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Abstract:

Only a handful of scholars have recognized that, theoretically, some wars are different and incorporated this assumption in their research programs.  Clearly, not all wars are alike and different types of wars will have different sets of causal factors associated with their onset.  We seek here to expand the field’s knowledge of the different types and paths to war.  This paper presents a dataset of joiner behavior in large complex wars so that future researchers can investigate the factors associated with war expansion and compare wars that expand with wars that do not.  A full description of coding decisions will be given as well as analysis of common theoretical concerns.  The issues underlying joiner behavior as well paths to complex wars will be examined.  It is hoped that this work will spur new research into the theoretical causes of complex war behavior.     
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Introduction
Quite some time ago, Bremer (1995) emphasized that the causes of war initiation are likely to be different from the causes of war expansion.  Since then only a handful of scholars have recognized theoretically that some wars are of a different type and incorporated this assumption in their research programs.  Failing to understand that wars are clearly delineated by type, location, and magnitude will impede the research efforts of scholars who try to group all interstate wars together as is commonly done in the field.  

Clearly, not all wars are alike and different types of wars will have different sets of causal factors associated with their onset.  This paper outlines paths to wars and also presents a dataset of joiner behavior in complex wars so that future researchers can investigate the factors associated with war expansion and compare wars that expand with wars that do not.  A full description of coding decisions will be given as well as analysis of common theoretical concerns.  The issues underlying joiner behavior as well as paths to complex wars will be examined.  It is hoped that this work will spur new research into the theoretical and empirical causes of complex war behavior.     


Dyadic wars, or wars between two parties, are the norm in the system (Richardson 1960, Vasquez and Valeriano 2010).  Complex wars, or wars involving more than two parties, are rarer (Valeriano and Vasquez 2010); yet do occur with some frequency in the modern system (1815 on).  Dyadic and complex wars need to be examined differently, as do those wars that have different apparent onset-paths.  One cannot assume that territorial wars will have similar processes to policy or regime type wars.  Each class of war deserves its own theoretical explanation and empirical examination in light of this fact.  This research is a call for a reexamination of how we conduct research as a field since conflict studies has not yet moved in this direction.    


This article will review our scientific typology of interstate wars with a focus on the complex war category.  Our findings and data regarding the participants and characteristics of complex war joiners are examined in light of our theories.  We will then delineate the typical paths to complex war.  This research takes the first step in the emerging classification of war research program (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010) in that it isolates and examines a particular class of war, complex wars.    
Past Conflict Research on Classification Systems and Joining Behavior

Richardson (1960) was perhaps the first to recognize two important points; not all wars are alike and dyadic wars seem to be the most common type of war.  His insights have provided a useful motivation for this research effort.  All interstate wars are not alike and, as scholars, we need to understand the process of war onset by exploring the different issues that lead to war.      


The existing typology of wars in use by the field was established by the Correlates of War (COW) program.  Early efforts outlined the types of wars that included interstate, intrastate, and extra systemic (Singer and Small 1972, Small and Singer 1982).  Recent refinements have been made (Sarkees, Wayman, and Singer 2003), yet the COW research program has not sought to make categorical distinctions regarding different types of interstate wars in the system.

The question that remains is what factors account for big wars in the system, or what factors account for the spread of war?  Bremer (1995) believed that war expansion needs to be studied differently than war onset.  Research as to the contagion factors inherent in war expansion was prevalent in the past (Siverson and Starr 1991), yet there has been much less recent scholarship on the issue (CITE SOME).  Instead of looking at the factors that might make war spread generally, scholars seem to have shifted focus to third party decision-making in terms of strategic calculations, war outcomes, cooperation dynamics (e.g. Gleditsch and Beardsley 2004, Werner 2000).  We believe that theories of war expansion need to be examined again, especially in light of recent statistical advances.     
The distinction made by Davis, Duncan, and Siverson (1978) between addictive and infectious contagion factors might be useful for the research conducted here.  Clusters of wars around temporal domains might be called infectious factors while the characteristics and strategic choices of the actors themselves would be classified as addictive factors in that it is choice made by the dyad that leads to conflict in the first place (Davis, Duncan, and Siverson 1978: 777).  Infectious factors are group processes that might include diffusion mechanisms such as location and time (the spiral to war prior to the Second World War being one example).  Are large wars observed because of choices that states make or because of uncontrollable factors such as leaders in the search of empire or geographic factors?          
Past research has suggested that alliances are contagion (likely addictive) factors associated with war (Siverson and King 1979, 1980).  Alliances also result in the onset of world wars (Levy 1981).  Leeds et al (2000) have extended alliance research to include commitments, finding that alliances are reliable over 75 percent of the time.  This suggests that alliances remain a valid factor for the spread of warfare.  The reliability of an alliance depends on the type of alliance and the commitments contained within alliance treaties (see Gibler 2009 for specific alliance commitments).  On the other hand, if an initiator is convinced their rival will not receive help from a third party, the probability of victory increases by 50 percent (Gartner and Siverson 1996).  This would suggest that target states not engaged in strong alliances are less likely to engage in multilateral wars.   
Other works have suggested and found that contiguity may be responsible for the spread of war (Most and Starr 1980) and thus classified as an infectious process.  As Richardson (1960 and also Davis, Duncan, and Siverson 1978) notes, a dyadic war beginning in one location can influence the start of a dyadic war in a contiguous or proximate region.  

Very few research traditions or schools attempt to account for different types of wars in their analysis.  The two schools that do this are the power transition and the long-cycle schools (see Organski and Kugler, 1980; Modelski and Thompson, 1989 for overviews). The power transition school sees war arising when the second most powerful state in the world begins increasing its power and surpasses the most powerful state in the world. Such an explanation of war is limiting since it is confined to the wars of the top two or three most powerful states in system. 


The long-cycle school looks at inter-state war in terms of the role it plays in leadership succession in the global system. It develops a theory of war confined to “global wars” over leadership of the global system. The theory posits that a long cycle (of power) is associated with the outbreak of these global wars. 

Neither the long-cycle nor the power transition schools attempt to develop a typology of all inter-state wars, but selects out those that their theory is trying to explain in terms of what causes these wars.  This implies that other wars require some other theory to delineate their causes. 


In a series of research papers, Vasquez and Valeriano (2010 and also Valeriano and Vasquez 2010) start the process of what they call a natural history of interstate war.  The field has clearly changed in its attempt to delineate types of wars.  No longer are studies of big wars, great wars, or world wars common.  All interstate wars are typically lumped together in statistical analysis and no attempt is made to account for the different types of interstate wars under investigation.  Research involving the classification and delineation of war is a step towards the reevaluation of the process of conflict studies investigations.  Without awareness of different types of war in their own analysis, scholars cannot even begin to outline the paths to war inherent in their theories.  While the goal of explaining all war is an admirable effort, it is theoretically and empirically unrealistic. 

Of the 79 wars in the Correlates of War dataset that extends from 1816-1997 (Sarkees 2000), 64.6% (51) are dyadic and 35.4% (28) are complex (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010).  Complex wars are defined as simply multilateral wars or wars involving more than two parties.  Only 12 of the 28 complex wars involve more than four participants.  


It is then logical to ask about the class of complex wars in isolation.  Are there different types of complex wars?  Valeriano and Vasquez (2010) provide a typology of complex wars by breaking them down into four different types and distinguish different levels of complexity.  In the total sample, 51 or 64.6 percent of the wars are dyadic wars (type 1).  Neighborhood wars (type 2) are the next most frequent and they represent wars of two to five dyads within the larger war (22 or 27.8% of the sample).  Medium-Size wars (type 3) are next and these are the wars that involve 7 to 28 different dyadic combinations (4 or 5.1% of the sample).  Finally, World Wars (type 4) are those wars that engage 37 to 66 dyads and account for 2.5 percent of the sample (or two wars).  Looking at the coalitional structure of the complex wars, Valeriano and Vasquez (2010) find a pattern of bandwagoning rather than balancing of coalitional structures.  Typically states tend to gang up on an adversary rather than using joiners to equalize capabilities in the conflict.          


