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ABSTRACT : This paper investigates the influence of the gpeater hierarchy on minor power dyad conflict
relations. The paper’s importance lies in providintpeoretical framework for studying great powseiference in
dyadic relations among minor powers within the powansition theory. Power transition theory asssirgesat
power non-interference in war and peace dynamicsngnsmall power dyads. Building on the previous powe
transition based models of multiple hierarchy aegional hierarchy constraint, the global constraimdel
introduces the impact of the international systemtlee absence and existence of war among small rpomi¢hin
regions. Global constraint, the proposed explagatariable, refers to the impact of the five mostverful states in
the international system, and is operationalizethagatio of arms transfers to the weaker dyanab that of the
stronger one by the great powers.
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OZET: Bu makale biyiik giigler hiyekaginin diger devletler arasindaki cgia iliskilerine etkisini incelemektedir.

Gug¢ gegji teorisi iginde blyuk devletlerin gérece daha &glg devletler arasindaki gkilere olan etkisini incelemek

icin teorik bir yapi olgturdugu icin énemlidir. Gu¢ gesi teorisi buyuk devletlerin ger devletler arasindaki sava

barg iliskilerinde mudahalede bulunmgchi varsaymaktadir. Kiresel kisitlama modeli glcigieeorisi temelli

¢oklu hiyeragiler ve bolgesel kisitlama modellerine dayanmaktadodelin farkhlgi uluslararasi sistemin bdlgesel
aktorler arasinda sayalup olmayacgna etkisinin incelenmesidir. Aciklayici glgken olarak kiresel sinirlama 1
uluslararasi sistemdeki en glclis lievietin etkisinesaret etmektedir. Bu etki buyiik glclerin gl¢siuzftamgicli

tarafa yaptiklari silah transferi orani ile dlgig&tr.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gi¢ gegiimi teorisi, savabalangici, blyik giiclerin midahaleleri, silah transfe

INTRODUCTION

What is the effect of the international hierarctmytbe war and peace dynamics within regions? Tapepextends
the power transition theory to include the globgtem’s effect on minor power dyadic dynamics. Thaeable |
propose is the “global constraint.” | argue that ihclusion of the global constraint to the powansition theory is a
needed extension.

The major hypothesis of this paper is that an esitenof power transition theory is needed to actdomthe effect

of the great powers on small power dyad interastidnpresent the logical and theoretical justifimas for this

extension, and outline the global constraint mawlehis paper. The focus of the examples is thedididEast region
due to two reasons. First, the region is vitallpartant. Second, it is widely believed in the Migldtast that the
great powers do interfere in regional affairs.

To investigate great power interference in regiatddic dynamics, | bring together power transitammd arms
transfers literatures. Global constraint will beasmered as the ratio of arms transfers to the cigdis and the
defenders in local dyads from the great powers.dlblal constraint model proposes that parity,atiséaction with

the dyadic status quo, the un-orderliness of tigeore and increased values of arms transfers froeatgpowers to
the challengers in dyads increase the probabiitgterstate war.

The global constraint model brings together thdéesyc and sub-systemic factors that lead to warmeate. More
specifically, | extend power transition theory'selst formulation based on the works of Lemke (20@@yd Efird
(2001). Power transition theory looks at the pouistribution and status quo evaluations among mesntiedyads.
The theory proposes that power parity and dissatish with the status quo lead to conflict. Thissio logic was
extended theoretically to include all dyads by Lenf{k996; 2000). Lemke’s multiple hierarchy modehgs all
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dyads into the scope of power transition theoryrdEthrough the “hierarchy constraint”, adds tastthe effect of
regional power distributions on dyadic relations.

What is missing in the power transition theory aoi§ the impact of the overriding internationatrairchy on the
relations between pairs of states. In its extenibech (especially through Lemke’s multiple hieraes$)i power

transition theory empirically shows that local liehies function identically to the internationatrarchy in the

absence of great power interference. That is, pquegity and dissatisfaction with the status quoréase the

probability of conflict in dyadic relations—for Hotmajor and minor power dyads. However, it is int@or to note

that Lemke, after discussing the possible formatgoewer interference in regional affairs mightetaassumes that
such interference is absent (2000: 61). Moreovee, theory’'s logic asserts that the regional hidiasc are

subordinate to the overall international hierar¢figmmen et.al., 2000: 9). This is due to the eneisnpower

imbalance between states which belong to the gmaeér club and the rest.

