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1 Another study of democracy and
international conflict?

Introduction

Over the past decade numerous books and countless articles have been
published on the theoretical and empirical relationship between democ-
racy and international conflict.1 The central theoretical claim advanced
by scholars is that decisions by state leaders to rely upon either peaceful
diplomacy or military force as the means to resolve international disputes
are influenced by the political institutions and norms of political compe-
tition and conflict resolution within states. As a result, analysts have ar-
gued that patterns of international conflict behavior should vary between
democratic and non-democratic countries because of differences in the
degree of state leaders’ political accountability, or the strength of non-
violent norms of resolving political conflict among political elites (e.g.
Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow,
Siverson, and Smith 1999; Dixon 1993, 1994, 1998; Doyle 1986; Kahl
1998/99; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993; Owen 1994, 1997; Raymond
1994; Rummel 1983, 1985; Russett 1993; Schweller 1992; Weart 1998).

In empirical research scholars have examined patterns of military con-
flict between democracies and non-democracies, as well as among the two
types of states. Two different conclusions have emerged from empirical
findings. The first, more widely accepted, claim is that while democratic
states rarely if ever go to war against each other, they do adopt more
confrontational diplomatic and military policies towards non-democratic
states. Thus, patterns of military conflict between democracies and non-
democracies are not very different from patterns of military conflict
among non-democracies. Both are characterized by much higher rates
of militarized disputes and war than are found between pairs of demo-
cratic states (e.g. Chan 1984; Dixon 1993, 1994; Owen 1994, 1997;
Maoz 1997; Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993;
Oneal and Ray 1997; Small and Singer 1976; Weart 1998; Weede 1984,

1 Reviews of much of the literature can be found in Ray 1995: ch. 1, 1998; Maoz 1997,
1998; Chan 1997; and Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996.
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2 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

1992). The second claim, which is more controversial, is that democra-
cies are less likely to resort to the aggressive threat or use of military force
against all other states (e.g. Benoit 1996; Bremer 1992; Hart and Reed
1999; Hermann and Kegley 1995; Hewitt and Wilkenfeld 1996; Huth
1996; Leeds and Davis 1999; Morgan and Schwebach 1992; Oneal and
Russett 1997a, 1997b, 1999a, 1999b; Rousseau 1996; Rummel 1995a,
1997; Russett and Oneal 2001; Schultz 2001b). As a result, not only are
two democratic states very unlikely to become engulfed in military con-
flicts with each other, but democratic states are also less likely to initiate
crises and wars against non-democratic states. Thus, while it may be true
that mixed dyads of democratic and non-democratic states have relatively
high rates of military conflict, the reason is because the non-democratic
states in the dyads are generally escalating disputes to the point of mil-
itary confrontations, compelling democratic states to resist and defend
themselves with counter-threats and the use of force.

We refer to the body of theoretical and empirical work on domestic
political institutions and international conflict as the democratic peace
literature. The democratic peace literature, broadly understood, advances
claims about the international conflict behavior of both democratic and
non-democratic states, and seeks to test such claims against the historical
record of military conflict in the international system involving either type
of state. We want to emphasize that when we refer to the democratic peace
literature we are not restricting our attention to the specific question of
whether democratic states have engaged in military conflict with other
democratic states. Instead, we view the debate about the absence of war
among democratic states as one piece of a larger research program on the
relationship between domestic political systems and international conflict
behavior.

We have already alluded to the two main schools of thought within
the democratic peace literature. We refer to the first school as the dyadic
version of the democratic peace, since some scholars argue that the inci-
dence of militarized disputes and war is greatly reduced only in relations
among democratic states. On the other hand, these same scholars main-
tain that disputes between pairs of non-democratic states or mixed dyads
are much more conflictual and include a pattern of aggressive behavior
by democratic states towards non-democratic states. Meanwhile, the sec-
ond school is termed the monadic version of the democratic peace, since
other scholars argue that democratic states are less aggressive than non-
democratic countries regardless of whether an international opponent is
democratic or not. In this book we critically evaluate the theoretical and
empirical foundations of both the dyadic and monadic versions of the
democratic peace.
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Debates over the democratic peace have been extensive. One area of
contention lies with empirical research and findings. Scholars raise ques-
tions about the empirical strength and robustness of the finding that
democratic states are less likely to rely on military force as an instrument
of foreign policy. In particular, analysts frequently debate the strengths
and weaknesses of various research designs, the methods used to test hy-
potheses, the measurement of variables, and whether alternative expla-
nations can account for the democratic peace (e.g. Benoit 1996; Bremer
1992, 1993; Cohen 1995; Crescenzi and Enterline 1999; Dixon 1993,
1994; Elman 1997; Enterline 1996; Farber and Gowa 1995, 1997a,
1997b; Gates, Knutsen, and Moses 1996; Gartzke 1998, 2000;
Gleditsch and Hegre 1997; Gowa 1999; Henderson 1998, 1999, 2002;
Kegley and Hermann 1995, 1997; Layne 1994, 1995; Mansfield and
Snyder 1995; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993; Mitchell, Gates, and Hegre
1999; Mintz and Geva 1993; Mousseau 2000; Mousseau and Shi 1999;
Oneal, Oneal, Maoz, and Russett 1996; Oneal and Ray 1997; Oneal
and Russett 1997a, 1997b, 1999a, 1999b, 1999c; Rousseau, Gelpi,
Reiter, and Huth 1996; Russett 1993, 1995; Senese 1997b, 1999; Snyder
2000; Spiro 1994, 1995; Thompson and Tucker 1997; Turns 2001; Van
Belle 1997; Weede 1992). A second source of controversy focuses more
directly on theory, as critics question whether a compelling theoretical
argument has been developed to explain how domestic political insti-
tutions and norms of political competition influence the foreign policy
choices of political leaders. This debate is also often linked to a broader
discussion about the relative theoretical power of domestic and interna-
tional conditions in accounting for international conflict behavior (Bueno
de Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson,
and Smith 1999; Cederman 2001; Cohen 1994; Doyle 1986; Farber
and Gowa 1995, 1997a, 1997b; Forsythe 1992; Gowa 1999; Henderson
1999; Hermann and Kegley 1995; James and Mitchell 1995; Lemke and
Reed 1996; Kacowicz 1995; Kahl 1998/99; Mearsheimer 1990; Morgan
and Campbell 1991; Morgan and Schwebach 1992; Oren 1995; Owen
1994, 1997; Rousseau 1996; Rummel 1983, 1985; Russett and Ray 1995;
Schultz 2001b; Schweller 1992; Thompson 1996; Weart 1998).

Given that both critics and supporters of the democratic peace have
had considerable opportunity to make their case, it is reasonable to ask:
Do we really need another study on the relationship between domes-
tic political systems and international military conflict? A skeptic might
protest that both sides in the debate have posed the fundamental theoret-
ical questions and presented their best counter-arguments in response to
the strongest critiques put forth by the scholarly opposition (e.g. Cohen
1994 vs. Russett and Ray 1995; Farber and Gowa 1997b, Gowa 1999 vs.
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Russett and Oneal 2001, Thompson and Tucker 1997; Mansfield and
Snyder 1995 vs. Enterline 1996, 1998, Thompson and Tucker 1997,
Maoz 1997, 1998, and Oneal and Russett 1999c; Oneal and Russett
1999a, Russett and Oneal 2001 vs. Gartzke 1998, 2000; Spiro 1995,
Layne 1994, 1995, Oren 1995 vs. Russett 1995 and Maoz 1997, 1998;
Turns 2001 vs. Hermann and Kegley 2001; Weede 1984, 1992 vs. Benoit
1996). Furthermore, this skeptic might insist that by now enough differ-
ent empirical studies and findings have been produced, dissected, and
re-analyzed such that another empirical study is not going to break much
new ground. The exasperated skeptic might also say that the debate over
the past decade has produced an extensive body of scholarship from which
critical observers can draw well-founded conclusions as to the theoretical
and empirical veracity of claims about the relationship between regime
type and international conflict. As a result, the impact of new work on the
subject of the democratic peace may have reached the point of a rather
sharply declining marginal rate of return. In short, the skeptic cries out:
Please no more!

Alas, while we sympathize with such skeptics, we would in fact argue
that there is much more important work to be done on the subject of do-
mestic political institutions and international conflict. Although it is true
that a rich literature has developed, several basic questions and puzzles
remain to be answered about the existence of and explanation for a demo-
cratic peace. Put differently, both the critics (e.g. Cohen 1994; Farber and
Gowa 1995, 1997a; Forsythe 1992; Gartzke 1998, 2000; Gates, Knutsen,
and Moses 1996; Gowa 1999; Henderson 2002; James and Mitchell
1995; Layne 1994; Mearsheimer 1990; Spiro 1994, 1995; Thompson
1996) and the supporters (Dixon 1993, 1994, 1998; Doyle 1986; Maoz
1997, 1998; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993; Oneal and Ray 1997; Oneal
and Russett 1997a, 1997b, 1999a, 1999b, 1999c; Owen 1994, 1997;
Ray 1995, 1998; Raymond 1994; Rummel 1983, 1985; Russett 1993;
Russett and Oneal 2001; Russett and Ray 1995; Schweller 1992) of the
democratic peace claim that theory and evidence strongly support their
position, but neither side’s claim is fully persuasive. Nevertheless, while
we are not convinced by either side in the democratic peace debate, schol-
arship over the past decade has clearly advanced our knowledge on the
subject and raised new questions. As a result, in this book we address a
number of important puzzles and debates and in so doing we draw upon
the contributions of both critics and supporters of the democratic peace.
In our judgement, more persuasive claims about the democratic peace
require both a critical re-examination and development of basic theory
as well as the development of new types of statistical tests whose research
design and data differ from those commonly employed.
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Let’s consider a few examples of the general types of arguments ad-
vanced by critics and supporters of the democratic peace. Supporters
have argued that extensive quantitative tests have confirmed the robust-
ness of the democratic peace finding and that the causal logic which ex-
plains dyadic or monadic patterns of behavior has been clearly presented.
Thus, while further refinement is possible and even desirable, the basic
thrust of the theoretical and empirical analysis has been well established.
As a result, useful but marginal returns can be expected from further
empirical and theoretical work. Critics, however, have challenged these
claims. Case study researchers object that quantitative studies have been
long on testing the robustness of statistical results by including various
control variables in equations, but short on directly testing the causal
process that might link domestic institutions and norms to actual for-
eign policy choices by state leaders. These scholars argue that empirical
research requires more process-tracing of state behavior in specific inter-
national disputes in order to assess causal claims about the democratic
peace.

A different critique has been offered by scholars who are not empiri-
cally oriented, but are more concerned with the logical rigor supporting
hypotheses about the democratic peace. Such theorists claim that theory-
building efforts have been too inductive and driven by attempts to develop
explanations for already-known empirical findings. Instead, they propose
a more deductive approach in which analysts try to develop basic theory
about the domestic politics of foreign policy choices and then determine
if democratic institutions and norms logically result in particular types of
dyadic or monadic hypotheses about the democratic peace.

We share the concern of critics that theory-building efforts may have
been overly shaped by known empirical results. We also agree that more
attention to deductive logic would be desirable and that we should try to
ground democratic peace hypotheses in general models that link domestic
politics to foreign policy choices. Nevertheless, we think supporters are
right that hypotheses about norms of political bargaining or the account-
ability of leaders to political opposition represent plausible and fruitful
theoretical approaches to explaining how domestic political institutions
influence the foreign policy choices of state leaders. However, we believe
that for both the norms-based and accountability-based approaches, the
logical hypotheses to be tested are not adequately established in the ex-
isting literature. Through critical re-examination of the theoretical foun-
dations of each approach, we can develop new hypotheses that refine and
extend existing arguments.

On the empirical side, we find value in the work of both critics and sup-
porters. For example, case study critics are right in several respects, but
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we still believe a great deal can be gained from further quantitative tests.
We agree that empirical tests should attempt to examine more directly
the causal pathways linking domestic institutions to decisions regarding
military threats and the use of force. We would also disagree with support-
ers who might claim that the consistency of results in quantitative tests
suggests that only marginal gains in knowledge can be achieved through
further statistical tests. We would argue that the research design of many
quantitative tests significantly limits the range and type of hypotheses
that can be tested. As a result, while useful findings have been and will
continue to come from such studies, we believe that alternative statistical
tests based on different research designs and new data sets are essential.
Thus, while we share the desire of case study researchers for more direct
empirical tests, we prefer to rely on statistical tests. Our solution is to cre-
ate a large data set, which is in some ways composed of many case studies.
With such a data set we can test for more specific patterns of diplomatic
and military behavior, and at the same time have greater confidence that
the findings are generalizable and systematic.

In sum, if we re-examine and extend the basic theory of the democratic
peace and then couple it with new data sets and alternative research
designs for statistical tests, our results can make important and lasting
contributions to an already extensive democratic peace literature. Our
objective in this book, then, is to identify central puzzles and questions
which persist in the democratic peace literature and to answer them with
new theoretical and empirical analyses.

Theoretical debates and empirical puzzles

What are the central theoretical questions and empirical puzzles that need
to be addressed by scholars studying the democratic peace? We find five
areas in which further work is essential.

The debate over norms vs. institutional accountability

One theoretical debate among scholars seeking to explain the democratic
peace has focused on the relative explanatory power of domestic norms of
political conflict resolution and the political accountability of democratic
institutions. Some scholars hold that democratic norms and institutions
produce similar causal effects in international disputes. For example, in
the dyadic version of the democratic peace, both democratic norms and
democratic institutions encourage negotiated settlements and the avoid-
ance of military conflict between democratic states, and both promote
more confrontational policies towards non-democratic states. From this
point of view, norms and institutions are complementary causes of the
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democratic peace and it is very difficult to disentangle their individual
causal effects in empirical tests (e.g. Maoz and Russett 1993; Owen 1994,
1997; Ray 1995; Russett 1993). Other scholars, however, insist that while
democratic norms and institutions may have similar causal effects, one ex-
planation is in fact more compelling than the other. (Bueno de Mesquita
and Lalman 1992; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith
1999, and Reiter and Stam 1999a, 2002 favor institutionalist arguments
while Dixon 1993, 1994 and Doyle 1986 give greater emphasis to demo-
cratic and liberal norms.)

We argue in this book that addressing two broad theoretical problems
can advance the debate over the causal effects of norms and institutions.
First, we need to develop the basic logic of the norms-based arguments
more fully. Norms-based approaches need to ground theoretical argu-
ments more directly in intra-elite patterns of political competition. Then
they should develop more carefully the logic of how elite norms of resolv-
ing domestic political conflict might influence conflict resolution behavior
in international disputes. There is a tendency among scholars, whether
critics or supporters of norms-based theories, to argue that democratic
norms imply a fairly “dovish” or accommodative approach to conflict
resolution in international disputes. This leads both sides in the debate
to overstate the strategic weaknesses of democratic states in situations
of crisis bargaining with non-democratic adversaries. Our argument, as
advanced in Chapter 5, is that a norms-based approach should predict
a consistent pattern of “firm-but-flexible” or “tit-for-tat” diplomatic and
military policies (Huth 1988) for democratic states in international dis-
putes. Nonviolent norms should socialize leaders to adopt policies of
reciprocity in diplomacy and military actions and to reject more extreme
policies of unilateral concessions or military aggressiveness.

Second, we re-examine the general consensus in the literature that
norms and institutions produce convergent effects. There has not been
an adequate dialogue between supporters of the norms-based approach
and those scholars who focus on the political accountability created by
institutions. As a result, supporters of the norms-based approach have not
addressed some recent arguments, which suggest that norms and institu-
tions may in fact exert divergent influences on leaders’ actions in interna-
tional disputes. For example, the norms literature argues that democratic
leaders should be more likely to seek negotiated settlements in disputes
(e.g. Dixon 1993, 1994; Maoz and Russett 1993; Raymond 1994; Russett
1993).2 Empirically, however, Huth’s (1996) previous research on the
settlement of territorial disputes suggests more complex patterns of

2 In the dyadic version of the democratic peace this applies to disputes between democratic
states, while in the monadic version it applies more generally to all target states in disputes.
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behavior. One of his central findings is that state leaders rarely make
territorial concessions for fear of the domestic political consequences of
such a policy. Thus, while Huth finds that democratic states are more
likely to seek peaceful settlements by offering concessions, it is neverthe-
less true that in a majority of dispute observations democratic leaders,
too, failed to pursue diplomatic initiatives designed to break a stalemate
in negotiations (Huth 1996: ch. 6). This suggests powerful domestic po-
litical constraints on democratic leaders, which may compete with norms
of negotiated conflict resolution. A case in point would be the unwill-
ingness of Indian Prime Minister Nehru either to propose or respond
positively to Chinese offers of partial territorial concessions in several
rounds of talks from the late 1950s to early 1960s for fear that supporters
within his own Congress Party, as well as the leadership of opposition
parties, would oppose such policies (Huth 1996: 176). Another example
would be the unwillingness of Prime Minister Bhutto in 1972 to sign a
treaty in which Pakistan would formally recognize the line of control in
disputed Kashmir as the de jure international border. Bhutto feared that
such a territorial concession would provoke strong domestic opposition
from elites in political parties, the military leadership, and the public at
large, with the result that the new democratic regime would be toppled
(Ganguly 1997: 62–3).

Recent institutionalist arguments may help to explain these empirical
puzzles. In models of costly signaling and domestic audience costs, for
example, analysts argue that during crises democratic leaders might be
particularly worried about compromise for fear of being charged with a
diplomatic retreat by political opponents (e.g. Fearon 1994b, 1997; also
see Schultz 1998, 1999, 2001a, 2001b). Furthermore, elite and public
opinion may strongly support the use of force and oppose compromise as
a general policy, in which case democratic leaders would have further rea-
sons to pull back from compromise. Prime Minister Nehru, in fact, was
concerned about the domestic political fallout of a territorial exchange
with China, while confident that opposition parties would support a firm
“forward policy” of military probes in disputed territories (Huth 1996:
176). The broader point derived from these institutionalist models is that
democratic accountability may limit the diplomatic flexibility required of
state leaders to pursue the peaceful settlement of international disputes.
In this book we argue that democratic norms and institutions do not con-
sistently predict the same type of conflict escalation or conflict resolution
behavior and that differences in expected behavior should be subjected
to empirical tests. In the theory-development chapters later in the book
we argue that while democratic norms are expected to produce a con-
sistently moderating effect on diplomatic and military policies, political
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accountability can push a decision-maker towards either conflictual or
cooperative foreign policy behavior. This is because under different con-
ditions of institutional accountability, democratic leaders will weigh the
relative advantages of negotiated compromise, military conflict, and con-
tinuing diplomatic stalemate quite differently.

Since norms-based and political accountability-based models do not
necessarily produce similar hypotheses, one important avenue for theory
development is to identify when norms and institutions generate similar
incentives for leaders and, conversely, to explain what behavior is to be
expected when they collide. The logic of accountability-based arguments
suggests that when norms-based incentives to pursue more cooperative
policies conflict with institutional incentives to act more aggressively, the
latter would have a stronger impact, since they are more directly linked
to the political costs and risks of foreign policy decisions. For example,
violations of normative principles of nonviolence and compromise in for-
eign policy may not be so politically costly for leaders when more hostile
and conflictual policies either prove successful, or are directed at long-
standing international adversaries. In short, democratic norms of conflict
resolution may suffer when weighed against the powerful forces of na-
tionalism and expected military success. In such situations, democratic
leaders can expect political support for tougher diplomatic and military
policies.

On the whole, the debate over democratic norms and institutions as
causes of the democratic peace should focus more on the conditions un-
der which differences in foreign policy behavior are predicted by each
approach. New empirical tests can then be devised to assess the explana-
tory power of each theoretical model more directly. The results of em-
pirical tests in Chapters 8 and 9 provide clear evidence that when these
two models predict divergent behavior, the hypotheses of the Political
Accountability Model are generally supported by the empirical evidence.

The puzzle of intra-regime variation in conflict behavior

One of the central theoretical puzzles of the democratic peace stems from
recent empirical findings, which highlight substantial variation in the con-
flict behavior of both democratic and non-democratic states. That is,
some studies provide evidence that military conflict can be quite rare
among both democratic and non-democratic states, while other studies
report that at other times both democratic and non-democratic states
will pursue aggressive policies of military threats and the use of force
(e.g. Benoit 1996; Gowa 1999: ch. 6; Hurrell 1998; Huth 1996: ch. 5;
Holsti 1996: ch. 8; Kocowicz 1998, 1999; Leeds 1999; Maoz and



10 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

Abdolali 1989; Mousseau 1998; Oneal and Russett 1997a, 1997b;
Rousseau 1996; Weart 1998). The theoretical challenge is to explain
this variation within both types of regimes using a common theoretical
framework.

Neither the dyadic nor the monadic version of the democratic peace ad-
equately addresses variation in conflict behavior among non-democratic
states. Instead, both approaches focus on explaining patterns of conflict
behavior for democratic states, while arguing that non-democratic states
should follow a pattern of fewer peaceful settlements of international
disputes and more frequent military conflict due to the absence of demo-
cratic institutions and norms of conflict resolution (e.g. Dixon 1993,
1994; Doyle 1986; Maoz and Russett 1993; Morgan and Schwebach
1992; Raymond 1994; Russett 1993). The variation in conflict behav-
ior within the category of non-democratic states is a particularly inter-
esting theoretical issue, however. While some studies present empirical
findings that suggest both peaceful and conflictual relations among non-
democratic states (e.g. Peceny, Beer, and Sanchez-Terry 2002), scholars
have not directed sustained theoretical attention to explaining this pattern
of behavior and its implications for theories of the democratic peace.

Once again, some empirical findings from the study of territorial dis-
putes are illustrative. In an earlier analysis of military escalation and
the peaceful resolution of territorial disputes, Huth found that although
democratic states were generally less likely to initiate military threats or
use force, some non-democratic states were unlikely to engage in military
escalation (Huth 1996: ch. 5). Similarly, while we have already noted that
some democratic leaders, such as India’s Nehru or Pakistan’s Bhutto, may
feel constrained by domestic opposition to avoid concessions, the same is
often true for many non-democratic leaders, who believe that concessions
are a risky policy domestically.

The challenge, then, is to develop theoretical models that can explain
how domestic conditions in both democratic and non-democratic regimes
affect foreign policy choices. In the theoretical section of this book we de-
velop three different domestic-based models, each of which provides an
explanation for differences in conflict behavior among both democratic
and non-democratic states. For example, in the Political Affinity Model
presented in Chapter 6, cross-national differences or similarities in po-
litical institutions and ideologies provide a general theoretical framework
for explaining various patterns of foreign policy behavior. The hypotheses
derived from this model potentially can help to explain a number of pat-
terns: conflict and cooperation among non-democratic states, generally
high levels of military conflict between democratic and non-democratic
states, and low levels of military conflict between democratic states. The
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logical foundations of this model, however, are quite different to those of
the more common norms-based or accountability-based models.

The empirical findings from Huth’s previous research (1996) sug-
gest that our existing theoretical analysis of political constraints in
non-democratic states is underdeveloped in the political accountability
literature. When are non-democratic leaders constrained by domestic
opposition? How can we develop a theory about variation among non-
democratic leaders in terms of the political constraints they face? The
same types of questions can also be asked about democratic leaders
(see Auerswald 1999, 2000; Elman 2000). How typical is the situation
in which Prime Ministers Nehru and Bhutto found themselves – con-
strained, as democratic leaders, from making concessions while enjoying
support for more confrontational foreign policies? More broadly, how can
we account for opposing patterns of democratic peace and aggression? If
we do account for them, what are the implications for prevailing dyadic
and monadic versions of the democratic peace?

In this book we will argue that a worthwhile subject of theoretical work,
neglected in the democratic peace literature, is the extent to which polit-
ical constraints and accountability vary in important ways for the lead-
ers of both democratic and non-democratic governments. The existing
democratic peace literature on institutional constraints has focused on
broad comparisons between regime types. Another avenue for theoret-
ical elaboration, as we argue in this book, is to focus on the contrasts
within each broad category of regime type. While we do not fundamen-
tally disagree with the generalization that political constraints on average
are higher in democratic regimes, we do believe that existing arguments
about institutional constraints can and should be extended to include a
more systematic analysis of differences within a regime type. Thus, just as
the basic logic of the norms-based approach can be fruitfully extended,
we argue that institutional approaches can be extended by sharpening
the focus on the manner in which different domestic conditions produce
variation in the degree of political accountability facing democratic and
non-democratic leaders. Current scholarship does not exclude the pos-
sibility of important differences within each regime type, but has not
pursued that path of analysis.3 Such a path provides an opportunity to

3 Morgan and Campbell (1992) suggest that decisional constraints should be considered
carefully in all types of political systems. Rousseau (1996) also pays close attention to
variation in constraints among both democratic and non-democratic regimes, as do re-
searchers studying the democratic peace in the context of specific case studies (Elman
1997, 2000 and Auerswald 1999, 2000). In general, however, the tendency has been for
scholars working in the democratic peace literature to focus on broad comparisons across
regime types.
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extend the basic logic of institutional approaches to the democratic peace
and to conduct new empirical tests.

Chapter 4 explains variation in political constraints within regime types
by focusing on those factors that might be expected to affect a leader’s
beliefs about the effective threat and power of domestic political oppo-
sition. Our comparative analysis of democratic systems centers on the
timing of elections and the strength of opposition parties in legislatures
and cabinets. Meanwhile, the comparative analysis of non-democratic
regimes focuses on variation in the threat of coups during periods of
political instability and violent political conflict, or during periods of
political change and liberalization. The implication is that the political
vulnerability of non-democratic leaders is potentially quite varied despite
the prevailing absence of competitive elections, well-organized opposition
parties, and politically independent legislatures. In fact, the results of em-
pirical tests in the final section of this book provide considerable support
for many of these hypotheses derived from the Accountability Model,
as well as several hypotheses from the Norms Model. For example, we
find that differences in the diplomatic and military behavior of demo-
cratic and non-democratic states are due to variables such as the tim-
ing of elections, the strength of opposition parties in legislatures, recent
coups, or how recently democratic institutions had been established in a
country.

The debate over audience costs and democratic institutions

Two opposing lines of argument have emerged from the theoretical lit-
erature which focuses on the impact of democratic institutions. The first
and original line of analysis posits that the greater political accountabil-
ity of democratic systems, stemming from such institutional features as
regular competitive elections and independent legislatures, makes politi-
cal leaders more cautious about the use of military force in international
disputes (e.g. Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992: ch. 5; Maoz and
Russett 1993; Morgan and Campbell 1992; Russett 1993; Russett and
Oneal 2001). The political risk for democratic leaders is that political
opposition will arise and challenge incumbent leaders whenever force
is used, particularly if the use of force results in high casualties and/or
a military defeat. The theoretical analysis here centers on the poten-
tial political costs of using force. Scholars argue that democratic leaders
should be more sensitive to those costs because democratic systems offer
greater opportunity for political opposition to contest government poli-
cies and, through elections, to remove leaders for pursuing failed poli-
cies (see Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995; Bueno de Mesquita,
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Siverson, and Woller 1992). Thus, the higher expected domestic audi-
ence costs associated with conflictual policies should induce democratic
leaders to be more risk-averse to the use of military force and more re-
ceptive to negotiated settlements of international disputes.

A more recent literature, however, has shifted the focus of analysis
on democratic institutions by considering the political costs democratic
leaders incur by retreating in a crisis or international dispute (Eyerman
and Hart 1996; Fearon 1994b, 1997; Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001; Partell
1997; Partell and Palmer 1999; Schultz 1998, 1999, 2001a, 2001b). The
general argument advanced is that threats of military force by democratic
leaders are actually more credible because such leaders know that a fail-
ure to follow through on such threats will be used by political opponents
to charge the political leadership with irresolution and a diplomatic de-
feat. In contrast, non-democratic leaders can issue strong threats and
then decide to back down. For them, the political risks of retreating or
bluffing are less threatening because domestic political opposition is in
a much weaker position. High domestic audience costs for accommoda-
tive policies, then, can provide incentives for democratic leaders to prefer
conflictual policies over more accommodating ones.

These two literatures highlight rather different constraints under which
democratic leaders operate in international disputes. While scholars on
both sides of the debate have developed formal arguments (e.g. Fearon
1994b; Schultz 1998; Smith 1998), there have been few empirical tests
of these arguments (see Eyerman and Hart 1996; Gelpi and Griesdorf
2001; Partell 1997; Partell and Palmer 1999; Schultz 1999), and the
interpretation of existing results is difficult due to potential problems of
selection bias (Schultz 2001a). In Chapter 4 we develop the logic behind
both types of audience costs and derive a number of hypotheses. With the
new research design we employ for empirical testing, we better address
problems of selection bias and find support for the influence of both
types of audience costs. These supportive findings are expected, since
we develop arguments about audience costs and political institutions in
which leaders pay attention to both the expected political costs of using
military force and the costs of making concessions. We maintain that it
makes logical sense for leaders to attend to both types of costs when
choosing among diplomatic and military options.

The debate over the strategic behavior of democratic states
in disputes with non-democratic states

Dyadic and monadic versions of the democratic peace are typically based
on quite different arguments about how democratic states perceive their
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bargaining position in disputes with non-democratic opponents (see
Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996). The theoretical debate be-
tween advocates of the dyadic vs. monadic democratic peace centers
on the question of whether democratic leaders should be expected log-
ically to adopt more intransigent and aggressive policies towards non-
democracies. As noted, proponents of the dyadic approach argue that
democratic leaders will consistently prefer negotiations to the use of force
only in disputes with other democracies, whereas they may be intransigent
and aggressive in their policies towards non-democracies. The reason, as
argued by some scholars, is that institutional constraints and/or norms of
nonviolent conflict resolution place democratic states in a relatively weak
position to protect their security interests. For example, high audience
costs of using force restrain democratic leaders from adopting timely and
credible deterrent policies, while their democratic norms favoring com-
promise encourage military threats and intransigent negotiating tactics by
non-democratic opponents. Recognizing their disadvantaged bargaining
position, democratic leaders will reciprocate the more aggressive policies
of their opponents, resulting in preemptive military attacks or the break-
down of negotiations as a result of mutual intransigence (e.g. Bueno de
Mesquita and Lalman 1992: ch. 5; Maoz and Russett 1993; Morgan and
Schwebach 1992; Russett 1993).

The available empirical evidence, however, does not provide strong
support for these predictions. For example, in the last two centuries,
wars have very rarely been started by preemptive attacks (Reiter 1995;
also see Schweller 1992), and decisions by democratic leaders to escalate
crises have not been driven by such incentives very often (Rousseau 1996;
Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996). Furthermore, we know of no
systematic body of evidence indicating that democratic states consistently
adopt inflexible bargaining positions in negotiations with non-democratic
states. Several studies of US–Soviet arms control negotiations, in fact,
suggest a general pattern of reciprocity in concession-making (Druckman
and Harris 1990; Jensen 1988a, 1988b; Stoll and McAndrew 1986). An-
other study of crisis bargaining strategies suggests that democratic states
often adopt mixed strategies, combining threats with offers of negotia-
tion as part of carrot-and-stick policies (Leng 1993). At the same time,
empirical studies have established that democracies sometimes do adopt
more aggressive policies against non-democratic states (e.g. Rousseau
1996; Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996). There are enough cases
of democracies initiating and escalating military threats that even if there
does exist a very general pattern consistent with a monadic hypothesis,
it is important to explain when democratic states are most likely to shift
towards more conflictual policies.
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Arguing against certain claims of dyadic democratic peace advocates,
we question the logic of expecting democratic leaders to believe that
they are at a diplomatic and military disadvantage in disputes with non-
democratic states. If, as argued in Chapter 5, democratic norms encour-
age policies of reciprocity in international bargaining, then democratic
leaders are actually in a favorable position to protect their country’s se-
curity interests, since a number of studies suggest that diplomatic and
military policies of reciprocity in crises are effective at deterring oppo-
nents (e.g. Huth 1988; Gelpi 1997; Leng 1993; also see Eyerman and
Hart 1996; Friedberg 2000; Partell 1997; Partell and Palmer 1999).
Furthermore, if the institutional constraints faced by democracies can
vary to a substantial degree, then we might expect that under certain
conditions democratic leaders would not face high audience costs for ini-
tiating or reciprocating the use of force. Indeed, it is possible that in some
international disputes, domestic pressures push democratic leaders away
from compromise and towards military confrontation (Owen 1994, 1997;
Rousseau 1996). Nevertheless, we do not expect democratic leaders to
simply suspend democratic norms of conflict resolution or to systemat-
ically adopt preemptive policies as a way of dealing with vulnerability,
as is suggested by some scholars. Indeed, hypotheses from our Account-
ability and Norms Model predict that in disputes between democratic
and non-democratic states the initiation and escalation of military con-
flicts is generally driven by the more aggressive policies of non-democratic
states. The empirical results presented in Chapter 7 are strongly support-
ive of this claim regarding the initiation of military conflicts. The findings
regarding escalation are not as strong, but there is little evidence that
democracies aggressively escalate to high levels against non-democracies.

Our argument has important implications for the monadic democratic
peace argument, since we specify more clearly the logical conditions un-
der which it is most likely to hold true. For example, in Chapter 4 we argue
that the monadic claim is most persuasive when democratic leaders are
involved in territorial disputes with states that are not their long-term ad-
versaries and issues of political self-determination for ethnic co-nationals
are not at stake. Conversely, democratic aggressiveness, when it does oc-
cur, is likely to reflect one of two situations. The first situation is when
the military risks of using force are low to moderate, and therefore the
threat of domestic opposition to the use of force is not a strong deter-
rent for democratic leaders. The other scenario under which democratic
leaders might turn to force is when the political costs of accommodative
policies are high, in which case leaders are unlikely to offer controversial
territorial concessions as part of a diplomatic compromise and are more
willing to accept the risks of a military conflict.
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The debate over international-level vs. domestic-level explanations
of foreign policy behavior

The field of international conflict studies has undergone a major re-
orientation over the past decade. Scholars have argued forcefully, and
with considerable success in our view, that domestic political conditions
play a central role in explaining patterns of diplomatic and military con-
flict among states. Some scholars using a realist theoretical framework
have challenged the claim that domestic-level variables provide system-
atic and powerful findings (e.g. Gowa 1999; Mearsheimer 1990), while
other scholars have grappled with the theoretical implications of inte-
grating domestic- and international-level variables in a common theoret-
ical framework (e.g. Bates 1997; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992;
Downs and Rocke 1995; Fearon 1994b, 1998; Gruber 2000; Huth 1996;
Kahler 1997; Lamborn 1991, 1997; Martin 2000; Milner 1997; Moravc-
sik 1997; Morrow 1995; Nincic 1994; Powell 1993; Putnam 1988; Rose-
nau 1990, 1997; Siverson 1998; Smith 1998; Walt 1996; Wendt 1999).
The democratic peace literature has been an integral part of this theo-
retical debate. Indeed, a persistent line of critique directed at claims of
a democratic peace are based on realist-type arguments, which main-
tain that military power and common national security interests between
states can explain the absence of military conflict between states in gen-
eral, and pairs of democratic states in particular (Elman 1997; Farber
and Gowa 1995, 1997a; Gowa 1999; Layne 1994, 1995; Maoz 1998;
Mearsheimer 1990). Based on these arguments, then, the absence of war
between democracies during the post-World War II period can be ex-
plained by the common alliance among most democracies in opposition
to the Soviet threat.

The premise of our theoretical analysis in this book is that realist critics
have failed to make a compelling logical case that domestic-level variables
should not be expected to shape the foreign policy choices of state leaders.
Thus, the essential starting point for theory building among advocates of
the democratic peace – namely that domestic political institutions and
norms of behavior can influence state policy in international disputes –
strikes us as logically plausible and worthy of rigorous analysis. At the
same time, we think that the diplomatic and military policies of states are
quite responsive to the international political and military environment
within which states must operate (Huth 1988, 1996, 1998). Therefore,
both domestic- and international-level variables logically should be ex-
pected to affect state policy in international disputes. Theoretically, the
task is to consider foreign policy choices as potentially reflecting the in-
terplay between the two sets of conditions.
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Our general theoretical framework might be termed a modified realist
approach (Huth 1996, 1998) in which state leaders seek to protect and
promote national security interests abroad while also seeking to ensure
their tenure and position of political power at home. Theoretical inte-
gration is attempted in several ways. For example, success or failure in
foreign policy can have important implications for the domestic political
tenure of leaders. It is therefore argued that leaders have incentives, even
as domestic office holders, to assess the international strategic environ-
ment carefully before pursuing diplomatic or military initiatives. Thus,
in Chapter 5 our model of domestic political survival requires leaders to
think like realists about the prospects for successful foreign policy actions.

We also link the domestic and international levels by arguing that do-
mestic political opponents are likely to condition their challenges of gov-
ernment policy based on an assessment of their government’s strategic
options and foreign policy outcomes. For example, a military success for
an incumbent government will undercut an opposition challenge, while
a diplomatic retreat for a militarily powerful government will provoke
greater dissent and opposition than a retreat under conditions of mili-
tary weakness. Furthermore, nationalism can be an important constraint
that limits domestic opposition. For example, we argue in Chapter 4
that conflict with an enduring international rival is less likely to provoke
dissent from opposition groups, permitting governments greater leeway
to threaten force and maintain unyielding diplomatic positions (also see
Braumoeller 1997). Finally, we argue that foreign policy choices are most
likely to be affected by the domestic political concerns of leaders when
they are most insecure about their hold on office and thus have a very
short-term time horizon.

Empirically, tests of domestic-level hypotheses still need to account
for the potential influence of various international conditions. With such
tests, it is possible to assess the joint effects of domestic and international
conditions as well as their individual influences on foreign policy behav-
ior. The debate then shifts to questions of: (a) the relative substantive
impact of domestic and international variables, (b) the conditions under
which domestic political variables matter more or less, and (c) how we
can best capture the interactive effects of variables from the two levels
of analysis. In sum, while we are not convinced that realist variables are
the dominant set of powerful explanatory variables, we certainly do think
they are important. Therefore, the focus of our theoretical and empiri-
cal research on the democratic peace is to integrate and draw upon both
levels of analysis. Empirically, we present very strong and consistent evi-
dence across Chapters 7 to 9 that both international and domestic-level
variables are important in explaining state behavior across the different
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stages of territorial disputes. More specifically, we find that international
political-military conditions are central to understanding the initiation
and escalation of military confrontations, but offer few insights regard-
ing the initiation or outcome of negotiations. Conversely, while domestic
political variables do provide a number of additional insights into the
causes of military conflict, they are essential to understanding when and
why state leaders seek negotiations and offer concessions over disputed
territory. In sum, the threat of war is linked closely to the strategic context
of international political-military conditions, while peace and the settle-
ment of international disputes depends crucially on domestic political
conditions.

Policy implications of research on the democratic peace

While our primary objective in this book is to advance basic research
and scholarship on the democratic peace, we do believe that our research
will have policy implications in a number of areas. At present, we will
simply outline some of the potential policy issues raised by our research.
In the concluding chapter we will return to these policy questions and
consider how the results of our research can be of value to policy-makers
and analysts.

What are the challenges for democratic leaders when managing
disputes with authoritarian regimes?

The debates among scholars regarding the possible ways in which demo-
cratic institutions and norms may constrain or shape the policy choices
of democratic leaders can clearly be linked to long-standing questions
about whether democracy is an asset or liability in the formation and
conduct of foreign policy. We believe that our research can clarify and
provide new and more compelling evidence on the question of whether
non-democratic states generally believe that democratic leaders are more
risk averse to military conflict and more inclined to compromise in pro-
tracted disputes and negotiations. If critics of democracy are correct,
democratic leaders may find it difficult to credibly signal their resolve
in military confrontations, or to induce concessions from authoritarian
leaders in negotiations. One policy implication that follows from such
expectations is that democratic leaders should have limited confidence
in their ability to bargain effectively with authoritarian states in crises
or during peacetime negotiations. As a result, the escalation of mili-
tary conflicts should be difficult to avoid, while negotiations will be pro-
tracted and rarely produce satisfactory agreements. In our theoretical and
empirical analyses in this book we will address important questions about
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the behavior of non-democratic states that are of central importance to
democratic policy-makers. Are democratic states frequently targeted by
non-democracies with military threats and probes? Can democratic lead-
ers credibly send deterrent signals in military crises to authoritarian ad-
versaries? Furthermore, our research will examine whether democratic
negotiators can signal their intention to stand firm in negotiations and
induce concessions from their adversary, or whether democratic leaders
often compromise in the face of stalemated negotiations.

Managing the politics of international dispute settlement

We also believe that our research can offer advice to policy-makers on
questions of how to promote the resolution of international disputes. For
example, our research on electoral cycles and the role played by opposi-
tion parties in democratic legislatures can help to identify those domestic
situations that are most promising for democratic leaders to pursue ne-
gotiations and to offer concessions. That is, when can leaders expect to
secure ratification of border agreements at home and, similarly, when
are negotiating adversaries most inclined to offer concessions and when
will their leaders be capable of securing ratification? The results of our
research should therefore be useful for understanding when initiatives
to hold talks and pursue negotiations are likely to be successful and con-
versely when stalemate can be expected. These questions of timing, then,
are potentially useful to state leaders who are trying to identify opportune
times to push for talks and pressure their adversary to put concessions
on the table.

Another way in which our research is policy-relevant concerns the ne-
gotiating strategies that democratic states might adopt. For example, the
results of our research will address the interesting question of whether
democratic leaders who claim that their “hands are tied” by strong do-
mestic opposition can actually induce their negotiating partner to offer
more favorable terms for an agreement. In academic scholarship there is
a debate about whether such a policy should be an effective bargaining
tactic. In our research we will be able to pinpoint whether democratic
leaders who are faced with strong opposition parties in their legislature
are more likely to secure territorial concessions from other states at the
negotiating table.

The interests of third parties in questions of war and peace
over disputed territory

Finally, we believe that the results of our research can be of value to third
parties, such as Great Powers or the leaders of regional states, who are
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concerned about the outcomes of territorial disputes. For example, al-
lies of states involved in territorial disputes are likely to be concerned
about the outbreak of military confrontations and their possible escala-
tion to war. Our empirical findings will help to identify those domestic
and international conditions under which challenger states will threaten
force and risk war. Based on these types of results, policy analysts in
third party states can develop better forecasts of military conflict and as-
sess what policies might act as powerful deterrents to such conflict. Also,
as noted above, if our research can identify those domestic conditions
under which democratic leaders are inclined to favor talks and to offer
concessions, then diplomatic pressure and efforts at mediation are more
likely to succeed. Third parties and mediators need to decide when to in-
vest resources, time, and political capital in pursuit of dispute settlement.
We believe that our findings should be quite helpful for understanding
the key obstacles to successful negotiations, as well as conditions con-
ducive to achieving progress in negotiations. Put differently, we hope to
ascertain when disputes are “ripe” for negotiations that will produce con-
cessions from both parties over issues that have been contested for some
time.

A framework for theoretical and empirical analysis

The theoretical and empirical analyses presented in this book are
premised on the belief that hypotheses about the democratic peace should
be related more directly to the unfolding of international disputes into
different stages and pathways. The starting point for justifying this ap-
proach is a critique of a common research design used for statistical tests
of the democratic peace.

Dyadic studies

A number of statistical studies of the democratic peace have analyzed
data sets consisting of pairs of states in which the occurrence of a war or
militarized dispute short of war is coded on an annual basis over some
specified time period. In some tests the population of dyads consists of
all possible pairings of states, while other scholars rely on a smaller set
of “politically relevant” dyads (e.g. Bremer 1992, 1993; Gowa 1999;
Maoz 1997, 1998; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993; Oneal and Ray 1997;
Oneal and Russett 1997a, 1997b, 1999a, 1999b, 1999c; Ray 1995: ch. 1;
Russett and Oneal 2001). These “dyad-year” studies have produced
many useful and important findings, but such designs for empirical tests
of the democratic peace feature three limitations.
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First, these studies simply code whether conflict did or did not occur
between two pairs of states in a given year. However, even though two
states might be embroiled in a bilateral dispute, each state makes its own
decision regarding how to behave in the dispute, even if the states’ deci-
sions are interdependent. In most of these dyadic studies the dependent
variable is conflict involvement for the countries in the dyad, but patterns
of military initiation and response or conflict resolution are not identi-
fied. In other words, there is no way to tell which of the two states actually
initiated the use of force, or which state raised the ante by escalating its
level of force first. This is an important drawback, since hypotheses about
democratic institutions and norms of conflict resolution logically predict
which state in a dyad should be most likely to initiate militarized disputes,
escalate disputes to the brink of war, or seek diplomatic settlements of
disputes.

Data on initiation and escalation are particularly important for testing
the monadic version of the democratic peace because the occurrence of
war, crises, or militarized disputes in a mixed dyad of democratic and
non-democratic states does not distinguish between two quite different
situations. In the first case, the non-democratic state initiates the large-
scale use of force after rejecting compromise proposals, and the demo-
cratic state responds by defending itself against the attack. In the second
case, the democratic state initiates the large-scale use of force after reject-
ing compromise proposals and the non-democratic state defends itself.
These two cases represent very different pathways to war and therefore
suggest different conclusions about the monadic approach to the demo-
cratic peace. The second pathway is at variance with a monadic hypoth-
esis, whereas the first pathway is not. Yet statistical tests that use dyads
as the unit of analysis cannot distinguish between these two pathways.

The same general point is applicable regarding different pathways to
conflict resolution. In one case the dispute is settled by a non-democratic
state initiating concessions or withdrawing claims, while in a second case
a democratic state takes the initiative to propose concessions that are then
accepted by a non-democratic adversary. The first case runs counter to
prevailing monadic arguments about democratic norms while the second
seems consistent with them. The findings of existing quantitative studies
that use dyads, however, do not provide a solid foundation upon which
to build conclusions about the monadic version of the democratic peace
(Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996). It seems very desirable to dis-
aggregate conflict behavior within a dyad into a more sequential analysis
of the decisions made by each state over the course of a dispute.

Furthermore, the use of dyads leads to additional problems when at-
tempting to test hypotheses about the impact of domestic political factors
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on patterns of conflict initiation, escalation, and resolution. Using dyads,
variables that are particular to each state, such as the level of democracy,
the timing of elections, or the relative strength of the leader’s position,
must be combined somewhat unnaturally into some type of joint or com-
posite measure.4 For instance, the dyadic indicators for such variables
generally measure the lowest of the two states’ democracy scores, or in-
dicate that a coup has recently taken place in at least one of the two
states. As a result, it is often difficult to ascertain causal inference us-
ing dyads; there is no clear sense of the “direction” of any estimated
relationship. For example, assume one wants to know whether minority
governments behave differently than majority governments during nego-
tiations over territory. Using dyads, the researcher would assign a value
of “1” to dyads in which one state has a minority government. Perhaps
the parameter estimates indicate that minority government is associated
with situations of deadlock in talks. One still does not know if minority
governments are less likely to make concessions due to their position of
domestic weakness, or whether majority governments are the ones who
resist making concessions to minority governments, who they perceive as
unwilling or unable to offer reciprocal concessions.

In sum, the prevailing focus on dyads makes it difficult to test directly
how domestic norms and institutions shape the military and diplomatic
behavior of states. Scholars code for the presence or absence of some
level of military conflict, but the diplomatic and military interactions
and processes that produced the presence or absence of conflict are not
analyzed, even though these intermediate causal pathways are very useful
for testing and evaluating hypotheses about the democratic peace. The
dyad-based data set of conflict outcomes, as commonly used, requires
the researcher to make inferences about the causal processes that might
have produced patterns of observed dyadic conflict outcomes (also see
Bennett and Stam 2000; Dixon 1998).

A second, related limitation of these dyadic studies is that they fail to
account for the various stages in an international dispute, most notably
the emergence of a dispute between two states. In other words, these
studies test hypotheses about international conflict without grounding
the empirical analysis in the development and progression of international
disputes between states and without carefully considering issues of case
selection. In principle one might identify several stages or phases in an
international dispute:

4 As Bennett and Stam point out, in dyadic analyses the researcher “must then transform
these individual variables to eliminate identity and directionality to create a variable that
is usable in nondirected analysis” (Bennett and Stam, 2000: 656).
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1. The transition from the status quo to a dispute over some issue.
2. Attempts at negotiation and talks to settle the dispute.
3. The escalation of diplomatic conflict to the point where military force

is threatened.
4. The further escalation of these militarized conflicts or crises to war.
Our contention is that any research design devised to test hypotheses
about international conflict and cooperation should consider each of these
possible stages.

One concern we have about the use of dyads is that when states become
involved in a militarized dispute or war, the causal pathway necessarily
includes a first stage of a dispute emerging, but we do not think that
democratic peace arguments explain why disputes arise – only how they
will be managed.5 As a result, dyads that do not get into disputes for
reasons unrelated to democratic institutions or norms may appear as cases
in support of the democratic peace. The problem with the typical dyad-
year-based data set is that the observed behavior of no militarized dispute
or war for certain dyad years could be explained by either of two general
processes, one of which is distinct from arguments in the democratic
peace literature. Military conflict may be absent because states were able
to prevent a dispute from escalating, a situation the democratic peace
literature addresses. On the other hand, military conflict may be absent
because states were not involved in a dispute in the first place and thus
there was no reason for leaders to consider using force (also see Gartzke
1998, 2000). In this second pathway democratic peace explanations are
not relevant.

The use of politically relevant dyads helps to reduce this problem of
irrelevant no-conflict observations on the dependent variable, but many
relevant dyads are not parties to an international dispute that has the po-
tential to escalate to military conflict. In the typical data set that contains
both types of zero observations on the dependent variable, estimates for
the democratic peace variables are biased unless the statistical test very
effectively controls for the conditions that produce disputes in the first
place. For example, the negative coefficient on a democratic dyad vari-
able could reflect not only the fact that some democratic leaders managed
disputes in a nonviolent way, but also the fact that some democratic dyads
were not involved in any disputes for many of the dyad-year observations
in the data set. Without question, several of the common control vari-
ables included in these tests do help to explain the absence of disputes

5 One study does argue that democratic states are less likely to initiate certain types of
disputes, but not that democratic states are less likely to initiate disputes in general (see
Siverson and Bueno de Mesquita 1996).
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between states, but we are not confident that the selection process for
disputes emerging has been specified so well that the remaining bias is
negligible.

In Huth’s research on the origins of territorial disputes (1996: ch. 4)
he found that common control variables in democratic peace tests, such
as alliance ties, did reduce the chances of disputes emerging. But their
substantive effect was not that strong, and the measure of the military bal-
ance actually had no systematic impact upon the emergence of a dispute.
The typical model specification for democratic peace tests does capture
to some degree the selection process of moving from the status quo to
a dispute, yet there is certainly some slippage at this stage. The inability
to fully account for selection processes weakens the conclusions we can
draw about what we really want to know, namely how domestic institu-
tions and norms influence the resolution and escalation of international
disputes.

