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Abstract:

In the field of conflict studies, it is understood that some dyads are more war-prone and disputatious than others.  These dyads are rivals.  This paper argues that states which use power politics foreign policy practices (such as alliance formation and arms race participation) are more likely to become dangerous rivals.  Power politics strategies, which may be used early in the life of rivalry, contribute to the development of rivalries.  This study is concerned with actions and factors that can distinguish states that have only had a few disputes from those that engage in rivalry and repeated disputes.  Relevant alliances, mutual military buildups, territorial disputes, and major power involvement are all ‘steps to rivalry.’  The sequencing of events is important since there is clearly a path to rivalry and this study helps elucidate the process of conflict escalation.
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Introduction 


This article seeks to explain part of the story regarding the origins and development of dyadic interstate rivalries when compared to a population that has experienced few disputes.  An interstate rivalry is a pair of states that have a long-standing conflictual relationship, characterized by a constant threat of violence.  Rivals experience frequent conflict in the form of repeated disputes, threats, and conflicts.  The rivalry research program represents an interesting direction in the study of conflict.  Instead of analyzing war and its origins in isolation, the study of rivalry contends that disputes between states are connected across time and space.  The quantitative study of rivalry recognizes that rivalry is a process of continuous conflict between two long-standing enemies.  It is important to understand the process by which these rivalries begin, escalate, and end.  This will help to prevent and manage conflict between pairs of states that are likely to become rivals.  


Thompson (2001) suggests that seventy-five percent of strategic rivals experience war.  Diehl and Goertz (2000) find that over fifty percent of enduring rivals (only 63 dyads) have fought a war at one time during their duration.  The question remains: what are the causes of rivalry?  If rival dyads account for most of the wars in the international system, a prudent course of action to decrease conflict is to focus on those states that have a long standing rivalry.  To do this, we must first know who the rivals are and what factors lead these pairs of states into this dangerous situation.  Both Diehl and Goertz (2000) and Thompson (2001) have created datasets of rivals. Now research should move towards the investigation of factors leading to the development of rivalry.  

Rivalry is a fundamental concept in all types of social relations.  This project is concerned with the development of rivalry in dyadic conflict situations.  The development of rivalries is a phenomenon that results from a process or combination of events that combine to produce a rivalry.  Understanding rivalry as a process, the steps to rivalry theory outlines the events in this progression that occur on the road to rivalry.  We find that rivals are often preceded by the utilization of power politics strategies.  

This paper represents an exploration of the development of rivalry situations and a needed refinement of the sequencing of steps-to-war theory (Vasquez 1993, Senese and Vasquez 2008).  By using a comparison population of rivalry states and non-rival states (isolated conflicts), this research theorizes that power politics behavior is the key mechanism for rivalry development.  The final analysis suggests pairs of states that form politically relevant alliances, participate in military buildups, fight in territorial disputes, are major powers, and possess nuclear weapons are likely to become enduring or proto rivals (and also strategic rivals).  The sequencing of events is important and this research lays out the path to rivalry which can also inform us of the path to warfare.  These findings represent the most likely road to rivalry and tell part of the story of rivalry development.

What is Rivalry and How Do Rivals Develop?


The steps-to-war model (Vasquez 1993) holds that states make foreign policy choices which increase the probability of war occurring within a dyad.  Territorial disputes, power politics (alliance building, hard-liners in power, escalatory behavior, and arms races), along with recurring disputes (not rivalry specifically since rivals are a selection device) all move a pair of states closer to war.  This study seeks to reanalyze some of these findings in the context of international rivalry and thus expand the explanatory power of the steps-to-war model while also suggesting the correct path to rivalry.  This theoretical expansion suggests the model can account for much more than just the onset of war.  In the steps-to-war model, rivalry is an assumed characteristic and also an independent variable in the form of repeated disputes.  In this study, rivalry is the behavior being predicted.  The process of rivalry development considers the timing and duration of long-standing conflict as the relationship between two enemies builds to outright hostility.  If it were to be shown that the factors under investigation lead to rivalry before war, then this empirical refinement would be an important step towards uncovering the true path to conflict and war.  This study is concerned with determining what factors distinguish rivals from pairs of states that have not entered into a rivalry.  

The empirical concept of international rivalry has allowed the field of international politics to reconceptualize how the discipline studies conflict.  In the past, the field concentrated on international war.  If a rivalry situation accounts for over three fourths of wars in the first place, the study of conflict and international politics should be orientated toward preventing and managing the most severe forms of rivalry before they escalate to war.  If the purpose of international politics and peace studies aims to prevent the outbreak of war we must concentrate on what is observable, manageable, and preventable; in other words, we must concentrate upon interstate rivalry.  

A rivalry essentially involves a hostile relationship with a recognized historical adversary.  Rivalries are typically identified as some form of repeated, long-standing crisis or protracted conflict.  They involve competition and struggle between two or more actors over some stake or issue that may change and vary from incident to incident.  Some states are actually “addicted” to conflict with other states (Maoz 2004).  The image of another state as an enemy endures in the relations between the states and in the minds of the elites and the people.  


Empirically, Goertz and Diehl (1992; 1993) define rivalries as repeated conflicts with a certain degree of competitiveness and connection of issues.  A militarized interstate dispute (MID) is used to operationalize the competitiveness requirement.  Goertz and Diehl (1992; 1993, Diehl and Goertz 2000, 44-46) operationalize an enduring rivalry as those pairs of states with six MIDs within a period of 20 years.  Proto-rivalries are those dyads that have up to five MIDs but fail to reach the enduring rivalry requirement in a 20-year period.  Isolated conflicts, on the other hand, are those conflicts between dyads that involve one or two disputes and do not escalate to the proto or enduring stage.  


Defining rivalry by the number of MIDs within a dyad may limit the ability of the operational definition to capture the true meaning of rivalry and to account for all cases.  Thus, Vasquez (1993, 75-76) defines a rivalry as a relationship characterized by extreme competition, usually accompanied by psychological hostility.  The issue positions of contenders are governed primarily by their attitude toward each other.  A state’s foreign policy decisions in the context of a rivalry are made to counter the foreign policy of a rival state and to attempt to deny gains to that rival. 

