STRONG HORSE OF PAPER TIGER?
THE REPUTATIONAL EFFECTS OF WAR OUTCOMES
Kathryn McNabb Cochran
Prepared for the Journeys in World Politics Worksho
October 17, 2009
INTRODUCTION

In 1965, President Johnson and his closest adwvistrated whether or not to increase America’s
commitment to Vietham in order to counter the Voeig's advances in the South. Undersecretary of
State George Ball was one of the staunchest oppooéascalation within the administration. Heusad
that the U.S. would not be able to secure victorindochina and that the reputational consequenfces
defeat would be worse than the reputational coressmps of backing down without a fight.

Ball: | think a long protracted war will disclosaiboweakness, not our strength. . .

President:. But George, wouldn't all these courgtrday that Uncle Sam was a paper tiger,

wouldn’t we lose credibility breaking the word bfde presidents, if we did as you have

proposed? It would seem to be an irreparable bl&ut | gather you don’t think so.

Ball: No, sir. The worse blow would be that thghtiest power on earth is unable to defeat a

handful of guerillas(Khong 1992)

Later, during the Nixon administration, similar seaing was used to justify maintaining
America’s commitment to Vietham. Nixon argued ttheg U.S. had to stay in Vietham because “the
cause of peace might not survive the damage thaldia® done to other nations’ confidence in our
reliability.” (Press 2005) Although America hadsgm its willingness to fight to stop communism in
South East Asia, if it did not secure victory thigseallies and enemies would doubt its willingnasd
ability to fight elsewhere. Similar arguments héeen made about staying in Irathe 2005 National
Strategy for Victory in Iragtated that failure in Irag will call “into questi American credibility and
commitment in the region and the world. Our frieads foes alike would doubt our staying power, and
this would damage our efforts to counter other sgcthreats and to advance other economic and
political interests worldwide.”(National Securityo@ncil 2005)

Both the Nixon and Bush administrations assumetdbfeat would have reputational

consequences. Losing in Irag and Vietnam wouldeger the United State’s ability to deter threats$ a

pursue our national interests because America’smgns would see it as unresolved. There is @so a



implicit assumption that if the United States coaddhieve victory, even if it was a costly victoitygould
salvage its reputation. The goal of this papéo @ssess the reputational effects of war outcdoyies
answering two questions: 1) When do third partyeobsrs change their beliefs about the military
effectiveness or resolve of war participants basethformation revealed during the course of a avad
it resolution? 2) Under what conditions will thestered beliefs make them more or less likely to
challenge the combatants militarily?

Answering these questions will help leaders weiighreputational costs of backing down during
a crisis with the costs of possibly exposing theilitary ineffectiveness. Schelling argues that a
reputation for resolve is “one of the few thingsrthidighting over. Few parts of the world are
intrinsically worth the risk of serious war by theefves . . . but defending them or running risks to
protect them may preserve one’s commitments tomati other parts of the world and at later
times.”(Schelling 1966) America did not lose 5820 its men to save South Vietham but to convince
the Soviets that the United States was willinggbtfto stop communism in other parts of the world.
Under this logic, states should never back dowre@nthreat has been issued. The cost of appearing
unresolved is greater than the risk of war, bec#useites future challenges. If fighting demoratas
resolve regardless of war outcome, it may be wigtiting under trying conditions in order to deter
future challenges. But if losing a war or fightiagostly war encourages future challenges, thugtifig
to save “face” or to enhance your reputation dadsmake sense.

Knowing the reputational effects of war losses ai#lo inform debates about whether countries
should stay the course when they are involveddosdly war. The quotes above suggest that leaders
often remain committed to winning a war, even attercosts of the war have exceeded the benefits,
because they are concerned about their countrgigaton. If losses encourage future challendes) &
sustained commitment or even escalation is a wifieyp However, if other states do not changerthei
behavior after observing a loss, then under sonceraistances it might be better to cut one’s losses.
Alternatively, if staying the course in the facehah costs demonstrates resolve, it might be btite

remain committed even if the prospects for victany slim.



Understanding the reputational consequences obutaomes will also contribute to the
international relations literature on reputatidviost of the literature focuses on whether having a
reputation for resolve increases a state’s coeteiarage (Huth 1984, Huth and Russet 1988; Mercer
1996; Press 2005; Crescenzi 2007; Sechser 200Tol#@007). These studies are devoted to
understanding whether threats issued by statefidvatbacked down in the past are discounted, makin
potential adversaries more willing to challengaestahat have a reputation for lacking resolvere@ts
are credible when the adversary believes that tpgionent has the will to carry out the threat toed
ability to do so. The literature on resolve lirkstate’s past actions to the first requiremented type
of reputation is needed to connect prior behadi@dversary beliefs about the second requirement: a
state’s military capability. | call this a state&putation for effectiveness. The relevant infation is
gleaned, not from prior bargaining behavior, batrfrthe outcomes of wars that the state has prdyious
fought. Although this type of reputation has reedimuch less scholarly attention, it is necessary
understanding how a state’s prior behavior inflesrihe credibility of its threats. Having a repiota
for resolve may increase the probability that a&dent or compellent threat will succeed, but state
does not have a reputation for being able to fdfetctively, even believable threats may be ignored

For this second type of reputation, the relevaftrimation is generated during wars, not during
the crisis bargaining that precedes wars. Thusnus evaluate whether the outcomes of past wars
influence the efficacy military threats. Focusomythis new independent variable will push our
understanding of reputation and coercion in a nurabe/ays. Most obviously, it will enable us to
evaluate whether having a reputation for militafifeetiveness matters. Does abysmal performance on
the battlefield invite challenges by potential adegies?

Analyzing the effect of war outcomes on crisis laémgng will also solve two problems that
complicate current studies of resolve. In manyisgsjcand especially those utilizing game theorsohe
is treated as a dichotomous variable. Countrieghner a highly resolved type or a weakly resilve
type. |think it is more useful to think aboutobg as a continuous variable that measures dsstate

willingness to suffer costs in pursuit of its pigll aims. Some states, like the United Stateoméia,



might be cost averse—unwilling to tolerate any loskfe to accomplish their goals. Others, likpdn
during WWII, might by cost acceptant—willing to emd huge losses to achieve their objectives. Most
states in most situations fall somewhere in thedieidf this continuum: they are willing to sufferse
costs but their tolerance is not unlimited. Stadieknowledge that, theoretically, resolve is ginaous
variable, but they are forced to treat it as aaicimous variable in their empirical analysis beeahgy
focus on crisis behavior. States either back detven they are threatened or they stand firm. White
possible to infer that standing firm signals awghess to suffer at least some costs and backiwg d
signals reluctance to even risk suffering cosesehactions provide no information about the |locatif
each states’ cost tolerance threshold. The higldglved state might be standing its ground becihuse
believes that its adversary can only inflict linditeosts. This “resolved” state might be cost gemsbut
have a low estimate for the costs involved. Siryilthe “weak” state might be willing to toleraterse
costs to achieve their aims but they believe thatdamage their adversary would inflict on themweisy
high. Looking at war outcomes, rather than ctigkavior, partially resolves this problem. States
engaged in war actually suffer costs in pursuthefr war aims. The state’s decision to contingatfng
as costs accumulate generates information aboutcthet threshold. Leaders who lose a war after
suffering low losses of life reveal a high sendijivo costs while leaders who fight on despiténgscosts
demonstrate that they are more willing to suffeorider to achieve their preferred outcome. Analyzin
the effect of past war outcomes on crisis barggipirovides a number of continuous variables (the
duration of the war, the casualties suffered, theunt of money spent) that more closely capturentng
in which resolve can vary theoretically.

Using crisis behavior to analyze resolve is alsogi@cated by the fact that bluffing is prevalent
in crisis situations (Guisinger and Smith 2002;t&a2002). If a country backs down when threatkne
inferring that they have weak resolve is probalalljds Alternatively, if a country stands firm whérey
are threatened and war ensues because the adveasaeg out its threat, inferring that they haighh
resolve is probably valid. The problem arises wa@ountry stands firm in the face of a threat asd i

adversary backs down. It is unclear whether thuntrtg was highly resolved or just bluffing. Should



other states update their beliefs about that céainggolve? Looking at war outcomes rather thasiscr
behavior circumvents this problem because it iy déficult to bluff during a war. A state can leér win
battles or it cannot; it either suffers casualtie# does not. The state cannot pretend to e
militarily when it does not have the ability to wiattles, and because the state is actually saffeosts
in pursuit of its aims, the resolve it demonstrdtggighting cannot be a bluff.

Thus, using war outcomes as an independent vatialalssess whether reputation matters in
military crises has the potential to improve ouderstanding of reputation and to inform policy deba
about whether to get involved in or stay committedvars for reputational reasons. This paper mdse
as follows: in the first section | develop a theof reputational effects that emphasizes how $igeci
information interacts with the characteristicshifd party states to determine when war outcomds wi
prompt behavioral change in potential challengerthen outline the competing explanations foumd i
current literature on reputation, deterrence, ardpellence. Second, | describe the statisticahout
and data | will use to test these hypotheses. i$tlowed by a summary of the results of thdistizal
tests. | will conclude with a discussion of thedhetical and practical implications of my findings
CONTEXTUAL EXPECTATIONS THEORY

Consider the situation in which two states fightar and a third state observes the outcome of
that war and decides whether to challenge eiththeotombatants. The key question of this dissertat
is whether the information generated during the afmout the military effectiveness and resolve ef th
combatants influences the third state’s decisiochtlenge the combatants after the war is ovey. M
theory, which | refer to as Contextual Expectatidhsory, posits that information that contradiati®p
beliefs and is relevant to the issues at stakénfodt parties will influence behavior. The type o
information generated during the war interacts whihbalance of power, the type of war the thirdypa
expects to fight, and the issues at stake to daterthe relevance of that information. Expecrtagiare
important because information that reinforces mresfy held beliefs will not prompt challengers to

change their beliefs and thus will not lead to éral change. Context is important because the



relevance of new information depends on the reiatigp between the combatant and would be
challengers.

Contextual Expectations Theory conceives of refanat effects as the result of a four stage
process that links war outcomes to third party slens. Figure 1 models the basic process:

Insert Figure 1

State A and B fight a war. This generates inforomeabout States A and B. Under certain
conditions, third party states use this informatiompdate their beliefs about State A and StaténB.
some situations these new beliefs prompt the fiartly state to alter its behavior.

Contextual Expectations Theory links war outconoeshiallenger behavior by answering the
following questions about each step in the proc&ast, what information is generated during tharse
of a war and its resolution? Second, when wilt thformation change the beliefs of third parties?
Finally, when will changed beliefs prompt behaviamtaanges? The remainder of this section is delvote
to answering each of these questions.