The third and final limitation of dyad-year studies is that the use of an-
nual observations not only obscures the fact that there are several stages to
an international dispute, but also presents a number of operational prob-
lems. For one, there is little reason to think most substantive decisions in
international politics are taken on a consistent, annual, or twelve-month
basis. While some real-world processes might be regularized, perhaps
even on an annual basis, the interactions of governments over disputed
issues are not one of these processes. Military interventions, diplomatic
initiatives, threats of retaliation, and cease-fires can happen frequently,
so it is problematic to measure them only once a year.6

In operational terms, the dyad-year framework forces a single obser-
vation to summarize the behavior of a pair of states over an entire year,
even if patterns of activity do not correspond to that annual framework.
In fact, in our territorial dispute data set there are 211 instances in which
multiple, unique foreign policy initiatives are taken by a single state in
the same year. For example, two states might hold talks twice in one
year, perhaps with very different results each time. Or a pair of states
might engage in negotiations in March, only to see one state attack the
other in October. Furthermore, a strict annual coding scheme also has a

6 Since researchers always aggregate foreign policy activity over some unit of time, they
will always be dealing with grouped data. This is a fact of life for empirical researchers
(Freeman 1989). When analyzing international interactions, it is very difficult to measure
the behavior of a number of cross-sections (whether states or dyads) for short intervals
of time, such as minutes, hours, days, or even weeks. Thus our parameter estimates
will always entail some degree of inefficiency. Yet higher levels of aggregation eliminate
much of the interesting variation in the data compared to lower levels of aggregation.
Our contention is that annual observations eliminate too much variation in both the
independent and dependent variables.
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difficult time accommodating events that linger for a long period of time.
Many important events in international relations, such as lengthy rounds
of negotiations or protracted military conflicts, span the course of two or
more calendar years.7 The resulting question, then, is how to code the
subsequent years in which talks or military conflict is ongoing?8 One of
the goals of our research design is to capture, and measure more accu-
rately, all instances in which negotiations are held or a military encounter
takes place.

It may also be problematic to measure many independent variables of
interest solely on an annual basis. Many interesting domestic political
phenomena entail significant shifts at precise points in time or take the
form of discrete events. For example, an annual measure of the degree to
which a country is democratic would contain considerable measurement
error if there is a significant regime change during the middle of a year.
We often dismiss or ignore such concerns, and wonder if any observations
in the data really suffer from this feature. We are able to shed light on this
question, however, because in compiling our data on territorial disputes
we identified the months in which important domestic political events
or changes occurred.9 In fact, more than 10 percent of the countries in
our data set experience a change in their POLITY net-democracy score
during a given year.10 In a more substantive sense, further examination
of our data shows that nearly 6 percent of these same countries experi-
ence a full-scale regime change at some point during a given year.11 The
dyad-year framework, then, struggles to capture any middle-of-the-year
domestic political changes, such as when a coalition partner drops out of
a governing coalition in May, or an opposition party wins an election and
assumes power in July.

In addition, many of the variables we think have an important impact
on international politics, such an elections or internal coups, are discrete

7 Once again, in the territorial dispute data set there are more than 300 instances in which
either a round of negotiations or a military conflict spreads across multiple years.

8 See Bennett and Stam (2000) for a lengthy discussion of this particular issue.
9 We first identify the situations in which a country’s net-democracy score changes from

one year to the next, and then pinpoint the exact month in which the change took place.
This allows us to identify the years in which a net-democracy score changes during the
course of a calendar year.

10 For our purposes, the POLITY net-democracy score is equal to the democracy score
(scaled from −0 to 10) minus the autocracy score (scaled from 0 to −10). In terms of
raw numbers, 497 out of 4,792 country-years experience an intra-year change in their
net-democracy score.

11 By “regime change” we mean that a country shifts from one of the following systems of
government to another: liberal democracy, hereditary non-democratic monarchy, single-
party-dominant communist, single-party-dominant fascist, collective military junta, or
a miscellaneous non-democratic regime. See the coding rules employed in Chapter 6 for
more details.
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events. These events happen at identifiable moments in time, but an an-
nual measure can only indicate that such an event did or did not occur
at some point during the course of a year. From a measurement stand-
point, however, the timing of these events is of considerable importance.
To be able to think in terms of causality, we need to be certain that hy-
pothesized independent variables occur or exist prior to the outcome we
measure. For example, we might collect information on the existence of
military coups and the initiation of violence abroad if we want to un-
derstand whether domestic violence leads to militaristic foreign policy
behavior. However, an annual observation would simply indicate that a
coup and a military skirmish with a neighboring country both occurred
in the same calendar year. In order to draw any type of causal inference
we would want to ensure that the domestic coup took place before the
militarized dispute. But consider the case in which a country launches
an unsuccessful series of border attacks in February, and then experi-
ences a successful coup in September. The results based on annual data
might indicate that coups do indeed lead to aggressive foreign policy be-
havior. However, in this case the unsuccessful military action might have
contributed to the military coup against the incumbent leadership. The
supposed causal relationship would actually be reversed!

In sum, the dyad-year as the unit of analysis aggregates the behavior
of both states in multiple stages of an international dispute into a single
observation, which makes it difficult for empirical tests to assess the causal
processes operating at different stages in the escalation or resolution of
disputes. These limitations of previous data sets and statistical tests lead
us to believe that new directions for quantitative empirical testing could
make very useful contributions to the democratic peace literature.

An alternative research design

Our alternative approach for theoretical and empirical analysis of the
democratic peace includes the following:
1. A focus on the behavior of individual states involved in international

disputes.
2. An attempt to explain how disputes evolve over time through different

stages of diplomatic and military conflict.
3. An analysis of the diplomatic and military actions of challenger and

target states at each stage of a dispute, including patterns of initiation
and response that takes into account the strategic nature of policy
choices adopted by state leaders.

Our theoretical and empirical analyses of the democratic peace are built
around the behavior of states involved in specific international disputes. In



Another study of democracy and international conflict? 27

Table 1.1 Territorial disputes between states, 1919–1995

Number of Across both
Region disputes Pre-1945 Post-1945 periods

Europe 95 60 27 8
Middle & Near East 89 36 32 21
Africa 48 17 26 5
Asia 65 14 42 9
Americas 51 30 6 15
Total 348 157 133 58

particular, we focus on disputes over opposing claims to national territory,
and we examine the diplomatic and military behavior of states seeking to
change the status quo and those preferring to preserve it (see Table 1.1
and Figure 1.1).12 We have assembled a data set of 348 territorial dis-
putes from 1919–95 that includes disputes from all regions of the globe.
We have attempted to identify the population of such disputes, along
with information about the diplomatic and military history of the dispute
throughout its duration. Given our interest in testing arguments about the
democratic peace, the existence of a territorial disagreement is a logical
place to begin the analysis, since arguments about democratic norms and
institutions focus on how state leaders can manage conflicts of interest
and not why conflicts of interest emerge to begin with.

Our data set provides a useful way to directly test hypotheses about
the relationship between domestic political factors and conflict behav-
ior. First of all, by examining cases of territorial disagreement we control
for much of the unexplained and unimportant variance across cases and
ensure that the states in our data set have at least the possibility for interac-
tion. As we discuss in Chapter 2, states with territorial claims consistently
possess three options: accept the status quo and do nothing, call for ne-
gotiations over the disputed territory, or threaten force in an attempt to
acquire territory. Since all states with territorial claims in principle face
these same options at all times, we can isolate hypothesized factors of in-
terest and see how variation in these factors affects patterns of territorial
challenges. A time-series cross-sectional design also works nicely in this
situation. We can focus on both cross-sectional variation in state behav-
ior under similar strategic scenarios, as well as temporal variation in state
behavior to see how changes in international and domestic factors affect
a state’s pursuit of a territorial claim over time.
12 See Appendix A for a discussion of the coding rules for identifying cases of territorial

disputes and Appendices B–F for a more detailed listing and summary description of
the individual disputes by region.
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Table 1.2 Negotiations over disputed territory, 1919–1995

Number of rounds
Territorial Number of with concessions by

Region disputes rounds of talks challenger states

Europe 95 268 113
Middle & Near East 89 423 162
Africa 48 172 60
Asia 65 362 114
Americas 51 303 119
Total 348 1528 568

Note: The totals listed for concessions include cases in which the challenger
made either limited or major concessions over disputed territory.

Our research design also addresses many of the concerns with measure-
ment and the selection of units of observation discussed in the previous
section. For one, independent variables that change during the course
of a year are measured monthly instead of yearly. Similarly, the dates of
any actions are recorded in a month-specific manner in order to more
accurately capture the timing of foreign policy decisions. Instead of cod-
ing one outcome per year and fitting the timing of talks and militarized
disputes into an annual period, the actual rounds of talks and militarized
disputes themselves serve as the units of observation.13 In other words,
each “episode” of interaction during a stage of a territorial dispute (see
Chapter 2) constitutes a unit of observation. Not only are variables mea-
sured more precisely, the sequencing of events is also captured properly
since events are attributed to the actual month in which they occurred.

The precise nature of our data on negotiations and military conflicts
over disputed territory gives us the leverage to test for patterns of dis-
pute settlement and deadlock in talks as well as patterns of initiation,
escalation, and response in militarized disputes (see Tables 1.2 and 1.3).
Thus, while we retain a statistical approach to testing a large data set,
this particular data set, with its greater attention to micro-level informa-
tion on diplomatic and military behavior, enables more direct tests of
the controversial theoretical issues of the democratic peace in Chapters 7
through 9.

The final advantage of this alternative research design is that we can
capture more directly the strategic behavior of foreign policy leaders
and thus assess more carefully the substantive effects of variables at dif-
ferent stages in the evolution of disputes. For example, recent studies

13 The idea of a “decision to do nothing” is a bit more complicated. One must conceptualize
the idea that a state has decided to do nothing and must consider how to determine and
code the times at which it decided to do.
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Table 1.3 Military confrontations over disputed territory,
1919–1995

Territorial Number of
Region disputes Militarized disputes Number of wars

Europe 95 56 9
Middle & Near East 89 130 15
Africa 48 27 3
Asia 65 109 12
Americas 51 52 1
Total 348 374 40

Note: The totals listed for militarized disputes include only those initiated by
challenger states while the totals for wars include all military confrontations in
which both challenger and target states resorted to the large-scale use of force.

(e.g. Achen 1986; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, and Zorick 1997;
Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom 1996; Fearon 1994a; Hart and Reed 1999;
Reed 2000; Reed and Clark 2000; Rousseau, Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth
1996; Schultz 2001; Signorino 1999; Smith 1995, 1999) suggest that
strategic behavior can produce selection effects which threaten the ac-
curacy of our conclusions from empirical tests. These studies caution us
to be more careful and precise about theoretical generalization. If the
general logic of strategic behavior is applied to the democratic peace, it
raises the possibility that the results of statistical tests may be inaccurate
and that the causal effects of democratic institutions and norms may vary
across different stages of a dispute. For example, some empirical studies
suggest that democratic institutions and norms are much stronger in ex-
plaining whether democratic leaders initiate crises as opposed to whether
they escalate these crises (Reed 2000; Rousseau 1996; Rousseau, Gelpi,
Reiter, and Huth 1996). Thus, the effects of democracy may be relatively
strong in channeling disputes down a path of negotiations and away from
crises, yet once in crises, democratic leaders may find it more difficult to
make concessions and may become more willing to use force. The general
finding of few if any wars between democracies may be due primarily to
the ability of democratic states to defuse and settle disputes before they
escalate to the point of crisis, not because of their ability to manage crises
more peacefully.

Territorial disputes and testing the democratic peace

We will test hypotheses about the democratic peace on our data set of 348
territorial disputes between states from 1919 through 1995 (see Table 1.1
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and Appendices A–F). The diplomatic and military behavior of states in
territorial disputes provides a particularly demanding and critical test of
the democratic peace. This is because territorial disputes are a central
issue over which militarized disputes, crises, and wars have erupted. For
example, scholars using a variety of different types of data sets have pro-
duced consistent and convergent findings that the presence of a territorial
dispute is correlated with the initiation and escalation of militarized dis-
putes and international crises, as well as the emergence of enduring inter-
state rivalries and their repeated escalation to military conflicts and war
(Brecher 1993: 72; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997: 821; Hensel 1996a,
1996b; Holsti 1991; Kocs 1995; Leng 1993; Luard 1986; Rousseau,
Gelpi, Reiter, and Huth 1996; Senese 1996, 1997a; Vasquez 1993, 1995,
1996; Vasquez and Henehan 2001).

It seems clear, then, that issues of territorial sovereignty have been
and remain a central concern of state leaders. Currently, more than sixty
territorial disputes persist, and many regional conflicts remain linked
to unresolved territorial claims. Furthermore, more recent trends of in-
creased civil war (Byman and Van Evera 1998; Holsti 1996) threaten
the dissolution of states due to ethnic conflicts and struggles for political
self-determination. The break-up of states, however, is likely to produce
a number of new territorial disputes, as leaders from the new and old
states struggle to define where the new international border is to be lo-
cated (e.g. Estonia and Latvia vs. Russia, Eritrea vs. Ethiopia, Croatia vs.
Yugoslavia).

Why is it that territorial disputes significantly increase the risks of
armed conflict and war? We argue for three factors that, taken together,
help explain this connection:14

1. State leaders place a high utility on controlling disputed territory.
2. Foreign policy leaders can mobilize domestic support for territorial

claims.
3. Military force is an effective instrument for achieving territorial goals.
The combined effect of these three factors is that generally, for challenger
states, expected utilities for disputing territorial claims and escalating ter-
ritorial disputes are higher than expected utilities for making concessions
or accepting the status quo.

If territorial disputes are more likely than others to escalate to the
level of military confrontations, then the study of such disputes provides
a demanding test for the impact of democratic norms and institutional
accountability on the conflict behavior of foreign policy leaders. If demo-
cratic political institutions and norms have the capacity to discourage mil-
itary conflict and promote peaceful resolution of disputes, then territorial
14 For a more detailed discussion of theoretical explanations for the strong empirical cor-

relation between territorial disputes and international conflict see Huth (2000).
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disputes – in which nationalism, high stakes, and the utility of military
force all encourage leaders to choose military conflict – will push that
capacity to its limits. Analyzing the effects of domestic political factors
on democratic leaders involved in territorial disputes is an appropriate,
though difficult, test of the democratic peace literature. If the theoreti-
cal arguments within the democratic peace literature are insightful and
generalizable, then they should help to explain in a systematic way pat-
terns of state behavior with respect to territorial disputes. Stated more
generally, much recent scholarship has argued that it is essential to con-
sider domestic factors, broadly conceived, when developing theoretical
models of international conflict behavior. The careful empirical analysis
of territorial disputes provides a set of potentially critical results for eval-
uating the utility of models which assign a prominent explanatory role to
domestic-level variables.

The application of the democratic peace literature to the study of ter-
ritorial conflict is an important step, then, in the democratic peace re-
search program. If democratic peace theories cannot explain patterns of
conflict over disputed territory, then there are serious reasons to ques-
tion their logic and power. Conversely, if the empirical findings are clearly
supportive, then our confidence in the theoretical arguments about the
democratic peace should be greatly enhanced.

Conclusion

The premise of this book is that while scholars have made important
contributions to our understanding of international conflict by analyzing
how democratic institutions and norms affect foreign policy behavior,
three problems nevertheless can be identified:
1. A number of theoretical arguments in the democratic peace literature

need to be extended and revised through a re-examination of basic
logic and the integration of existing arguments.

2. Quantitative empirical tests of the democratic peace have been some-
what restrictive, focusing on dyad-years as the unit of analysis. As a
result, important theoretical questions have been difficult to address.
Thus, while the empirical results of many such studies support the
democratic peace, they are not as persuasive as they could be.

3. Recent findings on territorial disputes suggest that disputed territorial
claims are one of the most contentious issues that state leaders can dis-
agree over. The study of territorial disputes should provide an excellent
opportunity to test the theoretical power of democratic peace argu-
ments. Existing studies, however, have not tested democratic peace
hypotheses against the historical record of state behavior in territorial
disputes.
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The research agenda, then, is twofold. First, we hope to develop the
deductive logic of different models of the democratic peace more fully,
seeking to explain the broad spectrum of diplomatic and military policies
that state leaders may adopt in international disputes. Second, we venture
to devise new and compelling statistical tests of theoretical models of the
democratic peace. The remainder of this book is structured as follows.
Chapters 2 through 6 present a series of theoretical models to explain the
diplomatic and military decisions of state leaders involved in territorial
disputes. The theory-building efforts begin with an analysis of interna-
tional conditions in Chapter 3, but the key chapters are 4, 5, and 6, which
develop three different domestic-based models of the democratic peace.
Chapters 7, 8, and 9 present the results of a series of empirical tests of the
democratic peace. In Chapter 10, we conclude with a summary analysis
of the empirical findings and discuss their implications for democratic
peace theories and the study of international conflict.



2 Pathways to conflict escalation and
resolution in international disputes

Alternative paths to conflict and cooperation

The leaders of both democratic and authoritarian states engage in var-
ied patterns of diplomatic and military behavior. In some international
disputes we find examples of the aggressive use of military force and in-
transigent bargaining strategies, while in other disputes military inaction
and accommodative diplomacy are equally evident. When and why do
democratic and authoritarian leaders at times pursue conflictual poli-
cies? Conversely, why do they at other times seek the resolution of inter-
national disputes through compromise and concessions? Do differences
in the domestic political institutions of states influence the foreign pol-
icy choices of political leaders in a consistent and systematic fashion,
such that domestic politics models can explain patterns of international
conflict escalation and resolution? These are the critical questions that
motivate our efforts at theory building in this book.

The starting point for developing theory is to think broadly about the
causal pathways that are associated with (a) the presence or absence of
military conflict between states, and (b) the continued stalemate or settle-
ment of international disputes. Figure 2.1 presents four different stages
that are associated with the development of international disputes over
time, along with some of the principal pathways leading to different diplo-
matic and military outcomes. The Dispute Initiation Stage centers on
the emergence of a dispute or disagreement between countries in which a
challenger state seeks to alter the prevailing status quo over some issue(s).
If a target state rejects the challenger’s claims, then a dispute exists. For
example, after the 11 September 2001 terrorist attack on the World Trade
Center and Pentagon, the United States demanded that the Taliban
regime in Afghanistan cooperate with the United States in locating and
arresting Osama Bin Laden and the leadership of the Al-Qaeda terrorist
network within its national borders. The leadership of the Taliban
government refused to cooperate and thus a new dispute had emerged
between the two governments over anti-terrorism policy. Next, in the
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Challenge the Status Quo Stage, the challenger state assesses its policy
options and decides when to press its claims in a dispute and by what
means of diplomatic or military pressure. Thus, the Bush Administration
had to decide how to respond to the initial refusal of the Taliban leadership
to comply with its demands. For example, should various diplomatic
options be pursued in which negotiations would be entered into with
the Taliban regime, or should the United States prepare to undertake
military actions in Afghanistan against the Taliban regime and Al-Qaeda
network?

In the Negotiations Stage, the challenger and target have entered into
talks and both states must decide whether to offer any concessions over
the disputed issues. If a settlement is reached in the negotiations, the
dispute ends; otherwise, the dispute persists and the challenger considers
its policy options in another iteration of the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage. The Bush Administration rejected the option of negotiations over
the possible terms of arresting Osama Bin Laden and the Al-Qaeda lead-
ership and instead demanded swift compliance with United States calls
for a forceful crackdown on the Al-Qaeda network. Thus the United
States never even entered into the Negotiations Stage.

On the other hand, if a challenger state initiates a military threat in an
attempt to alter the status quo, then a Military Escalation Stage ensues.
When the threatened target state responds with a counter-threat, a crisis
emerges in which the leaders of both states must decide whether to re-
sort to the large-scale use of force. In fact, the United States warned the
Taliban regime that if it did not comply with its demands, then United
States military forces would attack both Taliban and Al-Qaeda forces
within Afghanistan. The Taliban leadership responded with counter-
threats and warned the United States that it would become involved in
another long and costly civil war if it intervened in Afghanistan. At this
point, the two states had moved into the Military Escalation Stage.

The outcome of the international crisis determines whether the dis-
pute continues and what foreign policy choices need to be reconsidered.
For example, if war breaks out, a decisive victory by one side is likely
to end the dispute whereas a stalemate on the battlefield will lead to
the persistence of the dispute in the post-war period. Conversely, the
avoidance of war may mean ending the dispute through a negotiated
agreement, while a standoff in the crisis will result in the continuation of
the dispute. In either case where the dispute persists, state leaders find
themselves reconsidering their diplomatic and military options in another
iteration of the Challenge the Status Quo Stage. In the current example,
the United States resorted to the large-scale use of military force in early
October, and by the end of December the Taliban regime had been re-
moved from power and its armed forces (as well as those of the Al-Qaeda
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Table 2.1 Military confrontations initiated by challengers in territorial
disputes, 1919–1995

Total number Number of disputes that involved various
of disputes numbers of military conflicts

Number of military conflicts
348 0 1 2–5 6–9 >10

Total 196 75 64 8 5
(56%) (22%) (18%) (2%) (1%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of military
conflict by the total number of territorial disputes. The percentages may not add up to
100% due to rounding.

network) were defeated. As a result, a dispute between the United States
and Afghan governments no longer existed, since the new interim regime
pledged its full support for the policy of eliminating what remained of the
Al-Qaeda network within Afghanistan.

Over the duration of a dispute, decision-makers must make repeated
choices regarding the pursuit of negotiations and dispute settlement, the
use of coercive pressure by means of military force, or the maintenance
of the status quo and the avoidance of conflict. This sequence of choices
over time produces various diplomatic and military outcomes character-
ized by quite different pathways. For example, continued stalemate may
reflect a history of infrequent attempts at negotiation and no military con-
flict, whereas dispute resolution could reflect a short but violent history
of armed conflict in which the victor imposed a settlement on the de-
feated party (United States policy in Afghanistan after the defeat and re-
moval of the Taliban regime). Furthermore, even the same outcome could
have been preceded by very different patterns of diplomatic and military
interaction. Consider the outcome of a negotiated settlement reached
through mutual concessions. In one dispute this could come about by
peaceful talks and mutual compromise in a short period of time, whereas
in another dispute a mutually agreeable settlement may only come
about after repeated military conflicts and then difficult and protracted
negotiations.

These various patterns of diplomatic and military behavior are ev-
ident in our data set of 348 territorial disputes from 1919 through
1995, which provides the empirical foundation for the statistical tests in
Chapters 7 through 9.1 Table 2.1 shows that in 56 percent of the disputes

1 The concept of a territorial dispute and the coding issues that have arisen while con-
structing a territorial dispute data set are discussed in Appendix A. In Appendices B–F
case summaries of territorial disputes by region are presented.
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Table 2.2 Rounds of negotiations in territorial disputes, 1919–1995

Total number Number of disputes that involved
of disputes various numbers of negotiation rounds

Number of rounds
348 0 1 2–5 6–9 >10

Total 44 75 140 46 43
(13%) (22%) (40%) (13%) (12%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of rounds by
the total number of territorial disputes.

(196/348) challenger states did not even once resort to the threat or use
of military force in their attempts to change the status quo, while in 21
percent of the disputes (77/348) challengers turned to coercive military
pressure multiple times (two or more military conflicts). For example, in
the long-standing dispute over Northern Ireland, Ireland has not initiated
any military confrontations against the British in an attempt to coerce a
change in policy. In contrast, in the dispute over Kashmir, Pakistan ini-
tiated fourteen military confrontations during the period 1947–95, with
two confrontations escalating to war. If we shift from comparisons re-
garding the frequency of military conflict to reliance on negotiations, we
also see considerable variance across disputes. In Table 2.2 we find that
in over 22 percent of the disputes (75/348) there was only one round of
talks, while in just over one-quarter of the disputes (89/348) challengers
held six or more rounds of talks with their adversaries. Once again, Ire-
land has pursued twenty-seven rounds of negotiations with the British
over Northern Ireland, while China only held four rounds of talks with
Japan over the disputed Senkaku Islands during the period 1951–95.

The data set also provides evidence of different pathways to armed
conflict. For example, Table 2.3 shows that in most disputes the decision
by challenger states to shift from diplomacy to coercive military pressure
was made within five years of the beginning of the dispute (94/152 or 62
percent), but in about 14 percent of the cases (21/152) a dispute persisted
for over twenty years before such a decision was reached. For example,
Arab territorial claims to Israel immediately escalated to a war in 1948,
while Argentina’s dispute with Chile over their land border and the Beagle
Channel remained free of any military conflicts for many decades until
limited military confrontations in the 1950s and a period of frequent
crises in the 1970s. Another way to look at the pathway to armed conflict
is to consider the frequency of talks and negotiations prior to military con-
flicts. In Table 2.4 the data reveal that in over 40 percent of the territorial
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Table 2.3 Timing of military threats to the status quo by challengers in
territorial disputes, 1919–1995

Total number Number of disputes of various duration
of disputes prior to first military confrontation

Number of dispute years
152 1–5 6–10 11–20 21–30 >30

Total 94 16 21 8 13
(62%) (11%) (14%) (5%) (9%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of dispute
years by the total number of territorial disputes. The percentages may not add up to 100%
due to rounding. Given our focus on the period 1919–1995 dispute years are counted
from 1919 onward, although a small number of disputes had begun prior to 1919.

Table 2.4 Shift from negotiations to military threats by challengers in
territorial disputes, 1919–1995

Number of disputes involving various
Total number numbers of negotiation rounds before
of disputes first military confrontation

Number of rounds
152 0 1–5 6–10 11–20 21–30

Total 61 51 21 15 4
(40%) (34%) (14%) (10%) (3%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of
rounds by the total number of territorial disputes. The percentages may not add up to
100% due to rounding. Given our focus on the period 1919–1995 we do not include in
this table any rounds of talks that occur in some pre-existing disputes prior to 1919.

disputes involving a military conflict (61/152), challengers turned to mil-
itary force despite no previous rounds of negotiations. However, nearly
13 percent of the disputes (19/152) involved more than ten rounds of
talks before the challenger initiated a military confrontation. For exam-
ple, Soviet territorial demands on its Baltic neighbors in 1939 quickly
escalated to military threats and occupation. In contrast, Argentina held
multiple rounds of talks with Chile from the 1920s to early 1950s before
the first military confrontation.

Alternative pathways to compromise and dispute resolution are clearly
present in the data set as well. One indicator of this is the duration of
disputes before the challenger state offers or makes concessions in talks.
In Table 2.5 we see that over 23 percent of the cases (23/103) in which
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Table 2.5 Duration of territorial disputes and major concessions by
challengers in negotiations, 1919–1995

Total number Number of disputes of various durations
of disputes before first offer of major concessions

Number of dispute years
103 1–5 6–10 11–20 21–40 >40

Total 34 23 23 15 8
(33%) (22%) (22%) (15%) (8%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of dispute
years by the total number of territorial disputes. Due to our focus on the period 1919–1995
dispute years are counted from 1919 onward, although a small number of disputes had
begun prior to 1919.

Table 2.6 Timing of major concessions by challengers in
negotiations over disputed territory, 1919–1995

Number of disputes involving various
Total number numbers of negotiation rounds before
of disputes first offer of major concessions

Number of rounds
103 0 1–5 6–10 11–20

Total 23 61 11 8
(22%) (59%) (11%) (8%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category
of rounds by the total number of territorial disputes. Given our focus on the
period 1919–1995 we do not include in this table any rounds of talks that occur
in some pre-existing disputes prior to 1919.

concessions were offered by challengers occurred more than twenty years
after the dispute had begun, while in 33 percent of the cases (34/103)
challenger states made such concessions within the first five years of the
dispute. In the Persian Gulf, the emergence in the 1930s of disputes be-
tween Saudi Arabia and the British over what would become the borders
of the United Arab Emirates and South Yemen were characterized by
British concessions on several occasions during multiple rounds of talks
in the mid-to-late 1930s. In contrast, Syria has remained steadfast in its
claims to regain the Golan Heights after 1967 and has only offered lim-
ited non-territorial concessions in talks held in the 1990s. Another useful
measure is the number of rounds of talks that preceded decisions by chal-
lengers to make concessions. We see in Table 2.6 that 22 percent of the
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Table 2.7 Military conflict and major concessions by challengers in
negotiations over disputed territory, 1919–1995

Number of disputes in which military
Total number conflict did/did not precede
of disputes first offer of major concessions

103 History of military conflict Absence of military conflict
Total 33 70

(32%) (68%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of military
conflict by the total number of territorial disputes. The presence or absence of military
conflict is based on the period from 1919 onward, although a small number of disputes
had begun prior to 1919.

challengers (23/103) were willing to concede without first testing the re-
solve of the target in previous rounds of talks, but in about 19 percent
of the cases (19/103) many rounds of talks (six or more) were required
before challengers would concede. For example, Britain and France were
able to reach an agreement based on mutual concessions quickly between
1919 and 1920 to settle disputes over the borders of British and French-
controlled Syria, Jordan, and Palestine. In contrast, in the 1990s Syria
finally offered limited concessions to Israel regarding the Golan Heights
after many earlier rounds of talks had ended in stalemate.

Another interesting aspect of the pathway to dispute resolution is the
history of prior armed conflict in these territorial disputes. Table 2.7
presents data on whether militarized conflicts preceded the decisions of
challengers to make concessions in negotiations. The challengers’ path
to seeking a settlement was nonviolent in about 68 percent of the cases
(70/103), while in the remaining 32 percent of cases concessions were
preceded by one or more military confrontations. For example, major
Iraqi concessions over the Shatt-al-Arab during 1974–5 were preceded
by a series of military confrontations, while China and Pakistan settled
their border through negotiations from 1960–3 without any prior military
confrontations.

Overall, the theoretical models developed in Chapters 3 through 6 seek
to explain the varied patterns of behavior summarized in the tables above:
(a) the repeated choices of state leaders regarding diplomacy and military
force, and therefore (b) which pathways to war, dispute settlement, and
stalemate are selected by foreign policy decision-makers.

Figure 2.1 and the patterns presented in Tables 2.1 through 2.7 have
five important implications for our theory building efforts:
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1. Conflict escalation to the level of international crises and the out-
break of war almost always take place within the context of an existing
international dispute over some set of contested issues. As a result,
international disputes rarely escalate to military confrontations with-
out a history of prior diplomacy and negotiations. Furthermore, most
international disputes do not evolve into military confrontations. This
prior stage of diplomacy and the transition from nonviolent to violent
conflict is a critical feature in the evolution of international disputes
over time.

2. A similar point can be made about the pathway to the settlement of
international disputes. That is, state leaders often engage in several, if
not many, efforts at negotiations before deciding to make major con-
cessions. In fact, they may even turn to coercive force before making
significant concessions. As a result, disputes are rarely settled without
the parties involved seeking to shift the burden of concession-making
on to their adversary. Therefore, theoretical models of the democratic
peace (and empirical tests of such models) should account for these
different pathways to outcomes such as international crises, wars, or
dispute settlement through negotiations. Powerful theoretical models
should be able to help us understand these earlier stages in the de-
velopment of international disputes as well as the dynamics of state
leaders’ decisions to shift from diplomacy to military force, or to quit
holding out for concessions and instead to offer substantial conces-
sions themselves.

3. Since international disputes unfold over time and repeated choices
are made by state leaders, theoretical models will need to consider:
(a) how the past history of a dispute influences the current diplomatic
and military policies of state leaders, and (b) how the larger strategic
context of a state’s foreign policy affects how policy-makers must man-
age their country’s concurrent involvement in multiple international
disputes. As a result, the theoretical models presented in Chapters 3
through 6 will need to account for periods of continuity as well as
change in the diplomatic and military behavior of states. If interna-
tional disputes persist over time, however, political institutions within
states may change and the foreign policy choices should then vary as
a result of those domestic institutional changes.

4. The decisions reached at various stages of a dispute reflect the influ-
ence of (a) prior conditions that help explain why a certain pathway
has been selected by decision-makers, but also (b) the more current
short-term actions and changes in prevailing conditions that can lead
decision-makers to update their beliefs and to change their initial as-
sessment of policy options. The theoretical analysis of state behavior
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Table 2.8 Military escalation by challengers in territorial
disputes, 1919–1995

Number of military Number of military confrontations that
confrontations escalated to war or brink of war

374 89
(24%)

at different stages should incorporate new information and conditions
that have arisen since the initial choice of state leaders shifted the dis-
pute into a new stage.

For example, a decision by a challenger state to issue a threat of
force does not necessarily reflect a firm decision to escalate to the
large-scale use of force. The territorial dispute data set contains 374
cases of military confrontations initiated by challengers, but in only
about 89 of these confrontations (24 percent) does the challenger ei-
ther resort to the large-scale use of force or seem resolved to do so (see
Table 2.8). As a result, a theoretical distinction between the initiation
and escalation of militarized conflicts should be drawn. Challengers
may initiate a militarized dispute without knowing whether they would
escalate further. A threat of force may be designed to probe the inten-
tions and resolve of a target state, to induce the target to resume talks
by signaling the dangers of a continued stalemate, or to pressure the
target into making concessions in an upcoming round of talks. Fur-
thermore, militarized disputes and crises can unfold over months, and
during that time domestic political conditions can change, other inter-
national disputes can arise, third parties can intervene, and the target
state’s own behavior can signal new information about its resolve and
military strength. Certainly, the challenger had beliefs about possi-
ble escalation outcomes when it made its initial threat, but its beliefs
and even goals may change in response to the short-term actions of
the target and third parties, as well as to changes in domestic and in-
ternational conditions that occurred after the militarized dispute was
initiated.

5. The three models of domestic political institutions presented in
Chapters 4 through 6 are applicable to explaining each of the stages
in Figure 2.1 except for the very first stage, which examines the emer-
gence of a dispute between countries. If a theoretical model were to
explain that preliminary stage, it would focus on answering two ques-
tions: (a) what issues are likely to arise that might be disputed and why
do such issues emerge among certain states? and (b) if contentious
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issues potentially exist between states, why is it that only some of
those latent disputes become explicit and direct conflicts? Why are
some states deterred from even raising the issue of a disagreement to
begin with? In our judgement, the domestic-level models presented in
Chapters 4 through 6 are not well suited to answer these questions.
Instead, each of the models is better situated to explain how conflict-
ual or cooperative state leaders will be in their attempts to pursue their
claims in a dispute. As a result, we do not attempt to analyze the-
oretically why countries initially become embroiled in conflicts over
disputed territory.2

Analyzing territorial disputes

The models that we develop in Chapters 3 through 6 attempt to explain a
series of basic foreign policy choices confronted by state leaders who are
involved in a territorial dispute. These critical choices are represented in
simplified form in Figures 2.2 to 2.4. In the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage, the theoretical focus is directed at the decision of the challenger
state – whether it will seek a change in the status quo and, if so, by what
mix of diplomacy and/or military force. The next stage depends upon
what choice was initially selected by the challenger. If the challenger pur-
sues neither diplomatic nor military initiatives, the status quo persists.
If the challenger decides to rely on negotiations, then the next stage to
be analyzed is what we term the Negotiations Stage. In this stage of the
dispute each of the theoretical models seeks to explain the choices of
both challenger and target to offer or withhold concessions. However,
if the challenger contests the status quo through the movement or use
of their country’s regular armed forces in disputed territory against the
target state, then the analysis shifts to the Military Escalation Stage. Both
parties now must decide whether to risk war in pursuit of their territorial
claims. The outcomes of the Negotiations and Military Escalation Stages
determine whether the dispute persists or comes to an end. If the dispute

2 In previous work Huth (1996: ch. 4) has analyzed when states do become involved in
territorial disputes and we have incorporated into our theoretical and empirical analy-
ses in this book several of the variables that were found to help explain the emergence
of territorial disputes. As a result, while we do not model the initial stage of territorial
dispute initiation, we do try to control for factors that help to account for this first stage
of the selection process. While scholars studying the causes of war have become increas-
ingly aware of selection bias issues in studying the escalation of international crises and
militarized disputes (e.g. Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, and Zorick 1997; Fearon 1994a,
b; Hart and Reed 1999; Morrow 1989; Reed 2000; Schultz 2001a; Smith 1996), less
attention has been directed to developing and testing models which seek to explain why
disputes might initially arise between states. A promising effort in this direction is the
recent work of Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith (1999).
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Table 2.9 Challenges to the status quo in territorial disputes, 1919–1995

Number of dispute observations involving various diplomatic and
military policies adopted by challenger states

Total number of observations Maintain status quo Seek negotiations Threaten force
6542 4370 1782 390

(67%) (27%) (6%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of policies by
the total number of dispute observations.

persists, then the next iteration of the dispute is analyzed, beginning once
again with the challenger’s choice regarding the status quo. In this new
iteration of the dispute, domestic and international conditions may now
have changed, and previous diplomatic and military outcomes in the dis-
pute might influence the current choices of both challenger and target.
We now turn to each of these three stages in more detail.

The decision to challenge the status quo

At this stage (see Figure 2.2) the challenger state has to decide whether
to try to alter the territorial status quo through a foreign policy initiative.
If so, should the initiative be only diplomatic in nature, should it be
largely coercive based on the use of military force, or should it consist
of diplomacy backed by the coercive threat of force? The challenger’s
policy options can be grouped in three categories, ranging from a non-
coercive diplomatic initiative to a very coercive policy of seeking to compel
a change in the status quo by a military victory:
1. Category one: No attempt to change the status quo by direct negoti-

ations or military actions
2. Category two: An attempt to alter the status quo by only diplomacy

and negotiations
3. Category three: A direct threat or use of military force
For the territorial dispute data set, Table 2.9 summarizes the distribution
of values across these three categories of policy options. To help illustrate
the options available to state leaders in the Status Quo Stage, consider
as an example the options available to the Pakistani political and military
leadership at the time the dispute with India over Kashmir emerged in
the summer of 1947. Pakistan sought to incorporate Kashmir as part
of Pakistan, while India preferred that Kashmir join the Indian union.
At the time of independence for both India and Pakistan, the maharaja
of Kashmir had refused to accede to either country. In October, however,
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the maharaja acceded to India and large numbers of Indian armed forces
moved into Kashmir to oppose Azad Kashmir rebel forces backed by Pak-
istan. At this time, Pakistan had a variety of options to consider ranging
from: accepting the accession of Kashmir to India, relying on diplomacy
and negotiations to persuade the maharaja and India to change their poli-
cies, or contesting the accession of Kashmir to India by direct military
means and therefore possibly risking war with India (for a summary see
Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997: 166–7).

The theoretical focus in the Status Quo Stage is on explaining active
bilateral efforts by the challenger state to change the status quo. The
premise is that to change the status quo the challenger needs to engage
the target state directly by some combination of diplomacy and/or military
force. In the absence of such policy initiatives, the target is very unlikely
to change its policies and concede territory.

We can think of category one as the status quo policy. The important
question is whether the challenger will initiate more direct diplomatic
or military actions in the future in an attempt to change the status quo.
This status quo category does not necessarily imply that the challenger is
passive, since it could include the following actions by the challenger: (a)
rhetoric and statements which are hostile and critical of the target, (b)
reiteration of its claims and the legitimacy of its position in the dispute
and/or statements that if a deadlock is to be broken, the target needs to
change its policies, (c) continuing conflictual bilateral relations charac-
terized by economic sanctions and severed diplomatic ties, and/or (d)
attempts to gather support from third parties for its territorial claims. In
sum, maintaining the status quo can imply a hostile relationship between
the challenger and target in which the challenger remains firmly com-
mitted to the policy of overturning the status quo. It could also include
a situation in which the challenger maintains a normal state of bilateral
relations and simply does not make any effort to press its territorial claim.
The one common and theoretically critical defining feature, however, is
that in either of these two cases the challenger essentially refrains from
direct engagement with the target over the disputed territorial issue.

Category two represents a decision by the challenger to forgo the mili-
tary option and instead rely on negotiations. Reliance on diplomacy and
talks seemingly could be viewed as a less coercive policy approach for
the challenger. In particular, the decision to pursue negotiations could
reflect an interest in dispute settlement through concessions. The de-
cision to seek negotiations, however, could also be motivated by other
incentives, such as (a) the desire to respond to international or domestic
political pressures and to counter charges of being truculent and unwill-
ing to negotiate, or (b) the desire to test the resolve of the target and to
determine if territorial concessions can be gained without incurring the
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risks of military action. Given these varied motivations for pursuing talks,
we are hesitant to draw any strong inferences that proposing negotiations
represents a cooperative approach to territorial dispute settlement.

Category three clearly represents a coercive approach to changing the
status quo. This category does not imply that diplomacy and talks have
been rejected by the challenger. Indeed, diplomacy backed by the active
threat of force is an enduring feature of statecraft. The critical theoretical
distinction associated with this third category is that the challenger ini-
tiates military actions that risk a direct and larger military confrontation
with the target. That is, the political leadership of the challenger threat-
ens or, in fact, engages its armed forces in an attack against the military
forces of the target.

As noted above, the threat or initiation of force by the challenger at
this stage does not necessarily mean that the challenger has decided to
resort to the large-scale use of force. That is, given that the challenger has
initiated a threat, we should not assume that the challenger will escalate
to the large-scale use of force. The initiation of the threat of force could
represent any of the following:
1. A probe to test the resolve of the target and possibly third parties. In

this case the decisions of the challenger to initiate and escalate are
sequential and separate choices.

2. A policy to put pressure on the target (or third parties) to resume talks
or to soften its position in ongoing or future talks. The challenger’s
estimates of the risks and payoffs from escalation may not be central
to the decision to initiate a threat, since the purpose of the limited
threat is to bolster its bargaining position in subsequent talks.

3. A policy to divert the attention of domestic political actors away from
internal problems towards an international adversary. In this scenario
it is difficult to generalize about whether the challenger’s decision to
initiate is tightly linked to calculations of expected escalation out-
comes. On the one hand, the challenger may only be seeking a low-
level confrontation to generate domestic rally effects, in which case
estimates of military escalation would not figure centrally in the ini-
tial decision. On the other hand, if the challenger is not confident
about its ability to limit escalation, then it would not want to initi-
ate a threat unless it thought that its chances in a large-scale military
conflict were favorable, since a military setback would only worsen
the domestic political problems of the leadership. In this latter case, it
seems reasonable to draw a more direct connection between initiation
and escalation choices.

4. The first stage in a plan to use large-scale force to take control of
disputed territory. This is a case in which the decisions to initiate and
escalate are essentially one and the same.
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If we return to our example of Pakistani policy options in the October of
1947 over Kashmir, we see that Pakistani leaders refused to accept the
new status quo established by Kashmir’s accession to India. Pakistan then
had to consider the diplomatic and military options available to contest
the new status quo. Pakistan rejected reliance on diplomacy and negotia-
tions and therefore began preparations for direct military intervention. By
March of 1948 Pakistani armed forces launched their first attack against
Indian armed forces. The goal of the military intervention was to pre-
vent a decisive victory by the Indian army and to compel India to resume
negotiations over the status of Kashmir (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997:
166–7).

The decision to concede in negotiations

Suppose the challenger initiates negotiations with the target and does not
threaten or use force to support its bargaining position. For the challenger
and target the critical question now becomes: What concessions, if any,
should be offered to resolve the dispute at this time?

The theoretical analysis in this negotiating stage (see Figure 2.3)
centers on the extent of concessions by challenger and target in a given
round of talks: (a) no concessions, (b) limited concessions, or (c) major
concessions.

The outcome of no concessions represents a very firm and unyielding
bargaining position in which state leaders refuse to make any changes in
policy. In some cases this type of policy may reflect an equally intransigent
negotiating position by the other party, yet in other cases the refusal to
make any concessions may have been maintained despite concessions by
the other side. Limited concessions implies that the challenger or target
either proposed or actually made concessions regarding (a) non-territorial
issues that are part of the talks, or (b) a small amount of the disputed
territory. Once again, these limited concessions may or may not have been
reciprocated by the other party. Finally, the outcome of major concessions
by one party implies that it acceded to many if not all of the territorial
demands of the other party. In some cases it is possible that both sides
make major concessions over different sections of disputed territory (see
Table 2.10 for the distribution of outcomes in the Negotiations Stage).

The territorial dispute is very likely to end if one or both parties make
major concessions. Limited concessions by the target, however, are un-
likely to settle the dispute. In this case the challenger returns to the Status
Quo Stage and has to decide whether to pursue further negotiations,
turn to military force, or accept the revised status quo for the time being.
Similar decisions have to be made by the challenger in the event that the
negotiations end in deadlock with neither side making concessions.
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Table 2.10 Concessions by states in negotiations over disputed territory,
1919–1995

I. Challenger
Outcomes of talks

Total number of No Limited or major
rounds of talks concessions concessions

1528 960 568
(63%) (37%)

II. Target
Outcomes of talks

Total number of No Limited or major
rounds of talks concessions concessions

1528 983 545
(64%) (36%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each negotiation outcome
category by the total number of rounds of talks.

Once again we can use the Kashmir dispute to illustrate this description
of the Negotiations Stage. Pakistani diplomatic initiatives and efforts be-
tween October 1947 and March 1948 failed to bring about any changes
in Kashmir, as both sides refused to concede on the central issues. India
insisted that the maharaja’s decision to accede to the Indian union fol-
lowed accepted procedures and was therefore legal and legitimate. Pak-
istan, however, contested the legitimacy of the accession proclamation
and insisted that the rights of self-determination for the Kashmiri popu-
lation had been thwarted. From the Pakistani perspective diplomacy and
attempts at negotiations had ended in failure and therefore the military
option was then chosen.

The decision to escalate and risk war

The challenger and target are now in a military confrontation over
disputed territory (see Figure 2.4). The theoretical analysis at this stage
focuses on explaining the decisions of leaders in each state to escalate a
military confrontation that was initiated by the challenger. The question
for both parties is twofold: Should territorial claims be maintained at
the risk of war, and what level of military force should be employed in
support of such claims? For the challenger the question can be posed as
follows: Having initiated a militarized dispute, is further military esca-
lation required to achieve a favorable change in the status quo? We want to



C
ha

lle
ng

er
 a

nd
 T

ar
ge

t
E

ng
ag

e 
in

 D
ip

lo
m

at
ic

an
d

 M
ili

ta
ry

 A
ct

io
ns

 th
at

Si
gn

al
 T

he
ir

 R
es

ol
ve

C

TT

H
ig

h 
L

ev
el

 o
f E

sc
al

at
io

n

L
ow

 L
ev

el
 o

f E
sc

al
at

io
n

H
ig

h 
L

ev
el

 o
f E

sc
al

at
io

n

L
ow

 L
ev

el
 o

f E
sc

al
at

io
n

A
vo

id
an

ce
 o

f I
nt

en
se

 C
ri

si
s

an
d

 D
is

pu
te

 C
on

ti
nu

es

C
ri

si
s 

Se
tb

ac
k 

fo
r 

C
ha

lle
ng

er
th

at
 m

ay
 E

nd
 th

e 
D

is
pu

te

Fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
C

ha
ng

e 
in

 S
ta

tu
s

Q
uo

 fo
r 

C
ha

lle
ng

er
 S

ho
rt

 o
f W

ar
th

at
 m

ay
 E

nd
 th

e 
D

is
pu

te

W
ar

Low
 L

ev
el 

of
 E

sc
ala

tio
n

H
ig

h L
ev

el 
of

 E
sc

ala
tio

n

P
er

io
d

 1
In

it
ia

l P
ha

se
 o

f C
on

fr
on

ta
ti

on
B

et
w

ee
n 

C
ha

lle
ng

er
 a

nd
 T

ar
ge

t

P
er

io
d

 2
C

ha
lle

ng
er

 D
ec

id
es

 o
n

L
ev

el
 o

f F
or

ce
 to

 E
m

pl
oy

P
er

io
d

 3
Ta

rg
et

 D
ec

id
es

 o
n

M
ili

ta
ry

 R
es

po
ns

e

O
u

tc
om

es

N
ot

e:
 C

 =
 C

ha
lle

ng
er

 S
ta

te
   

   
   

  T
 =

 T
ar

ge
t S

ta
te

F
ig

ur
e

2.
4

T
he

M
ili

ta
ry

E
sc

al
at

io
n

S
ta

ge
in

te
rr

it
or

ia
ld

is
pu

te
s



Pathways to conflict escalation and resolution 53

reiterate that the challenger’s choice at this stage depends not only upon
the conditions and incentives that motivated the initial threat but also
upon new conditions and updated beliefs that may have emerged over
time as a result of the diplomatic and military interactions between the
challenger and target since the threat was first issued.

The challenger’s choices can be portrayed as falling into one of two pol-
icy categories: (a) no further escalation or only limited escalation, or (b)
a high level of escalation. A policy of no further escalation indicates that
the challenger engages in little if any further military build-up or prepa-
rations beyond the level of the initial threat, even if the target escalates
to higher levels of military preparedness and refuses to make any sub-
stantial concessions. In addition, the challenger may even offer territorial
concessions as part of a policy to further reduce the risk of war. Limited
escalation implies that the challenger increases the size and readiness of
military forces beyond the initial level of threat but does not resort to the
large-scale use of force, despite the target’s refusal to offer concessions. In
this scenario, the challenger seems willing to increase the military pres-
sure on the target, but is not prepared to cross the critical threshold of
risking war by initiating the large-scale use of force. Escalation to high
levels occurs when the challenger refuses to offer any territorial conces-
sions and resorts to the large-scale use of force when the target stands
firm and refuses concessions. The challenger clearly risks war by initiat-
ing an attack against a target that seems resolved to defend its disputed
territory. If the challenger escalates to the large-scale threat of force and
refuses to offer concessions but does not resort to an attack because the
target retreats and agrees to major concessions, we would nevertheless
place the challenger in the high escalation category. In this latter type
of crisis, we do not know if the challenger would have attacked, but its
behavior was fully consistent with the actions of a state that is prepared
to do so.

For the target the question can be posed as: Faced with a challenger
threatening a military conflict, should we stand firm and use whatever
force is necessary, or should we try to avoid further military escalation
even at the price of concessions? The target’s resolve to stand firm at
the risk of war can be categorized in terms very similar to those used
above for the challenger: (a) low or limited escalation, or (b) tit-for-tat
to high escalation. With a policy of low or limited escalation the target
does not reciprocate the escalation of the challenger and may even pro-
pose unilateral concessions. Tit-for-tat and high escalation, on the other
hand, implies that the target offers no concessions on territorial issues
and matches, if not exceeds, the level of military escalation reached by
the challenger. This is the behavior pattern of targets who not only seem
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Table 2.11 Escalation by states in military confrontations over disputed
territory, 1919–1995

I. Challenger level of escalation
Total number of military conflicts Low or limited escalation High escalation

374 285 89
(76%) (24%)

II. Target level of escalation
Total number of military conflicts Low or limited escalation High escalation

374 307 67
(82%) (18%)

Note: The percentages are calculated by dividing the totals for each category of escalation
by the total number of military conflicts.

willing to push a crisis to the brink of war, but are also willing to go to
war to protect their territorial interests if attacked or severely threatened.
Table 2.11 reports the distribution of outcomes in the Military Escalation
Stage.

There are several possible outcomes to the Military Escalation Stage.
For example, the challenger or target could back down and offer territorial
concessions, thereby diffusing the crisis. Or the crisis could end in a
stalemate with no armed conflict and no change in the status quo. In the
latter case, the challenger returns to the Status Quo Stage for another
iteration of the dispute. If the crisis does escalate, it is possible that the
challenger could take control of the disputed territory without armed
resistance. The target would then have to decide whether to accept the
loss of territory, or maintain its claims and assume the role of a challenger
to the new territorial status quo that has been established. Finally, if the
target resists an attack the ensuing war could result in a victory by one
side, which might bring an end to the dispute. A war ending in stalemate,
however, would place the challenger once again in the Status Quo Stage
in the aftermath of the war.

If we apply this general discussion of the Military Escalation Stage to
the Kashmir case, we see that in March of 1948 the Pakistani leadership
had decided to turn to the direct use of military force against India. In the
ensuing military conflict both sides committed large numbers of military
forces and, as a result, the dispute over Kashmir escalated to a war be-
tween the two countries with fighting continuing until late 1948. When a
cease-fire agreement went into effect in January 1949, India had achieved
a clear but not complete military victory. Roughly two-thirds of Kashmir
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was under Indian occupation, with Pakistan controlling the remaining
one-third. Even though Pakistan failed to dislodge Indian forces from
much of Kashmir, its leadership refused to accept the unfavorable status
quo and maintained that if given the free and fair opportunity to exercise
its right of self-determination, the majority of the Kashmiri (Muslim)
population would vote for union with Pakistan. Thus, by January 1949
the initial phase of the Kashmir dispute had been played out with India
establishing a new line of control in Kashmir that was quite favorable to
its interests, while Pakistan refused to reconcile itself to the loss of much
of Kashmir (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997: 166–7).