Using historical research, Thompson (2001) identifies a population of dyads (173 rivals from 1816-1999) that are strategic rivalries.  Strategic rivalries must view each other as enemies, both be competitors, and must be independent states.  While the strategic rivalry variable is advantageous because of its reliance on history, the Diehl and Goertz rivalries include low-level rivals (proto) and non-rivals (isolated conflicts) so the focus will be on the Diehl and Goertz rivals since we can test the rival population against the non-rival (isolated conflict) population.  

The literature on rivalry has only begun to identify factors leading a state to initiate or develop into a rivalry.  We therefore know little about how rivalries actually come about.  Diehl and Goertz (2000) theorize that a political shock is a “virtual necessary” condition for the initiation and termination of a rivalry.  A political shock is a traumatic event in either the international system (e.g. world wars, changes in power distribution, and periods of territory shifts) or internal-domestic politics (e.g. regime change and civil war).  In an empirical analysis, Diehl and Goertz (2000) find a political shock to be associated with rivalry initiation 95 percent of the time (60/63 cases) for enduring rivalries.  They theorize that a political shock allows a “window of opportunity” for rivalry initiation.  Colaresi (2001) tests a global war as a political shock hypothesis using a population of Thompson’s strategic rivals and finds that a war shock only leads to the termination of rivalry, not the initiation.  It does seem clear that most rivalries begin at state birth (Colaresi et al 2008: 84), which is a form of a political shock (Diehl and Goertz 2000). 


Rivalries typically evolve or experience a trend of increasing conflict throughout their life.  Hensel’s (1996) escalating evolutionary approach to rivalries holds that rivalries are likely to advance and become “enduring” if the outcome of the first dispute is not resolved to both states’ mutual satisfaction (see also Leng 1993).  The evolutionary approach also holds that high levels of severe conflict (war) early in the life of a rivalry make confrontations in the future less likely.  In essence, choosing not to respond to a militarized dispute with the use of force diminishes the probability of future disputes (Hensel and Diehl 1994).  

Theories of rivalry initiation and development are clearly incomplete.  Diehl and Goertz’s (2000) political shock condition is dependent on too many diverse factors to specifically account for rivalry initiation.  It may also be correct that democracy reduces the likelihood of states entering into a rivalry (Hensel, Goertz et al. 2000), but the real causes of rivalry initiation still have not been effectively demonstrated.  Stinnett and Diehl (2001, 21) argue that rather than having one cause, “[rivalries] emerge from the conjunction of a large number of small, individually weak factors.”  Stinnett and Diehl (2001) find that behavioral factors (rivalry linkages and dispute outcomes) and structural factors (political shocks and great power involvement) each have a small impact on rivalry initiation.  Colaresi and Thompson (2002) take a similar line and suggest two rivalry paths, one for positional rivalries - those concerned with global/strategic issues - and one for spatial rivalries - those concerned with territorial questions.  Contiguous rivals are likely to begin over spatial/territorial questions (Colaresi et. al 2008: 169, 180).  Non-democracy, militarization, and major power status increase the likelihood of positional rivals (Colaresi et. all 2008: 203).    

Vasquez (1993) has argued that territorial conflicts, alliances, arms races, power parity, and hard-liners within domestic political structures are factors that increase the probability of war.  Yet, it seems likely that the causal path really should be divided into two important outcomes of interest: rivalry and then war.  Rivalry is not merely an independent variable that can predict war, but it is a variable that should be dealt with before seeking to explain war in the first place.  We believe that timing is key, and that studies that look at the onset of warfare can inform studies regarding rivalry onset if the correct temporal path is delineated.  This project is concerned with the increased probability of rivalry development in dyads that use power politics foreign policy practices prior to rivalry development and later, war. 


Steps to Rivalry


The steps to rivalry model predicts that the development of rivalry will occur through a series of steps which combine to make a rivalry outcome probable.  The steps to rivalry model is not a deterministic process, but a process whereby each action a state makes on the road to rivalry increases the probability of the event occurring.  Events along the road to rivalry only make a rivalry outcome more probable, not automatic.  The factors most likely to result in rivalry are power politics strategies such as the building of alliances, military buildups, and escalating bargaining demands.  This theory is counterintuitive in many ways since the practices we suggest bring about rivalry are typically seen as symptoms of rivalry, not causes.  The empirical evidence here will demonstrate that these processes are more than symptoms and help tell the story of how rivalry comes about in the first place.  Aggressive power displays only result in a prolonged rivalry situation that can be dangerous to a state’s long term security interests.   


The first step in the model is the existence of a contentious issue in dispute between two states.  Territorial issues produce greater commitment by states in that the nature of the conflict becomes symbolic rather than divisible (Vasquez and Valeriano 2008).  Territorial issues tend to generate realpolitik responses (Hensel 2000).  Realpolitik actions aim to increase the security of one state but usually end up creating a decrease in security of its potential rival.  Perceiving a decrease in their own security, the opposing state employs their own realpolitik tactics.  The state seeks to “burn” or harm the enemy by denying them any sort of gains.  The situation develops into a conflict spiral and security dilemma, making the use of power politics tactics in the context of an issue the initial step on the road to rivalry.


Various issues, such as a territorial dispute, may prompt a state to respond to a threat in a power politics fashion.  Nevertheless, territorial disputes alone do not bring about rivalry.  It is how territorial disputes are handled that contributes to the factors increased probability of war..  The mechanism in operation is the choice of power politics strategies.  It is unclear why a state may choose to pursue the power politics path, but it does seem to be clear that these choices produce an outcome of rivalry.  Future research should explore specific cases of power politics tactics adaptation to uncover why a state may choose these options when presented with a threat.  

Alliances are the key trigger to the rivalry process.  Alliances are meant to increase the security of one state but end up decreasing the security of both sides (Vasquez 1993).  Instead of adding to the power of state, demonstrating resolve, or deterring an aggressor state, alliances seem to lock states into a rivalry relationship by encouraging the development of similar strategies in the opposing side––either to catch up and achieve a balance of power or due to the psychological need of the leadership to demonstrate activity in the face of threats.  Mutual military buildups likewise decrease the security of both sides.  Building up one side’s arsenal only increases the probability that the opposing side will build up its own arsenal.  In this case, the security dilemma results whereby alliances and mutual military buildups create a context and provide the opportunity for the development of rivalry.  A strategy of peace through strength sets in motion the security dilemma common in international politics (Herz 1950; Jervis 1978).  Jervis (1978, 169) states, “the security dilemma exists when many of the means by which states try to increase its security decrease the security of others.”  Making an alliance or building up one’s military may not always lead to war, but it will certainly be associated with rivalry relationships and development of the rivalry conflict spiral.  Increasing one’s security through power politics activates an action-reaction pattern of conflictual relations that decrease the security and increase the probability of threat perception, hostility, and conflict in the other side.  Such underlying factors encourage military disputes to recur, which by definition produces rivalry.  