Using an issue-based approach, Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) find that 43 of the 79 interstate wars are territorial.  Territorial wars are the majority in the system (54.4%).  Twenty six of the territorial wars are dyadic and the remaining 17 are complex.  Adding those wars whose past disputes are dominated by territorial concerns, the total number of territorial wars rises to 50 and accounts for 63% of the total in the sample.   Policy wars account for only 26.6 percent (20 wars) of the sample with only five of the 20 registering as complex (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010).   Regime wars account for 9 wars in the entire sample (11.4%).    

Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) also investigate the characteristics of wars and classify them according to strategy types which we consider as power politics tactics.  Power politics wars are those wars that result from the realpolitik tactics such as alliances, arms races, and repeated conflict engagement (Vasquez 1993).  These tactics might be classified as addictive factors (Davis, Duncan, and Siverson 1978) in that states seem to be able to move towards these strategic choices when threatened by other actors.  These choices become part of the realist folklore (Vasquez 1993) of international conflict.   

Vasquez and Valeriano (2010) develop an index of power politics tactics that classifies wars as power politics wars if they utilize relevant alliances, participate in arms races, and engage in escalating rivalries (two factors must be in operation prior to the war to be a power politics war).  Thirty five of the 79 wars in the dataset can be classified as power politics wars.  Territorial wars experience a disproportionate amount of power politics based conflict, as hypothesized by Vasquez (1993), in that 22 of the 43 territorial wars are power politics wars.
Looking more closely at the complex group, about 70 percent of these wars exhibit a pattern of escalating rivalry (increased severity as disputes continue) and only 39 percent of dyadic wars have this characteristic.  Overall, the factors of alliances, escalating rivalries, and arms races are observed at a greater rate in the complex war classification group and when compared to the dyadic classification.  We next move on to theoretical perspectives that will guide the rest of our investigations.      
Theoretical Perspectives 

This analysis will first outline the process of the onset of fairly simple wars (dyadic) and compare them to complex wars.  Another point of this article is to unpack the difference inherent in the complex war classification group, something that has yet to be done by previous research (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010 and Valeriano and Vasquez 2010).  We will examine the individual dyadic pairings in each complex war in order to investigate the key differences of this classification grouping.  It is hoped that this analysis can spur future research into the causes of different types of interstate war.  Statistical correlations and investigations are weakened or produce biased findings if all wars are assumed to be similar.  While some scholars treat wars in a nuanced manner, a survey of the field would show that this is by no means the norm.  Wars and conflicts of a complex nature are mixed into analysis with little care or control for differences in behavioral characteristics.  By examining the different paths to war, the field can continue to progress in its understanding of the various causes of war. 


The main theoretical perspective of this research is that complex wars will be associated with different behaviors when compared with dyadic wars.  There is much debate in the field as to if big wars are really big wars or just demonstrate a snowball process of joiner accumulation (Midlarsky 1990).  The goal of this work is to reignite the debate on this question.  First, statistical analysis must account for the fact that complex wars are relatively rare when compared to dyadic wars and represent wars of a different sort in that their processes are different than dyadic war onset processes.  Our theories must be able to explain the differing characteristics and results that come with different types of wars in observation.  Second, scholars must begin to account for the fact that complex wars spread quickly (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010: ?) suggesting that the joining dynamics of additional participants to a war is of little consequence for explaining the onset of said war.    


The profile of larger wars will contain different behavioral characteristics when compared to dyadic wars.  Vasquez and Valeriano (2010 and Valeriano and Vasquez 2010) demonstrate as much.  This research only pushes the point further by delineating what we call the paths to complex wars.  
Since many complex wars become diplomatically important and quite severe we have given them priority in classifying the war. This makes eminent sense with the world wars, because it is the major states that make the world war a world war. For example, without the intervention of Germany, Russia, France, and Britain, in what sense would the First World War have been a world war? Likewise, the declaration of war by Britain and France after Hitler’s invasion of Poland completely changed the character of the war. The subsequent invasions of the USSR and the attack on Pearl Harbor made the European war truly global. 
In addition to classifying types of war, we also classify wars according to the issue at stake.  The issue typology (Mansbach and Vasquez 1981) investigates the issues that give rise to war in the understanding that issue areas are of critical importance to the process of war onset.  If politics is the study of the authoritative allocation of values (Easton 1965) then international relations as a field shifts research towards the investigation of valued objects.  Therefore, international politics is the study of the authoritative allocation of valued objects.   
In international relations, typically the most valued object is territory (Vasquez and Valeriano 2008).  Territorial disputes are the most likely issue that states will fight over (Vasquez 1993, Holsti 1991).  Recent empirical studies have reinforced the point that resolving territorial issues are key to conflict and peace (Vasquez and Senese 2008, Colaresi, Thompson, Rasler 2008, Vasquez and Henehan 2001).  The territorial explanation of war sees human territoriality as the primary cause of warfare.  It is not that the disputes occur because of close proximities or contiguity (Senese 2005), the key clause is that the biological basis of human existence is focused on the need to keep and gain territory.  There is clearly something about territory that makes the issue likely to result in force when compared to other issues in the international system.

This research follows the issue paradigm (Hensel 2001) in that we believe that issues are the key to war and peace.  Wars fought over certain types of issues, likely territorial and regime wars, are going to be observed at a greater frequency and probabilities than other types of disputes.  Territorial disputes are likely to be observed at great frequency because of the symbolic and transcendent properties of said disputes (Vasquez and Valeriano 2008).  Regime disputes have been given less consideration in the field, yet still represent the second most likely path to war in the system (Vasquez and Henehan 2001).  Regime disputes are those militarized disputes where there is a question as to the leadership of a country by a revisionist actor.  Simply, they want to target the leader or coalition in charge of another state rather than the state as a whole.  It is likely that the characteristics of the leaders involved in these types of disputes are the motivating factor for the war proneness of regime disputes.  Just like territorial disputes, regime disputes can transcend a certain time and place due to the perceived intractability of elites involved in the dispute.  Such a process occurred during the Iraq War whereby Saddam Hussein was not seen a rational individual, but an individual bent on disrupting the regional system and supporting terrorist actors.  Therefore there was no room for negotiation. Whether or not these concerns were valid is of littler concern; the only thing that matters is that those involved believed this to be true.   
The issues that bring about complex wars are important theoretical concerns. We assume that territorial disputes are more war prone than other types of issues. We believe that this is true not only for the onset of war, but for the spread of war. Thus, we would expect that some of the joiners would be brought into an ongoing war because it provided an opportunity to resolve existing territorial or regime disputes with one of the originators, or what may even be more likely, one of the other joiners.  An example of the former would be Italy allying itself with Prussia in the Seven Weeks’ War for the purpose of getting Venice from Austria. An example of the second would be the involvement of Bulgaria on the Axis side and Romania on the Allies’ side in the First World War. By providing an issue map based on replicable data, we can begin to get an idea of the extent to which large wars are umbrella wars (Vasquez, 1993: Ch. 7).  It is important to note, however, that this cannot be documented systematically without further evidence from case studies.  Data provided here would be an important starting point for uncovering the dynamics of joiners attempting to settle individual territorial concerns under the umbrella of a wider war.   


