolves around the underlying global competition between the U.S. and China, and around ideology.

Relations between China and South Korea improved significantly in the late 1980s.  South Korean President Roh Tae Woo won election in 1987 promising to restore diplomatic relations with China.  1987 marks the last MID (to 1992) between the two states.  Official exchanges of government officials occurred in 1987, 1991, and 1992, and trade agreements were signed at those same times.  In August 1992, the two states normalized diplomatic relations.  It is possible that this marks the end of the rivalry.  However, by the coding rules employed here, it will be several years before this is verified by an absence of MIDs.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Oliver (1993).

66.   S. Korea  / Japan 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1953-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Ownership of islands between South Korea and Japan.

Number of militarized disputes (1953-1992):  15.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1953-1992):  1.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1982.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  There have been 2 disputed island groups at the heart of the Japanese-South Korean Rivalry since WWII.  First, South Korea disputed Japanese sovereignty over Takeshima island, although Japan had occupied the island since the 1800s.  Second, Japan has claimed sovereignty over the Liancourt Rocks of the South Korean coast since 1951.  Despite the normalization of relations between South Korea and Japan in 1965, the status of the islands is still unclear.  Since 1977, South Korea has exercised sovereignty over Takeshima island, but the dispute over the Liancourt rocks has not been settled.  While the issue of the islands became somewhat muted after the 1965 normalization of relations, it has remained underneath relations and has become active at intervals.  This occurred most recently in 1996, when South Korea planned to make improvements to a wharf on one of the islets in question.  Japan's foreign minister protested this action;  South Koreans proceeded to burn effigies of that foreign minister;  and South Korea subsequently staged joint air and naval military exercises around the island that were "designed to simulate a response to a possible territorial intrusion" (Keesing's p. 40954).  This is clear evidence that the underlying dispute over the islands in question remains unresolved.  Despite the fact that the islands in question are relatively unimportant when viewed "objectively" (the islands are virtually uninhabited, are mainly havens for fishermen, and are used for only part of the season), they are important symbols given the longer history of relations between Japan and Korea.

Sources:  Bridges (1993), Huth (1996).

67.   Cyprus / Turkey 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1965-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Status of Turkish minority on Cyprus;  Cypriot unification with Greece.

Number of militarized disputes (1965-1992):  7.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1965-1992):  1.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1988.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Detailed background on the Greek-Turkish dispute over Cyprus is given under the Greek-Turkish rivalry.  The dispute over Cyprus concerns the unification of Cyprus and the status of the 3/4 Greek Orthodox and 1/4 Turkish Muslim population.  The Greek Orthodox majority desired unification with Greece, which Turkey opposed.  In 1959 Greece and Turkey agreed to Cypriot independence from Britain, which was granted in 1960.  However, a number of disputes followed, and UN peace- keeping forces were deployed on Cyprus in 1964.  The first dispute between Turkey and Cyprus directly came in 1965.  In 1974 Turkey invaded Cyprus, ostensibly to protect the Turkish minority, resulting in the partition of the island.  In 1975 a Turkish Cypriot state was proclaimed, but neither the Greek nor the Cypriot governments have recognized it.  A gap in MID behavior from 1974 through 1986 was followed by further disputes in the late 1980s.  No resolution of the Turkish occupation or the unification of Cyprus with Greece has been reached.

Sources:  Huth (1996).

68.   Russia (USSR) / Iran 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1908-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992 (censored).

Issues at stake:  Russian relations with and interference in Iranian affairs;  border between USSR and Iran;  Soviet involvement in Afghanistan;  Soviet actions in Azerbaijan.

Number of militarized disputes (1908-1992):  18.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1908-1992):  5.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Officially known as "Persia" until 1935, Iran's hostile relations with the USSR date back to the early 1900s when Russia and the UK occupied different sections of Iran, dividing it officially into British and Russian areas of influence in their 1907 entente agreement.  The central issue between the USSR and Iran that runs throughout the rivalry is, generally speaking, the continuing interference by the USSR in Iranian affairs.  In 1908, for instance, Russia assisted in a coup d'etat of Mohammed Ali Shah against more liberal elements of the government, leading to a popular uprising in parts of Iran.  Then, in 1909, a Russian force invaded northern Persia and assisted the Shah in retaking Tabriz after it had been seized by rebels.  Similar interventions occured at intervals until WWII, sometimes in reaction to changes of government in Iran.  Much of the conflict was set by the changes in possession of Azerbaijan which partially led to the uncertain borders, from Russian control to Soviet control, but only after Bolsheviks had invaded further into northern Persia and then agreed to withdraw in 1921.  

