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ABSTRACT

Why do states that consider one another enemies opt to putsue cooperation instead of

" continue conflict? When do states replace military competition with normal interstate politics? This
dissertation proposes and tests a new theory to explain the emergence of peace between rivals. It
finds that economic crises create incentives for national leaders to pursue conciliatory behavior
toward strategic rivals, but these incentives are disrupted when leaders face veto players within their
government. Economic urgency motivates leaders to consider new policies, compelling them to
focus their attention on revising rather than merely sustaining core elements of their state’s grand
strategy. Economic necessity is insufficient, however, since the presence of competing power centers
within a government raises the political cost of pursuing new policies. Even when leaders perceive
peace to be in the national interest, they are unlikely to be able to transform relations with a tival so
long as internal veto players exist. Only when both economic need and political capability are
present is rivalry termination possible.

To test this theory, this dissertation utilizes a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods. It
employs process tracing and congruence procedure in detailed studies of the history of four cases:
the U.S.-Soviet rivalry from 1964 to 1989, the Sino-Soviet tivalry from 1958 to 1989, the Sino-U.S.
rivalry from 1958 to 1972, and the Indo-Pakistani rivalry from 1947-1999. These cases provide
substantial within- and across-case variation in the variables important for domestic primacy theory,
as well as variation associated with potential alternative explanations that might confound hypothesis
testing if excluded from the analysis. These historical accounts are supplemented with quantitative
data on the universe of over 100 strategic rivalries since World War II, 67 of which have terminated.
Using this data, I demonstrate that rivalries are more than three times as likely to end when
conditions are favorable according to domestic primacy theory than they are when conditions are
unfavorable.

Thesis Supervisor: Richard J. Samuels
Title: Ford International Professor of Political Science
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INTRODUCTION
1 Introduction

This is a dissertation about peace and about the circumstances in which peace is likely to
emerge. Peace is not merely the absence of war. To be enduring, peace implies that even the fear of
war is absent. This dissertation focuses on when, why, and how peace arises between states that
previously feared one another. In doing so, it focuses on interstate tivalry. Rivals view one another
as enemies, as threats, as the most likely causes of future war.! To understand the causes of peace,
then, is to ask, when do enemies begin to view one another as something different, something more
benign? When the rivalry ends, peace begins.

Once states begin to view each other as threats, it is difficult to alter those perceptions. The
average rivalry lasts for decades. Indeed, rivalries that persist for longer than a human generation are
not uncommon. Of the 44 ongoing interstate rivalries in 2007, 13 had persisted for over 50 yeats,
and two had lasted for more than 150 years.” The perception of rivalry is resistant to change, but it is
not impervious to it. Many more interstate rivalries have concluded than persist. Occasionally some
combination of circumstances emerges that compels states to pursue a transformed relationship with
a current foe. This dissertation seeks to explain when that transformation is most likely.

Preparing for war is costly. As later chapters will show, states that perceive others as tivals
spend substantially more than states that perceive a more benign environment. States that perceive
one another as threats limit their trade with one another, denying their citizens the efficiencies that
come from international commerce. States that perceive each other as enemies risk enteting a self-

fulfilling spiral of misperception that can culminate in unnecessary conflict and war. States that

1 Karen A. Rasler and William R. Thompson, “Contested Terrtitory, Strategic Rivalties, and Conflict Escalation,”
International Studies Quarterly 50, no. 1 (March 1, 2006): 151. Contrary to this definition, Alexander Wendt distinguishes
between rivals and enemies, with the former having limited revisionist intentions and the latter maximalist ones. Wendt,
Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 260-1. This volume will use the terms
interchangeably, contra Wendt.

2 See Appendix A. Data from William Thompson and David Dreyer, Handbook of International Rivalries: 1494-2010
(Washington, DC: CQ Press, 2012).



engage in interstate rivalry are more likely to acquire nuclear weapons, heightening the risk of any
conflict that does occur. Rivalry is costly and peace alleviates those costs. Understanding the causes

of peace may make it possible to facilitate its emergence.

2 Domestic Primacy Theory and Alternative Explanations

This dissertation proposes and tests a new theory to explain the emetgence of peace between
rivals. I argue that economic crises create incentives for national leaders to pursue conciliatory
behavior toward strategic rivals, but that these incentives atre disrupted when leaders face veto
players within their government. Economic urgency motivates leaders to consider new policies,
compelling leaders to focus their attention on altering rather than merely sustaining core elements of
their state’s grand strategy. Economic necessity is insufficient, however, since the presence of
competing power centets within a government raises the political cost of pursuing new policies.
Many of these power centers may have parochial reasons to suppotrt continued tivalry, or might
opportunistically support confrontation to gain political advantage over a leader considering peace.’
Even when leaders perceive peace to be in the national interest, they are unlikely to be able to
transform relations with a rival so long as internal veto players exist. Only when both economic
need and political capability are present is rivalry termination possible. I call this hypothesized
relationship domestic primacy theory.

Domestic primacy theory is not the first or only theory that purports to identify petiods
more prone to peace. Democratic peace theory proposes that democracies ate unlikely to go to war with
one another. If this were true, a natural extension of democratic peace theory would imply that the
advent of democracy in both rivals ought to be associated with the end of tivalry. Nuclear peace theory

proposes that the possession of nuclear weapons—or, in its more limited variant, the possession of

3 The best discussion of the difficulties caused by groups opposed to peace because of parochial interests is Christopher
Darnton, Revalry and Alliance Politics in Cold War Latin America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2014).



a survivable and deliverable nuclear weapons arsenal —makes the risk of war to achieve political
goals unacceptable, and as a consequence makes war between nuclear-armed opponents unlikely. By
extension, the acquisition of nuclear weapons should foreclose military competition. Rivalries should
conclude after the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Common enemy theory proposes that the presence of
a common enemy that threatens both rival states should encourage them to resolve their bilateral
dispute in order to confront their shared danger. Rivalries should end when common enemies
emerge. Finally, capability imbalance theory proposes that rivalries persist and wars erupt because of a
disagreement about the relative military capabilities of both sides. As such, rivalries should persist
when the military capabilities of both rivals are balanced and near parity. Growing asymmetry should
make peace easier by removing any doubt about which side would be victotious if conflict were to

erupt.

3 Cases and Research Design

How can we assess the relative merits of these alternative explanations? This dissertation
tests these competing theories across and within four cases: the U.S.-Soviet rivalry from 1964 to
1989, the Sino-Soviet rivalry from 1958 to 1989, the U.S.-China rivalry from 1958 to 1972, and the
India-Pakistan rivalry from 1947 to 1999. The competing explanations make differing predictions
about when peace is more likely within each of the above rivalries. Additionally, peace can only
emerge if political, economic, and military initiatives are undertaken to alter the status quo.
Peacemaking is an intermediate outcome that logically precedes peace. By comparing petiods with
divergent predictions from competing theories, it is possible to assess their congruence with peaceful
outcomes and peacemaking initiatives. Just as conciliatory initiatives should be more likely when
conditions are favorable, escalation within the rivalry should be less likely during such circumstances.

This provides a rich array of observations that can be compared to theoretical expectations.



Each case provides an opportunity to test within case vatiation against potential theoties, but
the four cases were also selected for the cross-case variation they exhibit. While each is substantively
important, these cases vary on many potentially meaningful attributes. They contain a mix of
autocratic and democratic governments, with every possible combination emerging at some point
across the four rivalries: autocracy rivals autocracy, such as the Soviet Union’s troubled relationship
with China, democracy rivals autocracy, such as the United States’ competition with the Soviet
Union, and democracy rivals democracy, such as periods of the India-Pakistan dispute. Some
rivalries begin and persist despite a common enemy, such as the Soviet and Chinese mutual
antipathy toward the United States in the 1960s. Other rivalries never experience a shared threat,
such as India and Pakistan. All of these states acquired nuclear weapons during the course of their
rivalties, but the periods assessed here cover an assortment of cases where rivals’ nuclear statuses
were sometimes asymmetric, such as the Sino-Soviet relationship before 1964, or the rivalries
experienced prolonged periods where neither state possessed nuclear weapons, such as India and
Pakistan prior to 1974. Militarily, some states were neat-peers, such as the United States and the
Soviet Union, while other rivalries began with stark power imbalances, such as India and Pakistan.
Over the course of their rivalries, military advantage fluctuated up and down, but the United States
and the Soviet Union were never as unequal militarily during the Cold War as India and Pakistan
have always been during the course of their rivalry.