We classify wars according to issue by using their revision type in the Militarized Instate Dispute (MID) dataset (Jones, Bremer, and Singer 1996).  The MID dataset codes conflict according to revision claims of the aggressive actors.  Issues types here are territorial conflicts, regime disputes, policy disputes, and ‘other’ disputes.  We have also expanded the MID coding to account for what might be considered the true issue at stake in conflict between dyads.  Looking at the dyadic history of interactions, we code the modal category of disputes between the pair seeking to find the dominate dispute at the heart of the conflict.  This variable was initially created by Leskiw (2001) and has been expanded on here in the context of warring dyads.  While the MID dataset provides information about the revisionist claims evident prior to the onset of a dispute, it does little to get at the true intentions or background characteristics of wars.  The modal dispute variable attempts to account for the history of relations in the dyad’s past.   

We also classify wars according to their behavioral footprint in terms of strategic practices or power politics type wars.  The reliance on the practices of power politics strategies signifies a different type of war where the actors involved resort to a specific strategic orientations prior to the conflict and hence are traversing a particular causal path to war, the so-called “realist road to war” (Vasquez, 1993: Ch. 5).  The realist road to war is outlined in the steps-to-war theory (Vasquez 1993).  Alliances, arms races, repeated disputes, territorial disputes, and hardliners in power are the classic steps to conflict.  Here we indentify and investigate when these practices are used by joiner dyads prior to the onset of war to investigate if the process of war expansion is influenced by power politics strategies. 

Coding Procedures 

Complex wars are those wars that involve more than two parties and are different from dyadic wars (wars with only two parties) in two important ways.  One, original variables in the analysis interact with other factors of interest for joiner dyads that make the war spread (contagion factors).  Two, a different set of variables might be evident that cause the occurrence of large or big wars (infection factors).  Complex wars are different because they involve different processes either in their expansion characteristics or in the factors that bring about this class of war in the first place.  The onset of these wars needs to be classified differently because of these processes.  The study of complex wars is a completely different enterprise that has to be handled accordingly. 


Coding complex wars can be a difficult undertaking.  The dyadic approach, while taxing, is useful in its ability to capture the choices pairs of states make on the road to war.  The Correlates of War project does not break down individual dyadic pairings within each war and we provide this information here.
  
How would one come up with a macro code for a war that includes over seven dyadic pairings?  Our method is to take the highest action code of the major power actors since they are likely to be the driving force of the conflict.  The highest action codes are used to note if there has ever been the presence of our hypothesized factor prior to the onset of conflict.  We first looked for the code of a major-major originator dyad, if there is one.  Failing that, the highest code of a major-major joiner is used if that joiner entered the war at least within two years of the start date.  If there is no major-major dyad in the sample, the highest action code of a major-minor pairing is used.  Finally, if there are no major parties engaged in the conflict, the highest action code of the minor-minor originator dyad is used.  
The individual behavioral components in this analysis are aggregated to produce several individual measures of the use of power politics prior to the outbreak of the war.  We present these measures because we believe that it might be useful to classify complex wars according to the degree to which belligerents have employed various power politics practices before the war. 
The first relevant factor we code in this analysis the presence of rivalry.  Diehl and Goertz’s (2000) data on rivals is utilized for this analysis.  Diehl and Goertz (2000) rivals are based on competitiveness and connection of issues at stake between the disputing partners.  Enduring rivals are those dyads that have had at least six militarized interstate disputes in a twenty year period.  Proto rivals have had at least three militarized interstate disputes in their history and represent a type of rivalry that has not resulted in continuous conflict lasting over twenty years.  
It cannot be assumed that Diehl and Goertz (2000) rivals really represent serious and escalating conflict.  To capture the escalating nature and severity of the rivalry process, we have developed an escalating rivalry measure (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010) that account for these factors.  Using Diehl and Goertz’s (2000, Appendix B) basic rivalry level variable, we look at the process of dispute escalation inherent in rivalries.  A dispute is said to be escalating if the rivalry exhibits an escalating pattern of severity from disputes one through six for enduring rivals and disputes one through three for proto rivals.  As the severity of the dispute increases, it can then be said that the rivalry is exhibiting an escalating process of dispute contentiousness and the bargaining dilemmas inherent in the conflict become more complex as threats are raised.  
Using the steps-to-war paradigm (Vasquez 1993), we also study the behavioral factors by which states attempt to protect themselves in a threatening system.  Realist folklore suggests that states must provide for their security through a process of internal and external balancing (Waltz 1979).  Internal balancing against a threat takes the form of arms races or mutual military buildups.  Sample (2002) provides data for mutual military buildups using Horn’s (1987) system of coding military escalating arms acquisitions.  External balancing is achieved through the process of alliance memberships and commitments.  Gibler and Sarkees (2004) provide data for such commitments.  Gibler (2009) also provides detailed analysis and treaties that codify each alliance used in this data.  Here we use the relevant alliance variation (Senese and Vasquez 2008) of the alliance data.  Alliances are only relevant for a conflict if they include a major power or are in operation in the region of interest.  This would eliminate those alliances that cannot possibly influence the dynamics of the conflict.       


We have developed a measure of power politics wars (Vasquez and Valeriano 2010) that can account for the behavioral characteristics inherent in the steps to war theoretical process.  Recent empirical investigations (Senese and Vasquez 2008) have only served to demonstrate the power of the power politics explanation of war.  The macro processes of the steps to war explanation are clear, but what of the process for individual wars, and in particular complex wars and their dyadic pairs within each umbrella war?  We have developed an index that codes power politics wars based on three factors, alliances, escalating rivalries, and mutual military buildups.  The factors of escalating rivals and arms races are given a code of two to represent their rarity in the system.  Alliances are given a code of one, if the three factors add up to a score of three or above, they are coded as power politics wars.  The formula utilized is demonstrated below.  
[(Escalating Rivalry x 2) + (Outside Ally x 1) + (Arms Race x 2)] = Power Politics Score (PPScore)

Dynamics of Complex Wars

Joiners and Spread of War
We begin this analysis by focusing on size, which is used to distinguish complex wars from dyadic wars as a class.  We then move to distinguish wars within the class of complex wars.  Table 1 presents a dyadic classification of complex wars based on the measures outlined above.  Davis, Duncan, and Siverson (1978: 773, and also Singer and Small 1972) first suggested that the cases of multilateral or complex wars would need to be broken down into their dyadic components in order to truly understand their dynamics.  Here we follow this advice and outline the dyadic pairings deep at the heart of complex wars.  Most inter-state wars are dyadic--51 of the 79 wars or 64.6% involve only one dyad, with one state fighting the other.  Next, in frequency (13.9%) come wars involving two dyads, with two states against one. This involves only 11 wars and is a very sharp drop from the 51 dyadic wars. Beyond this the number of wars in each category falls again sharply and rapidly with only 5 wars having three dyads, and 3 wars each having four dyads and five dyads.  The remaining categories have only one war each. This distribution is highly skewed and reflects an exponential function.

[Table 1 About Here]
Can we make any theoretically interesting inferences from this distribution?  Most wars involve only two parties and complex wars and joiner wars are fairly rare.  Why is it so difficult to get states to enter a war?  One obvious answer is that wars are costly and risky. Yet as one side approaches victory why would not other countries jump in? Why does not the presence of a war provide an opportunity for gain that more states would take advantage of?  These deductive questions outline two possible approaches to the question of war expansion, either wars start out a big wars in the first place or they are expansion wars where joiners use the wider war to settle individual issues.  States appear to see war as more of a costly risk than as an opportunity for gain. This general conclusion, however, does not mean that this need always be the case, since some wars get very big. What factors might change the equation or at least make states overcome what appears to be a resistance to entering wars?


To look at joiners we need to return to Table 1 which breaks down each complex war into its dyadic participants. Table 1 presents all the complex wars except the two world wars, which are presented respectively in Tables 2 and 3. These tables can be used to compare each dyad in the war in terms of whether they have any outside alliances, have some form of rivalry, or are engaged in an arms race with one another preceding war onset or war expansion. In addition, each dyad that participates in the war can be examined in terms of the issue that has dominated their relations up to and including the MID for the year in which they entered the war (IssueDom). 


