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Abstract:  
The study of rivalry has become an important research program within the International Politics field. Yet some rivals are not purely dyadic, but rather reflect the dynamics of groups of states inter-linked together. This paper will empirically identify which groups of states make up a complex rivalry. A complex rivalry is defined as a group of at least three nation-states whose relationships are linked by common issues, alignments, or dispute joiner dynamics in which there is an active threat of militarized conflict between all parties and includes persistent long-term interactions. Once the initial dataset is described, this analysis will briefly examine the dynamics of conflict within complex rivalries. Do these types of rivalries experience war more frequently?  Are they more severe than other types of rivalries?  Are they primarily composed of major or minor powers?  In what type of disputes do they fight?  Complex rivals tend to experience a different path to war when compared to dyadic rivals in that they experience more war on average, are more likely to include major powers, are primarily made of positional rivals, and finally, include the observation of many more complex wars that would be expected by chance. Distinguishing between a typology of dyadic and complex rivalries will aid theorists and researchers in the investigation of the causes and consequences of rivalry relations, and conflict in general.
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Why Study Complex Rivalry?

Conflict scholars have made tremendous progress in the investigation of the problem of international violence by looking to the dyadic level of analysis. The analysis of what one state does to another, or who does what to whom, has led researchers to such important findings as the democratic peace (Rummel 1977; Ray 1995), the inaccuracy of the balance of power as a predictor of peace (Bremer 1992), and the territorial study of conflict (Vasquez 1993).

The problem with this line of research lies is that multiparty groups of international actors are left unexplored. This study takes a first step in alleviating this deficiency by delineating which states make up complex rivalry groups, explaining how these groups are coded, and evaluating what impact they may have on international politics. The consequences of ignoring an important level of analysis could be wide-ranging, and this work hopes to push others towards the investigation of groups in addition to dyads. With this classification system, researchers can seek to uncover the precise impact that complex actor relations have on the foreign policy practices of individual states, as well as the influence they have over systemic level outcomes.

As researchers, we cannot assume that interactions in the international system are strictly dyadic processes; interactions are likely more complex than investigators realize. For instance, third party states can influence a dyadic relationship by serving as a potential intervener or engaging in a relationship with one (or both) of the parties that is relevant to the dyadic event (Croco and Teo 2005). Stated simply, complex groups of actors may require new theories and new methods of analysis.
  It may also be important to control statistically for complex actor groups in normal dyadic regression analyses or separate out these actors as a different ‘type’, as Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) suggest. It is clear that general complexity is important in certain types of rivalry; what is left is to look at are rivalry groups. In other words, some rivals are not dyadic, but groups of actors inter-linked together. These actors are what we call complex rivals, deeply coupled groups that should be categorized together as one unit of analysis in their complex form. There is likely a dyadic rivalry path to war and a complex rivalry path to war. Distinguishing between these two possible paths will greatly aid examination of the sources of conflict in the system.

A complex rivalry is simply defined as a rivalry relationship between more than two actors whose relations and interactions are characterized by common issues of concern, alignments, or joiner dynamics. For example, the rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union was deeply linked with China during the Cold War. The intensity and severity of the relationship influenced the intensity of conflict and cooperation between the actors (Goldstein and Freeman 1990). It seems clear that the rivalry between China, the U.S., and the USSR is a rivalry of a different sort from the one between the U.S. and USSR due to different issues and regions at stake. 
The goal of this paper is to identify which groups of states make up a complex rivalry, or those rivalries that include at least three interstate actors. Once the initial dataset is described, this analysis will briefly examine the dynamics of conflict within complex rivals. Do these types of rivalries experience war more frequently?  Do they last longer than other types of rivalries?  Are they more severe than other types of rivals?  Are they primarily composed of major or minor powers?  Do they tend to fight in spatial or positional disputes?  Do their members often fight in complex wars?  Not all rivals are strictly dyadic and the interactions of complex rivals may suggest that these types of rivals have significantly different conflict propensities and foreign policy practices than dyadic rivalries. Accordingly there is a different path to conflict for complex rivals when compared to dyadic rivalries. A typology of complex rivalries might allow for the investigation and analysis of a different type of international actor grouping that clearly has an impact on the course of world politics.
The Interstate Rivalry Research Program


The rivalry research program represents a promising field of study within the international conflict processes literature (see Diehl and Goertz 2000 or Colaresi et al. 2008 for an overview). The study of rivalry leads the researcher to look back to the past history of interactions between a dyad to understand the underlying conflictual relations, the propensity for future conflict, and avenues of conflict resolution.


Two basic assumptions underlie the rivalry research program; one, rivalries are the most conflict prone dyads in the interstate system and two, the characteristics of rivals themselves make the states involved actors of a different sort. Thompson (2001) finds that seventy-five percent of strategic rivalries have experienced war at some point. Diehl and Goertz (2000) suggest that over fifty percent of their enduring rivals have fought a war during the duration of their rivalries. In addition, one assumption critical to the rivalry research program is the expectation of future conflict between identified rivals. These actors are the most ‘at risk’ in the international system in the sense that they are highly likely to resort to militarized force.

In rivalry, the tendency is for the actor to seek to harm the other actor, regardless of the potential negative costs the first actor may incur (Zizzo and Oswald 2001). The goal is to deny a gain to that rival, no matter what the cost is to the initiating state. This leads to another assumption about rivalry: that issues can shift within the rivalry as long as the domestic leadership within the rival states decides to continue that rivalry (Colaresi 2002). Rivalry becomes a learned behavior that is difficult to terminate.


Early efforts to operationalize the term interstate rivalry have led to important datasets and findings. Wayman and Jones (1991), Diehl and Goertz (2000), and Thompson (2001) have largely identified who the dyadic interstate rivals are. We know that rivals largely consist of undemocratic dyads (Hensel et al. 2000), are newly independent states (Goertz and Diehl 1995), are more prone to fight over territorial concerns (Vasquez and Leskiw 2001), escalate bargaining demands during repeated crises (Leng 1983, 1993; Hensel 1996), and respond to early challenges with militarized force (Hensel and Diehl 1994). DeRouen and Bercovitch (2008) further extend the concept of rivalry to internal conflict.

While the state of knowledge in the rivalry research program is progressing, there may be an additional factor that has been overlooked. In operationalizing the concept of rivalry, Diehl and Goertz (2000) see rivalry as a dyadic process. For instance, these authors contend: “[O]ne should not assume, as with China, the Soviet Union, and the United States, that each leg of the triadic linkage is symmetrical in duration, processes, or relative importance. By looking at rivalries as a dyadic phenomenon, we are able to assess the extent of the inter-relationships present” (2000, 20). We theorize that complex rivalries may involve rivals of a different sort in that their interactions are different than dyadic rivalry interactions. Attempts to explain their complex interactions by looking at dyadic processes could largely fail to explain the onset, duration, and termination of a rivalry between groups of actors. We will now discuss the importance of complex actor groupings in world politics and suggest how a dataset of complex groups might be produced.