Rivalry involves a determination by leaders that another state is especially dangerous. One
important factor, according to common enemy theory, that leaders consider in making that
determination is the existence and severity of other threatening states. By examining the triangular
politics of the United States, Soviet Union, and China, the case selection ensutes that these mutually

overlapping relationships receive appropriate analytic attention. Did U.S.-Soviet relations improve
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because of Sino-Soviet deterioration? By examining both rivaltries during the time period of shifting
attitudes, it is far easier to determine the answer.

In addition to comparing outcomes in certain periods and in certain cases to theoretical
expectations for those petiods, there is additional evidence that can be marshaled to help distinguish
between different candidate theories that might explain peacemaking within rivalries. In particular,
this dissertation will often utilize what Steven Van Evera refers to as “speech evidence,” which is
contemporaneous assessments by knowledgeable observers as to the cause of some event. Speech
evidence is not dispositive. The fact that a leader explained that her foreign policy sought to improve
the economy does not eliminate other possible causes, but it does weaken the support for alternative
hypotheses.

These detailed qualitative assessments based on the history of four rivalries ate bolstered by
a series of quantitative tests on rivalry outcomes from 1950 to 2007 involving 107 distinct paits of
states that have participated in rivalry. These tests help to demonstrate that the conclusions gleaned
from the historical case studies are generalizable and represent common tendencies in international
politics. The quantitative evidence provides strong support for domestic primacy theory. Rivalties
are much more likely to end when leaders face economic difficulty at home but are unencumbered
by competing power centers within their governments. Peace is the product of economic need and

political ability.

4 The Failure of Existing Theories

There are already multiple possible theories that could explain the incidence of peace for
rivals. A new study is necessary, however, because none of these existing theories is sufficient to
explain the actual outcomes from past and ongoing rivalries. A cursory review of the cases illustrates

the necessity for fresh causal inquiry. The U.S.-Soviet Cold War continued for four decades after
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both sides possessed nuclear weapons following the first Soviet nuclear weapons test in 1949. A
shared U.S. enemy did not prevent the Sino-Soviet rivalry from beginning in 1958, and the Sino-
Soviet rivalry ended in 1989 even as the Soviet Union was improving relations with the United
States, decreasing the necessity to normalize relations with Beijing in order to put pressute on
Washington. The Sino-Soviet rivalry did not conclude when Moscow had a profound military
advantage along the Sino-Soviet frontier in the 1970s, but rather after the Soviet Union decided to
decrease military troops along border in the late 1980s, bringing the military balance closer to parity
after two decades of stark asymmetry. Similarly, the Sino-U.S. rivalry ended after Washington
removed hundreds of thousands of troops from China’s periphery beginning in 1969, not eatlier.
Finally, despite a total of almost twenty years of procedural democracy in Pakistan since 1947, and
nearly uninterrupted democracy in India, the India-Pakistan dispute endures.

These are not isolated examples. Quantitative indicators introduced later in this volume also
suggest that the probability of a rivalry concluding in a given year may be /ss—and certainly is not
more—if a rivalry is jointly democratic, is symmetrically nuclear, shares a common enemy, or is
militarily unbalanced. A new theory is needed, and domestic primacy theory succeeds in explaining

rivalry outcomes where existing theories have failed.

5 Plan of the Dissertation

Chapter 1 provides the foundational logic for domestic primacy theory. In doing so, it seeks
to widen the aperture beyond the immediate question of the sources of peace amidst rivalry. It
situates domestic primacy theory and alternative theories in the broader universe of scholarship
from which they emerged. The chapter examines why states pursue cooperation instead of conflict,
what motivates policy change, and what prevents policy change in the context of changing

circumstances. It examines how and why rivalry shapes international politics.
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With this theoretical foundation, chapter 2 focuses on the mechanisms that link domestic
primacy theory with rivalry termination. It identifies multiple pathways that make rival states
experiencing economic crisis more likely to pursue conciliatory policies, but also explains why the
presence of government veto players block those mechanisms from operating. Since domestic
primacy theory argues that economic difficulty motivates strategic retrenchment, chapter 2 also
examines theories of diversionary conflict, which posit that economic difficulty encourages crisis,
not conciliation. This section explains that diversionary conflict is more likely to occur outside of
rivalries than it is within them, but also that diversionary conflict is more probable when there are
competing power centers within a government than when foreign policy authority is concentrated in
one individual.

Having laid out the foundations and causal logic of domestic primacy theoty, Chapter 3 then
seeks to explain how domestic primacy theory can be tested. It explains in greater detail the research
design that permits comparative assessment of the potential causes of peace within rivalry. It
delineates how the emergence of peace can be identified after a period of heightened conflict, and
also the conditions under which domestic primacy theory can be said to apply or not apply.

Having outlined the concepts, measurements of those concepts, and research design, I then
turn to applying these analytic tools to specific cases. I first examine the U.S.-Soviet rivalty from
1964 until its end in 1989. Chapter 4 examines the changing political and economic conditions in
Washington and Moscow that made the environment favorable to compromise after decades of
Cold War confrontation. As both U.S. i’resident Richard Nixon and Soviet general Secretary Leonid
Brezhnev centralized authority, they were able to respond to difficult economic and budgetary
conditions by moderating their policies toward one another. These policies became known as
détente, and this period of superpower cooperation continued until 1973, when the fall of Nixon led

to a fracturing of authority within the U.S. system and the increase in global oil prices led to windfall
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profits that alleviated the Soviet Union’s economic challenge. Chapter 5 discusses how these
changed circumstances contributed to the collapse of détente, leading to a period of renewed U.S.-
Soviet confrontation under an ailing Leonid Brezhnev negotiating with institutionally weakened U.S.
presidents. Chapter 6 then traces the emergence of consolidated foreign policy authority in
Washington under President Ronald Reagan and his secretary of state, George Shultz, and the
ascendance of Mikhail Gorbachev in Moscow. Both American and Soviet leaders confronted
budgetary and economic crises, especially after 1985, which created powerful incentives for them to
moderate the rivalry, eventually leading to its termination in 1989.

Chapter 7 describes the complicated, triangular politics of the United States, Soviet Union,
and China. It describes the origins of the Sino-U.S. tivalry and then outlines how Chinese leader
Mao Zedong opted to pursue rivalry with the Soviet Union despite maintaining tense relations with
the United States. It situates Mao’s dangerous international choices in the context of his struggle to
eliminate domestic competitors that might challenge his authority within the Chinese state. Chapter
8 focuses on the pivotal year of 1969. U.S. entreaties to repair relations with China, motivated by
U.S. inability to continue to fund vast security commitments to both Asia and Europe, reached
Beijing just as the Sino-Soviet conflict worsened. In Beijing, Chinese leaders attempted to return to
political and economic normalcy after the chaos of the Cultural Revolution. Mao’s vanquishing of
political competitors permitted him to abruptly change Chinese policy toward Washington while also
moderating it toward Moscow. Decisions made in 1969 led ultimately to the termination of the Sino-
U.S. rivalry in 1972 with Nixon’s visit to China. Chapter 9 examines the Sino-Soviet relationship
after 1972. As Mao’s health waned after 1973, factional politics paralyzed Chinese decisionmaking
until Deng Xiaoping emerged as the paramount Chinese leader after 1978. It was not until 1985,
however, with the emergence of Gorbachev that Deng had a partner that could credibly negotiate a

political settlement to resolve the Sino-Soviet dispute. Gorbachev was eager to normalize Sino-
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Soviet relations as part of his effort to shift resources away from Soviet defense iﬁ an attempt to
repair a Soviet economy in deep crisis, and found a willing partner in Deng, who sought to manage
China’s own economic difficulties in the late 1980s.

Chapter 10 presents the final case study of the ongoing India-Pakistan rivalry, examining
three episodes in which Indian and Pakistani leaders undertook major initiatives to improve bilateral
relations, but were unable to sustain sufficient progress to terminate the rivalry. These episodes
involve three very different peacemaking duos: Pakistani dictator Ayub Khan and Indian prime
minister Jawaharlal Nehru from 1958 to 1960, Pakistani politician Zulfikar Ali Bhutto and Indian
prime minister Indira Gandhi from 1973 to 1977, and Pakistani prime minister Nawaz Sharif and
Indian prime minister Atal Behari Vajpayee from 1998 to 1999. During each episode, while progress
was made during periods identified by domestic primacy theory as favorable for conflict resolution,
when the underlying political or economic circumstances changed, the countries returned to
confrontation and away from reconciliation.