Without these background factors (alliances, arms races, territorial disputes), it seems unlikely that a militarized rivalry will develop.  Here we are specifying the path to rivalry by reformulating how traditional security variables are analyzed.  Sequencing is key to development of rivalry and the power politics path leads to the origins of rivalry.
Hypotheses
Gartzke and Simon (1999) argue that empirical research on rivals suffers from what can be called a “hot hand” error, where rivals are seen as no more than a pattern of unrelated events.  Gartzke and Simon (1999, pg. 779) note, “for the enduring rivalry research to progress…it must justify why researchers should only examine certain cases.  Further, the approach can only be rationalized if it is shown that subsequent disputes are caused by factors unique to the presence of rivalry.”  This research will test the specific hypothesis that the foreign policy practices of rivals are different for dyads that do not escalate to the proto or enduring rivalry level.  We know little about the process of rivalry formation, but hope to show that rivals are unique dyads in that they exhibit different foreign policy patterns than other types of dyads.


The hypotheses tested here treats rivalry as the dependent variable and seek to explain the process of rivalry development.  This study will be concerned with factors that distinguish isolated conflicts from proto and enduring rivalries.
  Handling crisis (or rivalries) with responses associated with power politics (alliance making and military buildups) will increase the probability that an isolated conflict between two states will become a proto-rivalry (3-5 disputes) or an enduring rivalry (6+ disputes over 20 years).
  The use of power politics strategies leads a state on the path to a rivalry conflict spiral.  Each state identifies the other as an enemy and attempts to deny benefits to that enemy.  During the life of a rivalry, states send signals to each other.  The formation of alliances and arms races are negative signals that may increase hostility between a dyad.  From this logic, hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 would be expected to be true.

H1.1  Pairs of states that form politically relevant alliances against each other are more likely to become involved in proto-rivalries and enduring rivalries.

H1.2  Pairs of states that participate in mutual military buildups are more likely to become involved in proto-rivalries and enduring rivalries.


Although alliances and arms buildups are observed more often in enduring and proto rivalries, it does not document a causal process.  The findings might be a typical example of a spurious relationship.  However, the question remains, are alliance formations and arms races responses to being in an advanced stage of rivalry or processes that push a pair of states towards advanced rivalry?  What effect does alliance formation or participation in arms races have on recurring conflict?  

A possible spurious finding should prompt the investigator to look at the historical process that resulted in the pattern.  We must first look at the variables suggested here to see if they show a temporal ordering consistent with the theory to account for causation.  Otherwise this work would have a clear endogeneity problem.  Although it is difficult to address causes in statistical analysis, this project will look at the timing of alliance formation (and arms races) to determine if these factors are a possible cause of rivalry escalation.   Chronologically, which comes first; power-politics strategies or recurring crises?  This study predicts that politically relevant alliances and military buildups will lock in early during the life of the rivalry and contribute to the escalation (or steps) towards the manifestation of proto and enduring rivalries.  

H2.1:  When a relevant alliance is exhibited in an enduring rivalry, it should be formed early in the life of the rivalry (isolated or proto stage).  

H2.2:  When a mutual military buildup is exhibited in an enduring rivalry, it should be formed early in the life of the rivalry (isolated or proto stage).

H2.3:  When a relevant alliance is exhibited in a proto rivalry, it should be formed early in the rivalry (isolated stage).

H2.4:  When a mutual military buildup is exhibited in a proto rivalry, it should be formed early in the rivalry (isolated stage).


Hypothesis three presents the additive probability hypothesis.  In combination, the factors of politically relevant alliances, mutual military buildups, and territorial disputes are more likely to lead to dangerous (enduring or proto rivals) rivals.  

H3:  Pairs of states that form politically relevant alliances against each other, participate in mutual military buildups, and have a significant amount of territorial disputes are more likely to become involved in proto-rivalries and enduring rivalries.


Hypothesis four presents an additional test of this additive model.  Nuclear weapons represent both offensive and defensive weapons meant to ensure the security of the state that possesses them.  Like alliances and military buildups, we believe that possession of nuclear weapons by a state does not encourage security, but rather promotes rivalry.  States that obtain nuclear weapons, a negative power politics tactic, should be more likely to use force (less than nuclear) against those states with which they are in dispute.  This development will lead to the formation of dangerous rivalries.  Hypothesis four tests this prediction and adds nuclear weapons as a factor in the additive model of rivalry development.

H4:  Pairs of states that form politically relevant alliances against each other, participate in mutual military buildups, fight over a significant amount of territorial disputes, and posses nuclear weapons are more likely to become involved in proto-rivalries and enduring rivalries.

In testing the additive models of rivalry development, this study will rely on multinomial logit modeling to determine the impact of each independent variable on the outcome.  An independent variable in this paper is politically relevant alliances, which are taken from the work of Senese and Vasquez (2005).  Alliances are relevant only if they include a major power or a minor power target state from the same region as the dyad.  The alliance must be formed at least three months prior to the dispute, only outside alliances were counted here (either both sides or one side had an alliance).  No distinction was made between types of alliances or the purpose of the alliance.  In the future it might be useful to further investigate the types of alliances that lead to rivalry but first we must uncover the basic dynamics at work.  Alliance information is taken from Correlates of War (COW) alliance version 3.0 (Gibler and Sarkees 2002).  Mutual military buildups are taken from Sample’s (1996; 2002) data that includes both major and minor power mutual military buildups.  Sample codes a mutual military buildup if both states exhibit an overall increase in military spending in the ten years prior to a dispute.  This is in comparison to the military spending of the state over its entire history.  Over a ten year window, there must be a marked increase in expenditures during the five years of the time under scrutiny.


The main dependent variable in this analysis is taken from Diehl and Goertz’s (2000) coding of rivalry.  Diehl and Goertz distinguish which pairs of states are the most dangerous rivals and enduring rivals: those which have had at least six disputes over a twenty-year period and who do not have any long-standing enmity directed toward the other.  The next category is proto rivalries, which includes pairs of states with three or more disputes within a twenty-year time period.  Isolated conflicts represent the non-rivalry category because these dyads have between one or two militarized interstate disputes.  While not examples of ‘peaceful’ dyads, the isolated conflicts do represent non-rivalry interactions in that the disputes do not repeat and thus are therefore a suitable reference category.    