Conclusion

We began this chapter by arguing that the theoretical analysis of interna-
tional disputes should be disaggregated into a series of stages in which
state leaders make repeated choices about the use of diplomacy and mil-
itary force. Over time the sequence and pattern of such choices can pro-
duce very different pathways to escalation and war as well as to dispute
settlement. We then applied these general points to the study of territorial
disputes and presented in more detail the different stages through which
such disputes can progress. We summarized the principal foreign pol-
icy choices that need to be explained by theoretical models. In the next
four chapters we present a series of models that portray foreign policy
choices over disputed territory as a function of domestic and interna-
tional political calculations. As already noted, the choices of challenger
and target states regarding the use of diplomacy and military force are
repeated many times over the duration of a dispute. The past history of
diplomatic and military outcomes potentially influences current choices,
and states can alter policies over time as domestic and/or international
conditions change. The focus of the theoretical analysis is directed at the
domestic level in Chapters 4 through 6. These chapters contain three dif-
ferent models of how domestic political institutions shape foreign policy
choices. However, before turning to these different domestic models, in
Chapter 3 we offer a simple model of international politics that provides
a starting point for theoretical analysis, which is then supplemented with
the domestic models in subsequent chapters.



3 The international strategic context

In the previous chapter we summarized the stages associated with the evo-
lution of territorial disputes and the corresponding set of policy options
from which state leaders can choose. In this and the next three chapters
we present a series of models that attempt to explain which diplomatic
and military policies will be adopted by political leaders in territorial dis-
putes. The thrust of the theoretical analysis is directed at the domestic
level, particularly in Chapters 4 through 6. In this chapter, however, we
develop a model of international politics as a starting point for theoretical
analysis. For each model presented in this and subsequent chapters, the
underlying theoretical foundations are first described and then a number
of hypotheses are proposed and discussed. Each chapter concludes with
a discussion of how the hypotheses will be operationalized for empirical
testing.

A model of international politics

In this model the explanation of the foreign policy choices of state leaders
centers on calculations about international political and military condi-
tions. We begin with a model of international politics because each of
the domestic-based models in Chapters 4 through 6 must be placed in
a broader international strategic context. Before turning to each of these
domestic models, it is necessary to identify the general incentives and
constraints on decision-makers that are associated with pursuing foreign
policy goals in an anarchic international system.

We want to reiterate that we do not consider the International Politics
Model presented in this chapter to be logically incompatible with the do-
mestic models that focus on political institutions in Chapters 4 through 6.
As Huth has argued elsewhere (1996, 1998), compelling theoretical ac-
counts of foreign policy behavior require that analysts consider how both
domestic and international conditions influence the decisions of policy-
makers. While we argue in this chapter that international political-military
conditions systematically shape policy choices in territorial disputes, we

56
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expect that domestic-level variables will also produce strong causal ef-
fects. Put differently, the International Politics Model (with its realist
underpinnings) establishes a theoretical starting point for the analysis
of territorial disputes that is then strengthened in subsequent chapters
by considering how the domestic political context shapes foreign policy
choices.

Premises and hypotheses

A general note is required about the presentation of the hypotheses for
the international and domestic politics models. In an effort to avoid rep-
etition, when discussing predicted state behavior during rounds of talks
or military confrontations we will state the hypotheses in terms as general
as possible. As a result, designations of challenger and target status are
avoided in most cases since the logic of the hypotheses holds equally well
for either party. When stating each hypothesis formally we typically be-
gin with propositions regarding challenges to the status quo, followed by
those regarding concessions in negotiations and then those concerning
the escalation of military confrontations.

Premise 1: International anarchy and the pursuit
of foreign policy goals

State leaders are charged with the responsibility of pursuing territorial
claims in the political context of international anarchy.

Given that there is no generally recognized international actor with the
authority and power to enforce the settlement of international disputes,
state leaders must ultimately rely on their own domestic and foreign poli-
cies to ensure their country’s national security goals. We make no general
premise, however, regarding the intentions of state leaders. Political lead-
ers can have varied foreign policy goals ranging from the defensive pro-
tection of the status quo to aggressive designs to challenge it (e.g. Glaser
1994/95, 1997; Kugler and Lemke 1996; Schweller 1998; Zakaria 1997).
If we refer back to Figures 2.2 through 2.4 in Chapter 2, states which are
termed challengers are dissatisfied with the territorial status quo, while
states deemed as targets are satisfied with existing boundaries or effective
control over bordering regions or islands. In the absence of any chal-
lenger initiatives, the status quo will prevail since targets are very unlikely
to concede territory unless challengers apply diplomatic and/or military
pressure. As a result, questions of military conflict, war, and the negoti-
ated settlement of territorial disputes revolve around initiatives pursued
by challenger states.
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One implication of this first premise is that ensuring military security
is a central policy goal of state leaders and therefore they should assess
the value of disputed territory in terms of whether control over territory
will have important consequences for their country’s military security.
As a result, disputed territory with military or strategic value should be
highly desired by state leaders. A second implication is that state lead-
ers generally prefer to rely upon their own country’s economic, military,
and human resources to counter threats and to achieve foreign policy
goals. There are two principal reasons for this preference. First, allies
may not be fully reliable in times of international crisis and conflict.1

Second, external support from allies is typically based on some type of
political exchange wherein the recipient of support is expected in turn
to support certain foreign policy goals of its ally. As a result, depen-
dence on allies can create problems of entrapment in which dependent
states become engulfed in their allies’ conflicts, which may be peripheral
to their own security needs (e.g. Cha 2000; Lake 1999; Snyder 1984,
1997; Stein 1990: ch. 6). Furthermore, problems of moral hazard may
arise as states pursue more intransigent policies in their disputes with
other states because they are more confident of support from their allies
if the dispute escalates to the threat or use of force (e.g. Smith 1995,
1996).

Despite these risks, foreign policy leaders at times do conclude that they
cannot achieve foreign policy goals without the assistance and coopera-
tion of other states (Christensen and Snyder 1990; Lake 1999; Morrow
1991, 1993, 1994a; Powell 1999; Reiter 1996; Smith 1995; Sorokin 1994;
Walt 1987). As a result, various forms of security cooperation between
states, ranging from formal alliance ties to close alignment, are signals
that states value the ally’s support so highly that they are willing to accept
or risk some loss of autonomy over their own foreign policies.

Premise 2: The value of relative military strength
The threat or use of military force is a critical source of bargaining leverage
for state leaders, especially for those engaged in territorial disputes.

We believe that the threat or use of military force is not equally effective
in support of foreign policy goals across a wide range of issue areas (e.g.

1 While some scholars argue that military allies are quite unreliable (e.g. Sabrosky 1980),
Huth in his empirical research (Huth 1998; Huth and Russett 1984, 1988) has found
consistent evidence that states honor alliance commitments in crises or when deterrence
fails (also see Leeds, Long, and Mitchell 2000). Nevertheless, even though we believe that
alliance ties are important signals of commitment, they do not ensure support and inter-
vention. Also see Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger (1994); Christensen and Snyder (1990);
Fearon (1997); Gelpi (1999); Krebs (1999); and Smith (1996) for useful discussions of
the alliance reliability literature and analyses of intra-alliance relations.
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Baldwin 1979, 1985; Keohane and Nye 1977; Lamborn 1997). Instead,
we argue that military force is particularly effective in support of territorial
goals. The goal of translating a military victory on the battlefield into
clear diplomatic and political concessions by an adversary can be quite
difficult to attain, but the ability to establish physical control of disputed
territory is a consistent consequence of defeating the armed forces of
another country. As a result, state leaders in territorial disputes should
view relative military strength as a critical factor determining their ability
to achieve territorial goals.

An implication of this second premise is that state leaders should be se-
lective in threatening or using force in foreign policy so as to avoid overex-
tending their country’s military capabilities. The reason is that overex-
tension would risk undermining their ability to threaten force credibly
in support of diplomacy in international disputes. Two intuitive proposi-
tions follow. First, state leaders should be less willing to threaten or use
force when the issues at stake in an international dispute do not involve
important policy objectives. Second, state leaders should generally be
wary of placing themselves in the strategically difficult position of taking
on simultaneous military commitments in multiple disputes.

Premise 3: Uncertainty in estimating the military
strength and resolve of adversaries

State leaders have beliefs about the balance of military power and the
resolve of adversaries to use force, but they may lack confidence that their
beliefs are fully accurate. As a result, leaders will have greater confidence
in their ability to predict the outcomes of military confrontations when
their uncertainty about their adversaries’ power and resolve is relatively
low.

There are several reasons why state leaders may not possess complete
and accurate information about the military capabilities of other states or
the resolve of their leaders:
1. States often try to conceal information about the size, quality, and

readiness of their military forces (e.g. Fearon 1995).
2. Even if information is available, qualitative dimensions of military

power can be particularly difficult to assess but can have important ef-
fects on military performance (Bennett and Stam 1996, 1998; Bueno
de Mesquita, Morrow, and Zorick 1997; Millett and Murray 1987–8;
Reiter and Stam 1998 a, b, 2002; Rosen 1996; Stam 1996).

3. The resolve of state leaders can be difficult to judge. For one, leaders
have incentives to bluff and act tough in order to get other states to
retreat (Fearon 1994b; Jervis 1970; Nalebuff 1991; Schelling 1966).
Furthermore, misunderstandings can arise about what issues are at
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stake in a dispute, or how salient those issues are to an opponent,
particularly to states that might intervene. As a result, unexpected
third-party military interventions may overturn estimates of the local
military balance and radically change military outcomes (Gartner and
Siverson 1996; Wang and Ray 1994).
One implication of this third premise is that the threat and use of mili-

tary force is a foreign policy option for state leaders that typically entails
some degree of policy risk. The extent of risk will vary across situations,
however. As a result, the uncertainties of predicting crisis and military
outcomes will be limited in some cases and high in others. A second
implication is that state leaders have an incentive to try and reduce their
uncertainty in order to better gauge the likely risks of a military confronta-
tion. Therefore, leaders may revise their beliefs when their adversaries’
actions provide new information about their military power and resolve
(e.g. Wagner 2000).

Hypotheses
We now propose a series of intuitive hypotheses that draw upon one or
more of these three premises.

IP1: When common security ties and interests exist between states,
political leaders are:
a. less likely to threaten force in an attempt to change the territorial status

quo,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations over disputed territory,

and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions over disputed territory.
While some states are able to rely largely on their own diplomatic and

military means to achieve foreign policy goals, others may find it necessary
to develop cooperative security ties with other countries in order to gain
diplomatic and/or military support. However, as noted in the discussion
of Premise 1, the support of other countries usually comes at some cost to
freedom of action in foreign policy, since recipient countries are expected
to coordinate diplomatic and even military policies with their allies. Nev-
ertheless, allies on security issues can enhance a country’s own military
strength by making positive commitments of direct military and/or diplo-
matic support, making negative assurances to not oppose that country
in the event of war, or providing arms or finances to support weapons
purchases.2 Given these security benefits we should expect that in dis-
putes between states that share cooperative security ties and interests,

2 Scholars also argue that economic cooperation with allies can have positive security con-
sequences by increasing the economic and financial resource base of allies, which can
then be translated into military power (e.g. Gowa 1994; Gowa and Mansfield 1993).
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both parties would seek to avoid military conflicts and the escalation
of such conflicts, as well as be more inclined to make concessions in
pursuit of a territorial settlement. Diplomatic and military conflict over
disputed territory, in contrast, would put at risk the cooperation of one’s
ally in countering security threats. Therefore, more accommodative poli-
cies would be expected in an attempt to secure the continued benefits of
security cooperation with the ally.

The next hypothesis draws upon Premises 2 and 3.
IP2: As a country’s relative military strength increases state leaders

are:
a. more likely to threaten force or seek negotiations rather than to accept

the status quo, and are especially likely to threaten the use of force in
an attempt to change the status quo,

b. less likely to make concessions in subsequent negotiations over dis-
puted territory, and

c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-
tions over disputed territory.

The willingness of state leaders to risk a military confrontation depends
in part on the attractiveness of any alternative negotiated settlement in
the absence of a military confrontation. The logic of IP2 begins with
the argument that most state leaders would prefer to resolve a territorial
dispute short of a military confrontation by gaining unilateral conces-
sions from the other party. A military advantage should increase the con-
fidence of leaders to pursue negotiations based on the expectation that
their country’s military strength will provide leverage in talks and increase
the chances that their adversary will offer territorial concessions. Thus,
even though leaders from militarily strong states should initially seek ne-
gotiations, they should nevertheless be less willing to make concessions
during the course of negotiations. The reason is that the willingness of
policy-makers to make concessions should be influenced by expectations
about their ability to secure territorial gains through the alternative policy
of threatening or using military force. As a result, state leaders who are rel-
atively confident that their country possesses a military advantage should
have stronger beliefs that military coercion can be utilized successfully
with less risk and therefore should be less willing to make concessions.
Instead, they should adopt more intransigent positions in negotiations
with the expectation that their weaker adversary will be more likely to
back down when the leaders of more powerful states signal their resolve
to stand firm in negotiations.

However, if the adversary fails to make concessions we expect the
stronger party to be more inclined to initiate a militarized dispute. In
such a case the stronger side anticipates either that the opponent will make
concessions under the threat of war, or, if the target refuses to back down
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diplomatically, that victory will follow in an armed conflict.3 In sum,
military strength then should induce political leaders to hold out for more
favorable terms in any negotiated settlement and to be more willing to
supplement diplomacy with coercive force to secure territorial goals.

The next hypothesis builds upon Premises 1 and 2.
IP3: When state leaders claim territory of strategic value, they are:

a. more likely to threaten force or seek negotiations rather than to accept
the status quo, and especially likely to threaten the use of force in an
attempt to change the status quo,

b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations over disputed territory,
and

c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-
tions over disputed territory.

The logic is that securing strategically valuable territory should be a highly
salient goal for policy-makers in a territorial dispute. Given the high value
of securing such territory, political leaders should be more motivated to
challenge the status quo by diplomatic pressure. Furthermore, the value
of strategic territory should induce leaders to apply even further pressure
and to resort more frequently to the riskier option of military threats.
Once diplomatic and military initiatives have been pursued, these lead-
ers should be less willing to offer substantial concessions in negotiations
since territorial concessions would entail losing control over highly valued
territory. Similarly, political leaders should be more resolved to escalate
military confrontations in an attempt to compel the adversary to concede
control over strategic territory. Thus, these types of challengers will be
more difficult to deter in military conflicts since high levels of expected
gains will help to offset the higher expected military costs associated with
the large-scale use of force.

The final set of hypotheses build upon Premises 2 and 3 and are as
follows.

IP4i: When a state engaged in a territorial dispute is also currently
involved in militarized conflicts with other countries, its policies in the
territorial dispute will shift towards inaction and risk avoidance. As a
result, state leaders are:
a. less likely to attempt to change the territorial status quo, whether by

threatening force or seeking negotiations,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations over disputed territory,

and

3 This hypothesis does not preclude militarily weak states from becoming more aggressive in
the aftermath of failed negotiations since the general logic holds that for these leaders the
likely terms associated with a peacefully negotiated settlement should look unattractive
(e.g. Wagner 2000). Nevertheless, our claim is that militarily strong states should be even
more aggressive.
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c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-
tions over disputed territory.

A similar logic applies to the behavior of states whose territorial dispute
adversary is simultaneously involved in other military conflicts. In this
case a state is more likely to make demands upon its distracted adversary.

IP4ii: A state whose territorial dispute adversary is involved in one or
more militarized conflicts with other countries is:
a. more likely to threaten force or seek negotiations rather than to accept

the status quo, and is especially likely to threaten the use of force in
an attempt to change the status quo,

b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations over disputed territory,
and

c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-
tions over disputed territory.

When a given dispute has escalated to the point of military threats and
armed conflicts, the leaders of the states involved are likely to focus diplo-
matic and military efforts at managing the threatening situation in that
particular dispute. Therefore, states should not be expected to initiate
new rounds of talks or risk new military confrontations in additional
territorial disputes when they are already involved in military conflicts
elsewhere. If they do enter into negotiations in another dispute they are
likely to be more accommodative so that their territorial adversary does
not consider resorting to force as a result of stalemated talks. Further-
more, state leaders should be wary of risking a military confrontation
over disputed territory if they are already engaged in a military dispute.
Leaders risk spreading their forces too thin and undermining their ability
to credibly deter or compel their adversaries if they permit their country’s
armed forces to be committed to multiple military conflicts at the same
time. Thus, for a given territorial dispute, challengers should avoid initi-
ating and escalating military action against the target if they are already
involved in military confrontations with other states.

In IP4ii the analysis shifts to the behavior of adversaries who observe
that their territorial dispute opponent is involved in military conflict with
other states. The strategic course of action for adversaries is to apply
more diplomatic and military pressure at this time to see if their oppo-
nent will offer concessions in order to avoid another crisis or military
conflict.

Measurement of variables for empirical tests

The hypotheses to be tested from the International Politics Model are
listed in Table 3.1. In the following section we describe the operational
measures that are used to test each of these hypotheses. To test the
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Table 3.1 Summary of hypotheses to be tested from the International Politics
Model

Predicted relationships in equation to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks Negotiations stage Escalation stage

Common security ties (IP1) − − + −
Military balance (IP2) + + − +
Strategic value of + + − +

territory (IP3)
Involvement of state in − − + −

another dispute (IP4i)
Adversary’s involvement in + + − +

another dispute (IP4ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero.

hypotheses in this and the following three chapters, we often create mul-
tiple operational indicators to measure a given theoretical concept. How-
ever, only one operational measure for each concept is included in any
empirical model. We simply substitute one measure for another to check
the robustness of our results.

We draw upon several indicators and conduct these robustness checks
for a number of reasons. Since the quality of available data often varies
and measurement error could be a problem, we insert multiple measures
to mitigate these broad concerns. Furthermore, there are often multiple
valid measures for a general concept, and therefore it seems unwise to
ignore or eliminate any such measures ex ante. Finally, at times our theory
is not precise enough to dictate one single, precise measure. For example,
we often do not know whether a one- , two- , or five-year lag best captures
the idea of a “recent” stalemate or a “recent” militarized dispute. In such
scenarios we employ multiple lags or multiple plausible measures in order
to gain greater confidence in any results we might find.

Military balance
To test IP2 in each of the three stages summarized in Table 3.1, we
construct a short-term military balance variable that measures the mili-
tary capabilities of each state relative to its territorial dispute adversary.
We take the average of three different ratios of military capabilities to
come up with an overall measure of the short-term military balance. Our



The international strategic context 65

final measure is thus an average of the two states’: (a) relative military
personnel, (b) relative military expenditures, and (c) relative expendi-
tures per soldier.4 In calculating each of these three individual ratios, we
adjusted the capabilities of each state for distance if the territorial dis-
pute was located overseas from the state’s homeland territory (see Bueno
de Mesquita 1981: 105). We also included the military capabilities of a
target’s ally as part of the capabilities of the target if the ally’s military
forces were stationed on the target’s territory and the ally had a defense
pact with the target.5 In operational terms, each of the three component
ratios, as well as the final average ratio, is translated to a continuous scale
that ranges from 0 to 1. Logically, the ratios for the challenger and tar-
get sum to 1. Values near 0.5 indicate that a state is near military parity
with its adversary, while values above 0.5 indicate a state has a military
balance advantage and values below 0.5 indicate the state is at a military
disadvantage.

The primary source for data on these three indicators is the Correlates
of War (COW) data set on national capabilities, which contains annual
data for countries through 1992. For the years 1993–5 and for missing
data prior to 1993, information on military capabilities was collected
from several additional sources (i.e. Banks Cross-Polity Data Set, The
Military Balance, SIPRI Yearbook, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers).6

To test IP2 in the Military Escalation Stage we utilize an additional
measure of the military balance. This second measure attempts to tap
the local or more immediately available military forces that each side
has positioned for a possible military conflict (Huth 1988). These are
the forces that each side has mobilized or built up during a militarized
dispute and they are the forces that can be committed at the outset or
very early stages of an armed conflict. Due to the varying quality and
availability of data on local forces, a precise ratio of challenger to target
forces cannot be determined with confidence. Instead, the local balance
is simply coded as a dummy variable.

4 In rare cases where data on one or more of these indicators could not be calculated, the
remaining available ratio(s) were used.

5 In the Middle East, British military capabilities were added to those of Iraq in 1932–47,
Kuwait in 1961–7, Jordan in 1946–56, and Egypt in 1922–5. In Asia, the Soviet Union’s
military capabilities were added to those of Outer Mongolia in 1936–40 and 1946–62,
British capabilities were added to those of Malaysia in 1962–70, and US capabilities
were added to those of South Korea in 1953–95. In the Americas, British capabilities
were added to those of Belize in 1981–93. Finally, in Europe, British, French, and West
German military capabilities were added to those of the US (the dispute over West Berlin)
in 1955–71 and the Soviet Union’s military capabilities were added to those of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1955–73, East Germany in 1955–72, and Poland in 1955–70.

6 In some cases missing data for selected years were filled in by extrapolating from data
that were available for years prior to and after the missing data.
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There are two situations in which the challenger or target is coded as
possessing such an advantage. The first situation is when a state holds at
least a two-to-one advantage in the estimated ratio of local ground forces
and also possesses any advantage in the ratio of expenditures per soldier
(as described above). The second scenario for a local advantage is when
the state does not enjoy a clear numerical advantage in the local balance
of ground forces (i.e. relative parity exists), but does possess a very strong
advantage in the ratio of expenditures per soldier (the ratio was greater
than two-to-one). In this second case the challenger’s (target’s) superior
quality of forces coupled with quantitative parity is treated as constitut-
ing a strong overall advantage in the local balance of forces. Data on
the local balance of forces were collected from a wide range of histori-
cal and secondary sources for each dispute and from Huth’s data set on
extended-immediate deterrence (see the bibliography of case sources in
Appendix A and Huth 1988). If third parties threatened or intervened
with military force in support of either challenger or target during a mil-
itarized dispute, the capabilities of the third party are included in the
measure of the local balance of forces.

Other military dispute involvement for challenger and target
To test IP4i and IP4ii we collect data on the beginning and end month
and year of any war or militarized dispute in which either the challenger or
the target was involved, other than the territorial dispute between them.
We then construct two dummy variables – one for the challenger and
one for the target – with a value of one indicating that the state is simul-
taneously involved in a military campaign elsewhere. The primary data
sources are the COW data set on militarized inter-state disputes during
the period 1816–1992, as well as our data set of military confrontations
over disputed territory. Additional coding sources, consulted to cover
the years 1993–5 as well as prior years, include Bercovitch and Jackson
(1997), Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997), Tillema (1991), and Wallensteen
and Sollenberg (1996).

Common security ties
To test IP1 we construct three alternative measures for common security
ties. We first consider whether the challenger and target share alliance
ties. We record a value of one for our military alliance indicator if the
challenger and target currently have a defense pact or entente military
alliance, and record a value of zero if they simply have a non-aggression
pact or do not share a military alliance. The updated COW data set on
inter-state alliances are used to code this variable. The second measure
is whether the challenger and target currently face a common territorial
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dispute opponent. A value of one is recorded if both are embroiled in sep-
arate territorial disputes with a common adversary during a given time
period. The data for coding this variable are taken from Appendix A.
The final indicator considers whether the challenger and target have
shared a common adversary in a militarized dispute or war within the
past two years.7 The data on wars and militarized disputes are taken
from the COW data sets and our territorial disputes data set, as well as
from Bercovitch and Jackson (1997), Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997),
Tillema (1991), and Wallensteen and Sollenberg (1996).

Strategic value of disputed territory
To test IP3 we construct a dummy variable to measure the strategic value
of a territory.8 This dummy variable is equal to one if the territory is
strategically located or if it contained (or was believed to contain) natural
resources that were used by the state in the production of military weapon
systems. The definition and sources relied upon to code for strategic
location of territory as well as strategic natural resources are taken from
Huth (1996: 256 and 1988: 65).

Conclusion

In this chapter we presented a series of hypotheses based on a set of
premises about the international political-military environment within
which state leaders make choices about diplomacy and military force in
territorial disputes. These hypotheses make no direct mention of domes-
tic political institutions within states, nor consider how differences in
such institutions might influence foreign policy choices. In each of the
next three chapters we shift the theoretical analysis to the domestic level,
and by doing so, we develop a richer set of theoretical propositions. We
begin in the next chapter with what we term the Political Accountability
Model, and then turn to the Political Norms and Political Affinity Models
in Chapters 5 and 6.

7 To check the robustness of results a second dummy variable was constructed in which a
common adversary was coded on the basis of a five-year period.

8 To check for robustness we also created a variable to indicate whether the territory is of
economic value to the disputing states.



4 Domestic institutions and the Political
Accountability Model

As we argued in the previous chapter, the foreign policy choices of state
leaders reflect calculations about the constraints and opportunities for
pursuing territorial claims in the strategic setting of international politics.
This chapter, as well as the two following chapters, constitute the central
theoretical chapters of the book, in which domestic political institutions
are given center-stage in three models that seek to explain what types
of diplomatic and military policies will be adopted by political leaders
in territorial disputes. These three models can be viewed as related, but
nevertheless distinct, theoretical approaches for analyzing the democratic
peace. Their common foundation is that each considers how domestic
political institutions shape foreign policy choices. Each model, however,
focuses on a different causal mechanism that links domestic institutions
to the choices made by political leaders:
1. Institutions are a source of political accountability for leaders’ deci-

sions on matters of foreign policy (Political Accountability Model).
2. Institutions are a source of norms for bargaining and conflict resolution

in international disputes (Political Norms Model).
3. The similarity of institutions between states is a source of international

threat perception and political alignment for state leaders (Political
Affinity Model).
The Political Accountability Model centers on the ability of political

opposition to punish and reward political leaders for the success or fail-
ure of the diplomatic and military policies they pursue. The Political
Norms Model views domestic institutions as influencing the principles
by which political elites bargain and resolve political conflict. These
domestic-based principles, then, also influence how leaders bargain inter-
nationally. Finally, the Political Affinity Model argues that the similarity of
institutions in different states can be an important foundation for shared
political interests between political leaders, which in turn enables leaders
to differentiate between potential allies and potential security threats.

This chapter is devoted to presenting the theoretical foundations and
then hypotheses of the Political Accountability Model.

68
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Figure 4.1 Summary of logic in Political Accountability Model

Political Accountability Model

Figure 4.1 summarizes the logical foundations of the Political Account-
ability Model. One of the defining features of political systems is the
extent to which political opposition can hold leaders accountable for the
policies and decisions they adopt. Political institutions are one key factor
which determine levels of accountability, since they can restrict or expand
the means and opportunities available to opposition groups for challeng-
ing and contesting governmental policies. Leaders who are accountable
for their policies risk the loss of political authority and influence, if not
removal from office, for policy setbacks or for pressing ahead with un-
popular programs. In political systems where accountability is relatively
high, the domestic political consequences of pursuing failed or contro-
versial foreign policy actions can be substantial. As a result, foreign policy
leaders who are more accountable to political opposition should be more
attentive to potential setbacks in foreign policy and risk-averse to initi-
ating diplomatic and military policies that are likely to be controversial.
Conversely, foreign policy successes are likely to disarm political opposi-
tion and bolster the political authority and power of incumbents. Thus,
in political systems where accountability is relatively high, leaders should
also have stronger incentives to seek the political payoffs of successful
diplomatic and military initiatives in foreign policy.

Premises of the model

The causal links summarized in Figure 4.1 are based on a number of
theoretical premises.

Premise 1: The primacy of retaining office for incumbent
leaders

A critical goal of incumbent leaders is to maintain their position of politi-
cal leadership and to protect their hold on office from political opposition.
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The importance of staying in power can reflect a variety of motivations:
a personal drive for political power and leadership status, the attempt to
secure financial and material gains, or the desire to achieve certain pub-
lic policy goals by means of legislation and governmental programs. In
sum, the maintenance of political office can advance personal as well as
broader public policy goals for leaders. One implication is that political
leaders should be strategic in their pursuit of both domestic and foreign
policies and try to anticipate the domestic political responses to various
policies that they might adopt. Leaders should not be expected generally
to choose policies that are likely to produce high political risks and sig-
nificant costs; they should instead prefer policies that will improve their
political standing.

Premise 2: The strategic behavior of political opposition
In all political systems there are political elites who seek to remove the
current leadership from office and to assume positions of political power
themselves. Opposition elites, however, are strategic in deciding when to
challenge incumbents and seek their removal.

Elites who aspire to positions of national leadership recognize that an
incumbent’s political vulnerability varies over time. They are more likely
to challenge leaders at a time when they are confident of political sup-
port from other groups and when the incumbent’s supporting coalition
is divided (e.g. Auvinen 1997; DeNardo 1985; Dudley and Miller 1998;
Hardin 1995; Huber 1996; Laver and Schofield 1998; Lichbach 1995;
Lupia and Strom 1995; Tarrow 1994; Zimmermann 1983). Unsuccessful
political challenges against an incumbent can be costly for leaders of the
opposition. At a minimum, they risk the loss of political standing among
potential allies. There is also the potential for a political counter-attack by
the incumbent. In authoritarian systems the counter-attack may result in
opposition elites becoming the target of political violence and repression.

The first implication of Premise 2 is that counter-elites and political
opposition will be more active in challenging incumbents when the latter’s
policy initiatives have failed or proven controversial. The policy perfor-
mance of a given regime on domestic and foreign policy issues plays an
important role, therefore, in determining when incumbent leaders face
strong political opposition (see e.g. Aldrich, Sullivan, and Borgida 1989;
Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow,
Siverson, and Smith 1999; Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller
1992; Denver 1994; Fiorina 1981; Goemans 2000; Gorvin 1989; Lewis-
Beck 1988; Miller and Shanks 1996; Nincic and Hinckley 1991; Pierce
1995). When the policies of the incumbent leadership have failed to
achieve policy goals, the opposition can argue more effectively that the
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current leadership should be removed because of its track record of pol-
icy setbacks and incompetency. Furthermore, policy failures in one is-
sue area can induce opposition against regime policies in other policy
domains. For example, a regime’s foreign policy failure can weaken its
leader’s political standing and his ability to secure favorable outcomes on
domestic policies (e.g. Brace and Hinckley 1992). In sum, foreign pol-
icy setbacks can not only directly threaten a leader’s tenure in office, but
can also weaken his ability to pursue his broader policy agenda. How-
ever, it also follows that policy successes should have favorable political
consequences. They may help to deter political opposition, strengthen
a leader’s hold on office, and increase the stock of political capital upon
which leaders can draw to advance their broader policy agendas (see Brace
and Hinckley 1992; Brody 1991; Edwards and Gallup 1990; Neustadt
1990).

A second implication of Premise 2 is that in territorial disputes
the policy preferences of opposition elites and groups are characterized
by what we term a pragmatic nationalist bias. That is, a policy of con-
cessions and accommodation by state leaders in a territorial dispute is
a policy that generally risks greater domestic political opposition than a
policy of continued diplomatic stalemate. Political leaders are unlikely to
encounter strong and consistent political pressures to avoid diplomatic
and military conflict in favor of more moderate diplomatic and military
policies intended to break a deadlock over disputed territory. While the
threat or use of military force in support of territorial claims is likely to
generate short-term domestic support, costly or failed attempts at mili-
tary coercion will also mobilize domestic opposition (Huth 1996). Thus,
state leaders must choose carefully when to seek territorial settlements
by compromise or concessions, and when to escalate a territorial dispute
by force of arms. The political risks to which leaders are most sensi-
tive, then, are those associated with accommodative diplomatic policies
or the failed use of military force. In this model political accountability
influences leadership decisions not because opposition elites and mass
publics generally have more dovish diplomatic and military policy pref-
erences than incumbent leaders, but because they will seek to punish
leaders who adopt controversial or failed foreign policies.1

1 We have two reasons for theoretically focusing on the reactions of mass publics to govern-
mental policies. First, we are not convinced that mass opinions are consistently anchored
at dovish policy positions. Furthermore, we reject the idea that the foreign policy pref-
erences we can identify in the mass public are consistently more dovish than the policy
position of political elites and incumbents (e.g. Brace and Hinckley 1992; Chanley 1999;
Gaubatz 1995; Herrmann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999; Holsti 1996; Jentleson and Britton
1998; Knopf 1998; Mueller 1994; Nincic 1992: ch. 2; Owen 1997; Page and Shapiro
1992; Russett 1990: ch. 4; Zimmerman 2002).
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Premise 3: Differences in domestic political institutions
are a source of variation in political accountability

The political accountability of state leaders varies both across and within
political systems, as differences in political institutions affect the ability
of opposition groups to contest government policies.

The political vulnerability of state leaders has three main components.
Leaders are vulnerable because political opposition has the ability to:
(a) block the policy programs favored by incumbent leaders, (b) bring
about the downfall of a government, and (c) use or encourage violence
in order to remove leaders from power and/or to punish them after re-
moval from office. The presence or absence of democratic political in-
stitutions is one key factor that determines how accountable leaders are
for their foreign policy decisions. Democratic institutions such as well-
organized and independent political parties, regular competitive elec-
tions, and independent legislatures enable political opposition to chal-
lenge the government more effectively. As a result, political opposition is
generally more capable of derailing policy programs and removing leaders
from power in democratic regimes (see Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson
1995; Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller 1992; Gelpi and Grieco
2001; Goemans 2000: ch. 3; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi
2000: ch. 4), while opposition groups are more likely to use violence
against incumbents in non-democratic regimes (Bienen and Van de Walle
1991).

The first implication of Premise 3 is that the strength and threat posed
by political opposition forces can vary substantially both across differ-
ent democratic countries, as well as within a particular country depend-
ing upon political conditions. For example, the threat of being removed
through elections may be a very powerful political threat if presidential
elections are coming up within a few months. However, if those elec-
tions are several years away, electoral defeat is a less pressing concern for
the president. Similarly, in parliamentary systems where there is no fixed
date for national elections, a prime minister is in a stronger position to
determine the timing of the next election if his or her party commands
a majority in the legislature. In contrast, a prime minister who depends
upon a coalition of parties to form a working majority is more vulnerable
to votes of no confidence, the break-up of coalition cabinets, and calls for
early elections (e.g. Alt and King 1994; Laver and Schofield 1998; Lupia
and Strom 1995; Powell 2000; Warwick 1994).

Presidents and prime ministers face similar types of constraints when
they deal with legislatures regarding the ratification of international
treaties (Lohmann and O’Halloran 1994; Martin 2000; Milner 1997;
Milner and Rosendorff 1997; O’Halloran 1994; Putnam 1988). In cases
where the executive’s party commands majority support, opposition
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forces are less capable of blocking ratification. In minority or coalition
governments, however, governing leaders face a more credible threat of
legislative rejection of a treaty that is not favored by opposition parties.
The general implication is that while democratic institutions provide
greater opportunities for political opposition to exercise its influence, the
degree of political accountability for democratic leaders depends signifi-
cantly upon such factors as the proximity of elections and the strength of
opposition parties in legislatures.

The second implication of Premise 3 is that among non-democratic po-
litical systems, the threat of violent coups and leadership removal varies
substantially both across countries as well as over time within a single
country (e.g. Bienen and Van de Walle 1991; Goemans 2000; Londregan
and Poole 1990; O’Kane 1987; Wintrobe 1998; Zimmermann 1983:
ch. 7). For non-democratic systems the personal risks to leaders of losing
office (imprisonment, physical harm, and even death) are much higher,
but can still vary within and across countries as political institutions
change (e.g. Breslauer 1982; Dittmer 1990; Hough 1980; Huntington
1968; Lee 1991).

If we combine these two dimensions of political threat – effective
strength of political opposition and personal risks if removed from of-
fice – into a simple 2 × 2 matrix, we find important differences among
non-democratic leaders in their political vulnerability (see Figure 4.2).
For example, leaders in the upper-left cell are quite vulnerable, while
leaders in the lower-right cell face limited threats from political opposi-
tion. Thus, in some countries authoritarian governments fall frequently
due to coups and political violence, while in other countries leaders re-
main in power for decades and choose their successors. The general
implication is that authoritarian leaders who are politically vulnerable
should be more attentive to the domestic political risks of foreign policy
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Figure 4.2 Political vulnerability of leaders in non-democratic systems
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choices. In contrast, authoritarian leaders who are entrenched in office
and face a weak and divided opposition should be less concerned with
the response of political opposition to foreign policy initiatives.

Premise 4: The impact of political vulnerability
on foreign policy

The greater the political vulnerability of leaders, the higher the political
costs to them of foreign policy failures.

While policy setbacks and controversy over adopted policies are not
welcomed by any incumbent leaders, the extent to which they pose a
political threat depends considerably on whether political opponents of
a regime are in a position to punish incumbents for pursuing such poli-
cies. Therefore, political leaders who face weak political opposition at
home have greater flexibility regarding the diplomatic and military poli-
cies they can pursue in international disputes (e.g. Eyerman and Hart
1996; Fearon 1994b; Partell 1997; Partell and Palmer 1999; Schultz
1998, 1999, 2001a, 2001b).

An important implication of Premise 4 relates to bluffing and deception
in international disputes. Bluffing is always a possibility in international
negotiations and militarized disputes, and therefore state leaders try to
judge whether their adversary is in fact bluffing. Leaders may bluff suc-
cessfully in militarized disputes by building up military forces and even
resorting to the limited use of force (thereby persuading an adversary
that costly military conflict is likely) and then using the threat of war to
induce concessions. The incentive to bluff in a round of negotiations fol-
lows a similar logic, as states adopt a very unyielding bargaining position
in the hope that the other party will make concessions in order to break a
stalemate and avoid the failure of negotiations. While in the abstract state
leaders always have incentives to act tough in order to induce an adversary
to retreat, there can be domestic costs to bluffing.2 In particular, polit-
ical opposition can charge the government with a major foreign policy
reversal and retreat under pressure. Leaders who are not constrained by
strong political opposition (i.e. who face limited domestic audience costs)
should be willing to bluff since the domestic political risks of retreating
from a clear and firm diplomatic or military policy are less extensive. It
follows that threats of force or the adoption of firm bargaining positions
by foreign policy leaders facing high domestic audience costs should be
viewed as more credible by international adversaries, since such leaders

2 International reputational costs are also of theoretical interest but are not considered
because of this model’s focus on domestic political accountability. Theoretical elaboration
of international audience costs would fit well within the framework of the International
Politics Model developed in Chapter 3, however.
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are less likely to pursue a policy of bluffing (e.g. Fearon 1994b; Schultz
2001a).

Hypotheses

The hypotheses are divided into three general categories. We first make
comparisons across different political systems, and then examine varia-
tion within both democratic and non-democratic political systems. We
conclude by discussing propositions that focus on strategic interactions
between pairs of states (dyads).

Comparisons across political systems
For the first hypothesis, Premise 3 provides the primary foundation for
developing the proposition, but Premises 2 and 4 also provide supporting
logic.

PA1i: The leaders of democratic states should be less willing to rely on
military force to achieve territorial goals. As a result, democratic leaders
should be:
a. less likely to initiate military threats as opposed to accepting the status

quo, especially in situations of high military uncertainty, but are more
likely to challenge the territorial status quo with a call for negotiations
rather than a threat of military force,

b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions, especially in situations of higher levels of uncertainty and risk
about military outcomes.

Since political opposition in authoritarian systems is less capable of con-
testing state policies, the Political Accountability Model predicts that po-
litical leaders from such countries are more willing to adopt conflictual
policies in an attempt to overturn the status quo through coercive threats
and pressure. Furthermore, these leaders can back away from threats with
fewer domestic political risks if the target stands firm. We should there-
fore expect more frequent bluffs and military probes by non-democratic
leaders to test the resolve of targets, including more frequent threats of
force to bolster their bargaining position in negotiations (see our discus-
sion of Premise 4). In contrast, democratic leaders should be more cau-
tious about initiating such military actions since limited military probes
and bluffs should carry a greater risk of political opponents charging the
government with irresolution and a foreign policy setback (the first im-
plication of Premise 2).

The differences between democratic and authoritarian leaders regard-
ing the initiation and escalation of military force should be most apparent
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in situations where the risks of military conflict are greater. Thus, when
the military balance is not favorable leaders should be less likely to initiate
and escalate military confrontations. However, our argument is that
democratic leaders should be particularly cautious under such condi-
tions since the threat of domestic opposition challenging the government
following a military setback or diplomatic retreat is greater in democratic
systems. To initiate and then escalate with the large-scale use of force in
such situations invites a higher risk of military defeat and the mobilization
of political opposition. We recognize that political risks can be substantial
for authoritarian leaders as well (e.g. Goemans 2000). Yet our claim is
not that we should expect authoritarian leaders to resort frequently to
military force under conditions of higher risk. Instead, the hypothesis is
that such leaders should be more willing to gamble on a favorable military
or diplomatic outcome given that they are in a stronger political position
to counter or suppress political opposition in the event of a diplomatic or
military setback.

The differences in the negotiating behavior of democratic and non-
democratic leaders are more complex. On the one hand, if non-
democratic leaders do decide to pursue negotiations, they are in a stronger
political position (compared to democratic leaders) to counter or repress
domestic opposition that might arise in response to concessions offered
as part of a negotiated agreement. As a result, non-democratic negotia-
tors might be expected to make concessions more frequently than their
democratic counterparts since the domestic political risks are less severe.
Democratic leaders, however, view military conflict as more risky than
their non-democratic counterparts and generally should prefer a nonvio-
lent settlement through negotiations. While concessions can be politically
costly for democratic leaders, we believe that failed military initiatives
are likely to be even more costly. In contrast, we expect non-democratic
leaders to be more risk-acceptant in turning to military coercion as a
way to achieve territorial claims. Put differently, while we do not expect
democratic leaders often to make concessions in negotiations, they should
offer limited concessions relatively more frequently as part of a negotiat-
ing strategy designed to reach an agreement based on mutual concessions
than non-democratic leaders because the alternative of military coercion
is generally less attractive to democratic leaders. This initial hypothesis
on democratic behavior in negotiations is premised on the condition that
the political costs of concession-making are not particularly high. When
this condition no longer holds (see hypotheses PA1iii, PA2i, and PA2ii
below), then we expect democratic negotiators to be highly sensitive to
the costs of concessions and very unlikely to offer concessions.
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PA1ii: Greater domestic political costs of retreating in the face of
diplomatic and military pressure can provide an advantage to democratic
states. As a result, we expect adversaries of democratic states to be:
a. less likely to challenge the status quo with military threats than with a

call for negotiations,
b. more likely to offer concessions in negotiations when democratic lead-

ers signal their resolve to stand firm, and
c. less likely to escalate to higher levels in military confrontations when

democratic leaders signal their resolve to use military force.
The logic of PA1ii is that if adversaries know democratic leaders are
constrained by domestic audience costs to avoid foreign policy retreats
under diplomatic or military pressure, then they should prefer to target
non-democratic leaders, who have greater domestic political flexibility to
back down in the face of military threats and probes. Furthermore, the
greater costs of backing down should help democratic leaders to send
more credible signals of resolve in rounds of negotiations or in military
confrontations. As a result, if democratic leaders clearly and publicly
communicate their intention to stand firm in talks or to use force in
a military confrontation, then their adversaries should believe that they
face a resolved opponent. In a military confrontation this should help to
deter escalation by the adversary of a democratic state. Similarly, dur-
ing negotiations a signal of resolve by a democratic state should make it
more likely that the adversary will understand that a deadlock can only
be avoided by first offering (limited) concessions itself. Only then may
democratic leaders be able to reciprocate concessions and to fend off
domestic opposition to a negotiated agreement.

The next hypothesis builds on the general logic supporting PA1i but
considers how state leaders respond to situations of stalemate in negoti-
ations over disputed territory.

PA1iii: The bargaining strategies of non-democratic leaders in re-
sponse to stalemates should be more variable and difficult to predict. In
contrast, democratic leaders should pursue more consistent policies of:
a. responding to a deadlock in talks by continuing to seek further talks

as opposed to turning to military coercion, and
b. avoiding a sharp reversal of policy in subsequent negotiations, in which

intransigence is followed by concessions.
In non-democracies, the limited ability of political opposition to chal-
lenge incumbent leaders lessens the political risks for such leaders of
either making concessions or turning to military coercion. Thus, non-
democratic leaders should display more divergent patterns of diplomatic
and military behavior in deciding how to respond to a seemingly resolved
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territorial adversary. On the one hand, they can refuse to make con-
cessions, knowing that if talks end in stalemate, the subsequent use of
military force to try to break that diplomatic deadlock also carries fewer
domestic political risks. On the other hand, if the prospects of military
coercion are not favorable, they can continue to rely on negotiations and
then reverse policy by offering concessions to settle the dispute. This is
because they have greater confidence that they can contain or repress any
opposition that emerges to the negotiated settlement.

Democratic counterparts have less flexibility in their bargaining posi-
tion since the making of significant concessions after negotiations have
already ended in deadlock is potentially quite risky (see the second im-
plication of Premise 2). This is because we expect both parties to blame
the other side for the deadlock in talks. As a result, international negotia-
tions in context of continued stalemate are likely to become a much more
salient issue domestically for democratic leaders as opposition elites and
segments of the general population express their opposition to offering
concessions to a truculent adversary. At the same time, threats of military
force and coercive bluffing are risky for democratic leaders, particularly
given the heightened domestic attention to the territorial dispute. Limited
military actions will most likely rally political support in the short term,
but if such actions do not compel concessions from the adversary we then
expect political opposition to arise. At this point democratic leaders face
the difficult choice of whether or not to escalate to the large-scale use
of force. As a result, democratic leaders are likely to be wary of either
turning to military threats or offering concessions as a way to break the
stalemate.

The next two hypotheses build on the logic of PA1iii and also draw
upon Premises 2 and 3. The claim is that under certain conditions the
greater accountability of democratic leaders can induce such leaders to
adopt conflictual diplomatic and military policies.

PA2i: When democratic leaders view an international adversary as an
enduring rival, they are more likely to adopt hard-line policies. In this situ-
ation, the diplomatic and military policies of democratic leaders should be
quite similar, perhaps even more conflictual, than the policies adopted by
non-democratic leaders. As a result, leaders from both states should be:
a. more likely to resort to military threats and the use of force in an

attempt to change the status quo as opposed to relying on negotiations,
b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
PA2ii: When ethnic co-nationals populate disputed territory, demo-

cratic leaders will face even stronger domestic pressures than their
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non-democratic counterparts to adopt hard-line policies. As a result,
democratic leaders should be:
a. more likely to challenge the status quo with calls for talks and military

threats, and especially likely to resort to military threats as opposed to
relying on negotiations,

b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
For PA2i the claim is that when the other state in a territorial dispute is
an enduring rival,3 democratic and non-democratic leaders are likely to
engage in similar patterns of conflictual diplomatic and military behav-
ior. As a result, this hypothesis emphasizes that under certain conditions
differences in domestic political institutions should not produce strong
differences in foreign policy choices by state leaders. Furthermore, demo-
cratic leaders may even have domestic political incentives to act tougher
than their non-democratic counterparts.

When a democratic country faces an international opponent who in
past conflicts has demonstrated the willingness to use military force and
to oppose a negotiated settlement, this opponent is likely to be portrayed
domestically as an enemy and a dangerous adversary by the political
leadership of the democratic country (e.g. Huth 1996). An important
implication is that foreign relations with this enduring rival will have a
relatively high level of domestic political saliency within the democratic
polity. In this context of heightened domestic political attention, accom-
modative diplomatic and military policies by the democratic leadership
would be very likely to provoke political opposition. In fact, democratic
leaders in this domestic setting should expect that tough diplomatic and
military policies would be politically popular and quite defensible against
opponents of the government. With this expectation, democratic lead-
ers could use nationalist rhetoric as well as claims of threats to national
security in order to justify more aggressive policies. Opposition groups
and their leaders should also be more reluctant to criticize the regime
for fear of being labeled as supporters of the enduring rival. Thus, the

3 An enduring rival is broadly defined here as a state with whom another country has a
protracted history of diplomatic and military conflict and in which a single primary issue or
set of interrelated issues is the source of friction and competition. Critics of the enduring
rivalry concept have focused their attention on two primary issues: (a) how to define
an enduring rivalry, and (b) what are the theoretical explanations or causes of enduring
rivalries? Critics do not reject the claim that enduring rivalries are an important subject
to study. Instead, they question prevailing definitions of the term as well as theoretical
arguments that might account for their emergence and evolution. For recent scholarly
work on enduring international rivalries see Bennett (1996, 1997, 1998); Diehl (1998);
Diehl and Goertz (2000); Gartzke and Simon (1999); Goertz and Diehl (1992, 1993);
Thompson (1995).
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democratic leadership should have the domestic political support to pur-
sue a more confrontational foreign policy (pragmatic bias associated with
Premise 2).

The logic of PA2ii extends this argument further and posits that greater
political accountability will make democratic leaders even more conflict-
ual than non-democratic leaders when ethnic co-nationals populate dis-
puted territory. We begin by arguing that across all political systems in-
cumbent governments are likely to secure domestic support for backing
demands of greater political self-determination for ethnic co-nationals
who are located across international borders (e.g. Carment and James
1997; Carment, James, and Rowlands 1997; Davis and Moore 1997;
Huth 1996; Saideman 2001; also see Henderson 1997). However, we
also expect that democratic leaders will face particularly powerful pres-
sures from domestic opposition groups to take forceful initiatives in sup-
port of their ethnic co-nationals who claim mistreatment at the hands
of a foreign government. We expect the defense of principles of political
self-determination to have a high level of legitimacy in democratic sys-
tems and therefore opposition elites and groups in society will strongly
criticize governments for failing to address effectively violations of such
principles. As a result, for democratic leaders, the domestic political risks
of diplomatic and military inaction are greater than for non-democratic
leaders. Therefore, in this case democratic leaders are actually more likely
to consider initiating and escalating military threats and to adopt an un-
yielding position in negotiations. In sum, we believe that support for
political self-determination of ethnic co-nationals is a foreign policy issue
with particularly high saliency for democratic leaders. Nationalist biases
in favor of more aggressive and hard-line policies will induce democratic
leaders to be much more risk-acceptant in pursuit of territorial claims
than they generally would be.

Comparisons within political systems
The hypotheses in this section build upon and extend PA1i by drawing
out the implications for intra-regime comparative analysis. The overrid-
ing theme of this section is that both democratic and non-democratic
leaders should be more willing to adopt politically risky diplomatic and
military policies as they become more secure from the threat of political
opposition removing them from power. The testable implication is that
when we make comparisons among democratic leaders or among non-
democratic leaders, we should be able explain differences within each
group by examining variation in the threat posed by political opposition
under either broad regime category. We first make comparisons among
democratic leaders, and then examine differences among non-democratic
leaders.
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Comparisons among democratic leaders
For democratic states the comparative analysis will focus on (a) the
strength of opposition parties in national legislatures, and (b) the im-
pact of competitive national elections. The first set of hypotheses makes
comparisons among democratic state leaders by drawing on Premise 3
and its first implication, as well as on Premises 2 and 4.

PA3i: The presence of strong political opposition forces in legisla-
tures and parliaments generally induces more conservative foreign policy
choices by democratic leaders. Conversely, the lack of such political op-
position should result in leaders considering more controversial foreign
policy options. As a result, the stronger the ruling government’s position
in the legislature, the more likely political leaders are:
a. to challenge the territorial status quo through calls for talks and espe-

cially through threats of military force,
b. to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.