Chapter 11 presents a series of quantitative analyses that seek to situate the findings from
these four rivalries in the broader context of modern rivalry since 1950. These quantitative tests
demonstrate that rivalries are more than three times as likely to end when conditions are favorable
according to domestic primacy theory than they are when conditions are unfavorable. This is true
even when accounting for alternative explanations, which are also measured and included in these
quantitative tests.

The concluding chapter of the dissertation, Chapter 12, summarizes the case study and
quantitative evidence, situates the findings and their implications for contemporary international

relations scholarship, and identifies remaining avenues for research.
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Conclusion

Governments are large organization resistant to change. “When you try to turn the ship of
state, a lot of people have to run around and pull lines and reset things and it doesn’t happen easily,”
argues U.S. Ambassador Chas Freeman, recalling the difficulty in transforming Sino-U.S. relations.*
Change is not merely bureaucratically difficult to achieve, but politdcally so as well. Governments
both shape the societies that they govern, and are shaped by those societies. The determination that
another state is a national enemy generates a seties of political forces that make it difficult to reverse
that decision. Vested interests emerge with incentives to propagate distrust and enmity. To
transform relations with rivals requires enormous political effort that national leaders are hesitant to
exert. They do so only under considerable stress. Often international signals and incentives are
insufficient to generate policy change. Only when domestic economic life begins to suffer do leaders
begin to pay close attention and reconsider basic beliefs about the world and the threats that inhabit
it.

This is a dissertation about how change occurs in the context of an impressive collection of
forces that favor continuity. Change is hard, but it does occur during periods of stress if leaders have
sufficient authority to circumvent or overrule their opponents. By detailing how difficult it is to
achieve change, domestic primacy theory helps explain why so many states remain stuck in
outmoded conflicts that seem to detract from national welibeing. The optimal path is frequently
difficult to traverse, and national leaders are often detetred from attempting such challenging

journeys.

* Remarks at the conference on “Transforming the Cold War: The United States and China, 1969-1980,” co-sponsored
by the U.S. Department of State and George Washington University, September 25-27, 2006,
https://history.state.gov/conferences /2006-china-cold-war/freeman.
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CHAPTER 1: RIVALRIES, CONTINUITY, AND CHANGE: A LITERATURE REVIEW

1 Introduction

From May 15 to 18, 1989, Soviet premier Mikhail Gorbachev visited Beijing and Shanghai to
normalize Soviet ties with China, ending a three decades-long rivalry between the two Asian nuclear
powers and Communist neighbors. Gorbachev’s historic visit has been subsequently overshadowed
by the other events of 1989. In Europe, later that same year, the fall of the Berlin Wall in November
punctuated months of dramatic improvements in the U.S.-Soviet relationship. When U.S. President
George H. W. Bush and Gorbachev met a few weeks later in Malta, they “buried the Cold War at
the bottom of the Mediterranean Sea,” according to Gennadi Gerasimov, the spokesman for the
Soviet foreign ministry.' Even in China, Gorbachev’s visit to improve Sino-Soviet relations occurred
during the height of the abortive reform protests that ended in bloodshed in Tiananmen Squate on
June 4, 1989.

The fact that Gorbachev’s efforts that May were overshadowed does nothing to diminish
their transformational effect. The meetings of 1989 capped a multiyear initiative by Gorbachev to
improve Soviet relations with both of its principal antagonists. Why? Soviet interests had not
changed. While its capabilities had declined, more peaceful relations with one foe ought to have
permitted it to take a firmer stand with the other. Why pursue simultaneous transformations in its
relations with both West and East? Moreover, why should any of the triad of states pursue peace at
all?

Gotbachev was in trouble at home, as was his Chinese counterpart, Deng Xiaoping.” Why

not resort to provocative gestures to divert the attention of restless publics? Soviet growth had

1 Archie Brown, The Gorbachey Factor New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 240.
2 The leaders had different formal titles, but they were counterparts in the sense that both men clearly made the major
policy decisions within their states.
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stalled. Budget pressures threatened to overwhelm the Soviet state. In China, tising urban inflation
provoked in part the social unrest that ended in Tiananmen. Why did they tutn to cooperation
instead of conflict?

This dissertation provides an answer. One that is not unique to Gorbachev or Deng. Rather
this dissertation argues that their actions were a predictable product of the domestic economic
circumstances and the domestic configuration of power within theit countries in the late 1980s.
More generally, then, this dissertation argues that when domestic economic challenges confront
leaders who have wide-ranging authority over their state’s foreign policy, they are likely to pursue
conciliatory policies toward their international rivals. It will show that rivalries are most likely to
terminate in these circumstances, and less likely during petiods of economic normalcy or when
leaders possess fractured authority over foreign policy.

Gorbachev’s behavior in the late 1980s to pursue peaceful relations with multiple foes
simultaneously, then, was neither odd nor heroic. Gorbachev made similar choices to those of many
other leaders that confronted similar incentives and who had autonomy to act as they chose. In the
early 1950s, Yugoslav strongman Josef Broz Tito confronted twin droughts that wrecked agricultural
production in Yugoslavia, forced Tito to import food from abroad, and depleted Yugoslav’s
currency holdings. Tito’s response was to engage in a wave of peaceful overtures in all directions,
first repairing relations with the United States, then Greece, then Bulgatia and Italy, and finally the
Soviet Union. In the United States, in the late 1960s, President Richard Nixon pursued détente with
the Soviet Union while also negotiating secretly to restore relations with China. This has been
popularly remembered only as Nixon “playing the China card” against the Soviet Union, but
Nixon’s twin rapprochement with Moscow and Beijing were motivated by the Vietnam War-induced
budget crunch. Nixon sought to improve relations with both rivals to alleviate financial pressures at

home from overcommitment abroad. In Egypt in the 1970s, President Anwar Sadat engaged in
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personal diplomacy to repair frayed ties with Jordan, Syria, Saudi Arabia, and Iran in his early years
in office. Despite increased Saudi aid as a result of his rapprochement with Riyadh, Sadat still
believed more economic help was necessary to sustain Egypt’s stagnant economy, and the Egyptian
leader decided to pursue a negotiated settlement with Israel in order to gain access to ample U.S. aid.
In the 1980s, in Argentina, President Radl Alfonsin decided hyperinflation could only be tamed
through an austerity program that shifted resources away from defense towatrd other ministries. He
purged the military éf those that opposed his program and made peace with Chile and Brazil.
Dictators and democrats, Communists and leftist and capitalists, be they in Europe, the
Middle East, Africa, Latin America, or Asia, when confronted by a common set of circumstances
and when possessing the freedom to act, responded in a similar fashion. Later chapters will detail the
theoretical logic and constituent mechanisms of my argument. They will provide a detailed survey of
historical evidence in favor of this dissertation’s preferred explanation compared to theoretical
alternatives. This chapter seeks to provide a foundation to understand this pattern of behavior.
Doing so requires us to look at past answers to three distinct questions. Why do states
pursue cooperation instead of conflict? How do economic downturns alter state policy? How do
domestic veto players affect policy outcomes? Drawing on answers from each of these research

areas provides the basis for a model that can be used to explain the termination of rivalries.
2 Why Do States Pursue Cooperation Instead of Conflict?

This section will proceed in two parts. First, what are rivalries and why do they matter for

international conflict? Second, why might states opt to pursue peaceful relations with historic foes?
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2.1 What is Rivalry?

Imagine an elementary school playground in the morning before classes. Many students have
arrived early and meander about the yard prior to the beginning of class. Teachers await them inside,
so the students play without adult supervision. Some of the students know each other well; they
share classes and they have played and learned together almost every day. Others barely recognize
one another. When the average student encounters another student, that interaction is rarely
characterized by fear. There are bullies—students that show an uncommon interest in predation—
and even normal students may occasionally get into fights with one another as a result of
disagreements. But most students, most of the time, get along just fine.

This situation—at a high level of abstraction—is reflective of that encountered by states in
the international system. Most states get along just fine with most other states. They live in a
relationship of stable peace, defined by Kenneth Boulding as, “a situation in which the probability of

war is so small that it does not really enter into the calculations of the people involved.”?

Jane on the
jungle gym and Jack on the teeter-totter do not live in constant fear. But perhaps Frank has bullied
Jane and Jack in the past, and seeing him approach worties them. Jack and Jane do consider what to
do when Frank is nearby. They prepare for the worst. That fear is a prominent part of their feelings
about Frank, and shapes their actions toward him.