This paper proposes that great powers interferthénwar and peace decisions of small power dyadieed, a
cursory glance at the literature suggests thiceffas been dwelled upon. The findings to the dguestf why states
give foreign aid indicate the primary motivatiorhive it to be the political and economic interesftthe donor states
(Arase 1995; Conteh-Morgan 1990; Hook 1995; Lebd888; Meernik, Krueger & Poe 1998; Poe & Meernik
1995). Schraeder, Hook & Taylor (1998) show thatret alliances, ideological alignments, and miitaresence
have a positive impact on the identity of foreigd eecipients and the amount of aid received. Pakeal. (2002)
suggest in their two-good theory of foreign polibgt strong states use foreign aid as a meankocsanges in the
foreign policy behaviors of the recipient countries

More directly related to my main argument, MillerdaKagan (1997) assert that the effect of the dviettarnational
hierarchy (the great powers hierarchy) on regiahadamics is a function of the relative capabilitefsthe great
powers and their interests in the region. FurtheemMiller (2001: 206) argues that great powerdlimgness to
intervene in a region is dependent on “the intdnalue of a region and a shared threat.” Writimgl.989, Desch
asserts that Western Europe, the Middle East, MasthAsia and the Far East have intrinsic valuéhferus, while
the Caribbean, the Indian Ocean littoral and a batiee Western Pacific are extrinsically valualdleég-113).

| take these findings to be encouraging for the @hpdesented in this study. Great powers havedpatility as well

as the willingness to project power to other regiofhe great powers of the international systene g ability to

change the course of events in other parts of lttigeg provided the issues at stake are importdnis;Tin addition to
the “hierarchy constraint” | argue that the intezfece of the great powers, “the global constraintthe regions alter
the probability of conflict or integration withildse regions.

A note on terminology before proceeding: The uiimalysis for the model is a dyad of nations. detedyad, the
more powerful nation at the beginning of the timieival is the “defender”. The “challenger” is tless powerful of
the two nations. Parity exists between the dyad beesnwhen their power ratio is between (0.8) and)(XGreat
powers” are those states that comprise the inierradthierarchy, and are the most powerful natiorthie world at a
given time interval. The great power hierarchy sedi interchangeably with global or internationaraichy. | refer
to those countries that are disproportionately ptess as small or minor powers.

A look at what follows: First, | provide a review the power transition and arms transfers literegurThen, |
elaborate on the theoretical justifications of ghabal constraint model. | conclude with a summeny discussion.
LITERATURE REVIEW

| offer a view of the evolution of the power traimn theory first. Over the years since its oridif@mulation, the

theory was expanded to account for a larger domaith-spatially and temporally. Next, | look at gumens transfer
research.
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Power Transition Theory
Power Transition Theory—Original

In its original formulation, power transition thgdimits its domain to that of the major powerse(ttmost powerful
states) and the system changing wars (Organsk8; ®fanski & Kugler, 1980). The theory assumesgegahchical

international system, with a dominant nation (th@rgyest of the states) at the apex of the systm. major

proposition of power transition, in contrast to thedance of power theory (Morgenthau, 1948; Wdl&79), is that
power preponderance leads to peace, whereas pawigr lgads to war. Over time, a challenger emefgas the

ranks of great powers as a result of internal gnownd the challenger has an opportunity to matbiel éor replacing
the dominant power once it catches up in power.gdwer transition leads to conflict if the challengs dissatisfied
with the existing world order, a peaceful takedfediows in the case the challenger is satisfiedustrelative power
distribution and status quo evaluations are theativariables in determining war and peace.

Power Transition Theory—Domain Extensions

Power transition theory was applied to other pafrsations (dyads) despite the explicit limited pe®f the original
version. First came the extension in the units,thed came the extension in time.

The domain was extended to include all great palyads (Houwelling & Siccama, 1988; Kim, 1989; Goetmm
1990) and later extended in time from the original 188G period to 1648-1992 (Kim, 1992). It is impottam
note that Kim's extension rests on relaxing thdrig®n on internal growth through industrializati as the only
method to augment power and letting power augmientéttrough the use of alliances as well.