WAR OUTCOMES AND INFORMATION

Wars generate information about both the militdfgaiveness and the resolve of the
combatants. Specifically, fighting reveals infotima about the skill at which the respective miiga
use their material capabilities to achieve favadidttle outcomes and the willingness of the twmna
to suffer costs in pursuit of their war aims. éllithese things contribute to the ultimate outcarfhe
war and all of these things are important dimersigimilitary power that are not easily observable
outside of war.

In the statistical literature on conflict, matégapability is usually measured by looking at the
number of soldiers a country has, its military gpeg, and occasionally the economic resourcesit ca
bring to bear during wartime. These proxies omlgtare one dimension of military power: the quantit
of material resources a country has at its dispoBhis is obviously an important dimension. The

number of soldiers, tanks, planes, guns, and b@dosintry has can provide them with a military



advantage.(Mearshimer 2001; Desch 2002) This diimerd military power also has the added benefit
of being relatively easy to observe during peaoetim

Although fighting a war might provide some additsmformation on the quantity of a state’s
material power, this is less important than therimfation it can provide on how how effectively atet
uses its material capabilities—a dimension of mnilitpower that is not observable during peacetime.
refer to this type of information as skill. At thaost basic level, skill refers to the ability o&thilitary to
use their weapons. Can they effectively fly thémes, shoot their missiles, and fire their guskill
also refers to the way in which states fight aredffectiveness of their tactics and operationatepts.

In conventional wars, fighting can reveal the &pidif both sides to implement modern system
tactics and operations. Stephen Biddle (2004uexdhat force employment rather than material
capability is the most important determinant of watcome. Modern system tactics include cover,
concealment, dispersion, small unit independentewagr, and combined arms. These tactics make it
possible for combatants to avoid the firepower thair enemy can bring to bear on massed
concentrations of troops. At the operationaélethe modern system enables armies to take aatyant
of depth, reserves, and differential concentratibimoops. This makes it possible for attackertake
advantage of the varying levels of local force @nation to breakthrough enemy lines while buying
time for defenders to respond to these types atkdt He argues that an army employing the modern
system will almost always defeat a non-modern oppt(Biddle 2004) Knowing whether a country can
implement the modern system would be integral gessing their military effectiveness.

The skills required to successfully fight a guéarrivar are very different from those required to
prevail in conventional wars because guerrillasrofivoid direct confrontations with enemy forces.
Defeating guerrillas requires the military to adaftvo pronged approach aimed at preventing tted lo
population from actively supporting the guerrillasprotecting them from retaliation and by engagimg
a psychological front to win hearts and minds whitévely pursuing guerillas. (Metz and Millen 2004
Nagl 2005) At the tactical level, the counterirggmt must be able to successfully train local golic

forces. (Metz and Millen 2004; Hoffman 2005) Irdan, population security and the destructiomnhef



guerilla network requires sophisticated intelligemapabilities in order to discover the identitiés
guerrillas and to prevent them from carrying ota@its on the civilian population. (Hoffman 2004hely
must also be able to successfully conduct a palffiiérs campaign, aimed at convincing the poputatio
of their ability to win and their benign intentionét the operational level, combatants must bbeskat
integrating the civilian and military componentstio¢ir counterinsurgency strategy. They must hiawve,
COIN jargon, unity of effort. (Metz and Millen 200Klagl 2005) Finally, combatants engaged in
guerrilla warfare must be willing to learn from thnistakes and to change their strategy, operation
concepts, and tactics in response to the ever aimtiyeat. (Hoffman 2005) At the strategic levbgy
must be willing to abandon conventional war becaulsen combatants employ a direct approach, like
conventional war, against an indirect approacle, ¢iluerrilla war, the direct approach will fail. ¢&guin-
Toft 2005) Combatants must also be able to adaptaperational and tactical level as guerridiait
their tactics to exploit emerging weaknesses df foe .(Metz and Millen 2004; Nagl 2005) At thiede
of a guerrilla war, third party observers may bdyeable to assess the combatants’ military’d akil
providing population security, their intelligencapabilities, their ability to integrate military ducivilian
missions, their proficiency at conducting publitaa®s operations, and their capacity to constampigate
their tactics during the course of the war.

The second type of information that is revealedrdua war is information on the willingness of
a country to suffer costs in pursuit of their godlsefer to this cost sensitivity as will. Wikkfers to the
decision made by a country’s political leaders alvchether or not to continue the war. Regardléshen
outcome, being involved in a war demonstratesttiemteaders of a nation are willing to at leadk ris
suffering costs in achieving their goals. The pesgion of the war and its ultimate outcome reveal
information about their willingness to suffer adtoasts. Leaders who lose a war after sufferimg lo
costs reveal a high sensitivity to those costseMaihders who fight on despite rising costs (whettey
ultimately win or lose) demonstrate that they ailéing to suffer in order to achieve their prefaire
outcome. Cost sensitivity may be a function ofratividual leader’s cost tolerance, the broaderetgs

willingness to bear the costs, or some combinaifdsoth. Gil Merom argues that democracies lose



small wars because their society is unwilling timsach the costs of protracted conflict or to acsgaeto
escalating levels of violence. Although leaderthwiigh cost tolerance might be able to ignoreetgdn
the short term, in the long term democratic leatids into account society’s preferences and are th
forced to end the war without securing victory. (bta 2003) Whether cost tolerance is a function of
society, state leaders, or both it plays an impontale in war outcomes.

Thus, the process of fighting and the ultimateonte of the war provide information on how
skillfully a state employs its military resourcekioh has bearing on how militarily effective thtdts is.
It also provides information on the willingnessaohation to stomach the costs of war, which hasiga
on the resolve of a state.

CHANGING PERCEPTIONSINFORMATION AND PRIOR EXPECTATIONS

When will third party states actually use thisormhation to update their beliefs about the
combatant’s effectiveness and resolve? Contelxgadctations Theory claims that information willyn
prompt third party states to change their belieflat information is unexpected. Losing a war or
suffering high costs will not necessarily changalleimger’s beliefs. If a weak country loses to a
powerful country or suffers high costs during ther vthis generates no new information. Other ISout
American countries probably did change their belafout Panama’s military effectiveness after & wa
defeated by the United States because no one expeahama to win. On the other hand, if a powerful
country loses a war to much weaker foe or suffagisdr costs than expected, other states might
downgrade their perceptions of that country’s aptl fight effectively.

The logic is similar to the argument made by MidHammz in the context of international
finance. He claims that reputations only form wk&ates act contrary to their perceived type. If a
country always pays back its loans, continuing siketimely payments does not generate new
information and creditors will not change the whagyt treat that state. They will only alter thedhlvior
and the terms of their loans if the country defaulAlternatively, if a country is usually delinqueon its
payments, defaulting on its loans will not hurt doaintry’s reputation but timely repayment will inope

it. (Tomz 2007) The same is probably true of pemaimilitary effectiveness. Information generated



during the course of a war and its outcome wilydahd to changed perceptions if that informatiomsr
contrary to prior expectations. Because changetkptdons are a prerequisite for behavioral change,
only unexpected information will have behaviorapiioations. This leads to our first set of hypite
H1A: If the information generated over the coumeeals that a combatant is more (less) skilled
at fighting or is more (less) willing to suffersts than expected, prospective challengers will
consider the combatant more (less) militarily effecor resolved.
tions will not lead théopBatd tiysimfassetimardratte covdatamitourse of
eness.
EHAVIORAL CHANGE
| have argued that war generates information ai®utilitary effectiveness and its willingness to
suffer costs to achieve its goals. When this infoparty
s’ resolve and milidfgctiveness. Changes in perception have the
1 behavior, but thike
r, | will explore whether
ymbatants?

kely if the information is
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involved guerrilla warfare. This suggests thadiniation about the combatant’s skill at fighting a
guerrilla war would be more relevant to non-stati®i@ and their skill at fighting a conventionalrwa
would be most relevant to state actors.

HS1: Unexpected information about combatant’s &kidh conventional war will be more likely

to influence behavior of state actors. Unexpeatéarmation about a combatant’s skill in a

guerrilla war will be more likely to influence bekiar of non-state actors. Challenges by the

relevant actor should decrease if the combatantgpers better than expected and should
increase if the combatant performs worse than exegec

On the other hand, the relevance of informatioruaiee willingness of combatants to suffer
costs in pursuit of their goals depends in parthenissues involved. Issue contingency takesaotmunt
that fact that resolve is in part issue specificgiven country may be willing to suffer an incrbigi
amount of costs in the pursuit of some goals assl\élling to suffer costs in the pursuit of othdfshe
issue in dispute between the potential challengértlae combatant is similar to the issue over wktieh
war was fought, updated beliefs about the combatauilt to fight will prompt behavioral change.

HW1: Unexpected information about will should beenikely to lead to behavioral change if

the issues in dispute are similar to issues ovechvtine war was fought. Information about a

lack of will should increase the likelihood of aatlenge in these situations while information

revealing a high cost tolerance should decreasdikieéhood of a challenge.

The relevance of information about the politicadl amilitary will of the combatants should also
be a function of the relative power and skill of tthallenger compared to the combatant. When the
challenger is weak relative to the combatant, imition about the will of the combatant will be
especially relevant. Weak challengers rarely exfzedefeat more powerful adversaries militarily.
Rather they opt for strategies that inflict cogigtmeir more powerful foes in the hope that thay ca
outlast them in a coercive contest. Their onlgéhof victory is their ability to inflict more casbn the
opponent than it can tolerate. Thus, the willhef tombatant becomes decisive. As the challenger
becomes stronger relative to the combatant, widbbees less decisive because the challenger cartdope
gain a decisive victory on the battlefield. Thin$prmation about the combatants cost sensitivity

becomes less relevant.

HW2: Unexpected information about will should beaenikely to lead to behavioral change as
the challenger becomes weaker relative to the ctanbalinformation about a lack of will should



increase the likelihood of a challenge in theseagibns while information revealing a high cost
tolerance should decrease the likelihood of a @raje.

Figure 2 summarizes the main arguments made bye®ol Expectations Theory about the
process by which war fighting and war outcomesinfinence the behavior of third party states that
might consider challenging the combatants in theréu

Figure 2
COMPETING HYPOTHESES

Although no one has looked specifically at thesjion of whether war outcomes influence the
decision of third party states to challenge the lsatants, the literature on cognitive bias, ratial
explanations of war, and reputation suggest a nuoftaternative hypotheses.