Complex Rivalries in World Politics


The study of rivalry involves the proposition that disputes, crises, and wars are not independent events, but are connected across time and space. An important factor left out of the study of rivalry is how rivalries can be connected to each other. Most empirical studies of social interactions have largely failed to investigate relationships between more than two participants. A notable exception might be Caplow’s (1968) study of triads. Caplow considers triads as the building blocks of which all social organizations are constructed. Triads are defined as “a social system containing three related members in a persistent situation” (Caplow 1968, 1). 
Maoz et al. (2007) have also produced some novel findings about the stability of enmity and friendship among multiparty actors using social network methodology.
  Similarly, work by Crescenzi (2007) shows that states use extra-dyadic behavior to help them deal with intra-dyadic relations. More specifically, he demonstrates that as opponents of a given state demonstrate their hostility to other third-party states, the likelihood of intra-dyadic conflict increases. 
A number of other scholars have incorporated triadic analyses within their research. For instance, Healy and Stein (1973) use data from the Situational Analysis Project to test balance of power propositions regarding the cooperation/conflict propensities of the Germany-Austria-Russia triad from 1870 to 1881 (see also McDonald and Rosecrance 1985). In contrast to past studies, however, the study put forward here attempts to conceptualize and measure triadic conflict processes within all members of the interstate system while also utilizing an extensive temporal domain (1816 to 2001
).
Diehl and Goertz (2000, chapter 12) look at rivalries linked by alliance ties, geography, or common foes. In explaining this, they (2000, 241) note that, “[since] we cannot ignore the impact of the broader environment on these dyads…we investigate the linkage between rivalries.” The idea of neighborhoods in international politics is an important example of how the environment of one’s interactions can condition conflictual relations. They find that a linkage through a common foe or ally increases the severity of an enduring dyadic rivalry. However, limiting the term to alliance commitments, simultaneous conflict, and common enemies might exclude the consideration of certain types of complex rivals. If the purpose of the rivalry research program is to bring the history of interactions back as the focus of analysis, the program cannot assume that these interactions occur in a dyadic vacuum. While most rivalries occur in a dyadic setting, they can be influenced by a third party who, depending on the goals of this actor, may decrease or increase tensions. Leaving out those rivalries we might consider ‘complex’ could significantly impact the reliability of any rivalry study that seeks to explain conflict or peace. In fact, the continued use of dyadic research designs which investigate triadic or multilateral processes (e.g., defender credibility; see Danilovic 2001a, 2001b; Huth 1999) can bias empirical results and lead to incorrect inferences (Croco and Teo 2005). Instead of the de facto reliance upon the dyadic-level of analysis, we believe that the nature of the research question at hand should guide the researcher to the most appropriate research design.


Recent work by Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) illustrates this point. They argue that a typology of wars is needed to advance our understanding of the causes of war. Not all wars can be assumed to have the same causal sequences. Useful for the research presented here is the typology distinction they make between complex and dyadic wars. According to the findings of Richardson (1960, 259), the modal category of war is typically dyadic wars between two states. Multiparty (or complex) wars are rarer events, and likely have a different set of causes that lead to their onset. A similar process is likely at work within rivalry relations. Complex rivalries may be rarer but also have different consequences and causes, as Valeriano and Vasquez (2010) demonstrate in their analysis of complex wars and diffusion properties. Distinguishing between a typology of dyadic and complex rivalries will aid theorists and researchers in the investigation of the causes and consequences of rivalry relations.


Thompson (2003) and Vasquez (1996a, 1998) both suggest that multiple rivalries or complex relationships are likely to lead to war. Vasquez (1998) notes that looking at the dyadic process of the rivalries is of little use since it ignores the context of the regional system and how the mismanagement of rivalries can lead to the breakdown of order in a region.
 The main weakness of past studies of rivalry linkages or multiparty actors is that the concept does not measure the phenomenon of complex or multiparty rivalries, but, rather, interactions and their impact on dyadic relations. To do the former in a systematic way, a dataset of complex rivalries needs to be created through a careful coding investigation. 
Defining Complex Rivalry

Any definition of rivalry must include both the factors of militarized competitiveness and relative positioning in elucidating what a rivalry truly encompasses. There should be an equal expectation that conflict can erupt between all parties at any time, otherwise the complex rivalry would be weighted towards a dyadic pair that drives the relationship. Each side in a complex rivalry should make policy choices based on the goals of the opposing sides. Denying a gain to a rival is a prime concern for actors engaged in rivalry. Each issue under concern should engage each rival member, but the issues under consideration do not need to remain stable or linked.

Diehl and Goertz (2000) code a rivalry as linked (dyad to dyad) if it either includes common foes or common alliance ties.  We build on this notion of rivalry here but also include considerations of common issues at stake, informal alignments in addition to alliances, and dispute joiner dynamics in our conceptual definition. In particular, a complex rivalry is defined as a group of at least three states whose interactions are linked by common issues, alignments, or dispute joiner dynamics in which there is an active threat of militarized conflict between all parties and includes persistent long-term interactions.
  Here, we are starting with triadic complex rivalries to facilitate data collection and analysis.
Our focus on three-state groupings is also simply due to the small number of complex rivals with four or more actors. Given that most MIDs do not have four or more actors, the possibility that complex rivals with more than three actors will meet traditional rivalry operationalization criteria is extremely unlikely.
  While we recognize that there are groups of rivalries that include more than three actors, we believe these groups are fairly rare and likely fail to meet any duration or dispute density requirements since certain parties may drop out at any given time or become ‘witnesses’ to the rivalry (Caplow 1968). Although future work may consider complex rivals with four or more states, the identification of three-state complex rivals would seem to be a more obvious starting point.
 

Figure 1:

Complex Rivalry Categories:


1) Complex Rivalry Clusters


2) Alignment Complex Rivals


3) Complex Joiner Rivals

For definitional purposes, we have further divided the complex rivalries into three different categories, the first we call complex rivalry clusters.
  These clusters of enemies include states that are linked through a common dispute over an issue or regional power considerations. Generally they are fairly even in terms of capabilities and are not allied to each other (although one side might ally with another through time due to common interests). An example is the rivalry between the USSR, China, and the U.S. They each had common disputes regarding ideology or the course of Asian relations. Each state was also able to challenge any of the other states in the triad and could shift alignments within the rivalry according to whims or balance of power considerations. 
The second category is complex rivals linked by a formal alliance or simple alignment of friendship, we call these alignment complex rivals. An example would be the USSR and the U.S. who had an enduring rivalry (Diehl and Goertz 2000) which was linked to Cuba by alignment ties. Since the USSR was engaged in the deeper Cold War ideological rivalry and also committed to protecting Cuba through its alignment ties, it became engaged in a complex rivalry. Alone, Cuba could not threaten the U.S. in a significant manner but with the assistance of the USSR (which supplied the missiles in the Cuban Missile Crisis) Cuba could then directly challenge the U.S. Generally, these types of complex rivalries tend to be stable in that there is no ‘side switching.’  While alliance type complex rivals are preferable in terms of coding decisions, this is not always the case in world politics.
  Israel and the United States have no formal alliance but have an alignment that could lead to the engagement of a complex rivalry between the two parties and a third actor. 
The third category of complex rivalry is what we call complex joiner rivalries. One state will join a dyadic rivalry to settle its own issues with one or both of the states. An example of this is Italy prior to World War I when it engaged in conflicts between Austria-Hungary and Germany so it could settle its own territorial questions on its Austrian border. The potential Great Lakes rivalries in Africa are also an example of these types of rivals because some actors in what some call the First African War joined to settle questions concerning the placement of rebels or plunder. A third party in a complex joiner rivalry could also be drawn into the conflict by spill-over, neighborhood effects. In these cases a third state may join a rivalry because of concern over regional stability or because the conflict between the initial two belligerents bleeds into its territory. Due to the placement of the dispute the state feels compelled to enter into the conflict. Even states forced to join a conflict can become full fledged rivals once the conflict endures for a certain amount of time. It is possible that some of the complex rivalry types could combine. For instance, a joining party pulled into a rivalry might form an alliance with one partner because of an ideological tie. 