PA3ii: Similarly, leaders also consider whether the leadership of a
democratic territorial dispute adversary is in a position of domestic polit-
ical strength or weakness. The leadership of the adversary is likely to be
averse to political risks if it faces strong political opposition, but should
be more willing to accept political risks if domestic opposition is relatively
weak. As a result, when a state is engaged in a territorial dispute with a
democratic adversary, as the ruling government in the adversary attains a
stronger position in its legislature, the state facing the domestically secure
adversary is:
a. less likely to challenge the territorial status quo by threats of military

force but more likely to seek negotiations,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
The political influence of opposition parties in legislatures can stem from
their ability to constrain executives in several ways, such as failing to sup-
port ratification of treaties, forcing the downfall of governments through
votes of no confidence and the dissolution of coalition cabinets, and
blocking the passage of legislation.4 The political power of opposition
parties should be stronger when the government is divided (Alesina and
Rosenthal 1995; Binder 1999; Cox and Kernell 1991; Edwards, Barrett,
and Peake 1997; Fiorina 1992; Lohmann and O’Halloran 1994; Mayhew

4 These hypotheses focus on the constraining role of opposition parties in legislatures, but
another avenue for theoretical analysis is to develop propositions about when opposition
parties and legislatures can strengthen the bargaining position of executives in their pursuit
of foreign policy goals. Two very good examples of this are Martin (2000) and Schultz
(2001b).
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1991; Milner and Rosendorff 1997; Warwick 1994; also see Bond and
Fleisher 1990; Edwards 1989; Edwards and Wood 1999; Lindsay 1994;
Peterson 1994; Wood and Peake 1998). By this we mean that the political
party of the executive fails to achieve a position of majority strength in
the legislature. As a result, a president or prime minister must depend
upon one or more other political parties to form a working majority to
pass legislation, and, in parliamentary systems, it may be necessary to
bring opposition parties into the cabinet in order to form a government.

According to PA3i, divided government should push democratic lead-
ers away from an active foreign policy and towards maintenance of the
status quo in a territorial dispute. The lack of a cohesive majority in the
legislature should make a president or prime minister wary of diplomatic
or military initiatives. For example, the executive is likely to lack bargain-
ing flexibility in international negotiations, and therefore stalemate is to
be expected since only unilateral concessions by the other state (which are
unlikely) can lead to a settlement. Knowing that deadlock is more likely,
democratic leaders also have less of an incentive to pursue negotiations
in the first place. That is, while refusing to make territorial concessions is
generally not politically costly for democratic leaders, there may be some
political risk associated with the failure to secure concessions from an
adversary in repeated rounds of talks over disputed territory.

The same logic applies to decisions to initiate militarized disputes.
The risks of a military setback or the failure to achieve diplomatic gains
through the use of coercive pressure (military probes and bluffs) are gen-
erally higher in the face of strong political opposition. This is because
opposition parties can exercise greater control within the legislature to
ensure criticism of the policies and to more credibly threaten a vote of no
confidence (for prime ministers). However, if these constrained leaders
do challenge the status quo by initiating negotiations or military threats,
they will seek to avoid the high political risks associated with either accom-
modative policies (substantial concessions in negotiations), or the loss of
a war (military setback following escalation to high levels in a military
confrontation).

In contrast, when the executive’s party commands a majority position
in the legislature, then opposition parties should be in a much weaker
position to (a) veto the terms of international agreements they dislike, (b)
ensure criticism through legislative debate and hearings, and (c) threaten
removal in the event of a diplomatic or military retreat. As noted in
the second implication of Premise 2, the general political problem for
any executive is that territorial concessions are likely to be controversial.
The concern is not that opposition parties in the legislature will pressure
executives to be more accommodative but rather that they will reject con-
cessions negotiated by the executive. The interesting theoretical question
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then becomes: when can executives secure ratification of agreements that
contain territorial concessions? Executives generally encounter few prob-
lems with a policy of maintaining territorial claims and refusing to make
concessions, since opposition parties are unlikely to take the lead in pres-
suring the executive to make territorial concessions. While concessions
in a territorial dispute always entail some political risks for a democratic
leader, those risks are not as great when the leader’s political party has
control of the legislature. Thus, when a territorial settlement agreement
containing concessions comes before the legislature for approval, execu-
tive concerns about ratification failure should be reduced if the executive’s
party constitutes a strong majority in the legislature.

As a result, in PA3ii it is argued that secure democratic governments
are more likely to be the targets of calls for talks based on the expectation
that they can offer concessions and still secure domestic ratification. It
follows then that adversaries will view secure democratic governments
as more politically capable partners for trying to achieve a negotiated
settlement. As we have already argued, concessions in negotiations are
almost always controversial. One-sided agreements, in which leaders ex-
pect their territorial adversary to make a series of unilateral concessions,
are therefore quite unlikely. As a result, the more important task for a
country’s leaders is to gauge the right time to put on the negotiating ta-
ble offers of concessions that can be reciprocated by their negotiating
partner. Leaders do not want to incur the political heat at home for of-
fering concessions unless they believe that their negotiating partner can
also withstand the same type of domestic political pressure and secure
ratification of any agreement. Put differently, government leaders are un-
likely to make the hard choices to offer concessions unless they expect
that negotiations will produce an agreement that their adversary can se-
cure support for at home. If leaders expect a negotiated agreement to
unravel due to domestic opposition in the other country, then they have
few incentives to expose themselves politically to charges of selling out
from their own domestic opposition.5

According to PA3i, democratic leaders who have control of the legis-
lature should be more willing to gamble with military probes and bluffs

5 We agree with scholars such as Putnam (1988) and Schelling (1960) that negotiators
will be sensitive to the strength of domestic opposition forces in both their own country
and their bargaining adversary, and will attempt to use domestic constraints to their own
advantage. At the same time, we agree with Milner (1997) and Milner and Rosendorff
(1997), that such strategies can make reaching an international agreement more difficult,
since policy differences between the two governments are likely to be larger on average,
which makes it more difficult to reach an acceptable agreement. This risk is particularly
high for territorial disputes given the second implication to Premise 2, which suggests
that unilateral concessions are very risky. For an insightful recent formal analysis of this
theoretical literature, see Tarar (2001).
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(Premises 2 and 4), or even to escalate to high levels of force. Under such
conditions leaders should be more confident of their ability to manage
the political fallout from a failed policy of bluffing and limited escalation,
or from an actual military setback following the large-scale use of force.
Presidents and prime ministers should be able to work with their political
allies in the legislature to limit censure and criticism of their failed mili-
tary policies. Such leaders should also be able to minimize the risk that
their legislative policy agendas might be strongly contested by opposition
parties, who are disinclined to cooperate with an executive when he is
politically weakened.

Because of this greater political flexibility, one might argue that secure
democratic governments are more likely to be targets of threats and higher
levels of escalation. The argument would be that since secure demo-
cratic leaders are better able to fight off domestic opposition following
a military retreat or defeat, there should be incentives to contest secure
democratic government with probes, bluffs, and even military escalation.
While this logic is plausible, we do not find it fully persuasive. Risk-
acceptant adversaries might be tempted consistently to gamble that se-
cure democratic leaders in another country will back down under military
pressure or accept a limited military defeat instead of standing firm and
using force if challenged. However, we would expect risk-averse and risk-
neutral leaders to be wary of such brinkmanship policies. Since we have
no compelling reasons to believe that the population of political leaders
is skewed towards risk-acceptant decision-makers, we expect adversaries
in general to avoid military challenges against politically secure leaders.
As a result, in PA3ii we hypothesize that governments are less likely to
initiate and escalate military confrontations against secure democratic
leaders.

The next set of hypotheses considers the political effects of elections
on foreign policy choices.

PA4i: The more recently national elections for the executive have been
held, the more likely are incumbent leaders:
a. to challenge the territorial status quo, especially through a threat of

military action,
b. to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.

PA4ii: The more recently national elections have been held in a demo-
cratic state, the more likely adversaries of that democratic state are:
a. to challenge the territorial status quo with calls for talks instead of

military threats,
b. to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. to avoid higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.
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Competitive elections and the threat of electoral defeat can be a pow-
erful source of political accountability for democratic leaders. If voters
use elections to express their judgements of the policy competency of in-
cumbents (e.g. Aldrich, Sullivan, and Borgida 1989; Downs and Rocke
1995: ch. 3; Nincic and Hinckley 1991; Powell 2000; Smith 1998), then
opposition parties and elites should draw upon controversial issues and
setbacks in foreign policy to try to convince voters that incumbents should
be removed. The second implication of Premise 2 suggests that inter-
national agreements containing territorial concessions or failed military
initiatives to change the territorial status quo are the types of foreign
policy issues that opposition groups should seize upon in an effort to
discredit incumbents. Because leaders are aware of the electoral risks
associated with such policies, we should expect a pattern to emerge be-
tween the timing of elections and the diplomatic and military policies
pursued by leaders in territorial disputes. In PA4i the logic is that the
accountability induced by elections should be greater when democratic
leaders expect to face elections relatively soon.6 In contrast, when elec-
tions are not expected for some time, then the threat of electoral defeat
should have weaker political effects (Gaubatz 1991, 1999; Milner and
Rosendorff 1997).

Our argument is that the democratic electorate has a relatively short
time horizon for judging the competency of incumbent regimes and that
recent policies weigh more heavily in forming the judgements of voters
(see Frieden and Rogowski 1996; Garrett 1998; Lohmann 1997; Sim-
mons 1994 for theoretical and empirical work on the concepts of political
time horizons and discount rates). As a result, although a military setback
is always damaging to a democratic leader, the damage is greater if the
setback occurs three months before the next election as opposed to three
years before such elections. Given sufficient time before the next elec-
tion, the incumbent may be able to offset the initial policy setback with a
subsequent record of favorable outcomes on other foreign policy issues,
as well as through successful domestic policy programs. Therefore, the
more recent national elections have been, the more willing incumbents
should be to take the risk of adopting an active foreign policy in which they

6 Of course, in presidential systems the time period between elections is fixed and thus
known in advance. In parliamentary systems, elections must be held within a certain
period of time but exactly when they are held is likely to be a function of a range of
political conditions which incumbent, and to a lesser extent opposition, parties will seek
to utilize to their strategic advantage. Despite the greater uncertainty facing leaders in
such a situation, the general logic of the argument still holds. That is, once elections
have occurred they are unlikely to be held again within a short period of time. This post-
election period is politically important because the incumbent’s political time horizon is
not defined by the prospect of imminent elections.
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seek negotiations or threaten the use of force in an attempt to change the
status quo. Furthermore, democratic leaders should be more willing to
make concessions in negotiations and resort to higher levels of escalation
in military confrontations in the periods shortly after national elections.7

Precisely because democratic leaders are less constrained in the period
shortly after elections and more capable of withstanding the political fall-
out of more accommodative policies, we argue in PA4ii that other states
will recognize this and judge this to be a favorable time to seek a negoti-
ated agreement or settlement. Following our logic developed in support
of PA3ii, we argue that adversaries do not expect a negotiated agreement
to be reached without some form of mutual concessions. As a result,
it makes political sense for state leaders to offer concessions to demo-
cratic negotiating partners when they believe that democratic leaders are
less constrained by the domestic political risks of concession-making (i.e.
elections are not expected to be held soon). Conversely, when democratic
leaders face elections soon they should shy away from territorial conces-
sions in negotiations. Knowing this, adversaries should be less willing to
offer concessions themselves. In short, with elections approaching, nego-
tiations are more likely to end in deadlock.

When we consider the impact of recent elections in one’s democratic
adversary on the decision to initiate or escalate the use of military force, we
encounter opposing arguments similar to those we discussed for PA3ii.
Again, it seems possible that other states might be tempted to initiate and
escalate military challenges against democratic governments that have re-
cently held elections in an attempt to pressure secure leaders into making
territorial concessions. As we argued above, only risk-acceptant leaders
should consistently adopt such brinkmanship policies and therefore we
argue that on average adversaries would be less likely to initiate and es-
calate military confrontations because they are worried that politically

7 Another hypothesis that we derived from the model but did not test due to limited data
was that when national elections are very proximate and democratic incumbents are facing
possible defeat, they are:
a. more likely to initiate threats or the use of force instead of calling for negotiations or

accepting the existing status quo,
b. less likely to make extensive concessions in negotiations over disputed territory, and
c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.

When an incumbent president or prime minister faces a possible defeat in the election,
an international crisis and military confrontation holds out the hope of producing rally-
round-the-flag effects that could generate a short-term boost in the regime’s political
standing (Brace and Hinckley 1992; Brody 1991; Downs and Rocke 1995: ch. 3; Lian
and Oneal 1993; Morgan and Bickers 1992; Mueller 1994; Page and Shapiro 1992;
Russett 1990; Smith 1996, 1998). For such leaders, the domestic political need for a
foreign policy victory could be so pressing that they become more risk-acceptant towards
the use of force.
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secure democratic leaders are more willing to risk a military conflict to
defend their territorial claims.

Comparisons among non-democratic leaders
We now turn to the comparative analysis of non-democratic systems.
The second implication of Premise 3 is the starting point for developing
the next pair of hypotheses, with Premises 2 and 4 providing additional
support.

PA5i: In non-democratic systems, incumbent leaders who feel secure
from the threat of coups and political instability are more likely:
a. to challenge the territorial status quo, especially through the use of

threats of military force,
b. to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. to escalate military confrontations to higher levels.

PA5ii: When adversaries face leaders in non-democratic systems who
seem secure from the threat of coups and political instability, they are:
a. less likely to challenge the territorial status quo, especially through the

use of threats of military force,
b. more likely to offer concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to escalate military confrontations to higher levels.
The underlying arguments for these two hypotheses are parallel to those
for PA3i–3ii and PA4i–4ii. In a territorial dispute, politically secure non-
democratic leaders should be more willing to pursue diplomatic and mil-
itary policies that carry domestic political risks. Politically secure leaders
have the domestic political flexibility to be either aggressive or accom-
modative. As a result, we should observe more activity and more vari-
ance in the policies adopted by such leaders, as well as more frequent
policy reversals. In PA5i we argue that authoritarian leaders who face
weak and divided opposition should be expected to initiate more diplo-
matic and military probes and bluffs to see if an adversary will retreat
under pressure. They should also be more willing to reverse policy and
offer concessions to avoid further escalation, or to choose the opposite
policy and escalate to the large-scale use of force.

When authoritarian leaders face a domestic challenge to their authority
or even their hold on office, the risks associated with a more active for-
eign policy should be more salient. As argued in the second implication
of Premise 2, agreeing to territorial concessions will almost always carry
some risk of being utilized by political opposition to discredit a regime.
Thus, leaders already facing significant opposition should be particu-
larly concerned with not providing further grounds for the opposition’s
challenge. As a result, the pursuit of negotiations is less likely during
a period of political instability since the politically threatened leader has
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little opportunity for flexible bargaining. As argued already, the territorial
dispute adversary should not be expected to make substantial unilateral
concessions. Therefore the likely outcome of talks is a stalemate, and
the prospect of a stalemate in negotiations should discourage initiatives
to pursue talks. However, in the absence of an ongoing domestic cri-
sis or challenge to a regime, political leaders should be more willing to
make territorial concessions since they are in a stronger political position
to withstand possible criticism and challenges from political opponents.
Given that accommodation is a risky policy, the time to gamble on such a
policy is when the political position of the leadership is stable and there-
fore the threat of coups is lower.

Following this logic, we argue in PA5ii that adversaries will calcu-
late that the political security of the other country’s leadership provides
a favorable opportunity to pursue negotiations and reach agreements
that contain mutual concessions. As argued earlier, adversaries should
have greater confidence that politically secure non-democratic negoti-
ating partners can withstand the domestic political opposition that will
arise within their country to an agreement containing concessions. As a
result, adversaries should be more willing to offer concessions as part of a
bargaining strategy designed to achieve a mutually agreeable settlement
that they expect will prove politically durable.

According to PA5i, military probes and bluffs should be less likely in
times of political instability, since the failure to secure concessions after a
threat or show of force is quite risky if political opposition already poses a
threat to the regime.8 Furthermore, the possible need to deploy the army
for internal repression and regime maintenance raises questions about
military resource constraints and the strategic disadvantages of dividing
military forces between internal and external opponents. When a regime
turns to the use of military force to repress internal unrest, leaders are
more likely to confront a trade-off between internal and external coercive
power. State leaders should recognize that if the armed forces of their
country are either actively engaged in putting down domestic conflict, or

8 Authoritarian leaders faced with domestic unrest and an increased threat of being removed
from power may have political incentives to resort to the diversionary use of force. Our
argument (see Huth and Lust-Okar 1998) is that diversionary incentives are likely only
under a set of rather specific conditions which depend on whether (a) the government
accommodates or rejects opposition policy demands, and (b) the opposition is part of
or outside the political coalition supporting the regime. As a result, the diversionary use
of force should not be expected to be the prevailing response of regimes to domestic
unrest and instability. Unfortunately, we cannot test here hypotheses about the specific
conditions under which the diversionary use of force is to be expected because it is not
possible (given time and resource constraints) to gather sufficiently detailed information
at the domestic level on such a large number of cases, which is required if the hypothesis
is to be tested correctly.
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may be called upon to do so, then the military forces that can be com-
mitted to an international dispute are reduced. As a result, authoritarian
leaders facing domestic unrest should not favor high levels of escalation
in territorial dispute confrontations. Instead, these leaders should seek a
standoff short of armed conflict in which some limited escalatory actions
are adopted and no concessions are offered. Such a policy may allow the
leadership to benefit from some rally effects while avoiding riskier courses
of action that might only worsen domestic political problems. It follows in
PA5ii that adversaries would be more likely to target politically insecure
non-democratic leaders due to the risks of challenging politically secure
leaders. Not only is it quite risky to bluff secure non-democratic leaders
into backing down under military pressure, but secure leaders are also
less likely to have been compelled to commit their regular armed forces
to missions of internal repression of armed opposition.

One of the important and common points of logic brought out by all of
the hypotheses in this section is that states should seek negotiations with
the political leaders of territorial dispute adversaries who are capable
of countering domestic political opponents of accommodative territorial
policies. As a result, states are more likely to be targets of diplomatic
initiatives when their leaders are politically secure. For example, states
should pursue more active diplomatic policies with democratic presidents
or prime ministers when those leaders command majority support in the
legislature, or when elections are not expected for some time. Along the
same lines, challengers should be more likely to engage in negotiations
and conflict resolution with non-democratic targets when the political
leadership in the target is secure from threats of a military coup or polit-
ical instability. In sum, challengers who recognize that politically viable
territorial agreements will require mutual concessions are looking for tar-
get leaders who are able to fight and win the domestic political battle for
a peaceful, but nevertheless controversial territorial settlement. If target
leaders are politically secure, they have more room at the bargaining table
to offer concessions. In contrast, governments that are very susceptible to
a rebuke by the legislature, the electorate, or the military high command
are more likely to settle for a stalemate in negotiations.

Comparisons among dyads
In this last section we examine the political institutions of both challengers
and targets jointly, and consider how pairings of political institutions
influence patterns of strategic interaction.

PA6: Lower levels of diplomatic and military conflict are expected in
territorial disputes between two democratic states. As a result, state lead-
ers in democratic dyads should be:
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a. less likely to initiate military challenges and more likely to seek nego-
tiations,

b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations over disputed territory,
and

c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military conflicts
over disputed territory.

This hypothesis converges with the conventional position in the demo-
cratic peace literature that disputes involving democratic dyads are more
peaceful in comparison to disputes either among authoritarian states or
between democratic and authoritarian states (see Chapter 1). The logic
of PA6 extends the reasoning presented in support of PA1i by consider-
ing the effects of high levels of political accountability in both challenger
and target states. When foreign policy leaders in both states face political
opposition forces that are in relatively strong positions to hold them
responsible for controversial or failed policies, we should expect such
decision-makers to be particularly wary of the political risks that are asso-
ciated with diplomatic and military policies. As a result, democratic lead-
ers should be more worried about the political dangers that crises and the
large-scale use of military force entail (i.e. the audience costs to be borne
for backing down or suffering high losses in a war) and should be less in-
clined to initiate military threats. Instead of relying on military threats and
coercion, democratic leaders should turn to negotiations more frequently.
Furthermore, democratic negotiators should favor mutual compromise
with democratic counterparts as a way to try and secure domestic sup-
port for a territorial settlement, despite possible criticism from certain
political opponents who will reject any territorial concessions.

The next hypothesis considers strategic interactions in territorial dis-
putes between mixed dyads (i.e. disputes between a democratic and a
non-democratic state).

PA7i: In mixed dyads military confrontations generally result from
non-democratic challengers threatening democratic targets.

PA7ii: In mixed dyads the democratic state is more likely to adopt a
position of intransigence in negotiations.

PA7iii: In mixed dyads the resort to high levels of escalation in a
military confrontation is most likely by non-democratic leaders against
democratic adversaries.

Hypotheses PA7i and PA7iii posit that in territorial disputes be-
tween democratic and non-democratic states, it is the decisions of non-
democratic leaders that typically lead to military confrontations and
higher levels of military escalation. The logic centers on the more limited
political risks that non-democratic leaders face both in initiating military
probes and bluffs and resorting to the large-scale use of force (Premises 3
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and 4). The political risks faced by non-democratic leaders are limited
fundamentally by the weakness of political opposition groups in such
countries and their relative inability to hold leaders accountable for failed
military policies. We do not believe that democratic states are typically
targeted with military threats by non-democratic states because of a belief
that democratic states are more likely to back down under the threat of
an armed conflict in a crisis. Furthermore, if military conflict is frequent
within mixed dyads, the primary explanation is not that democratic states
often adopt aggressive policies, but that the more frequent military ini-
tiatives of non-democratic leaders cause democratic leaders to respond
with force in kind. Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize that these
two hypotheses do not preclude the aggressive use of threats and military
force by democratic leaders. Indeed, several of the hypotheses already
presented identify conditions under which democratic leaders are more
willing to turn to the military option.

While PA7i and PA7iii argue that the decisions of non-democratic
state leaders are central to understanding military conflict in mixed dyads,
PA7ii claims that deadlock in negotiations rests on the shoulders of demo-
cratic leaders. As argued previously, democratic leaders should be very
hesitant to offer concessions in talks due to concerns that opposition par-
ties might hold the incumbent regime accountable for making unpopular
or unsuccessful concessions. Democratic leaders should instead seek to
shift the political risks of concessions on to their negotiating partner. In
contrast, non-democratic states will be more likely to make concessions to
break bargaining deadlocks since their greater political flexibility enables
them to do this at less political risk.9

Operational measures for empirical testing

In this section we describe how each of the hypotheses from the Polit-
ical Accountability Model is measured with operational indicators (see
Table 4.1 for a summary listing of the hypotheses).

Measuring the accountability of democratic and
non-democratic leaders

To test PA1i we code the degree to which the political systems of chal-
lenger and target states are democratic as opposed to authoritarian. We
utilize the POLITY III and POLITY 98 data sets (see Jaggers and Gurr

9 However, this does not mean that concessions from non-democratic leaders are very
likely. As we have argued previously, stalemate is the most likely outcome under such
conditions, but if a deadlock in talks is to be broken the initiative is more likely to come
from the non-democratic country.
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Table 4.1 Summary of hypotheses to be tested from the Political
Accountability Model

Predicted relationship in equations
to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Comparisons across political systems
Democratic vs. non-democratic (PA1i) − + + −
Democracy and military risk (PA1i) − NA NA −
Democratic adversary and signaling − NA + −

(PA1ii)
Democratic response to stalemate (PA1iii) − + − NA
Democracy and enduring rivalry (PA2i) NS NS NS NS
Democracy and ethnic ties (PA2ii) + + − +
Comparisons within political systems
Legislative support for government (PA3i) + + + +
Adversary government legislative support − + + −

(PA3ii)
Time since elections (PA4i) − − − −
Recent elections in adversary (PA4ii) − + NA NA
Time since elections in adversary (PA4ii) NA NA − +
Politically secure non-democratic leaders + + + +

(PA5i)
Politically secure non-democratic leaders − + + −

in adversary (PA5ii)
Comparisons among dyads
Democratic dyads (PA6) − + + −
Non-democratic states in mixed dyads and + − NA +

military conflict (PA7i & PA7iii)
Non-democratic states in mixed dyads and NA NA + NA

negotiations (PA7ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero; NA indicates that there
is no hypothesis to be tested, while NS indicates that the estimated coefficient should not
be statistically significant.

1995) to create a net-democracy score variable, which ranges in value
from –10 to +10. This 21-point net-democracy variable is created by
subtracting each state’s autocracy score (which ranges from 0 to 10)
from its democracy score (which also ranges from 0 to 10). As values
approach –10 the country is judged to be highly authoritarian, whereas
scores approaching +10 indicate that a country is highly democratic. To
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aid in the interpretation of certain variables, at times we rescale the net-
democracy variable so that all values are positive. In order to fill in cases of
missing data, we consult various country-specific sources to find detailed
information on political conditions for the countries and time periods
for which there is no POLITY coding. In years when fundamental polit-
ical changes resulted in shifts in the net-democracy score, we use these
same sources to identify the month in which those political changes took
place. We then assign different net-democracy scores for the periods prior
to and after the political changes. Our classifications of a state’s level of
democracy, then, are accurate to a monthly degree of specificity.

We use this net-democracy variable to create an interaction term to
test the PA1i hypotheses that democratic leaders are less likely to initiate
and escalate military conflicts in situations of high military risk. We first
determine the net-democracy level for each state using the coding rules
described in the previous paragraph. Next we identify cases in which a
state faces a situation of military risk or uncertainty.10 A state faces a situ-
ation of military risk if its value for the short-term military balance is 0.4
or less (see Chapter 3).11 The net-democracy and military risk variables
are then multiplied together to create the final operational measure.

We create another interaction term to examine PA1ii, which claims
that democratic targets send more credible signals of resolve than do
non-democratic targets. We generate this interaction term by multiply-
ing the net-democracy variable for the target (see above) and a dummy
variable that indicates whether the target state signals resolve in its ini-
tial response to a challenger’s threat of force or call for negotiations.12 A
signal of resolve in negotiations is coded as the refusal of the target ne-
gotiators to offer any concessions at the outset of talks. For military con-
frontations, a signal of resolve occurs when the target’s initial response
to the challenger’s threat was to respond with an equal or greater level of
force and to refuse any concessions. These two 21-point interaction terms
are included in the relevant challenger equations for the Negotiations
and Escalation Stages, respectively. To code these signaling variables,
we relied on case-specific sources that provided detailed descriptions of

10 We include this control variable for military risk in the statistical model so that we can
properly test PA1i.

11 We also create an alternative measure of military risk, with a particular emphasis on cap-
turing the idea of possible uncertainty over the likely outcome of military conflicts.This
military risk variable is coded with a one if a state’s value on the short-term balance
of capabilities variable lies in the range between 0.4 and 0.6. See Chapter 3 for the
measurement of the short-term balance of forces variable.

12 We include the appropriate target signal of resolve dummy variable in the statistical
models for both the Negotiations and Escalation Stages. The inclusion of this variable
serves as a control variable to allow for the comparison of democratic signals of resolve
with non-democratic signals of resolve.
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negotiations and military confrontations for each of the territorial dis-
putes. These sources are listed in the case summaries and bibliographies
for each territorial dispute in Appendices B–F.

To test hypothesis PA1iii, which posits that non-democratic leaders
will respond to stalemates with more volatile and risky behavior, once
again we use the net-democracy variable described earlier. In this case
we create another dummy variable to identify situations in which a recent
stalemate has occurred.13 A prior stalemate in negotiations is measured
with a dummy variable equal to one if a round of talks ended without any
progress towards settlement. The stalemate is considered to be “recent”
if it occurred within the past two years.14 The concept of a stalemate
is coded from the perspective of each state. A round of talks ends in
stalemate if a given state offers only limited or no concessions, while its
opponent offers no concessions at all. Secondary sources for each dis-
pute were consulted in the coding of this variable (see the bibliography
in Appendix for a listing of case-specific sources). We create the final op-
erational measure by multiplying the net-democracy score by this recent
stalemate dummy variable.

To test PA2i we create yet another interaction term to see whether
democracies and non-democracies behave the same way when facing an
enduring rival. As before, we utilize the net-democracy score described
for PA1i. The next step is to create an enduring rivalry dummy variable,
which reflects a high frequency of militarized conflict between challenger
and target over the past few decades. To identify situations in which mil-
itary conflict has occurred, we utilize the COW data sets on militarized
disputes, international wars, and extra-systemic wars, as well as our own
data on militarized disputes over territorial claims. Two states are con-
sidered to be enduring rivals if they have experienced military conflicts
in five or more of the past twenty years.15 We create the final operational
measure by multiplying the net-democracy score by the enduring rivalry
dummy variable.16

We create a final interaction term to examine the behavior of democ-
racies when ethnic co-nationals are involved in the territorial dispute
(PA2ii). As before, this term is created by multiplying the net-democracy

13 We also include this recent stalemate control variable in the statistical model so that we
can properly ascertain the impact of democracy following a recent stalemate.

14 To check for robustness we create two additional measures based upon different time
lags.Thus we also consider whether a country in a territorial dispute had experienced a
stalemate within the past year or past five years.

15 A second threshold for measuring enduring rivalry is constructed based on ten or more
years with military disputes over the past twenty years.

16 We also include this enduring rivalry dummy variable in the statistical model to allow
for the proper test of PA2i.
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variable (see above) by a dummy variable to indicate whether ethnic co-
nationals are located in the disputed territory.17 To code for ethnic co-
nationals we relied upon Huth (1996) and the country-specific sources
listed in Appendices B–F.

Measuring accountability among democratic leaders
To test PA3i and PA3ii the first step is to identify all democratic countries
and then to collect data on the strength of the president or prime minis-
ter’s party and its coalition allies.18 For these two hypotheses, as well as
for all remaining Political Accountability Model hypotheses, a country is
considered democratic if its net-democracy score is greater than or equal
to +6 (on the −10 to +10 scale) and is considered non-democratic if
its net-democracy score is less than or equal to +5 (also on the –10 to
+10 scale). In presidential or mixed systems where the president was re-
sponsible for foreign policy decisions, we collect data on the percentage
of seats held by the president’s party (and its coalition allies) in the lower
house of the legislature, as well as the corresponding percentage in the
upper house if the upper chamber had effective treaty ratification powers
(for use in the Negotiations Stage). In parliamentary or mixed systems
in which the prime minister was in charge of foreign policy, we assem-
ble data on the ruling coalition’s percentage of seats in the lower house.
This data is drawn from general sources (Annual Register; Bidwell 1973;
Europa World Year Book; Keesing’s; Mackie and Rose 1991; and Political
Handbook of the World) as well as country-specific works. In addition,
numerous country-specific sources on the political history of countries
are consulted when these basic sources do not contain all of the needed
information. We end up with four operational measures for the security
of democratic leaders. The first measure captures the percentage of leg-
islative or parliamentary seats held by the ruling party. The second and
related indicator measures the percentage of legislative or parliamentary
seats held by the ruling government. The ruling government includes the
lead party, as well as its coalition partners. The final two measures are
dummy variables to indicate whether the ruling party and ruling govern-
ment possess a majority of parliamentary or legislative seats.

17 Once again, we also include in the statistical model a control dummy variable to indicate
the presence of ethnic co-nationals in disputed territory. The inclusion of this variable
allows us to isolate more correctly the impact of democracy when ethnic co-nationals
inhabit disputed territory.

18 We include dummy variables in the statistical model to identify whether the challenger
and target are democratic. The inclusion of these control variables separates countries
into democracies and non-democracies and allows us to test the hypotheses of various
regimes.



96 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

To test the two hypotheses on elections (PA4i–ii), we collect infor-
mation on the dates of all national elections either for presidents or for
legislatures (depending upon the state’s type of political system).19 Our
final operational measure is a count of the number of months since the
last relevant national election. We count the number of months since the
last election due to concerns with endogenous election timing in par-
liamentary democracies. At times we also employ a dummy variable to
indicate that a national election has been held recently – that is, within
the past year.

Measuring political security among non-democratic leaders
To test PA5i and PA5ii we derive four operational measures to indicate
whether or not non-democratic leaders are politically secure. Keep in
mind, however, that in the statistical analyses only one of the various
operational measures is included in any given equation that is tested.
In general, the set of findings reported by scholars studying domestic
conflict and violence helps us to identify when authoritarian leaders are
least likely to be politically at risk.

First, studies indicate (e.g. Auvinen 1997; Benson and Kugler 1998;
Dudley and Miller 1998; Ellingsen 2000; Henderson and Singer 2000;
Krain and Myers 1997; Muller and Weede 1994, 1999) that various forms
of political unrest, ranging from protests to violent rebellion and civil
wars, are less likely in more repressive authoritarian systems and more
likely in less repressive authoritarian systems. Therefore, for our first mea-
sure we identify those non-democratic countries that could be consid-
ered the most authoritarian based upon their POLITY III or POLITY 98
net-democracy scores. Regimes with a net-democracy score less than or
equal to –5 (based on the –10 to +10 scale) are considered the most
authoritarian and thus are given a value of one for this first measure of
non-democratic political security.

Second, findings from cross-national studies of coups and the dura-
tion of tenure in power for non-democratic leaders (Bienen and Van de
Walle 1991; Hanneman and Steinback 1990; Londregan and Poole 1990;
Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 2000; Zimmermann 1983:
ch. 7) suggest that regimes that have come to power by means of a coup
are particularly vulnerable to being removed by a coup. Another way of
looking at the findings is that leaders who come to power by violence are
generally at risk of being removed by violence. The threat of a coup, how-
ever, is greatest for the first several years after the coup and then drops off

19 The same sources utilized to code for ruling party strength are relied upon to gather
information on the dates of elections.
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considerably. The critical question for new leaders is whether they can
consolidate their political power base in the first year or two after com-
ing to power and survive potential counter-coups. If regimes can survive
this period, their chances of remaining in power increase substantially.
A related finding in the coup literature is that failed coups and military
revolts or uprisings are good predictors of future coup attempts in the
short term. Thus, even if regimes have been in power for some time, the
need to suppress attempted coups or military revolts indicates substan-
tial discontent within the military and suggests that another coup attempt
may be made soon. As a result, for this second measure we consider non-
democratic leaders to be politically secure if they have not witnessed a
coup or attempted coup in the past year.20 Several sources were con-
sulted to identify the dates of attempted and successful coups (Bueno de
Mesquita and Siverson 1995; Calvert 1970; Cross-Polity Data Set; Dupuy
and Dupuy 1993; Europa World Year Book; Keesing’s; Thompson 1973;
Vanhanen 1979: Appendix B).

Third, scholars argue that authoritarian leaders who take limited steps
towards democratization are often entering a period of greater political
risk and instability. Cross-national studies suggest that many transitions
towards democracy fail and that periods marked by initial measures of
political liberalization can be followed by political repression and military
coups as the liberalization process collapses and reverts back to a more
repressive political order (e.g. Anderson 1999; Bratton and van de Walle
1997; Crescenzi and Enterline 1999; Feng and Zak 1999; Higley and
Gunther 1992; Linz and Stepan 1996; O’Donnel and Schmitter 1986;
Power and Gasiorowski 1997; Przeworski 1991; Sutter 1995; Swami-
nathan 1999). Political vulnerability for incumbents can be high during
this period of political change since some of the restrictive political insti-
tutions and practices of the past are lifted, which allows increased oppor-
tunities for political opposition to mobilize and express itself. This can
lead to rising expectations of further political change and new policies for
groups traditionally left outside the ruling coalition, which often pose an
increased threat to those political forces who favor the status quo. As a
result, a politically dangerous situation can arise in which supporters of
the old political order fear further policy changes while opposition forces
press for such changes with greater effectiveness. Therefore, our third
measure for political security is a dummy variable coded with a value of

20 Once again, we create two alternative measures for recent coup activity to check for
robustness. The first alternate measure indicates whether a coup or attempted coup
takes place during the current period of state interaction (see Chapter 2), while the
second measure measures codes whether a coup or attempted coup has occurred in the
past two years.
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one if a non-democratic state had not undergone a period of significant
political liberalization within the past year. A period of political liberal-
ization is said to be taking place if a state’s net-democracy score increases
by at least two points from the previous year.21 The beginning dates of
all periods of political transition are established and cross-checked against
other data sets on political change to confirm that political liberal-
ization was not taking place during the period in question (Bratton
and van de Walle 1997, Europa World Year Book, Gasiorowski 1996,
Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 2000: 59–76; Vanhanen
1979: Appendix B).

Fourth, in authoritarian political systems the resort to organized vio-
lent political rebellion by opposition groups outside of the military is a
strong signal that the regime faces a critical problem of legitimacy among
certain opposition groups who are highly resolved to overturn the polit-
ical status quo. Given the high risks of repression and the consequences
of failing to prevail in a violent confrontation with the regime, we should
not expect organized and sustained rebellion unless opposition groups are
willing to pay a high cost and believe that the regime is politically vulner-
able (see Jackman 1993; Zimmermann 1983). Furthermore, as argued
above, political turmoil and challenges to a government trigger military
intervention against the regime when military leaders lose confidence in
the incumbent’s ability to control political opposition. Our final measure
of political security, then, is a dummy variable coded with a value of one
if a country has not experienced this type of violent political rebellion
and challenges to the regime within the past year. The primary source
for this information is the Cross-Polity Data Set of Arthur Banks, which
contains annual information on rebellion and violent political challenges
for the entire 1919–95 period. We use Banks’ variables on revolutionary
activity, insurgent movements, assassinations, riots, and violent demon-
strations to code for the presence of violent political rebellion. Missing
data on selected countries and time periods are collected from various
other sources (Annual Register; Europa World Year Book,Keesing’s; London
Times; New York Times).

Measuring political vulnerability of states in dyads
To test PA6 we create an operational measure to identify all territorial
disputes in which both the challenger and target are democratic states.
Following the coding rules described earlier, a democratic dyad is a dyad
in which the net-democracy score for both the challenger and target is
greater than or equal to +6 (on the –10 to +10 scale).

21 In addition, a second dummy variable is constructed based on a two-year lag for identi-
fying periods of political liberalization.
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The final set of operational measures is developed to test hypotheses
PA7i–iii. We first determine whether a dyad is a mixed dyad. Follow-
ing the coding rules employed previously, a dyad is considered mixed if
one state in the dispute (either the challenger or the target) has a net-
democracy score greater than or equal to +6, while the other state has a
net-democracy score less than or equal to +5. Following the logic con-
tained in PA7i and PA7iii, we create a dummy variable equal to one to
identify the non-democratic state in the mixed dyad.22 The final opera-
tional measure used to test PA7i, PA7ii, and PA7iii, then, is an interac-
tive dummy variable which identifies that a state is: (a) non-democratic,
and (b) part of a mixed dyad. Since we include a mixed dyad control
variable in the statistical model, this single interactive dummy variable ef-
fectively compares the behavior of non-democratic states in mixed dyads
to the behavior of democratic states in mixed dyads. This allows us to
examine PA7ii (a hypothesis about the behavior of democratic states in
mixed dyads) as well as PA7i and PA7iii (hypotheses about the behav-
ior of non-democratic states in mixed dyads) using a single interaction
term.

Conclusion

In this chapter we presented the assumptions and underlying logic of the
Political Accountability Model, from which a number of hypotheses were
derived. The hypotheses associated with this model differ from those de-
rived from the International Politics Model in the previous chapter. The
International Politics Model did not explicitly address how differences in
the domestic political institutions of states might influence the foreign pol-
icy choices of state leaders. Instead, in the International Politics Model,
decision-maker choices among alternative diplomatic and military op-
tions are determined solely by assessments of the expected security gains
or losses associated with those options, as well as the likely costs of em-
ploying military force. The Accountability Model expands this restricted
conception of expected utility calculations by positing that political lead-
ers include in their calculus the likely domestic political consequences
of foreign policy choices. In particular, the Accountability Model pro-
poses that incumbents select diplomatic and military policies with an
eye towards avoiding policies that might mobilize strong political oppo-
sition. Conversely, they will favor policies that enhance their position in
the domestic game of politics. Opposition elites and groups are likely to

22 We also include a mixed dyad control variable in the statistical model. By including
this variable we are able to make the proper comparison between democratic and non-
democratic states in mixed dyads.



100 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

challenge their governments if incumbents make substantial territorial
concessions or fail in efforts to change the status quo by the threat or use
of military force. The theoretical foundation of the model is the strategic
interplay between incumbent leaders and existing or potential political
opposition forces. The effective threat posed by opposition groups de-
pends not only on the outcomes of foreign policy initiatives by incum-
bents but also on the degree to which political institutions are open or
closed. Theoretically, this produces many interesting situations in which
leaders must calculate the political risks and rewards of pursuing claims
to disputed territory.

While the International Politics Model views foreign policy leaders as
competing solely in the game of international politics, the Accountability
Model argues that an understanding of the game of domestic politics
would improve our ability to explain inter-state relations. In this respect
the Accountability Model offers new insights into the analysis of how
diplomacy and force might be employed by state leaders in territorial
disputes.



5 Domestic institutions and the Political
Norms Model

The Political Norms Model becomes the focus of our theory building
efforts in this chapter. In the Political Accountability Model, competi-
tive elections, independent legislative powers, and the threat of military
coups are key sources of accountability for leadership decisions in for-
eign policy. In the Political Norms Model, analytical attention shifts to
the principles that shape political elite beliefs about how to bargain and
resolve political conflicts with domestic and international opponents. In
the Accountability Model, state leaders are rational and self-interested
politicians who strategically respond to a political environment in which
institutions affect the ability of political opposition to reward and pun-
ish them for the policies they adopt. In the Norms Model, leaders from
democratic and non-democratic states have different beliefs about the ac-
ceptability of compromising with and coercing political adversaries. The
theoretical focus of the Norms Model therefore differs in comparison
to the Accountability Model. In the Accountability Model, the analy-
sis centers on state leaders as rational actors who desire to remain in
power and therefore they are attentive to the domestic political implica-
tions of foreign policy choices. While there is no reason why the logic of
the Norms Model would contest the idea that leaders are rational and
strategic acting politicians, the theoretical focus is directed at explain-
ing why political leaders develop varying beliefs about the legitimacy of
different strategies of accommodation and coercion in political bargain-
ing, and then explores the implications of such beliefs for foreign policy
decision-making.

Political Norms Model

Figure 5.1 summarizes the logic of the Political Norms Model. The start-
ing point is that the presence or absence of democratic political institu-
tions is a source of variation in political elite norms regarding the use of
violence and compromise with domestic political opponents. Elite norms
of political bargaining in well-established democracies should differ in
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Figure 5.1 Summary of logic in Political Norms Model

systematic ways from elite norms in stable and repressive non-democratic
political systems. In particular, democratic norms of political bargaining
emphasize the legitimacy of compromising with political opponents in a
situation of political deadlock and restricting the threat or use of force in
response to any coercion and violence that has been initiated by political
opposition. The final step in the argument is that elite norms of domestic
political bargaining shape leaders’ beliefs about the appropriate way to
combine diplomacy and military force in attempts to resolve international
disputes.

Premises of the model

Three premises provide the foundation for building hypotheses about the
relationship between political norms and foreign policy choices.

Premise 1: Norms are principles for political bargaining
Decisions by political actors regarding coercion and accommodation in
situations of political conflict are influenced by norms, since norms help
to establish the legitimacy of political bargaining strategies.

The use of the term “political norms” refers to principles or standards
concerning which political actions and behaviors are seen as legitimate
and desirable when engaging in political competition and seeking to re-
solve political conflict. We do not use the term “norms” to denote simply
a common or typical pattern of political behavior, which is another com-
mon definition of the term.1 Norms, however, can help to explain why

1 It is necessary to clarify what is meant by the term “norms” since the term is commonly
understood to refer to both of these meanings. For example, theOxford English Dictionary,
vol. x (1989: 515) defines a norm as: “A standard, model, pattern, type.” See Gelpi
(1997: 340) for a similar discussion in which the prescriptive and descriptive meanings
of the term “norms” are presented. In addition to Gelpi’s work, several other works
by political scientists on the role of norms and ideas in international politics have been
useful in developing this model (see Checkel 1999; Duffield 1992, 1995; Finnemore
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individuals and groups engage in consistent patterns of political behav-
ior. That is, if political norms are strongly held and widely shared among
members of a political system, it is quite possible that certain patterns
of behavior will emerge given the substantive content of those generally
accepted principles. In any political system a recurring feature of political
life is that conflicts of interest arise over state policies, as well as over which
individuals will hold office. As a result, policy disagreements emerge and
opposition groups seek to remove incumbents. If we believe that political
norms influence patterns of political competition, one causal mechanism
is through the principles accepted by political actors regarding the legit-
imacy of coercion and compromise with political opponents.

The distinction between viewing norms as principles or as a typical
pattern of behavior (prescriptive versus descriptive) is important. If a
compelling logical argument linking domestic norms to foreign policy
choices is to be developed, such a theory will need to treat norms as
legitimizing principles for political bargaining between groups that have
conflicts of interest. This is particularly true of norms concerning polit-
ical compromise and the threat or use of coercive force (see Premise 2
below for a fuller description of these components of political norms).
If norms imply only recurring patterns of domestic political behavior,
then the argument that these norms should also influence bargaining in
international disputes seems quite questionable. Why should we expect
that domestic patterns of political behavior will be replicated when inter-
national politics operates within a different strategic environment? The
identification of a consistent pattern of domestic behavior in and of itself
does not provide a clear logical basis for predicting similar patterns of
political behavior in the context of international bargaining. If we are to
argue that a domestic pattern of behavior should also emerge interna-
tionally, the key is to identify a cause of that domestic behavior which can
also influence the decisions of foreign policy leaders.

An important implication of this first premise is that elite and non-
elite political norms cannot be treated as necessarily the same. In fact,
scholarship on elite and mass opinions and political culture suggests that
there can be important differences between the two on issues relating to
political tolerance, levels of knowledge, degree of partisanship, and other
dimensions (e.g. Braumoeller 1997; Etzioni-Havley 1993; Holsti 1996;
Kullberg and Zimmerman 1999; Murray 1996; Murray and Cowden
1999; Putnam 1976; Verba 1987; Zaller 1992; Zimmerman 2002). Since

1996; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Florini 1996; Goertz and Diehl 1992; Goldstein
1993; Goldstein and Keohane 1993; Katzenstein 1996; Klotz 1995; Kratochwil 1989;
Legro 1995; Ruggie 1998; Shannon 2000; Weart 1998: chs. 4–5; Wendt 1999: ch. 6).
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our analysis focuses on the foreign policy decisions of political leaders,
we restrict the model to elite norms of political bargaining.

Premise 2: Domestic political institutions are a source
of political norms

Domestic political institutions structure political conflict and help to in-
duce political elites to resolve conflict in particular ways.

Stable and enduring domestic political institutions should contribute
to the establishment of systematic patterns of political competition and
conflict resolution. That is, durable institutions help to establish the pre-
vailing “rules” for strategic interaction among political elites as well as
between elites and the larger population (e.g. Lijphardt 1984; Mainwar-
ing and Shugart 1997; O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986; Powell 1982,
2000; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 1996, 2000; Shugart
and Carey 1992; Stepan and Skach 1993; Weaver and Rockman 1993).
Politicians who disregard these rules face sanctions and risk political de-
feat, while those elites who skillfully use the rules to their advantage are re-
warded with political success and advance to positions of leadership (e.g.
Riker 1986; Weingast 1997). As a result, these rules regulating political
competition gain acceptance among political elites as legitimate princi-
ples for how to bargain over policy differences and how to secure and
maintain positions of political influence and power. If we think about the
relationship between norms and institutions in a temporal sense, we can
see the potential for positive reinforcement effects. Norms held among a
limited set of elites may provide a rationale for the initial design of institu-
tions, but as time passes and those institutions remain stable and help to
produce consistent behavior, the norms themselves become more widely
and fully accepted by actors within the political system (see Axelrod 1984,
1986 and Weingast 1997 on the evolution of norms).2

An implication of Premise 2 is that the differences between democratic
and authoritarian political institutions should produce differences be-
tween elite political norms. As many comparative scholars have argued,
norms of restrained competition and tolerance of political opposition are
benchmarks of political elite beliefs in well-established democratic sys-
tems (e.g. Lijphardt 1984; Powell 1982; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub,
and Limongi 2000; Putnam 1976). Many studies also report that patterns

2 Processes of political socialization contribute to this positive reinforcement since the
general population is educated in numerous ways to understand and value the advantages
of democratic rules of political competition and bargaining. In addition, findings from
social psychology on the general desire of individuals to maintain social approval and self-
esteem (e.g. Backman 1985; Cialdini and Trost 1998; Tetlock 1992) can further help to
explain why norms can become stronger and more durable over time.
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of violent political conflict, including rebellion, coups, ethnic warfare,
mass killing, and civil war are all much less likely under well-established
democratic regimes (e.g. Benson and Kugler 1998; Ellingsen 2000; Gurr
1993; Gurr and Lichbach 1986; Harff and Gurr 1988; Hegre, Ellingsen,
Gates, and Gleditsch 2001; Henderson and Singer 2000; Krain 1997;
Krain and Myers 1997; Lichbach and Gurr 1981; Muller and Weede
1994; Poe and Tate 1994; Rummel 1994, 1995b, 1997). Therefore, the
more democratic the political order is, the more likely elites are:
a. to accept the principle of compromise with opposition over policy

differences in a situation of political stalemate, and
b. to reject the threat or use of violence as a means to compel political

opponents to concede on policy issues or to remove them from political
office.3

It is important to discuss each of these components of democratic norms
in greater detail in order to avoid confusion. The first component, the
concept of political compromise, has two different levels of meaning.
At the broadest level, political compromise refers to the willingness of
elites to accept: (a) political opposition as a legitimate feature of politics,
(b) unfavorable outcomes to political competition, and (c) limits on the
policies that can be imposed by majorities and victors against minorities
and defeated opposition. At this level of understanding, democratic elite
norms include such critical features as acceptance of competing political
parties and the necessity of sharing power with political opposition at
times in order to form coalition governments. Political compromise also
implies a willingness to accept political defeat in the sense that incum-
bents who lose elections permit political opponents to replace them in
office. Similarly, incumbents do not suspend or abolish legislatures when
political opposition is able to block the passage of legislation favored by
the executive. Further, democratic norms of compromise imply that po-
litical opponents who lose elections are free to contest regime policies
and to compete in fair elections in the future, and that minorities have
certain rights that are respected by the majority (e.g. Alvarez, Cheibub,
Limongi, and Przeworski 1996; Dahl 1998; Lijphardt 1984; Powell 1982,

3 Some scholars (Bass 2000; Simmons 1999; Slaughter 1995) have argued that another
component of democratic norms of political bargaining is a greater respect for legal prin-
ciples and a greater reliance on the legal system to resolve disputes. This literature on
democratic “legalism” represents a potentially fruitful area for further development of the
Political Norms Model, but we leave it to future research. Incorporating this additional
aspect of democratic norms into the model would raise interesting theoretical questions
about issues such as (a) the willingness of states to turn to arbitration and adjudication of
international disputes, (b) the compliance of states with legally based rulings and awards,
and (c) the extent to which a state’s diplomatic and military behavior is influenced by the
strength of its legal claims regarding disputed issues.
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2000; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 1996, 2000; Putnam
1976).4

At the more specific level of political bargaining and negotiation, politi-
cal compromise refers to reciprocity in the exchange of policy concessions
between political actors. As Robert Dahl states, “under a peaceful demo-
cratic process, settling political conflicts generally requires negotiation,
conciliation, compromise.”5 Elites may directly trade concessions (to pass
legislation for example) at a given point in time, or may exchange conces-
sions over a longer period of time (see Keohane 1986). Elites bargain with
political supporters and opponents in all political systems and therefore
issue-specific logrolling is not unique to democratic systems. Our gen-
eral claim is only that democratic leaders are more likely to accept the
legitimacy of compromising with opponents as opposed to coercing them
or changing political institutions so that opponents are less able to block
decisions and policies favored by incumbents.