In 1941 the USSR and UK jointly entered Iran and established a regime that would cooperate with them through the course of WWII.  Soviet troops were withdrawn from Azerbaijan (the Iranian part) in 1946 after increasing protests by the Iranians about their continued presence.  As the Cold War developed, Iran increasingly turned to the West.  Iran obtained most of its post-WWII aid from the United States, for which Iran was a major regional ally until the 1979 Iranian revolution.  There were some periods of relatively peaceful relations between the twos states;  for example, the Soviets provided some technical assistance to Iranian engineers in Soviet/Iranian border areas in the 1960s, and in the late 1980s when Soviet economic teams visited Iran and reached agreements on economic cooperation.  However, disputes occurred throughout the Cold War concerning such events as Iran joining CENTO in 1959 and Soviet warnings about Iranian-Western relations.  Border clashes occurred during the post-WWII era, despite a 1954 agreement that in theory settled all disputed areas of the border.  Finally, disputes also concerned Soviet and Afghan suppression of Muslims in Azerbaijan and Afghanistan.  For instance, Iran supported (verbally if not with actual assistance) rebels in Azerbaijan who declared an independent Islamic state in Nakhichevan in 1990, and protested Soviet suppression of Muslims in Azerbaijan in 1983.  

While the breakup of the USSR has removed the direct border between the USSR and Iran, not enough time has passed without disputes to code the rivalry as ending at the time of the Soviet breakup.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Langer (1972).

69.   Congo (Brazzaville) / Zaire 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1963-1992 (ongoing).

End Coding:  Ongoing with no definitive settlement.  

Issues at stake:  Border between Congo and Zaire.  Support by both states for rebels in the other.

Number of militarized disputes (1963-1992):  7.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1963-1992):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1987.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Congo and Zaire were both European colonies until 1960.  In 1958 the French colony of Middle Congo proclaimed itself the republic of the Congo, with its capital at Brazzaville;  in 1960 it declared independence from France.  What is now Zaire began independence as the Independent Congo Republic (with its capital in Kinshasa) in 1960;  it had formerly been the Belgian Congo.  Within the newly independent Zaire, the province of Katanga itself tried to secede.  Congo supported rebels in Katanga in their efforts to secede.  The rivalry also involves support from Zaire for rebel / revolutionary forces in Congo (Brazzaville).  In 1965 commandos from the Independent Congo Republic (Kinshasa) invaded Congo (Brazzaville).  This led to the subsequent creation of forces in Congo (Brazzaville) to repel revolutionary movements.  In a failed coup attempt against the Congolese (Brazzaville) government, accusations were made that Zaire had aided the coup leaders.  The two states also supported opposite sides during the Angolan war in the 1970s.  Finally, the pure border issues at stake in the rivalry concern the border between Congo and Zaire along the Congo River, where control over several islands is in dispute.  

The first MID of the rivalry occured in 1963.  Disagreements over the border and support for opposition forces in the other state continued to be a problem through the life of the rivalry, and continued into the 1980s and 1990s.  For example, in 1989 Congo deported a number of Zairian residents, and followed up by raiding Zairian traders in Brazzaville.  Zaire responded by expelling Congolese residents from Zaire.  In 1994, Congo again accused Zaire of "fomenting unrest" in Congo (Keesing's 11/94, p. 40265).  The rivalry is thus coded as ongoing as of 1992.

Sources:  Huth (1996), Langer (1972).

70.   Uganda / Kenya 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1965-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992 without settlement.

Issues at stake:  Territory along Ugandan/Kenyan border;  possible Ugandan support for rebels in Kenya.

Number of militarized disputes (1965-1992):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1965-1992):  2.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1989.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  This rivalry concerns 2 issues.  The first is that the rightful ownership of several border areas are in dispute.  Uganda has claimed that large areas of territory administered by Uganda between 1894 and 1902 had been illegally transferred to Kenya and Sudan, and has also questioned a 1950s transfer of another small region to Kenya (these transfers were made before the states were independent).  Some border incursions in the disputed areas were made by nomadic tribal groups asserting their rights to historical lands, but on several occasions government troops have clashed in the territory (the largest clashes occurred in 1976 and again in 1987).  OAU intervention in the late 1980s resulted in a pull-back of forces from the disputed areas, but no settlement has been reached.  

The second issue that exists concern accusations by Kenya in particular that Uganda has harbored Kenyan rebels.  These charges were made mainly in the 1990s.  

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives.

71.   Ethiopia / Sudan 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998):  1967-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Borders between Ethiopia and Sudan;  Sudanese support for rebels in Eritrea.

Number of militarized disputes (1967-1992):  8.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1967-1992):  1.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1988.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  Sudan was under British and Egyptian control from 1898 through its independence in 1956.  Borders in the area were set by agreements between Britain and Ethiopia in 1898 and 1902, between Ethiopia and Italy in 1900, and between Britain and Italy in 1911.  After Sudan became independent, however, the Ethiopian government refused to accept parts of the border with Sudan that had been set under those earlier colonial treaties.  The first MID of the rivalry occured in 1967.  A 1972 exchange of notes in principle settled the disputed territorial issues, as Ethiopia accepted Sudan’s existing borders, but a number of additional disputes followed as early as 1975.  