The Theoretical Impact of a Complex Rivalry

Complex rivals are actors of a different sort requiring new theories to explain their initiation, endurance, and termination. In a dyadic rivalry, the key concern is what one state will do to another. In a complex rivalry, the question is what impact one state’s actions have on two other actors or what impact the actions of two actors have on a third party. Another concern is how actions coordinated in concert impact a target state. Complexity requires the examination of systems of relationships rather than paired reaction analysis. Theoretically, complex rivals are rivals of a different type but we need empirical verification of this idea which can only come once a dataset is produced.

This research seeks to move scholars beyond simple theories that characterize dyadic relationships and to look towards theories that explain multiple actor interactions. For example, the pure number of actors in a dispute alone does not make the propensity for war or conflict increase. While multiparty disputes are more apt to escalate (Petersen et al. 2004), this is likely because the salience of disputes between multiparty actors is higher than typical dyadic conflictual issues. There are confounding factors that may impact the probability of conflict between complex actor groups. The types of issues complex rivals engage in could explain why multiparty disputes are more likely to lead to war. Still, we do not yet know the answer to these questions because no one has sought to empirically define a population of complex rivals; this is the task we focus on in this paper. 

Complex rivalries are likely to be more conflictual because of the values and interests each individual actor brings into the dispute. The associations between complex rivals are likely to be complicated by the prior history of interactions between all of the rival participants. The rivalry between the United Kingdom, France, and Germany prior to World War II illustrates this point. Both the United Kingdom and France had long standing prior rivalries with Germany before World War II. Each had different problems with the other state. France had a long standing territorial rivalry with Germany. The United Kingdom had a long standing rivalry with Germany over the leadership of the global system and the navigation of the seas. The rivalry did not result in World War II because of the number of actors involved, but because of the long standing prior history of conflictual relations. 
Tracing what one state may do to two others becomes extremely complicated in a complex rivalry. To illustrate this point, an examination of figure 3.6 from Goldstein and Freeman (1990, 79) proves useful. Flows of causality arrows become convoluted as more actors are introduced into the scenario. In the end, the diagram looks like a freeway connection gone awry. Also, although Richardson (1960, 146) proposes that his dynamic analysis of arms races can be extended to n nations, past studies on n-person games are hindered by the requirement that interactions be studied individually (Rapoport 1970). 
To this point, we know nothing about the duration of complex rivalries. Do they last longer on average than dyadic rivalries?  The likelihood of rivalry termination tends to increase as the rivalry continues (Cioffi-Revilla 1998); is this process also at work within complex rivalries?  Or is Caplow (1968) right in his suggestion that complex actor groups will experience one actor leaving the group to terminate the rivalry rather than the entire rivalry reaching a settlement agreeable to all parties?  It is likely that complex rivalries do not endure as long as dyadic rivalries since there may be a tendency for one rival state to de-link itself and let the rivalry continue on in its dyadic form.

Theoretically we know much about dyadic rivals. For example, many dyadic rivals are born fighting at independence (Goertz and Diehl 1995), but this is probably not the case with complex rivals since territorial imbalances are likely to only upset one party rather than multiple parties. Territorial issues are likely to start enduring rivalries (Vasquez and Leskiw 2001). Yet it is likely that positional issues (Colaresi et al. 2008) trigger complex rivalries since many are likely policy disputes. Territorial questions dominate dyadic relations but this is probably not the case for complex actor groups. Colaresi et al. (2008, 27) comment that “Israel’s rivals have been located in the most immediate geographic circle. Those located farther away are, or at least were once, less worrisome.” This leads us to the question of proximity versus territoriality in rivalry. If we expand the concept of rivalry to include three parties are we liable to capture rivalries that are more likely to include noncontiguous actors?  We will expand on this question later.
In addition to questions of initiation and termination, we also need to think conceptually about basic complex rivalry dynamics. What regions are they likely to occur in?  The locus of fighting might be dominated by non-European actors because policy disputes between Great Powers typically are fought in far off locations rather than near the homeland.

What rate of war involvement do we see complex rivals engage in?  The rate will likely differ substantially when compared to dyadic rivals because it is oftentimes hard to get three actors to show up to the same party (conflict). How many complex rivals involve wars with all three parties participating?  Answers to these questions not only tell us a lot about the dynamics of complex rivals, they can also help illuminate how conflictual relationships evolve towards war, thus allowing us to gain a greater understanding of multiple ‘phases’ of war (Diehl 2006). There are many interesting and relevant questions that can be tackled with this new dataset, but this step awaits new methodological developments that will make it easier for scholars to investigate triadic groupings.

Who are the Complex Rivals?


The complexity of multiparty relationships has perhaps hindered efforts in the past to look at three-party (+) interactions. As Goldstein and Freeman (1990, 2) suggest, “the triangular system is considerably more difficult to analyze than a bilateral one, and multi-actor systems are more complex still.”  As stated previously, a complex rivalry is simply a group of at least three nation-states whose interactions are linked by common issues, alignments, or dispute joiner dynamics. By including the term rivalry we mean to signify a long-term protracted conflict characterized by extreme competition and persistent hostility.

Diehl and Goertz (2000, 242) argue that “the methods of these linkage influences are varied, including political pressure, arms transfers, alliance ties and the like. Nevertheless, the evaluation of rivalry behavior may be incomplete without consideration of how that behavior is influenced by, or influences, other international conflicts.”  Coding a complex rivalry might be an easy task if one were to use simple indicators to come up with a new dataset. One could use common alliance ties or common foes to distinguish between complex rivalry groups, but this process would not truly capture what is meant by a complex rivalry according to our definition.

One of the best methods to code complex rivals is to distinguish empirically between those states that have multiparty disputes in common over a certain period of time. These rivals must meet typical standards of competitiveness and long-term animosity. This coding effort will investigate the time period from 1816 to 2001 for only interstate actors.

The Enduring Complex Rival Dataset
Most data-based definitions of enduring rivalries examine dyadic pairs of states which engage in a certain number militarized disputes and which take place over a certain minimum length of time. However, the almost sole focus upon the dyadic component of enduring rivalries may divert us from or truncate our range of inquiry into studying more complex manifestations of this concept. In particular, there is a need for scholarship which extends the traditional dyadic focus of enduring rivalry to include a notion of rivalry which encompasses more than just two states. From a practical perspective this makes intuitive sense since some of the most deadly and destructive interstate disputes and wars tend to involve not just two but multiple state actors. It is for this reason that this work studies and documents those combinations of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) which have three common state actors. 
Like the majority of other empirical studies which document militarized rivalries, we rely on the Correlates of War Militarized Interstate Dispute data (v3.10) (Ghosn et al. 2004) to create a portion of our enduring complex rivalry dataset. The Correlates of War (COW) data provides information about conflicts in which one or more states threaten, display, or use force against one or more other states between 1816 and 2001. It defines militarized interstate disputes as “united historical cases of conflict in which the threat, display or use of military force short of war by one member state is explicitly directed towards the government, official representatives, official forces, property, or territory of another state. Disputes are composed of incidents that range in intensity from threats to use force to actual combat short of war”(Jones et al. 1996, 163).
The dataset we derive from the MID data has an event-count structure which uses the individual triad as the unit of analysis. In particular, for every MID identified in the COW dataset we determine the total number of separate triads which are involved in the dispute. For instance, if a MID only had two participants it was not included in our dataset and if it included three participants the total individual triads amounted to one. As a further example, consider the conflict between Angola, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, Chad and Zimbabwe from 1998 to 2001 (MID dispute number 4339). In this conflict Rwanda and Uganda fought against Angola, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Namibia, Chad, and Zimbabwe. When organized into triads, this conflict produces 25 separate triadic state groupings (i.e., 25 separate cases in the dataset). Or consider dispute number 4273 which had fourteen states allied on one side (the U.S., the U.K., France, Germany, Italy, and nine others in the coalition against Iraq) and just one state on the other (Iraq). This dispute ends up producing 91 separate triadic disputes. After transforming every MID with three or more participants in this way we then dropped all the cases which did not have valid temporal domains. In other words, not all participants in a MID entered the dispute at the same time, nor did they all exit the dispute at the same time. Therefore, we deleted those cases in which two members of the triad took part in the dispute but where the third member had not yet entered or had exited the dispute before the entrance of the other two participants.
  After making this modification we had a total of 5,854 separate triadic disputes from 1816 to 2001 from which to base our dataset on.