However, democratic norms of compromise do not imply that demo-
cratic leaders have a dominating preference for compromise outcomes
in bargaining situations. Under the right political conditions, democratic
leaders may not need to compromise with political opposition in pursuit
of policies (e.g. the incumbent’s party commands a strong majority in
the legislature, or public opinion firmly favors its preferred policy posi-
tion). In general, we can describe the outcomes to negotiations as follows:
(a) the opposition concedes unilaterally on major issues, (b) the opposi-
tion concedes on major issues but requires limited concessions in return,
(c) reciprocal compromise is needed to produce settlement, (d) the leader
and his opposition reach stalemate without concessions, and (e) the op-
position stands firm while the leader concedes on primary issues. If we
think about the rank-ordering of preferences over these outcomes, it is
clear that any political leader would prefer that the opposition concede.
Therefore, there is no reason to expect democratic leaders to prefer the
compromise outcomes “c” and “e” over outcomes “a” and “b.” The
difference that democratic norms might be expected to produce is that
democratic elites would prefer outcome “c” over outcome “d”, while
non-democratic leaders would likely exhibit the reverse preference or-
dering. Put differently, democratic leaders would be more likely to seek
mutual compromise to end political deadlock whereas non-democratic
leaders would prefer coercive pressure rather than compromise as the
way to break the deadlock.

4 At this level of understanding, the norm of political compromise therefore has much in
common with what other analysts refer to as principles of democratic liberalism (e.g.
Doyle 1986; Owen 1997; Zakaria 1997).

5 Dahl 1998: 150.
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What is the logic behind democratic leaders turning to mutual conces-
sions as the preferred response? The argument is that since the norms
of democratic political elites attach greater legitimacy to the existence
of political opposition and policy conflict as regular features of politics,
compromise with political opponents is more acceptable and even neces-
sary to ensure that the political system operates effectively. Furthermore,
democratic principles of political equality imply that no group or indi-
vidual can claim presumptive rights to define what is the best policy in a
situation of conflicting interests. This reinforces the acceptability of com-
promise, since neither party is retreating from a position of recognized
moral or political advantage (Dahl 1998: ch. 6; also see Gutmann 1980;
Gutmann and Thompson 1996). In contrast, if non-democratic elites are
less willing to accept opposition, debate, and challenges to government
policy as legitimate and enduring features of politics, then compromise
with political opponents is less desirable and may even be judged un-
acceptable. Compromise is also less necessary, since political deadlock
can be broken by coercing the opposition or by undermining the politi-
cal institutions on which it relies. Democratic elites, however, are more
likely to question and reject the legitimacy of using coercion to break
political deadlock. In sum, there is a principle or norm of compromise
in democratic systems, but it must be understood in the context of po-
litical deadlock in which elites respond to political opposition that seems
unwilling to concede.

The other critical component of democratic norms is the disinclina-
tion to initiate or threaten violence to intimidate and remove political
opponents. Once again, the differences between elites in democratic and
non-democratic systems are most evident when policy disputes exist and
political opposition does not seem willing to concede. What is the political
response of incumbents at this stage? As argued above, democratic lead-
ers should consistently reject violence as a means of settling disputes with
political adversaries because they accept democratic principles of politi-
cal equality. However, in a political system where such principles are not
firmly accepted by elites, normative constraints on the use of coercion
against political opposition should be weaker. It is important to clarify,
however, that while democratic norms oppose aggressive coercion, they
do not imply an unwillingness to respond to or counter political violence.
In other words, a reluctance to initiate violence is compatible with the
normative belief that force is legitimate and may be necessary in defense
against political actors who resort to coercion themselves. Democratic
norms that favor the nonviolent resolution of domestic political conflicts
can coexist with norms that support the utility of force for purposes of
deterrence and the punishment of aggressive violent behavior.
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Premise 3: Domestic norms influence bargaining
in international disputes

Norms of political bargaining applied by leaders in dealing with domestic
political opponents influence the bargaining strategies adopted by leaders
in international disputes.

To build a theory of foreign policy choices based on domestic politi-
cal norms, it is critical to demonstrate that the principles that influence
choices in domestic policy also influence choices in international politics.
If we find that norms are a determinant of strategies for bargaining and
conflict resolution at the domestic level, do they remain an important
causal factor when we shift our attention to international disputes?

Our argument is that well-established political norms can be under-
stood as constituting fundamental components of a political elite’s belief
system about how to manage political conflict. Scholars studying the
formation and content of individual belief systems have argued that nor-
mative principles and standards can be key components of such systems,
and that these principles are reference points for judging what actions
to take in a broad range of decision-making contexts (e.g. Kahnemann
1992). An implication of these findings is that norms regarding the le-
gitimacy of compromise and the violent resolution of disputes are beliefs
that political actors are likely to draw upon in a range of political settings.
Furthermore, there is considerable evidence from scholarship in cognitive
psychology that the core ideas and principles that define an individual’s
belief system are stable and resistant to change (e.g. Ajzen 1989; Fishbein
and Ajzen 1975; Kruglanski, Baldwin, and Towson 1983). It follows then
that basic principles or norms of coercion and accommodation in do-
mestic political bargaining should continue to have causal effects even if
the strategic environment of bargaining shifts to international disputes.
This is not to claim that elites will ignore the new strategic environment
and base their decisions solely on normative principles. Political lead-
ers are rational and neither politically nor strategically naive. But within
the constraints imposed by domestic political accountability or interna-
tional political and military conditions, it is quite possible that the basic
principles or normative elements of a leader’s belief system continue to
exert a causal impact on policy choices (e.g. Barnett 1998; Cronin 1999;
Goldgeiger 1994; Murray, Cowden, and Russett 1999; Reus-Smit 1999;
Risse-Kappen 1995; Shannon 2000; Wendt 1999: ch. 6).

Hypotheses

Comparing democratic and non-democratic political systems
The first two hypotheses are quite similar and draw on Premises 2
and 3.
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PN1i: In a territorial dispute, leaders with strong nonviolent domestic
political norms are:
a. more likely to rely on negotiations instead of military threats in an

attempt to change the status quo,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to high levels of escalation in a military confronta-

tion.
PN1ii: In response to a prior stalemate in negotiations over disputed

territory, leaders with strong nonviolent domestic political norms should
be:
a. more likely to favor continued negotiations instead of shifting to mili-

tary threats and the use of force in an attempt to break the deadlock,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations in an attempt to break

the deadlock, and
c. less likely to resort to high levels of escalation in a military confronta-

tion.
The logic of PN1i is premised on the argument that leaders with strong
nonviolent norms of domestic political bargaining should rely more heav-
ily on negotiations to resolve disputes compared to their more violent and
repressive non-democratic counterparts. Thus, while leaders with nonvi-
olent norms should be active and seek changes in an unfavorable territo-
rial status quo, they should not consistently initiate military threats and
escalate confrontations in order to coerce concessions by threat of war or
compel a change in the status quo by force of arms. Instead, they should
turn to repeated rounds of talks and ultimately to limited concessions in
an attempt to produce a negotiated settlement.

PN1ii extends this logic a bit further and posits that while all state
leaders are likely to turn to negotiations initially in a territorial dispute
and to withhold concessions in the early stages of negotiations, the dif-
ferences in bargaining behavior between elites with strong versus weak
democratic norms should be most evident after political deadlock has
been established and leaders recognize that the opposition will not easily
concede. If initial efforts at diplomacy prove unsuccessful, leaders with
stronger nonviolent norms should be more likely: (a) to persist in further
attempts at negotiations, and (b) to take the initiative in attempting to
break the deadlock by offering concessions in subsequent negotiations
that would be linked to similar concessions by the adversary.6 Strong
nonviolent norms should discourage political leaders from initiating mil-
itary threats or resorting to the large-scale use of force in an attempt to

6 A related hypothesis, which we do not attempt to test, would be that leaders with strong
nonviolent norms are more likely to agree to either arbitration or adjudication of territorial
disputes following stalemates in negotiations (see Simmons 1999 for a more extended
discussion of this hypothesis; see also Dixon 1994; Raymond 1994).
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break the stalemate through the use of coercive military pressure. Instead,
democratic leaders should prefer the option of further negotiations and
offer contingent concessions at this later stage of negotiations, with the ex-
pectation that the chances of reaching a negotiated agreement are limited
unless some concessions are offered. In contrast, non-democratic leaders
with violent norms should turn to the military option more frequently
instead of agreeing to concessions to break the stalemate in negotiations.
The reason is that using force is a more acceptable strategy for resolving
political conflict in non-democratic systems than in democratic systems.
As a result, these non-democratic leaders should initiate more military
threats and then escalate to higher levels in an attempt to compel their
adversary to concede disputed territory.7

Strong norms of non-violent bargaining imply that leaders should ques-
tion the legitimacy of using force to compel adversaries to retreat and
make concessions. We should expect leaders with stronger democratic
norms to be reluctant to use escalating threats to apply greater military
pressure; that is, to use the risk of war to induce concessions from another
state’s leadership. In short, aggressive brinkmanship strategies of escalat-
ing threats and the build-up of military forces should be more typical of
more repressive and violent non-democratic leaders, who are more likely
to believe that it is acceptable to threaten if not use force against political
adversaries.

It is important to recognize that what distinguishes repressive non-
democratic leaders from their democratic counterparts in their approach
to changing the territorial status quo is their greater willingness to supple-
ment diplomacy with coercive threats and force. The logic of normative
constraints implies that leaders with strong democratic norms have a more
limited set of policy options available to them as they press for change.
In other words, the causal effects of democratic norms operate by shift-
ing leaders’ policy preferences away from the use of force and towards a
greater reliance on negotiations to secure territorial claims. The differ-
ence centers on the acceptability of utilizing military force in an aggressive
manner to secure territorial gains. In the abstract, all state leaders would
generally prefer to achieve territorial goals without recourse to force. But
in the absence of democratic norms of nonviolent conflict resolution, re-
pressive authoritarian leaders should be more willing to turn to military
force than should democratic leaders.
7 This line of reasoning could be extended further to suggest that the willingness of such

non-democratic leaders to shift policy and to make concessions would be likely only if
prior military threats or the use of force had failed to coerce the adversary. For leaders
operating under strong democratic norms, the shift to making concessions would not be
a last resort after coercive force was ineffective; it would be a legitimate course of action
in the first place.
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The next hypothesis considers whether leaders with strong nonviolent
domestic norms will take advantage of a position of relative strength to
be more aggressive in their pursuit of territorial claims.

PN2: Strong nonviolent norms of bargaining should discourage leaders
from relying on military force to secure territorial gains. As a result, even
if countries enjoy a clear military advantage over their adversary, leaders
with strong nonviolent norms should be less likely:
a. to initiate military threats or to favor force over negotiations as the

means by which to challenge the status quo, or
b. to resort to high levels of escalation in a military confrontation.
The logic of this hypothesis is that if norms of nonviolent conflict res-
olution are well-established among political elites, then they should not
be tempted by a military advantage to try and bully a weaker opponent.
As a result, the increased likelihood of successfully coercing an opponent
by force of arms should not induce democratic elites to shift policy away
from a reliance on diplomacy and negotiations and towards initiating mil-
itary threats and escalating confrontations by resorting to the large-scale
use of military force. In contrast, elites with norms that sanction violence
against opposition should be quite prepared to use force when they are
confident that they possess superior force to coerce the opposition.

The last hypothesis in this section is derived from the argument, pre-
sented in support of Premise 2, that democratic norms do sanction the
defensive use of force.

PN3: The differences in military behavior should be more evident when
we compare democratic and authoritarian challengers than when we com-
pare democratic and authoritarian target states. We should find that:
a. patterns of militarized dispute escalation differ significantly between

leaders with strong versus weak nonviolent norms among challenger
states. Leaders with more violent domestic norms are more likely to
escalate military confrontations to high levels, whereas

b. patterns of militarized dispute escalation behavior are not significantly
different between leaders with strong versus weak nonviolent norms
among target states. All target states are expected to reciprocate the
level of escalation by the challenger.

While challenger leaders with stronger nonviolent norms should be less
likely to escalate militarized disputes to high levels, they should be quite
willing as targets to respond forcefully to the military threats posed by
other states. As argued in our discussion of Premise 2, nonviolent norms
do not imply that political leaders should have strong dovish preferences.
The aggressive threat or use of force would be inconsistent with strong
nonviolent norms, but a policy of defending territory and responding to
military threats would be compatible with such norms. Among challenger
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states we should observe a clear divergence in behavior in which au-
thoritarian leaders with violent domestic norms more frequently escalate
military confrontations. Among target states, however, we should expect
leaders from both democratic and authoritarian states to reciprocate es-
calation consistently in defense of the territorial status quo.

Comparisons within political systems
The next hypothesis draws upon the argument associated with Premise 2
that the effects of domestic political norms on bargaining in international
disputes are stronger for states in which domestic political institutions
have been stable and there has been limited political change.

PN4: Relative to other democratic leaders, the leaders of recently es-
tablished democratic regimes are:
a. more likely to resort to military force in an attempt to change the status

quo instead of either negotiations or inaction,
b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations,
c. more likely to resort to high levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
As argued in Premise 2, the development of strong political norms among
elites may be time-dependent. If domestic norms of conflict resolution
are produced (in part) by stable political institutions and the political
behavior they promote, then the leaders of states where political insti-
tutions are newly democratic are not yet fully socialized with norms of
compromise and nonviolent means of conflict resolution.8

While democratic institutions can be established through constitutional
and electoral changes in relatively short periods of time, an elite political
culture of democratic norms may require more time to become widely and
deeply accepted (DiPalma 1991; Gibson 1996, 1998; Higley and Burton
1989; Higley and Gunther 1992; Higley, Kullberg, and Pakulski 1996;
Linz and Stepan 1996; Remmer 1995; Zakaria 1997; Zimmerman 2002).
This implies that the leaders of new democracies may retain the norms
of the pre-democratic period and therefore be more willing to resort to
aggressive military policies as opposed to seeking negotiated settlements
of territorial disputes (e.g. Senese 1999; Snyder and Ballentine 1996).

The next hypothesis considers variation in elite norms among author-
itarian systems:

8 Another area for theoretical elaboration in the comparative analysis of democratic regimes
lies in drawing on the work of scholars such as Arend Lijphart (e.g. 1984) to argue that
differences in democratic institutions (multiparty vs. two-party systems, unicameral vs.
bicameral legislatures, federal vs. unitary systems, etc.) might lead to differences in how
strong norms of compromise are among democratic leaders. For example, we might posit
that norms of compromise might be stronger in what Lijphart refers to as “consensus”
as opposed to “majoritarian” governments in democracies.
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PN5: Among non-democratic states, leaders who retain political power
by resorting frequently to violence in the repression of political opposition
are:
a. more likely to resort to military force in an attempt to change the ter-

ritorial status quo instead of choosing either negotiations or inaction,
b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. more likely to resort to high levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
Among authoritarian states, the degree to which incumbent leaders rely
upon force and violence to remain in power can vary substantially. In
some states, political institutions evolve over time and the political sys-
tem thus becomes less repressive and more open to limited forms of com-
petition and less coercive forms of intra-elite bargaining (e.g. Breslauer
1982; Dittmer 1990; Hough 1980; Lee 1991). In other cases, however,
the political order remains tightly closed to even limited forms of compe-
tition and political expression. It follows from Premise 2 that if significant
differences exist in how repressive non-democratic political institutions
are, then we should expect to find variation in the elite norms as well.
Premise 3 leads us to expect that political leaders who have been consis-
tently violent and ruthless in the repression of domestic opposition should
have more intransigent and aggressive diplomatic and military policies in
international disputes. Conversely, in authoritarian systems in which lim-
ited steps towards political liberalization have occurred, we should expect
less violent and coercive elite norms to influence foreign policy choices.

Comparisons among dyads
The first two hypotheses consider the behavior of states in disputes where
the leaders of both challenger and target share nonviolent political norms.

PN6i: Across all types of dyads in territorial disputes, the least con-
flictual disputes should be among states ruled by leaders with strong
nonviolent political norms. As a result, when the leaders of both chal-
lenger and target governments share such nonviolent norms we should
expect:
a. more frequent calls for talks and negotiations to change the status quo

compared to inaction or the initiation of military threats,
b. more concessions in negotiations, and
c. lower levels of escalation in military confrontations.
This hypothesis extends the logic of PN1i and PN1ii to interactions be-
tween two states with democratic norms of political bargaining. If both
parties prefer negotiations and mutual concessions as the way to resolve
political conflict, then we should clearly expect that military confronta-
tions should be quite infrequent and not escalate to war. Furthermore,
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negotiations should lead to concessions being exchanged within a few
rounds of talks after it becomes clear that neither side will offer large
unilateral concessions.

The next hypothesis extends the logic of PN4 to the case where two
recently established democratic governments are involved in a territorial
dispute with each other.

PN6ii: Among democratic dyads, the most conflictual disputes are
among new democracies. As a result, when the governments of both chal-
lenger and target are recently established democratic regimes we should
expect:
a. more frequent initiations of military threats to change the status quo

compared to efforts to pursue negotiations or decisions to maintain
the status quo,

b. fewer concessions in negotiations, and
c. higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.9

One of the interesting implications of this hypothesis is that military
confrontations and diplomatic stalemates can be expected in disputes
among certain democratic dyads, whereas such courses of action should
be avoided by other democratic dyads. Bargaining over disputed terri-
tory among leaders of recently established democracies should be more
heavily influenced by prior prevailing non-democratic norms in which
more coercive approaches to settling political conflicts were accepted.
As a result, these democratic leaders should be more inclined to sup-
plement diplomacy with force. In contrast, in territorial disputes among
well-established democracies political leaders should bargain on the basis
of strong norms that favor compromise and nonviolent conflict resolu-
tion. Therefore, military conflicts should be unlikely, whereas negotiated
settlements should be more likely.

The next hypothesis draws out differences in behavior among non-
democratic dyads.

PN7: Among non-democratic dyads, the most conflictual territorial
disputes are between the most authoritarian and violent regimes. As a
result, when the political systems of both challenger and target are highly
repressive, we should expect:
a. more frequent initiations of military threats to change the status quo

compared to efforts to pursue negotiations or decisions to accept the
status quo,

b. fewer concessions in negotiations, and
c. higher levels of escalation in military confrontations.

9 This last hypothesis regarding escalation in military confrontations will not be tested in
Chapter 9 due to an insufficient number of cases.
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It follows from the logic presented in support of PN5 that the risks of mil-
itary conflict and the inability to reach negotiated settlements are greatest
when the leaders of two highly repressive political orders confront one
another. In these territorial disputes both parties should be disinclined to
offer concessions to break diplomatic deadlocks due to strong beliefs in
the efficacy of force as a means to coerce concessions from the adversary.
While it might be argued that these ruthless leaders would be able to sig-
nal a credible threat of force, this deterrent effect should be countered by
their strong beliefs in the utility of force and a lack of confidence in their
ability to secure concessions from the adversary without coercive force.10

In this sense, the absence of a viable diplomatic option constrains these
leaders to a reliance on force even though they expect the adversary to be
resolved. The more interesting implication of this hypothesis is that high
levels of diplomatic and military conflict would not be expected between
two less repressive authoritarian regimes.

In the final hypothesis, we consider disputes between democratic and
non-democratic adversaries.

PN8: In mixed dyads the party that consistently adopts more con-
flictual policies will be the state ruled by leaders with more violent and
repressive political norms. Thus, relative to their more democratic coun-
terparts, leaders from challengers and targets with more violent norms
are:
a. more likely to resort to military force in an attempt to change the terri-

torial status quo, as opposed to turning to negotiations or maintaining
the status quo,

b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. more likely to resort to high levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
This hypothesis is consistent with the monadic approach to the demo-
cratic peace as described in Chapter 1. That is, leaders of states with
stronger democratic norms should adopt consistent diplomatic and mil-
itary policies in territorial disputes whether the adversary is demo-
cratic or not. Strong nonviolent political norms imply what we term a
“firm-but-flexible” policy of bargaining in international disputes (Huth
1988). Leaders with stronger democratic norms are willing to make con-
cessions to break a deadlock, but they require the other side to recip-
rocate with concessions. Furthermore, while the aggressive use of force
by democratic leaders to compel an adversary into submission is not

10 From the perspective of the Political Accountability Model, however, the entrenched
leader’s threat is not so clearly credible. As argued in the previous chapter, the lack of
effective political opposition in many authoritarian systems allows leaders considerable
flexibility to either escalate or back down.
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expected, they should be prepared to deter military conflict or to defend
against an attack. We should expect leaders with nonviolent norms to be
fully capable of countering military threats and attacks with the build-
up and use of force. As a result, we do not believe that a general pol-
icy of reciprocity in diplomacy and military preparedness places leaders
with democratic norms at a disadvantage in negotiations (e.g. Druckman
1986; Druckman and Harris 1990; Stoll and McAndrew 1986), or in
military confrontations with more repressive non-democratic states. In-
deed, there is empirical evidence that such policies are relatively effective
at protecting a state’s security interests in international crises (e.g. Gelpi
1997; Huth 1988; Leng 1993).11

Hypothesis PN8 differs from the arguments of some scholars (e.g.
Dixon 1993, 1994; Doyle 1986; Owen 1997; Weart 1998) that demo-
cratic norms reduce armed conflict and promote settlements only in dis-
putes with other democratic states. Based on the logic of the Norms
Model as developed in this chapter, we do not see a strong theoretical
foundation for arguing that leaders with democratic norms will attempt
to ensure their security by adopting more inflexible and coercive policies
when facing an adversary with non-democratic norms of bargaining. We
would argue that the Political Norms Model implies that leaders with
strong nonviolent norms do not view themselves as vulnerable. Further-
more, repressive authoritarian leaders should not believe that their more
democratic counterparts can be bullied into unilateral concessions, nor
that they will be reluctant to use force if attacked. It follows that in mixed
dyads, the primary source for more aggressive and conflictual policies
will be the decisions of repressive non-democratic leaders. The reason
for this is not that more-democratic states are vulnerable to pressure, but
that non-democratic elites with very violent norms are more willing to
bargain in a more inflexible and coercive manner.12

The logic of PN8, however, does not contradict or reject the claim that
in a democratic dyad the risk of war is low while the chances of a negoti-
ated settlement are high. The argument advanced here is that such dyadic
outcomes are based on a consistent pattern of behavior for democratic
states in which democratic norms favor negotiations and mutual conces-
sions if stalemate occurs, and reject the aggressive use of force. When both
parties share these norms, military conflict is unlikely, while negotiated

11 Furthermore, a number of studies have reported that democratic countries are quite
successful in waging wars and emerging victorious, though it does appear that the ad-
vantages enjoyed by democracies diminish the longer the war persists (Bennett and Stam
1998; Lake 1992; Reiter and Stam 1998a, b, 2002; also see Larson 1996).

12 These conclusions regarding mixed dyads parallel those presented in the previous chap-
ter. The Political Norms and Political Accountability Models do not differ significantly
on this question.
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settlements are more likely because both parties will offer concessions
to break a stalemate. If crises and war generally follow the failure of
diplomacy and the inability to reach a negotiated settlement, then the op-
portunities for military conflict should be much fewer for disputes among
democratic states. Furthermore, we should expect, even in those disputes
where settlements have not been reached in the early stages of negotia-
tions, that democratic leaders will consistently choose further diplomacy
as opposed to coercive force.

Measurement of variables for empirical testing

In this section we describe the operational measures developed to test
each of the hypotheses derived from the Political Norms Model (see
Table 5.1 for a summary of the hypotheses).

Comparing states with non-violent vs. violent political norms
To test hypotheses PN1i–PN3 a measure of elite norms of domestic polit-
ical bargaining and conflict resolution must be developed. An operational
measure of norms should tap both the propensity for political compro-
mise as well as the use of violence and force by political elites. There-
fore, we use two indicators to measure this norms variable: the level
of democracy over time and the frequency of violent political conflict
over time. The first indicator follows from the Norms Model’s assump-
tion that democratic institutions are associated with more bargaining and
logrolling between elites (e.g. political relations between ruling and oppo-
sition parties/leaders as well as incumbent executives and legislatures) and
less political violence. The second indicator focuses more directly on the
use of violence and force as part of elite political culture. The purpose of
using both components is to develop measures that are more sensitive to
variation among both democratic and non-democratic regimes. Further-
more, we choose to examine both indicators over a twenty-year period.
The time dimension captures the idea that norms develop through so-
cialization and the legitimacy associated with consistent patterns of polit-
ical behavior and practice. Stable political institutions help induce those
behaviors and principles of legitimacy by means of the incentives and
constraints they impose on political elites. For non-democracies the use
of both indicators gauges the extent of violence and reflects the fact that
authoritarian regimes can change over time with respect to the preva-
lence of violence and the degree of political freedoms. For democra-
cies it is possible to measure not only the duration of democratic insti-
tutions but also the degree of violence in the recent (non-democratic)
past.
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Table 5.1 Summary of hypotheses to be tested from the Political Norms
Model

Predicted relationships in equations
to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Comparisons across political systems
Strong vs. weak nonviolent norms − + + −

(PN1i)
Nonviolent norms and the response to − + + −

stalemate (PN1ii)
Nonviolent norms and military − + NA −

advantage (PN2)
Nonviolent vs. violent norms among NA NA NA −

challenger leaders (PN3)
Nonviolent vs. violent norms among NA NA NA NS

target leaders (PN3)
Comparisons within political systems
Recently established democracies (PN4) + − − +
Highly repressive non-democracies (PN5) + − − +
Comparisons among dyads
Dyads with nonviolent norms (PN6i) − + + −
Dyads of recently established + − − +

democracies (PN6ii)
Dyads of highly repressive non-democratic + − − +

leaders (PN7)
Leaders with stronger violent norms in + − − +

mixed dyads (PN8)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative value (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero; NA indicates that there is
no hypothesis to test while NS indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should not be statistically significant.

The first indicator measures the extent to which a state’s political sys-
tem has been democratic over the previous twenty-year period.13 We turn

13 Countries that were previously colonies during some portion of the twenty-year period
are generally given a very low net-democracy score for all such years, and thus are coded
as non-democratic for the overwhelming majority of pre-independence years. Also, in
some cases the twenty-year lag cuts across periods in which countries experienced major
political changes leading to their partial dissolution or enlargement and unification (e.g.
Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, or Vietnam and Yemen). In cases of dissolution, we coded on
the basis of the prior, larger state while in cases of enlargement we included data on the
state that became the center of political power in the new unified country (e.g. North
Vietnam and North Yemen).
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to the POLITY III and POLITY 98 net-democracy score to code a coun-
try as democratic or not (a value of +6 or greater on the –10 to +10
scale; see Chapter 4 for details on operationalization) for each of the past
twenty years. We then compile a final operational measure (which ranges
from 0 to 20) to indicate how many of the past twenty years the state had
been democratic.

The second variable measures the frequency of political violence by
governments against political opposition over the previous twenty-year
period. In order to maintain consistency with the first indicator and to
capture the wording of the hypotheses, the operational measure is coded
as the number of the past twenty years in which the challenger (or target)
did not experience violent political conflict (i.e. in which ruling elites did
not employ violence against non-elites or against other high-level elites).
Values closer to 0 indicate a high degree of elite-sponsored violence, while
values closer to 20 indicate a relative lack of such violence. This measure
attempts to capture the extent to which ruling elites use violence to hold
on to power when challenged, and how frequently governments come
to power and fall from power through violent political conflict. Data on
violent leadership changes, military coups and coup attempts, military re-
volts, political purges by incumbent regimes, and civil wars are compiled
from multiple sources (e.g. Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995;Cross-
Polity Data Set; Gasiorowski 1995; Small and Singer 1982; Thompson
1973; Vanhanen 1979).14

We use these two lagged measures of norms to create the interaction
terms for PN1ii and PN2. To test PN1ii we multiply each lagged norms
variable by a dummy variable equal to one if a stalemate has occurred
in negotiations over disputed territory within the previous year.15 Data
on stalemates in prior negotiations came from the territorial dispute data
set (see Appendices B–F) and a stalemate is coded according to the rules
described in Chapter 4. The impact of nonviolent norms in response to
stalemate, then, is measured with two alternative indicators, one which
uses a lagged measure of democracy and another which uses a lagged
measure of government-sponsored violence. Similarly, to test PN2 we

14 For countries that were colonies during some portion of the twenty-year period we
collected data on the number of years during which there was violent conflict between
the colonial government and the local population, including large-scale armed struggles
for decolonization. Multiple historical sources were consulted as well as the COW Extra-
Systemic War list (Small and Singer 1982), Tillema (1991), Clodfelter (1992), and
various volumes of Europa World Year Book. Once again our coding of cases included
countries in which political dissolution or unification took place and we followed a similar
rule as noted in footnote 13.

15 We also include this stalemate control variable in the statistical model to facilitate the
testing of this interactive hypothesis (PN1i). Furthermore, we also employ a two-year
and five-year lag for measuring prior stalemates.
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create two parallel operational measures to capture the impact of nonvi-
olent norms when a state possesses a military advantage. Both the lagged
democracy and lagged violence terms are multiplied by a dummy variable
that indicates that a state holds a military advantage over its territorial
dispute adversary. A state is considered to possess such a military advan-
tage if holds at least a 2 to 1 advantage in the short-term balance of forces
(see Chapter 4 for operationalization of the short-term balance of forces
variable).

Comparisons within political systems
To test PN4 requires a measure that distinguishes between new and old
democracies. We first create a simple dummy variable to indicate whether
a country is currently democratic.16 Once again, a state is considered
democratic if its current net-democracy score (based on our supple-
mented POLITY III and POLITY 98 data) is at least +6 on the –10
to +10 scale (see Chapter 4 for details). We next create a counter to track
the number of years a country has been continuously democratic. For
ease of interpretation, then, we create a series of dummy variables to in-
dicate whether a state has become democratic within the past two years,
past five years, or past ten years. As before, these three measures serve as
alternative indicators of a “recent change” to democracy, and only one
measure is employed in any given econometric model.

To test PN5 it is necessary to create a relative measure of the degree to
which an authoritarian regime is repressive and violent. We first create two
parallel dummy variables to identify those regimes that can be considered
authoritarian.17 A country is considered to be authoritarian if its value
for the twenty-year democracy lag and the twenty-year non-violence lag
is less than or equal to fifteen. We then create two corresponding final
measures to identify the most violent and repressive of these authoritarian
regimes. For the first measure we begin by identifying the number of the
past twenty years that a state has been very non-democratic; that is, in
which its net-democracy score was –5 or less on the –10 to +10 scale.
A state is then coded as possessing very strong repressive norms if it was
very non-democratic for at least fifteen of the past twenty years. The
second operational indicator is drawn from the government-sponsored
violence measure used to test PN1. According to this second indicator, a

16 We also include this current democracy dummy variable in the estimated model. The
inclusion of this variable allows us to test the within democracies hypothesis (PN4).

17 This authoritarian regime’s dummy variable is included in the statistical model and the
inclusion of this model allows us to test the within authoritarian regimes hypothesis
(PN5),
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state is considered to possess very violent norms if there was government-
sponsored violence in at least ten of the past twenty years.18

Comparisons among dyads
To test PN6i we once again create two alternative measures to indicate
whether or not a dyad can be considered democratic. The first measure
utilizes the POLITY-based measure of lagged democracy described in
the operationalization section for PN1i. According to this first measure,
a dyad is democratic if both the challenger and target possessed net-
democracy scores of +6 or higher (on the –10 to +10 scale) for at least
sixteen of the past twenty years. Similarly, for the second measure, a dyad
is democratic if both the challenger and target were free from government-
sponsored violence for at least sixteen of the past twenty years (see the
description for PN1i for more coding details).

To test PN6ii we create a dummy variable with a value of one if both
challenger and target are currently democratic, and if both had first be-
come democratic within the past two years (we also coded for five- and
ten-year periods).19 Once again, the data on net-democracy scores for
each year is taken largely from the POLITY III and POLITY 98 data
sets. The threshold for democratic status is set at +6 on the –10 to +10
scale.

For PN7 we utilized two alternative measures to indicate that both
the challenger and target are among the most violent and repressive of
all authoritarian regimes. These two indicators are simply the dyadic
versions of the monadic measures described for PN5. According to the
first measure, a dyad is considered highly repressive if both the challenger
and target held net-democracy scores of –5 or less for at least fifteen of the
past twenty years. For the second indicator, a pair of states is considered to
possess highly violent norms if both the challenger and target experienced
government-sponsored violence in ten or more of the past twenty years.

Finally, to test PN8 we first identify all mixed dyads and then pin-
point which of the states in the mixed dyad possesses the more violent
political norms. Following convention, we create two alternative indica-
tors. For the first operational measure, we first determine whether the
dyad is mixed by examining the lagged net-democracy scores described
earlier. The dyad is considered mixed if one state was democratic for at
least sixteen or more of the past twenty years, while the other state was

18 We also employ a fifteen-year threshold for government-sponsored violence as a robust-
ness check.

19 We also include in the statistical model a dummy variable for joint democratic status,
which allows us to perform the proper test of PN6ii.
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democratic for fifteen or fewer of those same twenty years.20 To test PN8,
then, we create a dummy variable to indicate which of the states in the
mixed dyad is considered the non-democratic state. For the second op-
erational measure of PN8 we use the same general procedures described
above to identify both mixed dyads, as well as the state in each dyad which
possesses the more violent political norms. However, this time we use the
twenty-year lagged measure of government violence. The threshold of
sixteen of twenty years without government-sponsored violence is used
to determine whether a state is considered democratic.

Conclusion

In this chapter we presented the logic and hypotheses of the Political
Norms Model. Several differences can be identified between the hypothe-
ses of the Political Norms Model and those of the International Politics
and Political Accountability Models. First, the Norms Model argues that
the duration and age of democratic institutions are important in shaping
the decisions of incumbent political leaders. The Accountability Model,
in contrast, centers on the existing balance of political power between
competing parties within legislatures and the timing of elections. Fur-
thermore, the Accountability Model attaches no theoretical significance
to differences in the length of time democratic institutions have been in
place in a given state; therefore divided government and recent elections
should produce similar effects whether the state has been democratic for
one year or twenty years.

Second, the Norms Model posits that leaders from very repressive po-
litical systems should be the most aggressive and intransigent adversaries
in territorial disputes. The Accountability Model, however, argues that
such leaders should have the political flexibility either to be aggressive, or
to reverse policy by backing away from war or making major concessions
in negotiations.

Third, in the International Politics and Political Accountability Mod-
els, state leaders are more likely to initiate and escalate the use of force
when their state possesses a military advantage. For example, in terms
of initiating force, democratic leaders may calculate that there are polit-
ical payoffs to be gained by a challenge to the status quo that results in
the diplomatic or military retreat of their weaker opponent. In contrast,
the Norms Model holds that leaders with strong democratic norms are
not more likely to engage in more aggressive military policies because of

20 We also include this mixed dyad control variable in the statistical model so that we can
compare the behavior of non-democracies and democracies in mixed dyads.
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a military advantage. If democratic norms are well established, political
leaders in challenger states should not shift to more coercive strategies
in an attempt to overturn the status quo, but should instead continue to
rely on negotiations.

Finally, the Norms Model hypothesizes that differences in diplomatic
and military behavior should be more evident among democratic and
non-democratic challenger states as opposed to among democratic and
non-democratic targets. Neither the International Politics nor Political
Accountability Models produces similar claims.

These types of differences in predicted relationships across the models
will enable us to utilize the results of the empirical tests in Chapters 7
through 9 to assess the relative explanatory power of each model.



6 Domestic institutions and the Political
Affinity Model

In this chapter we present the Political Affinity Model, our final theo-
retical approach for understanding how domestic political institutions
can influence the foreign policy choices of state leaders. The theoretical
insight offered by this model is that international bargaining over dis-
puted territory should be examined within the broader context of the
bilateral political relationship between challenger and target. Instead of
elite norms or levels of political accountability playing a central explana-
tory role, in this model leader perceptions of shared political ties are of
primary theoretical importance.

Political Affinity Model

The theoretical analysis centers on how domestic institutions shape
decision-makers’ assessments of whether other state leaders have com-
mon or divergent interests on fundamental issues of domestic and in-
ternational security. Figure 6.1 presents the principal causal links in the
model. The logical foundation is that common political institutions and
ideologies between states produce shared political interests among those
states’ incumbent elites regarding whether preservation or change in the
political status quo is desirable. Our argument is that leaders whose states
share common political institutions and ideologies are less likely to adopt
foreign policies that put each other’s international and domestic secu-
rity at risk. As a result, politically similar states should view each other
as potential allies, while dissimilar states are likely to perceive one an-
other as potential security threats. Incumbent leaders thus have stronger
incentives to adopt more cooperative foreign policies towards political
allies. As a result, the choices between negotiations and military force
should vary in systematic ways depending on whether the other party in
a territorial dispute is believed to be a potential political ally. That is,
territorial disputes between politically similar states should be character-
ized by less military conflict and by more accommodative diplomacy and
negotiations.

124
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Figure 6.1 Summary of logic in Political Affinity Model

Premises of the model

Three premises provide the foundation for a number of hypotheses.

Premise 1: Foreign policy as a means of retaining
political office

A primary goal of incumbents is to remain in office. Political leaders will
therefore turn to foreign policy in an attempt to secure their hold on power
against both internal political opposition as well as external threats.

Since retention in office is a central objective of incumbents, leaders
are likely to view foreign policy as a potentially valuable means of secur-
ing their domestic political position. A similar assumption is part of the
foundation for the Political Accountability Model, which considers how
domestic opposition responds to different outcomes in foreign policy. In
this model, however, we focus on different theoretical implications.

The first implication of Premise 1 is that state leaders may seek foreign
support to bolster their domestic political standing and survival. That is,
they may form alliances for purposes of domestic, as opposed to external,
security (see Barnett 1992; Barnett and Levy 1991; David 1991; Levy and
Barnett 1992). As we argue in the International Politics Model, however,
external support most likely will require some form of political exchange
in which one state adjusts its foreign policy in return for another state’s
support in preserving the domestic political status quo.1 It follows that
the value of allies abroad may be linked to whether they are expected to
offer assistance in times of domestic political instability.

The second implication of this first premise is that the need for external
allies should depend upon the degree to which a leader is threatened with
losing office. A leader’s demand for political allies will vary significantly

1 A basic difference between this and the International Politics Model is that the Interna-
tional Politics Model views allies as potentially critical in bolstering solely the external
security of states. It does not consider the ability of allies to enhance internal political
security.
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depending upon the stability and security of his hold on power. On the
supply side, political allies should be most inclined to offer support when
the threat confronting another state is not simply the loss of power for a
particular foreign leader, but the actual collapse of the political order and
its replacement with a different regime.

Premise 2: Group membership as a source of political
identity formation

In politics, as in social life more generally, in-groups and out-groups are
a central feature of political identity formation.

A fundamental aspect of identity formation in social life is whether
individuals are considered to be members of, or outside of, a salient
group. A variety of literatures in social psychology and political science
(e.g. Brewer and Miller 1996; Cronin 1999; Gellner 1983; Hermann
and Kegley 1995; Hobsbawm 1990; Horowitz 1985; Huntington 1996;
Reus-Smit 1999; Ross 1986; Tajfel 1978, 1982; Tajfel and Turner 1979;
Wendt 1999: chs. 5–6) converge on the conclusion that group social and
political identities are defined simultaneously by the similarities among
individuals, as well as the perceived differences compared to those outside
the group. A fundamental tendency among groups is to draw distinctions
and to categorize themselves into in-groups and out-groups. These liter-
atures also conclude that the similarity of certain traits or characteristics
can be an important source of group identity.

An implication of Premise 2 is that incumbent political leaders may
form cross-national group identities based upon shared positions of lead-
ership in similar political systems. Why should political elites draw upon
common political institutions and ideologies when determining in-group
and out-group membership? For one, certain political institutions and
ideologies can be viewed as traits that are distinctive and identifiable
across countries. For example, the differences between liberal democ-
racies and traditional monarchies or one-party communist systems are
quite clear and are well understood among political elites in different
countries. Second, positions of political leadership and elite status are
valued highly by most incumbents, and they risk a loss of political influ-
ence and standing if political institutions change in fundamental ways.
Thus, political elite status at a given point in time is often linked to the
preservation of the existing political order.2 Whether political elites in dif-
ferent states are each trying to preserve the same type of regime at home is

2 Of course, there are cases in which elites in the old political order are able to remain
in positions of political influence and power despite fundamental changes in political
institutions (e.g. consider Boris Yelstin and the fall of communist rule in the Soviet
Union).
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likely to be viewed as an important benchmark for assessing convergence
or divergence in political interests.

Premise 3: Political conflict is greater between groups
than within groups

Political relations among members of an in-group should be characterized
by greater cooperation due to a heightened perception of common inter-
ests. Relations between different in-groups and out-groups, in contrast,
should be more competitive and conflictual.

The logic underlying this assumption draws upon research in both po-
litical science and social psychology. First, while common interests are
not a guarantee of success in resolving a bargaining problem or achiev-
ing cooperation (e.g. Fearon 1995, 1998b; Keohane 1984; Martin 1993;
Milner 1997; Morrow 1994b; Stein 1990), the prospects for resolving
disputes and securing stable agreements are improved if the divergence
of interests between actors is more limited. Second, individuals should
be more willing to make concessions within an in-group due to reduced
concerns about reputational effects or relative gains. That is, individuals
should be less concerned about the larger strategic implications of ac-
commodation. Within in-groups, concessions generally are not offered
under pressure, therefore the party making the concessions need not
be concerned about sending a signal to potential adversaries that it can
be coerced into backing down in a conflict.3 Furthermore, we would
expect the parties to be less concerned about compliance with agree-
ments, or that the gains made by one side would be turned against the
party making the concessions in the future (Cronin 1999; Downs and
Rocke 1990; Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom, 1996; Fearon 1998b; Glaser
1994/95; Grieco 1988; Morrow 1999; Morrow, Siverson, and Tabares
1998, 1999; Powell 1991, 1994; Wendt 1999). Third, members of an in-
group are more likely to empathize with each other and to acknowledge
the legitimacy of competing claims and conflicting interests. Such em-
pathy should increase their willingness to rely on negotiations instead of
coercion to resolve disputes (e.g. Brewer and Miller 1996; Cronin 1999;
Hewstone 1990; Keohane 1984; Martin 1993; Reus-Smit 1999; Stein
1990; Tajfel 1982; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, and Flament 1971; Turner,
Brown, and Tajfel 1979). Finally, members of an in-group are likely to en-
gage in repeated interactions over time and therefore to view bargaining
outcomes in the context of payoffs that can be achieved over a longer

3 State leaders seem to worry a good deal about the reputational inferences other states
draw about them even though it is not clear, theoretically or empirically, that other states
do draw such strong inferences (see Huth 1997).
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period of time (e.g. Axelrod 1984; Fearon 1998b; Keohane 1984;
Lohmann 1997). This may help to maintain a continuing relationship
by facilitating reciprocity in the exchange of concessions.

The first implication of Premise 3 is that members of an in-group are
generally viewed as more reliable supporters and allies in situations of po-
litical conflict. Scholars have reported several findings that are consistent
with this claim. For example, students of comparative politics have found
that breakdowns of democracy are more likely to occur in states with fewer
democratic neighbors, while successful, long-term transitions to democ-
racy tend to occur in states with higher numbers of democratic neighbors
(Gasiorowski 1995; Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 1996;
also see Huntington 1991; Lutz 1989; Starr 1991). Another study re-
ports that in civil wars during the Cold War, Soviet or communist support
for one side increased the chances of US intervention in support of the
opposing side (Yoon 1997).

Recent empirical findings reported by international relations schol-
ars are also of interest. Several studies find that politically similar states
are more likely to intervene in support of each other in international
crises, militarized disputes, and wars (Cronin 1999; Huth 1998; Kaw
1990; Kegley and Hermann 1997; Mousseau and Shi 1997; Raknerud
and Hegre 1997; Werner and Lemke 1997).4 A related finding is that
politically dissimilar states are more likely to pursue hostile policies to-
wards one another. For example, politically dissimilar states are more
likely to become adversaries in military confrontations, and victorious
states in wars are more likely to overthrow the regime of a defeated ad-
versary if the defeated state is politically dissimilar (Werner 1996, 1999;
also see Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1997; Leeds 1999; Mousseau
1998).

A second implication is that although a common group identity does
not eliminate political competition and rivalry within the group, conflict
with out-groups should reduce within-group competition. This implica-
tion is supported by the well-established finding within social psychology
that the cohesion of a group increases when it is in conflict with out-
groups (e.g. Coser 1956; Hogg 1992; Hogg and Abrams 1988; Sherif
1966; Simmel 1955; see Mercer [1995] for a careful review). It is bol-
stered further by findings about the generally strong (but short-term)
“rally-round-the-flag” effect for US presidents in times of international
crisis and war (e.g. Brace and Hinckley 1992; Brody 1991; Larson 1996;
Mueller 1994; Russett 1990: ch. 2).

4 There is a related debate among scholars whether military alliance ties are more likely
between politically similar states (e.g. Emmons and Siverson 1991; Lai and Reiter 2000;
Leeds 1999; Simon and Gartzke 1996).
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Hypotheses

The first two hypotheses draw largely on Premise 3 for their supporting
logic.

PAF1i: If countries share common political institutions and ideology,
state leaders are:
a. less likely to resort to military threats and the use of force in an attempt

to challenge the status quo as opposed to either seeking negotiations
or accepting the status quo,

b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to escalate military confrontations to higher levels.
The underlying logic of PAF1i is that leaders from politically similar
states should generally have greater expected utility for cooperative (as
opposed to conflictual) policies than should leaders from dissimilar states.
One reason (derived from the first implication of Premise 3) is that high
levels of diplomatic and military conflict put at risk the future support
of a politically similar state. Since politically similar states are more reli-
able allies in times of domestic and international crisis, leaders have an
incentive to moderate diplomatic and military conflict and to seek the
resolution of territorial disputes. The risk is that continued conflict, par-
ticularly at high levels, will undermine the willingness of an ally to come
to one’s aid when needed in the future. As a result, larger concerns about
damaging the reliability of allies should mitigate conflict. In contrast, for
leaders from politically dissimilar states, the opportunity costs of pursu-
ing more aggressive and conflictual policies should be weaker, since the
adversary is not expected to be a potential ally due to the absence of com-
mon political ties and affinity. Furthermore, the use of coercive military
pressure to prevail in a territorial dispute with a politically similar state
could prove counterproductive in the longer term, since a military defeat
for a political ally could increase the risk of one’s own regime being over-
thrown (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995; Bueno de Mesquita,
Siverson, and Woller 1992). Thus, a victory in the territorial dispute
would come at the price of destabilizing a potential political ally.5 Once
again, these indirect costs associated with more aggressive policies should
not exist for leaders from dissimilar states.

Finally, as suggested by Premise 3, concessions in negotiations should
be more likely between politically similar states. Perhaps the most

5 In addition, it might be the case that by creating political instability within their ally,
political leaders increase the risk of challenges to their own tenure in power by encouraging
opposition elites within their country to mobilize and seek political changes as well. This
demonstration or diffusion effect might be particularly strong for contiguous states that
are politically similar.
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persuasive argument centers on reduced concerns about relative gains.
That is, conceding territory to a state perceived to be a political ally
should mitigate concerns that any economic or military gains associated
with controlling the territory will be translated into future security threats.

The next hypothesis focuses on comparisons among politically similar
states.

PAF1ii: Compared to countries that have been politically similar for
a long period of time, countries which only recently have come to share
common political institutions and ideology are more likely to experience
conflictual relations. As a result, leaders of recently similar states are more
likely:
a. to resort to military threats and the use of force in an attempt to

challenge the status quo as opposed to either seeking negotiations or
accepting the status quo,

b. to avoid making concessions in negotiations, and
c. to escalate military confrontations to higher levels.
The logic of this second hypothesis is that the strength of in-group identi-
ties is related to how long the members have been part of the same group.
The intuition is that perceptions of shared interests and values solidify
with time. Therefore, long-standing in-group members are likely to have
more doubts and less confidence in new group members. As a result,
more conflictual relations are to be expected since new group members
are less likely to be viewed as reliable allies or committed to group val-
ues. This greater degree of mistrust or doubt then mitigates many of the
features of in-group membership (see Premise 3), such as the promotion
of less competitive approaches to bargaining and the de-legitimization of
coercive strategies for resolving disputes.6

The next pair of related hypotheses focus on relations among politically
similar states and draws on the second implication of Premise 1.

PAF2i: In territorial disputes among states that share common political
institutions and ideology, international conflict is least likely when leaders
face either internal or external threats to their political security. As a

6 Another related hypothesis that focuses on political change is that regime transitions
within states can be a cause of either more or less international conflict over disputed
territory. When political change produces convergence between countries, less conflict is
expected, and vice versa. We are not able to test this hypothesis here but it does have inter-
esting implications for existing arguments on the relationship between democratization,
revolutions, and war (e.g. Conge 1996; Enterline 1996, 1998; Gleditsch and Ward 2000;
Mansfield and Snyder 1995; Snyder 2000; Thompson and Tucker 1997; Walt 1996;
Ward and Gleditsch 1998). For example, a challenger’s transition to democracy should
heighten levels of conflict over disputed territory if both challenger and target were pre-
viously military juntas. Conversely, if the target is a democracy and the challenger shifts
from a conservative monarchy to a democracy, then we would expect conflict to decrease
after this transition.
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result, politically threatened leaders in territorial disputes with similar
adversaries are:
a. less likely to initiate military conflict compared to accepting the status

quo or challenging the status quo by seeking negotiations,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
PAF2ii: State leaders whose politically similar territorial dispute ad-

versary is facing an internal or external threat are:
a. less likely to initiate military conflict compared to accepting the status

quo or challenging the status quo by seeking negotiations,
b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
As noted in the discussion of Premise 2, political conflict among members
of an in-group is sometimes possible. For example, a potential counter-
vailing consequence of political affinity could be competition and rivalry
for a position of leadership within the group (e.g. the Sino-Soviet split in
the 1960s). Conflict is most likely when the leaders of political allies are
politically secure at home or do not face political threats from abroad.
In a situation of political security, the demand or need for political allies
should be weaker, and therefore concerns over ally reliability should carry
less weight in foreign policy choices. Conversely, when incumbents face
strong internal opposition or are involved in military conflicts with po-
litically dissimilar states, then the demand for external support is greater
(the second implication of Premise 1). Threatened leaders now have in-
centives to curry the favor of political allies. Leaders should also be hesi-
tant to further destabilize leaders of potential allies, whose downfall may
threaten the legitimacy of one’s own regime. Furthermore, this potential
ally may be needed to help bolster one’s own domestic standing in times
of future crisis or instability.

The final hypotheses consider the incentives of politically threatened
leaders to be accommodative in the context of relations between dissimilar
states.

PAF3i: In territorial disputes among states with dissimilar political
institutions and ideologies, the incentives of threatened leaders to be ac-
commodative are more contingent. Threatened leaders will be more con-
ciliatory only when they face an outside threat from a state that shares
common political ties with its territorial dispute adversary. In this situa-
tion leaders are:
a. less likely to initiate military conflict compared to accepting the status

quo or challenging the status quo by seeking negotiations,
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b. more likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. less likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
PAF3ii: The logic of PAF3i also should apply to states engaged in a

territorial dispute with an adversary that is threatened. In this scenario,
if a state is politically similar to the country posing an external threat
to its territorial dispute adversary, its leaders should now behave in a
more confrontational manner in the territorial dispute. In particular, they
should be:
a. more likely to initiate military conflict as opposed to seeking negotia-

tions or accepting the territorial status quo,
b. less likely to make concessions in negotiations, and
c. more likely to resort to higher levels of escalation in military confronta-

tions.
The argument for PAF3i is that threats to their political security drive
leaders to adopt a defensive posture and to avoid a two-front conflict.
The threatened party views the dissimilar state with suspicion to begin
with (Premise 3) and therefore should be concerned that this dissimilar
state will support or form a coalition with other states that could pose
an additional security threat. However, this danger is closely linked to
whether the territorial dispute adversary’s political identity is similar to
that of the threatening government. In the absence of such common polit-
ical identities the danger of a larger coalition forming is not that likely. In
contrast, if such common political ties do exist, the risk that a dangerous
coalition will form is more credible. In this case leaders of a threatened
state should be interested in securing the territorial dispute adversary’s
non-involvement in their existing conflict with another state. The price
to be paid for such neutrality would be diplomatic accommodation and
the avoidance of military conflict. As a result, the short-term security
threats facing the threatened leadership induce it to adopt policies that it
would generally oppose. When the threat of the dissimilar state forming
a coalition with current threats is weak, however, there is no compelling
incentive for the politically threatened leadership to appease the dissim-
ilar state by adjusting its diplomatic or military policies in the territorial
dispute.