Poor relations continued, albeit with temporary improvements.  A growing problem was the support of the Sudanese People's Liberation Army began backing Eritrean guerrillas within Ethiopia.  Clashes continued through the late 1980s (1986, 1987, 1988) despite attempts to meet and normalize relations (1987 and 1988).  Eritrea became independent in 1993, removing one difficulty between the two states.  However, relations have remained unfriendly, with for example Ethiopia's expulsion of some Sudanese diplomats in 1993, and further expulsions of Sudanese and Eritrean "illegal immigrants" by Ethiopia in 1995.   Issues had certainly not been clearly settled by 1992, and so the rivalry is coded as censored in 1992.

Sources:  Huth (1996), Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Langer (1972), Ofcansky and Berry (1993).

72.   Thailand / Laos 

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1960-1992 (censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992 (possibly ended in 1988 or shortly thereafter).

Issues at stake:  Location of border in areas of Mekong river and Ban Rom Klao territory;  North Vietnamese and Chinese involvement in Laos;  possible Thai support for rebel forces in Laos.  

Number of militarized disputes (1960-1992):  13.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1960-1992):  5.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1988.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  This rivalry has involved a number of somewhat separate issues that have overlapped through time since 1960.  Early in the rivalry, Thailand was concerned about Vietnamese and Chinese influence in Laos, and especially about the construction of roads (under Chinese direction) in Laos near the Thai border.  The border itself is unclear in several areas, and Laos has made claims for a border revision (supported by the International Court of Justice, but rejected by Thailand) based on 1907 border treaties between France and Siam.  Several shooting incidents across the Mekong river occurred in the early 1980s, and following attempts by the Thai government to build roads in disputed territory in 1984, more serious fighting between Thai and Laotian government troops occurred in 1987.  In May 1987, the Thai military acted to establish its control around 3 disputed villages, with heavy shelling and bombing of Laotian positions by the Thai airforce accompanied by ground assault.  Reports were that 700 soldiers had been killed in the battles (Keesing's p. 36292).  A cease-fire was reached in that conflict in February 1988.  A final issue that has been a problem is possible Thai support for rebels acting in Laos.  In 1977, Laos charged that right-wing rebels were taking refuge on the Thai island of Sing Sou with the approval of the Thai government (the Thai government claimed to be uninvolved in their activities).  In 1987, similar charges were again made.

Relations improved suddenly and quickly after the 1987-1988 battles over the disputed border.  In late 1988, Thailand and Laos signed an agreement to resolve the territorial dispute by forming a joint border committee.  Also in 1988, the Thai and Laotian leaders issued a communiqué on exchanges, economic cooperation, and avoiding border disputes.  In 1994, the "Friendship Bridge" between Thailand and Laos was opened as the first bridge between the two states across the Mekong.  It seems quite possible that the rivalry has ended, as evidenced by the 1988 agreement and continued improvements in relations and the efforts to settle the disputed border.  However, given the coding rules, this cannot be concluded yet, and so the rivalry is coded as ongoing as of 1992.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Scalopino and Wanandi (1982),Yahuda (1996).

73.   Thailand / North Vietnam (Vietnam)

Years:  Bennett (1996), Bennett (1997):  not included.  Bennett (1998): 1960-1992 (Censored).

End Coding:  Ongoing as of 1992.

Issues at stake:  Thai anti-Communist internal policies;  Thai support for U.S. during the Vietnam war;  Thai opposition to North Vietnamese involvement in Laos.

Number of militarized disputes (1961-1992):  6.

Number of 30 day reciprocated militarized disputes (1961-1992):  3.

Last militarized dispute (to 1992):  1989.

Wars:  none.

Summary:  There is both direct and indirect conflict between Thailand and (North) Vietnam that is relevant to this rivalry.  Initial frictions during the Vietnam War concerned Thailand's support for South Vietnam and the U.S. in their war against North Vietnam.  Thailand sent a contingent of forces to defend South Vietnam, and allowed U.S. B-52s to use Thai bases.  More direct conflict arose after the 1978 Vietnamese invasion and continued involvement in Cambodia / Kampuchea.  Thailand opposed North Vietnam's support of the Communist government in Cambodia, and Vietnam accused Thailand of supporting guerrillas in Cambodia through the late 1970s.  Serious military clashes and Vietnamese incursions into Thailand began in 1980, with serious battles occurring again in 1984-1985 and again in 1987.  In the 1984 case, Vietnamese forces overran several Thai bases along the Thai-Cambodian border.  In 1987, Vietnamese forces shot down a Thai plane and intruded at least 2 kilometers into Thailand, fighting with Thai troops.  Many of these incursions occurred as a result of Vietnamese actions against Khmer Rouge forces or refugees in Cambodia, but escalated into direct fighting between Vietnamese and Thai forces.  As of 1992, no permanent and lasting settlement of the refugee issues and issues of Vietnamese involvement in Cambodia had been achieved, although peace talks in the region appeared to make some progress in the early 1990s.

Sources:  Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Langer (1972).
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