After creating the master list of every complex dispute it was then necessary to separate those triads which fought only occasionally from those that engaged in hostilities on a regular basis. In other words, we had to identify enduring complex rivals from our master list of triadic disputes. However, instead of categorizing enduring complex rivals into a single classification scheme, we designed our operationalization requirements to capture varying levels of dispute intensity and duration. We wanted a classification scheme that distinguishes between the most long-lived and severe enduring complex rivals from those enduring complex rivals that have not yet lasted as long or engaged in as many disputes. We refer to the former as Type I enduring complex rivals and the latter as Type II enduring complex rivals. We want our empirical requirements for the categorization of these rivalries to be as fine-tuned and nuanced as possible; dividing enduring complex rivals into these separate groupings allows us to do just that.

We began our categorization process with the Type I enduring complex rivals. First, we considered a triadic relationship to be of the Type I enduring complex rivalry variety if the three states making up the triad engaged in at least five military interstate disputes over a period of at least twenty years. The five-dispute minimum helps to assure that the triad has engaged in a significant level of military competition and is not merely confined to a handful of isolated encounters. This definitional component encompasses whether a triad meets a certain level of severity or seriousness. The twenty year minimum time span before a complex rival is considered ‘enduring’ ensures that the conflicts between the three given states are not merely a function of a single short term catalyzing event, but represent a series of hostile encounters that persist over a relatively long temporal domain. This portion of the definition is essential in identifying whether the conflicts between a triad of states endure.

Second, for MIDs to be counted towards contributing to a complex rivalry they must be temporally proximate to one another. To achieve this requirement we count only those military encounters which have eleven or fewer years pass after the first dispute, twelve years (or fewer) after the second, thirteen after the third, fourteen after the forth, and fifteen after the fifth and subsequent disputes. This maximum interval requirement is consistent with other empirically-based definitions of enduring rivalries (see Diehl 1985; Ghosn et al. 2004; and especially Diehl and Goertz [2000]) and ensures that MIDs separated by significant lengths of time are not included in the same rivalry relationship.

Finally, following Diehl and Goertz (2000), we identify the end of a triadic rivalry via the date of its last military dispute. Once ten years pass after the termination of the last dispute the current rivalry is no longer considered to be in existence. While it is hard to pinpoint exactly when a rivalry ends, the use of the last military encounter is convenient since it is the last clear signal that the relationship is militarized. This method has its detractors (Colaresi et al. 2008) but is suitable in the absence of more refined data that delineates the end of conflicts.

After implementing all of these coding rules, the complete list of Type I complex enduring rivals with five or more disputes taking place over twenty or more years had a total of nine cases. While this number is small compared to dyadic enduring rivals, one should not be surprised by the finding. First, in a statistical sense it is less likely that three states will be part of the same triad multiple times than it is for two states to be part of the same dyad multiple times. Second, the current data available for MIDs only extends to 2001. This censors the triadic dispute data to the right and makes it more difficult for complex rivalries to achieve the duration requirement of twenty years. For instance, in addition to the nine enduring complex rivalries, there are three complex rivalries that meet the five dispute minimum but lack the twenty year duration requirement. This figure increases to six complex rivalries if you include those triads with four common disputes.

After identifying the Type I enduring complex rivals we moved on to those of the Type II variety. We consider a triadic relationship to be a Type II enduring complex rivalry if the triad engaged in at least four disputes over at least ten years. In other words, we repeated the steps elucidated above for Type I rivals with somewhat less restrictive requirements.
  After implementing all of these steps, we end with a total of twenty-one cases of Type II enduring complex rivals. This jump from nine cases of Type I rivals to twenty-one Type II rivals, despite only lowering the dispute criteria by one incidence and the duration criteria by ten years, suggests there is a qualitative difference between these two enduring complex rival types. We leave it up to future scholars to choose between the Type I and Type II enduring complex rivals. However, since the Type II rivals include all the Type I rivals, we believe its additional inclusiveness makes this category the most suitable for analysis.
We provide a listing of four types of complex rivals that can be combined or mixed as one wishes. The first type (Type I) includes only those three parties who have had at least five disputes in a 20 year period. These rivals are extremely dispute prone and also meet typical duration requirements for rivalry status. Type II includes all those three party disputes that endure for at least ten years and include four or more disputes in tandem. Type III includes all significant censored complex rivals.

Type IV (Complex Strategic Rivals) is an interesting case of rivals and deserves further elaboration. Although a dispute density approach is the most empirically sound method to investigate complex rivalries, it leaves out many interesting historical cases. For this reason, we have also relied on Thompson’s (2001) method of perceptive animosity to code ‘strategic complex rivals’ not captured by the dispute density approach. While this approach is difficult to replicate, it does have ‘value added’ content since the perceptive animosity method allows for those cases to be captured which do not experience conflict in terms of frequent MIDs over a certain amount of time. If we were to rely solely on MIDs to code complex rivals we might be biasing our findings to only include those states that engaged in direct conflict and ignore those states that engaged in serious tensions less than war. As Colaresi et al. (2008, 15) note, this “alternative approach defines rivalry as a perceptual categorizing process in which actors identify which states are sufficiently threatening competitors to qualify as enemies.”

The perception method allows us to identify additional rivals excluded from the dispute density approach. This allows us to be as exhaustive as possible in our list of complex rivals. It also allows us to be more historically sound in recognizing that not all rivalry interactions are based on threats to use force. Formally, however, we rely mainly on the complex rivalry Types I, II, and III for our empirical analysis, but also include considerations for these perceptive-strategic rivals in our examination (Type IV). We leave it up to future researchers to select the types of complex rivalries they feel are appropriate for their analysis.
Analysis of Complex Rivalries


Table 1 lists the 47 complex rivalries as coded by this project. The complex rivals are listed by type. To summarize, Type I are those complex rivals with 5 disputes or more lasting at least 20 years. Type II includes those complex rivals which have experienced at least 4 disputes in a ten year period. Type III are those complex rivals which do not reach our duration requirements because they are censored by dataset timing limitations. We do not know if they will endure long enough to become complex rivals but these six cases are likely to continue to experience conflict into the near future.
  We have selected only those that are likely to meet future duration requirements.