For PAF3ii the logic is similar, yet works in a slightly different manner.
Once again, states generally have incentives to limit their involvement in
outside conflicts. However, if a state has a political ally who is currently
threatening its territorial dispute adversary, the state now has an added
incentive to behave more confrontationally in the territorial dispute. Since
the outside party in this case is a political ally, it is a likely coalition partner
in any initiative against the territorial dispute adversary. Therefore, a state
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Table 6.1 Summary of hypotheses to be tested from the Political Affinity
Model

Predicted relationships in equations
to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Similar vs. dissimilar dyads (PAF1i) − + + −
Recent change to political similarity + − − +

(PAF1ii)
Relations between similar states when − + + −

a threat exists (PAF2i)
Relations between similar states when − + + −

a threat to adversary exists (PAF2ii) −
Relations between dissimilar states when − NA + −

a threat exists (PAF3i)
Relations between dissimilar states when + + − +

a threat to adversary exists (PAF3ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero.

in this new-found position of greater external support is more likely to
threaten military force and to escalate to higher levels against its territorial
dispute adversary since it is more confident of outside military support.
In addition, state leaders should be less likely to make concessions in
negotiations since the alternative policy option of using military force to
break a stalemate in negotiations should be viewed as more attractive.

Measurement of variables

Once again, we develop a variety of operational measures to test the four
hypotheses from the Political Affinity Model (see Table 6.1).

Similar and dissimilar political regimes
To test PAF1i we take a number of steps to determine whether the polit-
ical regimes of the challenger and target can be classified as similar. Our
final operational measure is a dummy variable equal to one if the two
countries share the same regime type. We first classify all challenger and
target states into different categories of regime type. Adapting the work
of other scholars (e.g. Bratton and van de Walle 1997:77–78; Bueno de
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Mesquita and Siverson 1997:183; Linz and Stepan 1996; Przeworski,
Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi 2000), we identify the following types of
political regimes:
1. Liberal democracies
2. Hereditary non-democratic monarchies
3. Collective rule by military junta
4. Single-party dominant fascist states
5. Single-party dominant communist states
In devising this list of regime types our goal is not to develop an inclusive
typology of regimes so that all challengers and targets may be placed into
one of the categories. Instead, we want to identify those regime types that
have a coherent and distinct set of institutions and ideologies that are
both general enough to be shared across countries yet distinctive enough
to form a basis for common political interests. For example, we leave out
what might be termed personalistic civilian dictatorships. Comparative
scholars argue (e.g. Linz and Stepan 1996) that idiosyncratic traits are
central features of such regimes and that these regimes often lack a clear
political ideology (beyond the “cult of the leader”) or set of political
institutions.

With this list of regime types we then turn to the POLITY III data set
to first identify all democratic states, utilizing the net-democracy score
procedures we describe in Chapter 4. To classify the non-democratic
states we then turn to the Banks Cross-Polity and POLITY II data sets to
identify monarchies and military juntas. However, these two data sets do
not readily separate and identify fascist and communist regimes, but in-
stead produce a more general category of civilian authoritarian regimes.
To identify fascist and communist regimes we conduct more detailed
research with historical and country-specific sources, as well as general
sources on regime change (e.g. Africa Contemporary Record; Gasiorowski
1995; Jelavich 1983; Seton-Watson 1962; Vanhanen 1979: Appendix B).
Once we identify the regime type of both challenger and target, we con-
struct the final operational variable for regime similarity.

Recent transitions to political similarity
To test PAF1ii we first identify all cases in which the challenger and
target share common political institutions and ideology (based upon the
coding rules for PAF1i). We then look to see how long the two countries
have shared such political affinity. Finally, we create a dummy variable to
indicate that the two states have only recently become politically similar;
that is, they have shared common political ties for five or fewer years.7

7 We also measure a recent change to similarity using both a two-year and a ten-year lag to
check for the robustness of results.
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Political insecurity and politically similar states
To operationalize PAF2i and PAF2ii we create an interactive dummy
variable that indicates whether the challenger and target are similar, and
whether either state faces a political threat. The political similarity of the
challenger and target is determined by the coding procedures for PAF1i.
A political threat exists if either a particular country (for PAF2i) or its
opponent (for PAF2ii) faces an internal or external threat to its domestic
political security.8

An internal threat exists when a state undergoes a period of domes-
tic political unrest that threatens the incumbent leadership and the cur-
rent regime. Domestic unrest events that threaten the leadership and the
regime are defined as any one of the following: (a) an attempted coup or
military revolt within the past year, (b) a successful coup within the past
year, (c) political rebellion within the past year, or (d) ongoing civil war.
Multiple sources were consulted for information on these types of political
events (e.g. Cross-Polity Data Set; Dupuy and Dupuy 1993; Gasiorowski
1995; Thompson 1973; Vanhanen 1979).

An external threat is coded as present if a state is engaged in a sepa-
rate territorial dispute with a politically dissimilar adversary that is both:
(a) more powerful militarily, and (b) had been involved in prior milita-
rized conflict over disputed territory within the past five years. A state
is considered to possess a military advantage if it holds a majority (0.5
or greater) in the short-term balance of capabilities measure described
in Chapter 3. We use the data set of territorial disputes listed in Appen-
dices B–F to identify all adversaries who used force in a territorial dispute
within the past five years. Once again, we rely on the coding procedures
for PAF1i to determine if two adversaries are politically dissimilar.

Political insecurity and politically dissimilar states
The measures to test the final hypotheses, PAF3i and PAF3ii, are cre-
ated through the use of several interactive dummy variables. The dummy
variables for dissimilarity and the presence of an external threat are taken
directly from the coding rules for PA1i and PAF2i–ii.9 The only addition

8 We include in the statistical model dummy variables to indicate whether the challenger
and target are facing political threats. The inclusion of these control variables allows us
to examine the impact of similarity when either state is threatened. For the Status Quo
Stage we include variables for both internal and external threats, since we use internal
threats to test PAF2i and PAF2ii and external threats to test PAF3i and PAF3ii in the
Challenge the Status Quo Stage.

9 For hypotheses PA2i and PA2ii we consider both internal and external threats. But for
PA3i and PA3ii we only consider external threats due to the difficulty in ascertaining
whether domestic groups share a common political ideology with the state’s territorial
dispute adversary.
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is that we use the classification of regimes described earlier to determine
whether the state posing the outside threat is similar to the territorial
disputant (for PAF3i) or its dispute adversary (for PAF3ii).

Conclusion

The hypotheses of the Political Affinity Model are inherently dyadic in na-
ture since political similarity or dissimilarity between states is the focus of
theoretical analysis. One of the advantages of this model is its potential to
explain variation in conflict within both democratic and non-democratic
dyads. Much of the existing democratic peace literature focuses largely
on behavior within democratic dyads. This model does not aggregate all
non-democratic dyads into a single category, but instead recognizes sev-
eral different types of non-democratic regimes. We attempt to draw out
the theoretical implications of this variation in non-democratic regimes
to understand political and military relations between non-democratic
states. Another advantage of this model is that while it expects mixed
dyads composed of politically dissimilar states to be generally more con-
flictual, it also attempts to identify when dissimilar states would have
incentives to avoid diplomatic and military conflict.

One important difference between the Political Affinity Model and
the International Politics Model is that political institutions abroad are
critical in shaping incumbent leaders’ assessments of external threats and
likely allies. In the International Politics Model, political differences or
similarities between states are not viewed as primary causes of alliance
formation or threat perception.10 The Affinity Model also differs from the
Political Norms and Political Accountability Models in that it does not
logically predict that democratic states should generally be less aggressive
in mixed dyads. Thus, while the Norms Model posits that we should
find a strong monadic effect for democracies in the empirical results, the
Affinity Model clearly predicts only a dyadic effect for democracies.

At this point, three different models of domestic political institutions
and foreign policy choices have been presented in tandem with a realist-
type model of international politics. Most of the hypotheses derived

10 In this respect the Political Affinity Model converges with arguments by constructivist
scholars (e.g. Adler and Barnett 1998; Cronin 1999; Kivimaki 2001; Reus-Smit 1999;
Wendt 1999) that shared identities across states can have far-reaching implications for
achieving cooperative agreements, resolving conflicts, and avoiding military conflict.
One difference, however, is that constructivists generally (Reus-Smit [1999] is clearly
an exception, as is Cronin [1999] to a lesser extent) place greater emphasis on state
interactions over time and the social learning resulting from such interactions as a source
of identity formation. The Political Affinity Model, however, anchors identity formation
in domestic political institutions.



Domestic institutions and the Political Affinity Model 137

from these three models are quite different from each other, and in
all cases the operational measures for even similar hypotheses are no-
tably different. As a result, the results produced by statistical tests of
the various models should provide very useful information for evaluat-
ing the relative explanatory power of the hypotheses and their supporting
logic.



7 Empirical results for decisions to challenge
the status quo

In this and the next two chapters we assess the explanatory power of the
international and domestic politics hypotheses we derived in the previous
four chapters. In particular, we evaluate the relative ability of each of our
four models – the International Politics Model, the Political Accountabil-
ity Model, the Political Norms Model, and the Political Affinity Model –
to explain the actions of state leaders in each of the three stages of terri-
torial disputes laid out in Chapter 2. Once again, the three decisions we
want to understand are: (1) the decision of challenger states regarding
whether and how to challenge the territorial status quo, (2) the decisions
of both challengers and targets to offer concessions during rounds of
talks over disputed territory, and (3) the decisions of challengers and tar-
gets to escalate initial military confrontation by mobilizing or employing
higher levels of force. In Chapter 7 we examine the decisions of chal-
lengers in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage, and then in Chapters 8
and 9 we examine the decisions of both states in the Negotiations and
Escalation Stages, respectively. We test our slate of hypotheses through
a series of quantitative tests using our data set on 348 territorial dis-
putes that span the period 1919–1995 (as described in Chapter 2 and in
Appendices B–E).

While we employ a different statistical model for the Status Quo Stage
as opposed to the Negotiations and Military Escalation Stages, there are
a few model estimation features common to all of our statistical tests.
In each chapter we present the results of the statistical analysis sequen-
tially, beginning with tests of the International Politics Model. As noted
in Chapter 3, we treat this model as a starting point for theoretical anal-
ysis. After our initial presentation of results for the International Politics
Model, we then consider each of the domestic-level models – the Polit-
ical Accountability Model, the Political Norms Model, and the Political
Affinity Model – as alternative approaches for explaining foreign policy
choices. For each test of the domestic politics models we also include
the set of variables from the International Politics Model. This consistent
approach to model specification facilitates our assessment of empirical

138



Empirical results for decisions to challenge the status quo 139

results across each of the domestic models and allows us to compare
the relative explanatory power of the domestic and international politics
models.

Furthermore, we estimate three separate equations to test the Polit-
ical Accountability and Political Norms Models due to the number of
hypotheses that comprise these two general models. Specifically, we es-
timate an “across regimes” equation, a “within regimes” equation, and
a “dyadic” equation. Dividing the estimation in this manner is the most
effective way to test such a wide range of arguments, and also makes
the most sense conceptually. Another feature of model estimation is that
we estimate all models using Huber or “robust” standard errors due to
concerns with possible contemporaneous correlation and non-constant
variances across the units of observation.1 The primary trade-off of this
decision is a slight loss of efficiency in our standard error estimates.
Finally, we also run numerous auxiliary regressions to check for the pres-
ence of multicollinearity. In most cases the level of multicollinearity is
relatively low (auxiliary r2 <0.4) and there is little reason for concern.
However, in the few instances in which multicollinearity is high, we dis-
cuss the nature of the multicollinearity and allay fears that such multi-
collinearity affects the validity of our results.

Moving to the presentation of results, we present our estimated results
in a consistent fashion across all statistical models in all chapters. Most
importantly, due to the non-linear nature of our models we always include
a series of predicted probability results to provide a more substantive in-
terpretation of variable effects. We estimate the impact of discrete changes
in particular variables on the predicted probability of certain outcomes
by holding all other variables constant. While the coefficient results for
each econometric model typically provide a basic sense of the estimated
direction and significance of hypothesized relationships, these predicted
probability results are often more substantively meaningful. We then con-
clude each chapter with a summary discussion of the overall performance
of each theoretical model and the implications for the literature on the
democratic peace.

Estimation of the Challenge the Status Quo Stage

Before presenting the results of statistical tests for the Challenge the
Status Quo Stage, it is useful to describe a few features of the data and

1 Because the observations in our data set (particularly rounds of talks and militarized
disputes) span different numbers of months, we are especially sensitive to concerns with
heteroskedasticity.
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the statistical models used to generate these results. As we discussed in
Chapter 2, three choices are available to the leaders of states in the Chal-
lenge the Status Quo Stage (see Figure 2.2):
a. Refrain from initiatives and maintain the prevailing status quo.
b. Propose talks and rely on negotiations to secure changes in the status

quo.
c. Resort to threats of military force in support of territorial claims.
Since these three choices are not ordered in any definitive way, we use
a model that treats outcomes as nominal instead of ordered.2 At first
glance there may be a temptation to treat the three options of “doing
nothing,” “engaging in negotiations,” and “threatening force” as ordered.
One thought is that pursuing talks might constitute a middle-of-the-road
or less costly way in which to advance a territorial claim short of threat-
ening force. However, a strong case could also be made that engaging in
talks is perhaps the least conflictual option, since doing nothing implies
maintaining one’s territorial claim whereas holding talks might signify
an attempt to resolve the territorial issue cooperatively.3 Nevertheless,
if the “true” dependent variable is indeed ordered in some way, then a
model for nominal dependent variables is simply inefficient compared to
a model for ordered dependent variables. Yet this slight loss in efficiency is
less pernicious than the effects of treating a variable that is truly nominal
as if it were ordered, in which case the results might be severely biased
(see Long 1997).4 Furthermore, unlike models for ordered outcomes,
models for nominal outcomes allow us to make pair-wise comparisons
of any two choices, which is quite useful given the logic of many of our
hypotheses.

As a result, we estimate a series of multinomial logit models to ex-
plain the decisions of leaders in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage.5

2 Models for nominal outcomes are fairly rare in political science, but have become some-
what more popular recently. The relative scarcity of such models is likely due to data
limitations, perceived difficulties in presenting the results of such models, as well as com-
putational difficulties and software limitations. Nevertheless, the most popular and most
statistically feasible of these models is the multinomial logit model, which is the model
we employ in this chapter.

3 In the first ordering a call for negotiations is construed as a form of challenge, whereas
in the second ordering a call for negotiations is seen as a move towards accommodation
or attempted resolution of the dispute.

4 According to Long,“. . . when a method for ordinal variables is applied to a nominal
dependent variable, the resulting estimates are biased or even nonsensical. If there is any
question about the ordinality of the dependent variable, the potential loss of efficiency
in using models for nominal outcomes is outweighed by avoiding potential bias” (1997:
149).

5 Within the field of political science multinomial logit has been used to study voting in
US elections (Whitten and Palmer 1996), voting in foreign elections (Domı́nguez and
McCann 1996; Powers and Cox 1997), candidate strategies (Sellers 1998), and value
orientations (Clarke et al. 1999). Within the subfield of international relations, Bennett
and Nordstrom (2000) have used multinomial logit to study foreign policy substitutability.
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Multinomial logit has the advantage of being the most straightforward
and computationally feasible model for the estimation of equations in
which the dependent variables have more than two outcomes that are
not clearly ordered (Amemiya 1985; Greene 1997; Long 1997; Maddala
1983). We also consider a number of alternative models, yet none of
these alternatives provides a better fit for our purposes than multinomial
logit.6 The primary drawback of multinomial logit is the fairly restric-
tive independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) assumption. The IIA
assumption is met when an individual’s preferences among alternatives
remain consistent regardless of which choices are or are not available
(McFadden 1978, 1981).7 IIA is most likely to be a problem when any
two outcome choices are clear substitutes. If the IIA assumption does not
hold, then parameter estimates will be inconsistent. We employ the two
best-known tests for the IIA assumption, the Hausman test (Hausman
and McFadden 1984) and the Small–Hsiao test (Small and Hsiao 1985),
and find no evidence to reject IIA in any of our models.8 As has been

6 We also considered the use of a multinomial probit model. Multinomial probit is more
flexible than multinomial logit: it does not assume independence among alternative
choices and allows for correlations across the disturbances of the choices. It does, how-
ever, require at least one parameter to be set to zero for identification purposes, which was
conceptually difficult in our situation. Nevertheless, we attempted to estimate a series of
multinomial probit models for the Challenge the Status Quo Game. In several cases we
were unable to achieve convergence. When the models did converge, the results from the
multinomial probit models were quite similar to those from the multinomial logit models.
Yet in the end we chose mulitinomial logit, given the difficulties in estimating multinomial
probit and since we have no reason to believe we have not met the assumptions for using
multinomial logit.

7 The classic example used to illustrate IIA is the red bus/blue bus example. Imagine an
individual can choose between driving a car or taking a red bus to work. Assume the
probability of each option is 0.5, thus the ratio between driving a car and choosing the
red bus is 1:1. If a new bus company begins service, then the probability of driving a car
to work might stay the same (0.5), but the probability of choosing the red bus might drop
to 0.25 if half of the red bus riders switch to the blue bus. Now the ratio of those driving
cars to those riding the red bus has risen to 2:1. Thus IIA has been violated. Within
political science, for example, one is forced to assume that the probability of voting for
Bill Clinton vs. George Bush in 1992 did not change with Ross Perot’s addition to the
race. Similarly, under the IIA assumption, the likelihood of voting for Al Gore vs. George
W. Bush in 2000 would not be affected by Ralph Nader’s entry into the race.

8 The Hausman test, which is the most popular and best-known test, compares the multi-
nomial logit estimator with an estimator that is considered to be consistent (Hausman and
McFadden 1984). The somewhat lesser-known test, the Small–Hsiao test, amounts to a
modified version of the standard likelihood ratio test (Small and Hsiao 1985). Both tests
compare an unrestricted model containing all choices with a restricted model in which
one choice is eliminated. In all cases we perform the tests after first eliminating the option
of negotiations, and then eliminating the option of military force. The removal of either
of the two forms of challenge is the most logical scenario in which IIA might be violated,
since one might argue plausibly that these two choices could be seen as substitutes. At
times we also witness a negative chi-square statistic for the Hausman test. Hausman and
McFadden claim this should be interpreted as evidence that IIA has not been violated
(Hausman and McFadden 1984: 1226).
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noted by others, in the simple case with only three dependent variable
choices, the multinomial logit model is essentially equivalent to estimat-
ing three separate binary logit models that compare a to b, then a to c,
and ultimately b to c (Alvarez and Nagler 1998; Hausman and McFadden
1984). Yet the single multinomial logit model is more efficient than the
three binary logit models.

As discussed in Chapter 1, our data set is not based upon dyad-year
observations. Instead, each round of talks and each militarized dispute is
included as an observation in our operational data set. We also include a
series of non-challenge observations; that is, time periods or “episodes”
in which a challenger state does not issue a formal challenge to dispute
territory. Thus the data set used in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage
consists of three types of cases: diplomatic initiatives to hold talks, mili-
tarized disputes, and periods of inactivity. For operational purposes, in-
formation on independent variables for the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage is drawn from the beginning of each “play” of the Challenge the
Status Quo Stage, or more precisely, from the month in which the chal-
lenger initiates a militarized confrontation or proposes that a round of
talks begins.

Cases in which the challenger does not call for negotiations or initi-
ate the use of force but rather accepts the status quo are more difficult
to conceptualize and operationalize. We utilize a “twelve-month rule” to
identify and create observations of “no challenge” to the territorial status
quo. According to this selection rule, once twelve months have elapsed
since a challenger state has threatened force or called for talks, it is consid-
ered not to have challenged the territorial status quo during that period
of time. That period is then included in the data set as a case in which no
challenge was made.9 Each successive twelve months of activity is treated
in the same way until the state once again calls for a new round of talks or
threatens force. We also considered and employed a number of additional
specifications for the decision to “do nothing.”10 We found the results for

9 In this situation, we take the data at that moment in time (i.e. that month) and use this
information to create the observation of “no challenge” in the Challenge the Status Quo
data set.

10 One option is to use a modified version of the twelve-month rule. In this case, periods
of inactivity that are temporally distant from rounds of talks or militarized disputes are
less relevant than periods of inactivity directly following or directly preceding observable
activities. The logic is that states are more likely to actually consider the issue and to
consciously decide to do nothing in periods when the territorial issue is salient as op-
posed to dormant. So the twelve-month rule is utilized for up to five years after some
action and three or fewer years before some observable action. A final strategy is to ran-
domly sample periods of inactivity from the months in which no action was taken. We in-
cluded various numbers of random observations of inactivity as a control for “no action”
and found only minor differences based upon the number of random observations
included.
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the Challenge the Status Quo Stage to be very stable regardless of the
coding rule we employed for including observations of no challenge to
the status quo.

Finally, the temporal structure of the data also raises some concerns
about serial correlation. We draw on Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) and
include a variable to count the number of months since the challenger
last undertook some activity, whether it was a call for talks or threat of
force (see also Beck 1998). This variable serves primarily as a control for
the impact of time and past history on decisions to challenge the status
quo.

We end up with 6,542 observations for the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage. The most frequent choice of the challenger is to maintain the sta-
tus quo and refrain from either diplomatic or military initiatives (approx-
imately 67 percent of the observations). In contrast, the leaders of chal-
lenger states initiate talks about 27 percent (1,782 observations) of the
time while resorting to military threats only 6 percent (390 observations)
of the time.11 The central question is how well each of the theoretical
models can account for these empirical patterns, particularly decisions
either to pursue negotiations or to adopt a more confrontational policy
of coercion by threatening force.

On the whole, we find that the International Politics Model provides
considerable insight into decisions to threaten force but is far less useful
for understanding when leaders choose to rely on negotiations. Further-
more, the Political Accountability and Norms Models produce strong
findings for decisions to seek negotiations and to threaten force. The
Political Affinity Model, however, is only weakly supported by the sta-
tistical results. The findings in this chapter provide strong support for
the conclusion that the diplomatic and military policies adopted by state
leaders in international disputes are shaped systematically by domestic
political institutions and norms as well as the international strategic con-
text of political and military relations. As a result, the supportive findings
for the Political Accountability and Norms Models in this chapter address
a number of debates in the democratic peace literature and contribute
to our understanding of how domestic politics influences international
relations.

11 These totals for rounds of talks and initiations of force are slightly higher than the
numbers found in the analysis of the Negotiations and Escalation Stages in Chapters 8
and 9, as well as those reported in some tables in Chapter 2. In some of the disputes in
which both states are considered challengers, it is impossible to determine which country
actually initiated a round of talks or a military confrontation and thus we consider both
countries to have issued a challenge. When we analyze the outcome of such talks or
military confrontations, however, we eliminate one of these “joint” cases in order to
avoid duplication. This explains why the number of “challenges” through talks or force
is slightly higher than the actual number of rounds of talks or militarized disputes.
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Results of statistical tests

Before turning to a more detailed discussion of the results for each model,
we want to explain how the statistical findings are reported in the tables
below. Multinomial logit estimation requires one category to serve as the
baseline category. The coefficient estimates for this option are thus set to
zero for standardization purposes. For our purposes, the choice of “no
challenge to the status quo” is the logical baseline category. The results
for the remaining two choices – call for negotiations or initiate force – are
presented in comparison to this baseline option of not issuing a challenge.
But since we also care about the direct comparison of calling for talks
versus threatening force, we simply re-estimate the model using “call for
talks” as the baseline category. This is a straightforward transformation
of the same model (Liao 1994).

As a result, for each estimated model in this chapter we present three
sets of coefficient results (along with statistical significance) that directly
compare the challenger’s utility for each status quo stage option vis-à-vis
the remaining two options. In particular, we present comparisons of the
attractiveness of: (1) pursuing talks vs. maintaining the status quo, (2)
initiating threats of force vs. maintaining the status quo, and (3) threat-
ening force vs. initiating talks. These pairwise comparisons allow us to
evaluate systematically the challenger’s likelihood of choosing each op-
tion compared to any particular alternative. By examining the signs and
statistical significance of these multinomial logit coefficients we can draw
some conclusions about whether the various hypotheses are supported.

It is not possible, however, to assess directly the substantive impact
of each variable based on the reported logit coefficients. As a result, we
utilize predicted probability estimates to examine the substantive impact
of a discrete change in a particular variable of interest (Long 1997). The
general procedure is that we run a pair (or series) of estimations in which
we hold the values of all but one variable in an equation constant, while
changing the value for this one variable of interest from a starting value
(typically zero or a low value) to a higher value. This allows us to better
understand the impact any particular variable has on the probability of a
challenger choosing among the options of maintaining the status quo or
initiating talks or threats of force.

Results for the International Politics Model

The empirical results for the International Politics Model are reported
in Table 7.1. Overall, the results of multinomial logit analysis are quite
supportive of the model. Almost all of the coefficients for the hypotheses
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tested have the correct signs, high levels of statistical significance, and
meaningful substantive effects.12 The overall picture that emerges from
these results is that state leaders are strategic in deciding when to chal-
lenge the status quo, particularly with respect to threats of force. Ques-
tions of relative military strength, the opportune times at which to test
the resolve of territorial adversaries, and the importance of the issues at
stake in disputed territory all influence the policy choices of leaders in
important ways.

The first conclusion to be drawn from Table 7.1 is that the multino-
mial logit results support four of the five hypotheses tested. That is, chal-
lenger states are more likely to seek negotiations and/or threaten force
when: the disputed territory is of strategic value (hypothesis IP3), the
challenger’s relative military strength increases (hypothesis IP2), and
the target state is engaged in a military conflict with another country
(hypothesis IP4ii). In contrast, talks or military threats are less likely
when challengers have common security interests with their territorial
adversary (hypothesis IP1).

For example, when the target is involved in a military confrontation
with another country, state leaders are particularly likely to challenge the
status quo by threatening force. We see in Table 7.2 that target dispute
involvement produces a 40 percent increase in the probability of the chal-
lenger threatening the target with force. While the military balance does
not have a systematic impact on the choice to initiate talks vs. maintain-
ing the status quo, challengers are more likely to threaten force vs. either
maintaining the status quo or initiating talks as the military balance shifts
to its advantage. In Table 7.2 we see that as the challenger’s military po-
sition changes from one of considerable weakness (a ratio of 1:10) to one
of decisive advantage (a ratio of 10:1), there is a steady increase in the
probability of threatening force, which rises from just above 5 percent
to nearly 13 percent. A good example of this pattern is the behavior of
Somalia in its dispute with Kenya. From 1960–2, when Britain was still
the colonial power, Somalia found itself at a great military disadvantage
and refrained from initiating any threats against the British. Between
1963 and 1967, however, Somalia initiated four militarized confronta-
tions against newly independent Kenya when the military balance had
shifted to a position of rough parity. Finally, after 1967 Somalia’s rela-
tive military position weakened and there were no new military conflicts
initiated by Somalia. Another example that illustrates the role played by
relative military strength is the behavior of Bolivia. In the period between

12 There is very little multicollinearity exhibited in any of the International Politics Model
tests (whether for the Status Quo, Negotiations, or Escalation Stages).
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the two world wars Bolivia was involved in disputes with Paraguay and
Chile. Bolivia initiated three military confrontations against Paraguay in
the 1930s and in each case had a military advantage. In contrast, Bolivia
found itself at a military disadvantage in its dispute with Chile and did
not initiate a single military confrontation during the inter-war period.

The results in Table 7.1 also indicate that challenges to disputed ter-
ritory are more likely when the disputed territory is of strategic value.13

In fact, the likelihood of a military challenge increases by nearly one-
third when the territory takes on some strategic value (see Table 7.2).
Argentina, for example, was much more likely to initiate threats of force
against Chile over the strategically located Beagle Channel Islands than
it was in disputes with Paraguay or Uruguay over non-strategic territory.
In Asia we find that China was also much more likely to initiate military
confrontations over disputed territory with strategic value (e.g. disputes
with Vietnam or India) compared to non-strategic territory (e.g. disputes
with Burma, Nepal, or Bhutan).

The final supportive finding in Table 7.1 is that if the challenger and tar-
get currently share a common territorial dispute adversary, these shared
security interests lead the challenger to be less active and confrontational
in pursuing territorial claims against the target, as expected in hypoth-
esis IP1. That is, the challenger is more likely to accept the prevailing
status quo and refrain from either talks or threats of force.14 Challengers
are particularly unlikely to use coercive military means to challenge the
prevailing territorial status quo when they share a common territorial dis-
pute adversary with the target. In Table 7.2 we see that common security
interests produce a 39 percent reduction in the predicted likelihood of
threatening force. For example, if we return to the case of Bolivia’s dis-
pute with Paraguay in the inter-war period we find that Bolivia did not
initiate any military confrontations when the two states shared a com-
mon adversary from 1919–27. However, Bolivia initiated three military

13 A similar finding holds when we substitute into the equation the alternative operational
measure for the value of disputed territory, the economic importance of territory. The
logit coefficients are positive and statistically significant, particularly for the choices
of initiating talks (z-statistic = 3.78, p < 0.001) or threatening force (z-statistic = 3.21,
p < 0.001) vs. maintaining the status quo.

14 As a robustness check we substitute into the equation alternative measures of common
security interests. The first alternative measure is the presence of a military alliance
between the challenger and target. The results we obtain using this indicator are not as
strong. The coefficients are always negative, as expected, but the only coefficient that
is clearly significant is for the choice between initiating talks vs. maintaining the status
quo (z-statistic = −2.09, p < 0.025). The second alternative measure is involvement
in a militarized dispute with a common adversary within the past two years. Here, once
again, the findings are not supportive. The signs of the coefficients vary and are always
insignificant, with z-statistics of less than 1.00.
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confrontations during the period 1928–38 when the two states no longer
shared a common adversary. The same pattern applies to the dispute
between Ecuador and Peru in the inter-war period. Until 1930 the two
states shared a common territorial dispute adversary and there were no
military conflicts during this period. After 1930, however, a common ad-
versary no longer existed and the two states experienced four military
conflicts. Finally, in the Middle East we find that during North Yemen’s
long dispute with the British over South Yemen military confrontations
were far more likely when North Yemen did not share a common territo-
rial adversary with the British. For example, between 1919 and 1926 and
then from 1935–59 a total of nine military confrontations were initiated
by North Yemen when no common adversary existed. However, when
Saudi Arabia becomes a common adversary of North Yemen and the UK
from 1927–34, then North Yemen refrains from initiating any military
confrontations against the British.

The second broad conclusion to draw from the findings in Table 7.1 is
that variables from the International Politics Model are generally stronger
in accounting for the decisions of state leaders to threaten force than they
are in explaining decisions to initiate talks. For example, as noted above,
the coefficient for the military balance variable is slightly negative but
statistically insignificant as an explanation for the choice of challengers
to initiate talks vs. maintain the status quo. The military balance vari-
able, however, is positive and highly significant as an explanation for the
choice of threatening force vs. either initiating talks or maintaining the
status quo. A similar pattern applies to the variable for the involvement
of the target in a military conflict with another country (IP4ii). Put dif-
ferently, there are no variables in the International Politics Model that
help to explain decisions to initiate talks but fail to say something about
decisions to threaten force. The reverse pattern, however, is evident in
several instances. The results in Table 7.3 reinforce this general point
by showing that the substantive effects of variables on decisions to initi-
ate talks are more modest, ranging from 4 percent to 9 percent changes
in predicted probability levels (column d). The comparable changes in
predicted probability values in Table 7.2, however, are much higher.

The only unexpected finding in Table 7.1 is that challengers actually
seem more likely to issue military challenges in territorial disputes when
they are simultaneously involved in military disputes with other countries,
contrary to hypothesis IP4i. The logic of this original hypothesis was
that if challengers were already engaged in military conflicts with other
states, they would be less likely to initiate concurrently threats of force
against their territorial adversary. The multinomial logit results, however,
indicate that challengers are more likely to issue such threats vs. either
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Table 7.4 Examples of challengers initiating threats of force in territorial
disputes despite involvement in militarized conflicts with other states

Challenger Year(s) Target in territorial dispute

EUROPE
Germany 1938–40 Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, Poland
Hungary 1938–41 Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia
Italy 1939–40 Albania
Russia 1919–20 Poland, Georgia
Russia 1939–46 Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Finland, Romania, Turkey
Yugoslavia 1919 Albania, Austria

ASIA
China 1947–48 Mongolia
China 1955–62 India, Burma, Nepal
India 1954–61 Portugal
Japan 1932–41 China, France, Mongolia

MIDDLE EAST
France 1919–20 Syria, Turkey
Great Britain 1920 Iraq
Great Britain 1953 Saudi Arabia
Iraq 1969–76 Kuwait
Israel 1953–66 Jordan

accepting the status quo or initiating talks. If the data set is examined
more closely, we find a number of cases that seem to fit this pattern and
list these examples in Table 7.4. While we do not have a clear explanation
for this finding, what we see in Table 7.4 is that often the challenger
is much more powerful than its adversary (e.g. Germany, Russia, and
China vs. neighboring states), or the challenger threatens the target at an
opportune time when the target is already confronted with military threats
from other states (e.g. Hungary vs. Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, Japan
vs. France, France vs. Turkey). This suggests that the possibility of a
second military conflict was either not considered likely since the weak
target would back down, or the challenger did not believe that a military
conflict with the target would require a substantial diversion of forces
from its other military confrontation.

It is also worth noting the impact of the control variable we included
to take into account trends over time in how active the challenger was in
pursuing its claim to disputed territory (Time Since Last Challenge). This
variable measures the number of months since the challenger had most
recently initiated talks or a threat of force. The negative and statistically
significant relationship between this variable and any form of challenge to
the status quo is quite intuitive (Table 7.1). The longer the period since
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the last attempt to challenge the status quo, the less likely we should be
to expect any current challenges to the status quo. This strong, negative
relationship is evident in all models of the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage.

We next turn our attention to the results for each of the domestic pol-
itics models. As noted above, we include the variables from the Interna-
tional Politics Model (as reported in Table 7.1) in all equations that test
hypotheses from each domestic model. The results for the International
Politics Model are robust and the coefficient estimates and significance
levels of variables remain very stable across all of the multinomial logit
analyses for the domestic models. As a result, we do not discuss these
results further but instead focus on the new findings for each test of the
domestic models.

Results for the Political Accountability Model

While the initial results for the International Politics Model help us to
understand how the international context influences choices to challenge
the status quo, we now turn to the central findings in this chapter con-
cerning the role of domestic political variables. In Chapter 4 we classified
hypotheses derived from the Political Accountability Model into three
broad areas. The first were hypotheses that compared democratic and
non-democratic systems, while the second and third sets of hypothe-
ses related to comparisons within these two regime types and among
dyads. In discussing the multinomial logit results, we follow this same
set-up and present the findings sequentially for each of these categories of
hypotheses.

The overall conclusion to be drawn from the logit results is that demo-
cratic leaders, compared to their non-democratic counterparts, are less
likely to threaten military force to seek a change in the territorial status
quo, but are more likely to rely on negotiations to push their territorial
claims. This pattern holds true regardless of whether the adversary is
democratic or not. As a result, there is clear evidence of monadic effects
associated with democracy in reducing the threat of military confronta-
tions in territorial disputes. At the same time, our results also show that
democratic leaders can be quite aggressive when they anticipate that con-
frontational policies will generate political support at home.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders of democratic
and non-democratic states

The strongest result in Table 7.5 is that as challengers become more
democratic, leaders are less likely to turn to military threats and to
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instead favor negotiations over threats of force.15 All three coefficients for
theChallenger Level of Democracy variable have the predicted signs and are
statistically significant at the 0.01 level. Furthermore, in Table 7.6 we
see that a change from being highly non-democratic to highly demo-
cratic (a change in the net-democracy score from −10 to +10) leads
to a nearly 70 percent reduction in the probability of threatening force.
In contrast, the same change in democracy levels leads to a 41 percent
increase in the likelihood of seeking talks over disputed territory (see
Table 7.7). These are strong results in support of hypothesis PA1i.16 We
should note that these results indicate that democratic challengers are not
more willing to accept the territorial status quo; they simply choose to use
negotiations instead of military coercion as the means by which to advance
their claims. The behavior of Argentina nicely illustrates the impact of
democracy on decisions to challenge the status quo. For example, five
military confrontations were initiated against the British over the Falkland
Islands but four of these took place (1976–82) when Argentina was highly
undemocratic. Furthermore, Argentina initiated ten military confronta-
tions against Chile in its long-standing dispute and all ten of these military
confrontations were initiated when Argentina was non-democratic. In
contrast, during each of the periods (often short-lived) of democratic rule
in Argentina from 1919–95 there were no cases of military confrontations
being initiated by Argentine leaders. The Argentine pattern is evident in
other regions as well. In fact, if we put together a list of countries that
initiated military confrontations most frequently, we find that all of them
are non-democratic. For example, Cambodia initiated seven threats,

15 We encounter a number of relatively high auxiliary r2 values when checking for mul-
ticollinearity among the variables in this model. In particular, we obtain auxiliary r2

values ranging from 0.5 to 0.75 when we regress the challenger democracy score vari-
able, or any of the interaction terms containing this challenger democracy term, on all
other independent variables in the model. We then re-run the model several times and
test only one accountability model hypotheses each time, deleting the other variables
from the accountability model that seem to be the source of the multicollinearity. In all
cases, the original results from the full equation are upheld for the challenger democracy
variable and each democracy-based interaction term being tested. The results for the
international politics variables also remain unchanged.

16 These reported effects for the Challenger Level of Democracy variable do not take into
account the impact of the challenger’s democracy level as it is funneled through the
interaction terms with stalemate, ethnic ties, military weakness, and enduring rivalry.
Therefore, this estimate for the impact of challenger democracy represents the “baseline”
effect for challenger democracy, separate from the influence of challenger democracy un-
der certain qualifying conditions (stalemate, ethnic ties, etc.). Therefore we re-estimate
this model by deleting all interaction terms containing the challenger democracy level
variable to see what changes, if any, occur to the estimates for Challenger Level of Democ-
racy term. After re-estimation thisChallenger Level of Democracy variable retains the exact
same signs as before, and all three coefficient estimates for this variable maintain the same
signs and are still significant at the 0.01 level.
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Yugoslavia and Turkey initiated eight military conflicts, and North Yemen
started fifteen military confrontations. There are also many examples of
challengers becoming much more likely to initiate talks during periods of
democratic rule compared to periods of authoritarian leadership. Once
again, the case of Argentina is instructive. During periods of democratic
rule, Argentina proposed talks in about 43 percent of Challenge the Status
Quo Stage observations, while during periods of authoritarian rule this
rate was only about 17 percent. Another example is Spain in its dispute
with the British over Gibraltar. Spain turned to negotiations eleven times
during the period of democratic rule from 1977–95, while only fifteen
rounds of talks were initiated over the far longer period of non-democratic
rule from 1919–75.

Greater political accountability can also induce political leaders to be-
come confrontational if they expect that domestic audiences will rally
behind such policies, as argued in hypotheses PA2i and PA2ii. The re-
sults in Table 7.5 are generally supportive of these two hypotheses. That
is, democratic leaders are likely to be more active in pursuing territo-
rial claims through both negotiations and threats of force when ethnic
co-nationals populate disputed territory. In Tables 7.6 and 7.7 we see
that when ethnic co-nationals are involved, highly democratic leaders
are roughly 85 percent and 20 percent more likely than highly non-
democratic leaders to threaten force and initiate talks, respectively. A
good example of this pattern would include Poland’s record of five mili-
tary confrontations and eleven rounds of talks initiated in disputes with
Czechoslovakia, Germany, Lithuania, and the Soviet Union during the
short-lived period of Polish democratic rule between 1919 and 1924. In
each case, Polish governments sought to incorporate territories populated
by ethnic co-nationals. A similar pattern applies to Czech democratic
leaders right after World War I when they proposed multiple rounds of
talks and initiated a military confrontation in an attempt to extend their
borders with Austria, Hungary, and Poland in order to include territories
populated by Czech and Slovak populations.

Our next finding is that there is no discernible difference in the propen-
sity of democratic leaders to turn to force against enduring rivals as com-
pared to non-democratic leaders. While the enduring rivalry control vari-
able is positive and statistically significant for the decisions to threaten
force vs. maintain the status quo or initiate talks in Table 7.5, the inter-
action term for the variable Democracy ∗ Enduring Rivalry is insignificant
across all three outcomes on the dependent variable. This indicates that
all states are more likely to challenge the status quo when the territorial
claim is against an enduring rival and that democratic leaders are not sys-
tematically different in their behavior towards enduring rivals, as argued
in PA2i (i.e. they are just as likely to threaten force).



T
ab

le
7.

8
M
ul
tin
om
ia
ll
og
it
re
su
lts
fo
r
Po
lit
ic
al
A
cc
ou
nt
ab
ili
ty
M
od
el
:
hy
po
th
es
es
co
m
pa
ri
ng
di
ffe
re
nc
es
w
ith
in
re
gi
m
es

fo
r
S
ta
tu
s
Q
uo
S
ta
ge

D
ec

is
io

n
to

in
it

ia
te

ta
lk

s
D

ec
is

io
n

to
th

re
at

en
fo

rc
e

D
ec

is
io

n
to

th
re

at
en

fo
rc

e
vs

.m
ai

nt
ai

n
st

at
us

qu
o

vs
.m

ai
nt

ai
n

st
at

us
qu

o
vs

.i
ni

ti
at

e
ta

lk
s

V
ar

ia
bl

e
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

t
z

p-
va

lu
e

C
oe

ffi
ci

en
t

z
p-

va
lu

e
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

t
z

p-
va

lu
e

L
eg

is
la

ti
ve

su
pp

or
t

fo
r

ch
al

le
ng

er
go

ve
rn

m
en

t
−.

00
1

−.
35

—
.0

10
1.

01
—

.0
11

1.
12

—
L

eg
is

la
ti

ve
su

pp
or

t
fo

r
ta

rg
et

go
ve

rn
m

en
t

.0
01

.2
9

—
−.

00
4

−.
83

—
−.

00
5

−.
93

—
T

im
e

si
nc

e
el

ec
ti

on
s

in
ch

al
le

ng
er

−.
00

8
−2

.7
9

<
.0

1
−.

01
1

−1
.5

3
<

.1
0

−.
00

2
−.

30
—

R
ec

en
t

el
ec

ti
on

s
in

ta
rg

et
.2

19
2.

38
<

.0
1

−.
00

6
−.

03
—

−.
22

4
−1

.1
1

—
S

ec
ur

e
no

n-
de

m
oc

ra
ti

c
ch

al
le

ng
er

.0
95

1.
33

<
.1

0
.1

30
1.

04
—

.0
35

.2
7

—
S

ec
ur

e
no

n-
de

m
oc

ra
ti

c
ta

rg
et

.0
14

.1
7

—
−.

24
0

−1
.6

7
<

.0
5

−.
25

4
−1

.6
8

<
.0

5
C

on
tr

ol
fo

r
ch

al
le

ng
er

de
m

oc
ra

cy
.6

99
3.

40
<

.0
01

−.
92

2
−1

.4
8

<
.1

0
−1

.6
2

−2
.5

7
<

.0
1

C
on

tr
ol

fo
r

ta
rg

et
de

m
oc

ra
cy

−.
05

3
−.

31
—

.1
05

.2
9

—
.1

58
.4

2
—

IN
T

E
R

N
A

T
IO

N
A

L
P

O
L

IT
IC

S
M

O
D

E
L

M
ili

ta
ry

ba
la

nc
e

−.
05

9
−.

47
—

1.
30

6.
04

<
.0

01
1.

36
5.

93
<

.0
01

S
tr

at
eg

ic
va

lu
e

of
te

rr
it

or
y

.1
56

2.
36

<
.0

1
.2

98
2.

55
<

.0
1

.1
41

1.
15

—
C

om
m

on
se

cu
ri

ty
in

te
re

st
s

−.
10

1
−1

.6
1

<
.1

0
−.

52
4

−4
.1

4
<

.0
01

−.
42

3
−3

.2
0

<
.0

01
T

ar
ge

t
ot

he
r

di
sp

ut
e

in
vo

lv
em

en
t

−.
04

1
−.

61
—

.3
71

2.
88

<
.0

1
.4

12
3.

04
<

.0
1

C
ha

lle
ng

er
ot

he
r

di
sp

ut
e

in
vo

lv
em

en
t

−.
10

8
−1

.4
7

<
.1

0
.4

86
3.

88
<

.0
01

∗
.5

94
4.

46
<

.0
01

∗
C

on
tr

ol
fo

r
ti

m
e

si
nc

e
la

st
ch

al
le

ng
e

−.
00

7
−1

0.
16

<
.0

01
−.

01
7

−6
.2

4
<

.0
01

−.
01

0
−3

.4
8

<
.0

01

H
au

sm
an

T
es

t
fo

r
II

A
:

D
ro

p
T

al
ks

:χ
2

7.
83

(1
5d

f)
,p

=
.9

3,
do

no
t

re
je

ct
II

A
D

ro
p

F
or

ce
:χ

2
−.

03
(1

5d
f)

,d
o

no
t

re
je

ct
II

A
S

m
al

l–
H

si
ao

T
es

t
fo

r
II

A
:

D
ro

p
T

al
ks

:χ
2

17
.5

2
(1

5d
f)

,p
=

.2
9,

do
no

t
re

je
ct

II
A

D
ro

p
F

or
ce

:χ
2

9.
21

(1
5d

f)
,p

=
.8

7,
do

no
t

re
je

ct
II

A
N

=
65

42
L

og
L

ik
el

ih
oo

d
=

−4
82

7.
46

0
N
ot
e:

∗ =
T

w
o-

ta
ile

d
te

st
of

si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

(a
ll

ot
he

r
p-

va
lu

es
ba

se
d

on
on

e-
ta

ile
d

te
st

s)
.



Empirical results for decisions to challenge the status quo 159

The remaining results in Table 7.5 do not provide support for hypothe-
sized differences in the behavior of democratic and non-democratic chal-
lengers. For example, it was expected that democratic leaders would be
less likely to turn to military force in response to stalemates in negoti-
ations than non-democratic leaders (hypothesis PA1iii). But the coeffi-
cients for the Democracy ∗ Stalemate term are not statistically significant,
though they do have the correct signs.17 Similarly, it was expected that
democratic leaders would be more hesitant to initiate military threats in
a situation of military disadvantage (PA1i), but the coefficients for this
variable, too, are not statistically significant.18 Finally, challengers are not
less likely to challenge democratic targets as hypothesized in PA1ii. The
coefficients for the variable are actually positive, and once again do not
reach standard levels of statistical significance.

In sum, if we look across these results, the hypotheses that posit ba-
sic differences or similarities in the behavior of democratic and non-
democratic leaders are solidly supported. If we try to push the analysis
further, however, with more fine-grained comparisons and hypotheses,
the empirical evidence generally does not support the conclusion that
the behavior of democratic leaders differs in systematic ways from that of
non-democratic leaders.

Results for hypotheses that draw comparisons among leaders
of democratic and non-democratic states

When we test hypotheses about differences in expected behavior among
democratic leaders, we find that the timing of elections is quite impor-
tant. In particular, among democratic challengers there seems to be an
electoral cycle in which leaders are more willing to be active in pursuing
territorial claims, including both talks and threats of forces, in periods
shortly after national elections. This later finding is consistent with prior
research that indicates that democracies are more likely to be involved in
wars in periods shortly after national elections (Gaubatz 1999). As the
time since the most recent national election increases, democratic leaders
become more wary of diplomatic and military initiatives, as expected in
PA4i. In Table 7.8 the coefficients for the challenger time since elec-
tion variable are negative and statistically significant for decisions either

17 In the results reported in Table 7.5 the stalemate variable is coded on the basis of a
one-year lag. However, we also check the robustness of results using two- and five-year
lags and find no important changes in the statistical results.

18 We check for the robustness of results for this variable by adjusting the threshold that
is used to code for a position of military weakness. The results always remain weak and
never support the hypothesis.
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to initiate talks or threaten force vs. maintaining the status quo.19 The
substantive effects for this variable are presented in Tables 7.9 and 7.10.
Challengers are 18 percent and 25 percent more likely to seek talks or
threaten force, respectively, when elections were held just three months
ago as opposed to if elections were held four years ago. For example, in all
three of Greece’s post-World War II disputes with Albania, Bulgaria, and
Cyprus rounds of talks were only held in periods shortly after national
elections had been held in Greece (not more than five months after an
election). Another example is France’s negotiating behavior in its three
Middle East disputes with the British right after World War I. In early
1920 the French open up talks within a period of two to four months
following national elections and in each dispute limited concessions are
offered by the French over the borders with British-controlled Palestine,
Jordan, and Iraq. There is also some evidence that challengers pay at-
tention to the electoral cycle of democratic targets, as hypothesized in
PA4ii. In Table 7.8 we see that challengers are more likely to seek talks
over disputed territory within the first twelve months following national
elections in the target. The coefficient for the Recent Elections in Target
variable is positive and statistically significant for the decision to initiate
talks vs. maintaining the status quo. In Table 7.9 we find that elections
within the past year for the target produces a 16 percent increase in the
probability that the challenger will propose talks. However, challenger
decisions to initiate threats of force are not linked to the timing of elec-
tions in democratic targets, so the results provide only partial support for
PA4ii.

The other hypothesis comparing democracies focuses on the strength of
opposition parties in national legislatures (PA3i and PA3ii). In Table 7.8
we see that the results are generally weak. The coefficients on the
challenger government legislative support variables are positive for the
comparisons of force versus maintaining the status quo and force vs.
initiating talks, but do not reach standard levels of statistical significance

19 We again test for multi-collinearity among all of the explanatory variables and obtain
a handful of high auxiliary r2 values. Specifically, we obtain auxiliary r2 values ranging
from 0.85 to 0.90 when we regress both the challenger (and target) net-democracy
and percentage seats variables on all other independent variables. These high values
are not surprising given the nature of this model. It is logical that measures that make
comparisons within democracies and within non-democracies should be correlated with
a variable indicating whether or not a state is democratic. Nevertheless, we check for
the stability of our original results by running separate regressions for democracies and
then for non-democracies. In both cases all of the variables retain the same signs and in
almost all cases the p-values do not change by more than 0.10. Furthermore, neither the
signs nor statistical significance for the key variables of this model (challenger and target
percentage of seats held by government, challenger and target election timing) change
in any substantively meaningful way.
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(z-statistics of 1.01 and 1.12, respectively). Challengers also do not seem
to be influenced by the strength or weakness of opposition parties in
democratic targets. Once again the signs of the coefficients are in the
predicted direction, but significance levels are very low.20 The fact that
the strength of opposition parties in both challenger and target legislatures
did not seem to influence the choices of challengers to initiate talks or
threats of force may be due to several reasons.