Rivalry is the analogous situation for states. Rival states view one another as military threats,
as enemies.’ Rivalry is not the norm for interstate relations. Since 1945, rival dyads have made up at

no point more than 1.5 percent of the possible pairings of states globally. After decolonization and

the concomitant increase in states in the international system, rivals make up closer to 0.3 percent—

3 Kenneth Boulding, S#zble Peace (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1978), 13.
4 Karen A. Rasler and William R. Thompson, “Contested Tetrritoty, Strategic Rivalries, and Conflict Escalation,”
International Studies Quarterly 50, no. 1 (March 2006): 151.
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3 out of every 1,000—of global dyads today.” In other words, even in an anarchical international
system, the vast majority of states view the vast majority of other states benignly.

States, per se, do not make assessments of other states. Rather individuals within the state,
their political leaders and bureaucratic elites, make determinations about the world. Those
determinations are observable—at least partially—by outside observers. Leaders must orient their
military forces to face certain threats and must mobilize their diplomatic corps to manage particular
challenges. They tell their publics about friends and foes, and ask foreign governments for support
in defeating external threats. They order their security forces to skirmish or battle with those of their
rivals. All of these indicators provide a signal that a relationship is not peaceful, but rather is
characterized by fear and mistrust. These indicators permit scholars to identify rivals from non-
rivals.®

The end of rivalries, then, is also observable. Leaders make statements about friendship and
about peace. Embassies that were previously closed reopen. Sometimes they reach secret or open
agreement with their formal rival to resolve a specific dispute, or they agree to renounce the use of
force as a means to resolve their disagreement. Occasionally territory changes hands. Privately they
tell domestic confidants and foreign officials that their assessments have changed. Militaries re-
deploy to focus on new threats. New doctrines are issued. Violence along shared borders diminishes.
Public opinion shifts. Trade expands. Rather than a relationship of fear, the rivals now interact
normally. This dissertation examines the conditions that permit interstate relationships characterized
by mistrust and threat to become normal again. It is concerned with the circumstances that permit

peace between rivals, rather than the perpetuation of conflict.

5> These percentages draw upon my dataset of global rivals, described in detail in Chapter 3.
¢ Michael Colaresi and William R. Thompson, “Strategic Rivalries, Protracted Conflict, and Crisis Escalation,” Journal of
Peace Research 39, no. 3 (May 2002): 263-287.
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2.2 Why Do Rivalries Matter?

Rivalries matter because they are predictively and causally related to future conflict. Rivalries
are predictive of conflict because empirically states mostly fight the states their leaders have identified
as threats in advance. Rivals have been opponents in 91.3 percent of wars since the conclusion of
World War IL” “Random acts of violence” are rare in the interstate system. Normally there is a
long-running dispute that predates the onset of hostilities. Rivalty is obviously not the only predictor
of conflict. Geographic factors like proximity, the balance of national capabilities between states, the
status of a state as a major power, characteristics of the governing regime such as its democratic
status, and the existence of territorial disputes are all also predictive of future conflict. But even
accounting for all of these other factors, rivalry is still a statistically and substantively significant
predictor of disputes and war.® In fact, tivalry appears to strengthen the substantive effect of these
other predictors of conflict.” This predictive capability of rivalry is not surprising since leaders have
strong incentives to avoid “false negatives”—the identification of a state as a friend when it actually
is a foe.

Rivalry also predicts other outcomes of interest. Rival states trade 63 percent less on average
with one another than would be expected based on other characteristics of the states and their
economies. States spend on average an additional 29 percent more on their military for each rival

they face than do similar militaries with fewer or no rivals, even after accounting for many other

7 Michael Colaresi and William R. Thompson, “Strategic Rivalries, Protracted Conflict, and Crisis Escalation,” Joxrnal of
Peace Research 39, No. 3 (May 2002): 263-287.

8 Karen A. Rasler and William R. Thompson, “Contested Territory, Strategic Rivalries, and Conflict Escalation,”
International Studies Quarterly 50, no. 1 (March 2006): 151.

? Michael Colatesi and William R. Thompson, “Strategic Rivalries, Protracted Conflict, and Crisis Escalation,” Jourmal of
Peace Research 39, No. 3 (May 2002): 263-287.
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predictors of military expenditure.'® Participation in a rivalry is associated with far greater likelihood
of exploring, pursuing, and acquiring nuclear weapons capability."

There is also ample reason to believe that the relationship between the perception of rivalry
and future conflict is not merely predictive, but it is also causal. The act of labeling another state as a
threat, and preparing for that threat, makes conflict more likely. There ate two ptimary channels by
which identification of an enemy can contribute to conflict with that enemy.

The first channel links individual beliefs to cognitive biases that alter how new information is
processed by decision-makers. Data about other states is ambiguous, with a mix of hostile, friendly,
and neutral signals being emitted at all times. Once an individual possesses an image of another state
that image serves as an organizing framework that permits equivocal information to be sorted into
tidier, more coherent bins consistent with the original belief. As a result, threatening signals from
rival states are amplified: they both increase the threat in an objective manner, such as the building
of more tanks or ships or airplanes, while simultaneously increasing the subjective perception of that
threat by an outsider observer. In Robert Jervis’s words, “[A]n increase in the othet’s military forces
makes the state doubly insecure—first, because the other has an increased capacity to do harm, and,
second, because this behavior is taken to show that the other is not only a potential threat but is
actively contemplating hostile actions.”'? At its most extreme, initial beliefs of enmity can trigger a
concatenation of biased perceptions and overreactions until fears become self-fulfilling, spiraling

into real conflict.”

10 See Appendix B.

1 Sonali Singh and Christopher Way, “The Correlates of Nuclear Proliferation: A Quantitative Test,” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 48, no. 6 (2004): 859-85. Bleek finds limited support for the proposition that a rival’s pursuit of nuclear
weapons makes a state more likely to explore nuclear options, though he does not find statistically significant support for
the proposition that such states go on to pursue or acquite nuclear weapons. Philipp C. Bleek, “Why Do States
Proliferate: Quantitative Analysis of the Exploration, Pursuit, and Acquisition of Nuclear Weapons,” in Forecasting
Nuclear Profiferation in the 21% Century, vol. 1, The Rol of Theory (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010), 159-92.

12 Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), 68.

13 Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 76-77. Also see John A. Vasquez, The War Puggle New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), 75-83.
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The second channel whereby belief in a military threat can lead to conflict with that
perceived threat involves a social feedback loop, in which steps taken to prepare militarily empower
social forces prone to advocate for conflict. Or in Joseph Schumpeter’s concise phrase, “Created by
wars that required it, the machine now created the wars it required.”™* When militaries are given
greater resources as a result of external threats, they engage in several recurrent bureaucratic
pathologies. Within the defense establishment, they push for doctrines and forces that are consistent
with the organizational interests of militaries, which often means building the capacity to attack
foreign states. Offense, for a variety of reasons, tends to be favored by military professionals over
defense. More insidiously, militaries have strong incentives to spread “myths” into society regarding
the necessity, even the desirability, of war. As Stephen Van Evera argues, “Militaties purvey these
myths to convince society to grant them the size, wealth, autonomy, and prestige which all
bureaucracies seek—not to provoke war. Yet these myths also support arguments for war; hence
societies infused with military propaganda will be warlike, even if their militaries want peace.”” Jack
Snyder has similarly found that militaries tend to support aggressive and expansionist policies, and
they are empowered in part by their close ties to the upper echelons of the state. He concurs with
Van Evera that the ideas and policies advocated by militaries produce war as a “waste by-product.”**
Rivalries are important, under such a framework, because they provide a specific foe around which
the military can organize its campaign for more tesources and autonomy.

Terminating rivalries is important because doing so nudges individual assessments away
from biased spirals of fear and also permits national leaders to weaken the institutions most prone to
advocate for conflict. Without a raison d’etre such institutions have difficulty justifying their large size

and expensive force postures, premised on yesterday’s threats. If one or both mechanisms—

14 Joseph Schumpeter, Imperialism and the Social Classes, trans. Heinz Norden and ed. Paul Sweezy New York: A. M. Kelly,
1951), 33.

15 Van Evera, “Causes of War” (PhD diss., University of California at Berkeley, 1984), 207-8.

16 Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991), 33, 38.
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heuristics or organizational behavior—operate as posited by past research, then there are strong
reasons to believe that rivalries make future conflict more likely and, as a consequence, the
termination of rivalry should decrease the risk of future violence. This should be true not just

predictively, but also causally.