The political psychology literature on cognitivedamotivated biases suggests that new
information is unlikely to change the preexistirgiéfs of third parties, and thus is unlikely tadeto
behavioral change. In his discussion of the cognhias literature, Jervis explains that “interoaal
experiences do not affect statesmen’s perceptilmsead analogies are seized upon only to bgiseer
existing beliefs and preferences.”(Jervis 1976ppResee what they expect to see and thus wheratkey
faced with new information that seems to contratffietr earlier beliefs they engage in a variety of
defensive measures that make it unnecessary for thehange their beliefs. They ignore information
they discredit its source, and they seek out néevrimation to provide additional support for theiep
existing beliefs. They also divide their beliefgm into small components so that when they a¢bept
new information they only have to update periphbediefs. The take away from this literature iatth
“people change as little of their attitude struetas possible.” (Jervis 1976)

The literature on learning in international redat also suggests that the beliefs of third parties
are unlikely to change because vicarious learrangly occurs. (Levy 1994) Dan Reiter's analysis of
learning in the context of alliances leads himhi® ¢onclusion that “while states draw heavily ogirth
own individual experiences, they pay little attentio those of other states.” (Reiter 1996) Yueaorigp

Kong finds that the decision makers in the Uniteate® paid little attention to the lessons thaldbe



drawn from the French experience in Vietnam deshieact that the French Indochina War yielded
valuable information about the resources, tacting, resolve of the North Viethamese. He claims that
few policy makers had knowledge of or took in aeifiast in the French experience. One exception was
George Ball who lamented, “It was useless for mgdiot out the meaning of the French experienay th
thought that experience without relevance.”(KhoB§2) Thus the political psychology and learning
literature suggest our first alternative hypothesis

H2: The information generated over the course efttar about the combatants will have no

impact on prospective challenger’s assessmentlidrecombatants’ military capability or

resolve. Thus it will not influence the likelihooffuture challenges.

An alternative view is offered by the literatune deterrence and compellence. This literature
implies that the information revealed during therse of a war will be used by prospective challesge
evaluating the credibility of implicit and expliditireats. When deciding whether to ignore an ahrgis
threats, the challenger considers whether theiemsawy will be willing to carry out the threat. ©af the
things challengers consider is whether their adwrgrisas a reputation for carrying out threats.heBing
(66) argues that all commitments are interdepenaemthat carrying through on one threat enharmes t
credibility of future threats. Huth claims, “Thetpntial attacker, however, may also draw on tts pa
behavior of the defender in international confrtiotes to help determine the defender’s willingniess
risk armed conflict or to concede under coercivaespuare.” (Huth 88 ) These studies primarily foouse
the past behavior of defenders in crisis bargainiegwhether they carried out their threats. idoer,
the same logic should apply to information reveateithe defender’s past wars.

Todd Sechser argues that a state’s involvemegpashwars will increase the prospective
challenger’s assessment of that state’s resolvdigBting, a state demonstrates it's “general vdrehe
costs of war—namely, its tolerance for casualtiegtime expenditures, and perhaps the destrucfion o
civilian assets. . . This information [is] applitato future crises in which military options are
considered, even if those crises center aroundrdift issues.” (Sechser 2007) Sechser maintaahs th
this is the reason that weak states often fightmstimonger opponents. Their hope is that by fighthey

will demonstrate their resolve and thus deter fitacursions. While Sechser focuses on dyadic



relationships, Crescenski argues that states ean é&bout the resolve of their opponents by obsgrvi
their interactions with others. He explains thdtadyadic events are “a valuable source of infation
about intentions, reputation, and credibility obtasndyadic counterpart. States use other statpsoaies
to get a sense of what their dyadic partner wouolthdsituations such as a crisis.” (Crescenzi 2007)
Being willing to fight in one situation generateformation about a state’s willingness to fight mor
generally.

Although the deterrence and compellence literdareses on how challengers use the past
behavior of their opponents to update their belidfsut the resolve of their opponents, the logaukh
also apply to information about the military efigeness of their opponents. The exclusive focus on
resolve is probably due to the fact that the It has focused only on past crisis bargainingibieh
which does not involve actual fighting and thus nahreveal information about military effectiveses
However, the literature suggests that the miliagabilities of the defending state are associaitd
general deterrence success. (Huth and Russett Ho841988; Fearon 1994) As the defending stat®e ge
more powerful, the costs of war for the challerigerease. If war occurs, the defender is betthr b
punish the challenger and to deny the challengealiility to achieve its aims on the battlefield.
statistical tests military capability is normallgogied by the quantity of military resources aetat
possesses, but there is nothing in the literahaesuggests that this is the only relevant infdiona It
would seem that if challenger’s beliefs about thedder’s ability to implement punishment and denia
strategies are an important part of their decisi®imce these models assume that challengers tabk a
past actions of the defender to evaluate resolsesiins logical that they would also use the defénd
past wartime experiences to evaluate capabilityis leads to a second competing hypothesis:

H3: If the information generated over the courseaas that a combatant is unskilled at fighting

or is not willing to suffer costs, prospective dbagers will consider the combatant less

militarily effective or resolved, which will makeem more likely to issues a challenge.

A third argument is offered by Daryl Press’s Cutr@alculus Theory, which suggests that other
nations will use wartime information to update thmgliefs about a country’s military capability khat

they will not use the past behavior of a countinform their beliefs about that country’s resolvde



argues that we should not conflate “keeping comitis with fighting effectively: if the United State
undermined perceptions of its power in Vietnam,dredn or Somalia it did so by fighting ineffectivély
(Press 2005) Past actions do not provide infolonatn resolve because every issue is differenirand
high stakes situations decision makers forgo hetishortcuts that use past behavior to gaugevesol
favor of evaluating the interests at stake in theent situation. This is consistent with Ann 8ért$
argument about the importance of honesty in diptameansactions: “The crucial information—how
much the state values the disputed issue—varies dree dispute to the next. Whether or not a $iase
the will to fight depends on what the issues actsmust be communicated anew through the use of
diplomacy.”(Sartori 2002) Since a state’s willingsdo fight is issue contingent, being willing ightt or
suffer costs over issue X and losing has no beaming state’s willingness to fight or suffer coster
issue Y. Military skill has direct bearing on betfield effectives while information about a comdnats
willingness to suffer costs has bearing on thaestaesolve. Thus, Current Calculus theory suiggbait
challengers should only update their beliefs alsomtbatants when faced with information about skill.
No changes are expected if the war reveals infeomabout the combatants’ will.

H4: If the information generated over the courseeals that a is (un)skilled at fighting,

prospective challengers will consider the combatante (less) militarily effective, and will be

less (more) willing to issue a challenge. Infotimia regarding willingness to suffer costs will
have no bearing on beliefs about the combatantsivesand will thus have no effect on the
likelihood of a challenge.

Mercer makes a different conditional argument. deavs on the motivated bias and in-group
out-group literature to argue that whether newrimfation will be used to update challenger’s beliefs
depends on whether that information is viewed falbtyr or unfavorably. He argues that outcomes only
lead to belief change if the third party stateiladiies that outcome to the dispositional charasties of
the combatants rather than to situational factdite type of attribution made depends on onesekesir
and whether the combatants are part of the thiry gtate’s in-group. People use dispositional
attributions to interpret undesirable out-groupaétr and situational attributions to interpretidasie

out-group behavior. Because potential adversaregahe out-group, information about weak resolve

and ineffectiveness is desirable and the oppcsit@desirable. Thus, when the information gendraye



a war suggests that a potential foe is an effectivesolved fighter this information is used talape
their beliefs. Conversely information that refeepborly on the competency or resolve of a potefuea
will be attributed to the situation and beliefslwibt change. He explains, “We are likely to ththat
our adversary's retreats reflect not an irresobli@racter, but an untenable situation.” Conversaly,
adversary’s success will reflect its power, notftnerable situation in which it was fighting. (Mer
1996) His attributional theory of reputationrfation suggests our final competing hypothesis:

H5: If the information generated over the counf¢he war reveals a combatant is skilled at

fighting, or is willing to suffer costs, prospee&ighallengers will consider the combatant more

militarily effective or resolved and will be lesisdly to issue a challenge. Information that

reveals a lack of skill at fighting or an unwillingss to suffer costs will have no impact on the

prospective challenger’'s assessment of the combatailitary capability or resolve.

Table 1 summarizes the hypotheses from the Carakkixpecations Theory and the alternative

explanations.

Insert Table 1

RESEARCH DESIGN

In order to test Contextual Expectations Theony e competing theories, | employ a directed-
dyad research design using a logit estimator tontksther the outcomes of previous wars influeihee t
probability that the combatants will be targetea imilitarized dispute using data from 1816 to 2001
DEPENDENTV ARIABLE
The dependent variablBjspute Initiation,is a dummy variable which indicates whether Sfateitiated
a militarized dispute against State B in a givearyeA militarized dispute is defined as disputevirich
at least one state threatened to use force, mgldevaof force, or actually used force to achiese it
political aims. This data is taken from the Militzed Interstate Dispute (MIDs) Dataset. (Ghosen and
Bennet 2003; Ghosen, Palmer et al. 2004)
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES: WAR OUTCOMES

| use a series of explanatory variables that feacuState B’s previous performance in war. Data

on war participation and war outcome are derivechfthe Correlates of War Interstate Wars dataset



(Sarkees 2000), supplemented with data from ReitdrStam (2002) and Downes and
Cochran(forthcoming). My first set of explanategriables focuses on war outcome. Using the data
described above, | include three dummy variableisiwbignify whether State B won, lost, or ended its
most recent war in a draw. In the analyses trdiidte these dummies, the excluded variableNs &Var
dummy which is coded as one if State B has notqjaated in a war. If wars have reputational
consequences, states who were victorious in thest necent war should be less likely to be targated
MID while states that lost their most recent wasidt be more likely to be targeted in a MID. Thwsn
should have a negative effect on dispute initiaindLoseshould have a positive effect on dispute
initiation. | do not have a concrete predictiomuattthe sign or significance of tiraw dummy.