The unit of analysis is the historical rivalry dyad.  The number of cases counted increases since each enduring rivalry has three observations and proto rivals have two, otherwise the results hold.  The more recent Klein, Goertz, and Diehl (2006) data could have been used, but this author prefers the older dataset and its distinction between rivalry types; utilization of the dataset that extends to 2000 is unnecessary since some of the key independent variables only extend to 1992.  The entire dataset on timing would also need to be recoded.  All tests were also run with the Thompson (2001) data and remain consistent.  Due to space issues these results were not reported here but can be found in XXXX.    


This study also uses a variable indicating the nuclear weapons capabilities of states.  Pairs of states that have nuclear capabilities are coded as one state if at least one side has nuclear weapons.  This variable is taken from Sample’s (2002) data.  The nuclear weapon variable could be considered a control variable because nuclear weapons may be hypothesized to inhibit the development of rivalry, but also may be a direct factor that leads to rivalry.

Territory is clearly an important factor in the onset of war and is another variable used in this study.  Per Vasquez and Leskiw (2001), a dyadic observation is coded as positive if 25% of the MIDs in a dyad are over territorial revisionist issues.  According to our working definition of rivalry, rival dyads can and will fight over any issue relevant to their interactions but territorial issues usually start the process.  To test if territory is a background factor contributing to the rivalry we feel the 25 percent level is a suitable threshold based on theory and past research.  The control variables used in this study include contiguity and major powers.  States that are contiguous are most likely to get into disputes (Bremer 1992).  It is important to control for contiguity to ensure that findings on alliances are not spurious or driven by proximity, rather than other factors.  We also include status as a predictive variable.  Major states are more likely than any other type of state to become involved in conflict (Bremer 1992) and also rivalry (Colaresi et. all 2008).  

The issue of selection bias has been an important issue in the study of conflict in recent years (Signorino 1999; Reed 2000; Lemke and Reed 2001; Reiter and Stam 2002).  Selection effects refer to one stage of a process that can impact the next stage of model.  Choices made early in a relationship may determine the future choices and outcomes of a relationship.  We expect the question of selection effects to have no impact on the overall value of the findings in this study.  However, it may still be important to investigate if there is a selection process at work.
  There may well be a selection process at work when pairs of states engaging in militarized interstate disputes are likely to act differently than those who do not.  That fact is not surprising and it is suggested in the theory.  When analyzing rivalry, it is important to focus on how disputes are handled once they occur, not why they occur in the first place.  This task might be an entirely different research enterprise since addressing the origins of disputes constitutes a research program of a different sort when compared to the goals of the rivalry research program.

Developing Rivalry Relationships

We test the main hypotheses in this article using a multinomial logit model.  Multinomial logit produces estimates of the probability of each outcome (isolated conflict, proto-rivalry, or enduring rivalry) occurring given the independent variables and makes no assumption about the order of the outcomes.  Ordered logit is not used because the results will not differ much from multinomial logit, and the ordering of rivals in the Diehl and Goertz dataset does not assume a stepwise process towards the higher category of enduring rivalry.  It also does not assume that each category is a distinct category.  Therefore, the method is theoretically inconsistent.  The dependent variable is rivalry type (defined as isolated conflict, proto-rivalry, and enduring rivalry).  Predicted probabilities were calculated to suggest the substantive interpretations of each coefficient.  Preliminary analysis demonstrates that according to the base probability of the event, 51.6 enduring rivalries were expected to have positive alliance observations during this stage.  The fact that 60 enduring rivalries had a positive observation for alliance formation shows that the relationship is strongly positive.  
Table 1

Relevant Alliances and Rivalry

Coefficient Estimates, Multinomial Logit Model for Rivalry Type

	
	Outcome
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proto Rivalry
	
	
	Enduring Rivalry
	
	

	Independent Variables
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|

	R. Alliance
	0.511
	.228
	0.025
	1.556
	.594
	0.009

	Contiguity
	0.262
	.167
	0.116
	0.395
	.273
	0.149

	Major Powers
	1.245
	.222
	0.000
	1.502
	.321
	0.000

	Constant
	-2.039
	.227
	0.000
	-4.36
	.579
	0.000


Isolated Conflict is reference category

N = 1166

Prob > chi2 = 0.000

Log likelihood = -769.631

Predicted Probabilities for Rivalry Type
	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Alliance = 0 + Cont=0
	0.860
	0.126
	0.012

	Alliance = 1 + Cont=1
	0.702
	0.224
	0.072

	Difference
	-0.158
	+0.098
	+0.06


	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Alliance = 0 + Cont = 0

+ Major Power = 0
	0.875
	0.113
	0.011

	Alliance = 1 + Cont = 1

+ Major Power =1
	0.419
	0.411
	0.168

	Difference
	-0.456
	+0.298
	+0.157



Table 1 presents results for a multinomial logit test for hypothesis 1.1.  The results support the proposition that states forming relevant alliances against each other are more likely to become involved in proto and enduring rivalries but are less likely to be observed in isolated conflicts (hypothesis 1.1).  For the enduring rivalry category, relevant alliances generate a coefficient of 1.556 and are statistically significant.  Major power dyads generate a coefficient of 1.502 and are statistically significant also.  For the proto rivalry category, relevant alliances generate a coefficient of 0.511 and are statistically significant at 0.025.  Major powers have a similar impact at 1.245 and the factor is also statistically significant.


Predicted probabilities illustrate the statistics in a different way.  If the values for relevant alliances and contiguity are set at one, the probabilities are 0.072 for enduring rivalry, 0.224 for proto rivalry, and 0.702 for isolated conflicts.  If the values are set to zero, isolated conflict has a predicted probability of 0.860 having a negative difference of 0.158.  While the highest predicted probability (0.860) is found during the isolated conflict stage, it is important to note that this prediction is based on the absence of alliances and contiguity.  When relevant alliances are observed, the probability decreases to 0.702.  The direction of the relationship between isolated conflict and relevant alliances is negative, or simply, the lack of alliances during the isolated stage also corresponds to a lack in observed rivalries.    