2.3 Why Might Rivalries End?

Why might states with a history of conflict decide to pursue cooperation instead? Under
what circumstances are rivalries most prone to terminate? Many researchers operating within
distinct paradigms have provided possible answers. Even taken together, though, these candidate

explanations are insufficient.

2.3.1 The Failure of Realism to Explain When Rivalries End

Structural realists argue that the interactions of states create an international system, and that
system generates a set of incentives for its constituent states. Failure to respond to these incentives
increases the risk of harm for states operating within that system, perhaps threatening their very
survival. The system is predictable because each individual state within it faces the same incentives
and hence, in expectation, their behavior is predictable. The behavior of any one state is less
predictable than the behavior of the system as a whole. Structural realism provides a set of
predictions about equilibrium behavior in the international system, as well as predictions about what
will occur during disequilibrium to restore predictability to the international system.

Structural realism then describes the expected rewards and expected punishments that states
are likely to face as they pursue different courses of action. The primary expectation of structural
realism is that states motivated to preserve their survival ought to fear the emergence of a regional

hegemon within their region and great powers ought to fear the emergence of a global hegemon
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outside their region. In order to prevent the emergence of a hegemonic power, states ought to
welcome the emergence of balancing coalitions to deter or defeat growing threats. If possible, states
prefer to buckpass and encourage another to shoulder the burden of containing a dangerous
potential hegemon. If that is not possible, states ought to participate in balancing coalitions, so long
as the addition of their national capabilities makes it likely that the balancing coalition is sufficiently
strong to check the threatening state. Only rarely do states engage in bandwagoning behavior, where
they serve as a member of a coalition on the same side as a revisionist, rising power that seeks to
overturn the balance of power through aggressive behavior. The principal danger of bandwagoning
is that it exposes the bandwagoner to opportunistic aggression by the hegemon if the hegemon is
successful in its bid for regional or global dominance."’

It is difficult to overlay the vocabulary of realist statecraft with the concept of rivalry. For
realists, @// states capable of threatening another militarily should be perceived as potential dangers,
and hence rivals. Only much weaker states, or those too distant to project military power, should be
excluded from consideration as potential foes. In practice, there is considerable evidence that states
do not categorize their peers in such a hostile manner. Most states do not see themselves as
surrounded by a wilderness full of threats. Instead, only a few other states merit state resources and
planning as potential military dangers. And once a state identifies another as a threat and enters into
a rivalry with that state, this dissertation will show those rivalries have rarely ended because of
adversary weakness or distance alone.

An alternative translation of realist precepts adapts the realist concepts of balancing,
bandwagoning, and buckpassing to rivalry outcomes. States actively balancing against one another
might be considered rivals, while those states that seek instead to buckpass (and let others deal with

a potential threat) or bandwagon together are not rivals, at least not at that moment. Realists predict

17 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press, 2010), 125-7; John Mearsheimer,
Tragedy of Great Power Politics New York: W. W. Norton, 2001), ch. 5.
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that rivals are most likely to set aside their disputes when one of the two rival states faces another
threat and, especially, when both rival states face a common threat. “[I]f a great power confronts
two or more aggressors at the same time, but has neither the resources to check all of them nor an
ally to which it can pass the buck, the besieged state probably should prioritize between its threats
and allow the balance with the lesser threat to shift adversely, so as to free resources to deal with the
primary threat.”"®

Similarly, Robert Jervis argues that a shared third-party threat often impels states toward
rapprochement. “The strongest force for consistency [balancing] is a common enemy, which can

override even the sharpest differences between actors.”"’

Jervis continues, “[Tlhere is a rough
proportionality between the magnitude of the conflict with the enemy and the strength of the
unifying force generated.”” In his survey of the literature, Christopher Darnton concludes, “The
most widely identified source of international cooperation among adversaries is the emergence of a
common foe.””

Even a cursory review of the history of international rivalries suggests that a common or
emerging threat is neither necessary nor sufficient for rivalry termination. Egypt’s Anwar Sadat faced
no foreign foe that led him to compromise with Israel’s Menachem Begin, Mikhail Gorbachev’s twin
rapprochements with China and the United States were not driven by fear of some other state, and
Argentina and Brazil’s reconciliation in the 1980s was not out of concern of a Chilean bid for

regional hegemony. Christopher Darnton in his study of Latin American rivalries demonstrates the

presence of shared enemies was insufficient to overcome fivalries in Cold War Latin America.” This

18 Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 164-5.

19 Jervis, System Effects: Complexity in Political and Social Iife (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 221.

20 Ibid., 222-3.

21 Christopher Darnton, “Overcoming International Secutity Rivalry: Parochial Interest, Anticommunism, and the
Domestic Politics of Cold War Latin America” (PhD diss., Princeton University, 2009),.19.

2 Darnton, “Overcoming International Secutity Rivalry.”
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historical finding regarding the inadequacy of third-party threats to overcome rivalry served as an
empirical starting point for many subsequent constructivist critiques, which will be introduced below.

In addition to new or common threats, realist thinking also points to another path by which
rivals might opt to resolve or set aside their dispute: an asymmetry of power. Rivalries persist, under
such logic, because of imperfect mutual deterrence. One or both states continue to harbor
revisionist intentions toward the other (or are perceived as harboring them), but neither acts on
those intentions because of the high costs of conflict and the low probability that military force will
achieve the political, revisionist goals.” Neither side abandons a willingness to use force, because
they can envision possible futures in which they will have the upper hand. Even if they do act on
their revisionist intentions and use force, they are unable to achieve decisive political settlement.
According to this logic, rivalries persist because there remains a disagreement about relative power,
so both sides are unable to find a bargaining solution that settles the dispute.”* Rivalries end when
power asymmetries grow so wide that leaders realize military victory is impossible for their side now
or in the future. Leaders determine that it is better to achieve a political settlement than expose
oneself to a future conflict one is likely to lose.

Some realists believe that the possession of nuclear weapons dramatically increases the
likelihood of peaceful relations between nuclear rivals.” This argument is a variant of the mechanism
above. Even if nuclear states disagree about the balance of power, leaders of those states know that

the use of military force against the other will lead to increased risk of the use of nuclear weapons.

23 'This mechanism could operate under any rationalist materialist theory of international relations, but for organizational
simplicity I have followed others in assigning it to the realist camp. See, for instance, Dale Copeland, The Origins of Major
War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000), 11.

24 Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes of War, 31 ed. New York: Free Press, 1988), 55-6.

25 For arguments that nuclear deterrence substantially reduces conflict incentives, see Kenneth Oye, “Explaining the End
to the Cold War: Morphological and Behavioral Adaptations to the Nuclear Peace?” in International Relations Theory and the
End of the Cold War, eds. Richard Ned Lebow and Thomas Risse-Kappen (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995);
Kenneth N. Waltz in Scott D. Sagan and Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed New York: W. W.
Nortton, 2003), 5, 33; and Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Papers, no. 171 (London:
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981).
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No matter what revisionist goals they may harbor, the risk of nuclear use is too heavy a price to pay.
Even limited conventional military attacks risk nuclear escalation, these realists argue.” “In a
conventional world, one is uncertain about winning or losing. In a nuclear world, one is uncertain
about surviving or being annihilated,” Kenneth Waltz famously argued. Because of this,
disagreements about the conventional military balance no longer lead to wars between nuclear-
armed states. “Nuclear weaponry makes miscalculation difficult because it is hard ﬁot to be aware of
how much damage a small number of warheads can do.””’ In practice, Kenneth Oye, among othets,
attributed the end of the Cold War to the realization among Soviet strategic thinkers that “the
existence of nucléar weapons had eliminated ‘the main traditional threat of an invasion from the
West.””?® Others hypothesized that the advent of mutual nuclear capabilities in India and Pakistan
might remove Pakistan’s “fear of its larger neighbor” and hence “open up immense possibilities” to
resolve the political disputes that propel the Indo-Pakistani rivalry.”

Even if Waltz and others are cotrect in theory and Oye is accurate in his histotic assessment
of the shift in Soviet strategy in the 1980s, such a “nuclear peace” can only obtain for a small
portion of rivalries, and has not yet emerged in the India-Pakistan relationship. Peace between
nuclear rivals accounts for less than 4 percent of the rivalries that have terminated since the advent
of nuclear weapons in 1945. Even so, given the continuing debate about the consequences of
nuclear proliferation, whether nuclear weapons make stable peace more likely between historic foes
is one of the central questions in the contemporary study of international relations.