Because looking at the overall outcome of a wasdwt specify what type of information was
revealed during the war, | also look at two addiilovariables to measure information revealed durin
the war about skill and will. | use the Loss Exoppa Ratio LER) as my primary indicator of skill. LER
is the ratio of friendly forces killed to enemy des killed. A 1:4 ratio signifies that for evegldier lost
during the war, the military was able to kill foememy combatants. Conversely a ratio of 4:1 segif
that the military was only able to kill one enenpmbatant for every four casualties it suffered.itsliles
that are able to destroy enemy forces while pritgtheir own are considered more skilled than
militaries who destroy enemy forces but at a higt to themselves or to militaries that cannotrogst
enemy forces. LER is a direct measure of thigtgbilwhich should be correlated with skill, partiadly
in conventional wars where adoption of the modgsatesn enables combatants to reduce their exposure
to the enemy'’s firepower while achieving battlafiebjectives. In the model LER is defines as

Combatants Casualties/Enemy’s Casualtidsow LERSs reveal a high level of skill, while hig ERs

! Unfortunately COW data has information on theltatamber of casualties suffered by each nationlirein the
war. For bilateral wars—computing LER is simpWe just need to divide the casualties of A by thsualties of
the other state. For multilateral wars, computifdr is much more difficult because COW only incladee
aggregate numbers of casualties for each natidrhow many casualties were inflicted on that natigreach of its
enemies. For example, in the Vietham War, COWdaa&a on the total casualties suffered by the dritates,
South Vietnam, and North Vietnam. The LER computech these values for the US is partially skewedduse
its casualties are divided by the North Vietnanessualties including those inflicted by the Soufihe LER for
the South is similarly skewed. For North Vietnanis possible to compute an overall LER by diviglits



reveal a low level of skill. Thus increasing LEdRecreasing skill) should increase the probabkiligt a
State is targeted in a MID. The coefficient forR.Ehould be positive and statistically significant.
Because LER is a ratio and is not distributed ndigrawith roughly half the observations falling
between 0 and 1 and the other half ranging fronb0f | take the log of LER. This creates a nolynal
distributed variable which ranges from -6.35 td566.3 he positive association between LER and désput
initiation should be unaffected by this transforimat For situations in which state B has not fouay
war | code LER as 0 and then include B@Wardummy to account for the fact that in these wars n
information on LER is available.

| use the log o€asualtiesuffered in State B’s most recent war as a proxyill. Contextual
Expectations Theory defines will as a states sgitgito costs. Casualties are perhaps the mosgifitite
cost nations suffer during war. In executing a,watitical leaders must decide whether their warsa
are worth the lives of the servicemen and women aviadighting for their country. Counties thatfeuf
high casualties during the course of a war, readatjh cost tolerance. This tolerance should $igna
high level of resolve. Thus an increase in camsa#tuffered (increasing resolve) should decrdeese t
probability of being targeted in a dispute. Theféoient for casualties should be negative and
significant. As with the LER variable, | take tlog of casualties to make the distribution moremeailr
This transformation should not affect the signhaf toefficient. Using casualties as a measuresif co
tolerance is complicated by the fact that thisrinfation can be censored depending on the outcome of
the war. If a state suffers high casualties—ierts a high level of resolve regardless of theaute
However, if a state suffers low casualties—therigriee made regarding the resolve or cost tolerahce
the state depends on the outcome. States whavikoseor settle for a draw despite suffering low
casualties reveal a high sensitivity to cost. hieske cases, suffering small numbers of casuahimdd be

associated with an increased probability of beamgdted in a MID. However victorious states might

casualties by the sum of US and South Viethameagaftées but this aggregation might mask differsrinenow
well the North fought the U.S. and the South reSipely. | am currently engaged in a data collectwoject with
Stephen Long to update the COW casualty figurdix thhis problem. 1 plan to rerun this analysiscerthat project
has been completed.



suffer low casualties because they were very éffeatilitarily or because their foe was weakly resd.
They might have been willing to suffer more cosisthey did not need to. In these cases—Ilow leakls
casualties should not be associated with an inedelédselihood of being targeted in a dispute. Eald
with this complication, | interact the casualtyiadbte with the outcome dummies discussed aBove.
Increasing casualties should be associated witdkchng in the probability of being targeted in alMI
although the effect should be most pronounced reigjards to losses. The effect may be statistically
insignificant in cases where the state was vict@ripecause of the censorship problem discusse@abov
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES: OUTCOMESRELATIVE TO EXPECTATIONS

Contextual Expectations Theory posits that infdiomagenerated during wartime is only relevant
if that information is unexpected. However, theiales identified above do not take into accourdrp
expectations. To remedy this and to evaluate velnettar outcomes matter when they contradict prior
information | use war outcome models from the imégional relations literature to predict the thkeg
variables—outcome, LER, and casualties—and contpase predictions with the actual outcomes. |
then generate a series of new variables which med#se differences between the predictions and the
outcomes.

| begin by modeling war outcomes, the log of LBRd the log of casualties using the
independent variables identified in the literatasebeing important predictors. The most important
variable is the material resources available theatbatant.(Mearshimer 2001; Desch 2082)Power
is constructed using COW'’s National Military Cagdigis Dataset version 3.02. (Singer, Bremer et al.
1972) In particular, the CINC scores, which a&ggte the power resources of a state includingamyli
spending, military personnel, population, iron ateel production, and energy consumption to craate
power index, are used to create a variable whichsomes the relative power of each combatant. The

combatant’s CINC score is divided by the sum ofGh&C scores for all war participants. A second

% In these analyses, | do not include a casualtises texm because it is 0 when there has not beem and so is
perfectly collinear with th&lo Wardummy and cannot be included when the other thewedummies are included
in the model. Furthermore, including tBasualtiesvariable by itself would be nonsensical since itildde
measuring the effect of casualties when no waokasrred and no casualties have been suffered.



power variableAllyMilPower, which measures the CINC scores of the combatéligs divided by the
CINC score of all war participants, is also incldddBecause war initiators are more likely to wiart
targets, | also include a dummy variablbsitiation—which is coded as one if the state initiated tlae. w
This data on war initiation is taken from COW, Reiand Stam (2002), and Downes and Cochran
(forthcoming). Finally, the regime type of therdmatant is included in these models. A number of
studies have shown that democracies are partiguikely to win the wars they fight because theg ar
better at selecting winnable wars, bring more resesuto bear during wartime, have superior morate a
leadership on the battlefield, and make attradiilies. (Lake 1992; Reiter and Stam 2002; Choi 2004
Therefore, | include Regimevariable, using the POLITY DATASET, which rangesrii 1 to 21 with 21
being the most democratic and 1 being the mostaatio. TheRegimevariable is equivalent to the
polity variables, which subtracts a state’s autogiscore from its democracy score yielding a vadgeiab
that ranges from -10 to 10. (Jaggers and MarsHzd)20 merely add 11 to this variable to make it
positive. | also include an interactive term whinhltipliesRegimeby Initiation to account for the fact
that democratic initiators are particularly liketywin due to their ability to select wars wisglReiter
and Stam 2002) | use these variables to prediodtiicome, the log of the LER, and the log of chiesa
for each participant in all the interstate warsrfrb816 to 200%.

Because outcome is a trichotomous indicator, landnal logit to predict whether a participant warst
or agreed to a draw. | use regression to moddbthef LER and casualties. The results of theedets
are available below:

Table 2

3 | also used more extensive models that lookedvémuilitary relations, measured by the numbercofips each
participant had suffered in the past five years, e level of education in each country. Bothdesare thought to
improve a state’s ability to fight effectively. @ile and Zirkle 1996; Biddle and Long 2004; Bidd@04) This
data was not available for all wars and so | waablsto create expectations variables for all taesw When these
alternative models are used to create the expectatiariables, and the cases with missing dataiéad| the results
are not substantively effected. In this paperly amclude results from the baseline model butdtteer results are
available from the author by request.



Using these models | created a series of variatihésh measure the difference between
expectations and outcomes. First, | created ttiweemy variables which compare the expected outcome
using the outcome model with the actual outcoméerAunning the ordinal logit model | generateavne
variables for each participant in each war whigheqgual to the probability of that the participaatuld
win, lose, or end the war in a draw. | then assibeach war participant a prediction which was etqua
the outcome with the highest probability of ocaugtigiven the above modéetteris a variable coded
as one if the model predicted lose or draw angb#nécipant won or if the model predicted lose &mel
participant ended the war in a draWorse is a dummy variable coded as one if the modelipted win
or draw and the participant lost or if the modeddicted win and the participant agreed to a draw.
Expecteds a variable coded as one if the prediction mat¢he actual outcome. According to the model
described above, 50 war participants did worse éxgected, 43 did better, and 166 performed as
expected. As with the outcome dummy variables,nthese three variables are included in the models
below the excluded variable is thwWardummy. [f this information has reputational effeas
predicted by the theories discussed al®ettershould reduce the likelihood of a being targeWdrse
should increase the likelihood of being targeted, EBxpectedshould have no effect.

For the loss exchange ratio variableERdif— use the regression model to predict the log of
LER for each combatafitl then take the log of the expected LER and sabthe log of the actual LER.
Within this context, negative numbers mean thatthrabatant had a worse LER than expected because
the ratio of the actual LER was higher than thecetgd LER and positive numbers mean the combatant
did better than expected—in other words had a ld#R. Thus as the difference in LER increases—
which means that the combatant did better relativeitial expectations—which should see a decréase
the probability of being targeted. Thus, unlike taw LER, which should be positively associateith wi
the probability of a challenge, the differenced LERiable should be negatively associated with the

initiation of challenges.

* There are a number of participants in whichltB® is not available because casualty figures ligaaticipants
were not available. In most of these cases | Wista predict the LER of one of the participanBy taking the
inverse of this number | predicted the LER of thpadicipants since LER should be reciprocal.



| use the same procedure to create the casuedtiieble,Casualtiesdif. The regression model is
used to predict the log of casualties for each @ieni. The log of the actual number of casualties
suffered is then subtracted from this value. Nggatumbers mean that the combatants suffered more
casualties than expected and positive numbers gmanuffered fewer casualties than expected. This
variable should vary directly with the probabil@f/being targeting in a MID. Suffering more casiasl
than expected (the difference is smaller or mogatiee) should decrease the probability of being
targeted because the combatant is demonstratiighertresolve than expected. As with the raw
casualties variable—the difference in the logsieracted with war outcomes.
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES: INTERACTIVE EFFECTS

Contextual Expectations Theory predicts that imf@tion generated during wartime interacts with
context to determine whether potential challengéies their behavior. The relevant contextual atalies
depend on the type of information that is generatatbrmation regarding skill should only influemthe
behavior of challengers who expect to fight thestgp war that the combatant just fought. In pattc,
state actors should be more likely to alter theldvior when information about a combatant’s shill
fighting a conventional war is revealed. Non-stttrs should be more likely to alter their bebavi
when information about a combatant’s skill at figbta guerrilla war is revealed. Because we ahg on
looking at the behavior of state actors in thislgsig, the key contextual variable is whether thstpvar
involved conventional conflict or not. | thus irdet my two skill variabled,ER andLERdif with a
dummy variable which is coded as one if the masemewar that State B fought involved conventional
conflict. All of the COW wars are coded as invalyiconventional, guerrilla, or a mixture of tactics
Wars are coded as conventional if they are chaiaeteby battles fought between belligerent armies.
Wars are coded as guerrilla if one of both sidegptatl tactics that avoided battles, relying insteadhit
and run tactics and terrorism against the civifapulation. Wars are coded as involving both wpes
if both types of tactics are widely employed. Tdgaset builds on a similar dataset developeduif,H
Valentino and Balch-Lindsey which covered the pgfiom 1945-2000. (Huth, Valentino et al. 2007)

This new dataset extends their data temporallyaaloid the mixed category to include wars that ireelv



both conventional and guerrilla comBaEor the purposes of this proje@pnventionais coded as one if
the war was either purely conventional or involbedh types of combat. This dummy variable is
interacted with the two LER variables to determifether the impact of information about skill varie
across war types. If the model is correct, LERuthbave a positive effect on the probability ofrtge
targeted if the most recent war State B fought ezamventional. There may also be a positive effact
guerrilla wars but the effect should be less prowed. Conversely, the negative effect BRdifshould
be more pronounced when the most recent war indate@ventional combat.