Multiple Hierarchies—the theoretical framework foextending the scope

Lemke (1996; 2000) provides the theoretical franrmvto apply power transition to all dyads of statds “multiple
hierarchies” suggest that the international systemomposed of several nested hierarchies withirttegnational
hierarchy at the top. The regional hierarchiesideatical with the international hierarchy in ththey, too, have
dominant, great and lesser powers. Moreover, Lefinids that pairs of states in the regional hieresloperate
under the same structural factors power transtti@ory asserts: power parity and dissatisfactiah e status quo
lead to increased probability of conflict (Lemk&0B).

Lemke’s theoretical model is distinguished from &aelier power transition extensions in three intgotrways. First,
he provides a theoretical rationale for extendhmggcope from the international hierarchy to ardichies. Second,
Lemke maps the local hierarchies in accordance thithstates’ ability to reach each other militaxiligh at least 50
% of their power intact. The importance of this swe@ cannot be overstated: empirical analysis basgabssible
dyadic interactions lead to an inflation of cassmme of which involve dyads that do not have thegabdities
necessary to reach each others’ territories (e.de @hEgypt). Last, Lemke (2000) argues to haweulght back the
original domain specification to the power tramsis research by not including all dyads in his ysig) and instead
only looking at those dyads that involve the regiafefenders.

Extending the Domain Further—Accounting for Cooperativand Regional Power Distributions

Efird (2001) contributes to the theory in two sfigant ways. First, he extends the power transititimory to
explain cooperation, as well as, conflict througe treation of a dependent variable that combinesrteasures for
dispute hostility levels from the Correlates of W&OW) project and integration levels among sta@snflict-
integration, the dependent variable, combineswloeeixtreme poles of war and integration.

Second, Efird shows that the orderliness of théoregdoes have an inverse relation with conflidir¢iz 2001: 3);
that is the hierarchy constraint, as measured bydtio of power capabilities between the regia@hinant power
and the summation of the power capabilities offthe contenders, reduces the probability of conhfémd increases
the explanatory power of the theory for especitily minor powers.
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In sum, in its extended version, power transitibaory explains the structural factors that leadvés and peace:
power parity, dissatisfaction with the status qaog the absence of a preponderant regional defénderase the
probability of conflict, whereas the opposite cdiudis lead to peace and ultimately, integration.

Arms Transfers Research

There is a vast literature on arms transfers aait #ffects. The historical and anecdotal worksten subject have
been accompanied by empirical analysis, after drarssfers data became available following the Sedéwrld
War. For the purposes of this study, attentionivemgto the works that study the relationship betwvarms transfers
and war onset. Since | am interested in war imitigtand not war outcomes, | do not elaborate osdfstudies that
search the effects of arms transfers on war tetiomaduration, or severity. Catrina (1994) provides excellent
overview of the arms trade literature for interdsteaders.

Two directions can be seen in assessing the effécisms transfers on war initiation. One of thdgections is to
look at the systemic, or global, impact arms trarsshave on war onset, using different logics wébards to the
direction of the arms transfers and war initiatietationship. First, is the assertion that armegfers precede wars
(Baugh & Squires, 1983; SIPRI, 1971). Alternativelyms transfers, through deterrence, lead to fevaes {Bobrow
et.al., 1973; Schrodt, 1983). Last, some studieserml that arms transfers follow wars (Sherwin,3)9€raft (1999:
28-29) tests these alternative logics using SIPR4,dind finds support for arms transfers precediaginitiation,
whereas the results refute the argument of detegrand that wars precede arms transfers.

The other direction is to look at the relationshggeong suppliers and recipients of arms transféhe most
important aspect of the literature on suppliergegit relationships is that of the effects of atnasisfers on foreign
policy behaviors of the recipients. Neverthelehs, tesearch on the effect of arms transfers ompissds’ conflict
behavior has not produced cumulative and consifitatings (Kinsella, 1994). Other scholars looloithe effect of
superpower arms sales (Kinsella, 1994; Kinsellailefha, 1995; Sanjian, 1991). Miller (2001) suggettat the
types of great power interactions and the typeregions do affect whether the regions are peaeefuiot. Great
power cooperation or hegemony leads to more pelaoefaomes in both stable and war-prone regionsreds
competition among the great powers prevents stabiln some cases, competing great powers incitbasduration
of conflict by increasing the arsenal of rival s&afMiller, 2001: 200).

