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Territorial Claims and Armed Conflict between Neighbors

Abstract: This studyattemptsto expandthe morethanfour-decade-olditerature
on geographyand armed conflict by integratingresearchon both bordersand
territorial claims. | argue that territorial claims can accountfor much of the
varying relationship betweenbordersand conflict, and that conflict between
neighbors(over anyissue)is lesslikely oncetheir territorial claimsareresolved.
These expectationsare supportedby the conflict behavior of statesin the
Americasand WesternEurope;evenconflict over non-territorialissuesbecomes
much less likely once a border is settled.

Internationalrelationsscholarshavelong recognizeda connectionbetweenbordersand
armedconflict. Researchn the 1960sand 1970sshowedthat stateswith more borderstendto
experiencemore conflict, and morerecentwork on individual bordersshowsthat neighborsare
muchmoreconflict-pronethanmoredistantstates. Yet a nation-state'seighborscanbe seenas
almost constant, changing only infrequently which makes it difficult to make a causal
connection to such time-varying phenomena as militarized conflict.

This paper exploresthe changing relationship betweenborders and armed conflict,
focusing on contentionover the border itself. While the border itself is under contention
betweentwo neighborsthey shouldbe likely to experiencéhigh levelsof conflict, both overthe
borderitself andover otherissues. Oncethe borderis resolvedthough,conflict over anyissue
shouldbe lesslikely. This paperusesdataon territorial claimssince1816in the Americasand
WesternEuropeto investigatethis possibility, and finds strong supportfor this expectation.
Conflict is muchmorelikely betweemeighborghanbetweermoredistantstatesput territorial
claimsplay a very importantrole in this conflict. Armed conflict is mostlikely while territorial
claimsare ongoing;onceall territorial claimsareresolved,statesexperiencea sharpdropof in

conflict behavior

Theoretical Development
Internationabordershavebeenrecognizedascontributingto armedconflict at leastsince
Lewis Fry Richardson'g1960) Statisticsof Deadly Quarrels Scholarshave emphasizedhe

connection between geographic proximity and conflict, often focusing on the level of



internationalinteractions(e.g., Richardsonl960; Starrand Most 1976,1978). Statesarelikely
to interact much more with nearby statesthan with more distant states, along both the
cooperativeside of interaction(suchastrade)andthe conflictual side (suchasarmedconflict).
A secondexplanationfor a proximity-conflict relationshipbuilds on Boulding's(1962) "loss of
strengthgradient,"which suggestghat stateseffective powerdiminisheswith distanceo Starr
andMost, this suggestshat moredistantstatesshouldbe lessthreateningoverall, andthatmore
proximatestatesshouldcreategreaterrisk anduncertainty(with a muchhigherperceivedisk of
beingthreatenedr attackedoy neighborghanby moredistantstates). Thesegeneralarguments
aboutproximity increasingnteractionsyisk anduncertainty andconflict arethoughtto be even
morerelevantfor stateshatsharea border Furthermorethereis a very realrisk thateventsin
neighboring states can filise across the bordevhich is not possible with more distant states
Turningto empiricalevidenceRichardsor(1960)andStarrandMost (1976,1978)report
a strongcorrelationbetweera state'snumberof bordersthomelandgcolonial, or total) andits war
involvement. More recentresearchhasfocusedon the impact of individual bordersand has
found that borders significantly increasethe outbreak of militarized disputesor wars, the
escalationof disputesto war, andthe diffusion of warsto new participants(e.g.,Bremer1992;
GochmanandLeng 1983; Diehl 1985; Siversonand Starr1990). Bremer(1992)wentsofar as
to recommenctontiguity asa standardcontrol variablein the quantitativestudy of conflict, and
many scholars treat neighbors as Opolitically relevant dyadsO (Lemke and Reed 2001).
While the evidencesupportsa linkage betweenbordersand conflict, though,there are
shortcomingswith this perspective particularly concernedhe relatively unchangingnature of
internationalborders(Vasquez1995). While the courseof a bordermay be alteredover time,
states'neighborschangeonly rarely This relative invariancemakesit difficult to associate
borderswith phenomendhat changemuch more rapidly suchas internationalconflict (or, for
thatmatter internationakradeor cooperation}. An importantanswerthathasbeenproposeds a

focus on the political status of borders, specifically emphasizing territorial claims.

1 To be fair, mostwork on bordersdoesnot makean explicit causalargument. For example,
Most and Starr (1976: 588) emphasizehat bordersdo not necessarilycause either conflict or
cooperation'The argumentis only meantto imply that a bordercreatesa certainstructureof
risks and opportunities in which various interactions appear to be more or less likely tb oc

2



Studyingterritorial claimsis part of a concernwith the issuesover which nation-states
disagree definedas "the stakesover which two or more partiescontend"(Holsti 1991:18) or
"what stateschooseto fight over” (Diehl 1992: 333). Numerousissuesarise betweenstates.
Luard (1986) andHolsti (1991) identified approximatelyforty issuesthat havebeenat stakein
modern wars, ranging from territory to navigation, changing (or defending) governments
protectingnationalsor commercialinterestsabroad protectingethnicor religiouskinsmen,and
enforcing(or revising)treatyterms. To manyscholarsterritory is the mostsalient(important)
and mostconflict-proneissue(Diehl 1991;Vasquez1993; Hensel2000). Among otherthings,
territory often hastangiblevalueto the participantsn the form of strategicmilitary positionsor
valuableeconomicresourcesaswell asintangiblevaluein the form of historicalimportanceto
one'sstateor ties to one'sethnic, religious, or linguistic kinsmen. Few otherissuescan match
this volatile combinationof both tangibleandintangiblevalue,andasa result, territory hasthe
addedimportanceof reputationalalue -- wherebyshowingweaknes®ver oneterritorial claim
may be perceived as a signal of weakness over other issues (territorial or otherwise).

Researclsuggestshatterritory is the mostfrequentissuein interstatevar anda common
issuein militarized disputes, althoughadvancedlemocraciesregenerallyableto avoidfighting
over territorial issues(Luard 1986; Holsti 1991; Mitchell andPrins 1999; Hensel2000. Other
researchshows that disputesover territorial issuesare more likely to reach high levels of
escalatiorandto be followed by recurrentconflict betweenthe sameadversariegHensel1996,
2000; Senesel996, 2005; Seneseand Vasquez2003; Vasquezand Henehan2001). Finally,
severalstudieshave examinedinteractionsover territory, examining conditions under which
statesareableto manageheir territorial issuegpeacefullyaswell asthoseunderwhich statesare
most likely to fight (e.g., Goertzand Diehl 1990, 1992; Kacowicz 1994; Huth 1996; Hensel
2001; Huth and\llee 2002).