Two contextual variables are identified by ContiektExpectations Theory as making
information about will relevant to potential chaltgers: issue similarity and relative power. Meamur
the similarity of the issues over which past waesenfought with issues that potential challengess a
considering fighting over is particularly difficuliecause in cases where no threat was issuedshere
indicator what a potential conflict might be fougiver. To deal with this, | use a very rough proxy
issue similarity that is available and observahlgrd) peacetime for all dyads: region. The isates
stake in a given war might be in part driven bydke-political importance of that region for the
combatants. If this is so, information about aessawillingness to suffer costs in pursuit ofdiss in
that region might not be relevant to its willingegs suffer costs in pursuit of its aims in othegions
where the geo-political context is different. Esttthis prediction, | create a dummy variabgame
Region-which is coded as one if the war was fought inggorethat is relevant to each dyad. The COW
dataset includes information on the location ofwlae and the MIDs dataset includes information on
which region is relevant to each dyadhis dummy variable is interacted with the casuariables
discussed above. According to Contextual ExpectatidheoryCasualtiesshould have a negative effect

in the same region in which the war was fought mméffect (or a smaller one) in different regions.

® This data was coded for interstate, extra-systeanid civil wars. A full bibliography and codingles are
available from the author by request.

® There are five regions—Europe, the Middle EastaAsirica, and the Americas. The relevant regimthe
location of the countries if they are adjacentthd dyad involves a great power, the relevanoreg the location
of the non-great power since only the more powestiale has power projection capabilities.



Casualtiesdishould have a positive effect in the same regi@haless pronounced or insignificant effect
in different regions.

The second contextual variable relevant to infdimmeabout will is the relative power of the
potential challenger vis-a-vis the combatantsormiation about will should be particularly relevamt
challengers who are weaker than the combatantaibethey must rely soley on the balance of redolve
prevail in wartime because the balance of capadslis tilted so heavily against them. TViitary
Balanceis a continuous variable which is the CINC scdrthe potential challenger (State A) divided by
the CINC score of the potential challenger andab(8tate A + State B). Low numbers correspond to
challengers that are weaker than the target aridrhignbers correspond to challengers that are strong
than the target. This variable is multiplied bg @asualtiesvariables to assess whether the balance of
power influences the effect of the revealed cdsramce of the combatants on the probability thayt
are targeted in a MID. Rising Casualties—demotistjgyreater resolve—should have a negative effect
for weak challengers but no effect (or a less negatffect) for challengers who are equal to corsger
than the target state. An increase in the caegdtifference variable—signifying that the combatan
suffered fewer casualties than expected and thuedstrated weakened resolve—should have a positive
effect for weak challengers but no effect or a $enaffect for stronger challengers.

Because | interact LER, Casualties, and the difiege between the log of LER and the log of
casualties with dummy variables, | add a constattteém to make them all positive. This preventesa
where these variables are coded as 0 (for exantpde WER equals lor Casualties/LER match
expectations) from being pooled with cases whezadthmmy variable is 0—such as when the war did
not involve conventional conflict or the regionfdifs from the region in which the most recent wasw
fought. For the discussion of substantive resuttsnslate the numbers back to their originairfat.

For LER andCasualtiesput not the differenced variables, | also comligeactual loss exchange ratio
and casualty figures rather than keeping themair thg forms. This merely aids in interpretingth

substantive effects of these variables.



Because of the difficulty of interpreting the ciig@énts and statistical significance of interaetiv
terms,(Braumoeller 2004; Brambor, Clark et al. 200@ly on CLARIFY to estimate how variation in
the will, skill, and outcome variables change thabpbility of dispute initiation under a variety of
conditions. In particular, CLARIFY is used to geate the first differences with the appropriate
confidence interval for the requisite changes sehkplanatory and conditioning variables. | alse u
CLARIFY to analyze the substantive effects of themgables to show how the probability of being
targeted changes as the explanatory variables ehardgr different conditions. (Tomz, Wittenberglet
2001)

CONTROL VARIABLES

In addition to the explanatory variables discussealve, | include a number of control variables
that are associated with MID initiation. Firstntlude theMilitary Balancevariable discussed above
which is defined as the CINC score of the initiadivided by the sum of the CINC score of the indra
and target. This variable should be positivelyoagged with dispute initiation because countried aire
stronger than their dyadic partner should be batier to make a challenge. Second, | include the
Distancebetween the two countries in the dyad. Counthiatare closer together are more likely to have
serious disputes and are also better able to ieflitery challenges.(Bremer 1992) This variablewdd
also be positively associated with dispute initiatiJoint Democracy-which is the product of the
POLITY scores of both countries in the dyad plesastant to make the variable positive—is inclutted
control for the fact that democracies rarely fighth other.(Maoz and Russett 1993; Rousseau, &elpi
al. 1996) This variable should decrease the piibityabf dispute initiation. | also include the sare of
this variable Joint Democracy Squaredp account for a potential curvilinear relatioshetween
conflict initiation and regime type due to the fwat anocracies may be particularly likely toiati
MIDS. (Mansfield and Snyder 1995; Goemans 2000ufaihy variable which measures whether the two
countries are involved in aXlianceis also included with the expectation that alisék rarely initiate
MIDS against one another.(Leeds 2003) This dati@kisn from the Alliance Treaty Obligations and

Provisions (ATOP) Dataset.(Leeds, Ritter et al.208n additional variable is included which measur



how similar the alliance portfolios of the two staiare.Similar Alliance Portfoliognight signify
common interests between the states which woulderdedpute initiation less likely. The total flow of
Tradebetween the two countries is also controlled frause trade flows are thought to make interstate
disputes less likely. (Oneal and Russett 1999)aDattrade flows is taken from Barbieri’s Bilateral
Trade dataset. (Barbieri, Keshk et al. 2009) Vhigable should be negatively correlated with diep
initiation. Finally, | include the spline ¢feace Yearwith five knots. These variables should also be
negatively correlated with dispute initiation besadhe longer two countries have been at peacadhe
likely they are to remain at peace. | experimenmtét a number of transformations of tReace Years
variable and the five knot spline yielded the lmredictions.
STATISTICAL RESULTS

| begin by looking at the results of the aggregatslels, examining how aggregate outcomes of
previous wars influence the probability of beinggeted in a militarized dispute. | then condunt@re
detailed analysis to determine the conditions umdech information about skill and will change the
likelihood that a state will be targeted.
AGGREGATEOUTCOMES

My analysis of aggregate outcomes does not prawigeh evidence of reputational effects.
Looking at the outcomes model in Table 3 we sek #sgpredicted by the theory, losing a war incsas
the likelihood of being targeted in a militarizeidlite. However, so does winning a war and fighén
war that ends in a draw.

Table 3

If a reputational mechanism was driving these tesule would expect thé/in dummy variable to have a
negative effect on dispute initiation. While dlltbe outcomes increase the probability of beimgeted
by a statistically significant amount the differerzetween them is not statistically significantblEad
reports the estimated change in probability of ulispnitiation comparing each outcome to a situaiio
which there was no war and comparing a situatioare/the defender recently won a war to a situation

which the defender recently lost a war.



Table 4
While all of the outcomes increase the probabdita war compared to no war from between .2 to .4
percent, the difference between winning and log@rsubstantively small and statistically insigrdid.
This suggests that war participation and not wacaue is the primary driver of the increase in
probability. Nations that fight wars are more likéo be targeted in a MID than nations who do figiit
wars, regardless of the outcome.

This result might have been a consequence ofdgit account for expectations in the outcome
model. However, when we look at the expectationdehin Table 3 and the substantive effects in &abl
4, a similar pattern emerges. Doing better thaeeted, worse than expected, and as expected ialar
increase the probability of being targeted in aitliiized Dispute. Just as in our analysis of oones, the
difference between doing better than expected anderthan expected is not statistically significant
SKILL

Looking at outcomes, even relative to expectatiaright yield inconclusive results because the
drivers of those outcomes are heterogeneous. Saes snight have done worse than expected because
they lacked skill while others did better becatmsytdemonstrated an unexpectedly high cost toleranc
Some combatants may have achieved victory by duiifig their opponents on the battlefield while
others merely outlasted their foes. Aggregatimgéhoutcomes might bias our results. One way of
resolving this problem is to disaggregate the éffe€ skill and will. By focusing on each sepakaté
becomes possible to isolate the reputational effeictifferent types of information generated dgrihe
war. It also enables us to test the contextuabthgses predicted by Contextual Expectations Theory

Table 5 reports the results of my analysis ofeffiect of skill, proxied by LER, on the probability
of being targeted in a militarized dispute.

Table 5
As expected, a rising LER which corresponds toidieg) level of skill, increases the likelihood afihg
targeted in a dispute. When we look at the suligstarffects in Table 6, we see that going fromvzs

to any LER increases the probability of being tegde This buttresses the early finding that pigudition



in war makes challenges more likely. However,kenthutcomes the differences between wars which
reveal that the combatants are highly skilled caegbéo wars which reveal a lack of skill are stat&ly
significant and in the expected direction.

Table 6
A state that performed poorly in the last war, stiffg an LER of 4, is .2% more likely to be targkite a
MID than a state achieved an LER of .25 (1:4h addition, although fighting increases the litkeod of
being targeted for everyone the effect is more guoed for states that performed poorly compared to
states that performed well on the battlefield. hilgg a war in which the combatant achieved an IDER
.25 increases the probability of being targetedl8)o while fighting a war in which the combatant
suffered and LER of 4 increases the probabilitpaihg targeted by .43%.

The relationship between skill and the probabiiitya MID is shown graphically in Figure 3.

The probability of being targeted rises as LERsis€Eombatants that are able to protect their mscet
while destroying the enemy are less likely to balleimged than combatants who are unable to destroy
their foes or pay a high price for doing so.