To summarize, those working in the realist tradition have advanced two principal

explanations for the end of rivalry. First, leaders of one or both rival states may come to realize the

26 Robert Jervis, The Illogic of American Nuclear Strategy (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), 12-3; also Robert Jervis, The
Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armageddon (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989).

27 Waltz in Sagan and Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons, 9 and 44.

28 Oye, “Explaining the End of the Cold War,” 76.

2 Scott Sagan and Kenneth Waltz, “Indian and Pakistani Nuclear Weapons: For Better or Worse?” in The Spread of
Nuclear Weapons: An Enduring Debate (New York: W. W. Norton, 2013), 159.
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inadequacy of state resources to deal with emergent or shared threats outside of the rivalry. They
then determine their scatce resources can best be spent on those other threats rather than the rivalry.
They seek a political settlement to achieve this goal. Second, leaders of both rival states must reach
an agreement regarding the relative distribution of capabilities relevant to military conflict. Such an
agreement is most likely when there is a strong asymmetry of capabilities or when nuclear weapons
limit the political benefits from the use of conventional military force. That agreement serves as the
basis for a political settlement.

Taking realist arguments seriously, there still often remains a substantial lag between the
change in the materialist balance of power and when the leaders of states determine that balance
now metits a political settlement and the termination of the rivalry. There is often another lag,
discounted by realists, between when national leaders come to perceive the merits of political
settlement and when those leaders can convince their political peers and opponents of thjé fact. As
Aaron Friedberg writes, “Shifts in the distribution of power within an international system may be
‘real’ in some sense, but they may fail to have any impact unless and until they are perceived.””’

Even if it is true that the Cold War ended when Soviet thinkers realized nuclear weapons
provided sufficient security, such a realization occurred almost forty years after the Soviet Union
conducted its first nuclear test. To take another concrete example from an earlier period, even if
Great Britain decided to establish good relations with the United States and Japan in the early 1900s
because it no longer believed it could confront the United States, Germany, and Japan
simultaneously, Britain had been declining rapidly in relative terms for more than thirty years when it
came to that realization. If realists are correct about the structural incentives generated by the

changing balance of power, there still is a vast explanatory gap remaining about when those

30 Friedberg, Weary Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895-1905 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1988), 6.
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incentives are felt by the leaders of states and when those leaders are able to alter national policies to
conform with materialist changes.”

A group of scholars has proposed bridging that gap by identifying intervening variables that
transform changes in the relative balance of power into predictable changes in the foreign policies of
states. These scholars are sometimes called neoclassical realists, and emphasize the role of domestic
constraints and elite perceptions in conditioning state responses to structural forces. They seek to
“explain variations in the foreign policies of the same state over time or across different states facing
similar external constraints.”*? Neoclassical realism is an approach that can accommodate many
testable theories, since it leaves open exactly how domestic constraints and elite perceptions operate
as they confront changing international conditions. But it is a promising approach that might be
adapted in ways that permit explicit predictions as to when and why one rival state is most likely to
pursue conciliatory policies toward its adversary. Looking beyond realism may help to identify how

exactly domestic constraints and elite perceptions might affect a state’s policies toward its rivals.

2.3.2 Liberalism Explains Some, But Not Most, Rivalry Terminations

Liberal theories suppose state actions are the product of individual preferences aggregated
through formal and informal state institutions into “state” preferences. Those preferences serve as
the basis for strategic calculations that precede state action.” Those strategic calculations may vary

depending on the international institutional context, which can alter the time horizons or

3t Also see William Wohlforth, “Realism and the End of the Cold Wat,” International Security 19, no. 3 (1994-1995): 91-
129.

32 Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, Steven E. Lobell, and Nortin M. Ripsman, “Introduction,” in Neoclassical Realism, the State, and
Foreign Poligy, eds. Taliaferro, Lobell, and Ripsman (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 21.

33 Andrew Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Setiously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics,” International
Organization 51, no. 4 (Autumn 1997): 513-53; also Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis New
York: Columbia University Press, 2001), ch. 4. :
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information available to state decision-makers as they choose among competing alternatives.”
Liberal explanations of peace and international cooperation have tended to be organized around two
levels of analysis: (1) that liberal polities behave peacefully toward other states or, at 2 minimum,
toward other liberal polities, and (2) that liberal international orders encourage peaceful cooperation
among their constituent members. While such theories may be correct, they at best explain a small
portion of rivalry terminations that have occurred, even if one is interested in rivalry behavior after
World War II when liberal institutions have been ascendant.

The first cluster of liberal theories of international cooperation locates the source of peaceful
international conduct in the characteristics of domestic government. Liberal, democratic states,
proponents argue, are prone to peaceful conduct with others. This argument has two primary
variants. The first variation contends that democratic states face institutional and normative
impediments to the use of violence. Democracies alter the preferences of their citizens through the
inculcation of norms compatible with democratic politics and then, even to the extent passions for
violence remain, it channels those preferences in ways that impair the ability for democratic polities
to act rashly.” This state-level, or monadic, variant of the democratic peace has found little empirical
support (democracies do not appear to behave more peacefully than dictatorships, on average),
though it does have a coherent logic. The second variant of the democratic peace argues that the
peace-making effects of democracy are felt most keenly when two democratic states interact with
each other. Democracies may not differ in their willingness to use force against non-democracies (ot

they might even be more aggressive against non-democracies), but with other democracies they

34 Robert Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1984), 92-106.

35 Bruce M. Russett and John R. Oneal, Triangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependence, and International Organizations (New
York: W. W. Norton, 2001), 53.
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abstain from force, especially full-scale war.”® For these theories, the unit of analysis relevant to
democratic peace is the dyad, the pair of states involved.

The theory of rivalty termination that this dissertation proposes, domestic primacy theory, is
indeterminate about the effects of democracy on rivalry termination. The public at large often feels
economic hardship more acutely than the political elite, so democratic systems may serve to transmit
public concern about economic downturns to elites with greater strength than in autocratic regimes.
While there are many exceptions, in general democracies have more veto players than non-
democracies, however, making it more difficult for democracies to change course. These dueling
theoretical effects—democracies both reflect the popular will but also have institutionalized restraint
to impait decisive action—might explain the lack of consensus in the empirical literature regarding
the effects of democracy on rivalry.”’

Whatever the causal consequences of democracy on rivalry, there simply are not enough
jointly democratic rivalries for the democratic peace to explain the bulk of rivalry terminations
observed empirically. Only 11 percent of rivalries observed since World War IT have experienced
any period in which both states were democratic at the same time. Only 6 percent of rivalry
terminations since World War II involved two democratic states. While the democratic peace has a

sound recotd in its prediction of the absence of violent conflict, it has done less well in predicting

36 On theoretical and empirical issues associated with monadic versus dyadic democratic peace theories, see David L.
Rousseau, et al, “Assessing the Dyadic Nature of the Democratic Peace, 1918-88,” American Political Science Review 90, no.
3 (September 1996): 512-33.

37 The countervailing effects of democracy are similar to the tension between democracies’ mobilization advantage
compared to republican checks on action, as discussed in John Ferejohn and Frances McCall Rosenbluth, “Warlike
Democtacies,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 52, no. 1 (February 2008): 3-38. On inconsistent findings on democracy and
rivalty, see Paul Hensel, Gary Goertz, and Paul F. Diehl, “The Democratic Peace and Rivalries,” Journal of Politics 62, no.
4 (November 2000): 1173-1188; Gary Goertz, Bradford Jones, and Paul F. Diehl, “Maintenance Processes in
International Rivalties,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 49, no. 5 (October 2005): 742-69; D. Scott Bennett, “Integrating and
Testing Models of Rivalry Duration,” American Journal of Political Science 42, no. 4 (October 1998): 1200-32; and Brandon
Prins and Utsula Daxecker, “Committed to Peace: Liberal Institutions and the Termination of Rivalry,” British Journal of
Political Science 38 (2007): 17-43; also see Diehl and Goertz, War and Peace in International Rivalry (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 2000), 124-6 for a discussion of reverse causation. Part of the lack of empirical consensus may come
from differing definitions of rivalry employed across different empirical works.
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when rivalries will end and when rival democratic states will no longer perceive their democratic
rival as an enemy.