Hypotheses
This paperattemptsto integrateboth bordersandterritorial issuesin a singletheoretical
model of armedconflict betweennation-states. This model beginswith Hensel's(2001)issues

approachto world politics, which suggestghat foreign policy is issue-directedstateleaders



make foreign policy decisionsin orderto achievetheir goals over specific issues)and that a
variety of cooperativeand conflictual foreign policy tools are availableto leadersfor pursuing
issue-relatedjoals. States- atleaststateshatexperienceanyregularlevel of interaction-- are
assumedo disagreeover at leastone contentiousssue. Someissuesseemunlikely to leadto
militarized conflict, suchasdisagreementever the arrestof a foreign national,the actionsof a
corporationin onestatethatallegedlyaffect citizensin the otherstate,agriculturalsubsidieghat
allegedlygive one state'sfarmersan unfair advantageor tradepolicy. In othercasesonestate
may seekto overthrowthe other'sgovernmentpor the statesmay disagreeover territory that is
believedto containvastdepositsof oil, that containslarge populationsof both statesethnic or
religious kinsmen, or that is viewed as an integral part of both states' history or national id
Whateverthe issuesunder contentionbetweenthem, statesneedto chooseappropriate
techniquesto manageor settle their issues,which could rangefrom bilateral negotiationsto
seekingthe binding or non-bindingassistancef third partiesor pursuingmilitarized conflict.
The presentstudy focuseson the decisionto use militarized conflict to achieveissue-relatec
goals, but future work could also benefit from considerationof other techniques. An earlier
paper(Hensel2001) emphasizedhe salienceof the specificissueundercontentionasa primary
influenceon the managementf territorial issuesalongwith otherfactorsrelatedto the countries
themselves(particularly their relative capabilities and joint democracy)and their previous
interactionoverthis issue. This generalapproachwill be usedin the presenstudyaswell, with
severallimitations. While that approachwasusefulfor dealingwith a singleissuetype, which
allows the systematianeasurementf salienceandthe examinationof previousinteractionover
the specificissuein question,thereare importantlimitations in a generalstudy of interaction
overawide variety of possibleissues.Whenthe specificissuesundercontentionarenot known,
it is difficult to measure either issue salience or past interaction over the current issue(s).
Despitetheselimitations, though,systematiaesearchs still possible. Although | make
no claim to predictwhich specificissueswill be at stakebetweentwo statesat any time, the
salienceof theseissuescanbe estimatedn a crudefashionby proximity. Researcton borders
suggestghat stateleadersare likely to seeanotherstate'sactionsas more relevantand more

threateningvhenthe other stateis closer-- particularlyif the two statessharea border When
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the other'sactionsare seenas more relevantand more threateningthis can be seenasroughly
suggestinghatissuesnvolving that stateare more salientto leaderghanissuesnvolving more
distantstatesthusproducinga higherwillingnessfor conflict2 For examplejssuesof migration
or refugeescould conceivablyarisebetweenany two statesin the world, asone stateis flooded
with a large numberof immigrantsor refugeesrom the other;issuesinvolving the makeupof
governmentr supportfor rebelscould also arisebetweeneither nearbyor distantstates. All
elsebeing equal,though, migration/refugeer government/rebaksueswould seemto be more
salientto leaderspecaus®f the highervolumeof potentialrefugeeghatcould crossa border(or
navigatea relatively shortstretchof openseas)andthe greaterpotentialthreatto leadersrom a
neighbor'seffort to overthrowthe regimethanfrom a more distantstate. Indeed,contiguity is
sometimesusedto help measurehe salienceof territorial issues;Hensel(2001), for example,
considers a contiguous territory to be more salient to state leaders than one that is more ¢
Consideringsaliencein this way combineswith previouswork on issuesto suggesthat
whateverthe specificissuesat stake neighborsshouldbe morelikely thanmoredistantstateso
manageheirissueswith armedconflict. Onecaveatconcernghedistinctionbetweerhomeland
and colonial borders. State leadersshould be more concernedwith the security of their
homelandterritory than with the security of any given colony or dependencysuggestinghat
issuesinvolving their homelandoordersshouldgenerallybe considerednore salientthanissues
alongtheir colonies’borders;Hensel(2001) considerslaimsoverhomelanderritory to be more
salientto leaderghanclaimsto colonialterritory. Onaveragethen,we shouldexpectconflict to
be lesslikely acrosscolonial bordersthan acrosshomelandborders,althougheither type of

border should increase the likelihood of conflict relative to states with no borders of either

2 Neighboring statesshould also have a greateropportunity for conflict than more distant
potential adversaries, although the opportunity for conflict is not a central focus of this stu
3 Starr and Most (1976, 1978) suggestthe opposite, finding stronger correlationsbetween
conflict and colonial bordersthan homeland borders. Yet their analysis only addresse:
aggregategatterns(basedon the total bordersof eachtype). Whenwe realizehow large the
numbersare -- GreatBritain had more than 60 colonial bordersin their study -- it becomes
apparenthatevena weakeffect of individual borderscanappeamuchstrongerby aggregating
dozensof borderstogether | believethatall elsebeingequal,a givenissueis likely to be more
salient when it concerns one's homeland territory rather than a colonial possession.
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Hypothesisl: Armed conflict is more likely betweenneighboringstatesthan betweenmore

distant states, particularly when they sha homeland rather than colonial lofer.

While Hypothesisl did not specifythe issuesat stakebetweentwo statespastresearch
suggestghat territorial issuesare more conflict-pronethan otherissues. Researclon territory
hasnot directly examinedthe way that territorial claims affect other interactionsbetweentwo
statesthough. If territory is as salientand dangerousan issueas scholarssuggestthenit is
possiblethat contentionover this issueshouldalso affect otherissuesbetweenthe samestates,
particularly to the extentthat theseother issuesrelate to the territorial issue. For example,
problemsconcerningmigrationor fishing rights along disputedborderswould seemto be more
salient(andmore conflictual) thansimilar problemsin a differentcontext. Evenproblemsover
seeminglyunrelatedssues- suchastradepolicy or supportfor rebels-- would seemto takeon
added importance when the opponent is also involved in a territorial claim at the same tirr

This possibility suggestsa partial explanationfor some of the variation in conflict
behaviorthatrelativelyunchangingorderscannot explain. Evenif neighborsaremorelikely to
engagean conflict overall,assuggestedy Hypothesisl, they may be muchmorelikely to do so
while theyareinvolvedin territorial claimsthanaftertheir borderhasbeensettled. Thatis, even
though they continueto sharea border (and thus most issuesbetweenthem take on greater
saliencethan similar issueswith other states),they would be much less likely to choose
militarized technigues to manage their issues once their border is accepted by both sides.