Figure 3

Referring back to Table 5 and looking at the aftdd_ER relative to expectations (Column 3),

we find evidence that information interacts witlpegtations in the way predicted by Contextual
Expectations Theory. As the difference in LERsiihe combatant does better than expected), the
probability of being targeted in a dispute decredsea statistically significant amount. Tableetfails
the substantive effects of changes in LER reldtivexpectations.

Table 7
A combatant that performed better than expectetth@mattlefield in their last war was .5% less ljki®
be targeted in a militarized dispute than a contlidteat performed worse than expected. As before,

fighting generally increases the probability ofriggtargeted regardless of the skill at which the

’ Two tenths of a percent may seem substantivelylsinglthe baseline probability of being targetednly 1.22%.
An increase of .2% is equivalent to raising thebatlity of dispute initiation by 16% relative the baseline.



combatants fought. However, the extent of thedase is a function of how well they performed re¢at
to expectations. Combatants that did worse thaeard were .57% more likely to be targeted while
those who performed as expected were .28% molly liade targeted. Those who did better than
expected were only .08% more likely to be targesad, this change was not statistically significant.
Again, a graphical depiction of this relationstspuseful.
Figure 4

In Figure 4, we see how the probability of beingy¢ded in a dispute declines as combatants perform
better than expected in terms of LER. Zero méhnkscase where combatants perform as expected.
Negative numbers represent LERs that are worseek@ected while positive numbers represent LERs
that were better than expected. The further an@y D on the horizontal axis, the larger the disaney
between the actual LER and the expected LER. Ctantsathat did much worse than expected have a
relatively high probability of being targeted whiteose that did worse than expected but not my naneh
less likely to be targeted. Conversely statesdithinuch better than expected have a lower prdibabi
of being targeted compared to those that only lifithtty better. The difference in magnitude seembe
more pronounced for combatants that did worse ¢ixpected relative to those who did better than
expected.

The conditional hypothesis posited by Contextualdetations Theory is tested by interacting
LER(Column 2 in Table 5) andERdif (Column 4 in Table 5) with the conventional dumvayiable.
The results of these models suggest that the typarfought does not matter. IncreasitigR by
performing poorly on the battlefield increaseslikelihood of a challenge by state actors regasdtds
whether the war involved conventional combat. @diom an LER of .25to an LER of 4 in a
conventional war increases the probability of beargeted by .25% while the same increase in LER in
guerrilla war increase the probability of beinggieted by .2%. Although the change in LER is
statistically significant in both scenarios thefaliénce between the two increases is not. Similarl
increasind_ERdif by doing better than expected during the war desa® the probability of being

targeted in all types of war. Combatants who dteb¢han expected during conventional wars ar2%19



less likely to be targeted than those who do wtitag expected (a change in LERdif from -2 to 2). |
guerrilla wars the same change in performanceivel&d expectations increases the probability dfidpe
targeted by .495%. Figures 5 and 6 show the giityila the two war types graphically.
Figure 5 and 6
The impact of LER and LER relative to expectatimnsearly identically for both conventional and
guerrilla wars. This suggests that the reputatieffacts of information about skill are not depention
the type of war fought.
WiLL
If wars reveal information about the cost tolemn€tthe combatants as predicted by Contextual
Expectations Theory then an increase in casualtiesld actually decrease the likelihood of being
targeted in a militarized dispute. Looking at tinst column in Table 8, we see that this relatliponly
holds in cases where the combatant won the wacades where the combatant lost the war or where th
combatant agreed to a draw, a rise in casualtieslfcincreased the likelihood of a challenge.
Table 8
Suffering 10,000 casualties compared to 1,000attes in a winning war decreases the
probability of being targeted by .08%. Combatautifering the same increase in a losing war are .1%
more likely to be targeted and those combatafitse corresponding rise in casualties in a staletnate
is .26%. All of these changes are statisticaliygicant, but it appears that only victorious stabenefit
from revealing their cost tolerance. Sufferingth@psts in a losing war—or even a war that ends in
draw—does not decrease the probability of futui@lehges by impressing third party states with the
resolve of the combatant. Figure 7 plots the i@iahip between rising casualties and the proligluifi
being targeted in a MID for each war outcome.
Figure 7
As casualties rise the probability of being tardeteclines for combatants who won, as evidencééy t
negative slope of the red line. The positive teefatt the blue and green lines show how an increase

casualties for combatants that lose or agree tawa dctually increase. It appears that revealst co



tolerance only matters if the state ultimately wims war. Suffering casualties in a losing war has
reputational benefits.

A similar pattern emerges when expectations &entinto account. Looking at column 4 of
Table 8, we see that &asualtiesDifrises and states suffer fewer casualties thancegethe probability
of being targeted in a MID declines if the combatast the war or agreed to a draw despite thetFeatt
their revealed cost tolerance was lower than eggecthe opposite occurs if they reveal a highet co
tolerance than expected. The impact of sufferingraler of magnitude more casualties than expected
increases the likelihood of being targeted by .B2flraws and .1% in losses. A comparable incraase
casualties for combatants who win the war doehawe¢ a statistically significant effect on the
probability of a dispute. Figure 8 depicts thistienship graphically:

Figure 8
Negative numbers represent situations in whiclctimebatant suffered more casualties than expected
while positive numbers represent situations in White combatant suffered fewer casualties than
expected. Movement away from O in either directigpresents a larger discrepancy between the
expected number of casualties and the actual nuafloasualties suffered. When combatants lose or
agree to a draw, suffering fewer casualties thaeeted decreases the probability of being targeteld
suffering more casualties than expected incre&seprobability of being targeted. This patterthis
opposite of what Contextual Expectations Theoryldiquedict since suffering more casualties than
expected reveals a high cost tolerance.

When the region variable is included in the mddelumns 2 and 5 of Table 8) no concrete
pattern emerges. Because of the triple interagffacts in these models | rely on simulated first
differences to assess whether changes in the nurhbasualties or the difference between expeated a
actual casualties have a statistically signifieffact on the probability of being targeted in spdlite.
Tables 9 looks at the change in the probabilitpeifg targeted after suffering 10,000 casualties

compared to 1,000 casualties in a variety of séesaising the model in column 2 of Table 8. Tale



focuses on expectations, and looks at the chanile iprobability of being targeted after sufferany
order of magnitude more casualties than expectied tise model in column 5 of table 8.

Table 9 and Table 10
No discernable pattern emerges in either tablerelrsing casualties in a winning war decreases the
probability of being targeted regardless of regitthough the effect is more pronounced in the same
region that the war was fought. This is consistetit Contextual Expectations Theory. However,
increasing casualties in a war that ends in a dwralyhas a statistically significant effect in regs
outside of the one in which the war was foughte €ect is positive, increasing the likelihoodaof
challenge by .28%. In wars where the combatantilesreasing casualties increases the probaloility
being targeted in the region in which the war wagght but decreases the probability in other regjion
Similar results are seen in Table 10 which lookhatcases in which combatants suffer an order of
magnitude more casualties than expected. Whildiffexences across regions are consistent with HW1
in the context of combatants who won, the diffeesnacross regions for combatants who lost or adgeeed
a draw are not. For draws, it is unclear why thsualties would only have a significant effect meghe
region where the war was fought. It is even marprsing that the effect of rising casualties carw
losers would be the opposite inside and outsidhefegion in which the war was fought.

HW?2 is tested by interacting the casualties andougcome variables with thdilitary Balance
variable to assess whether information about vaifl & more pronounced effect on weaker actors (see
columns 3 and column 6 of Table 8). As with regidnteractions, | rely on simulated first differas to
assess how the relative power of the challengersathe effect of increasing the number of casglti
(and casualties relative to expectations) on thbatility of being targeted in a MID. Table 11 oes
how increasing the number of casualties from 110Q10,000 changes the probability of dispute itidia
depending on war outcome and the relative powénethallengers. Weak challengers account for 10%
of the military power in the dyadic relationshiggual challengers account for 50% of the militarypo
in the dyadic relationship; Strong challengers aatdor 90% of the military power in the dyadic

relationship.



Table 11

As predicted by Contextual Expectations Theorfgrimation about will has the expected effect
on weak challengers for combatants who lost a \Baiffering higher costs in pursuit of their war aim
makes it less likely that weak challengers wiltiate a militarized dispute against them. Figire
represents the relationship between the relatipalifity of the challenger and the change in the
probability of being targeted caused by increasimgcasualties suffered from 1,000 to 10,000.

Figure 9
When the challenger is very weak, accounting fes aan 15% of military power in the dyadic
relationship, this increased willingness to suffests makes it less likely that the challenger initiate a
conflict. The effect becomes less pronounced ashiallenger becomes stronger relative to the
combatant, ultimately reversing signs. Challengérs are equal to the target or stronger are dgtual
more likely to target the combatant, despite tht thzat the combatant revealed a willingness téesuf
high costs.

Another way to visualize the relationship is taemne how the probability of dispute initiation
by a weak challenger changes as casualties rigereFL0 depicts this relationship graphically for
combatants who recently lost a war.

Figure 10
Combatants that lost despite suffering low casemhiad a fairly high likelihood of being challendsd
weaker states—1 to 1.5% if less than 1000 cassaltie suffered. By giving up, despite suffelimg
costs, these combatants revealed that they hadyaldav cost tolerance. This information aboutlwi
influenced the behavior of weak challengers—prégigmse challengers for whom will is most decisive
As the combatant suffers more casualties the pilityadf being targeted by weaker opponents
decreases, presumably because the combatant rav@gltser cost threshold. This pattern does niat ho
for combatants that won or agreed to a draw. iitag be due to the fact that in these situations

casualties only provide a floor estimate about tmlstance because of the censorship problem disdus



earlier. Suffering low numbers of casualties irstheituations does not provide any information on
whether the combatant would have been willing fifesunore.

When prior expectations are taken into accountelaionship between casualties, the relative
power of the challenger, and the probability ofigeiargeted in a MID persists. Table 12 details h
suffering an order of magnitude more casualties tgected changes the probability of being tatyete
by different types of challengers depending on etdcomes.

Table 12
Suffering more casualties than expected in a losiag thereby revealing a cost tolerance that vigisen
than expected reduces the number of challengesddsuweaker states. Figure 11 depicts this
relationship graphically for combatants who suéfarorder of magnitude more casualties than expected
in losing wars.

Figure 11
When the challenger is very weak relative to thalsatant, suffering more casualties than expected
reduces the probability of being targeted. Thisafdiminishes as the challenger becomes straaggbr
eventually reverses signs.

The reputational effect of revealed cost toleraagrost apparent when the relationship between
dispute initiation and the difference in expectadualties compared to actual casualties is examined
Figure 12 details this relationship for weak chadiers and combatants who have recently lose a war.