These tables give us a better profile of the issue motivations of each joining dyad, as well as the extent to which each has resorted to one or more of the practices of power politics up to the point of their entry into the war. The data can also be used to compare originating-originating dyads to originating-joiner dyads and joiner-joiner dyads. For now, we are primarily interested in the different paths to war dyads traversed to get into the complex war. In particular, we are interested in whether they came to the war because of a history of disputes over territory, policy or regime questions, and whether they had outside alliances, a rivalry (especially an escalating rivalry), or an ongoing arms race. 

Each of these categories is of theoretical significance for the steps-to-war explanation in that they reflect different paths to war.  Since we believe that war is multicausual, one of the most important tasks facing scholars is identifying and documenting the various paths to war that exist not only in terms of war onset, but also war expansion. Once this is done, it is important to assess how prevalent such paths are and the role that they play in the onset of war and its spread.  The data is an important step to accomplishing these goals because it begins the process of mapping the spread of war. 

[Insert Table 2 and 3 About Here]

We can illustrate the way in which the tables map the spread of war by looking at Table 3 on the Second World War.  The Second World War will be tackled first due to its extreme complexity.  The results will then be compared to the First World War in order to show the process of world war expansion for joiner dyads.  An analysis of the dyads of WWII in Table 3 shows that most join the war in 1941—roughly fifty percent (40 of  79) of the dyads that have more than just a formal involvement in the war enter in that year, compared to the 8 (about 10%) that start the war in the first year (1939). 


The war began with a territorial dispute, but the early joiners intervened because of policy disagreements. This is of course true of the major powers, the UK and France, who objected to Hitler’s invasion of Poland and consequently declared war. Policy disagreements are also prevalent in the disagreements these states had with Italy and Japan, as well as the objections of the U.S., the USSR, China, and certain minor states, like Belgium and Greece, had with the Axis. Nevertheless, some states did take advantage of the war to settle territorial issues that had festered for some time. These include Italy and Ethiopia, Italy and Yugoslavia, and Romania /Finland and the USSR.  In addition, there were dyads whose territorial ambitions as a motive for war were not caught by the coding, yet still played an important role in the war. These would include Italian desires vis a vis France, Hitler’s lebensraum motives in attacking the Soviet Union, and Japan’s desire for territorial control of large parts of China and Southeast Asia. Overall, most joiners to the Second World War had a history of territorial disputes while others had a history of policy disputes.


Table 3 also shows how such data can be used to delineate, in broad strokes, the behavioral processes underlying the spread of war. Remarkably 100% of the dyads entered the war with at least one outside ally. This is consistent with what we know about alliances acting as a mechanism that spreads war. Rivalry also seems to play a role, with about 37% entering the war in either the proto- or enduring rivalry phase according to Diehl and Goertz (2000). Having an escalating rivalry is also important; one-third of the dyads in the war have a preceding escalating rivalry.  These findings indicate two things. First, rivalry was an important factor in getting involved in the Second World War. One interesting and unexpected finding is that most dyads entered the Second World War as proto-rivalries; only five (six per cent) enter as enduring rivals.
  However, if the Diehl and Goertz ten-year rule for ending a rivalry is ignored and just the number of MIDs since 1816 is used, then 32% enter as enduring rivalries, which seems to be a more accurate measure of the impact of previous MIDs and the pile up of disputes prior to the war. Second, even though 37% to 33% of the dyads that entered the war had some form of rivalry, the majority of dyads were drawn into war in the absence of any recurring disputes or perception of rivalry.  This is testimony to the importance of diffusion processes within large wars.  These processes need more investigation than they have received by international relations scholars.


Table 3 also makes it clear that arms races are fairly rare, even within the Second World War, which had an above average number of arms races. Arms races are ongoing in 11 of the dyads, not a small number given the limited number of arms races, but still a small percentage (just 14%) of the war participants.
  Although arms races helped account for the severity of the war, other factors seem much more crucial in the spread of the war. They may also account indirectly for the spread of the war by involving critical dyads, like GMY-UK, GMY-USSR, JPN-USA, who then produce a tipping point for an entire other set of dyads to become involved, but whether that is truly the case needs much more research. 


Table 3 also shows that participating dyads in the Second World War engaged in power politics practices prior to entering the conflict. About 42% have a score above three.  This includes the key players in the war, i.e. most of the major-major dyads and key belligerents. Indeed, having a score of 1 seems to indicate, with a couple of exceptions (ITA-USA and FIN-USR), the presence of dyads that do not have a direct dispute with each other, but are brought in because of alliance commitments (as those between Britain and the Commonwealth nations). A score of 0 seems to indicate dyads only nominally at war. All of this suggests that, at least for the Second World War, some power politics tactics usage was almost necessary in order to become involved in the war. 


Lastly, Table 3 shows that four dyads traversed the very dangerous path to war by resorting to all three power politics practices before the war; i.e. having outside alliances, a rivalry, and an arms race. These include the critical dyads which made the war global—GMY-USSR and JPN-USA.  


Table 2 can also be used to demonstrate similar processes when comparing the First World War with the Second.  A great proportion of the dyads entered the war in the first year (16 or 43 percent).  Of those dyads, twelve enter the war within the first month with the dyads containing the Ottoman Empire joining the war in October of 1914.  

While the Second World War had an a strong element of territorial disputes in its dyadic revision type code, all but one of the dyads entering the First World War were fighting for policy reasons.  Previous research (Valeriano 2003: Chapter 9) has demonstrated that territorial dispute is a strong motivation for conflict in many dyads.  When examining the model issue at stake, only three of the dyads have strong elements of territorial disputes in their dyadic history.  Those dyads are Austria and Italy, Bulgaria and Serbia, and the Ottoman Empire and Greece.  Territorial concerns are likely only background factors for most of the dyadic pairings observed in the First World War.  


Surprisingly, or perhaps not so surprising considering the alliances are typically indentified as a cause of the First World War, all 37 of the dyads had relevant alliances in operation prior to the onset of the conflict.  This demonstrates that alliances were a strong contagion factor in the war.  We also see many mutual military buildups observed in the First World War prior to its outbreak.  Ten of the 37 dyads have mutual military buildups or 27 percent of the sample.  Compared to the Second War World and its observation of mutual military buildups in only eleven percent of its dyads, the First World War seems to be characterized by observable military buildups.  

Only 35 percent of the dyadic sample in this war had ongoing rivalries prior to its outbreak which is a result similar to the Second World War.  These findings demonstrate that rivalry might not be a prominent factor in the outbreak of ‘big’ wars, yet the observation of alliances and mutual military buildups does follow the steps-to-war theory’s expectations regarding contagion factors.  An interesting finding here is that all 13 of the dyadic rivalry pairs exhibited an escalating rivalry pattern prior to the wars outbreak.  This would perhaps demonstrate that the idea of the powder keg of rivalries brewing can contribute to the outbreak of massive violence.  

The individual characteristics of alliances and arms races seem to have been observed at a high frequency, along with escalation rivalry, in the First World War case.  This result is born out most strikingly by the results of the power politics war classification test.  A clear majority of the dyadic participants are engaged in what we might call a power politics war.  Twenty of the thirty seven dyads reach a score of 3 or above, with three dyads reaching a score of five on the power politics index.  The originator dyad of Austria-Hungary and Serbia reach a score of five prior to the war perhaps being indicative of the First World War being classified as a power politics war.  All the hypothesized factors are clear in the First World War.  