Vasquez(1993: 147) makesthis point clearly: "So long as there is a struggle over
contiguougterritory, thenworld politics is a strugglefor power but onceboundariesare settled,
world politics hasothercharacteristics.Conflict anddisagreemerarestill presentput violence
is lesslikely and power transitionsno longerwar producing.” Similarly, he amgues(Vasquez
1993:152),"for mostneighborspnceterritorial issuesareresolvedpeacefukelationseventually
ensue. They learnto live with eachother” Gibler (1996, 1997, Gibler and Vasquez1998)
investigatesthis possibility by studyingterritorial settlementalliances(allianceswith explicit
territorial provisions eithertransferringterritory or recognizingthe territorial statusquo), finding

that armedconflict is lesslikely after suchalliance treaties. Thesefindings are instructive,
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althoughthereareonly 27 suchalliancessincel816,andit is not clearhow manyof theseended
active territorial claims rather than simply formalizing an already accepted status quo.
The seconchypothesisconcernghe impactof territorial claimson conflict. Beyondthe
well-known researchon conflict over territory itself, territorial claims may alter the entire
relationshipbetweerthe claimantsjncreasingherisk of conflict while theyareunderway-- and
potentiallyoffering a basisfor bettercooperatioroncetheyareresolved. Hypothesis2 addresse:
changesn conflict behaviorboth duringandafterterritorial claims;comparingthesetwo periods
essentiallyallows the analysisto controlfor the impactof proximity andinteractionsby limiting
analysisto a setof caseghat clearly havefrequentinteractionswith eachother Evidencethat
thesestatesareespeciallyconflict-pronewhile their claimsareunderwayandthenbecomemuch
lessconflict-proneafter they are resolvedwould be consistentwith this paper'ssuggestiorthat
the territorial claim is a central influence on conflict behavior while the absenceof such

evidence would indicate that proximity and/or interactions are likely more responsible.

Hypothesis2: Armedconflictis muchmore likely betweenstatesthat disagee over territorial
soveeignty than betweernother states,but thesestatesbecomemuchlessconflictual after their

territorial claims end.

Althoughconflict maybe muchmorelikely while territorial claimsareongoingthanafter
they haveended how claimsendmay haveanimportantimpact. A variety of researctsuggests
that how two nation-statesesolvetheir differencesaffects the likelihood of renewedconflict
afterward. Although this researchfocusesalmostexclusively on the aftermathof militarized
disputesor wars betweenstatesthe generalprinciple seemdikely to apply to the settlemenbf
territorial claims as well, and this may help explain someof the variancein conflict behavior
after the end of territorial claims.

Researclon recurrentconflict generallyaguesthat the settlemenbf one conflict makes
the outbreakof anotherconflict betweenthe sameadversariegithermoreor lesslikely. Maoz
(1984:228-229) for example peginswith the assumptiorthatarmedconflict occursbecausehe

two sidesdisagreeover the statusquo andat leastoneseekso changet. He thensuggestshat
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how a conflict is terminatedaffectssubsequentelationsbetweerthe adversariesThe outcomes
of disputesreflectto a large extentthe degreeto which the objectivesof eachparty havebeen
satisfied,” whether by a victory that allows the winner to impose its preferred settlement
unilaterally a compromisethat settlesthe issuethroughbilateralagreementor a stalematdhat
fails to resolvetheissueto eitherside'ssatisfaction. Suchstudieshavegenerallyfound evidence
that conflict outcomesaffect post-conflict stability (Maoz 1984; Hensel 1994, 1999; Werner
1999; Fortna2003; Seneseand Quackenbusl2003). Settlementsvhereboth sidesagreeto a
compromiseoften appearto reducethe likelihood of renewedconflict. Settlementavhereone
side decisively defeatsthe otherin battle also seemto reducethe likelihood of conflict in the
immediateaftermath,althoughthis may be at least partly becauseof the needto rearmand
prepare for a future challenge.

It appearseasonabldgo apply a similar perspectivedo territorial issues. Indeed,the
ending of territorial claims -- where the issue under contentionis resolvedthrough imposed
settlementsnegotiateccompromisespr othertechniques- mightfit the generakheoreticalstory
betterthan the outcomesof militarized conflict, which may end the fighting without resolving
the underlyingissue. With respectto borders,Vasquez(1993: 147) suggestghat "thereis a
curvilinear relationshipbetweenthe use of war to establisha border and the recurrenceof
disputes, with settlementby the two extremesof overwhelming victory and diplomatic
accommodatiorboth associatedvith peace but the useof force shortof overwhelmingvictory
associatedavith recurringdisputes.”He laterexpandon this point, aguing (1993:149,151) that
"settling territorial disputesnon-violently shouldleadto a long-termpeacefulrelationship”and
that"How neighboringstatesdealwith their concernshapeghe relationshipthey will haveand
helpsconstructheworld in which theylive." Oncestatesnanagedheir fundamentatjuestionof
territorial sovereigntythen,they shouldbe ableto addresghe otherissuesbetweenthemin a

more constructive wayThis discussion suggests the third hypothesis:

Hypothesis3: Armed conflict is lesslikely after territorial claims that are resolvedthrough
either peaceful(bilateral or third party) or violenttechniqueghan after territorial claimsthat

are resolved in other ways (e.g.ofped by one of the claimants).
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Reseach Design
The hypotheseswill be evaluatedusing logistic regression(logit) analysis. These
analysescover the period from 1816-2001 which is the length of time thatis coveredby the
neededdata sets. Although some of thesedata setsare available for the entire world, the
territorial claimsdatasetis still beingcollectedandis not completefor everyregion. This data
setcurrentlycoversthe WesternrHemisphereandWesternEurope(including Scandinavia)sothe

analyses are limited to these regions.