Figure 12
Combatants who lost despite suffering fewer camsathan expected (positive numbers on the horgont
scale) are more likely to be challenged compardtdse who lost but suffered more casualties than
expected. This is consistent with a reputatioffacesince combatants who give up while suffering
fewer casualties reveal a low cost tolerance whibse that suffer more reveal a higher cost toteran
even if they do not ultimately win the war. Siveeak challengers rely almost entirely on the badavfc
resolve to achieve their political goals this imf@tion about willingness to suffer costs is patédy

relevant to them.



CONCLUSION

The results of the statistical tests provide seamport for Contextual Expectations Theory.
First, they suggest that the type of informationegated during wartime matters. Aggregate outcomes
such as whether the combatant won or lost the deanot provide much explanatory leverage.
Combatants who lost wars were neither more norlikesly to be challenged than combatants that won
wars. When outcomes are disaggregated to refectkill at which the combatants employed their
militaries and their willingness to suffer costse reputational effects of war fighting become more
apparent. Countries that perform poorly on thdéfald, as evidenced by a high LER, are morelyite
be challenged than those that perform well. Uisdene conditions, countries that exhibit a high
tolerance for casualties and thus a high leveksblve are less likely to be challenged than thdse
reveal sensitivity to casualties.

Second, | find that prior expectations matter. Sehstates that perform better on the battlefield
than expected are less likely to be challengedthiuste that do worse than expected, regardlessveof h
well they performed in absolute terms. The samdshior revealed cost tolerance, although underemor
limiting conditions. However, contrary to the pietibns of the theory outcomes matter even when
expectations are not controlled for. In fact resfriom the models that included information orlsiid
will yielded results that were very similar to thedels that controlled for prior expectations.

In terms of the way in which information and contiexeract, my findings provide limited
support for Contextual Expectations Theory. Cawtta the predictions of the theory, information on
skill does not seem to be context dependent. Buffe high LER increases the likelihood of a atvadje
regardless of whether the war involved conventiaoahbat or not. This may be due to the fact teay v
few interstate wars involve guerrilla tactics—Ilangiat other types of conflict such as extra-systeanid
intrastate wars might provide more leverage ondhbisstion. Information about will does not vary by
region. This could be due to the fact that regdgaio rough a proxy for interest but it might ats®
reflective of the fact that cost tolerance is suie specific, as some scholars have claimed. isTemnis

with the predictions of the theory, information will does depend on the strength of the challenger.



Combatants who suffer low numbers of casualti€swer casualties than expected in a losing war are
more likely to be targeted by weaker actors thasehwho reveal a high cost tolerance by suffering
higher casualties in pursuit of their war aims.isThelationship does not hold for challengers wieo a
more evenly matched or stronger than the combatatesms of material power. It also does not hold
for combatants who were victorious or who agreeeh the war in a draw.

In terms of the competing explanations, my findipgsvide some support for the rationalist
model and Current Calculus Theory but run conttarhe predictions of the bias and learning literat
and Mercer’s attributional theory. The bias araténg literature predicts that change is unlikely
because people rarely update their beliefs or engragcarious learning. My initial analysis of
aggregate outcomes seemed to support this contenitialid not matter whether a country won, lost, or
agreed to a draw, all of these outcomes incredmelikelihood of a challenge. However, when |
examined the impact of skill and will by lookingtht effect that the LER and casualty rate of te'sta
most recent war had on challenger behavior, | fabatlinformation generated during wartime did
influence the behavior of third parties.

The rationalist literature predicted that informatiabout both will and skill would influence
challenger behavior, regardless of prior expeatatimr context. Consistent with the predictionghasf
group of theories, | found outcomes matter evennndhgectations are not accounted for. The fa¢t tha
information about skill is not context dependeravides further support for these theories. Orother
hand, these theories cannot account for the fatthle reputational effects of will only emergediin
small number of scenarios—when combatants wereridcts and when a weak actors considered
challenging combatants who had lost.

My findings also provide partial support for currealculus theory. Information about skill had
the predicted effect. Combatants that performemip@r worse than expected were more likely to be
challenged. In most situations, information ahailitdid not behave as expected by reputational eted
In cases where combatants agreed to a draw, regealiigh cost tolerance by suffering more cassalti

actually increased the probability that they wdoddchallenged. The same pattern emerged for



combatants that lost a war when the relative pa#ére challenger was not accounted for. This may
suggest that information about skill generatedrduviartime has reputational effects, while inforiormt
about cost tolerance does not. However, the lfettvteak challengers did consider information reaga
about the losing combatants will suggests thaethes some circumstances under which information
about resolve has reputational effects. It algmests that there may be a flaw in Press’s resemsign.
The case studies Press employs to test whetheagtamts influence crisis behavior all look at cries
that are relatively equal in terms of their matemégources. If information about cost tolerarecenbst
relevant to weaker actors who rely solely on tHarze of resolve to prevail in disputes, omitting
asymmetric cases from his analysis might biasdsaslts.

Mercer’s attributional theory is not confirmed by mmnalysis. His theory predicts that
information about a high level of skill or will shldl make challenges less likely but that informatio
about a lack of skill or will should have no effe®evealing a high level of skill does make chrailes
less likely but revealing a lack of skill makesrthenore likely suggesting that both positive andatiee
information influence challenger behavior. In diddi, revealing a high cost tolerance actually éases
the probability of a challenge in most circumstance€his relationship is not consistent with the
predictions of the attributional model.

My statistical analysis generated a number of $simy results that deserve further theoretical
and empirical attention. First, going to war—retiess of the outcome or the information generated—
increases the probability of being challenged @nftiture. The way the war unfolds can exacerbate o
lessen this tendency but in almost all cases ciegrtnat have been involved in a war are moreyike|
be targeted. Even countries that emerge victoriacisieve favorable loss exchange ratios, and fevea
high cost tolerance are at increased risk. Ondlgessxplanation might be that wars generate
information, which reduces uncertainty making aradlers more likely to act. Observing a state’s
fighting tactics and operational concepts enaltieréuchallengers to adapt their own tactics in wihgsé
either take advantage or revealed weakness oratigatrevealed strengths. This knowledge might

embolden challengers even if the state performdbinvihe war or revealed a high cost tolerance.



Alternatively, war participants may be more likédybe targeted because wars weaken the combatants.
All wars involve the destruction of material anchtan resources and so all states are weaker in the
aftermath of a war than they would have been i theed avoided conflict. Potential challengers raety
to take advantage of this weakness. This explamatould be consistent with the second anomalous
finding | uncovered. In most situations, the acalation of casualties increases the likelihood of a
challenge despite the fact that states that shiffgr casualties reveal a willingness to suffer hights in
pursuit of their aims. This suggests that poténtiallengers may be less concerned with the répaotd
effects of revealed cost tolerance than with thetrdetion of the combatants’ resources. Futureanesh
should focus on distinguishing the conditions unalich the reputational effects of war outcomes
outweigh behavioral changes induced by post wdtsshithe balance of power

The policy implications of my findings suggest thegiders should consider the potential
reputational effects of war outcomes when decigihgther to get involved in a war and whether to
remain committed to ongoing wars. However, thinate outcome of the war is less important than the
information the war reveals (or potentially reveéalsout the military effectiveness and cost toleeaof
nation. Because winning, losing, and agreeingdma all increase the likelihood of a challengsjhg
a war may not necessarily entail the reputationatcthat war critics allege. In particular, ifiaion
fights skillfully and demonstrates a willingnessstdfer costs in pursuit of their war aims the tational
effects of losing can be largely mitigated. Onaltiger hand, securing victory may not necessaididy
reputational advantages. If a nation has to ralitosuperior resource base to prevail in a despiith a
more skilled, but materially weaker, opponent tiation’s reputation for effectiveness will probably
suffer even if it ultimately wins the war. Whenciténg whether to get involved in a war, leadersusth
consider more than just their likelihood of winnibgt also what information the potential war will
generate about their military effectiveness and tmerance.

The question of whether to remain committed tostlgavar is more complex. On the one hand,
skill matters. If a country has performed poontythe battlefield, renewing its commitment to tharw

might make sense if changes are made at the tagjErational, and strategic level to improve the



nation’s ability to successfully prosecute the waken if the country ultimately loses, improving i
battlefield performance may alleviate some of tegative reputational consequences that accrue to
combatants that reveal a lack of skill. For thestypart, it does not make sense to remain comntitted
costly war without an accompanying shift in strgtegtactics. Continuing to suffer costs in pursidi
wartime goals does reduce the likelihood of beargated militarily but only by very weak actors.
Potential challengers that have the material sthetmgthreaten tvital interests will not be disseddrom
acting. Cutting ones losses in a losing war caa balid strategic move, particularly if the natien
unable to improve its military effectiveness oit i losing despite being militarily effective.

In conclusion, my analysis suggests that wars &e heputational effects. Wars generate
information about the combatants’ military skilldatneir willingness to suffer costs. The former
information has far reaching reputational conseqesn Combatants that perform poorly on the
battlefield are more likely to be challenged bydtparty states in the aftermath of those warsrdégss
of whether they win or lose. On the hand, infolioragenerated about the cost tolerance of thosessta
has more limited consequences. States that ra@gh sensitivity to costs are more likely to be
challenged by weak actors if they lose the waresEtfindings suggest that reputation matters in
international politics and that a states reputatiwmmilitary effectiveness is particularly imponta This
type of reputation has largely been ignored initbernational relations literature on reputation an
deserves more attention. These findings also stiggat policy makers should consider the potential
reputational costs of war and the situations incivlihose costs will be salient when deciding whretthie

commit their nations to armed conflict.
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TABLESAND FIGURES

Figure 1: Basic Process

Figure 2: Contextual Expectations Theory
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Table2: War Outcomes
Outcomes | Log(LER) L og(Casualties)
_ 3.183"* |  -0.739 -0.452%%
Milgal 0.702 0.449 0.195
. 3.274% |  -0.338 20.492
AllyMilBal 1.090 0.490 0.313
N 0.987* | -0.857"* 0.367*
0.554 0.303 0.210
. 0.065 -0.052% 0.013
Regime 0.040 0.022 0.018
Regime* -0.046 -0.002 20,072+
I nitiator 0.047 0.028 0.024
Congant 1.186% 3.922%
0.306 0.176
N 259.000 |  240.000 252.000
R2 0.150 0.220 0.098

Standard errors below coefficieritp<.1 **p<.05 ***p<.001

Table 3: The Effect of War Outcomes on the Probability of Being
Targeted in a Militarized Dispute

Outcomes Expectations
. 0,495
Win 0.081
0.731%*
Draw 0.099
0.494%*
Lose 0.072
0.522%*
Better 0.106
0.567+*
As Expected 0.070
0.401%*
Worse 0.088