Complex Territorial Wars
We next move to an examination of the issues at stake in all complex wars.  Table 4 presents the complex territorial wars. Complex territorial wars are classified as territorial according to the originating revision type of the MID that escalated to war.  The revision type of the originators is the most appropriate indicator because it tells us the type of issue that started the war. It also tells us the issue that attracted joiners. Such data indicates whether the majors are more apt to be drawn into certain kinds of war, namely, a territorial war. Of course, the issue of the initial war may be different from the issue that motivates their joining processes. To get at this we use a second indicator—the moving average Issue Dominance measure, which captures the issue dominating the history of MIDs of the most important joiners as determined by our aggregation rule.
 By comparing these two measures we are able to get an idea of both the type of war that prompted the intervention and the specific issue history of the joiner associated with that intervention. 

[Insert Table 4 About Here]
It is important to classify issues leading to war for a number of reasons.  Classification gives us a better idea of the frequency with which wars are associated with certain issues and begins to answer a question asked long ago by Diehl (1992), what are they fighting over? The classification scheme also points out that bringing about peace may require different solutions for different classes of war, because different types of issues may require different approaches

Upon close analysis of Table 4 we can find two important findings on classification issues.  First, most complex wars have a territorial classification to them.  Second, joiners are most likely to enter a war because of their own territorial motivations.  Third, many of the dyads in complex wars have a history of policy disagreements.  These policy disagreements seem to be key in explaining the extreme expansion of complex wars.  19 of the 28 complex wars (68%) in Table 4 have some sort of territorial classification. The pattern of wars having some sort of territorial classification is theoretically significant because the territorial explanation of war (Vasquez 1993) maintains that territory is the key to understanding war and that most contiguous states establish their borders by some sort of use of force.  Separating out territorial wars is also policy relevant in that the territorial explanation of war maintains that once neighbors settle their territorial disputes they can have long periods of peace, even if other salient disputes arise (see Vasquez and Valeriano, 2008). This means that if diplomats can learn how to resolve territorial disputes between neighbors the largest class of wars can be controlled, if not eliminated.  The implication of this finding deserves further study, but it is consistent with many of the claims in the steps-to-war explanation, which states that most wars will be over territory because territorial disputes have a higher probability of going to war in the first place. Since this is the case, this finding satisfies our empirical expectation that wars over certain issues will be more frequent than others.

The moving average of the Issue Dominance measure gives us an idea of the MID issue history of the most important joiners (either the major state dyad that joins or, if there is none, the major-minor or minor-minor dyad).  The most frequent motivation for joining a territorial war is that of territorial motivation.  As can be seen in Table 1, many of the key joiners to the territorial wars also have a history dominated by territorial MIDs. Half (53%) fit this category and if one includes the two cases dominated by a combination of territorial and policy MIDs (code 5) or territorial and regime (code 6), then 12 of the 19 key joiners (63%) have a territorial history upon entering the war.
 Thus, most of the key joining dyads to territorial wars join the war not only because it is a territorial war, but also because they have their own territorial motivation.


The second most frequent motivation of the key dyads joining a territorial war is policy—6 of the 19 cases join because of a history of policy disagreements.
 Within the territorial wars, then, we can see two types--those where the key joining dyads are motivated to enter the war because of their own territorial history and a smaller set that enter the war because of a history of policy disagreements. 


If we examine the last category of coalitional structures, we also can see an interesting difference among the policy joiners; three of the wars (the Second World War, Korea, and the Gulf War) are very large and have complicated coalitional structures, whereas two others (Italian Unification and Nomohan) are similar in size and coalitional structure to the territorial joiners. Thus, three-fifths of the territorial wars associated with policy joiners are also very large wars, whereas only 1 of 10 of the territorial wars with territorial joiners (the Seven Weeks’ War) are very large wars.
  Further evidence for this can be seen by the fact that 9 of the 10 (90%) cases with territorial joiners have under 7 dyads; whereas only 2 of 5 (40%) of the policy joiners have under 7 dyads and both of these have only 2 dyads.


The smaller size of the wars with territorial joining suggests that many of these wars involve “contagious diffusion” through contiguous states. A number of cases illustrate this process—although not all of them involve solely contiguous belligerents, they involve mostly contiguous states.
 Another interesting pattern revealed by a close examination of Table 4 is that only one of these purely territorial joining wars (the Seven Weeks’ War) has a major state joining them, which again suggests they are different.
 All but the one exception involve minor-minor dyads as the joining parties. Major states are more apt to join because of some sort of policy motivation. These patterns and the size of these wars all suggest that these complex wars are most like the dyadic wars, which are also mostly over territory.


What can we conclude from this brief examination of the complex territorial wars? First, most complex wars are territorial. Second, most of the key joiners are motivated by their own history of territorial disagreement to join the war. Third, about one quarter of the key joiners are dyads with a history of policy disagreements and over half of these cases are associated with wars that become very large and have complicated coalitional structures. Policy joining, then, appears to be associated with extreme war expansion in some cases, a conclusion that is reinforced by looking at the First World War, which has most policy joiners. This in turn seems to be a function of intervention by major states. 

The complex territorial wars can also be grouped into some well-known historical categories. A number of the complex territorial wars are associated with the formation or unification of new states. These would include the wars of Italian Unification (two wars), German Unification (three wars), the formation of Balkan states out of the Ottoman Empire (two wars), and the formation of modern Israel (three wars). All of these differ from the more straightforward dyadic territorial wars in that they had one or more characteristics that invited or compelled intervention by more than one state. Sometimes these are bandwagon effects either in terms of new states trying to gain territory or older states trying to prevent it (cf. the Balkan Wars and the Arab-Israeli Wars, respectively). Precisely, what these factors are, however, must be a subject of further research. We hope that the break down of each of these wars in Table 1 will facilitate at least some of that research. 

Several other wars are wars over adjacent territory of established states. These typically involve neighbors fighting with intervening states being either neighbors or major states. These wars include the Hungarian War of 1919, the War of the Pacific, Ethiopian-Somalia, the Persian Gulf War, the Nomonhan War, and the start of the Second World War (Germany-Poland). The Ugandan-Tanzanian War is similar to these other wars, but have the additional element of at least one side objecting to the head of the regime of the other as well as territorial ambitions.  The Spanish-Chilean War is an effort to regain lost colonial territory. Lastly, the Korean War is a territorial war where one side is using force to unite with the other, and therefore has civil war characteristics. The latter is highly similar to the Vietnam War, although Vietnam is coded as a regime war. In both of these cases the regime issues (at least in part, if not in whole) seemed to prompt major state intervention. We now turn to the complex policy wars.

Complex Policy and Regime Wars

There are five complex policy wars which are listed in Table 5. All of these involve, by definition, states objecting to some major foreign policy of another state. The Crimean War provides a classic example of this.  The issue of Russian and French protection of different Christian rites sparked intervention. Similarly, for the UK and France, the 1956 Suez War was over Nasser’s nationalization of the Suez Canal. Israeli participation was prompted by the opportunity to address territorial questions with the help of major state allies. The Roman Republic was a conservative objection to the establishment of an Italian nationalist republic within the Papal domain (again an underlying territorial question is present). The Boxer Rebellion was an intervention by imperial states to protect their interest from a revolutionary group. The First World War began when Austria-Hungary insisted that Serbia accept the policies it has denoted in its ultimatum. As with the dyadic policy wars, most of these wars (especially the last four) dealt with the questions of imperialism and imperial competition. Some of them also have territorial elements, including the First World War where Austria-Hungary attempted to end the Serbian nationalist threat to its empire (Williamson, 1991, 28, see also Stevenson, 2004: 10). 

[Insert Table 5 About Here]
What is interesting about the key war joiners to these wars is that all of those who enter have a history of policy disagreements. This is the only issue that dominates; a history of territorial or regime MIDs plays no motivating role. This is true not only of the key joiners which provide the code in Table 5, but also for most (but not) all the individual joiners in each war (see Table 1), with the major exception coming from the First World War.