DependentVariable

The primary dependenvariableto be examinedin theseanalysess the outbreakof a
militarized interstatedispute,as collectedin version3 of the Correlatesof War (COW) project's
Militarized InterstateDispute dataset (Ghosnet al. 2004). Militarized interstatedisputesare
conflicts betweennation-stateshat involve the explicit threat,display or useof military force.
Conceptuallythis is animportantphenomenonbecausesucha militarized disputeis necessary
for large-scaleviolence or war; not all militarized disputesescalateto produce numerous
fatalities, but these disputesrepresentan important deviation from everyday international

relations where war is a very real possihility

IndependentVariables

Two particularaspect®f bordersareneededo testHypothesisl: the identificationof all
borders,andthe distinction betweenhomelandand colonial borders;the needednformationis
takenfrom the Correlatesof War (COW) project'sDirect Contiguity and Colonial Contiguity
data sets (Gochman1991). Following typical internationalconflict research,"borders"” are
measuredy both land borders(wherethe two statesterritoriesdirectly adjoin eachother)and
seaborders(wheretheir territoriesareseparatetby lessthan400 miles of openseawhichwould
meanthat their 200-mile exclusiveeconomiczonesdirectly adjoin eachother). Homeland

bordersarethosethat separatéwo independenstateshomelandsyhile colonialbordershavea



colony or dependent possession on at least oné side.

TestingHypothesis2 involvesterritorial claims,as measuredy the IssueCorrelatesof
War (ICOW) project's Territorial Claims data set (Hensel 2001). Briefly, there are three
requirementdor a territorial claim to exist betweentwo nation-statesthere must be explicit
statementglemandingpermanensovereigntyover territory, thesestatementsnustbe madeby
official governmentrepresentativesvho are authorizedto make foreign policy, and the
statementsnust addressa specific piece of territory. Table 1 lists all claimsin the Western
HemisphereandWesternEuropethatmeetthis definition; researcton the remaindeiof theworld
is currently underwayand the Middle East will be done within the next few months.

[Table 1 about here]

Theimpactof territorial claimsis measuredy severaldummyvariables. Oneindicates
whetherat leastoneterritorial claimis currentlyunderwaybetweerthe statesthe otherindicates
whetherat leastone claim hasalreadyoccurredbetweenthem but all suchclaimshaveended.
Hypothesis3 will be tested with two dummy variables indicating how the claim ended.
Correspondingo work on decisiveconflict outcomespnevariablewill indicatewhetherthe last
claim betweentwo statesendedthroughorganizedviolence,which could meaneither that the
claim endedmmediatelyaftera military victory or thata military victory led to theimpositionof
anagreementhatconfirmedthe outcome. Correspondingo work on negotiateccompromisesa
secondvariablewill indicatewhetherthelastclaim betweerntwo statesendedpeacefullythrough
eitherabilateralagreemenor a third party decisionthatboth sidesacceptedincluding casegshat
endedthroughplebiscitesn the claimedterritory). Thereferentcategorythatwill beleft out of
analysisfor comparisonincludesall other claim settlementswhich generallymeansthat the
claim endedwithout any military victory or peacefulagreementgxamplesinclude claims that
were droppedunilaterally or that are no longer relevant(e.g., becausean island disappearec
beneath the sea or because the claimed territory was transferred to a third state).

Analysesof territorial claimswill controlfor the salienceof the claimedterritory, aspast

4 When statessharemultiple typesof borders,homelandborderstake precedenc@ver colonial
borders;statesare only codedas sharinga colonial borderif they do not alsosharea homeland
border Similarly, land bordersare consideredo take precedencever seaborders so statesare
only coded as sharing a sea border if they do not also share a land border
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researche.g.Hensel2001)suggestshat armedconflict is muchmorelikely over highly salient
territory thanoverterritory with lessvalue. The ICOW projecthascreateda measureof salience
that incorporatessix attributesthat increasethe value of territory, with eachcontributingone
point to the salienceindex for eachclaimantthat qualifies (thus producinga scalefrom 0-12).
The six indicatorsare measure®f whetherthe claimedterritory is known or believedto contain
valuable economic resources,a strategic location, ethnic or religious ties to one or both
claimants,anda permanenpopulation,aswell aswhetherthe territory is claimedasthe actoi®
homelandor as a dependencyand whetherit is locatedon the mainlandor offshore (Hensel
2001; Hensel and Mitchell 2006).

The analysesalso include the impact of democracyand relative capabilities,several
control variablesthat are commonlyincludedin quantitativeanalysesof conflict (e.g., Bremer
1992;Hensel2001). Armed conflict is consideredmuchlesslikely betweentwo democracies
and much morelikely betweenrelatively evenly matchedstates. Joint democracyis measurec
here by the Polity 4 index of institutionalizeddemocracy;a given pair of statesis considerec
jointly democraticwhen both statesreceivescoresof at leastsix out of a possibleten on this
index, and nondemocratiovhen at leastone of the two statesdoesnot. Finally, two states'
relative capabilitiesare measuredising the COW project'sNational Material Capabilitiesdata
set, which calculatesa Compositelndex of National Capabilities(CINC) scorethat indicates
eachstate'sshareof world power averagedacrosssix indicators: military personnelmilitary
expendituresiron/steelproduction,enegy consumptionfotal population,andurbanpopulation.
The specificmeasuraisedhereindicatesthe percentagef the two statestotal capabilitiesheld
by the strongerside,which canrangefrom .50 (exactequality)to 1.0 (the strongerstatehasall of

the capabilities).

Empirical Analyses
Hypothesisl suggestedhat armedconflict is more likely betweenstatesthat sharea
border particularly for homelandratherthan colonial borders. Hypothesis2 further suggestec
that conflict shouldbe much morelikely betweenstatesthat areinvolvedin a territorial claim,

particularly when the claim is ongoing. Table 2 examinesthe relationshipbetweenborders,
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territorial claims,andconflict usinglogistic regressior{logit) analysis. Eachobservationn this
table is a single year when both stateswere independentand the table usestheir borderand
territorial claims (if any) to predict conflict involvementwhile controlling for the impact of
democracy and relative capabilities.

[Table 2 about here]

In orderto avoid distortingthe resultsby including caseswith little interactionandlittle
chanceof conflict, Table 2 usestwo differentsetsof cases. Model | includesall pairsof states
that have either homelandor colonial territory in the two regions being studied (i.e., all
combinationsof stateswith either homelandsor coloniesin the WesternHemisphereand all
combinationsof suchstatesin WesternEurope). This excludesextraregionatasedike Bolivia
and Burundi or Belgium and Bangladeshwhich seemto havelittle relevancefor a study of
conflict, while comparingborderingstatesagainstcomparablenon-borderingstatesin the same
regions> Model Il limits the analysisto all pairs of statesin theseregionsthat sharea land
border which clearly have enough interaction that conflict is plausible.