A second cluster of liberal arguments locates the source of international cooperation in the
nature of the international order. That order may initially be the product of hegemonic creation, as
was the case for the interlocking system of intergovernmental organizations, treaties, and trade
arrangements championed by the United States after 1945, but the order does not necessarily
depend upon hegemonic resources for its maintenance. Once established, the institutional
infrastructure that a hegemon creates can reduce uncertainty and increase the provision of
information, easing cooperation and outlasting its creator.’® Moreover, the hegemon might be willing
to bind itself to certain institutions, norms, and processes—Ilimiting its hegemonic power—in
exchange for the participation of secondary powers in the international order. While the hegemon
might retain and indeed exercise coercive influence over secondary powers, it might be far less
expensive to exhibit strategic restraint to achieve the same level of participation from subordinate
states. The promises of strategic restraint by the hegemon are more credible if that hegemon is open
and democratic, with a domestic institutional structure that makes it difficult to break commitments
but also a domestic environment that eases the flow of information about state decision-making and
hence provides warning and assurance to foreign states. In other words, liberal international orders
facilitate peaceful cooperation, but also liberal domestic governments facilitate the creation of liberal
international orders.”

While theories of international order are important for explaining systemic variation across
broad swathes of time, there has been remarkable constancy of international order since World War

II. At most, there have been two international orders since 1945: the United States-led, but

38 Keohane, After Hegemony.
3 G. John Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order after Major Wars (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2001).
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circumscribed, order of the Cold War and the United States-led and largely universal order following
the collapse of the Soviet Union. Even within the U.S.-led order of the Cold War, there was wide
variation in whether states had a preexisting strategic rivalry, whether rivalry emerged despite the
benign international order, and whether rivalry persisted or terminated.*’ There were rivalries within
the less successful strategic order the Soviet Union attempted to create. Some rivalries persisted,
some emerged, and some ended. And there were many rivalries that spanned the competing spheres,
where states in the U.S. orbit competed militarily with states within the Soviet order. Some of these
inter-bloc rivalries persisted, while others ended. Theorists of international order may be able to
explain why some eras are more peaceful and cooperative than other eras, but they provide no
explanation for why interstate rivalry might vary within the same international institutional context.
Another theory is still required to explain when and why rivalries terminated after 1945.

Even if democratic peace and liberal international order are unable to explain variation in
rivalry termination, liberal approaches still provide a basic insight that can contribute to any theory
of rivalry termination: that is, social preferences are channeled through formal and informal
institutions and become state preferences. A model of rivalry termination ought to identify
circumstances that are likely to alter the balance of preferences within a society and whether those

changing preferences can be transmitted institutionally in a manner that alters state behavior.

2.3.3 Constructivists Explain How Peace Emerges, But Not When or Why Rivalries End
The world sketched by the realists is inescapably competitive. In Mearsheimet’s analysis,
international politics is “tragic” since states are fated to repeat adversarial policies that lead to

confrontation in their never-completed search for security. They are destined to do so, Mearsheimer

40 Christopher Darnton, “Overcoming International Security Rivalry: Parochial Interest, Anticommunism, and the
Domestic Politics of Cold War J.atin America” (PhD diss., Princeton University, 2009).
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and others argued, because of the structure of international politics, not because of any flaws in their
collective character.

Many scholars questioned whether the reality described by the realists was accurate
empirically, while also doubting the theoretical mechanisms that moved realist theories from
structure to unit behavior." They agreed with liberals that the international structure shaped unit
behavior in ways more benign than the realist expectation of unceasing competition, but they
thought liberals missed how influential structural contexts might be. Liberals emphasized how
international institutions could make it easier for even self-interested states to cooperate. This third
group of scholars emphasized, instead, the role of identity in shaping political outcomes, and argued
that the institutional environment not only regulated behavior, but altered preferences.” Scholars in
the constructivist tradition identified three pathways that might explain why rivals would elect to
terminate their competition: (1) because of an emergent collective identity, (2) because of normative
change that proscribes violent competition, and (3) because of ideational change that alters the
importance of rivalry to the attainment of national ends.

Early work in this tradition sought to understand the puzzle of Western political unity after
World War II. The creation of the North Atlantic political community by the mid-1950s was
surprising since divisions among Western nations had twice led to global war in the five decades
preceding its creation. So these scholars searched for the conditions under which fractious polities in
the past had managed to forge stable communities. Like the realists, they observed that shared

threats often served as a “trigger” for cooperation that over time might eventually generate a sense

1 Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, “Secutity Communities in Theoretical Perspective,” in Security Communities, eds.
Adler and Barnett (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 4-5.

42 Peter J. Katzenstein, “Introduction: Alternative Perspectives of National Security,” in The Culture of National Security:
Norms and Identity in World Politics New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 1-32.
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of collective identity.” Unlike realists, though, they noted that shared threats were neither necessary
nor sufficient to generate such communal feelings. Karl Deutsch and colleagues wrote, “Even where
foreign threats were present, their effects were transitory. Most often they provided an impetus
toward temporary military alliances, while more permanent unions derived their main support from
other factors.”** They noticed that while sometimes foreign threats did appear to improve cohesion,
other times “foreign military threats had the exact opposite effect: they induced a state of fear or at
least of intense preoccupation among political elites of the privileged political unit and rendered
them less able or less willing to pay attention to the needs of weaker or less privileged units, or to
make concessions to them.”* Moreover, they observed that communities often emerged around
“cores of strength,” which implied that constiﬁlent units failed to balance against a strong power in
their midst, contrary to realist expectations.*

Instead of realist mechanisms, they emphasized how shared values and a sense of
community presaged future political unity. ““The kind of sense of community that is relevant for
integration... turned out to be rather a matter of mutual sympathy and loyalties; of ‘we-feeling,’
trust, and mutual consideration; of partial identification in terms of self-images and interests,” these
scholars observed.”” That shared identity was a product, at least in substantial part, from a steady
stream of cross-national transactions in the economic, political, and social realms that integrated
previously discordant societies.

While ground-breaking, this work was better at describing the process whereby states with
normal relations could become integrated into a tight-knit community than it is at describing why

enemies cease to view the other as a threat. Through transactions that forge a sense of community

43 Emanuel Adler and Michael Batnett, “A Framework for the Study of Security Communities,” in Security Communities,
ed. Adler and Barnett (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 37-38, 50.

4 Karl Deutsch, et al, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical
Experience (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968), 45.

4 Karl Deutsch, et al, Po/itical Community and the North Atlantic Area, 45.

4 Deutsch, et al, Pokitical Community and the North Atlantic Area, 28, 37-9.

47 Deutsch, et al, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area, 36.
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that in turn facilitate still more transactions, already friendly nations can become communal. But
states—through the decisions of their leaders, bureaucracies, and elites—undertake transactions with
other states volitionally, not randomly.

As realist critiques would argue and subsequent constructivist scholarship would
acknowledge, fear of exploitation limits the interdependence that competing states are willing to
accept, making it an insufficient cause of collective identity formation.* As a result, subsequent
constructivist scholarship emphasized the importance of strategies of self-restraint as pathway by
which one state can alleviate the fear of exploitation of another. In particular, Wendt stressed the
power of what he called “self-binding” initiatives that are visibly costly, such as the Soviet
withdrawal from Afghanistan and Eastern Europe, and convey limited aims. Once states believe
their peers harbor limited aims, they are more willing to permit interdependence to emerge and knit
a nascent security community together. While the fear of exploitation might not disappear, it might
attenuate sufficiently that states could take greater risks in trusting other states.*” While cognizant
that the security communities tradition skipped reconciliatory steps, Wendt’s emphasis on self-
restraint still concentrates on how collective identity might be forged, rather than identifying when
states might choose to employ such strategies.

The literature on security communities answers an interesting and important question—how
have some states that desire nonviolent relations managed to maintain zones of stable peace—but it
does not explain the conditions that facilitate that initial preference for non-violence, and the

decision to either resolve political disputes or set aside military fotce as a tool for their resolution.*

8 Alexander Wendst, Social Theory of International Politics New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 348-9,

4 Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, 357-363.

%0 Recent work by Charles Kupchan seeks to explain “why enemies become friends,” though upon examining his case
selection it is clear that Kupchan’s question is narrower: why do some attempts by enemies to become friends fail and
others succeed. The question for this work is analytically prior to Kupchan’s, in the sense that this dissertation is
interested in both the conditions that are likely to foster a#empts to improve relations as well as conditions likely to
facilitate the success of those attempts. Kupchan, How Friends Become Enemies: The Sources of Stable Peace (Princeton:
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In other words, the preference to end a rivalry is almost always prior to the decision to pursue self-
binding strategies or increase the transactional relationships that might lead to communal ties.” This
is evident in the empirical finding that rivalry suppresses trade and that ending rivalry allows trade to
flourish.”” Constructivist work explained how stable peace might be possible, but still left
unanswered the question of when and why leaders try to end rivalries.”