[Insert Table 1 Here]

Type IV rivals are strategic complex rivals and include those important ‘perceptive’ rivals that did not meet any duration or dispute density requirements. Future investigators are under no obligation to utilize Type III or IV rivals. They are simply presented due to the interest these complex groups might raise if they were completely excluded from the dataset.

[Insert Table 2 Here]


Table 2 summarizes some basic facts about the dataset. Of interest first are the mean number of disputes during each rivalry and the total number of disputes for the entire triad’s history. The dispute measure notes that Type I rivals engage in an average of 8.2 disputes during their history. Type II rivals—with their shorter duration requirement—fight in an average of 6.3 disputes during their duration. On balance, we can see that Type I and II rivals experience many more disputes than their threshold requires. For instance, only one Type I rival (China, Thailand, and the U.S.) fights in the minimum five disputes. The triad history variable in Table 1 provides an interesting comparison to the dispute number variable. The triadic history variable counts the number of total MIDs engaged in by all three states regardless of time period. By discarding our duration requirements we can look at the entire number of disputes each complex rivalry engaged in at any time.
  


Compared to the previous three categories, Type IV rivals represent a different case and require a bit more explanation. While there is an expectation of conflict, this is by no means a requirement. Serbia-Russia-Austria and India-Pakistan-U.S. experience no direct militarized disputes in which all three states engage in conflict for the entire history of the triad. Overall, nine of the twenty complex strategic rivals engage in four or more disputes during their entire history, suggesting that these states experience frequent conflict. Eleven of the strategic cases did not experience more than four disputes during their entire history, but these are important cases that should not be excluded from the analysis because they fail to experience triadic MIDs during a specific time period and threshold. Some of these cases led directly to World War I or II while others like the Latin American case might suffer from data limitations in that there is not enough information to code MIDs in the traditional manner.


The first theoretical question investigated with this dataset relates to the number of wars within the complex rivalry grouping. We can look at the number of dyadic wars (a war between only two parties in the rivalry) within a complex rivalry.
  There are a total of 81 dyadic wars captured by the complex rivalry measure. In all, 83.0 percent (39 of 47, Table 2) of the complex rivalries have experienced at least one dyadic war during their duration. Triads containing Israel experience the most wars with five total dyadic wars observed.


As far as triadic wars go, there are 43 wars where all three complex rivals participated.
  In total, 63.8 percent of the complex rivalries (30 of 47) have experienced a triadic war with every member of the complex rivalry engaging in serious combat. The censored cases experience the least amount of triadic war since these cases exclude the Afghan and Iraq wars that occurred after 2000.


It might be interesting to compare our results to the results generated by a dyadic rivalry measure. In Diehl and Goertz’s (2000, 62-63) enduring rivalry category, there are 39 wars captured by their measure. The proto-rivalry category captures 26 wars. Thirty-seven of the 63 (59%) enduring rivalries experience at least one war. It seems the complex rivalry dataset experiences more warfare in that 39 of the 47 (83.0%) cases have at least one dyadic war. Thirty of the 47 (63.8 percent) complex rivals have experienced a triadic war. The probability of war occurring in a complex rivalry is higher than the probability of war in a dyadic rivalry. This is especially significant given that the average number of disputes within a triadic rivalry is lower than the number of disputes during a dyadic rivalry, thus providing triadic rivalries less opportunity to experience a war.


The second question of importance is determining the average duration of complex rivalries. Using the Diehl and Goertz (2000) enduring rivalry category, there are 63 enduring rivals. The average duration for these rivals is 37.8 years. The average duration for the 47 complex rivalries is 28.9 years. If we drop the censored cases since they are of unsure duration, we are left with 41 cases and a mean duration of 31.9 years. Overall it seems that dyadic enduring rivals last a bit longer than complex rivals.

[Insert Table 3 Here]
The complex rivals were also coded by region, providing yet another basis for comparison. This coding can be difficult since some of the complex rivals are spread throughout the world. For instance, the U.S., USSR, and China complex rivalry is partially based in Europe, North America, and Asia. Since the focus of action in this rivalry is primarily based in Asia, it is coded as an Asian regional rivalry. This coding decision was made empirically by basing the rivalry’s location in the area in which the most disputes took place. Therefore, if a rivalry has 2 disputes in Europe, 1 in North America, and 5 in the Middle East, this rival’s location would be coded as occurring in the Middle East.


Table 3 lists the complex rivalries by region. There is only one complex rivalry based in North America/Central America (U.S.-Cuba-USSR). Latin and South America have a total of six complex rivalries. Europe has the highest amount of complex rivalries with 16, or 33.3 percent of total amount of coded complex rivalries. There are no complex rivalries at this point in Africa, but we expect that will change as conflicts build in the region and long-term rivalries are developed, especially in the Great Lakes region.
  The Asian region has a total of 13 complex rivalries or 27.08 percent of the total. Finally, the Middle East has 14 complex rivalries with 29.8 percent of the total amount coded.
The Dyadic Rivalry Path to War and the Complex Rivalry Path to War

While our ability to directly test theories and predictions is limited by the level of statistical knowledge in the field at this time, we are hopeful that more advanced methodologies will be developed that can aid in testing our hypotheses regarding complex actor groups. For now it would be useful to conclude with an examination of the dyadic rivalry path to war as compared to the complex rivalry path to war. In terms of basic rivalry, there is a territorial path to war and non-territorial path to war (Vasquez 1996b). To settle some questions initially suggested by Vasquez (1996b) and also covered by Colaresi et al. (2008, 161-188) it would be useful to examine the complex rivalry path to war and issues at stake within such a path.

Vasquez’s (1996b) initial theoretical breakthrough was to point out there was a territorial path to war among dyadic rivals and a non-territorial path to war among noncontiguous dyads. Colaresi et al. (2008) expand on this notion and provide evidence of a spatial path to war for dyadic rivals and a positional path to war mainly made of noncontiguous rivals. The question for us here is if there is a dyadic rivalry path to war that is distinctly different from a complex rivalry path to war. Evidence of different paths to war would confirm out initial speculation that dyadic rivals are substantively different than complex rivals.

It is our theoretical expectation that complex rivals will be more likely to include major powers, positional rivals, and participate in complex wars. Based on their global influence and position in the system, it is suggested that major powers are more likely to engage in complex rivalries than minor powers because of the global reach of these actors (Bremer 1992; Colaresi et al. 2008). We also expect that complex rivals will be more likely to be involved in positional rivalries than spatial rivalries. Noncontiguous rivals are more likely to be positional rivals (Colaresi et al. 2008, 166); it is our contention that these noncontiguous rivals be positional because they are complex rival. Finally, we contend that complex actor groups will experience a large number of complex wars due to the inter-tangled nature of complex rivalry dynamics. As Vasquez (1996b, 539) suggested early on, noncontiguous rivals might only go to war if said wars are multilateral or complex as Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) term them. Since most complex wars are multilateral from week one, we suggest that complex wars will often be fought between complex rival groups. 
[Insert Table 4 Here]