Proto rivalry has a probability of occurring at 0.126 and enduring rivalry has a probability of 0.012 when relevant alliances are present.  The probability for proto rivalry almost doubles when the factors are present.  The outcome increases close to six times for enduring rivalry (0.072).  The relationship is even stronger when the values are set to one for a relevant alliance, contiguity, and a major power dyad.  For enduring rivalry, a positive observation results in a probability of 0.168, and a zero observation results in a value of 0.012. 

Table 2

Mutual Military Buildups and Rivalry Type

Coefficient Estimates, Multinomial Logit Model for Rivalry Type

	
	Outcome
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proto Rivalry
	
	
	Enduring Rivalry
	
	

	Independent Variables
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|

	Military Buildups
	0.738
	.252
	0.003
	2.154
	.304
	0.003

	Contiguity
	0.145
	.167
	0.387
	0.119
	.283
	0.387

	Major Power
	1.08
	.224
	0.000
	1.125
	.336
	0.000

	Constant
	-1.49
	.108
	0.000
	-3.709
	.210
	0.000


Isolated Conflict is reference category

N = 1001

Prob > chi2 = 0.000

Log likelihood = -695.924

Predicted Probabilities for Rivalry Type

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	MB = 0 + Cont=0
	0.765
	0.194
	0.040

	MB = 1 + Cont=1
	0.469
	0.288
	0.242

	Difference
	-0.296
	+0.094
	+0.158


	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	MB = 0 + Cont = 0

+ Major Power = 0
	0.786
	0.176
	0.036

	MB = 1 + Cont = 1

+ Major Power =1
	0.249
	0.401
	0.349

	Difference
	-0.537
	+0.225
	+0.313


A bivariate preliminary analysis demonstrates that the relationship between military buildups and rivalry can be better illustrated by the expected number of military buildups.  According to the enduring rivalry category, there should be 6.23 observations during this stage.  In historic reality, there were 25 observations.  Mutual military buildups occur more frequently than would be expected by chance.  Table 2 presents results for a multinomial logit test for hypothesis 1.2.  The results support the proposition that states participating in mutual military buildups against each other are more likely to become involved in proto and enduring rivalries.  For the enduring rivalry category, military buildups generate a coefficient of 2.154, and this factor is statistically significant at 0.003.  Major power dyads generate a coefficient of 1.125 that is statistically significant at 0.000.   For the proto-rivalry category, military buildups generate a coefficient of 0.738 and are statistically significant at 0.003.  Major power dyads have a similar impact at 1.08, and the factor is statistically significant at 0.000.


Predicted probabilities show that if the values for military buildup and contiguity are set at one, the probabilities are 0.242 for enduring rivalry, 0.288 for proto-rivalry, and 0.469 for isolated conflicts.  If the values are set to zero, isolated conflict has a predicted probability of 0.765, creating a difference of 0.296.  Proto-rivalry has a probability of 0.194 and 0.040 for enduring rivalry.  While the probabilities for the proto-rivalries do not increase much with military buildups, enduring rivalry moves from a probability of 0.040 to 0.242, representing an increase by almost a factor of six.


The relationship is even stronger when the values are set to one for a military buildup, contiguity, and a major power dyad.  For enduring rivalry, a positive observation results in a probability of 0.036 and a zero observation results in a value of 0.349.  For proto-rivalry, if all values are set to zero, the probability is 0.176; if the values are set to one, the probability is 0.401.    


Relevant alliances are the first and most important factor investigated.  Those pairs of states that participate in relevant alliances (at least one outside alliance) are more likely to become involved in rivalry.  This analysis shows that rivalry is more likely if states are involved in mutual military buildups.  The probability of the occurrence of proto and enduring rivalry, as well as a strategic rivalry, increases when mutual military buildups are present.  Accordingly, the probability of isolated conflict decreases when mutual military buildups are present.  While mutual military buildups are consistent with the hypotheses presented here as probabilistic sufficient conditions of rivalry, they are not necessary conditions.  Not all proto or enduring rivals have experienced mutual military buildups.  

Time and Rivalry Relationships

To test the timing of events (H2.1 and H2.3), we code alliance formation timing according to stages.  Here we disaggregate the disputes within each rivalry to look at the timing of alliance formation.  It must now be determined when, in the life of a rivalry, a state forms politically relevant alliances and participates in arms races.  This is an important empirical issue that deals with the endogeneity problem that could surface as a result of the empirical findings presented.  To investigate this, we will code when states make power politics foreign policy choices.  Using the COW alliance listing (Gibler and Sarkees 2002), we first noted when the relevant alliance that was in the dataset occurred and then counted this observation with the appropriate code; an early occurrence is when the alliance occurs during the isolated stage.

Table 3
Alliance Timing Distribution

Results for coding timing of alliance formation during rivalry or early stage.

During Early Conflict Stage

	Alliance Timing
	Early Stage

	No Alliance
	181 (20.5%)

	With Alliance
	699 (79.4)

	Total 
	880


During Intermediate Rivalry Stage

	Alliance Timing
	Intermediate Stage

	No Alliance
	32 (14.3%)

	Alliance at Early Stage
	188 (84.3)

	Alliance at Intermediate Stage
	3 (1.3)

	Total
	223


During Advanced Rivalry Stage

	Alliance Timing
	Advanced Stage

	No Alliance
	3 (4.7%)

	Alliance at Early Stage
	55 (87.3)

	Alliance at Intermediate Stage
	4 (6.4)

	Alliance at Advanced Stage
	1 (1.5)

	Total
	63



Table 3 presents the results regarding the timing of alliance formation according to rivalry stages, addressing hypotheses 2.1 and 2.3.  During the early stage, seventy-nine percent of cases had relevant alliances.  This represents the fact that alliances alone are not sufficient conditions of rivalry.  Alliances increase the probability of rivalry occurrence but do not completely account for their formation.  To understand this factor, we must consider that rivalry development is a multi-causal phenomenon.  


During the intermediate rivalry stage, 188 alliances occurred when the first two militarized disputes where observed.  Only three alliances were formed late in the life of the rivalry.  This shows that for intermediate rivalry, alliances do occur early in the lifetime of the rivalry and can contribute to the existence of recurring disputes.  During the advanced rivalry stage, fifty-five enduring rivalries formed alliances during the early stage.  Four enduring rivalry dyads formed alliances during the intermediate stage, and one alliance formed during the advanced stage, after dispute six.  This shows once again that alliances contribute to the existence of serious rivalries and have an early onset.  For a cause to have an impact on a variable it must come before the relevant outcome.  This appears to be the case for relevant alliance formation.  Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.3 fail to be falsified to this point. 