GLOBAL CONSTRAINT MODEL

What follows is the rationale for the global comsit model. The power transition literature, so, faas not
considered the notion of great power interventiominor power affairs. Yet, | propose it is onlgical for the great
powers to interfere with the affairs of especidlipse dyads that are vital for the continuationthef status quo. |
provide a brief look at the scholarly research thgiports the notion of global constraint belowd &llow it with
theoretical justifications for the model.

Scholars and policy makers have mentioned greaepanvterference in dyadic affairs either as aneesloor as
analytical interpretations. The Middle East is dstemntly mentioned among the key regions for the nd8onal
interests, with attention given to “forestallingetemergence of a hostile regional hegemon” (Lestaf, 1998;
Desch, 1989; Khalilzad, 1995). Looking specifically the Middle East, Russell (2006: 3) argues tlaitside
powers in the twentieth century” sought to “exaftuience and protect their interests.” Brown (20%i%) provides
corroborating support for the argument by notingt tltontrol of the Middle East, or denying contddlthis area to
an enemy, has, in short, figure prominently in strategic thinking of the great powers for some teaturies.”

Within the power transition approach, when one toakthe moves by the global challenger, it cary bel logical,
and strategically necessary, for the challengestay away from a head-to-head conflict with theeddgr, and
instead, look at opportunities to improve its riekatstanding through extending its influence ovreo regions. Rice
(1991: 154) points out to the Soviet perceptiorthaf international system as being “fundamentallgtif®” and
refers to how “Khrushchev’s third world strategy.lloaed the Soviets to extend their power as cheaplpossible”
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through the sale of arms to Egypt via Czechoslovéléd-55). Rumer (2000: 43) suggests that the Saliéin, in
order to extend its sphere of influence, and tatlthmat of the global defender’s, used economicsilibs and arms
transfers in its relationship with Syria during tBeld War.

This move by the Soviets does not seem to have herre-sided move. The U.S. has signaled its cammenits in
the region as well, through the “deployment of rificto Saudi Arabia in 1963, in response to theds&gyptian
conflict in Yemen” (Russell, 2006: 205).

Lesser and colleagues (1998) argue that the pamsisf the territorial status quo issues, combimi¢ial the inability
of all but a few regional states to defend theirdieos against a determined aggressor (209), anc¢fien being the
major arms importer (197) demands a US commitneetite region.

One objection could be to point out that a majooityhe instances that are provided as supporfiagpoints refer to
a single observation in regards to challenger-difemelations: that of the Soviet Union and thetethiStates.
However, there are those accounts that bring Claimeng others, to the great power attempts at infleién the
Middle East. Sutter (2000) argues that China iseddi®llowing a policy to weaken the dominance af turrent
global defender.

[TThe Chinese government came up with a two-prong@ity of its own with regard to US interests irth
Middle East. Thus, China continued to employ stiatpgrtnerships, such as those forged with Frande a
Russia and historical affinity with the region’s é&ping countries to weaken US dominancy; at tieesa
time, it continued to promote cooperation and agdidirect confrontation in the ongoing dialoguewifie
United States on key regional issues (161).

Moving from the regional to the dyadic level, onedé arguments for the effect of outside powersoKimg at the
Iranian relations with the Persian Gulf nations,syji (2002) underlines the American presencehi Gulf;
without which, he argues, Iran would be the pregoadt player in the struggle for power (224).

The notion of great power interference is also comiy accepted by the ruling elites in the MiddlesEd.aipson
and Hokayem (2006) report that the presumptiontliee ‘presidential palaces and the royal diwansas niational
security depends on adapting to the preferencpswérful outside actors” (154).