Using data garnered from EUGene, Version 3.204 (Bennett and Stam 2000), we find that complex rivals are indeed more likely to be composed of major powers than minor powers. However, it is relatively rare for complex rivals to be exclusively comprised of major powers. On one hand, 88.9 percent of Type I complex rivals and 90.5 percent of Type II complex rivals have at least one major power. Furthermore, 77.8 percent of Type I complex rivals and 81 percent of Type II complex rivals have at least two major powers. On the other hand, only 22.2 percent and 23.8 percent of Type I and Type II complex rivals are solely populated with major powers. Taken together, this shows that the majority of Type I and II complex rivalries have two major powers and a single minor power. This finding may indicate that when relations between a major and a minor power deteriorate to the point of rivalry, another major power will join the conflict in order to protect its friend or eliminate its rival.
It is also very rare for a complex rivalry to be composed of only minor powers (excluding Type IV rivalries). Only one of our Type I complex rivalries and only two Type II rivalries are solely made up of minor powers and each of them are comprised of states that are in the same geographical region (e.g., Egypt-Syria-Israel and Syria-Jordan-Israel). The relatively limited military capabilities and global reach of these minor states (when not bolstered with support from a major power) seems to preclude them from engaging in repeated and sustained military operations against other minor states (see Rasler and Thompson 2000, 506). 
[Insert Table 5 Here]

Table 5 breaks down the complex rivals according to the number of spatial and positional disputes they have participated in. According to Rasler and Thompson (2000, 516), a dispute is considered spatial in nature if it encompasses a territorial issue and positional if it encompasses issues regarding relative status and influence, ranking, or pecking order.
 After coding each dispute in a complex rivalry as either spatial or positional, we next need to determine if the rivalry as a whole should be considered a spatial rivalry, a positional rivalry, or a mix of both a spatial and a positional rivalry. First, we code complex rivals as “purely spatial” or “purely positional” if all of the disputes within the rivalry solely concern spatial issues or solely concern positional issues. Next, we consider each complex rivalry “primarily spatial” or “primarily positional” if two thirds of the disputes encompass spatial or positional issues. The complex rivals that do not meet any of the above criteria are coded as “mixed.”  
According to the above coding rules, we find that eleven of the total twenty-seven (40.7%) type I, II, and III complex rivals are “purely positional” rivals. However, none of the complex rivals fight exclusively in spatial disputes. This dearth of “purely spatial” rivals also extends to “primarily spatial” rivals. Only three of the twenty-seven (11.1%) complex rivals are “primarily spatial” while six are “primarily positional” (22.2%). In all, 62.9 percent (seventeen of seventy seven) of our population of complex rivals are either purely or primarily positional while a mere 11.1 percent are either purely or primarily spatial. The number of purely and primarily spatial complex rivals is even smaller than the number of “mixed” rivals. Mixed rivals make up a total of 25.9 percent of our population of complex rivals. 
As these findings attest, complex rivals are much more likely to fight in positional disputes than spatial disputes. The high incidence of positional complex rivalries may be due to the large number of major powers that are party to the complex rivalry relationships. According to Rasler and Thompson (2000, 508), positional conflicts are more likely to be waged by states with equal capabilities since “two states with similar status… have strong incentives to make sure that the other state does not pull ahead.”  As we demonstrated above, the vast majority of complex rivals have at least two major powers (~80%). Given that major power actors generally have commeasurable levels of military capabilities, the proliferation of positional disputes thus seems to provide support for Rasler and Thompson’s (2000) prediction.  
[Insert Table 6 Here]

Our results also indicate that the participants in complex wars are often embroiled in complex rivalries. Table 6 lists all of the complex wars and indicates which type(s) of complex rivalries fight in these encounters. Of the 28 complex wars identified by Valeriano and Vasquez (2010), thirteen of them have at least one complex rival making up the participants. It is also interesting to note that the complex rivals involved in complex wars do not seem to be limited to a certain type of complex rivalry. In fact, of the thirteen complex wars with complex rivalries, eight of them are composed of several complex rival groups, not just one.

It may also be telling to examine the particular types of complex wars that complex rivals become involved in. Although all complex wars have at least three participants, some become far more deadly than others. Are complex rivals especially likely to fight in the most deadly complex wars?  Of the five complex wars with the most fatalities (i.e., WWI, WWII, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War), complex rivalries were involved in all four. Although these four wars had many participants and thus have a greater possibility of containing a complex rivalry based purely on chance, all but the Vietnam War had more than one complex rivalry. Similarly, of the five least deadly complex wars (i.e., the Spanish-Chilean War, the Forth Central American War, the Third Central American War, the Roman Republic War, and the Ugandan-Tanzanian War), only one of them contained a complex rivalry. Thus, although not all or even most complex wars are populated with complex rivals, complex rivals do seem to be especially likely to fight in the most bloody of these encounters
Conclusion and Future Directions

This paper is intended to suggest that the study of conflict and specifically, rivalry, should not remain a purely dyadic process, but needs to consider complex rivalry grouping in its future scholarly endeavors. Actions in the international system do not occur in a ‘dyadic vacuum.’ Events generally occur with the interest and interaction of multiple actors at once.


It is hoped that this analysis has identified why complex rivalries are important and which states are engaged in these configurations. Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) discuss in their study of war typologies that theories of conflict onset must adjust theoretically to account for the impact of complexity in studies of warfare. In a similar manner, theories of rivalry onset, persistence, and termination might require that the researcher look at complex rivalries with a different theoretical lens than those required in the examination of dyadic rivalries. 
Initial evidence confirms our contention that complex rivals are rivals of a different sort. Overall we find large differences between dyadic rival datasets and this complex rivalry dataset.  Complex rivals are more likely to include major powers, more likely to fight in positional rivalries, and are more likely than normal to fight in large complex wars. Complex rivals are also more likely to participating in both dyadic and triadic wars in general. We hope these results demonstrate that complex rivals are rivals of a different sort and are important to include in investigations of the dynamics of international relations. Distinguishing a specific dataset of complex rivalries will aid future theorists and researchers in the investigation of the causes and consequences of rivalry relations, but more importantly, conflict in general because not all conflicts can be assumed to be alike.


Future research should be focused on how triadic actors act empirically. For instance, who does what to whom?  Directionality and capability balancing in complex rivals are interesting questions. Currently there seems to be no research methods that would allow for the statistical analysis of triadic actors whose characteristics and background factors are held constant. Recent work using network analysis seems promising (Hafner-Burton et al. 2009). It is hoped that new methods and new information could lead to important discoveries regarding the processes of complex actors in the international system. Our goal, like past efforts to code dyadic rivalry, was to operationalize the term complex rivalry. Now that this initial work has been concluded scholars should seek to predict the onset, duration, and consequences of these complex rivals. 
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	duration
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	1
	US
	UK
	Russia
	1948
	1999
	52
	0
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	11
	14

	2
	US
	China
	Thailand
	1951
	1971
	20
	2
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	5
	5

	3
	US
	N. Korea
	S. Korea
	1950
	2000
	51
	1
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	17
	17

	4
	UK
	France 
	Russia
	1939
	1961
	23
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	6
	15

	5
	UK
	France 
	Turkey
	1897
	1926
	30
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	7
	10

	6
	UK
	Italy
	Turkey
	1897
	1922
	26
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	6
	7

	7
	Belgium
	France 
	Germany
	1914
	1940
	27
	2
	2
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	7
	8

	8
	France
	Italy
	Turkey
	1897
	1922
	26
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	6
	7

	9
	Egypt
	Syria
	Israel
	1948
	1973
	25
	3
	3
	6
	1
	1
	0
	0
	9
	9

	10
	US
	UK
	Iraq
	1990
	2001
	11
	1
	1
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	7
	9

	11
	US
	France 
	Russia
	1948
	1961
	14
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	8

	12
	US
	Russia
	Israel
	1956
	1973
	17
	0
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	4

	13
	US
	Russia
	China
	1954
	1965
	11
	0
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6
	8

	14
	US
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	1990
	2001
	11
	1
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6
	6