Table 4

Mutual Military Buildup Timing Distribution

Results for coding timing of alliance formation during rivalry or early stage.

During Early Stage

	Military Buildup Timing
	Early Stage

	No Military Buildup
	835 (94.9%)

	With Military Buildup
	45 (5.1)

	Total 
	880


During Intermediate Rivalry Stage

	Military Buildup Timing
	Intermediate Stage

	No Military Buildup
	196 (87.9%)

	Military Buildup at Early Stage
	17 (7.6)

	Military Buildup at Intermediate Stage
	10 (4.4)

	Total
	223


During Enduring Rivalry Stage

	Military Buildup Timing
	Advanced Stage

	No Military Buildup
	38 (60.3%)

	Military Buildup at Early Stage
	3 (4.7)

	Military Buildup at Intermediate Stage
	7 (11.1)

	Military Buildup at Advanced Stage
	15 (23.8)

	Total
	63


War and Military Buildups at the Early Conflict Stage

	War
	No Military Buildup
	Military Buildup
	Total

	No 
	716

(85.7%)
	21

(46.7%)
	737



	Yes
	119

(14.3)
	24

(53.39)
	143



	Total
	835
	45
	880


To test hypotheses 2.2 and 2.4 on the timing of events, we coded mutual military buildups according to stages.  Here we disaggregate the disputes within each rivalry to look at the timing of the military buildup.  Using Sample’s (2002) data on mutual military buildups, we looked for when the buildup counted in the dataset occurred.  Table 4 presents the results regarding the timing of mutual military buildups according to rivalry stages.  During the early stage, there were 45 observations of mutual military buildups.  This number was much higher than one would expect to observe.  Breaking down the early stage according to war occurrence, it is found that 24 of the 45 military buildups resulted in war.
  Over half of the buildups led to war, likely ending the rivalry early and settling the issues at contention.  Those pairs of states with military buildups during an early stage are primed for rivalry, but sometimes do not engage in enough disputes for rivalry to occur.  Military buildups can directly lead to war and this is likely why some military buildups are observed in isolated conflicts.


During the intermediate rivalry stage, 17 buildups are observed during the early stage.  There are ten observations during the intermediate stage.  When a military buildup occurs in a proto-rivalry, it is likely to occur early.  This result fails to falsify hypothesis 2.4.  During the advanced rivalry stage, there are three military buildups during the early stage.  There are seven observations during the intermediate stage and 15 during the advanced rivalry stage.  When military buildups occur in enduring rivalries, they are likely to occur late in the rivalry.  This finding demonstrates that military buildups are likely to occur once enduring rivalries have had a significant number of disputes.  Hypothesis 2.2 is falsified with current military buildup data.

Assessment of Timing and Rivalry


One factor we have investigated is politically relevant alliances.  Those pairs of states participating in politically relevant alliances at an early phase pose an increased likelihood of rivalry involvement.  It is clear that alliances are important for the development of rivalry, no matter which research design is employed to investigate the question.  Politically relevant alliances occur early in the life of rivalry.  Prior to or during the first two disputes, it is likely that a proto or enduring rivalry dyad used alliances to bolster their security.  This usually results in the formation and development of rivalry itself rather than a decrease in tensions as policy makers typically hope.  Any attempt to increase a state’s security early in the process usually results in a perceived decrease in security for the opposing side.  The power politics processes which these events trigger become the causal mechanism for the development of rivalry.

We also observed that the timing of military buildups varies.  There is no consistent pattern like the one observed in the timing of politically relevant alliances.  In all likelihood, military buildups occur late in the life of a rivalry.  The existence of a military buildup signals that a pair of states is involved in an enduring rivalry.  If a military buildup occurs at the isolated conflict stage, the dyad is likely to engage in war and end any potential rivalry.  Mutual military buildups therefore do not create rivalries, but they are signs that a rivalry is forming or has already formed.  They are also strong factors in the relationship between disputes and escalation to war (Sample 1996; 2002).


This research shows that mutual military buildups clearly do not occur only in the context of rivalry as some suggest (Diehl and Crescenzi 1998).  There are 45 cases of mutual military buildups during the early rivalry stage, and twenty-four of these led directly to war, thus ending the rivalry.  Twenty-one of these cases did not lead to war, and these cases need further investigation.  One cannot assume that arms races will occur only during a rivalry relationship; rather, a significant number of mutual military buildups occur outside of rivalries.  



Gibler (2007) performs another potentially relevant test of the steps to rivalry theory.  He finds that states that settle their disputed boundaries early tend not to use power politics tactics and establish themselves as democracies.  The expectation would be that avoiding territorial disputes in the first place eschews the triggers found in the steps-to-war theory (Vasquez 1993), including rivalry development.  

Throughout the life (mainly early) of an enduring rivalry, both states will form politically relevant alliances and participate in mutual military buildups to counter the original threat.  It seems that the temporal pattern typically is a territorial dispute, relevant alliance, early forms of rivalry, and then a mutual military buildup.  This pattern, however, is not always consistent, with military buildups coming early in the life of a rivalry in quite a few cases.  

These finding do not support a realist theory of international politics since the findings are counterintuitive to the theory.  While elites and leaders may think about the future and prepare for rivalry, the theoretical foundation critically depends on the expectation of deterrence through threats of force.  Of course, the opposite tends to happen and rivalry results when these behaviors are exhibited.  The fact that states form alliances prior to and during the life of a rivalry does not represent a condition of peace, but a factor that leads to both war and rivalry.  If realist theory (generally constructed) were to be true, then deterrence would likely result from power politics tactics.  