The global constraint model posits that great pevirgerfere in the dyadic relationships among mpmwers. Minor
powers’ actions are not only influenced by the powistributions and their satisfaction levels, faléo by the
strategies of great powers. As Russell (2005) puts i

Struggles for power in the greater Middle Eastiafienced by major nation-states that lie outdide
regions. The United States, Russia, and China eahitmportant strategic interests in the greaterdiéid
East while nation-states inside the region lookottside powers to bolster their positions in reglon
competitions for power. Throughout the Cold War tbeited States was especially concerned with
political-military moves by the Soviet Union in tigeeater Middle East (120).

The Logic

My justification for studying the effect of greabwer interference in minor power dyads is basetherperspectives
of both the defenders and challengers.

The original power transition formulation arguesttithe global defender would be restrained fronvegméng the
rise of the challenger due to the fact that it wonbt want to upset the status quo, which alsouded the
institutional rules it created.

The assumption of great power non-interference seenhave stemmed from the original constructiompaiver
transition theory, and its emphasis on the absehpeeventive war—the defender does not use itsgp@alvantage
to stop a rising challenger. The major theoretjaatifications for the absence of prevention woblel that the
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defender would not want to disturb the internatiooaler, and that given the internal growth assuomptthe
challenger’s power increase could not easily bpptd, but only delayed, through a costly war.

However, this does not necessarily mean that thieagjldefender does not take any action. Espedialligose cases
when the global challenger is trying to increasdrifluence, we see actions taken by the globadrdkdfr. The most
illuminating example of this is the U.S. grand &gy of containment against the Soviet Union duthrg Cold War.

Containment strategy allowed the U.S. to abstaimfdirect contact with the Soviet Union, and preeenSoviet

influence from expanding beyond the de facto bardenerated after the Second World War.

However, once the domain of the theory is extertdedclude minor power dyads, the power asymmetcygases in
magnitude. Thus, | diverge from Lemke in not assunaway great power interference in small poweddya

| justify my divergence from Lemke’s great powemriaterference assumption in two aspects. Firnd it logical
for great powers to use their advantage in capesilto create/maintain conditions to their likinthe global
defender and its satisfied allies would like to main the status quo, and one expects them tmaeays that would
prolong the dyadic/regional orders, so long asehwslers are in lieu with the international stajus. Conversely,
small power dyads provide the global challengerth wihe opportunity to improve their positions ofattenge.
Moreover, Lemke’s own argument that states direeirtattention to their immediate vicinity givesdence to the
above statement. A dyadic challenger is expectdzbtafter a change in the dyadic status quo, amagchallenger
searches to undo the regional order, and the gidallenger is after systemic changes in the iatéwnal order.
Yet, major powers do not start out as major powaushave to go through being minor, and then reglipowers.

Second, the notion of great power interferencemalspower relations has practical importance. pbpular belief

in many developing nations is that the great poveeesinterfering with the dyadic dynamics. The mmsiminent

example of this popular belief is that of the Mosliin the Middle East; that, great powers, esplgciake United

States, are the sole reason for the existenceeofsthaeli state in the region (Russell, 2005, 1%t dhly popular

beliefs, but also scholarly analysis point to thene direction: outside interference by the greatqrs exacerbate
regional conflicts (Ayoob 1991, 1994).

| also take issue with the construction of varialiteat measure regional and/or global hierarchgttaimt as solely a
derivative of power capabilities. Focusing only capabilities misses the important issue of prefeenTo use
Starr’s (1978) terminology, the great powers, asykeeially the global dominant power, have both“dpportunity”
and the “willingness” to influence the interactiasfssmall powers. Thus, | argue theoretically, tinat effect of great
powers has to be operationalized so as to allowhfair preferences and salience to be taken imsideration.

Arms transfers from great powers provide such asmea Arms transfers from the great powers sigmdiath the
receiving country and its rivals the support thesgpient countries get. Not only do these trarssferprove the
military power of the recipients, but more impottgnthey suggest the backing of the great powehsts, the arms
transfers reflect the political support these cdestreceive.

This great power intervention against minor powarsital areas may take different forms; it miglover a range,
from air strikes to waging a war against the winoka minor power war. Haass (1994) reports twelases of
intervention by the U.S. between 1979 and 1994.

Werner and Kugler's (1996) military build-up measyrovides a tangential support for the global tairg model.