First, diplomatic initiatives often take place outside of public view. As
a result, leaders may not be concerned about the influence of domestic
political audiences at the early stages of initiatives, since the leaders of
opposition parties may not even be aware of such actions. Democratic
leaders may calculate that failures to make progress through preliminary
talks do not carry much in the way of domestic political risks. This same
type of logic can be applied to small-scale or limited military actions,
which remain largely unknown if they do not lead to further escalatory
actions. Empirically, we do not have systematic data on this question but
our case knowledge leads us to believe that there are a good number of
initiatives aimed at negotiations that are pursued in the initial stages with-
out much publicity or knowledge by the general public or by opposition
parties in the legislature. It is certainly true that if these initial talks con-
tinue and result in proposals for settlement that involve concessions of
disputed territory, then these diplomatic developments will become well
known and issues of ratification by the legislature are likely to loom much
larger. However, it is important to recognize that in this chapter we are
only focusing on the decision to seek talks and initiate negotiations. In the
next chapter we focus on the outcomes of negotiations and do find that
opposition party strength is important in explaining whether concessions
are offered by democratic leaders.

Second, there are divergent incentives to initiate talks or threats of
force that may mitigate the importance of potential legislative opposition
to such foreign policy actions. For example, if talks are initiated with the
desire of achieving a settlement in which territorial concessions may be
necessary, then the threat of opposition parties criticizing the agreement
and trying to block ratification should be important from the outset in
the calculations of democratic presidents and prime ministers. If demo-
cratic leaders, however, propose talks without expectations of being able
to reach a settlement or make progress towards a settlement, then talks

20 Several alternative operational measures of opposition strength, such as minority gov-
ernment status, number of parties in the cabinet, or seats controlled by the ruling party,
are substituted into the equation. In all cases, however, the results remain weak and do
not vary from those reported in Table 7.8.
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may nevertheless be pursued for other reasons. In particular, leaders may
pursue talks in an attempt to shift blame for the failure of talks on to the
shoulders of leaders in the other country, or to try and convince third
parties of one’s own commitment to negotiations and peaceful conflict
resolution. In these latter situations, since expectations of negotiations
leading to a possible settlement are low, concerns over ratification prob-
lems stemming from strong opposition in the legislature are not critical
barriers to the leadership’s decision to enter into talks.

Third, even if military threats do become publicly known there may
be a nationalist bias that discourages opposition leaders in the legislature
from quickly criticizing the government’s actions. If there is a wait-and-see
attitude among opposition elites and democratic leaders know this, they
may conclude that they have some flexibility to take military initiatives and
pull back if they conclude that escalation to high levels of force would be
quite risky. Once again, when we focus the analysis on levels of escalation
in Chapter 9, opposition strength in the legislature could prove more
important than it does at the stage of initiating limited military probes or
shows of force.

The final set of hypotheses focuses on non-democratic challengers. In
PA5i it was argued that non-democratic leaders who were relatively se-
cure (measured as the absence of any violent political rebellion within the
past year) and therefore did not face a strong threat of a violent politi-
cal opposition or military coups would be more willing to be active and
take risks in pursuit of territorial claims. The estimated results are only
partially supportive. For example, secure non-democratic challengers do
seem to be somewhat more likely to propose talks vs. maintaining the
status quo (see Table 7.8). However, the substantive change caused by
this variable is relatively small, as secure non-democratic leaders are only
5.5 percent more likely to seek talks than insecure non-democratic lead-
ers (see Table 7.9). Challengers, however, are less likely to threaten force
against a secure non-democratic leader in the target state as argued in
PA5ii. The coefficients for this variable in Table 7.8 are negative and
marginally significant for the decisions to threaten force vs. either main-
taining the status quo or initiating talks (p-values of less than 0.10 for
both). The logic of PA5ii was that challengers would be concerned that
secure leaders had the political flexibility to risk escalation and a military
conflict and therefore challengers would be more cautious in initiating
threats. In Table 7.10 we see a 20 percent reduction in the probability
of challengers threatening force when they face a secure non-democratic
political leader in the target state. A possible alternative argument was
that challengers would be more likely to initiate threats in this situation,
calculating that secure target leaders had the political strength to retreat
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in a crisis and survive politically. The results for this particular equation,
however, clearly suggest that challengers were not inclined to gamble in
this way.21

Results for hypotheses that compare across dyads
The final set of results to report for the Political Accountability Model
centers on patterns of behavior among democratic dyads and in dyads
consisting of democratic and non-democratic states (mixed dyads). In
PA6 we hypothesized that in territorial disputes between democratic
states we should expect to find a greater reliance on talks and negoti-
ations as opposed to threats of force. The results in Table 7.11 are very
supportive, with all of the coefficients for the democratic dyad variable
having the correct signs and achieving high levels of statistical signifi-
cance. Furthermore, the substantive effects for this variable are large,
which is indicated in Table 7.12. A challenger state that is part of a
democratic dyad is over 40 percent more likely to pursue negotiations
with its democratic territorial dispute adversary. On the other hand, the
probability of a challenger state in a democratic dyad threatening force is
just over 3 percent, compared to a figure of over 8 percent for a jointly
non-democratic dyad (a reduction of over 63 percent). The comparisons
in Table 7.13 confirm these same patterns. Challengers in democratic
dyads initiate talks far more frequently than military threats. The ratio
of talks to military threats in democratic dyads is greater than 13:1. The
corresponding ratio for non-democratic dyads, however, is just over 3:1.
Examples of the propensity of democratic dyads to hold talks would in-
clude the British proposing talks nine times with France in the dispute
over the border of Syria and Iraq from 1919–32, or Ireland’s twenty-eight
rounds of talks with the British over Northern Ireland without once ini-
tiating a military confrontation. In the Americas we find that democratic
El Salvador and Honduras in the 1980s and 1990s avoided any military
confrontations and held repeated talks, and that democratic Argentina
in the 1980s and 1990s initiated multiple rounds of talks but not a sin-
gle military confrontation in disputes with democratic Chile and Great
Britain. It is important to couple this dyadic effect of democracy with
the earlier reported finding of a strong monadic effect for democracy. As
we argued in Chapter 4, both monadic and dyadic effects are to be ex-
pected. The logic for dyadic effects, remember, follows from the general

21 We substitute into the equation alternative operational measures of the political security
of challenger and target leaders. These measures include coups within the past one or
two years, and no movement towards political liberalization within the past one or two
years. The results are generally weak with no clear pattern of results. The absence of
violent rebellion within the past year therefore produces the most consistent set of results.
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Table 7.13 The diplomatic and military behavior of democratic dyads in the
Challenge the Status Quo Stage

I. Democratic dyads
Number of Number of Number of Number of military Ratio of talks/

dyads observations rounds of talks confrontations military conflicts
74 732 263 20 13:1

II. Non-democratic dyads
Number of Number of Number of Number of military Ratio of talks/

dyads observations rounds of talks confrontations military conflicts
194 2826 708 207 3.4:1

logic of democratic leaders being more risk-averse to threatening force
and favoring negotiations instead.

For mixed dyads the hypothesis is that non-democratic challengers
should be the parties to more frequently initiate threats of force and to
favor force over negotiations (PA7i). The results in Table 7.11 strongly
support this hypothesis. Across all three policy options the coefficients are
in the predicted direction and are statistically significant. In Table 7.12
the large substantive effects of this variable are reported. Non-democratic
challengers in mixed dyads are nearly 20 percent less likely to propose
talks than are democratic challengers in mixed dyads. Perhaps more im-
portantly, these non-democratic challengers in mixed dyads are roughly
69 percent more likely to threaten force to advance a territorial claim than
are democratic challengers in mixed dyads. These are important results
that directly address the debate in the democratic peace literature as to
whether conflict in mixed dyads is a result of equally aggressive behavior
on the part of both democratic and non-democratic states. The findings
presented here point firmly towards the non-democratic side as the party
primarily responsible for initiating military conflicts in mixed dyads.

Several examples nicely illustrate these results. In the inter-war period
non-democratic Turkey initiated two military confrontations against the
British along the borders of Iraq between 1922 and 1926 and then in
the late 1930s initiated four military confrontations along the borders of
French-controlled Syria. China initiated multiple military probes along
the border with India in the period 1955–62, while non-democratic In-
donesia resorted to military threats and the use of force four times against
the Netherlands from 1950–61 in the dispute over West Irian. The be-
havior of Argentina is also quite consistent with the logit results. That is,
Argentina only initiated military confrontations against the British over
the Falklands during periods of authoritarian rule.
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Results for the Political Norms Model

We now turn to the results for the Political Norms Model. As with the
Political Accountability Model, hypotheses for the Norms Model are di-
rected at comparisons: of leaders from democratic and non-democratic
political systems, among leaders of each type of political system, and then
across dyads. The overall picture that emerges from the logit results is
one of solid support for the Norms Model. Leaders with strong nonvio-
lent norms of domestic political competition and conflict resolution are
more likely to rely on negotiations and to shun the use of military force
to challenge the status quo. These results are quite strong at both the
dyadic and monadic levels, indicating that leaders with these nonviolent
norms are less confrontational in disputes not only with other democratic
states, but with non-democratic states as well. Furthermore, the leaders of
newly established democracies and highly repressive countries are more
aggressive. This points towards interesting differences in the strength and
impact of norms among leaders in both democratic and non-democratic
states. Finally, it follows from the strong monadic findings summarized
above that in disputes between democratic and non-democratic states
the outbreak of military confrontations is largely due to the decisions of
non-democratic leaders to initiate threats of force.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders with strong vs. weak
nonviolent norms

The first finding to report from Table 7.14 is that as nonviolent politi-
cal norms become more firmly established in political systems, political
leaders are more likely to seek negotiations over disputed territory and
to turn away from threats of force.22 The coefficients for the Strength of
Nonviolent Norms variable have the predicted signs and are highly statisti-
cally significant across all three policy choices, as hypothesized in PN1i.
The substantive effects for this variable are quite powerful as well. Of the

22 We encounter a handful of high r2 values when we run auxiliary regressions on each
of the independent variables in this model. Once again, the multicollinearity among
independent variables is largely a consequence of the number of interaction terms in
the model. We find the highest auxiliary r2 value (0.88) when we regress all other inde-
pendent variables on the recent stalemate control variable. This high value is primarily
a result of the collinearity between the stalemate variable and the non-violent norms ∗
stalemate interaction term. However, the coefficient estimates and standard errors for
nearly all variables remain very stable when we re-estimate the model after deleting var-
ious independent variables from the model. Only the stalemate control variable and the
non-violent norms ∗ stalemate interaction term are affected when the other of these two
terms is added or deleted from the model. Nevertheless, we stand by the decision to
keep both terms in the model, since we are motivated by theoretical considerations to
keep both in the model.
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two operational indicators for nonviolent norms described in Chapter 5,
we decided to employ the measure of the (in)frequency with which in-
cumbent leaders resorted to violence against political opposition in their
country over the past twenty years. This variable ranges in value from zero
to twenty, with a score of zero indicating that political leaders resorted to
violence for all twenty years and a score of twenty signifying that leaders
were nonviolent for all twenty years.23 In Table 7.15 we see that a change
from highly repressive and violent norms (zero years of nonviolent behav-
ior) to very peaceful norms of domestic conflict resolution (twenty years of
nonviolent behavior) produces a 74 percent increase in the probability of
proposing talks. On the other hand, this same change from highly violent
norms to peaceful norms reduces the predicted probability of threatening
force from 18 percent to less than 3 percent! These strong findings for
nonviolent norms hold across a variety of model specifications.24 Exam-
ples of disputes in which leaders with strong violent norms frequently
initiated military confrontations include Argentina from 1951–82, Iraq
from 1967–95, Saudi Arabia 1919–34, and Japan from 1919–45. In con-
trast, we find that no military confrontations are initiated when nonvio-
lent norms are far stronger in Argentina during the period 1919–32 and
when they re-emerge in the 1980s and 1990s. Interestingly, as violent
norms become weaker among Saudi leaders in the post-World War II
period there is a sharp drop in the number of military confrontations ini-
tiated compared to the pre-World War II period. Finally, another good

23 It is important to note that this operational measure of norms is not highly corre-
lated with our alternative measure of norms based on lagged values of POLITY net-
democracy scores. The correlation between a POLITY-based, twenty-year lagged mea-
sure of democracy and our twenty-year lagged measure of nonviolent behavior is 0.43.
While the two measures therefore tap somewhat different aspects of the concept of
domestic political norms, they produce very similar results. When we substitute the
POLITY-based twenty-year lagged measure of democracy into the equation all of the
coefficients maintain the same signs and levels of statistical significance. It is also impor-
tant to note that the lagged, violence-based measure of norms is not highly correlated
with the Political Accountability Model measure of democracy, which is based on the
current net-democracy score. The correlation between these two variables is only 0.38.
The highest degree of correlation is between the POLITY-based, twenty-year lagged
measure of democracy and the previously mentioned Accountability Model measure of
democracy. Yet these measures are still distinct from one another, as the correlation is
a moderately high 0.74. On the whole, then, the logit results for the Political Norms
and Accountability Models reflect quite different operational measures and are clearly
distinguishable from each other.

24 Since we employ two interaction terms which also contain the Strength of Nonviolent
Norms variable as a component term, the impact of nonviolent norms is channeled not
only through the individual Strength of Nonviolent Norms term, but also through these
two interaction terms. So we re-estimate the model by deleting these two interaction
terms to examine the impact of the single nonviolent norms variable when it serves as
the only measure of nonviolent norms in the equation. The coefficients on the Strength
of Nonviolent Norms term retain the same signs and remain significant at the 0.001 level.
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illustration is that of Peru. During the period 1919–31 nonviolent norms
were fairly well established within the Peruvian political system and there
were no cases of military confrontations being initiated in territorial dis-
putes. As violent norms became stronger in the 1930s with more repres-
sive regimes, five military confrontations were initiated from 1932–41.

Tests of the other two hypotheses produce more mixed results. We hy-
pothesized that leaders with strong nonviolent norms would be less likely
to respond to a stalemate in prior negotiations by turning to threats of
force (PN1ii), and would not be tempted by a military advantage to resort
frequently to military threats (PN2). In Table 7.14 we see some support
for PN1ii. The coefficients for the Nonviolent Norms ∗ Stalemate variable
are all in the predicted direction, and two of the three coefficients (for
the comparisons of initiating talks vs. status quo and threatening force vs.
talks) are statistically significant. In Table 7.16 we see that leaders with
strong nonviolent norms are nearly 55 percent more likely to respond to
stalemates by continuing to seek further negotiations compared to leaders
with very violent norms. On the other hand, leaders with strong nonvio-
lent norms are 44 percent less likely to turn to military force to challenge
a territorial claim.25 While the results for PN1ii are generally supportive,
the findings for PN2 are weak, if not contradictory. We expected nega-
tive coefficients for the comparisons of the likelihood of threatening force
compared to the remaining two options, but only one of the two coef-
ficients is negative and it is not statistically significant. Furthermore, in
Table 7.14 we see that leaders with strong nonviolent norms are actually
less likely to initiate talks when their country enjoys a military advantage,
which is the opposite of what we expected.26

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders among either democratic
or non-democratic states

We report the results of this “within regimes” model in Table 7.17 and
find support for both primary hypotheses. First, we find strong support
for PN4. Among democratic states, the leaders of recently established
democracies (within the last five years) are more likely to threaten force

25 We test for the robustness of results by substituting into the equation alternative opera-
tional measures for the stalemate variable. We try two- and five-year lags for the recent
stalemate variable instead of the one-year lag used in Table 7.14. The results are consid-
erably weaker, with all of the coefficients becoming statistically insignificant at the 0.10
level (one-tailed).

26 These results remain weak and insignificant when we substitute into the equation an
alternative operational measure of military advantage in which the ratio of challenger
to target capabilities is simply greater than 1:1 (as compared to our original threshold
of a 2:1 advantage). Also, the contradictory finding reported in Table 7.14 that leaders
with stronger democratic norms are less likely to seek talks is no longer supported by the
results.
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vs. either maintaining the status quo or initiating talks than are leaders
of long-standing democracies. The coefficients for both comparisons of
the likelihood of force are positive and significant at the 0.01 level. In
Table 7.18 we see that leaders of new democracies are more than twice
as likely to threaten force than are leaders of older democracies, as the
predicted probability of force rises from 3.4 percent to 8.2 percent.27 In
Table 7.19 we see that leaders in recently established democracies turn to
military threats much more frequently than do leaders from established
democracies. The ratio of military threats vs. calls for talks is less than
4:1 for new democratic leaders, but is 13:1 for established democracies.
Good examples of leaders in recently established democracies threaten-
ing force include Somalia, Pakistan, Poland, and Syria, as listed in Table
7.19. For example, newly democratic Poland initiated a total of four mil-
itary confrontations between 1919 and 1920, while Syria’s transition to
relatively democratic rule from 1955–61 was marked by five military con-
frontations initiated against Israel. For Pakistan we find that transitions to
more democratic rule in the mid-1950s and early 1990s were associated
with repeated military confrontations over bordering enclaves (1956–8),
or along the disputed line of control in Kashmir (1990–2).

Second, among non-democratic challengers, those with the most vio-
lent norms are less likely to initiate talks vs. maintaining the status quo
but are more likely to threaten force compared to either maintaining the
status quo or initiating talks. The coefficients for all three of these pol-
icy choices are in the predicted direction, as hypothesized in PN5, and
are significant at the 0.01 or 0.001 levels. The substantive effects of this
variable are reported in Table 7.18. We see that non-democratic leaders
with very violent domestic norms are 17 percent less likely to issue calls
for negotiations, but are 58 percent more likely to threaten force. Strong
supporting examples would include very high rates of military confronta-
tions initiated by Argentina during the period 1958–82, Iraq from the late
1960s to early 1990s, Saudi Arabia in the 1920s and 1930s, and Syria
from the mid-1960s to 1973.

Results for hypotheses that compare within and across dyads
Of the four dyadic norms hypotheses tested in this model, three receive
solid support (see Table 7.20). In disputes where the leaders of both
challenger and target share nonviolent norms we find that challengers are
far less likely to turn to military threats in an attempt to overturn the status

27 These results are not sensitive to the operational measure used to code how recently the
country had become democratic. Instead of a five-year lag for “recent change” we also
try two- and ten-year lags and the estimated results are very similar.
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Table 7.21 The impact of dyadic variables from the Political Norms Model
on decisions to challenge the status quo by threatening force

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Initial Probability after Change in Percentage change

Variable probability change in variable probabilities (b−a) in probabilities (c/a)

Dyad with strong nonviolent norms
Change from 0 to 1 9.6% .5% −9.1% −94.8%

Dyad of recently established democracies
Change from 0 to 1 3.6% 9.5% +5.9% +163.9%

State in mixed dyad with strong violent norms
Change from 0 to 1 3.2% 7.0% +3.8% +118.8%

Note: The probabilities represent the predicted probability of a challenge to the territorial status
quo by a threat of force. The reported probabilities are calculated by holding each term in
Table 7.20 constant while changing the values of a single term. The dyad with strong nonviolent
norms is compared to a dyad with moderately violent norms. The recently democratic dyad
(those with the weakest democratic norms) is compared to a long-standing democratic dyad (a
dyad with strong democratic norms). The state with strong violent norms in a mixed dyad is
compared to a state with nonviolent norms in a mixed dyad. Unless specified otherwise, the
territory is of strategic value to both states, the military balance is 3:2 in favor of the target, and
the previous challenge to the status quo occurred twenty-four months ago. All other variables
are held at zero.

quo. As hypothesized in PN6i, the coefficients for the options of threat-
ening force vs. either maintaining the status quo or initiating talks are
negative and significant at the 0.001 level.28 We see in Table 7.21 that the
predicted probability of a military challenge to the territorial status quo is
less than 1 percent for dyads with strong nonviolent norms. In contrast,
dyads with moderately violent norms are nearly twenty times as likely to
experience a military challenge! A number of disputes illustrate this pat-
tern. For example, when Peru was a challenger in a non-democratic dyad
it initiated military confrontations approximately 20 percent of the time
(seven of thirty-six observations) but when it was a challenger in a demo-
cratic dyad it did not initiate any military confrontations (zero of thirteen
observations). Similarly, when Italy was a challenger in a non-democratic
dyad it initiated nine military confrontations but when it was a challenger
in a democratic dyad it did not initiate any military confrontations. Fi-
nally, non-democratic Venezuela initiated three military conflicts against
non-democratic Guyana between 1966 and 1981; however, when both
countries become democratic from 1982–95 Venezuela did not threaten
force once. The only puzzling finding for this variable is that challengers
in these non-violent dyads are less likely to initiate talks as compared to
accepting the status quo (Table 7.20).
28 These results are very robust when we substitute into the equation the POLITY-based,

twenty-year lagged measure of democratic norms.
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Table 7.22 The impact of dyadic variables from the Political Norms Model
on decisions to challenge the status quo by initiating talks

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Initial Probability after Change in Percentage change

Variable probability change in variable probabilities (b−a) in probabilities (c/a)

State in mixed dyad with strong violent norms
Change from 0 to 1 40.4% 31.9% −8.5% −21.0%

Dyad with strongest violent norms
Change from 0 to 1 33.0% 29.3% −3.7% −11.2%

Note: The probabilities represent the predicted probability of a challenge to the territorial status
quo through a call for negotiations. The reported probabilities are calculated by holding each
term in Table 7.20 constant while changing the value of a single term. The state with strong
violent norms in a mixed dyad is compared to a state with nonviolent norms in a mixed dyad.
The dyad with strong violent norms is compared to a dyad with moderately violent norms.
Unless specified otherwise, the territory is of strategic value to both states, the military balance
is 3:2 in favor of the target, and the previous challenge to the status quo occurred twenty-four
months ago. All other variables are held at zero.

The second supported finding is that among democratic dyads, those
involving recently established democracies are much more conflictual, as
hypothesized in PN6ii. We see in Table 7.20 that leaders in such dyads
are more likely to threaten force vs. either maintaining the status quo
or initiating talks, and the substantive effects for this variable are very
large. In Table 7.21 the results show that among democratic dyads with
the weakest nonviolent norms there is an increase of over 160 percent in
the likelihood of threatening force compared to democratic dyads with
stronger nonviolent norms.29

In mixed dyads we hypothesized (PN8) that challengers with more
violent norms should resort frequently to military threats and be less
likely to rely on negotiations. The logit results are strongly support-
ive of this hypothesis, as all of the coefficients have the predicted signs
and are significant at the 0.01 level. The state in a mixed dyad with
stronger violent norms is more than twice as likely to threaten force than
is the state with nonviolent norms (Table 7.21). Furthermore, this “non-
democratic” state in a mixed dyad is 21 percent less likely to initiate talks
as compared to the state with the more democratic or non-violent norms
(Table 7.22). A number of disputes illustrate these general patterns. For
example, in disputes where both sides were challengers to the status quo,
the non-democratic party was far more likely to threaten force. In one

29 These results are robust to changes in operational measures. We originally tested this
variable in Table 7.20 with a measure of recently established democracies based on a
five-year lag. When we substituted lags of two or ten years, the logit results are very
similar to those reported in Table 7.20.



T
ab

le
7.

23
M
ul
tin
om
ia
ll
og
it
re
su
lts
fo
r
Po
lit
ic
al
A
ffi
ni
ty
M
od
el
:
S
ta
tu
s
Q
uo
S
ta
ge

D
ec

is
io

n
to

in
it

ia
te

ta
lk

s
D

ec
is

io
n

to
th

re
at

en
fo

rc
e

D
ec

is
io

n
to

th
re

at
en

fo
rc

e
vs

.m
ai

nt
ai

n
st

at
us

qu
o

vs
.m

ai
nt

ai
n

st
at

us
qu

o
vs

.i
ni

ti
at

e
ta

lk
s

V
ar

ia
bl

e
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

t
z

p-
va

lu
e

C
oe

ffi
ci

en
t

z
p-

va
lu

e
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

t
z

p-
va

lu
e

P
ol

it
ic

al
si

m
ila

ri
ty

.2
66

2.
57

<
.0

25
∗

.8
70

3.
83

<
.0

01
∗

.6
04

2.
57

<
.0

25
∗

R
ec

en
t

ch
an

ge
to

po
lit

ic
al

si
m

ila
ri

ty
−.

24
9

−1
.6

6
<

.0
5

.5
49

1.
84

<
.0

5
.7

98
2.

59
<

.0
1

S
im

ila
ri

ty
∗ i

nt
er

na
lt

hr
ea

t
to

ch
al

le
ng

er
.2

02
1.

26
—

−.
05

3
−.

15
—

−.
25

5
−.

69
—

C
on

tr
ol

fo
r

in
te

rn
al

th
re

at
to

ch
al

le
ng

er
−.

25
7

−3
.7

9
<

.0
01

−.
31

6
−2

.4
6

<
.0

25
∗

−.
05

9
−.

43
—

S
im

ila
ri

ty
∗ i

nt
er

na
lt

hr
ea

t
to

ta
rg

et
.2

83
1.

84
<

.1
0∗

−.
16

0
−.

50
—

−.
44

0
−1

.3
6

<
.1

0
C

on
tr

ol
fo

r
in

te
rn

al
th

re
at

to
ta

rg
et

.1
20

1.
71

<
.1

0∗
.5

39
4.

30
<

.0
01

∗
.4

19
3.

17
<

.0
1∗

D
is

si
m

ila
ri

ty
∗ e

xt
er

na
lt

hr
ea

t
to

ch
al

le
ng

er
.0

99
1.

12
—

1.
14

7.
69

<
.0

01
∗

1.
04

6.
59

<
.0

01
∗

C
on

tr
ol

fo
r

ex
te

rn
al

th
re

at
to

ch
al

le
ng

er
−.

03
6

−.
48

—
.6

01
3.

78
<

.0
01

∗
.6

37
3.

87
<

.0
01

∗
D

is
si

m
ila

ri
ty

∗ e
xt

er
na

lt
hr

ea
t

to
ta

rg
et

.1
94

2.
02

<
.0

25
.8

19
5.

76
<

.0
01

.6
25

4.
02

<
.0

01
C

on
tr

ol
fo

r
ex

te
rn

al
th

re
at

to
ta

rg
et

−.
11

4
−1

.6
9

<
.1

0∗
.7

24
5.

18
<

.0
01

.8
38

5.
76

<
.0

01

IN
T

E
R

N
A

T
IO

N
A

L
P

O
L

IT
IC

S
M

O
D

E
L

M
ili

ta
ry

ba
la

nc
e

−.
01

4
−.

11
—

1.
31

5.
62

<
.0

01
1.

32
5.

35
<

.0
01

S
tr

at
eg

ic
va

lu
e

of
te

rr
it

or
y

.1
65

2.
50

<
.0

1
.3

72
3.

01
<

.0
01

.2
07

1.
60

<
.1

0
C

om
m

on
se

cu
ri

ty
in

te
re

st
s

−.
12

2
−1

.8
9

<
.0

5
−.

91
8

−6
.9

3
<

.0
01

−.
79

6
−5

.7
7

<
.0

01
T

ar
ge

t
ot

he
r

di
sp

ut
e

in
vo

lv
em

en
t

−.
03

0
−.

44
—

.4
58

3.
51

<
.0

01
.4

88
3.

55
<

.0
01

C
ha

lle
ng

er
ot

he
r

di
sp

ut
e

in
vo

lv
em

en
t

−.
08

0
−1

.0
8

—
.4

42
3.

48
<

.0
01

∗
.5

22
3.

86
<

.0
01

∗
C

on
tr

ol
fo

r
ti

m
e

si
nc

e
la

st
ch

al
le

ng
e

−.
00

7
−1

0.
13

<
.0

01
−.

01
5

−5
.6

2
<

.0
01

−.
00

7
−2

.7
5

<
.0

01

H
au

sm
an

T
es

t
fo

r
II

A
:

D
ro

p
T

al
ks

:χ
2

2.
18

(1
7d

f)
,p

=
1.

00
,d

o
no

t
re

je
ct

II
A

D
ro

p
F

or
ce

:χ
2

.1
1

(1
7d

f)
,p

=
1.

00
,d

o
no

t
re

je
ct

II
A

S
m

al
l–

H
si

ao
T

es
t

fo
r

II
A

:
D

ro
p

T
al

ks
:χ

2
8.

60
(1

7d
f)

,p
=

.9
5,

do
no

t
re

je
ct

II
A

D
ro

p
F

or
ce

:χ
2

14
.6

9
(1

7d
f)

,p
=

.6
2,

do
no

t
re

je
ct

II
A

N
=

65
42

L
og

L
ik

el
ih

oo
d

=
−4

79
2.

28
N
ot
e:

∗
=

T
w

o-
ta

ile
d

te
st

of
si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e
(a

ll
ot

he
r

p-
va

lu
es

ba
se

d
on

on
e-

ta
ile

d
te

st
s)

.



Empirical results for decisions to challenge the status quo 183

notable case the Saudis initiated multiple military probes against the
British in Kuwait, Jordan, and Iraq in the 1920s and 1930s, while the
British did not initiate any military confrontations against the Saudis.
Another example would be non-democratic Turkey initiating military
confrontations along the borders of British controlled Iraq between 1922
and 1926 whereas the British did not initiate any such conflicts. Finally,
non-democratic Peru initiated military confrontations in 1932 and 1934
against democratic Colombia, but Colombia did not threaten force over
the disputed Leticia and Loreto regions.

The one hypothesis that did not receive much support from the logit
results is PN7. We argued that the most conflict should be expected in
territorial disputes in which strong violent norms are shared by the leaders
of both states. The only partially supportive finding in Table 7.19 is that
the coefficient for the decision to initiate talks vs. maintaining the status
quo is negative and marginally significant. But the other two coefficients
exhibit contradictory signs and are not statistically significant.

Results for the Political Affinity Model
Our final set of results are for tests of hypotheses derived from the Political
Affinity Model. Compared to the other two domestic models, the results
for the Affinity Model are much weaker. Only two of the six hypotheses
tested are supported, while the remaining results are weak, inconclusive,
or even contradictory to our expectations. Overall, the conclusion we
draw is that there is only limited empirical support for the model.

We begin with the few positive results. There is empirical support for
the hypothesis (PAF1ii) that among politically similar states conflict will
be most frequent when such similarity has been established only recently
(within the past five years). In Table 7.23 we see that all of the coeffi-
cients are in the predicted direction and are significant at the 0.05 level.
These results indicate that leaders in situations of recent similarity with a
territorial dispute adversary are more likely to threaten force when they
challenge the status quo and to favor military threats over talks.30 The
substantive impact of this variable is quite large and is presented in Table
7.24. We see that a recent change to political similarity is associated with
an 18 percent reduction in the probability of initiating talks and an 84
percent increase in the likelihood of a military threat. The other support-
ive finding is for hypothesis PAF3ii. In this hypothesis we argued that
challengers would be more confrontational when their territorial dispute

30 We check for the robustness of results by substituting alternative lags for determining
how recently states had become politically similar. A ten-year lag produces very similar
results but a lag of only three years produces much weaker results in which all of the
coefficients are insignificant.
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Table 7.24 The Impact of variables from the Political Affinity Model on
decisions to challenge the status quo

I. Policy of initiating talks

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Initial Probability after Change in Percentage change

Variable probability change in variable probabilities (b−a) in probabilities (c/a)

Recent change to political similarity
Change from 0 to 1 40.3% 33.0% −7.3% −18.1%

Similarity ∗ threat to target
Change from 0 to 1 37.4% 44.5% +7.1% +19.0%

Dissimilarity ∗ threat to target
Change from 0 to 1 35.3% 40.3% +4.9% +13.8%

I. Policy of threatening force

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Initial Probability after Change in Percentage change

Variable probability change in variable probabilities (b−a) in probabilities (c/a)

Recent change to political similarity
Change from 0 to 1 5.5% 10.1% +4.6% +83.6%

Dissimilarity ∗ threat to target
Change from 0 to 1 11.3% 21.0% +10.7% +94.7%

Note: The probabilities represent the predicted probability of a challenge to the territorial status
quo by a call for negotiations or threat of force, respectively. The reported probabilities are
calculated by holding each term in Table 7.23 constant while changing the values of a single
term. States which have recently become similar are compared to states which have been similar
for more than five years. The probabilities for (dis)similarity in the presence of a threat to the
target represent solely the impact of (dis)similarity when a threat to the target exists, and does
capture the impact of (dis)similiarity more generally. Unless specified otherwise, the territory is
of strategic value to both states, the military balance is 3:2 in favor of the target, and the previous
challenge to the status quo occurred twenty-four months ago. All other variables are held
at zero.

adversary was politically dissimilar and the adversary faced an external
security threat from a state that was politically similar to the challenger. As
expected, we see in Table 7.23 that the coefficients for the Dissimilarity ∗
External Threat to Target variable are positive and statistically significant
for all three comparisons. In fact, challengers in this situation are nearly
twice as likely to challenge the status quo with a threat of force (see
Table 7.24).

All of the remaining results in Table 7.23 either fail to support the
hypotheses or seem to contradict our expectations. The most damag-
ing result is for the general hypothesis of political affinity between states
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(PAF1i), which is contradicted by the multinomial logit results. We ex-
pect to find that the coefficients for the decisions to threaten force vs.
either maintaining the status quo or initiating talks would be negative
and statistically significant. The actual results, however, are just the op-
posite. Political similarity is associated with challengers threatening force
more frequently, and this finding is statistically significant at the .025 level
(two-tailed).

Given these contradictory findings, we conduct some additional anal-
yses in which we unpack the Political Similarity variable into a series of
dummy variables for each affinity type (i.e. democratic, communist, mil-
itary juntas, and monarchies). We then re-estimate the equations several
times, including just one of the new dummy variables in each test. The
results show that affinity between communist states and military jun-
tas produce the contradictory findings of higher rates of military con-
flict, while affinity between monarchies produces insignificant results.
Affinity between democratic states, however, is associated with a re-
duced risk of military threats. This final result is unsurprising, since
we know already that similar results for a democratic dyad variable
have been reported for the Political Accountability and Political Norms
Models. The distinctive theoretical claim of PAF1i is that political simi-
larity should be a general source of cooperative relations between all states
and should therefore apply not only to democratic dyads, but also to other
dyads composed of similar regime types. The contradictory findings for
the Political Similarity variable in Table 7.23, therefore, constitute a pow-
erful challenge to the underlying logic of the Political Affinity Model.

The other contradictory finding in Table 7.23 is for hypothesis PAF3i.
We posited that challengers would be less confrontational when they faced
an external security threat from a state that was politically similar to their
territorial adversary (the challenger is thus dissimilar to both adversaries).
The coefficients for the decisions to threaten force vs. either maintaining
the status quo or initiating talks are expected to be negative and statisti-
cally significant. In Table 7.23, however, we see that these two coefficients
are positive and significant at the 0.001 level. These results indicate, quite
surprisingly, that challengers are more likely to be confrontational and
threaten military force in such situations.

The final set of results in Table 7.23 are for hypotheses PAF2i and
PAF2ii. The logic underlying these two hypotheses is that challengers
should be more motivated to cooperate with politically similar territorial
dispute adversaries when either they or their political ally faces domestic
threats to their political security. The estimated results, however, are not
very supportive. While all of the coefficients for the decisions to threaten
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force vs. either maintaining the status quo or initiating talks are negative
(as expected), only one is significant at the 0.10 level.31

Conclusion

In this first empirical chapter we evaluated the power of four models to
explain the decisions of leaders to initiate talks or threats of force in order
to challenge the territorial status quo. We began with the International
Politics Model and the statistical results were quite supportive of the hy-
potheses tested. In particular, this model was best at explaining decisions
to threaten force, but was considerably less powerful in explaining the
decision of state leaders to rely on talks and negotiations. The initial re-
sults for this model remained stable and robust once variables from the
different domestic politics models were added to the equations tested.
There is no question, then, that the international political-military set-
ting figures centrally in decisions of challengers to initiate threats of force
over disputed territory.

At the same time, two of the domestic politics models also provided
additional explanatory insight into decisions by leaders to challenge the
status quo by threats of force. Several hypotheses from both the Political
Accountability and Political Norms Models were strongly supported and
produced large substantive effects. We view these two domestic models
as refining our understanding of why military confrontations emerge in
several ways. First, the results of the Political Accountability Model indi-
cate that the timing of military confrontations is linked to electoral cycles
and that issues of self-determination for ethnic co-nationals are salient
enough to democratic political leaders that the risks of military conflict
will be accepted. The results of the Political Norms Models indicate that
beliefs about the legitimacy of using force in settling domestic conflicts
shapes the willingness of leaders to use force in international disputes.
Leaders in stable and well-established democratic political systems are
less inclined to initiate military threats and are disposed to favor negoti-
ations over force as the approach to changing the territorial status quo.
Finally, both of these domestic models provide evidence that the strategic
calculations of challengers can change given an understanding of the do-
mestic political conditions of its territorial adversary. The strong finding
in both models that disputes between democratic states are far less likely
to involve military confrontations and far more likely to involve frequent

31 We substituted a measure of external threat in place of domestic threat to check for
the robustness of results for each of these hypotheses. The logit results remained weak
for PAF2ii. We even found contradictory results for PAF2i, which suggested that chal-
lengers might be more likely to threaten force in this situation.
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negotiations supports the idea that democratic leaders have greater con-
fidence in diplomacy and conflict resolution through negotiations when
their opponent is also democratic. This channels disputes down a path-
way of repeated talks and potentially towards a negotiated settlement.

This last point leads to what we view as the strongest contribution
of the domestic models – their ability to explain why some territorial
disputes follow the pathway of reliance on negotiations and potential
conflict resolution through negotiated settlements. As we noted above,
the results of the International Politics Model are quite powerful in ex-
plaining why disputes follow a pathway of military conflict. The limitation
of this model, however, is that it cannot explain why the alternative choice
of relying on negotiations is selected, or when leaders will shift policy and
move towards negotiations following earlier military confrontations. The
strength of the Accountability and Norms Models is that they not only
help to explain why military confrontations emerge, but also tell us some-
thing about why state leaders sometimes pursue negotiations and refrain
from using force as a means to pursue their territorial claims.

Another important conclusion we draw from the results of this chap-
ter is that there are strong monadic effects associated with democracy.
That is, even though we find strong support in both the Accountabil-
ity and Norms Models for the conventional view that two democratic
states are far less likely to become engulfed in military confrontations
with each other, we also find equally strong evidence that democracies
are less likely to turn to military force against all other types of adversaries,
not just democratic opponents. The evidence on this question is strong
and consistent across both the Accountability and Norms Models. We
found no systematic evidence to support the conclusion that democratic
states were generally as aggressive and confrontational as non-democratic
states.

These findings do not contradict the empirical reality that democracies
at times have been quite aggressive. As we argued in Chapters 4 and
5, and what we find strong evidence in support of in this chapter, is
the conclusion that democratic norms and the greater accountability of
democratic institutions generally make leaders of democracies less likely
to turn to military force in disputes with other states. This is an important
conclusion to draw about foreign policy behavior among democracies, but
it should not be overstated either. Military force remains an option for
foreign policy leaders in democratic countries and democratic leaders do
choose that option in certain situations. What we think can be said with
confidence about such decisions by democratic leaders is that they will
be subjected to greater questioning as to their legitimacy and potential
risks than would similar decisions made by non-democratic leaders.
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Our final conclusion builds on this last point. The statistical results
in this chapter are supportive of both the Political Accountability and
Political Norms Models. It is difficult to argue that one model produces
clearly stronger results than the other. The results of the next two chap-
ters, then, will be central to determining whether on balance one model is
more compelling. We do not believe that these two models need to be or
should be viewed as incompatible with each other. One way of framing the
results of this chapter is to argue that democratic leaders are influenced
by normative beliefs to be less inclined to resort to threats as a way to seek
policy goals in international disputes. This aversion to the aggressive use
of force is often but not always reinforced by a sense of greater political
risks associated with military conflicts. Put differently, political leaders
can be influenced by normative beliefs about the role of diplomacy and
force in international politics while remaining quite sensitive to the do-
mestic political consequences of different foreign policy choices. Viewed
in this way, the supportive results we find in this chapter for each of these
models are not surprising. We do believe, however, that the empirical
tests in the next two chapters will provide even more powerful results for
evaluating these two models. The reason is that the analysis shifts to the
outcomes of negotiations and military confrontations, and we believe that
a focus on explaining these types of outcomes is a more demanding test
of these models, since the decisions to concede territory or risk war with
further military escalation are more consequential for state leaders.



8 Empirical results for decisions to offer
concessions in negotiations

In this chapter we turn to the empirical analysis of decisions by leaders
in both challenger and target states to offer concessions in negotiations
over disputed territory. Our analysis of the Negotiations Stage in this
chapter is designed to build on the initial decision of the challenger to
seek talks in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage (Chapter 7). We now
attempt to explain the outcomes of these diplomatic initiatives. As a result,
in this chapter we take the cases from the Status Quo Stage in which the
challenger proposed talks and use statistical analyses to test the ability
of our four models to explain whether each state will offer territorial
concessions during those rounds of negotiations.

We find that there are two general types of cases of “negotiations.” The
first type consists of those instances in which the challenger’s initial call
for talks leads to subsequent negotiations over a longer period of time.
In the second case, however, the challenger’s initiative does not lead to
formal substantive talks, but the two parties do exchange proposals and
discuss the possibility of opening up more extensive talks. Nevertheless,
these initial talks quickly become stalemated at this preliminary stage of
discussions. It is important to include this latter set of cases since they
represent attempts to undertake more extensive negotiations, and the
reasons why they do not advance beyond preliminary talks should be
addressed by the theoretical models we are testing.

Estimation of the Negotiations Stage

Unlike the Challenge the Status Quo Stage, here we consider decisions
made by both the challenger and the target. However, we do not an-
alyze rounds of talks dyadically and do not attempt to code a “joint”
level of concessions outcome for a pair of states. Instead, we code two
separate outcomes to indicate the degree of concessions made by each
state. This allows us to understand how particular variables affect the
decision-making calculus of the leadership in each state. The task is to find
a way to consider challenger and target decisions separately, while also

189
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incorporating the fact that the two states’ decisions are interrelated (Smith
1999). The use of “directed-dyads” is one way to consider the behavior
of two states in a dispute, yet a major drawback to this approach is that
the two directional observations of the same dyad are not independent.1

As a result, the disturbances across these two directional observations are
likely to be correlated.2

We believe that a bivariate probit model provides a promising way to
capture the interrelatedness of two separate state decisions while also
attempting to maintain econometric assumptions.3 The bivariate pro-
bit model estimates a separate set of results for both the challenger and
target, yet incorporates the correlation between the disturbances of the
two states’ equations and provides an estimate of the magnitude of this
relationship. The parameter rho (ρ), which ranges from −1 to 1, repre-
sents the estimated correlation of the errors between the two equations.
A statistically significant and positive rho indicates that the unmeasured
factors that affect the outcome of the challenger equation also affect the
outcome of the target equation in a similar way. A statistically significant
and negative rho, on the other hand, indicates that common unmeasured
factors affect the outcomes of the two equations in an opposite manner.
For most social science processes, a positive rho is more likely than a
negative one.

Bivariate probit and related models are often used as a method for ad-
dressing concerns about non-random samples in which the researcher es-
timates a model for two potentially interrelated decisions of the same actor
(Berinsky 1999; Reed 2000).4 Yet bivariate probit works just as well, if
not better, for modeling the related actions of two separate actors.5 In our
case we are able to examine the behavior of both challengers and targets

1 See Bennett and Stam (2000) for a comparison of dyadic and directed-dyad estimates of
the same model.

2 By using directed-dyads, the researcher is in effect overstating the amount of new, in-
dependent information contained in the data set. The directed-dyad structure leads to
a violation of the assumption that residuals are not correlated across observations. The
stochastic part of the A vs. B observation is likely related to the stochastic component of
the B vs. A observation. In other words, the important factors omitted from one directed-
dyad observation are likely to be the same factors omitted from the other directed-dyad
observation.

3 See Greene (1997: 906–11) for a general discussion of bivariate probit and Smith (1999)
for a specific discussion of bivariate models and the interrelatedness of state decisions.

4 The rationale is that some final sample of interest might be non-random. For instance,
an actor considers whether to initiate, take part, or participate in some action, yet at the
same time is forward-looking and simultaneously considers how he plans to behave once
he has “opted in” to some course of action. Thus any investigation of a final outcome
must consider both a “selection” decision and an “outcome” decision.

5 For example, Zorn (2002) utilizes bivariate probit to examine Department of Justice and
Office of the Solicitor General decisions to appeal lower court decisions that have gone
against the United States federal government.
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during a round of negotiations. In this chapter, then, we estimate a series
of bivariate probit models to explain decisions by leaders in challenger
and target states to offer or withhold concessions in rounds of talks.

One important point is that the analysis of outcomes of rounds of talks
raises possible concerns with selection bias, since a challenger’s decision
to offer concessions could be linked to its initial decision to enter into
negotiations. As a result, along with each bivariate probit model in this
chapter we also estimate a Heckman or “censored” probit model for the
challenger to examine whether factors that affect a challenger’s decision
to call for talks are linked to its subsequent decision regarding whether to
make concessions (Heckman 1979).6 In nearly all cases there is no clear
evidence that a selection model is needed.7 Nevertheless, we do note a
few instances in which the impact of particular variables on challenger
concession decisions is affected somewhat once we account for the impact
of such variables on the “selection” equation. The censored probit model
is somewhat limited because it only provides estimates for the behavior of
the challenger. Nevertheless, we consider the challenger results to be more
insightful, since the challenger is typically the driving force behind any ter-
ritorial dispute activity while the target is often more reactive as opposed
to proactive. We should note, however, that we view the results of the
censored probit models with some skepticism, since they do not account
for the interdependence between the challenger and target decisions.8

6 Since the selection equation requires a dichotomous dependent variable, we are forced
to modify the trichotomous dependent variable we use for the Challenge the Status Quo
Stage in Chapter 7. We first assign a value of “1” to all observations in which the challenger
initiates a round of talks. We then take all cases in which no challenge was made or
in which a threat of military force was issued and assign a value of “0” to these two
types of cases. While giving these two seemingly disparate outcomes the same value
may seem strange, keep in mind that the primary purpose of the selection equation is
to explain why the challenger initially chose to pursue negotiations over the other two
options. We simply want to know what factors compel challengers to head down this road
of diplomatic activity. Furthermore, the fact that the original trichotomous dependent
variable is nominal (and not ordered) and that we meet the IIA assumption makes the
decision to code the selection model equation dependent variable in this way a logical
one.

7 Similar to the bivariate probit, the Heckman probit model also provides an estimate (rho)
of the correlation between the selection and outcome equations. For our purposes, the
Heckman rho estimate indicates the degree to which the disturbances from the Challenge
the Status Quo equation are correlated with the disturbances from the Negotiations Stage
equation. Across the models in this chapter the estimated rho for these Heckman models
varies tremendously, from very low levels in most cases up to levels approaching 0.6.
However, in all cases this estimate of rho does not come close to approaching standard
levels of statistical significance, which allays our fears about the need to systematically
address concerns with selection bias.

8 Ideally, we also would have liked to combine the bivariate probit model with a selection
model that accounts for the decision of the challenger in the Status Quo Stage to seek
negotiations. Unfortunately, such a statistical model is beyond current capabilities.
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We should also note a final issue regarding the operationalization and
estimation of the Negotiations Stage. Since conditions may change during
the course of a lengthy round of negotiations and new information may
be revealed during this period of time, the data used in the estimation of
this period of interaction are drawn from the last month of each round
of talks.9 This serves to update any changes that might have occurred
from the beginning of any negotiations until the final point at which
concessions are or are not put on the table.

Results of statistical tests

In total, there are 1,528 rounds of negotiations in our data set of 348
territorial disputes from 1919–95.10 The dependent variable for both
challengers and targets is a dichotomous variable that indicates whether
the leaders of each state make any type of concessions in a given round of
talks over disputed territory. For operational purposes a state is consid-
ered to have made concessions if it offered either: (a) limited concessions,
or (b) major concessions.11 Nevertheless, the prevailing policy of both
challengers and targets is to refrain from offering concessions in a given
round of talks. Challengers offer concessions in 37 percent of the cases
(568/1528), while targets offer concessions about 36 percent of the time
(545/1528). In the empirical analyses, then, we are therefore particularly
interested in whether each of the models tested can account for decisions
by leaders to offer concessions.

This chapter is structured along lines similar to the previous chapter.
We first present the statistical results for each of the four models tested,
beginning with the International Politics Model and ending with the Po-
litical Affinity Model. For each model we present estimates of coefficients
and their statistical significance. We also note the estimated rho for each
model, which indicates the degree to which the challenger and target

9 Recall that the data used to predict challenger decisions to challenge the status quo are
taken from the beginning month of the round of talks, when the actual call for talks is
first made.

10 The number of observations for the Negotiations Stage is slightly lower than the cor-
responding number of calls for talks found in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage
(Chapter 7) and in some tables presented earlier in the book (Chapter 2). This can
be attributed to the fact that in some disputes both states have territorial claims and
both can be considered challengers. From the available data it seems that in a small per-
centage of these dual-challenger disputes both sides brought forward initiatives to hold
talks and therefore it was not possible simply to code one party as the initiator. However,
in this chapter we cannot include both challenger cases in the data set, since in these
instances we would be analyzing the same round of talks twice. For the Negotiations
Stage analysis, then, one of these two observations is randomly dropped from the data
set.

11 See Chapter 2 for a discussion of how the outcomes of negotiations are conceptualized.
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decisions are related. Across all models in this chapter the estimated rho
ranges from 0.84 to 0.86 and is statistically significant in all cases. This
provides strong evidence for the use of the bivariate probit model as oppo-
sed to the use of two separate, unrelated probit equations for each state.12

In our discussion of the results we once again devote particular at-
tention to the substantive impact of variables. As a result, we follow a
procedure similar to the previous chapter in which we present a series
of additional tables that show what impact a variable has on the proba-
bility of a challenger or target offering concessions. The probabilities are
generated by taking the probit coefficients reported in the equations and
running simulations in which the values of all but one variable are held
constant. The changes in the predicted probabilities allow us to assess
what impact a change in a single variable has on the probability of lead-
ers choosing to offer concessions. We conclude with a summary of the
performance of each of the models tested and consider the implications
for the literature on the democratic peace.

The results in this chapter indicate that the Political Accountability
Model provides the most explanatory power for understanding state be-
havior in the Negotiations Stage. We also find supportive but not strong
results for the Political Norms Model. Thus, while the Accountability
and Norms Models both do well in explaining the initiation of talks, the
Accountability Model is stronger in explaining when and why conces-
sions are offered. We also find that the International Politics Model does
poorly in explaining decisions to offer concessions, as does the Political
Affinity Model. These overall results build on the findings of the previous
chapter that domestic models which focus on institutional accountability
and norms of political bargaining and conflict resolution are quite useful
in understanding the choices of state leaders to pursue talks and to then
offer concessions. One of the most important insights provided by the
Accountability Model in this chapter centers on how the domestic po-
litical costs of concession-making often constrain democratic leaders to
be quite tough and unyielding in international negotiations. On the other
hand, the overall finding that the International Politics Model does not
provide strong insights into the outcomes of negotiations is quite consis-
tent with the results of the Status Quo Stage, where we found this model
to fare quite poorly in explaining choices to pursue talks. We will see,
however, in the next chapter, where the analysis shifts to the outcomes

12 Nevertheless, we also estimate a pair of probit models for both the challenger and target as
a robustness check. In most cases the results are relatively similar to the results generated
by the bivariate probit models, but the degree of similarity varies considerably. However,
due to the large and statistically significant rho found in the bivariate probit models we
choose to focus exclusively on the bivariate probit results.
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Table 8.1 Bivariate probit results for International Politics Model:
Negotiations Stage

Challenger decision Target decision
to offer concessions to offer concessions

Variable Coefficient z p-value Coefficient z p-value

Military balance .718 5.41 <.001∗ −.571 −4.31 <.001
Strategic value of territory .035 .25 — −.034 −.55 —
Common security interests .196 2.45 <.01 .194 2.37 <.01
Target involvement in −.021 −.27 — .103 1.34 <.10

other military dispute
Challenger involvement in −.064 −.75 — .044 .52 —

other military dispute
Constant −.622 −8.72 <.001∗ −.076 −.80 —

Estimate Std Err Test Statistic p-value
Rho ε1ε2 .855 .016 χ2 (1df) 431.35 .000

N = 1528
Log-Likelihood = −1644.02
Note: ∗ = Two-tailed test of significance (all other tests are one-tailed unless indicated otherwise).

of military confrontations, that the International Politics Model is much
more powerful in explaining leader choices than either the Accountability
or Norms Models.