The Complete Additive Model


Table 5 presents results for a multinomial logit test of what we call the complete additive steps to rivalry model.  This table directly tests hypothesis five.  All the factors previously investigated are added into one model.  Here we consider the combined effects of military buildups, alliances, territory disputes, contiguity, and major powers.
Table 5

Complete Rivalry Model

Coefficient Estimates, Multinomial Logit Model for Rivalry Type

	
	Outcome
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proto Rivalry
	
	
	Enduring Rivalry
	
	

	Independent Variables
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|
	Coefficient
	S.E.
	P>|z|

	Military Buildup
	0.714
	.258
	0.006
	2.105
	.304
	0.000

	Alliance
	0.496
	.229
	0.031
	1.389
	.591
	0.019

	25% Terr
	0.454
	.159
	0.004
	0.654
	.274
	0.018

	Contiguity
	0.223
	.169
	0.186
	0.345
	.280
	0.218

	Major Power
	1.13
	.220
	0.000
	1.15
	.339
	0.001

	Constant
	-2.22
	.235
	0.000
	-4.789
	.586
	0.000


Isolated Conflict is reference category

Robust Standard Errors

N = 1166

Prob > chi2 = 0.000

Log likelihood = -739.569

  
The results support the proposition that states who form politically relevant alliances, participate in military buildups, and fight territorial disputes are more likely to become involved in proto and enduring rivalries.  For the enduring rivalry category, politically relevant alliances generate a coefficient of 1.389 and are statistically significant at 0.019.  Military buildups produce a coefficient of 2.105 and are statistically significant at 0.000.  The 25% territory variable produces a coefficient of 0.654 and is statistically significant at 0.018.  Contiguity has a positive impact on the model but is not statistically significant at 0.218, much like the results in the other models.  Major power dyads generate a coefficient of 1.15, and this coefficient is statistically significant.  

For the proto rivalry category, military buildups generate a coefficient of 0.714 and are statistically significant.  Politically relevant alliances produce a coefficient of 0.496 and are statistically significant.  The twenty-five percent territory variable also produces a positive coefficient of 0.454 and is statistically significant at 0.004.  
Table 6
Predicted Probabilities for Complete Rivalry Model

A.  Military Buildup and Rivalry

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	MB = 0
	0.788
	0.179
	0.032

	MB = 1
	0.555
	0.259
	0.185

	Difference
	-0.233
	+0.08
	+0.153


B.  Alliance and Rivalry

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Ally = 0
	0.8495
	0.137
	0.013

	Ally = 1
	0.7531
	0.199
	0.047

	Difference
	-0.096
	+0.062
	+0.034


C.  Alliance, Military Buildup, and Twenty Five Percent Territory

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Ally = 0 +  MB = 0 + 25% Terr = 0
	0.8765
	0.1143
	0.0092

	Ally = 1 + MB=1 + 25% Terr = 1
	0.4259
	0.2939
	0.2802

	Difference
	-0.451
	+0.179
	+0.271


D.  Alliance, Military Buildup, Twenty Five Percent Territory, and Major Powers

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Ally = 0 +  MB = 0 + 25% Terr = 0 + Maj = 0
	0.888
	0.103
	0.008

	Ally = 1 + MB=1 + 25% Terr = 1 + Maj = 1
	0.209
	0.401
	0.389

	Difference
	-0.679
	+0.298
	+0.381


Tables 6a and 6b present the predicted probability results for military buildups and alliances if the values are set to one or zero for each observation.  The results compare favorably to earlier models.  It is important to note that the steps to rivalry theory predicts the onset of proto rivalry as well as or better than the onset of an enduring rivalry.  


The relationship is even stronger when the values are set to one for politically relevant alliances, military buildup, and twenty-five percent territory.  For enduring rivalry, a positive observation results in a probability of 0.2802, and a zero observation results in a value of 0.0092.  For proto-rivalry, if all values are set to zero, the probability is 0.1143; if the values are set to one, the probability is 0.2939.  The final additive model shows a high probability for the combined factors of alliances, military buildups, twenty-five percent territory, and major powers.  For enduring rivalry, the probability of rivalry occurring is 0.389 if the values for the factors are set to one (Table 8d).  For proto-rivalry, the probability is also close at 0.401 for a rivalry to occur if the values for the factors are set to one.  


The analysis was run with nuclear weapons added as a factor (hypothesis 4).  Nuclear weapons represent the ultimate weapon, usually for major powers, and are the foundation of deterrence theory.  Yet, nuclear weapons result in an arms race in that each state competes to build the greatest amount of powerful weapons.  The additive impact of nuclear weapons can be gathered from Table 7.  For enduring rivalry, the probability is 0.555 if the value for alliances, military buildups, twenty-five percent territory, major powers, and nuclear weapons is set at one.  For proto-rivalry, the probability is 0.358 if all the values are set to one.  

Table 7

Predicted Probabilities for Complete Model, With Nuclear Weapons

Alliance, Military Buildup, Twenty Five Percent Territory, Major Powers, and Nuclear Weapon

	
	Isolated Conflict
	Proto Rivalry
	Enduring Rivalry

	Ally = 0 +  MB = 0 + 25% Terr = 0 + Maj = 0 + Nukes = 0
	0.889
	0.103
	0.007

	Ally = 1 + MB=1 + 25% Terr = 1 + Maj = 1 + Nukes = 1
	0.086
	0.358
	0.555

	Difference
	-0.803
	+0.255
	+0.548



The highest probability for enduring rivalry occurrence occurs by adding nuclear weapons to the model.  It seems that states that have nuclear weapons are major powers, have outside alliances, participate in military buildups, and have a significant amount of territorial disputes are likely to become enduring rivals.  

Assessment of the Complete Additive Model

It is clear that dyads that have territorial disputes (specifically more than 25% of the disputes are territorial in nature) are more likely to become rivals.  While not every dispute in which a dyad fights has to be territorial to make the dyad dangerous, those dyads having a significant number of territorial disputes are likely to become rivals.  

Politically relevant alliances and mutual military buildups are all important conditions for rivalry development.  Each event makes the outcome of rivalry more likely to occur.  This theory is additive in that the factors of territorial disputes, major power involvement, nuclear weapons, mutual military buildups, and politically relevant alliances all combine to increase the probability of proto and enduring rivalry occurrence.  Hypotheses three and four fail to be falsified.  


From this study, a few typical paths to rivalry can be observed.  The path with the highest probability of rivalry occurrence involves the use of politically relevant alliances, mutual military buildups, repeated territorial conflicts, and major power dyads.  Adding nuclear capabilities to the equation also increases the probability of both proto and enduring rivalry.  

A further exploration on the issue of nuclear weapons and rivalry must be conducted since we do not know if the timing of the nuclear weapons acquisitions has an impact on the results.  We also do not know if nuclear weapons were used to threaten a rival.  Much like arms races, we would conclude that nuclear weapons increase threat perceptions and can increase tensions in developing rivalry.  Although nuclear technology does not always have to be directed at a rival state, their presence is likely to lead to rivalries in quite a few cases. 