Regime wars are the third type of complex war that can be identified according to the issue over which the war starts. These are also listed in Table 5. There are only two coded as such, but we add two more. The first is the Fourth Central American War, the only war with a non-applicable (0.00) code for revision type, which we add since our own review of the case makes us believe that it belongs in this class. The second we add is the Lopez War, coded as other (4.00), because it begins with civil strife in one of the participants (see below). The Vietnam War exemplifies this type of war in its ideological element in that while the Vietnamese on both sides are struggling over territory, the major state intervention by the US is triggered by the ideological element. Likewise, regime questions play a role in the Third and Fourth Central American wars.
 The motivation of the key joiners (as well as the individual joiners and/or originators) in these last two wars also reflect a history of regime disagreements. 

All but three of the twenty-eight complex wars can be easily classified according to the above issue measures. The remaining cases are those whose revision type is coded as “other.” Two of these three wars—the Spanish-Chilean and the Franco-Prussian—we treat as essentially territorial in nature. As discussed in detail in Vasquez and Henehan (2001: 129, note 9) both these wars involve a heavy territorial element, although they are technically coded correctly because of the unusual nature of the issue that gave rise to the war. For example, the Franco-Prussian war began over the question of the succession to the Spanish throne, but the question of the unification of Germany was a key element.  The latter was Bismarck’s motivation in provoking war.
 The Spanish-Chilean War involves an attempt by Spain to regain colonial control, although ostensibly the war began over labor questions (Kohn, 1986: 443). We also believe that the motivation of the joiner in the Spanish-Chilean War was a fear of Spain trying to reassert its territorial control. The size and coalitional structure of these two wars make them similar to the pure territorial complex wars. Only the Lopez War is truly unique, in that it began because of civil strife in Uruguay. If one had to, this war could be classified with the regime wars, because it starts over civil strife, which is what we do in Table 5.  


These findings give us a better profile of how many territory, policy, and/or regime wars there have been. From the perspective of the steps-to-war explanation separating complex wars on the issues over which they are fought is important because certain issues, namely territorial issues, are believed to be more war prone. It then should come as no surprise that most wars have arisen from territorial disputes. This holds for the sample of all wars, as well as for the break down of that sample into dyadic and complex wars. The unique propensity of territorial disputes for collective violence warrants classifying war-onset issues. Doing so assumes that at least some of their fundamental underlying causes are different from the causes of policy and regime wars. To fully understand these wars one needs to better understand the role of territory, and human territoriality, in bringing about war in the first place.


The implication, of course, is that policy and regime wars may require different theories as well. What those theories might be is not specified here, but we suggest that some theory of imperialism would be the place to start, especially for policy wars. Whatever theory is developed to explain these wars, one thing clear from this analysis is that policy wars are relatively infrequent and regime wars are very rare. There are only five policy wars and three regime wars (four if one includes the Lopez War). Whatever is bringing about these wars, likewise, must be infrequent. The steps-to-war explanation does state, and there is evidence to support this hypothesis (see Vasquez, 2004; Senese and Vasquez, 2008: Ch. 6) that when non-territorial issues (like policy and regime issues) are handled in a power politics fashion they are apt to go to war. So the real question is why these two kinds of issues are less prone to be handled in a power politics fashion in the first place. 

The Paths to Complex Wars


The field has yet to deal with what we may call the paths to warfare.  Vasquez (2004) suggested ways that states go to war and in which combinations.  Valeriano (2003) also documents the paths to rivalry.  This research follows on these prior investigations and outlines the path to complex war.  


Here we use our power politics score to outline the typical paths to deadly complex wars.  The power politics indicator is particularly useful in outlining the paths to war because we have developed an ordering to the behavioral components to war.  We find using the power politics score to distinguish and examine the various paths to war theoretically useful.  We have outlined seven paths to war below.  Path one would be the most deadly and war prone (as represented by Vasquez 2004).  The first path would obtain a score of five on the power politics index.  Paths two through four represent the next most conflict prone types of war and would obtain a score of three in our power politics index (except for path three which is not an escalating rivalry but a rivalry nonetheless).  Path five and six represent the observation of only one factor prior to warfare.  The final path is path seven which observes none of the factors suggested as theoretically useful.  Our paths at this point are logically exhaustive in the context of our theory and data.          

1. Outside alliances, escalating rivalry, and arms races
2. Outside alliances and escalating rivalry
3. Outside alliances and a proto or enduring rivalry that is not escalating 

4. Outside alliances and arms race, a score of 3

5. Only outside alliances

6. Only a rivalry (escalating or not)

7. None of the factors
 

In terms of paths to wars, it is important to point out that because there are few arms races, only two cases have all three power politics practices present (with a score of 5) in complex wars—The First World War and the Second World War (see Vasquez and Valeriano 2008). This is theoretically interesting because it means that when these three factors are present during a MID there is roughly a 90% probability the conflict will escalate to war (see Vasquez, 2004 and Senese and Vasquez, 2005); only a handful of wars (dyadic and complex) reflect this path to war.
  Thus, while having an arms race in the presence of outside alliances and rivalry is extremely dangerous and likely to end in war, this condition is rare in the Post-Napoleonic era of international history.


Path to war #2 is one where the war is preceded by key dyads having had an outside ally and an escalating rivalry (up to the point the war broke out).  These are presented in Table 6. We can see from the table that there are quite a few complex wars (18 out of 28) that are preceded by this path to war.  Fourteen of these wars are neighborhood wars (2-5 dyads) and the remaining four, medium size wars.  There seems to be a relationship between this path to war and the smaller complex wars, which is not too surprising since we saw earlier that there was a relationship between the use of power politics and the size of war, and the paths to war are derived from the power politics indicator.  
[Insert Table 6 About Here]


Examining the specific wars gives us a better substantive understanding of the kinds of wars associated with this path to war. We already know, statistically, that most of these wars are neighborhood wars.  This point is highlighted by looking at specific wars as well as by adding face validity to the nomenclature. We see that both modern wars, like the Ethiopian-Somalian and the Ugandan-Tanzanian wars, as well historic wars of national formation, like the wars of Italian Unification (in 1848, 1849, 1859, and 1866), the wars of German Unification (1866 and 1870), and the First and Second Balkan wars fall within this category. So too, do the Arab-Israeli wars (of 1956, 1967, and 1973).  Each of these wars involves a conflict, typically over territory in which neighbors of the original belligerents are drawn in.  Sometimes it involves taking advantage of the territorial disputes to further one’s own ends that are unrelated to territory, as in France and Britain allying with Israel to attack Egypt. At other times, it is simply a coalition of states where each has separate territorial disputes with the target, as in Italy’s and Germany’s alliance against Austria in the Seven Weeks’ War, or in the Second Balkan War, where the victors in the First Balkan War turn on Bulgaria, and Turkey uses the opportunity to seize back some of the territory it lost to Bulgaria in the previous war.
 These hypotheses are only the beginning and the reasons states join neighborhood wars warrants further research

The two major wars in this category that deviate from the above pattern are the two policy wars--the Crimean War and the Boxer Rebellion. While these wars are fought in a particular neighborhood, the policy dimension seems to make the character of the war different. First, both wars involve a number of major states intervening, and second, both involve declining empires—the Ottoman and Chinese—with major state rivalry over these empires as a background condition. Of the wars in this category, the Crimean is the most anomalous. It was a limited war, but had the potential of dragging in all the major states of the 19th Century.  Only Austria and Prussia do not become involved, although Austria nearly got drawn in at the end. If Palmerston had had his way it would have become a much wider war (see Rich, 1992:113). In a way, the Crimean War was the war in the Post-Napoleonic 19th Century that did not become a world war, but could have. Studying the war in terms of non-joining may add to our knowledge of the barriers to war diffusion as well as answer the question of why the Crimean War did not become a world war. 