So if one strand of constructivist scholarship emphasizes the creation of collective identity as
the primary means by which former enemies might pursue peaceful conduct, an alternative strand
focuses on changes in international norms regarding permissible behavior.”* Some research sought
to show that norms could alter state propensity toward wat ot peace, but had little interest in or
explanation for normative change.” Such scholars often located the source of radical normative
change in exogenous shocks, such as foreign imposed regime change.” New laws and transformed
institutions could slowly alter social expectations resulting in new regulatory and, over time,
constitutive norms. Cultural residue exerts a strong inertial pull, reducing the transformational
likelihood of even concerted legal and administrative efforts to alter social behavior, but cultural
inertia does not necessatily doom all efforts at social change.”’ Once institutionalized and culturally
embedded, such norms could prove enduting, slowing responsiveness to changed circumstances.”®

While perhaps compelling in unique circumstances, the sorts of exogenous, transformational

51 Stephen R. Rock, Why Peace Breaks Ont: Great Power Rapprochement in Historical Perspective (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1989), 5.

2 Appendix B.

53 Wendt would perhaps acknowledge this limitation. He proposes that “causal theories ask ‘why?’ and to some extent
‘how?” Constitutive theories ask ‘how-possible?” and ‘what?”” Socia/ Theory of International Politics, 78. 1 believe questions of
causality are incomplete without an answer to “when?” as well.

54 The strands have overlapping logics, since often the norms that regulate behavior within a group are more extensive
than norms that govern actions with external entities. )

55 Peter J. Katzenstein, Cultural Norms and National Security: Police and Military in Postwar Japan (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1996); Alastair Iain Johnston, Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in Chinese History (Ptinceton:
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episodes identified by these scholars—Ilike the U.S. occupation of Japan and Germany after World
War II—are rare. Only four rivalries that have terminated since World War II have ended in the
aftermath of foreign imposed regime change, meaning other factors must explain the bulk of rivalry
terminations.

Still other constructivist scholars were interested in the process of norm diffusion, often
emphasizing the role of international governmental organizations or transnational actors in
spreading nascent norms.” For such scholars, change could come gradually, through the spread of
domestic norms internationally and the transmission of international norms to new domestic
contexts. Such work sometimes took the form of an “existence proof,” showing that in a specific
setting attitudes about a specific problem were altered by international organizations or transnational
activists in observable ways.®” Research in this tradition did imply that exposure to international
organizations made norm diffusion more likely, through socialization processes but also because
international organizations acted as a sort of “coral reef” that supported a vibrant ecosystem of
transnational activists that entrepreneurially sought to spread their ideas.’ But even here researchers
had to acknowledge that diffusion took place when norms elsewhere were “resonant” with extant
domestic norms.”” Rival states with a history of conflict provide particulatly inhospitable grounds for
new norms of non-violent conduct to take root. Empirically, it is difficult to identify cases where a
rivalry has ended because its participant states came to believe violence was unacceptable way to

resolve conflict, and applied that norm to the enduring rivalry.
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Instead, there are some cases where state leaders came to believe military competition was
not required to achieve state goals of security. The last cluster of constructivist scholarship focuses
on ideational change more broadly, not just changes to norms proscribing certain behaviors. This
separate group of scholars provided at least a partial answer as to when new ideas might be well-
received, and focused especially on ideas relating to the necessity of security competition. These
scholars argued that decisions to de-escalate conflict can be the product of ideational change among
political elites. The Cold War ended when a set of national security elites in the Soviet Union
fastened onto beliefs promulgated by the international arms control movement, these scholars
argued, which gave Soviet leaders a set of arguments they could employ in internal political debates
to justify drastic retrenchment overseas and cutbacks in Soviet defense expenditures.”

While stressing the importance of ideas, these scholars also emphasized that ideational
change had to occur in a specific political and institutional context to alter foreign policy behavior.
First, the fewer elites that needed to be convinced that new ideas were superior to old ideas, the
more likely radical change might occur.” This sometimes meant that consolidation of power was a
necessary precondition to the adoption of new ideas.”” Second, elites are most keen to find new ideas
during periods of political difficulty. During periods of crisis, “decision makers engage in
information search and are thus more receptive to new ideas,” creating “policy windows” where

reform is more likely to be adopted.” This scholarship highlights an essential component for any
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theoty of rivalry termination. When will the institutional context and political circumstances be most
favorable to foreign policy change? A theory able to identify such periods may be able to predict

when rivalry termination is most likely.

3 Toward a New Theory of Rivalry Termination

This dissertation proposes a new theory of rivalry termination that builds on core insights of
past research, but does so in a way that permits precise theorizing about when and why rivalry
termination is most likely. Like neoclassical realist approaches, the theory proposed here argues that
state responses to changing international circumstances are mediated strongly by domestic
institutional arrangements. Consistent with liberalism’s core tenets, it argues that national elites are
responsive to changing social preferences, but in ways strongly conditioned by how state institutions
aggregate societal interests. Drawing on the constructivist research program, the theory holds that
ideational change is most likely during periods of strain and difficulty, but also that such change is
more likely when fewer actors need to be convinced of the validity of an alternate worldview.

To address the analytic shortcomings of past theories, any successful theory of rivalry
termination ought to be able to predict periods of policy change and policy continuity. This
dissertation proposes a new theory of foreign policy that meets this fundamental requirement.
Consistent with liberalism’s economic primacy and constructivism’s emphasis on strain as a source
of ideational change, the theory presented here argues that economic downturns create incentives
for policy reform, including reconsideration of the policies underpinning interstate rivalry. State
behavior includes a mix of foreign and domestic policies, and each policy choice in the foreign and
domestic realm requires resources to execute. Economic downturns decrease the resources available
to policymakers as they attempt to achieve their objectives at home and overseas. Policymakers are

faced with the conundrum of attempting to maintain the same foreign and domestic policies with
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fewer resources, or alter their policies to better reflect the economic difficulties. In other words, if
strategy is the practice of aﬂécating national »eans to achieve national exds, economic downturns
force policymakers to consider new strategies to more efficiently achieve national ends or reconsider
the ends they seek to conform to the means they have.

Like neoclassical realist theories, the theory presented here emphasizes intra-elite
bargaining.”’” The elite hold disproportionate influence within society, invested with formal authority
over national security decisions as well as informal power to get things done. While the elite are
mindful of the risks that would come from public antipathy toward their policies, they typically are
more worried day to day with the competition for influence within the elite. States typically have one
leader with preeminent legal authority to take national security decisions, though it is rare for a
leader to be able to make decisions without securing agreement from other elites on the leader’s
preferred course of action.

The adoption of new national strategies or new policy objectives requires the initiative of the
leader and the acquiescence of at least some portion of a country’s national security elite. Each
individual whose agreement is necessary to change a policy can be labeled a “veto player.”* The
theory presented here argues that more veto players within a state’s foreign policy apparatus make it
difficult for states to alter their policies to adapt to changed circumstances. More veto players are
associated with policy continuity, including in the decisions that propel and perpetuate interstate
rivalries.

This dissertation proposes that two factors are empirically associated with rivalry
termination: economic downturns and foreign policy veto players. The next chapter will detail the

mechanisms linking these two concepts with rivalry termination. The remainder of this chapter will
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introduce why and how past work suggests that economic downturns are associated with policy

change and veto players with policy continuity.

3.1 Economic Downturns Spur Change

There is abundant research linking domestic economic downturns to changes in the
international economic policies of affected states. When confronted with troubles in the domestic
economy, how do policymakers react? Do they erect protectionist barriers to shelter their firms and
workers so that they weather tough times, or do they view the downturn as a signal that economic
reforms are needed? Do economic troubles increase, decrease, ot have no effect on state economic
policy? Early researchers found considerable evidence that economic downturns led to reactionary
international economic policy, specifically through the erection of trade barriers during times of
trouble. They found evidence that demands for protection increased during hard times,” and that
governments responded favorably to those demands by dispensing protection as a means to
maintain political support from endangered firms and workers.”

This early research found that the political system was tilted toward reaction rather than
reform. Beneficiaries of the old economic order, these researcher argued, were likely to have
resources and connections that permitted them to express their views to political elite, while
beneficiaries of any reforms only gained resources if and after reforms were implemented. In fact, it
was not just that beneficiaries of reform had fewer resources for political fights, such beneficiaries

could not even know if and to what extent they would benefit from reform. This uncertainty about
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