Table 8
Paths to Rivalry: Rank Order of Predicted Probabilities
Enduring Rivalry:

.555
Alliance, Military Buildup, Territory, Major Powers, and Nuclear Weapons

.389
Alliance, Military Buildup, Territory, and Major Powers

.280
Alliance, Military Buildup, and Territory

.239
Military Buildup and Territory

.185
Military Buildup

.066
Alliance and Territory

.047
Alliance

.013
No Alliance

Proto-Rivalry

.401
Alliance, Military Buildup, Territory, and Major Powers

.358
Alliance, Military Buildup, Territory, Major Powers, and Nuclear Weapons

.294
Military Buildup and Territory 

.294
Alliance, Military Buildup, and Territory

.259
Military Buildup

.247
Alliance and Territory

.199
Alliance

.137
No Alliance


Table 8 presents the rank order probabilities of the occurrence of both enduring rivalry and proto-rivalry.  There is a 0.013 probability of an enduring rivalry if the pair of states does not have an alliance.  This probability increases to 0.389 if they have a politically relevant alliance, a mutual military buildup, territorial disputes, and are major powers.  The base probability for proto-rivalry, if neither state has an outside alliance, is 0.137.  This probability increases to 0.401 if the pair of states has an alliance, military buildup, territorial disputes, and is a major power.  These probabilities would increase if variables were added for newly independent states and democracies.  Space constraints preclude a case-by-case analysis of rivalry onset and the paths of development, but future work will explore the application of the theory to specific cases.    

Conclusion

Vasquez (1993) contends that the traditional realpolitik notions of foreign policy practice often lead to war, not peace.  The original query of this project was to determine if proto and enduring rival dyads exhibit different foreign policy practices when confronted with an ongoing dispute.  The use of traditional power politics is associated with severe manifestations of both war and rivalry.  This analysis suggests that certain practices of power politics, namely alliances, are important conditions for setting in motion a pattern of recurring disputes that result in interstate rivalry prior to warfare.  

In this paper, we have found that relevant alliances are key factors in development of both proto and enduring rivalry.  The formation of alliances represents a significant step along the road to rivalry.  When states use alliances in response to an initial dispute, they are likely to experience recurring conflict.  We also find that mutual military buildups are probabilistic conditions for the development of rivalry.  While mutual military buildups are not necessary conditions of rivalry, we do know that if a state participates in a mutual military buildup and it does not go to war during the first two disputes, the dyad is likely to become rivals.

It is also important to note that power politics foreign policy practices come into use early in the life of a rivalry.  Dyads that are enduring or proto-rivals are likely to have formed politically relevant alliances early.  It remains for in-depth case studies to be undertaken to show the causal path between initial disputes, alliance formation and escalation to the proto and enduring rival stages. 

This work has presented rivalry as a process, and these stages of rivalry development need to be taken into account in any analysis of the formation of rivals.  One cannot look at enduring rivals alone but must also investigate the factors present in proto-rivals and isolated conflicts.  The steps to rivalry are clear. Politically relevant alliances, mutual military buildups, territorial disputes, major power dyads, and states that posses nuclear weapons are more likely to become rivals if these factors are present.  Added to previous findings regarding rivalry development (shocks, lack of democracy, born fighting, and escalating bargaining demands), we now have a start to the narrative story about rivalry origins.

One criticism for which this data analysis might suffer is the selection effects and the omitted variable bias problem (King, Keohane et al. 1994, 203; Lemke and Reed 2001).  It is not the goal of this analysis to determine which states have had militarized interstate dispute (MIDs), but which types of dyads repeatedly enter into MIDs with a specific party.  The test here concerns which factors are necessary for conflict to recur in a dyad.  Scholars (Bennett, Baker et al. 2002; Senese and Vasquez 2003; Senese and Vasquez 2008) have also shown that selection effects concerns might not be as prevalent as previously thought.  Most importantly, the theory outlined here concerns which factors give rise to repeated MIDs, not what makes those MIDs occur in the first place.    

The steps to rivalry theory represents a theoretical advance for the study of the causes of rivalry and also conflict.  The sequencing of events is important, and while some of these variables have been investigated in the past, this current application to rivalry represents an empirical refinement sorely needed in the literature.  Timing seems to be key and the causal process must be specified to account for the factors that lead to rivalry and then war.  We find that the power politics model of conflict onset can predict the onset of rivalry, which leads to war in most cases.  

If one is aware of history and the process of rivalry onset, then one should not be surprised by these findings.  Yet these findings have not been tested systemically prior to this test.  This counters the claim that power politics factors suggested here only signal a pair of states are engaged in rivalry.  Clearly some of these steps occur early and push a state towards rivalry.  Typical policy advice would suggest that one prepare to engage an enemy by adding to a state’s strength.  We should note that power politics steps lock a state into a rivalry outcome, not scare the other side into peaceful coexistence.  Without a territorial dispute, alliance, and military buildup, a dyad is not likely to end up in rivalry, and in the future, is not likely to experience war.       


We have argued that power politics strategies are dangerous precedents in international interactions.  States that use power politics practices are likely to become dangerous rivals.  While policy advice, up to this point, is premature, states should avoid threatening actions because it is likely those actions will lead to security dilemmas and rivalry.  Those states involved in rivalry are the most likely dyads to become involved in war.  To avoid war, one must avoid rivalry in the first place.  
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� Multiple issues are likely to make rivalries endure and persist (Dyer 2009), but it is unclear if the number of issues at stake has an impact on the development of a rivalry.


� A key reason the Diehl and Goertz (2000) data was used since it contains variance on the dependent variable utilized here.


� It is important to distinguish between enduring rivalry and proto-rivalry since there can be empirical differences between rivals that are short and burn out quickly and those rivals that endure for long periods of time.  We expect to find a impact of the independent variables on the dependent variable should express some form of higher order danger as the rivalry becomes more serve (enduring).  


� This researcher is unable to fully explore any selection effects question by looking at a non-dispute population because there is no data for key independent variables such as territorial disputes prior to 1919 or military buildups in the absence of an initial dispute.  It is hoped that in the future, with better data, this question can be tackled.  


� Although potentially out of place in a rivalry paper, discussion of war as a dependent variable is critical here so that we may explain the finding of mutual military buildups not resulting in rivalry on many occasions.  Clearly the answer is that some military buildups result in war and thus terminate the rivalry when the issue at stake is settled with militarized means.
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