The remaining four wars that are preceded by a path to war consisting solely of outside alliances and escalating rivalry are all medium-size wars. In fact, they are the only medium-size wars in the entire sample. We have discussed these wars before as wars of legitimacy where other states are brought in to legitimize the wars. This concern coupled with the role of IGO’s seems to account for the larger size of these wars. The absence of arms races in these wars seems to reflect the fact that although rivalry is present, it is not so intense so as to produce an arms race between the key belligerents. Intense rivalry is absent in at least three of the wars—the Gulf, Vietnamese, and Korean. Each of these wars is not the major war of rivalry of their given era. In the last two, the Soviet Union refrains from intervening, making these wars limited and not attempts to resolve the main issues dividing the Cold War rivals. Conversely, the Seven Weeks’s War was an intense war of rivalry and pivotal in creating Prussian dominance within Germany. This war, as do others, resemble the smaller neighborhood wars with which they share the same (alliance-rivalry) path to war in that they involve attempts to unify contiguous territory into a single state. 


There is one other case with two factors present, outside alliances and an arms race (path four). This is the Nomonhan War fought between Japan and the USSR. Although it lacked an escalating rivalry, both parties had other wars around this same time with an escalating rivalry (and sometimes an arms race).  Because of each side’s escalating rivalry outside the conflict not much emphasis should be placed on this finding. 


There are four complex wars that are not preceded by both an escalating rivalry and by outside alliances.  Of these, half are preceded by either a proto or enduring rivalry (path #3)—the War of the Pacific and the Lopez War--and half by solely outside alliances (and no rivalry) (path #5)-- the Second Schleswig-Holstein War and Palestine. Three of the four were territorial wars and all of these involved coalitions where the states were either attempting to gain territory (e.g. the War of the Pacific and the Second Schleswig-Holstein War) or preventing a new state from taking territory (the Palestine War of 1948). The two cases of path #4 that went to war without being rivals—the Second Schleswig-Holstein and Palestine had belligerents that became rivals and went to war again.  In war-torn Europe and the Middle East, at least, this path to war will be succeeded by other paths to war.
 


There are no cases reflecting path # 6, wars preceded only by rivalry without any other factor being present. This is an important finding because it implies that rivalry alone cannot produce a complex war.  This suggests that rivalry is not as potent a diffusion mechanism as alliances or some of the other factors. Lastly, there are only three complex wars with no preceding power politics factors—the Third and Fourth Central American wars and the Hungarian War of 1919.
  Each of these involved coalitions of 2 vs. 1, but the two did not have a formal alliance three months prior to the outbreak of the war. Each of these wars, as noted earlier, was very short. These findings indicate that complex wars without any preceding power politics behavior are very rare. 


This evidence, although based on few cases, suggests that complex wars are likely to have different paths to war from dyadic wars. While only a cursory review, the above analysis begins to document the various paths to war that do exist.  It is up to other researchers to build upon our efforts and outline their own theoretically informed paths to war.  In this way the field may finally be able to construct what may be known as a natural history of warfare based on classification and typological systems theory.  Such an approach has been useful in other fields such as evolutionary biology and may well prove to be useful in the field of conflict studies.     

Conclusion   

This research has presented a dataset of complex wars and outlines the paths to war according to both the strategy and issues involved.  Of course, this effort is not exhaustive.  One could also investigate insurgency wars, imperial wars, or even terrorism wars as wars of a different sort.  The general point is that the field of conflict studies has advanced to such a state that we can no longer assume all wars are alike and efforts to account for their onset must take account of their differing dynamics.  The field as a whole needs to rethink its efforts to solve warfare.   

Here, we have broken down definitively the dyads involved in complex wars and provided information for their participation dynamics.  Future research into big wars could use this type of research design as a starting point to examine their theories as to the causes of large wars.  To investigate large wars, one must first test their theory on the selected dependent variable as a viability test.  Once their theory passes this first hurdle; one can then begin to examine the statistical correlations in the data and test their theory by comparing the large wars to those disputes or dyads that do not reach such a level of violence.  
Overall, our findings have shown that complex wars are different from dyadic wars on a number of dimensions in terms of the type of issues that start them, the kind of behavioral processes that precede them, and their specific paths to war. The data we have collected are meant to show how wars differ, but can also serve another important use, which is to begin to analyze why wars spread by collecting data on joiner dynamics.  It is only through the full exploration of causes and conditions that bring about war in the first place that we can begin to understand how to end of the process of war in the future.
CUT ISQ April 2008, need to insert in text
These wars expand through two intertwined processes. First, the major state joins an ongoing war for whatever reason (often rivalry and/or the protection of the territorial norm).  Second, the major state gets other states, typically its allies or those sharing its ideology, to intervene on its side. The main motive in getting these other states to join is to add to the legitimacy of the war and not so much burden sharing. Sometimes the legitimacy motive is so great that the major state presses even for a token presence if that is all that can be obtained, as was the case with Ethiopia and Colombia in Korea.  These wars are large because they are wars of legitimacy. Alliances are the main diffusion mechanism, but it should also be noted that two of the wars—Korea and the Gulf War-- involve attempts to use an IGO (the UN) to legitimate the war. This suggests that IGOs act as a diffusion mechanism. IGO’s or other forms of global or regional governance while often created to prevent aggression and wars, frequently make it expand if war prevention fails, as it periodically does.
 

Further war expansion can occur through a process of enlargement (a major state intervening so as to make for a major state on each side (see Sabrosky, 1985: 148). This happens in the Korean War with Chinese intervention. Again rivalry plays a role, but so does territorial threat. The process of enlargement, which involves major states on each side, is most typical of the largest wars. All of these involve rivalry among the major states and they join wars which start when one of their rivals attacks a minor state. Of the two processes—legitimating and enlargement—the former seems of more causal significance for the medium size wars (wars with 7, 13, 24, or 28 dyads). Enlargement processes are present in both smaller wars, like the Crimean War and the 1859 Italian War of Unification, and the larger world wars, whereas the attempt to legitimate the war by bringing in many states seems to be more associated with medium sized wars. 

The point here is not so much to provide answers or even hypotheses, but to use the typology to suggest new questions and new ways of looking at inter-state war. In this instance we want to use size to see if complex wars can be fruitfully grouped into theoretically meaningful categories. The following four groups seem to be worth investigating and thinking about:

1. Dyadic Wars—2 party, 1 dyad (51 or 64.6%)

2. Neighborhood Wars—2-5 dyads (22 or 27.8%)

3. Medium-Size Wars—7-28 dyads (4 or 5.1%)

4. World Wars—37-66 dyads (2 or 2.5%)

With this grouping we get a less skewed distribution than that reported in Figure 1 with 64. 6 % (51) of the wars being dyadic, 27.8%  (22) being neighborhood wars, 5.1% (4) being medium size and 2.5% (2) being world wars. The main utility of the four-fold typology, however, is that it lends itself more easily to theorizing and generalizations that might distinguish the complex wars from each other. For example, we label the second category as neighborhood wars because they are wars fought solely within a given neighborhood. We do not think that is an accident; it indicates something about the limits or boundaries of the diffusion process at work. At the same time, this label distinguishes and connects this category from and with the one above it. Most, but not all dyadic wars, tend to be between two specific neighbors; in this sense they are like the wars in category 2, but the latter have spread to include other states in the neighborhood, whereas the former have not.  

Neighborhood wars can also be distinguished theoretically from the medium size wars. The latter are bigger in part because they have states intervening into what might have started as a dyadic or neighborhood war, but then expand. There is some dynamic here that brings in the additional states, and we have already identified the concern with legitimacy and the role of IGO’s as possible factors in that dynamic. Such wars are apt to involve not only “contagious diffusion” but “hierarchical diffusion” as well.
 Lastly, the world wars are very rare. They involve much more extensive diffusion. In addition, to their large size they are distinguished by bringing in all the major states into the conflagration and they tend to be total wars. Such wars are rarer than indicated by the data since 1816, since Levy (1985: 371-372) finds only 10 from 1495 on.  