	15
	US
	China
	Taiwan
	1950
	1962
	12
	0
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	6
	9

	16
	US
	China
	Vietnam
	1961
	1971
	10
	1
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	4

	17
	UK
	France 
	Russia
	1833
	1856
	14
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	15

	18
	UK
	Russia
	Turkey
	1897
	1917
	20
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	10

	19
	France
	Russia
	Turkey
	1897
	1917
	20
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	10

	20
	Italy
	Russia
	Turkey
	1897
	1917
	20
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	7

	21
	Syria
	Jordan
	Israel
	1966
	1981
	14
	2
	2
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	6

	22
	US
	France 
	Iraq
	1990
	1999
	9
	1
	1
	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	6

	23
	UK
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	1992
	2001
	8
	0
	0
	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	5

	24
	France
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	1990
	1999
	9
	1
	0
	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	5

	25
	Russia
	Afghanistan
	Tajikistan
	1993
	2001
	8
	1
	0
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	4

	26
	Russia
	Afghanistan
	Uzbekistan
	1993
	2001
	8
	1
	0
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	5

	27
	Afghanistan
	Tajikistan
	Uzbekistan
	1993
	2001
	8
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	4

	28
	US
	Cuba
	Russia
	1959
	1989
	30
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	3

	30
	US
	UK
	Japan
	1900
	1945
	45
	2
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	6

	31
	US
	Israel
	Egypt
	1948
	1979
	31
	5
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	32
	US
	China
	Japan
	1900
	1945
	45
	3
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	5

	33
	US
	India
	Pakistan
	1947
	1978
	31
	3
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	0

	34
	US
	Cambodia
	N. Vietnam
	1970
	1975
	5
	2
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	5

	35
	Guatemala
	Honduras
	El Salvador
	1840
	1930
	90
	4
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	36
	Colombia
	Ecuador
	Peru
	1830
	1935
	105
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	1

	37
	Peru
	Bolivia
	Chile
	1836
	1932
	96
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	38
	UK
	France 
	Germany
	1904
	1945
	41
	2
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	9

	39
	Germany 
	Poland
	Russia
	1918
	1939
	21
	2
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	40
	Germany 
	Austria
	Italy
	1848
	1918
	70
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	4

	41
	Germany 
	Austria
	Russia
	1879
	1914
	35
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	42
	Austria
	Yugoslavia
	Russia
	1903
	1914
	11
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	0

	43
	Russia
	China 
	Vietnam
	1973
	1989
	16
	2
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	1

	44
	Iraq
	Syria
	Israel
	1948
	2003
	55
	4
	2
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	4

	45
	Iraq
	Jordan
	Israel
	1948
	1967
	19
	4
	2
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	4

	46
	Egypt
	Jordan
	Israel
	1948
	1967
	19
	5
	3
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	4

	47
	Egypt
	Israel
	Saudi Arabia
	1948
	1979
	31
	5
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	
	2

	48
	Syria
	Lebanon
	Israel
	1948
	2004
	56
	4
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	 
	4


	Table 2: Dynamics of Complex Rivals

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Type 1
	Type 2
	Type 3
	Type 4
	Combined

	
	5 Disputes/20 years
	4 Disputes/10 years
	Censored Rivals
	Strategic Rivals
	Types 1, 2, 3, and 4

	 
	(9 cases)
	(21 cases)
	(6 cases)
	(20 cases)
	(47 cases)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	War with at least 2 Parties
	8 (88.9%)
	16 (76.2)
	4 (66.7)
	19 (95.0)
	39 (83.0)

	War with all 3 Parties
	8 (88.9)
	14 (66.7)
	1 (16.7)
	15 (75.0)
	30 (63.8)

	Duration Mean
	31.1 years
	21.6 years
	8.33 years
	42.6 years
	28.9 years

	Rivalry Disputes Mean
	8.2
	6.3
	4.6
	N/A
	N/A

	Triadic Historical Dispute Mean
	10.2
	8.9
	4.8
	3.4
	6


	Table 3: Complex Rivals by Region

	
	
	

	Region (code)
	# of Complex Rivals
	%

	
	
	

	North America (1)
	1
	2.1

	Latin & South America (2)
	3
	6.4

	Europe (3)
	16
	34.0

	Asia (4)
	13
	27.7

	Africa (5)
	0
	0

	Middle East (6)
	14
	29.8


	Table 4: Major v. Minor Power Status of Complex Rivals

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Type 1
	Type 2
	Type 3
	Type 4
	Combined

	
	5 Disputes/20 years
	4 Disputes/10 years
	Censored Rivals
	Strategic Rivals
	Types 1, 2, 3, and 4

	 
	(9 cases)
	(21 cases)
	(6 cases)
	(20 cases)
	(47 cases)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 Major Powers 1 Minor Power
	5 (55.6%)
	12 (57.1)
	1 (16.7)
	5 (25.0)
	18 (38.3)

	1 Major Power 2 Minor Powers
	1 (11.1)
	2 (9.5)
	4 (66.7)
	3 (15.0)
	9 (19.1)

	All Minor Powers
	1 (11.1)
	2 (9.5)
	1 (16.7)
	8 (40.0)
	11 (23.4)

	All Major Powers
	2 (22.2)
	5 (23.8)
	0 (0.0)
	4 (20.0)
	9 (19.1)

	
	~100%
	~100%
	~100%
	~100%
	~100%

	At least 1 Major Power
	8 (88.9)
	19 (90.5)
	5 (83.3)
	 12 (60.0)
	36 (76.6)

	At least 2 Major Power
	7 (77.8)
	17 (81.0)
	1 (16.7)
	9 (45.0)
	27 (57.4)


	Table 5: Complex Rival Involvement in Spatial v. Positional Disputes

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	cr_id
	statea
	stateb
	statec
	5_20
	4_10
	censored
	disputes
	spatdisp
	positdisp
	pure spat
	pure posit
	prim spat
	prim posit
	mixed

	1
	US
	UK
	Russia
	1
	1
	0
	11
	2
	9
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	2
	US
	China
	Thailand
	1
	1
	0
	5
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	3
	US
	N. Korea
	S. Korea
	1
	1
	0
	17
	4
	13
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	4
	UK
	France 
	Russia
	1
	1
	0
	6
	4
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	5
	UK
	France 
	Turkey
	1
	1
	0
	7
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	6
	UK
	Italy
	Turkey
	1
	1
	0
	6
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	7
	Belgium
	France 
	Germany
	1
	1
	0
	7
	2
	5
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	8
	France
	Italy
	Turkey
	1
	1
	0
	6
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	9
	Egypt
	Syria
	Israel
	1
	1
	0
	9
	8
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	10
	US
	UK
	Iraq
	0
	1
	0
	7
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	11
	US
	France 
	Russia
	0
	1
	0
	4
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	12
	US
	Russia
	Israel
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	13
	US
	Russia
	China
	0
	1
	0
	6
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	14
	US
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	0
	1
	0
	6
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	15
	US
	China
	Taiwan
	0
	1
	0
	6
	5
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	16
	US
	China
	Vietnam
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	17
	UK
	France 
	Russia
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	18
	UK
	Russia
	Turkey
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	19
	France
	Russia
	Turkey
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	20
	Italy
	Russia
	Turkey
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	21
	Syria
	Jordan
	Israel
	0
	1
	0
	5
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	22
	US
	France 
	Iraq
	0
	0
	1
	6
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	23
	UK
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	0
	0
	1
	4
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	24
	France
	Iraq
	Kuwait
	0
	0
	1
	5
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	25
	Russia
	Afghanistan
	Tajikistan
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	26
	Russia
	Afghanistan
	Uzbekistan
	0
	0
	1
	5
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	27
	Afghanistan
	Tajikistan
	Uzbekistan
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0