We beginby examiningModel I, which -- by including both borderingandnon-bordering
pairsof states- is the only modelthatcanevaluatehe hypothesesboutborders. The modelas
a whole is statisticallysignificant (X? = 1612.05,6 d.f., p < .001), and both control variables
produce statistically significant resultsin the expecteddirection. The results support both
expectationgboutborders. Stateghatare contiguousaresignificantly morelikely (p <.001)to
engagdn armedconflict in any givenyearthanaremoredistantstates andstateshatareonly
contiguoushy colonial bordersaresignificantly lesslikely (p < .01)to engagen armedconflict
than are those that share a homeland border

Beyond statistical significance, though, it is important to evaluate the substantive

5 This is comparableo the problemof "relevantdyads,"wherescholarseliminatecaseghatare
unlikely to havesuflrcient opportunityand/orwillingnessfor conf3ct to justify their inclusionin

analysis(e.g.,LemkeandReed2001). Usingrelevantdyads(traditionally deedasdyadsthat
sharea border or include at least one major power) would not be appropriatehere, though,
because of the need to compare bordering states to comparable states that do not share
61t shouldbe notedthatthe effectsof land andseabordersarevery similar. Althoughthe effects
of bothtypesof bordersarecombinedn Table2, runningthe samemodelwith separatevariables
for contiguity by land and by sealeadsto the samebasicconclusion. Both typesof contiguity
significantly increase the probability of armed conflict in any given year (p < .001).
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significanceof the modelin real-world terms. Logistic regressionallows calculationof the

maiginal effects of eachvariable,or its impact on the predictedprobability of the dependen
variablewhile holding the remainingvariablesat constantvalues. The modelin Table 2 thus
predictsa probability of .004thatmilitarized conflict will breakout betweertwo non-contiguous
statesin any givenyear, or quite a small chanceof conflict. Two statesthat shareat leastone
colonial border(i.e., a borderthat separates colony from eitherthe other state'shomelandor

colony) haveroughly doublethe predictedprobability at .009in a givenyear while two states
that share a border betweentheir respectivehomelandterritories have roughly triple the

probability at .012 per yeaiThese results strongly support Hypothesis 1.

Turningto the impactof territorial claims,the resultsin Table2 alsosupportHypothesis
2. In Model I, the variablesindicating whethera given observationoccurswhile a claim is
ongoingor whetherthe stateshavealreadyendedtheir lastclaim areboth highly significant(p <
.001) and in the expecteddirection; the referent category againstwhich thesevariablesis
compareds all statesthat had neverengagedn a territorial claim at the time of observation.
The effect for ongoingterritorial claimsis strongerthanfor times after claims, which supports
the expectatiorthat statesexperiencingerritorial claimswill experienceheir highestlevels of
conflict while the claims are ongoing. This effect is further illustrated by the predicted
probabilitiesof conflict. Statesthat haveneverbeeninvolved in territorial claims havea low
probability (.012) of conflict in any given year (assuminga non-colonialborder which is the
modal categoryof claim participants)this probability increasedo .089 while at leastoneclaim
is ongoing,thendeclinesto .043 after their last claim hasended-- much higherthanfor states
thathaveneverbeenin a territorial claim, but alsolessthanhalf aslikely asthe rateof conflict
between the same states while their claims were ongoing.

As notedearlier thereis somerisk thatthe resultsare distortedby including caseswith
virtually no chanceof conflict underany circumstances.If this is the case,thenthe apparent
effect of territorial claimson conflict would be inflated by a comparisorwith statesthatlacked
opportunityand/orwillingness. Model Il addressethis possibility by limiting analysisto states
with a land border which have a plausiblerisk of armed conflict. The effect of ongoing

territorial claimson conflict remainsstrongly positive,consistentvith Hypothesis2. The effect
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of ending territorial claims is insignificant in the analysis, which is also consistentwith
Hypothesis2 becausehis showsa substantiatifferencefrom the significantincreasan conflict
for the samecountrieswhile their claimsareongoing;the predictedprobabilitiesrevealthatthere
is virtually no differencein conflict patternsbetweenneighborsthat have neverhad territorial
claims(.023probabilityin any givenyear)andthosethathaveendedtheir lastclaims(.027). It
thus appears that the overall results are not distorted by the initial case selection.

Table 3 reexamineghe impact of endingclaims by limiting the analysisto dyadsthat
engagedn atleastoneterritorial claim. This ensureshe mostrelevantcomparisorby excluding
statesthat neverengagedn claims,allowing us to makean evenmore convincingcasefor the
endingof claimsasan influenceon conflict behavior Both modelsare statisticallysignificant
overall (p < .001),andthe two control variablesboth havestatisticallysignificanteffectsin the
expected direction.

[Table 3 about here]

One differencefrom Table 2 is that bordersno longer have a systematicimpact on
conflict behavior;the contiguity variableis not significantin Model | (p < .20), andthe colonial
bordersvariableis not significantin eitherModel | (p < .74) or Model Il (p <.92). Thisis not
especiallysurprising though,aseverycasen this tablehadboththe opportunityandwillingness
for armedconflict dueto their involvementin territorial claims. Consistenwith pastresearch.
the salienceof the claimedterritory significantly increaseshe probability of conflict (p < .001)
in both models.

With respectto the ending of claims, the general dummy variable for post-claim
observationgs statistically significantin Model Il (p < .03) but not Model | (p < .15). The
individual dummiesfor claim endingby peacefulandviolent techniquesareboth significant(p <
.001)in Model I, althoughonly the peacefulendingdummy (p < .09) reachesvenborderline

significancein Model Il (p < .22 for the violent endingdummy). Becausehesevariablesare

’ For observationsafter claims haveended,salienceis measuredas the highestsalienceof the
claim while it was ongoing,to determinewhetherthe impactof the settlements overcomeby
claim salience. An interactioneffect was also tested,to considerthe possibility of different
effects of salienceduring and after claims; this interactionterm never approachedstatistical
significance, and a test of nested models indicated that including it did not improve model
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relatedto eachother-- the peacefuland violent endingdummiesare essentiallysubsetsof the
post-claim dummy -- their effects are best evaluatedjointly; this group of three variables
significantlyimprovesmodelfit (p <.001)in acomparisorof nestednodels. In Model | (for all

dyadsin eachregion),the predictedprobability of conflict decreasefrom .073duringthe claim

to .028 after peacefulclaim endings,.026 after violent endings,and ,059 after other less
definitive endings. In Model Il (for statessharingland borders),the probability of conflict

decreasefrom .070to .023following a peacefulending,.024 following a violent ending,and.