The above findings are consistent with the first two empirical expectations we presented in the test design. They provide evidence that complex wars are associated with different sorts of behavior than dyadic wars and evidence that larger wars (especially when grouped into our four-fold typology) have different characteristics from smaller wars. The findings show that classifying wars according to size has a certain empirical validity to it. More importantly, however, is that classifying wars according to size gets us thinking in new ways. Are there certain processes, diffusion mechanisms, or barriers operating to make a war just this size and not another? The distribution in Figure 1 and the limited analysis we have presented here suggest that the answer to this questions is, yes.
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Table 1: Dyadic Participants in Complex Wars
Table 2: Dyadic Participants in the First World War
Table 3: Dyadic Participants in the Second World War

Table 4 Complex Territorial Wars
	War #
	War
	Year
	Rev Type
	Issue Dom

	10
	Austro-Sardinian            
	1848
	1
	6

	28
	Italian Unification         
	1859
	1
	2

	46
	Second Schleswig-Holstein   
	1864
	1
	5

	55
	Seven Weeks                 
	1866
	1
	1

	58
	Franco-Prussian             
	1870
	4
	2

	100
	First Balkan          
	1912
	1
	1

	103
	Second Balkan               
	1913
	1
	1

	148
	Palestine                 
	1948
	1
	1

	169
	Six Day                 
	1967
	1
	1

	181
	Yom Kippur                  
	1973
	1
	1

	52
	Spanish-Chilean             
	1865
	4
	4

	64
	Pacific                     
	1879
	1
	1

	112
	Hungarian War of 1919          
	1919
	1
	1

	136
	Nomonhan                    
	1939
	1
	2

	139
	Second World War                 
	1939
	1
	2

	151
	Korean                      
	1950
	1
	2

	189
	Ethiopian-Somalian          
	1977
	1
	1

	190
	Ugandan-Tanzanian           
	1978
	1
	1

	211
	Gulf War                   
	1990
	1
	2


Table 5 Complex Policy and Regime Wars
	War #
	War
	Year
	Rev Type
	Issue Dom

	157
	Sinai                      
	1956
	2
	2

	16
	Roman Republic              
	1849
	2
	2

	22
	Crimean                 
	1853
	2
	2

	82
	Boxer Rebellion             
	1900
	2
	2

	106
	First World War                 
	1914
	2
	2

	88
	Third Central American      
	1906
	3
	3

	91
	Fourth Central American
	1907
	0
	0

	163
	Vietnamese                  
	1965
	3
	3

	49
	Lopez                     
	1864
	4
	2


Table 6: Path to War #2: Outside Alliance and Escalating Rivalry

	War #
	War
	Year
	Ally
	Escal Rival
	Arms
	PPScore
	Rev Type
	Size

	28
	Italian Unification         
	1859
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	2

	189
	Ethiopian-Somalian          
	1977
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	2

	190
	Ugandan-Tanzanian           
	1978
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	2

	10
	Austro-Sardinian            
	1848
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	3

	100
	First Balkan                
	1912
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	3

	169
	Six Day                     
	1967
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	3

	103
	Second Balkan               
	1913
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	4

	181
	Yom Kippur                  
	1973
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	5

	211
	Gulf War                   
	1990
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	13

	55
	Seven Weeks                 
	1866
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	24

	151
	Korean                      
	1950
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	28

	16
	Roman Republic              
	1849
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	3

	157
	Sinai                       
	1956
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	3

	22
	Crimean                     
	1853
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	4

	82
	Boxer Rebellion             
	1900
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	5

	163
	Vietnamese                  
	1965
	1
	1
	0
	3
	3
	7

	52
	Spanish-Chilean             
	1865
	1
	1
	0
	3
	4
	2

	58
	Franco-Prussian             
	1870
	1
	1
	0
	3
	4
	4


� See Valeriano and Vasquez (2010: 11) for a discussion coding decisions in the context of complex wars.  We have eliminated several dyads that were neither at war legal or temporally.  For the First World War, seven dyads were deleted and for the Second World War, over twenty dyads were eliminated.    


� Richardson (1960: 259ff) attempts to model the kind of distribution here by using Bernoulli’s binomial distribution.


� Most of the joiners that intervene have a prior history of territorial disputes, 34% (27 of 79), but 28% (22 of 79) of the joiners have a prior history of policy.  Except for 1944 joiners with a history of territorial MIDs are the modal type.


� These are Germany-France (counted twice because of side switching), Germany-Belgium, Japan-USSR, and Japan-China. 


� This includes 48 missing cases in the denominator, if these are dropped then 11 of the 31 cases for which there are data have arms races, which is 35%. The latter number, however, probably overestimates the extent of arms races that the other number underestimates. 


� The code for each individual joiner is reported in Table 1.


� Interestingly, the two cases (the Franco-Prussian war and the Spanish-Chilean war) that are coded as a four for revision type have key joiners with a history of policy or “other” disagreements.


� The reported finding excludes two of the wars (Spanish-Chilean and Franco-Prussian) that have a territorial content but have their revision type coded as “4” (other). If these are included then 7 of 19 cases (37%) have policy joiners.


� The latter case can be seen as an exception particularly since it differs from the three policy cases in that the 24 dyads of the Seven Weeks’ War mostly involve the small German principalities many of whom are contiguous to one of the belligerents whereas the three large policy cases (Second World War, Korea, and the Gulf War) have more diversity.


� The major wars involving non-contiguous states are some of the Arab-Israeli wars.


� By “purely territorial joining” we mean a code of “1” on the moving issue average and exclude the two cases of combination MIDs (codes 5 and 6, territory and policy, territory and regime).


� For example, all joiners and/or originators in the Roman Republic, Crimean, and Boxer Rebellion are motivated exclusively by policy. However, in the First World War, while the joiners are mostly motivated by a history of policy disagreements, there are some important dyads that join because of a history of territorial disagreements, such as Italy with Austria-Hungary and several of the Balkan dyads with each other.


� The Fourth Central American War is one of the more difficult to code in terms of the issue. The MID that escalates to war involves NIC-HON and NIC-SAL (see Table 1). Both of these have a revision type code of zero, meaning non-applicable, which is because neither is a revisionist state. This MID is also the first for each dyad. Calculating the Issue Dom for each for a longer period (i.e. extending into future) reveals that regime questions, which are also at stake with the Third Central American War play a role with these two dyads down the road. The Issue Dom modal score for NIC-SAL based on two MIDs from 1907-1920 is a three (one non-applicable and one regime) and the modal score for NIC-HON based on 6 disputes from 1907-1929 is also a three (2/6 regime MIDS). 


� The coding cannot capture this subtlety. The history of previous MIDs between France and Prussia is dominated by policy disagreements, which to a certain extent capture French motivation, but not Bismarck’s, who uses the war to attain German unification.  


� Other combinations, namely arms race and escalating rivalry without outside alliances, with a score of four are not represented in the data. 


�  There are three dyadic wars with a score of five: the Sino-Japanese War of 1937, the Changkufeng War (1938) and the Second Kashmir War. 


� Romania also jumps into the fray making this one of the few pure examples of a “pile on” bandwagoning war.


� This suggests that among complex wars path #4 may simply be a prelude to path #2.


� This includes one case (Third Central American) where arms race data are missing.


� This is one of Morgenthau’s (1978: 421-422) major criticisms of collective security—that it makes wars expand that in the absence of collective security arrangements would not.  


� Contagious diffusion is spreading through contact, as when wars spread because states are contiguous. Hierarchical diffusion is non-contiguous spreading usually by a shared structure, as when wars spread because states are in the same alliance.
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