5 0.003%++ 0.833%++
Military Balance 0.087 0.083
. 20,0002+ 20,0002+
Distance 0.000 0.000
_ 0.216%* 0.210%+
Allies 0.063 0.063
Similarity of Alliance -0.044 -0.112
Portfolios 0.164 0.165
. 0.004%** 0.004%+
Joint Dem 0.001 0.001
_ 20.00001*** 20.00001**
Joint Dem Squared 0.000 0.000
0.003* 0.003*
Trade 0.001 0.001
20,420+ 20,4217
Peace Years 1 0.020 0.020
20,036 20.037*
Peace Years 2 0.018 0.018
20,051+ 20.050%*
Peace Years 3 0.016 0.016
20.002 20.003
Peace Years 4 0.010 0.010
oece Y e 5 20.003 20.003
0.003 0.003
22.800% 22,697
Constant 0.183 0.182
N 112062 112062
Psuedo R2 0.185 0.184

Standard errors below coefficie * p<.1 **p<.05 ***p<.001




Table4: Substantive Effects of War Outcomes on
Probability of Dispute Initiation

Outcome Changein Probability
No War to Lose 0.0024**
No War to Draw 0.0040**
No War to Win 0.0024**
Win to Lose 0.00002
No War to Worse 0.0020**
No War to Expected 0.0030**
No War to Better 0.0027**
Better to Worse -0.0007

Table5: Impact of Skill in PreviousWar on Likelihood

of Being Targeted in a Militarized Dispute

Outcomes Expectations
LER - Esyg’gar LER - Efyr\)’gar
No War 0.268 0.267 -1.493% -1.509%*
0.170 0.231 0.157 0.226
Conventional 0.007 0.017
0.175 0.176
0.124%% 0.106** 20,176 20,203
LER 0.023 0.048 0.028 0.053
L ER* Conventional 0.018 0.028
0.041 0.046
N 0.755% 0.756% 0.803*** 0.803***
Military Balance 0.086 0.086 0.084 0.084
oance 20.0002* | -0.0002** | -0.0003** | -0.0002**
0.00002 0.00002 0.00002 0.00002
. 0.220% 0.217%* 0.217%* 0.214%*
Allies 0.063 0.063 0.063 0.063
Similarity of 20.170 20.168 -0.158 -0.157
Alliance Portfolios 0.163 0.164 0.163 0.163
, 0.004%+ 0.004% 0.004%* 0,004
Joint Dem 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Joint Dem Squared | ©-00001 [ -0.000017 | 0,000+ |~ 0,00001"
0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002
0.003* 0.003* 0.003* 0.003*
Trade 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Sence Years 1 20,417 0417 | -0.416" 20,416
0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020




Seoce et a2 20.0342* 20,034 20,035 20.035
0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
Seace Year o -0.050 20.050* | -0.050"* | -0.0495%*
0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016

20.003 20.003 20.003 20.003

Peace Years4 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010
Seace Year <& 20.003 20.003 20.003 20.003
0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

oot 22,890 2.892°% | -1.156% 1.140%%
0.211 0.278 0.229 0.296
N 112062 112062 112062 112062

Psuedo R2 0.187 0.187 0.187 0.187

Standard errors below coefficient; * p<.1 **p<.0%5'p<.001

Table 6: Impact of LER on Probability of Challenge
Changein LER Changein Pr(Challenge)

No War to .25 0.0018**
NoWar tol 0.0029**
NoWar to4 0.0043**
25t01 0.0011**
lto4 0.0013**
25t04 0.0025**

Figure 3:Impact of Previous LER on
Probability of Being Targeted inaMID
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Table 7: Impact of LERdif on Probability of Challenge

Changein LER Changein Pr(Challenge)
No War to-2 (Worse) 0.0057**
No War to 0 (As Expected) 0.0028**
No War to 2 (Better) 0.0008
-2t0 0 (Worseto Expected) -0.0029***
0to 2 (Expected to Better) -0.0020%***
-2t0 2 (Worseto Better) -0.0050***

Figure4: Impact of LER of Previous War Relativeto
Expectations on Probability of Being Targeted inaMID
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Figure 6: Impact of LER Relative to Expectations on
Probability of Being Targeted in aM 1D by War Type
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Table 8: Impact of Cost Tolerancein Past War on Probability of Being Targeted in a Militarized Dispute

Outcomes Relative to Expectations (M 1)
Casualties ias‘e;gf Casualties | CasualtiesDif Caf‘é‘;'é:j;["f CasuatiesDif
win 0,864 0.519* 0.185 0.316* 0.601 -0.454
0.1796866 0.314 0.287 0.183 0.370 0.303
ora 02271517 |  -0.885%** 21.199%% 1.671% 1,028+ 1345
0.2024223 0.299 0.303 0.170 0.251 0.258
Lo 20.0771996 1.816% 1.202%% 0,967 20.615 20.358
0.1897359 0.542 0.416 0.146 0.441 0.281
. _ -0.106* -0.067 0.113 0.063 20.076 0.082
Win*Casualties | /60423 0.099 0.072 0.050 0.101 0.076
o Comualtics | 0271 0,405 0.379%* | -0.313"* | -0.504"* 20,423
0.0445711 0.069 0.063 0.052 0.079 0.071
o Comualtics | 01477 [ 03802144 | 0.226™ 20,155+ 0.327% Q233+
0.044282 0.144 0.088 0.044 0.133 0.089
Same Region 0.148 0.151
0.251 0.251
o 0.459 -0.597
Win*Region 0.451 0.482
. 1.179%+ -0.835%
Draw*Region 0.461 0.413
_ 22.318%% 1,652+
L ose"Region 0.627 0.518
Win* Casualties* -0.098 0.199*




Region 0.115 0.116
Draw*Casualties* -0.284*** 0.390***
Region 0.093 0.107
L ose* Casualties* 0.614% 20,549+
Region 0.151 0.139
Wi Powe 1.153% 1.256%
0.562 0.561
o Pone 2 214 0.007
0.581 0.506
22.302%% 2268
L ose*Power 0.618 0.451
Win* Casualties* 20.004 20.040
Power 0.153 0.154
Draw*Casualties* -0.355* 0.350*
Power 0.135 0.150
L ose* Casualties* 0,658 20,673
Power 0.140 0.140
Military Balance | 0.936™* 0,858 0.303* 0.974% 0.878" 0.310*
(Power) 0.090 0.095 0.172 0.090 0.095 0.173
odance 20.0003%* | -0.0003"* | -0.0003"* | -0.0002** | -0.0003** 20,0003+
0.00002 0.00002 0.00002 0.00002 0.00002 0.00002
Aliee 0.239% 0.208* 0.209%* 0.233% 0.206** 0.202%*
0.063 0.064 0.063 0.063 0.064 0.063
Similarity of -0.156 -0.136 20.196 20.100 20.099 20.152
Fﬁ)'r't'?é}fgs 0.162 0.166 0.164 0.163 0.166 0.165
_ 0.004 0.004%** 0.004%** 0.004%* 0.004%* 0.004%**
Joint Dem
0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Joint Dem 20.00001%* | -0.00001** | -0.00002** | -0.00001** | -000001*** | -0.00001%**
Squared 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 002000
0.003** 0.003* 0.003* 0.003** 0.003* 0.003**
Trade 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
cencevemsl | 04T 20.412%% 204125 | 04177 | -0.411% Z0.411%
0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020
Seace Y eor a2 20.033* 20.036** 20.035 20.034* 20.037* 20.036*
0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
oo veqos | 00497 20,048+ 20.047%% | -0.049"* | -0.049% 20,047+
0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016
Seace Yoot oA 20.003 20.003 20.005 20.003 20.002 20.004
0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010
Seace Year o5 20.003 20.003 20.003 20.003 20.003 20.003
0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003




Constant

-2.753***
0.181

-2.738978**
0.186

-2.286***
0.210

-2.821%**
0.181

-2.784%%
0.186

-2.327%%*
0.211

N

112062

112062

112062

112062

112062

112062

Psuedo R2

0.188

0.191

0.192

0.188

0.191

0.192

Probability of Being Targeted

0.016
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0.012

0.01
0.008 T
0.006
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0.002
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Standard errors below coefficient; * p<.1 **p<.0%5p<.001

Figure 7:Impact of Revealed Cost Tolerance on Probability
of Being Targeted in aMID by War Outcome
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Figure 8: Impact of Revealed Cost Tolerance Relative to Expectations
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Table 9: Impact of Suffering 10,000 Casualties Compared to 1,000
Casualties on Probability of Being Targeted Depending on War
Outcome and Region
Outcome Region Changein Probability

. Same -0.0011**
Win ;
Different -0.0003**
Same 0.0011462
Draw :
Different 0.0028**
Same 0.0014**
Lose ;
Different -0.0025**

Table 10: Impact of Suffering an Order of Magnitude More
Casualtiesthan Expected Depending on War Outcome and Region

Qutcome Region Change in Probability
) Same -0.0009**
Win :
Different 0.0062
Same 0.0014
Draw :
Different 0.0045**
Same 0.0020**
Lose :
Different -0.0020**

Table 11: Impact of Suffering 10,000 Casualties Compared to 1,000

Casualties on Probability of Being Targeted in aMID by
Challenger Power and War Outcome
Outcome | Relative Power of Challenger | Changein Praobability

Weaker -0.0006

Win Equal -0.0011**
Stronger -0.0020

Weaker 0.0025**

Draw Equal 0.0024**
Stronger 0.0010

Weaker -0.0014**

Lose Equal 0.0010**
Stronger 0.0041**




Change in Probability
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Figure9: Impact of Suffering 10,000 Casualtiesin a L osing War
Compared to 1,000 on Probability of Being Targeted in MID by Relative
Power of Challenger
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Figure 10: Impact of Suffering Casualtiesin aLosing War on the
Probability of Being Targeted by a Weak Challenger
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Changein Probability

Table12: Impact of Suffering an Order of Magnitude M ore Casualties than
Expected on Probability of Being Targeted inaMID
by Outcome and Challenger Power
Outcome Relative Power of Challenger Changein Probability
Weaker -0.0004
Win Equal -0.0006
Stronger -0.0007
Weaker 0.0032**
Draw Equal 0.0033**
Stronger 0.0023
Weaker -0.0013**
Lose Equal 0.0011**
Stronger 0.0057**

Figure 11: Impact of Suffering an Order of Magnituted More
Casualtiesthan Expected in a Losing War on Probability of Being
Targeted in aMID by Relative Power of Challenger
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Changein Probability

Figure 12: Impact of Casualties Relativeto Expectationsin a Losing
War and the Probability of Being Targeted by a Weak Challenger
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