038afterotherendings. Theseresultsareclearly consistentvith both Hypothesi2'sexpectation
that conflict will be lesslikely after a claim hasendedand Hypothesis3's expectatiorthat the
post-claim reduction will be influenced by the way in which the last claim ended.

Finally, it is worth consideringthe issuesover which statesfight after their territorial
claimsareended. Of the 86 pairsof statesthat sharea land borderandengagedn at leastone
territorial claim, 34 (39.5%)becamanvolvedin atotal of 103 militarized disputesafterthe end
of their claim(s). Most commonwere disputesthat involved either efforts by one stateto
overthrowthe other'sregime,to endits neighbor'ssupportfor suchefforts, or to pursuerebels
acrossthe border Also commonweredisputesinvolving the spillover of domesticor interstate
conflict acrosshorders typically asonesidetamgetsa neighbor'scitizensor companiegwhether
becauset believesthatthe neighborsupportsts opponentto attractattentionto its causepr as
collateraldamage). A few involved questionsof river navigation,fishing rights, cross-bordel
surveillance(violations of airspaceor territorial waters), or minority rights Finally, some
disputesinvolved distantissuesunrelatedto the border suchasthe Munich Crisis thatinvolved
Franceand Germanybut concernedCzechoslovakia. Neighborsclearly have many reasongo
fight after resolvingtheir territorial issues althoughthe likelihood of conflict is muchlower in

any given year after borders are settled.

Discussion
This study hasbeena preliminary effort to investigatethe relationshipbetweenborders
and armedconflict, emphasizingthe role of contentionover the borderitself. Hypothesisl

suggestedhat armed conflict should be more likely betweenneighborsthan betweenmore
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distantstates particularly acrossbordersthat separatehomelandterritory ratherthan colonies.
Hypothesis2 suggestedthat armed conflict should be more likely betweenstatesthat are
involved in territorial claims, particularly while the claimsare ongoing. Finally, Hypothesis3
suggestedhat how a territorial claim endsshouldaffect the prospectdor armedconflict in its
aftermath.

All threehypotheseseceivedsubstantiaempirical support. Bordersareindeedclosely
associateavith armedconflict, assuspectedyy Richardsoroverfour decadesgo,but bordering
states'conflict behaviorchangessubstantiallyover time. Colonial bordersincreasethe risk of
conflict comparedo non-borderingstatesandhomelandoordersincreasethis risk evenfurther.
Armed conflict is also much more likely while a territorial claim is ongoing,but this increase
largely disappearsiftertwo statesfinal territorial claimis resolved-- particularlywhentheclaim
ends through either a negotiated or violent outcome.

Thesefindingsareconsistentvith pastresearclon bothbordersandterritorialissuesand
offer a new twist on conflict managemenbr settlement-- complementingwork on conflict
outcomeswith similar findings focusedon the settlementof territorial issues. Thesefindings
also suggestgeneralinsightsinto internationalborders. Other papersat this conferencecover
topics that rangefrom migration to economicintegration,from cross-borderxcrime to cultural
assimilation,and from health policy to environmentalchallenges. Each subjecthas caused
seriousdisagreementbetweenlocal or nationalofficials acrossborders,and somehaveled to
armedconflict. While armedconflict is alwayspossible,though,this study'sfindings suggest
thattherisk is greatlyreducedonceterritorial claimsareresolved. While the U.S. and Mexico
may disagreeover everythingfrom trucking regulationsto immigrationandthe flow of the Rio
Grande,and Ecuadormay still disagreewith Peru over various issues,the fact that their
territorial claims haveendedsuggestghat thereis little chanceof thesedisagreementerupting
into armed conflict.

Finally, this paperhasleft plenty of room for future research. For example,while this
study has examinedthe outbreakof militarized disputes,it hasnot consideredhe severity or
escalatiorof the disputeshatoccur; pastresearcton borders territorial issuesor both suggests

a likely connection(e.g.,Diehl 1985;Hensel1996; Senes€005). Nor hasthis studyexamined
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other techniquesfor issue managementfuture studies could extend this basic approachto

considersuch activities as third party mediationof issuesor submissionof issuesto binding
arbitrationor adjudication. This study'sanalysisof how claimsendhasalsofocusedonly onthe
endingof the last claim betweentwo statesmanyadversariehavemultiple claimsat the same
time, andfuture work could benefitfrom examininghow the endingof onesuchclaim canaffect
the managemenof the others. Much morecould alsobe doneto distinguishthe variety of non-
territorial issuesunder contention;issuesare centralto this paper'stheoreticalmodel, but the
neededdataare not yet available? Nonethelessthis paperrepresentsnimportantstart,andit

can be hoped that future work will be able to go even further
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Table 1. ICOW Territorial Claims in the Americas andWestern Europe, 1816-2001

Claim Participants Date$
North America
Passamaquoddy Bay USA- UK 1816 - 1817
St. Croix - St. John Rivers USA- UK 1816 - 1842
Machias Seal Island USA - Canada 1971 -
49th Parallel USA- UK 1816 - 1818
Oregon Country USA- UK 1816 - 1846
& San Juan Islands USA - Spain 1816 - 1821
Spain - UK 1816 - 1821
USA- UK 1846 - 1872
Alaska Russia - UK 1821 - 1867
USAD Russia 1822 b 1867
UK - USA 1872 - 1903
Wrangel Island Canada - USA 1922 - 1924
Canada - Russia 1922 - 1924
Labrador Canada - UK 1920 - 1927
Florida USA - Spain 1816 - 1821
Texas USA - Spain 1816 - 1821
USA - Mexico 1831 - 1848
Mesilla Valley USA - Mexico 1850 - 1854
Morteritos & Sabinitos Mexico - USA 1884 - 1884
R’o Grande Bancos Mexico - USA 1884 - 1972
El Chamizal Mexico - USA 1895 - 1963
California - New Mexico USA - Mexico 1835 - 1848
Fort Ross Spain - Russia 1816 - 1821
Mexico - Russia 1831 - 1841
Baja California - Sonora USA - Mexico 1847 - 1865
Ellesmere Island Canada - USA 1922 - 1926
Sverdrup Islands Canada - Norway 1922 - 1930
Hans Island Canada - Denmark 1971 -
Eastern Greenland Norway - Denmark 1921 - 1933
Central America and Caribbean
Cuba USA - Spain 1848 - 1898
Isla de Pinos USA - Cuba 1909 - 1925
Guanttnamo Bay Cuba - USA 1960 -
Navassa Island Haiti - USA 1859 - 1914, 1935-