The authors use military build-ups as a reflectibfithe decision maker’'s choice to either challetige system or to
defend the status quo” (191). Similarly, the globahstraint model proposes that the challenger aises transfers
to countries in the region as an initial challetmé¢he global order in a region important to ba#elf and the global
defender. The global defender reacts to this by arms to key allies in those same regions.

To reiterate, | argue that the great powers dafere in dyadic relationships. The possibility bfstinterference is
understood and accepted by the minor powers. Thwldition to dissatisfaction with the dyadic ssatuo and the
opportunity to rectify the dissatisfaction throutijle changing power distributions (parity), the dgazhallenger has
to take into account the reactions of the greatguew
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The Global Constraint Model

The global constraint model proposes that greatepewnfluence the dyadic relations among small pewe
Specifically, the arms transfers from great powerthe members of minor power dyads affect whetvaaris waged
or not. The main hypothesis of the global constraindel is that power parity, dissatisfaction wiitle dyadic status
quo, the un-orderliness of the region, and the edeing ratio of the arms transfers from great pswerdyadic
defenders increase the probability of war withigioas.

Figure One: The Global Constraint Model

Global
constraint

Global
Hierarchy

Regional
Hierarchy
Constrain

Figure One graphically demonstrates the global tcaimé model. Minor power dyads are subject to ¢hdéferent

levels of factors that guide their behavior: dyadegional and global. Dyadic interactions are gdidhy the power
distribution and status quo evaluations. Parity disdatisfaction with the status quo increasespiiodability of

conflict between dyad members.

Dyad members also have to take into account tleetsfiof the power distributions within their regidihthe power
distribution within the region is lopsided, thattlse defender is preponderant, dyadic challengersliscouraged to
abrupt the status quo—provided that the regionfdrdker is satisfied with the regional order. Lastad members
need to keep an eye on the influences of the glmbgideat power hierarchy. Members of the globatdrichy possess
huge power advantages, and in the absence of qutifitical backing from at least some of the grneawers, it
would be unwise for the dyadic challengers to resoarms to change the status quo.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The global constraint model presented in this papas to expand the power transition theory toudelgreat power
interference in small power dyadic relations. Ifyee to use arms transfers ratios by the greatnsawehe dyadic
challengers as opposed to the dyadic defendersaaugegthe political backing challengers expect. e tatio

increases, the global constraint is reduced, aolgtility of war increases.

Global constraint model improves our understandihgmall power dyadic war and peace dynamics ovdltiphe
hierarchy and regional hierarchy models. Great psva® interfere in minor power dyadic relations.efidhis a
positive relationship between increasing arms feaasto dyadic challengers relative to dyadic deéén, and war
onset. When the global constraint is present, ¢ifte by lower ratios of arms transfers to challesges-a-visthe
defenders, the probability of war decreases.

Minor powers, in their struggle to alter dyadic dymics, have to take into account the positionhefgreat powers.
This means to be ready for a conflict with highesg@ty for them, and a low-level severity for theegt power. The
great powers are not going to intervene all theetiand they cannot dictate the state of the eveméshundred
percent; that would mean the countries other thargteat powers had no intrinsic value whatsoevet, the great
powers will in most cases be able to impose theins when they become involved in regional affaitsus, it is

important to study the effect of great power inwvhent in dyadic and regional affairs. The propasethod in this
study is to look at arms transfers from the greaters to the dyads.

A very important issue at this point is whether ghebal constraint measure captures the politieaking of a dyad
member by the great powers, or is a measure tllecte the effects of decisions by countries torads their
discontent with their rivals. In other words, amematransfers signals of support for small statasa® they
manifestations of intent of those small powers? @rnmansfers data is from SIPRI, and proves incon@um
answering these questions. It includes both saldgransfers that are openly declared by the sewgpéind recipients.
More research is needed in separating the twaaithrenore valid conclusions.

Nevertheless, | argue that the variable capturespdiitical backing for minor powers by great posvdrogically, |
do not expect a dissatisfied dyadic challengeeteive weapons from great powers unless eithediisatisfaction
is only dyadic, or the supplier great power is oegily or globally dissatisfied. Thus, challengesthose
dissatisfactions are not limited to the dyadic leveuld find it hard to ensure great power backioglong periods
of time.
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