	Table 6: Complex Rival Involvement in Complex Wars
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	War #
	Name
	Start
	End
	Type I
	Type II
	Type III
	Type IV
	War Deaths
	

	10
	Austro-Sardinian
	1848
	1848
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7527
	

	16
	Roman Republic
	1849
	1849
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2600
	

	22
	Crimean
	1853
	1856
	0
	1
	0
	0
	264200
	

	28
	Italian Unification
	1859
	1859
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22500
	

	46
	Second Schleswig-Holstein
	1864
	1864
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4500
	

	49
	Lopez
	1864
	1870
	0
	0
	0
	0
	310000
	

	52
	Spanish-Chilean
	1865
	1866
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1000
	

	55
	Seven Weeks
	1866
	1866
	0
	0
	0
	1
	44100
	

	58
	Franco-Prussian
	1870
	1871
	0
	0
	0
	0
	204313
	

	64
	Pacific
	1879
	1883
	0
	0
	0
	1
	14000
	

	82
	Boxer Rebellion
	1900
	1900
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3003
	

	88
	Third Central American
	1906
	1906
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1000
	

	91
	Fourth Central American
	1907
	1907
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1000
	

	100
	First Balkan
	1912
	1913
	0
	0
	0
	0
	82000
	

	103
	Second Balkan
	1913
	1913
	0
	0
	0
	0
	60500
	

	106
	World War I
	1914
	1918
	4
	7
	0
	4
	8578031
	

	112
	Hungarian
	1919
	1919
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11000
	

	136
	Nomonhan
	1939
	1939
	0
	0
	0
	0
	28000
	

	139
	World War II
	1939
	1945
	2
	2
	0
	5
	16600000
	

	148
	Palestine
	1948
	1948
	0
	2
	0
	4
	8000
	

	151
	Korean
	1950
	1953
	2
	2
	0
	0
	909833
	

	157
	Sinai
	1956
	1956
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3221
	

	163
	Vietnamese
	1965
	1975
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1021442
	

	169
	Six Day
	1967
	1967
	1
	2
	0
	1
	19600
	

	181
	Yom Kippur
	1973
	1973
	1
	2
	0
	4
	16401
	

	189
	Ethiopian-Somalian
	1977
	1978
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6000
	

	190
	Ugandan-Tanzanian
	1978
	1979
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3000
	

	211
	Gulf War
	1990
	1991
	0
	2
	3
	0
	26343
	


� Our focus upon the triadic level of analysis and our occasional criticisms of dyadic scholarship should not be meant to imply that we believe dyadic studies are always flawed or that they are rarely appropriate.  On the contrary, for research designs that are meant to investigate strictly bilateral processes, dyadic analyses are probably the most powerful and appropriate choice.  Our concentration upon complex rivals is meant to help scholars avoid dyadic-level analyses when the processes at work involve more than two actors.


� Networks might be one way to examine complex rivals but we see that sort of examination as a method of analysis and not a way to develop a dataset of complex actor groups.  Furthermore, although network analysis offers a novel way of examining interstate relations, this type of research often employs network concepts and theories that are grounded in unproven assumptions (Hafner-Burton et al. 2009).


� Vasquez � ADDIN ENRfu ��(1983)� also suggests that interlinked issues increase the severity of conflict within a dyad.  This may be an important consideration for complex rivalries in that interlinked issues increase the probability of war.  


� By joiner dynamics, we imply the desire for one party to join an ongoing dispute or rivalry to settle their own issues with one or both of parties.  On the other hand, joiner dynamics can also include one actor being dragged into the conflict due to the location of a rivalry.


� Given the nature of the MID data, our focus on triads seems appropriate.  For most disputes with more than two actors, there are simply only three parties.  In fact, according to the Correlates of War Militarized Interstate Disputes dataset (v3.10) (Ghosn et al. 2004), of the 365 MIDs which involve more than two states, approximately fifty-two percent of them are comprised of only three states. The next highest modal category (four-state MIDs) only makes up twenty-two percent of the MIDs with more than two actors.  Also, of the total 2,332 MIDs which have occurred since 1816, only 171 involve four or more actors (7.3 percent).


� Further, creating a dataset that attempted to identify complex rivals with four or more states would be, at best, extremely difficult and, at worst, a task in futility.  Take four-state complex rivals as an example.  To construct a dataset of this nature we would have to disaggregate each MID into all of the possible four-state combinations.  For MIDs with a large number of participants, the number of four-state groupings would be in the thousands.  Consider the single case of WWII.  When we created all the possible triadic combinations of states involved in this MID, the number of triads amounted to 930.  If we were to create all the possible four state groupings, this number would increase exponentially. 


� Our categories here are not mutually exclusive. 


� It should be pointed out here that alignment complex rivals differ significantly from alliances that bind multiple actors together.  Alliances are tools to add to power or to deter a perceived aggressor.  Alliances are political tools while a complex rivalry is a political situation of animosity between groups of actors.


� For instance, in dispute number 4273 explained above this deletion reduced the total number of valid cases from 91 to 64.


� The data pertaining to the total population of triadic disputes is available upon request to the authors.


� The amount of time that can pass between disputes remains the same as that described in the Type I enduring complex rivalries.


� We have eliminated all the censored rivals that include Yugoslavia (Serbia) as an actor.  This allows for the deletion of 77 censored cases.  We have done this because the last dispute to include Serbia ended in 2000; therefore these complex rivalries are unlikely to reach the standards of duration required.  Data for these cases and all other cases can be found at XXXX


� As mentioned above, all the censored rivals that include Serbia as an actor have been eliminated since it is unlikely they will continue to experience conflict past the year 2000.  The cases that include Iraq remain due to the 2003 war and its aftermath.  Three censored rivals include disputes between Afghanistan and its neighbors, primarily over militant forces operating in the region and border instability.


� A similar dyadic history variable has been used extensively by Senese and Vasquez (2008) and some scholars might find this variable useful for further statistical examinations.


� It should be noted that the current version of the Correlates of War dataset only extends into 1997, missing some of the most recent conflicts; we have therefore utilized the hostility level variable in the MID dataset to code wars here (hostlevel = 5).


� Complex wars are explored in great detail in Valeriano and Vasquez (2010).


� We were disappointed by this finding but hope future iterations of the data will be able to capture some complex African rivals.  Perhaps we are suffering from the data black hole that Lemke (2003) refers to.  It is more likely that these states have not experienced complex rivalry in the traditional MID sense yet.


� For purposes of coding each dispute in a complex rivalry as positional or spatial we utilize the RevType1 variable in the COW Militarized Interstate Dispute data (v3.10) (Ghosn et al. 2004). In particular, if the RevType1 variable is coded as a territorial dispute in the MID dataset we categorize it as a spatial dispute. If it is coded as a policy dispute, a regime dispute, or an “other” dispute, we categorize it as a positional dispute.
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