9 Claim datesare constrainedoy membershign the COW internationalsystemlimiting these
claimsto interactionsbetweensovereignstates. Claims cannot beginuntil both statesqualify
for system membership, and claims are considered to end with the loss of system membe
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M™l|e St. Nicholas
Samani Bay
Virgin Islands
R’o Massacre

Quita Sue—o-Roncad@errana

Serranilla Bank & Bajo Nuevo
SanAndrZs y Providencia
Clipperton Island

R’o Hondo

Chiapas

Belize

Ranguana & Sapodilla (Zapotillo)

Mosquito Coast

R’o Motagua

Cordillera Monte Cristo
Bolsones

Gulf of Fonseca Islands

& Conejo Island

Teotecacinte

Cayo Sur - Media Luna
Swan Islands

Mangles (Corn) Islands

Nicaragua Canal

R’0 Sixaolay R'o Coto
Jurad—

Canal Zone

SouthAmerica
Goajirt-Guain’a

USA - Haiti

USA - Dom. Rep.
USA - Denmark

Haiti - Dom. Rep.

Haiti - Dom. Rep.
Colombia - USA
Nicaragua - USA
Nicaragua - Colombia
Honduras - USA
Honduras - Colombia
Honduras - Colombia
Nicaragua - Colombia
France - Mexico
Mexico - UK
Guatemala - Mexico
Guatemala - UK
Guatemala - Belize
Guatemala - UK
Guatemala - Belize
Honduras - UK
Honduras - Belize
Honduras - Guatemala
Colombia - UK
Colombia - Nicaragua
Honduras - Guatemala
Guatemala - El Salvador
El Salvador - Honduras
El Salvador - Honduras
El Salvador - Honduras
Nicaragua - Honduras
Nicaragua - Honduras
Honduras - USA
Colombia - Nicaragua
Nicaragua - USA
USA - Nicaragua
Costa Rica - Panama
Panama - Colombia
USA - Colombia
Colombia - USA
Panama - USA

Venezuela - Colombia
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1889 - 1915
1894 - 1904
1865 - 1917
1894 - 1915
1934 - 1935
1890 - 1972
1900 - 1928
1900 - 1928, 1979 -
1899 - 1928
1899 - 1928
1982 - 1986
1900 - 1930, 1979 -
1897 - 1934
1831 - 1897
1868 - 1882
1868 - 1981
1981 -

1981 - 1981
1981 -

1981 - 1981
1981 -

1981 -

1831 - 1860
1900 - 1928
1899 - 1933
1935 - 1938
1899 - 1992
1899 - 1992
2000 -

1900 - 1906, 1912-196
1998 -

1921 - 1972
1906 - 1928
1965 - 1971
1900 - 1916
1920 - 1941
1920 - 1938
1901 - 1903
1903 - 1922
1923 - 1979

1841 - 1922



Los Monjes
Oriente-Aguarico
Loreto

& Leticia
Apaporis
Aves (Bird) Island
Essequibo

Patos Island

Amazonas

Los Roques

Corentyn/New Rivefriangle

Pirara
Maroni

Tumuc-Humac
Amapit

Oriente-Mainas

& Cordillera del C—ndor
Galfpagos Islands
Amazonas-Caquett

& Amazonas-lea
Chincha Islands
Acre

Apa

& R’o Paraguay Islands
Misiones
Yaguar—n
Trindade Island
Chaco Boreal
Antofagasta

& Tacna-Arica

Puna déAtacama
& LosAndes
Chaco Central

Colombia -Venezuela
Ecuador - Colombia
Peru - Colombia
Peru - Colombia
Brazil - Colombia
Venezuela - Netherlands
Venezuela - UK
Venezuela - Guyana
Venezuela - UK
Venezuela - Brazil
Netherlands Venezuela
Netherlands - UK
Netherlands - Guyana
Suriname - Guyana
Brazil - UK
Netherlands - France
Suriname - France
Brazil - Netherlands
Portugal - France
France - Brazil
Ecuador - Peru
Ecuador - Peru
USA - Ecuador
Ecuador - Brazil
Brazil - Ecuador
Spain - Peru

Peru - Brazil

Peru - Bolivia

Brazil - Bolivia
Paraguay - Brazil
Paraguay - Brazil
Argentina - Brazil
Uruguay - Brazil
Brazil - UK

Bolivia - Paraguay
Chile - Bolivia

Bolivia - Chile

Chile - Peru

Peru - Chile

Bolivia - Peru
Argentina - Bolivia
Chile -Argentina
Argentina - Paraguay
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1951 -

1854 - 1919
1839 - 1922
1932 - 1935
1831 - 1928
1854 - 1866

1841 - 1899, 1951-196

1966 -

1859 - 1942
1841 - 1928
1850 - 1856
1816 - 1966
1966 - 1975
1975 -

1838 - 1926
1849 - 1975
1975 -

1852 - 1906
1816 - 1822
1826 - 1900
1854 - 1945
1947 - 1998

1854 - 1855, 1892-190

1854 - 1904
1904 - 1922
1864 - 1866
1839 - 1909
1848 - 1912
1848 - 1909
1846 - 1874
1874 - 1929
1841 - 1895
1882 -

1826 - 1896
1878 - 1938
1848 - 1884
1884 -

1879 - 1884
1884 - 1929
1883 - 1936
1848 - 1941
1896 - 1904
1846 - 1878



Patagonia

Beagle Channel
Palena/Continental Glaciers
R’0 de La Plata

Falkland (Malvinas) Islands

Northern and Western Europe
Northern Ireland

Treaty Ports

Ecrehos & Minquiers
Gibraltar

Limburg & Zeeland Flanders

Baarle Enclaves

Elten & Tudderen

Belgium

Neutral Moresnet (Altenbg)
Eupen & MalmZdy

Luxemboug

VallZe des Dappes
Alsace-Lorraine (Elsass-Lothringen)

