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The literature on the dynamics of particular rivalries (e.g.. Goldstein and
Freeman 1991; McGinnis and Williams 1989) offers a useful place to
begin. For example, if in rivalries we find that periods of calm are asso-
ciated with democratic regimes (or democratization) and that periods of
greater conflict tend to occur when this is not the case, then this provides
direct evidence for the democratic peace hypothesis. Most of the process
theories in international relations tend to describe such processes before
war, but few connect wars and disputes with each other.

Methodologically, the longitudinal component of rivalries creates new
possibilities for testing standard hypotheses and resolving some long-
standing problems with previous cross-sectional tests. We would like to
mention two possibilities that prove exceptionally useful: one uses rival-
ries in interrupted time-series analysis, while the other uses nondispute
rivalry years as a control group. Huth and Russett's (1993) work on deter-
rence demonstrates the usefulness of the control group application. Case
selection has provoked great debate in the deterrence literature (Achen
and Snidal 1989). The problem revolves around f inding cases of deter-
rence Success, as deterrence failure is fairly easy to detect. Huth and Rus-
sett (1993) solve this problem by considering the nondispute/war years of
a rivalry as deterrence successes. Because (enduring) rivalries have both
dispute and nondispute periods, they provide a natural set of treatment
and control periods. Lieberman (1994) uses the same basic strategy in cri-
tiquing Leb(?w and Stein (1990). He argues that many of the factors they
associate with Middle East wars occurred as f requently during nonwar
years. Hence there is no significant correlation between these factors and
war. In short, one can compare different periods of a rivalry to evaluate
various hypotheses,

The interrupted time-series method is a special application of this
same idea. Scholars can compare rivalries before and after some critical
event to determine the impact of that event on the occurrence of disputes
and wars. A particularly interesting application of this methodology
inv_estlgates.the democratic peace hypothesis. One could examine the evo-
lution of arivalry before or after it makes a transition to or from the joint
democratic status. If the democratic peace hypothesis is correct, we
woulcll €Xpect to see the rivalry end, or at least a clear reduction in the
S?venty{ level. Hense], Goertz, and Diehl (forthcoming) found that milita-
rized disputes were generally much less likely during periods of joint
democracy as compared with other periods; the exception is that regime-
change dyads that evolved into enduring rivalries continued with their
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alliances and arms races, which often takes plice over a broad time frame
(Diehl 1994; Sorokin 1994). The most obvious use of enduring rivalries as
a background condition is in the study of power transitions (Geller 1993;
Wayman 1996). There, enduring rivalries perform the function of speci-
fying the ongoing competition that will be affected by changes in the
power distribution between the states. Other dvads might be open to the
criticism that the states involved were not directly attuned to the actions
of the other state or that the other state was not its primary rival.

Until recently, the primary use of enduring rivalry has been as a case
selection device. Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi illustrate this case selection
usage: “. . .the concept of a Great Power rivalry is critical because it iden-
tifies the population of cases to be used for testing the model’s proposi-
tions” (1992, 483). Yet this is a crude way of linking rivalries to phenom-
ena such as deterrence. What these authors are doing is making a
theoretical claim about situations in which deterrent threats, for example,
are likely to be made; the variables in their models then trv to explain
why such threats work or not. The rivalry approach Sug‘gesis that these
are related concerns and should be addressed together in the theory, and
not relegated to a simple methodological issuc.

The logipal step is to include rivalry characteristics in the theoretical
framewo'rk itself. First, this means abandoning the notion that there is
necessartly aradical break between enduring and lower-level rivalries (in
effect, taking “enduring” out of enduring rivalry research). It also means
that the characteristics of the rivalry relationship are thought to influence
the process under scrutiny, whether it be deterrence or the escalation of
arms races to war. This forces the scholar to identify those characteristics
in the model rather than to leave them subsumed under case selection and
then forgotten.

In the rivalry as background condition literature, the rivalry concept
already exists in the theoyy, yet to hide the theory in case selection distorts
both. lj“or example, the classic Richardson (1960a) arms race model includes
Egz iﬁz‘;af;fet‘;irt g'a‘g;lll:h ’;fﬁfacm reftt%rs to :.lvalry but is often ignored in
chapter in this volume) 1€ power transition (see Kugler and Lemke’s

provides another example. It has two fundamental

cff:lrrlp;)Izltflntsiztht;1 Power transition and competition/dissatisfaction with the
status quo. Kach is a necessary condition for war: if e :

1 : ar; 1 S ,
war is the prediction: f either is absent, no

“Only when a pair of states are relati i

e : s are relatively equal in
Cﬁpaﬂl]t]les can.both sides in conflict realistically expect to win; only when
the challenger is committed to change is there something over which to








































