Prussian Rheinprovinz
Bavarian Palatinate (Pfalz)
Rheinhessen

Saar (Sarre)

Jussy
Savoy & Nice

Upper Savoy (Chablais-Faucigny)

Corsica
Val d'Aosta-Briga-€nda
Neuch%otel
Kulmbach-Gersfeld-Orb
Badenese Corridor

& Germersheim Frontage
Salzbug
Leipzig-Bautzen

Chile -Argentina
Argentina - Chile
Chile -Argentina
Argentina - Uruguay
Argentina - UK

Ireland B UK

Ireland - UK

France - UK

Spain b UK
Netherlands B Belgium
Belgium - Netherlands
Netherlands - Belgium

W.Germany - Netherlands

France - Belgium
Germany b Belgium
Belgium - Germany
Germany b Belgium
Netherlands - Belgium
France B Netherlands
France - Switzerland
Prussia - France
France b Germany
France - Prussia
France - Bavaria
France - Hesse GD
France - Germany
Germany - France
W.Germany - France
Switzerland - Sardinia
France D Italy

Italy - France
Switzerland - Italy
Switzerland - France
Italy - France

France - Italy
Switzerland - Prussia
Prussia - Bavaria
Bavaria - Baden
Bavaria - Baden
Austria - Bavaria
Prussia - Saxony
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1841 - 1903
1904 - 1985
1903 - 1998
1882 - 1973
1841 -

1922 - 1999
1927 - 1938
1886 b 1953
1816 -

1830 b 1839
1918 B 1920
1922 - 1940, 1945D59
1955 D 1963
1866 - 1867
1841 B 1919
1917 b 1919
1919 B 1940
1830 - 1839
1866 B 1867
1816 - 1862
1870 b 1871
1871 b 1919
1849 - 1871
1849 - 1871
1849 - 1871
1917 - 1920
1920 B 1935
1955 b 1957
1816 - 1816
1848 b 1860
1938 - 1943
1859 - 1860
1860 - 1860
1938 - 1943
1945 - 1947
1848 - 1857
1866 - 1866
1816 - 1832
1838 - 1840, 1870-187
1816 - 1816
1866 - 1866



Hohenzollern
Hombug-Upper Hesse
Heligoland
Schleswig-Holstein

German Reunification
West Berlin

Lombardy-\énetia

Papal States

Modena

Parma

Trentino-AltoAdige (SouthTyrol)
Graham Island

Finnmark Aarangerfjord
Spitsbegen (Svalbard)

Aaland Islands

Finland
Karelia & Petsamo

WYrttembey - Prussia

1870 - 1870

Prussia - HesseDarmstadt 1866 - 1866

Prussia - UK
Prussia ® Denmark
Prussia Bustria
Denmark - Germany

1884 - 1890
1864 b 1864
1864 B 1866
1919 - 1920

W.Germany b E.Germany 1955 b 1972

USSR - USA
E.Germany BV.Germany
Italy BAustria-Hungary
Piedmont - Papal States
Piedmont - Modena
Piedmont - Parma

Italy BAustria-Hungary
Two Sicilies - UK
Russia - Sweden
Russia B Norway
Sweden B Russia
Sweden b Finland
Sweden - Finland
Finland B Russia
Russia B Finland
Finland - Russia

Russia - Finland
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1948 b 1971
1958 B 1972
1848 b 1866
1858 - 1860
1848 - 1860
1848 - 1860
1866 b 1919
1831 - 1831
1851 - 1855
1945 - 1947
1854 - 1856
1918 B 1921
1854 - 1856
1917 B 1920
1938 b 1940
1941 - 1944
1944 - 1944



Table 2: Borders,Territorial Claims, and the Outbr eak of Militarized Conflict

Model I: Model IlI:
All dyads Land
in region borders only
Coeficient Coeficient
Variable (Robust S.E.) (Robust S.E.)
Constant - 4.94 (0.19)*** - 2.46 (0.26)***

Impact of €rritorial Claims
Ongoing territorial claim
Post-claim

Impact of Boders
Contiguous (land or sea)
Colonial border only

Control Variables
Joint democracy
Stronger side's capabilities

N:

LL:
X2
Prob.:

2.11 (0.1L)***
1.34 (0.13)**

1.12 (0.12)***
- 0.28(0.10)***

- 0.81 (0.1)**
- 0.75 (0.23)***

80,138

- 4065.45
1612.05

p<.001 (6 d.f.)

1.25 (0.13)***
0.15 (0.16)

- 0.15(0.14)

- 0.58 (0.15)***
- 1.60 (0.32)***

11,376

- 1795.61
200.30

p<.001 (5 d.f.)

*p<.01;*p<.05 *p<.10

Predicted Probability of Conflict:
Impact of Boders (for states with no territorial claims):

Non-contiguous: .004
Contiguous (colonial): .009
Contiguous (homeland): .012

Impact of €rritorial Claims (for states with noncolonial biers):

No previous territorial claim: .012 .023
During territorial claim: .089 .076
After claim ends: .043 .027
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Table 3: Militarized Conflict during and after Territorial Claims

Variable

Model I:
All dyads
in region

Coeficient
(Robust S.E.)

Model IlI:
Land
borders only

Coeficient
(Robust S.E.)

Constant

Impact of €rritorial Claims
Claim salience

Post-claim

Peaceful settlement
Violent ending

Impact of Boders
Contiguous (land or sea)
Colonial border only

Control Variables
Joint democracy
Stronger side's capabilities

N:

LL:
X2
Prob.:

*p<.01;*p<.05 *p<.10

Predicted Probability of Conflict:

- 1.72 (0.32)***

0.11 (0.02)***
- 0.22 (0.15)
- 0.79 (0.18)***
- 0.85 (0.27)***

0.20 (0.15)
0.04 (0.13)

- 0.81 (0.14)**
- 2.11 (0.32)***

11,045
- 2054.67
248.06
p<.001 (8 d.f.)

- 2.10 (0.38)***

0.12 (0.02)***
- 0.65 (0.29)**
- 0.52 (0.30)*
- 0.46 (0.37)

0.02 (0.17)

- 0.56 (0.17)***
- 1.68 (0.37)***

7713
- 1402.94
154.25
p<.001 (7 d.f.)

Impact of €rritorial Claims (for states with noncolonial babers):

During claim:

.073

After claim (peaceful settlement): .028

After claim (violent ending):

After claim (other ending):

.026
.059
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