Results for the International Politics Model

The empirical results for the International Politics Model are reported in
Table 8.1. Overall, the results are quite striking in that only one of the
five hypotheses tested is clearly supported by the statistical findings. The
general conclusion to draw from these results is that the International
Politics Model provides only limited insights into the decisions of state
leaders in the Negotiations Stage. As noted above, this set of results paral-
lels what we found in our analysis of the Status Quo Stage in Chapter 7.
There we found that the International Politics Model was powerful in
explaining choices to threaten force, but was much weaker in explaining
decisions to pursue talks. Given these prior results, it is not surprising
that the International Politics Model is quite weak as an explanation for
the outcomes of negotiations.

The strongest results are for hypothesis IP1, which posits that chal-
lengers and targets should be more likely to offer concessions when they
share common security interests. In Table 8.1 we see that the coefficients
for this variable are positive and highly significant for both the challenger
and the target. In particular, when the challenger and target share a
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military alliance they are more likely to concede territory to each other.13

In Tables 8.2 and 8.3 we see that a common alliance produces predicted
increases of 20 percent and 22 percent in the probability of challengers
and targets offering concessions.14 For example, prior to World War II the
Netherlands did not offer any concessions in negotiations with Belgium,
a non-ally, over small enclaves along the border. After World War II
both states became members of NATO and in the mid-to-late 1950s
the Netherlands made a series of concessions to help settle its dispute
with Belgium. Morocco refused to offer concessions to Spain in either
its disputes over the Spanish Sahara (1956–75) or enclaves and offshore
islands (1956–95), but was willing to offer concessions to Arab League
allies such as Mauritania and Algeria in the 1960s and early 1970s.

Another finding that is partially supported is for the military balance
variable. The intuitive hypothesis is that the greater the relative military
strength of a state, the less likely its leaders would be to offer concessions
in negotiations (IP2). The results for the target in Table 8.1 provide
strong support for this hypothesis, as the coefficient is negative and sta-
tistically significant as expected. Substantively, we see in Table 8.3 that
as the target’s military position changes from one of weakness (a ratio
of 1:10) to one of clear advantage (a ratio of 10:1), the target becomes
39 percent less likely to offer territorial concessions. What is surprising,
however, are the results for the challenger. We find that as challengers
become stronger, they are more likely to offer concessions. The coeffi-
cient is positive and statistically significant, contrary to the predictions of
IP2.15 What may be contributing to this finding is that very strong chal-
lengers may offer concessions to weak adversaries in part because a great
disparity in relative capabilities indicates that the security consequences
of conceding territory are quite minimal. For example, in the data set we
find China making concessions to Bhutan, Afghanistan, and Burma; the
British conceding territory in Africa to Ethiopia and Portugal; and Saudi
Arabia making concessions to Oman and Qatar.

13 These results are robust when we consider possible selection effects that might bias the
results for the challenger. When we run a Heckman selection model that accounts for
the decision of the challenger to initiate talks, we still find that the alliance variable has
a positive and significant impact on challenger decisions to offer concessions.

14 We also substitute alternative measures for common security interests into the equa-
tion. We find that a common adversary in militarized disputes within the past five years
produces positive and significant results for both states. However, the coefficient for
the common territorial dispute adversary indicator, while positive, is not statistically
significant for either the challenger or target.

15 These surprising results are not due to problems of selection bias. We run a Heckman
selection model for the challenger in which the decision to initiate talks is explicitly mod-
eled and the coefficient for the military balance variable remains positive and statistically
significant in the second equation for explaining concessions.
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The remaining hypotheses from the International Politics Model gen-
erally are not supported by the results in Table 8.1. First of all, leaders
in challenger and target states are not less likely to offer concessions in
negotiations when disputed territory is of strategic value to each side
(hypothesis IP3). We expected to find a negative relationship between
strategic value of territory and concessions, but the somewhat contradic-
tory coefficient estimates for the challenger and target are not statistically
significant (z-scores of 0.25 and −0.55 respectively).16 Finally, the in-
volvement of either the challenger or target in militarized disputes with
other states does not have any strong and consistent impact on negotia-
tions, contrary to hypotheses IP4i and IP4ii. The only somewhat sup-
portive finding is that targets are more likely to offer concessions when
they are involved in other disputes, but the level of statistical significance
is somewhat marginal (p < 0.10). In Table 8.3 we see that targets who are
engaged in military conflicts with other states are only 12 percent more
likely to offer concessions in territorial disputes.

We now turn to the statistical findings for each of the domestic-level
models. As we explained in Chapter 7, we include the variables from the
International Politics Model (as reported in Table 8.1) in each of the do-
mestic politics model equations. In all of these subsequent equations, the
findings for the International Politics Model remain stable and only the
Common Security Interests and targetMilitary Balance coefficient estimates
are statistically significant. For the remainder of this chapter we do not
discuss these consistent, but generally weak, results for the International
Politics Model any further.

Results for Political Accountability Model

As we discussed in Chapter 7, we test the hypotheses from the Politi-
cal Accountability Model (and Political Norms Model) in three stages
that correspond to the logic of hypotheses derived from the model. We
begin with findings for hypotheses that compare democratic and non-
democratic systems, and then we turn to results for hypotheses that com-
pare within these two regime types and among dyads.

Overall, a number of hypotheses are supported by the bivariate probit
results. It is also worth noting that the results are generally stronger for the
challenger than for the target. Nevertheless, there is strong evidence that
democratic leaders typically are more likely to offer concessions when the
issues at stake in negotiations over disputed territory are not highly salient

16 Similarly weak findings are produced when we substitute into the equation the alternative
operational measure for the value of disputed territory, the economic importance of
territory. The probit coefficients are positive but very insignificant, with z-statistics of
0.24 and 0.15 for the challenger and target, respectively.
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or controversial to domestic audiences. However, democratic leaders are
far less likely to offer concessions when they expect the domestic political
costs of concessions to be high. There also seems to be an electoral cycle
associated with democratic states in which the prospects for progress in
talks are much greater shortly after elections, whereas stalemate in ne-
gotiations is more likely as elections approach. Furthermore, democratic
leaders worry about the prospects for ratification of territorial treaties and
thus are more likely to offer concessions when their ruling coalition con-
trols a majority of seats in the legislature. Finally, there is clear evidence
that in democratic dyads leaders of both states are more likely to offer
concessions.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders of democratic
and non-democratic states

The results in Table 8.4 suggest a more complex pattern of negotiating
behavior when comparing democratic and non-democratic leaders than
is commonly found in the democratic peace literature.17 First, we hy-
pothesize in PA1i that democratic leaders should be more inclined to
offer concessions in negotiations in the baseline case where the political
costs are expected to be limited. We argue that given the greater aversion
to the risks of military conflict for democratic leaders, they should prefer
to rely on negotiations to settle disputes. At least for territorial dispute
targets, the bivariate probit results provide strong support for this hypoth-
esis about the propensity of democratic leaders to make concessions in
negotiations.18 The coefficient estimate for the Target Level of Democracy

17 We find little evidence to be worried about multicollinearity among the independent
variables in the model displayed in Table 8.4. We encounter a moderate yet accept-
able auxiliary r-squared value of 0.54 when we regress the challenger democracy ∗ eth-
nic ties interaction term on all remaining independent variables, but all other auxiliary
r-squared values are less than 0.4. Furthermore, we also find no evidence to be worried
about potential selection bias affecting the results for the challenger concession decision.
The Heckman probit model, which incorporates the challenger’s decision to call for talks
into the analysis of the challenger’s decision on whether to offer concessions, returns a
rho of only 0.18, which is not statistically significant (p-value = 0.45). The signs and
statistical significance of all Political Accountability Model variables of interest remain
unaffected as well.

18 Since the impact of target democracy (on the target decision to offer concessions) is
channeled through the individual target Level of Democracy term, as well as through three
interaction terms, we also re-estimate the model after we delete those three interaction
terms. This allows us to ascertain the aggregate impact of target democracy simply
by examining the new coefficient results for the target Level of Democracy term. Even
after this re-estimation the target Level of Democracy variable retains its positive sign
and is statistically significant near the 0.05 level. This strengthens our conclusion that,
on the whole, democratic targets are more likely to offer concessions than are non-
democratic targets. We do the same thing for the challenger net-democracy variable, but
find no evidence to suggest that democratic challengers are more or less likely to offer
concessions.
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variable is positive and significant at the 0.001 level. In Table 8.6 we see
that the change from a highly undemocratic leader to a highly democratic
leader produces a 65 percent increase in the likelihood that concessions
will be offered by the target. The coefficient for the Challenger Level of
Democracy variable, however, is positive but not statistically significant.
We therefore conclude that PA1i is only partially supported.

The remaining results in Table 8.4 make it clear, however, that once
the domestic political costs of making concessions rise for leaders, then
we should expect democratic leaders to be quite reluctant to offer con-
cessions and potentially even less willing to concede than their non-
democratic counterparts. In short, greater accountability can induce
democratic leaders to be quite tough and intransigent in negotiations. For
example, as argued in PA2ii, democratic leaders in both challenger and
target states are indeed less likely to make concessions when disputed ter-
ritory is populated by ethnic co-nationals. For both challenger and target
states the coefficients on theDemocracy ∗ Ethnic Ties variables are negative
and statistically significant, and the substantive effects are quite similar
across the two states. In Tables 8.5 and 8.6 challengers and targets are
23 percent and 27 percent less likely to make concessions, respectively,
when highly democratic leaders are negotiating to protect ethnic co-
nationals in disputed territory. One example is the unwillingness of demo-
cratic Turkey and democratic Cyprus after 1974 to offer concessions to
break the deadlock over Turkish control of northern Cyprus. Another
example is Pakistani negotiating behavior with India over the disputed
Kashmir region. While Pakistan has held twenty-three rounds of talks
since 1949, it has only offered limited concessions on three occasions
and in each case this was during a period of only semi-democratic rule
(1952, 1955, and 1972). When talks have been held during the periods
of strongest democratic rule in Pakistan (1958, 1989–90, 1993–5), no
concessions have been offered in six rounds of talks.

A related finding is that democratic leaders, like their non-democratic
counterparts, are less likely to make concessions when their adversary is
an enduring rival (PA2i). The enduring rivalry control variable is nega-
tive and statistically significant (see Table 8.4), yet the interaction term
for the variableDemocracy ∗ Enduring Rivalry is not statistically significant
for either the challenger or target. This pair of results indicates that demo-
cratic leaders are equally as unlikely to offer concessions when negotiating
with a long-term adversary. Finally, we argued in PA1iii that democratic
leaders would be less likely to offer concessions in the more politicized
context of negotiations that have failed in the past and ended in dead-
lock. The bivariate probit results for the target are strongly supportive.
We find that the target coefficient for the variableDemocracy ∗ Stalemate is
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negative and statistically significant at the 0.025 level. In Table 8.6 we see
a nearly 35 percent reduction in the likelihood of democratic leaders of
target states offering concessions when they are in negotiations following
a recent stalemate in talks.19

The final result in Table 8.4 builds nicely on the above findings that
once democratic leaders believe that there are domestic political risks
associated with being accommodative, they shift to quite unyielding ne-
gotiating positions. In PA1ii we hypothesized that the greater potential
audience costs for democratic leaders could make signals of their in-
tentions to withhold concessions in negotiations more credible to their
adversary. The results presented in Table 8.4 are supportive of this hy-
pothesis. We see that the coefficient estimate for the interaction term
Target Signal of Resolve ∗ Target Level of Democracy is positive and sta-
tistically significant as expected. That is, challengers are more likely to
offer concessions in negotiations when democratic targets signal early on
in negotiations that they do not intend to offer concessions. We see in
Table 8.5, in fact, that leaders are 24 percent more likely to make territo-
rial concessions when a democratic territorial dispute adversary signals its
initial unwillingness to make concessions as opposed to when such signals
of intransigence are sent by very non-democratic leaders. A number of
examples illustrate these findings. For example, China has held thirty-one
rounds of talks in the post-World War II period in which adversaries sig-
naled their intention to offer concessions. China did not offer concessions
to any of the twenty-two non-democratic states that signaled their resolve
(e.g. Vietnam, Soviet Union, and Nepal) but did offer concessions in six
of nine cases involving democratic states signaling their resolve (Britain,
India, and Japan). Another case is Yugoslavia, which offers concessions to
seemingly resolved non-democratic targets such as Albania and Bulgaria
in only one of seven rounds of talks. However, Yugoslavia offers conces-
sions in eight of ten rounds of talks to resolved democratic adversaries
including Austria, Greece, and Italy.

Results for hypotheses that draw comparisons among leaders
of democratic and non-democratic States

We begin by presenting results for hypotheses about differences in ex-
pected behavior among democratic state leaders and then discuss findings
for non-democratic leaders.20 The first finding in Table 8.7 is that leaders

19 In the equation reported the stalemate variable was coded on the basis of a one-year
lag but we also checked for two- and five-year lags with no important changes in the
statistical results.

20 We also estimate the model from Table 8.7 using a Heckman selection model. The results
of the Heckman model indicate little reason to worry about selection bias broadly. The
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in challenger states are more willing to make concessions as their ruling
coalition controls more seats in the legislature. The coefficient is posi-
tive and statistically significant as predicted by PA3i. Similarly, leaders
in target states are more likely to offer concessions when the ruling coali-
tion of democratic leaders in the challenger state controls more seats in
the legislature, as hypothesized in PA3ii. According to Table 8.8, demo-
cratic leaders in challenger states are nearly 69 percent more likely to offer
concessions when their ruling coalition in the legislature shifts from con-
trolling 40 percent to 80 percent of the seats. For example, Ecuador does
not offer any concessions to Peru in five rounds of talks held between 1982
and 1994, and during this period the ruling coalition in Ecuador controls
a minority of legislative seats on four of five occasions (it holds a mere
54 percent in the other case). In contrast, during the period 1919–35
Belgian governments offer concessions in five rounds of talks in three
different disputes, and in each case the governing coalition in Belgium
controls over 90 percent of the seats in parliament.

Similarly, we see in Table 8.9 that target leaders are about 54 percent
more likely to offer concessions to democratic presidents or prime min-
isters in challenger states when those democratic leaders are in a strong
position to secure domestic support and ratification for any negotiated
agreement.21 The negotiating behavior of British territorial dispute adver-
saries provides a nice illustration of this pattern. Only on four occasions,

selection (Challenge the Status Quo Stage) and outcome (Negotiations Stage) equa-
tions are correlated only by a factor of 0.17, and the estimate of rho is not statistically
significant (p = 0.39). However, we once again perform checks for multicollinearity
and this time we find high auxiliary r-squared values in certain cases. In particular, we
encounter auxiliary r-squared values of up to 0.91 when we regress the challenger (or
target) democracy dummy variable or the challenger (or target) legislative support vari-
able on the remaining independent variables. The multicollinearity is largely a result of
the fact that the two measures which compare within democratic regimes (challenger
[target] government legislative support and challenger [target] time since elections) are
correlated both with one another, and with the democracy dummy variable. We re-run
the model in two different ways. First, we estimate the model by dropping one of the two
“within democracy” variables, either the challenger (target) legislative support variable or
the challenger (target) time since election variable. Next, we conduct probit analysis first
on just the democratic challengers (and then targets) and then on the non-democratic
challengers (and then targets). In all cases our primary results from Table 8.7 – namely
the impact of the challenger ruling coalition on both states’ decisions and the impact
of election timing in both states on the challenger decision – hold across these different
specifications.

21 We also run a Heckman selection model for the challenger in which the decision to initiate
talks was explicitly modeled and the coefficient for the Legislative Support for Challenger
Government variable remains positive and statistically significant in the second equation
for explaining concessions. However, several alternative operational measures of oppo-
sition strength, such as minority government status and percentage seats controlled by
the ruling party, are substituted into the equation and the results then become much
weaker.
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all in the 1920s and early 1930s, is there a minority government in power
in Britain. Yet in all four rounds of talks the Labour-led government of
Ramsay MacDonald is unable to secure concessions from the negotiating
adversary. Taking this pattern a bit further, we see that British govern-
ments with slim majorities also find it difficult to secure concessions from
a territorial dispute adversary. British governments with less than 60 per-
cent of support in parliament have garnered concessions only 33 percent
of the time (in seven of twenty-one rounds of talks). Meanwhile, British
governments with strong majorities of 70 percent or more of the seats in
parliament have secured concessions 68 percent of the time (seventeen
of twenty-five rounds of talks).

While these are strong findings, challengers do not seem that sen-
sitive to the legislative strength of the ruling government in the target
(z-statistic = −0.39). Furthermore, democratic leaders in targets also are
not influenced by the strength of ruling coalition support in their own
legislature.22 One possible interpretation of these findings is that demo-
cratic leaders in target states almost always expect to encounter domes-
tic political opposition to concession-making since the status quo favors
them. As a result, they are particularly concerned to only make conces-
sions to democratic adversaries when they expect that their democratic
counterpart can win the political battle at home for support of a nego-
tiated agreement. Put differently, democratic leaders in target states do
not want to put themselves through the political struggle of defending
an agreement that contains concessions unless they are confident that
their negotiating partner can reciprocate concessions and still survive
politically when the controversial agreement is brought back home for
approval and ratification.

The results in Table 8.7 also indicate that the timing of elections is
quite important to democratic leaders in challenger states. For example,
among democratic challengers there seems to be an electoral cycle in
which leaders are more willing to make concessions in negotiations in pe-
riods shortly after national elections, but as time passes and new national
elections approach, democratic leaders become more reluctant to make
concessions (see PA4i). In Table 8.7 the challenger time since election
variable is statistically significant as an explanation for the challenger’s
decisions to withhold making concessions to the target. The substantive

22 Several alternative operational measures of opposition strength, such as minority gov-
ernment status and the percentage of seats controlled by the ruling party, are substituted
into the equation, but the results remain weak. We also run a Heckman selection model
for the challenger in which the decision to initiate talks is modeled explicitly. Never-
theless, the coefficient for the variable Legislative Support for Target Government remains
insignificant in the second equation for explaining concessions.
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effects for this variable are presented in Table 8.8, where we find that
challengers are 32 percent more likely to offer concessions three months
after their most recent election as compared to when the last national
election was held four years ago. For example, the behavior of demo-
cratic Greece is quite instructive. Greece offers concession in talks with
Italy in 1928, Bulgaria in 1947, and Cyprus in 1982, and in each case
the negotiations had been initiated within three months after a Greek
national election. The same pattern holds true for French concessions
to the British in negotiations over the disputed borders of Middle East
mandates in 1920. In each of three cases, French concessions followed
negotiations that had been initiated within two to four months of the most
recent national election.

The bivariate probit results also suggest that challengers pay attention
to the electoral cycle of democratic targets, as hypothesized in PA4ii.
In Table 8.7 we see that challengers are less likely to offer concessions
over disputed territory as the democratic target moves closer to holding
national elections. The coefficient for this variable is also negative and
statistically significant. In Table 8.8 we find that as the time since the most
recent election for the target increases there is a 16 percent reduction
in the probability of a challenger offering concessions.23 For example,
Dutch concessions to Belgium in three of four cases in the 1950s are
offered within twelve months of Belgian national elections. Also, Great
Britain settles its dispute with France over the border between Syria and
Iraq right after the French national election in 1932. In another series of
talks, Egypt, in its dispute with Great Britain over military base rights,
offers concessions in five different rounds of talks and in four cases these
concessions were offered to British governments that had held elections
within the last twelve months. Finally, China and Great Britain reach an
agreement through mutual concessions in early 1984 to end the dispute
over Hong Kong shortly after the victory of the Thatcher government
in the British elections of 1983. Target decisions to offer concessions,
however, do not seem to be linked to the timing of elections either in
their own country, or in democratic challengers. While the coefficients
are negative as expected in Table 8.7, they do not quite reach standard
levels of statistical significance. In sum, while recent elections in either
state do seem to increase the likelihood of concessions being made, the
timing of elections seems to exert a considerably larger influence on the
leaders of challenger states as opposed to the leaders of target states.

23 These results are robust when we run a Heckman selection model for the challenger in
which the decision to initiate talks is modeled explicitly. The coefficients for both the
challenger and target election timing variables remain negative and statistically significant
in the second equation for explaining concessions.
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The final set of hypotheses tested focuses on non-democratic chal-
lengers and here the results are generally weak. There does not seem to
be much difference between the negotiating behavior of politically secure
non-democratic leaders and the negotiating behavior of politically inse-
cure non-democratic leaders. We had expected that secure leaders would
be more likely to make concessions (PA5i), but the bivariate probit coef-
ficients for secure leaders in the challenger and target equations are not
statistically significant. Furthermore, challengers are not more likely to
offer concessions to politically secure non-democratic leaders in target
states, as hypothesized in PA5ii. The one supportive finding, however, is
that targets are more likely to offer concessions to secure non-democratic
leaders in challenger states. The coefficient is positive and marginally sig-
nificant (p < 0.10). In Table 8.9 we see that targets are 21 percent more
likely to make concessions when negotiating with secure non-democratic
challengers.

Results for hypotheses that compare across dyads
In this last section of results for the Political Accountability Model we
look at hypotheses about democratic dyads and mixed dyads. In PA6 we
posit that in negotiations among democratic states we should expect both
parties to offer concessions more frequently. The bivariate probit results
in Table 8.10 support this hypothesis, as both challengers and targets in
democratic dyads are more likely to offer concessions in negotiations over
disputed territory. In Table 8.11 we see that challengers and targets in a
democratic dyad are 17 percent and 30 percent more likely, respectively,
to offer concessions than states in non-democratic dyads. For example,
in the dispute between Honduras and El Salvador negotiations are in-
frequent and inconclusive during the period from 1919–83, when the
two states are never jointly democratic. Once both states become more
democratic in the mid-1980s talks are held frequently, with mutual con-
cessions effectively ending the dispute in 1992. A similar pattern can be
seen in the dispute between Argentina and Chile. Prior to the 1990s the
two states were never jointly democratic and concessions in negotiations
were rare. In the 1990s, however, four rounds of talks were held between
the two democratic states and concessions were offered by one or both
sides in all four rounds of talks.

The second dyadic result is for hypothesis PA7ii, which focuses on the
behavior of states in mixed dyads. We find that non-democratic chal-
lengers in mixed dyads are considerably more likely to offer conces-
sions in negotiations than are democratic challengers in mixed dyads (see
Table 8.10). In fact, non-democratic challengers in these mixed dyad
situations are over 38 percent more likely to make concessions than are
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democratic challengers in mixed dyads. This finding is consistent with the
earlier results we reported concerning the greater unwillingness of demo-
cratic leaders to offer concessions when the political costs for accom-
modative policies were high. Our argument for PA7ii is that oftentimes
non-democratic leaders would have to take the initiative in negotiations
with constrained democratic leaders by offering limited concessions in
order to break a stalemate. This offer of concessions could then be used
by democratic leaders to justify to their own domestic opposition the need
to respond with concessions. However, when we look at target behavior
we see that non-democratic targets in mixed dyads are less likely to of-
fer concessions, contrary to PA7ii. Overall, then, the results for PA7ii
are somewhat mixed, though we give greater weight to the findings for
the challenger since we believe that concession-making in negotiations
is driven largely by the initiatives of the challenger. This is because the
target is generally reactive, as it will often respond to such offers of con-
cessions but will rarely put concessions on the table before the challenger
does.

These are interesting results that contrast somewhat with our findings
in Chapter 7 that non-democratic states are consistently the more ag-
gressive party when it comes to initiating military threats in mixed dyads.
As we argued in Chapter 4, while democratic states should not be ag-
gressive in threatening force against non-democratic states, we do expect
that greater political accountability will often make democratic leaders
more hesitant to offer concessions in negotiations. The results across
Chapters 7 and 8 fit this pattern quite well.

Results for the Political Norms Model

The Political Norms Model produces much weaker results for the Negoti-
ations Stage than it did for the Challenge the Status Quo Stage. In the pre-
vious chapter we found that strong nonviolent norms produced monadic
as well as dyadic effects. Leaders with nonviolent domestic norms of
political competition and conflict resolution were much more likely to
rely on negotiations as opposed to military force to challenge the status
quo. In addition, we found evidence of variation in diplomatic and mil-
itary behavior among both democratic and non-democratic leaders. In
this chapter, however, the statistical findings suggest that once leaders
with stronger democratic norms enter into negotiations, their bargaining
behavior does not differ in strong and systematic ways from that of non-
democratic leaders (i.e. monadic-level effects are not that powerful). The
strongest finding is that in disputes where challenger and target leaders
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share strong nonviolent norms both are more likely to offer concessions.
We also find some evidence to suggest that concessions are less likely to be
offered in disputes between two highly undemocratic states with violent
norms.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders with strong vs. weak
nonviolent norms

We first test hypothesis PN1i, which posits that political leaders will be
more likely to offer concessions in negotiations as nonviolent norms be-
come more firmly established in political systems.24 In Table 8.12 the co-
efficients for the Strength of Nonviolent Norms variable are in the predicted
positive direction for both challengers and targets, yet the estimate is only
marginally significant for the target (p < 0.10) and is insignificant for the
challenger.25 The substantive impact of the norms variable is reported
in Table 8.13. As norms of nonviolent domestic political bargaining be-
come stronger, target leaders are 23 percent more likely to offer territorial
concessions.

While the bivariate probit results provide only modest support for
PN1i, we are hesitant to conclude with confidence that the statistical
evidence for this hypothesis is weak due to concerns with selection ef-
fects. When we re-run the analysis as a two-stage Heckman selection
model – in which the challenger’s decision to initiate talks is explicitly
modeled along with the challenger’s decision to offer concessions – we
find stronger support for the proposition that strong nonviolent norms
are associated with offering concessions.26 In the Heckman model, the
challenger nonviolent norms variable does have a positive impact on chal-
lenger concessions and is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. This
is one of the very few instances in which the results of the bivariate pro-
bit model differ from those we obtain using a Heckman selection model.
Due to these conflicting findings the conclusion we feel safer in drawing is
that there may be monadic effects associated with democratic norms and
offering concessions in negotiations, but they are not likely to be strong

24 We test for levels of multicollinearity among all of the explanatory variables and find
relatively high multicollinearity (between 0.85 and 0.90) when we perform auxillary re-
gressions on the stalemate variable and the nonviolent norms ∗ stalemate term. Neverthe-
less, the results contained in Table 8.12 remain robust under a variety of specifications,
in particular when we delete the variables that seem to exhibit high multicollinearity.

25 Similarly weak results are produced when we substitute into the equation the POLITY-
based lagged measure of democratic norms.

26 We do not, however, find evidence of selection bias broadly. The estimated rho of the
Heckman model is −0.04, and the p-value for this estimate is 0.79. In other words,
we only focus on possible selection bias as it might affect coefficient estimates for the
nonviolent norms variable.
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Table 8.13 The impact of nonviolent norms on target decisions to offer
concessions

(a) (b) (c) (d)
Initial Probability after Change in Percentage change

Variable probability change in variable probabilities (b–a) in probabilities (c/a)

Target strength of nonviolent norms

Change from 28.9% 31.5% +2.6% +9.0%
0 to 8 years

Change from 31.5% 34.2% +2.7% +8.6%
8 to 16 years

Change from 34.2% 35.6% +1.4% +4.1%
16 to 20 years

Total change 28.9% 35.6% +6.7% +23.2%
from 0 to
20 years

Note: The probabilities represent the marginal probability of target concessions, regardless
of whether the challenger also offers concessions. The reported probabilities are calculated
by holding each of the variables in Table 8.12 constant while changing the value of the
twenty-year lagged nonviolence variable. The territory is considered to be of strategic
value to both states and the military balance is 3:2 in favor of the target. All other variables
are held at their median values.

given our mixed results.27 This qualified conclusion contrasts somewhat
with the findings in the Status Quo Stage, where leaders with strong non-
violent norms clearly favored negotiations as the approach to pursuing
territorial claims. We believe that this pattern of results indicates that
while nonviolent norms do influence leader choices to rely on negotia-
tions and to consider concessions, the political costs of concessions, as
highlighted by the Political Accountability Model, are salient enough to
democratic negotiators that there is no strong pattern of them offering
concessions more frequently than their non-democratic counterparts.

Next we examine the hypothesis that leaders with strong nonviolent
norms should be more likely to respond to a stalemate in prior negotia-
tions by offering limited concessions in subsequent rounds of talks as a
way to try and break the deadlock (PN1ii). We find no support for this
27 We also re-estimate this model by deleting the nonviolent norms ∗ stalemate interaction

term, thereby leaving the challenger (target) nonviolent norms term as the sole measure
of nonviolent norms in the model. The results of this re-estimation provide a bit of fur-
ther evidence in support of the claim that nonviolent norms are related to concessions.
The challenger nonviolent norms variable now becomes positive and marginally signif-
icant (p-value = 0.103) and the target nonviolent norms variable remains positive and
statistically significant (p < 0.05).
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hypothesis, as the coefficients for the Nonviolent Norms ∗ Stalemate
term are insignificant in both the challenger and target equations (see
Table 8.12).28 Once again, the comparison with the earlier results in this
chapter for the Political Accountability Model are instructive. For the
Accountability Model, we argued that a prior stalemate is expected to in-
crease the attention and controversy surrounding negotiations and should
make democratic leaders less likely to offer concessions due to increased
domestic audience costs. The empirical findings are much stronger in
favor of this Accountability Model hypothesis. It seems as if domestic
political constraints exert a conservative influence on democratic bar-
gaining behavior; that is, they push leaders away from the granting of
concessions when they are expected to be controversial.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders among either democratic
or non-democratic states

The results from tests of the two within regimes hypotheses are pre-
sented in Table 8.14, and we find little to no support for either of these
hypotheses.29 The first hypothesis tested is the argument that among
democratic states, the leaders of recently established democracies should
be less likely to offer concessions (PN4). However, in Table 8.14 we see
that the challenger coefficient is negative but not statistically significant,
while the coefficient for the target is actually positive and significant at
the 0.05 level. The negotiating behavior for recently democratic targets,
then, does not correspond to what was expected.30

The second hypothesis maintains that among non-democratic leaders,
those with the most violent norms are less likely to offer concessions in
negotiations over disputed territory (PN5). Once again, we expect to find
negative coefficients for the indicators of strongest violent norms. But in
Table 8.14 we see that while the coefficients are negative as expected,
both the challenger and target estimates fail to reach standard levels of

28 We test for the robustness of these results by substituting into the equations alternative
lags for the stalemate variable (two and five years) and the findings remain weak and
insignificant.

29 We test for levels of multicollinearity among all of the explanatory variables in this model
and find the auxillary r-squared values to be low, ranging from 0.15 to 0.47.

30 These results for the challenger and target are not highly sensitive to the operational
measure used to code how recently the country had become democratic. Alternative
lags of two and ten years are also considered, but the results remain quite similar for
the challenger. The target results hold when we use the two-year lag, but become in-
significant when we employ a ten-year lag. We also find no difference in the challenger
estimate for recently established democracies when we estimate a Heckman selection
model.
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statistical significance.31 In sum, the results for these two hypotheses that
look for variation in behavior among democratic and non-democratic
leaders are weak, with only very limited evidence of consistent and im-
portant differences in behavior.

Results for hypotheses that compare within and across dyads
We test four different dyadic hypotheses, but find strong support for only
one of these hypotheses (see Table 8.15).32 The lone supported hypothe-
sis is PN6i, which maintains that concessions are more likely in disputes
where the leaders of both states share nonviolent norms. The coefficients
for the Dyad with Strong Nonviolent Norms variable are positive and sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level for both challengers and targets (Table 8.15).33

We see in Table 8.16 that dyads with nonviolent, democratic norms are
associated with 31 percent and 48 percent increases in the predicted like-
lihood of challengers and targets offering concessions, respectively.

The second hypothesis maintains that among dyads with democratic
norms, we should expect less frequent concessions by challenger and tar-
gets when both states have only recently become democratic (PN6ii). We
expected to find negative coefficient results, but instead we find weak and
even contradictory results. The signs on the coefficients for democratic
dyads with the weakest norms are not only positive, but the target co-
efficient is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The lack of support
for PN6ii in the Negotiations Stage contrasts with our earlier findings
for the Status Quo Stage, in which we find strong support for the claim
that challenger leaders in recently established democratic dyads are more
likely to threaten force to advance territorial claims.34

31 These results for challenger and target are not sensitive to the operational measure used
to code how strong violent norms are among non-democratic leaders. We substitute an
alternative norms measure based on POLITY data and find no important differences. We
also check for possible selection bias in the estimation of the challenger coefficient. This
time the Heckman model does produce somewhat stronger results for the challenger in
the equation for explaining concessions. The coefficient for strong violent norms is neg-
ative, as expected, and now reaches marginal levels of statistical significance (p < 0.10).

32 Once again we examine the possibility for multicollinearity among the variables in this
model (see Table 8.15), but find most auxiliary r-squared values to be below 0.2, with
0.54 being the highest value we find.

33 These strong results are very robust when we check for selection bias with a Heckman
model for the challenger. This dyadic result for the target, however, is not as robust
when we substitute into the equation the POLITY-based measure of norms. While the
challenger results are robust, the coefficient for the target remains positive but is no
longer statistically significant.

34 These weak results are not sensitive to changes in the operational measure for coding
recently established democracies. We substituted a five-year lag for the original ten-year
lag and obtained similar results. We did not try a two-year lag due to the lack of a
sufficient number of cases.
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Turning to mixed dyads, recall that we hypothesized (PN8) that leaders
with violent, non-democratic norms should be less likely to offer conces-
sions. Once again, our bivariate probit results provide no support for this
hypothesis. The coefficients for the variable are negative as expected in
both the challenger and target equations, but neither estimate is statis-
tically significant. Once again, the weak findings here contrast with the
much stronger results in the Status Quo Stage, where we found that non-
democratic challengers in mixed dyads were more likely to threaten force
and less likely to initiate talks. The final set of results is for hypothesis
PN7. The hypothesis is that concessions should be least likely in terri-
torial disputes in which both the challenger and target leaders hold very
strong violent norms. We see in Table 8.15 that leaders in these violent-
norms dyads are somewhat less likely to make concessions, but only the
coefficient for the challenger is statistically significant.35 Nevertheless, in
Table 8.16 we see a 23 percent reduction in the probability of challenger
concessions when both states are characterized by very violent norms.

Results for the Political Affinity Model

The final set of bivariate probit results is for the Political Affinity Model.
As was the case for the Status Quo Stage, the Affinity Model provides a
much weaker set of results for the Negotiations Stage than the other two
domestic models, especially the Political Accountability Model. The bi-
variate probit results support only two of the six hypotheses in question.36

The first positive finding is for hypothesis PAF1ii. We argue that among
politically similar states, we should expect fewer concessions when sim-
ilarity had been established recently. In Table 8.17 we see that the chal-
lenger and target coefficients for this variable are negative and significant
as expected.37 The substantive impact of this recent change is reported in
Tables 8.18 and 8.19. We find that a change to political similarity within
the past five years is associated with 34 percent and 51 percent reductions

35 The POLITY-based measure of norms produces somewhat different results. Using this
measure of violent norms we once again obtain negative signs on the coefficients, but
this time it is the target estimate that is statistically significant.

36 We perform a series of auxiliary regressions and find little reason to be concerned with
multicollinearity among the variables in Table 8.17. The highest r-squared value found
in any of these regressions is 0.64. We also find little support for the existence of selection
bias broadly. The estimated rho of the Heckman model is only 0.21, and this estimate
is not statistically significant (p-value of 0.27).

37 We check for the robustness of results by substituting alternative lags for determining
how recently states had become politically similar. Three- and ten-year lags produce very
similar results for both the challenger and target. In addition, these results are stable when
we check for potential selection bias in the challenger equation with a Heckman model.
The coefficient remains negative and significant.
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in the predicted probability that challengers and targets, respectively, will
offer concessions.

The second supportive finding is for hypotheses PAF2i and PAF2ii.
The logic of this hypothesis is that states should be more likely to offer
concessions to politically similar territorial dispute adversaries when they
or their political ally are confronted with an external threat to their se-
curity. We see in Table 8.17 that both the challenger and target equation
estimates of the Political Similarity ∗ External Threat to Challenger term
are positive and statistically significant, as expected. In Tables 8.18 and
8.19 we see that threatened challenger states are 45 percent more likely
to offer concessions to politically similar target states, whereas targets
are now 38 percent more likely to offer concessions to the leadership of
these politically similar and vulnerable challenger states. However, the
bivariate probit results are not fully supportive of these two hypotheses
because similar results do not hold when the target state is facing an exter-
nal threat. Neither the challenger nor the target estimate for the Political
Similarity ∗ External Threat to Target term is statistically significant. That
is, challengers do not respond to the external threats facing the target
by being more accommodative in negotiations, and leaders within target
states do not offer concessions more frequently when they face external
security threats.38

The remaining bivariate probit results do not lend support to the Polit-
ical Affinity Model. As with the Status Quo Stage, the general hypothesis
that political affinity between states should be associated with a higher
likelihood of concessions (PAF1i) is not borne out by the empirical ev-
idence. We expect all pairings of similar states to be more likely to offer
concessions to one another, but this is not what we find. The coeffi-
cient on the political similarity variable actually has a negative sign in the
challenger equation (but is not statistically significant). While the target
coefficient has the correct sign, it too is not statistically significant. As
we did in Chapter 7, we once again perform some additional analyses to
determine whether the weak results for the affinity variable apply to each
of the four similar regime types (democratic, communist, military juntas,
and monarchies). These supplementary analyses are quite instructive.
Only states in democratic dyads are more likely to offer concessions to
one another, which is consistent with our findings earlier in this chap-
ter in the context of the Accountability and Norms Models. In contrast,

38 Selection bias does not seem to be a problem for this variable. The strong findings
in Table 8.17 for the challenger remain stable when we run a Heckman probit model.
However, we find that the results are much weaker – with all of the coefficients statistically
insignificant across the challenger and target equations – when we substitute a measure
of domestic threat in place of external threat to check for the robustness of results.
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communist states are less likely to offer concessions to one another, while
no clear pattern emerges in negotiations among either military juntas
or monarchies. As a result, we find no evidence that political similarity
broadly makes states more likely to offer territorial concessions.

The final weak set of results is for hypotheses PAF3i and PAF3ii. For
PAF3i we expect to find that both dissimilar challengers and targets will
be more likely to make concessions when they face an outside threat and
the state posing this external threat shares political affinity with its ter-
ritorial dispute adversary. The coefficient for the Dissimilarity ∗ External
Threat to Target term does have a positive sign in the target equation, but
this estimate is not statistically significant. The parallel estimate for the
challenger (Dissimilarity ∗ External Threat to Challenger), however, has a
negative sign in the challenger equation and is not statistically significant.
For hypothesis PAF3ii we posit that states should be less likely to offer
concessions when a state with whom they are politically similar is posing
an outside threat to their politically dissimilar territorial dispute adver-
sary. In Table 8.17, however, the coefficients for the two relevant variables
measuring dissimilarity and a threat to the adversary have mixed signs
and neither is statistically significant at conventional levels (challenger
z-statistic = 1.15, target z-statistic = −0.86).

Conclusion

In this second empirical chapter we tested how well each of the four mod-
els accounted for decisions by leaders to offer concessions in negotiations.
The results for the International Politics Model were quite weak, which
is consistent with the earlier results for this model in the Status Quo
Stage. In Chapter 7 we found that international political-military vari-
ables were powerful in explaining decisions to threaten force, but were
rather weak in explaining the decisions of state leaders to initiate talks.
Across the Status Quo and Negotiations Stages, then, the International
Politics Model does poorly at explaining: (a) why leaders in territorial
disputes follow a nonviolent path of reliance on negotiations, and (b)
when they are likely to seek peaceful settlements through concessions in
negotiations. The Political Affinity Model also produced weak results,
and this follows a pattern similar to what we observed for the Status Quo
Stage. As a result, we conclude that the Affinity Model seems to offer
few insights into the initiation or outcome of negotiations over disputed
territory.

To understand when and why territorial concessions are offered by state
leaders in negotiations we must turn to domestic-level models, particu-
larly the Political Accountability Model. Five main findings emerge from
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the statistical tests for the Political Accountability Model. First, demo-
cratic leaders in challenger states are quite sensitive to electoral cycles
and prefer to offer concessions in periods shortly after national elections
have been held in their own country as well as in democratic targets. As
elections approach, international negotiations are less likely to produce
settlement agreements. Second, democratic leaders in challenger states
are also keenly aware of the domestic politics of treaty ratification and
therefore are unlikely to bring back home territorial agreements con-
taining concessions unless they command strong party support in their
legislature. Third, democratic leaders often avoid accommodation in ne-
gotiations because they are constrained by the expectation of domestic
opposition to territorial concessions. Instead, these leaders count on the
political payoffs associated with adopting hard-line bargaining positions.
As a result, democratic politics can often serve to make compromise more
difficult and prolong the period of time needed to negotiate the settlement
of a territorial dispute. Fourth, target leaders are unlikely to put conces-
sions on the table unless they are confident that their negotiating partner
(democratic or non-democratic) is in a secure position politically to re-
ciprocate with concessions and still survive the political battle at home
over ratification of any negotiated agreement. Put differently, claims by
challenger leaders that their hands are tied by strong domestic opposition
do not induce concessions by targets. Instead, political strength and the
freedom to prevail over domestic opposition are what targets look for in
the political leadership of challenger states. Fifth, leaders of democratic
states are more likely to offer concessions to other democratic leaders.
As a result, one reason why democratic dyads avoid war with each other
over disputed territory is because they are more likely to settle disputes
through mutual concessions in negotiated agreements.

Meanwhile, the Political Norms Model is considerably weaker as an
explanation for negotiation outcomes than it was as an explanation for
Status Quo Stage decisions. The only clear finding in this chapter is that
both sides seem to be more willing to offer concessions when the leaders
of both states hold strong nonviolent democratic norms. Thus, as with
the Accountability Model, there seems to be a strong democratic dyad
effect associated with mutual concessions in negotiations. The remaining
hypotheses for the Norms Model, however, were not strongly supported.
We believe the primary reason for the weaker overall performance of the
Norms Model is that this model does not capture the domestic politi-
cal costs of concession-making for incumbents very well, particularly for
democratic leaders. This is one of the strengths of the Political Account-
ability Model and that is why we think the Accountability Model performs
much better in this chapter compared to the Norms Model.
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One interesting finding in this chapter is that the monadic effects asso-
ciated with democracy are much weaker than they were in the previous
chapter. That is, in the Status Quo Stage we found strong evidence in
both the Accountability and Norms Models that democracies in general
were less likely to turn to military force and instead to favor negotiations
in disputes with all adversaries, not just democracies. The evidence in
this chapter, however, indicates that once they are engaged in talks the
negotiating behavior of democratic states is not that different from that
of their non-democratic counterparts. In both the Accountability and
Norms Models there is only slight evidence to indicate that democratic
leaders may be somewhat more likely to offer concessions. But once again,
these monadic results are far weaker than those associated with the Status
Quo Stage.

Our final conclusion is that the statistical results in this chapter are
much more supportive of the Political Accountability Model when com-
pared to the Political Norms Model. While we found it difficult to argue
that one model produced clearly stronger results than the other for the
Status Quo Stage, there is no such uncertainty when assessing the two
models for the Negotiations Stage.

We now turn to the final empirical chapter in which we analyze the
decisions of state leaders to escalate military confrontations to high levels
and risk war. The decision to risk war over disputed territory is certainly
one of the most consequential policy choices that political leaders can
confront. For this very reason, the performance of each theoretical model
in explaining military escalation is of central importance to our efforts to
draw conclusions about the extent to which domestic and international
conditions influence the foreign policy choices of state leaders.



9 Empirical results for decisions to escalate
with military force

In this final empirical chapter we analyze the decisions of leaders in chal-
lenger and target states to risk war by escalating military confrontations
in territorial disputes. The military confrontations we examine in this
chapter are those initiated by the challenger either through threats of
force, military movements and deployments, or the limited use of force
in disputed territory (see Chapter 7). Once again, we test the hypotheses
derived from our four models to determine which international politico-
military and domestic political conditions influence policy choices in this
Escalation Stage.

Estimation of the Escalation Stage

We estimate the Military Escalation Stage in a manner that parallels our
estimation of the Negotiations Stage in Chapter 8. However, instead of
explaining whether state leaders make concessions once they have entered
into a round of talks, our focus now shifts to an examination of whether
the challenger or target escalates the use of military force now that the
two states are engaged in a military confrontation. We once again employ
a bivariate probit model to examine the escalation decisions of both the
challenger and the target.1 As we discussed in the previous chapter, bi-
variate probit models take into account many of the strategic dynamics
inherent to the Military Escalation Stage, yet still allow us to test separate
sets of hypotheses for each of the two states embroiled in a militarized dis-
pute. Furthermore, we find particularly strong evidence to justify the use
of a bivariate model to test the Escalation Stage hypotheses. In this chap-
ter our estimates of rho – the correlation across the disturbances of the
challenger and target equations – range from approximately 0.92 to 0.95
and are statistically significant in all cases.Nevertheless, we also estimate
a Heckman probit model along with each bivariate probit model to check

1 See Chapter 8 for a discussion of bivariate probit and its applicability to these types of
“joint” decisions in international relations.

231
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for the robustness of challenger results.2 The rationale behind checking
our results through the use of the Heckman model is that the factors
which affect whether challengers initiate military confrontations might
also affect whether they ultimately escalate force in these confrontations.
We simply want to make sure that our bivariate probit estimates (for the
challenger) do not seem to be affected by selection bias. Finally, as was
the case for the data used in the previous chapter, the data contained
in the observations for the Escalation Stage analysis are taken from the
last month of each militarized confrontation, when both states seemingly
make some final decision about the level of escalation each is willing
to employ.3 Taking the data from the end of each militarized episode
also captures the fact that conditions may have changed since the ini-
tial threat of force was made by the challenger and that new information
might have been revealed to either or both parties during the course of the
confrontation.

Results of statistical tests

The data set we analyze in this chapter consists of 374 military con-
frontations from 1919–95 that were initiated by challenger states.4 The
dependent variable for both challengers and targets is a dichotomous vari-
able that indicates whether the leaders of each state escalate the initial
military confrontation to: (a) high levels, in which either large-scale force
is employed or mobilized for an attack, or (b) low or very limited levels of
military escalation (see Chapter 2 for a discussion of how escalation levels
are coded). For both parties the decision to risk war by engaging in high
levels of escalation is relatively rare. Challengers escalate to high levels in

2 Also see Chapter 8 for a more detailed discussion of the Heckman probit model.
3 Recall once again that the data used in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage – to predict the

initiation of force by the challenger – is taken from the initial month of each militarized
confrontation, when the threat or initial mobilization of force first occurs.

4 While there were 390 cases of challengers initiating military confrontations in the data set
for the Status Quo Stage in Chapter 7, we now drop sixteen cases to avoid the double-
counting of some confrontations. This is because there are sixteen instances in the Status
Quo Stage – each of which stems from the relatively small number of disputes in which
both sides are considered challengers – in which we code both sides as initiating military
threats at the same time. We code these sixteen cases in this way due to the fact that
available data did not allow us to determine with confidence whether one party clearly
initiated military actions before the other. Instead, the data seem to indicate that both
sides reached decisions to initiate threats of force at the same time. As a result, we code
both states as initiators in these few cases. However, now that we are examining the
outcomes of military confrontations, we need to drop one of these “dual challenge” cases
for our Escalation Stage analysis so that we do not analyze these sixteen cases twice. Thus
we randomly select one of the two cases for inclusion in the data set that we analyze in
this chapter.
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about 24 percent of the military confrontations (89/374), while targets
escalate to such levels in an even lower 18 percent of cases (67/374). Mu-
tual decisions to escalate to high levels occur in 40 cases in which a war is
fought over disputed territory (see Table 1.3 in Chapter 1). Based upon
these data, then, in the empirical analyses we are particularly interested
in whether each of the four theoretical models can account for decisions
by either state to escalate to high levels of force.

This chapter is organized similarly to the previous two empirical chap-
ters. In the body of the chapter we report the statistical results for each
of the four models tested, beginning once again with the International
Politics Model and then covering each of the domestic politics models.
In our discussion we continue to emphasize the substantive importance
of the findings by presenting sets of predicted probabilities. We conclude
the chapter with an overall assessment of the explanatory power of each
model tested and relate this to the larger literature on the democratic
peace.

The results in this chapter follow a clear pattern that builds on the
results from the Status Quo and Negotiations Stages. Specifically, we
find that the International Politics Model provides the most explanatory
power for understanding escalation decisions. This finding parallels the
conclusions drawn previously that this model provides considerable in-
sight into the initiation of military confrontations, but is far less powerful
in accounting for the initiation and outcome of negotiations. The results
in this chapter for the Political Accountability and Norms Models are
supportive, but not strongly so. This pattern of results is also consistent
with our earlier findings for the Status Quo and Negotiations Stages.
These two domestic models are best at explaining why disputes follow a
pathway of negotiations and peaceful settlements, and at times provide
valuable additional insights into the initiation and escalation of military
confrontations.Finally,the results for the Political Affinity Model remain
quite weak, as they have been for the previous two chapters. As a result,
we conclude that this model is undoubtedly the weakest of our four mod-
els in accounting for overall patterns of diplomatic and military behavior
in territorial disputes.

Results for the International Politics Model

The empirical results for the International Politics Model are reported
in Table 9.1. The results are quite strong, and contrast sharply with the
weak results reported for this model in the analysis of the Negotiations
Stage in Chapter 8. In particular, the results in this chapter consistently
support hypotheses about the escalation behavior of the challenger state,
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yet provide a weaker explanation for the escalatory behavior of the target.
This pattern of stronger findings for the challenger is true of the bivariate
results for all models across both this chapter and the previous chapter.
As we argued in Chapter 8, we think this pattern largely reflects the fact
that to a considerable extent targets follow a policy of reciprocating the
diplomatic and military behavior of the challenger. As a result, many of
the individual explanatory variables in the target equations do not pro-
duce strong results since the target’s principle of strategic reciprocation
is captured nicely in the bivariate analysis by the estimated rho parameter
(which is large and statistically significant in all equations).

Of the six International Politics Model hypotheses tested, five receive
clear support for the challenger while only two receive support for the
target. For example, the balance of relative military strength is quite im-
portant in explaining challenger decisions to escalate, as posited in IP2.
For the challenger, the coefficients for both the general military balance
and local balances of forces variables are positive and statistically signif-
icant. In Table 9.2 we see that these two variables have powerful sub-
stantive effects. A shift in the general military balance from one of clear
weakness to one of overwhelming advantage for the challenger produces a
165 percent increase in the probability of challenger escalation. Similarly,
the challenger is nearly twice as likely to escalate to high levels of force if it
enjoys an advantage in the local balance of forces (see Table 9.2).5 A num-
ber of examples illustrate the importance of the local balance of forces. In
the 1930s and the early stages of World War II, Germany, Italy, and the
Soviet Union initiated and escalated a series of military confrontations to
secure control of disputed territory and in almost every single case these
three states enjoyed a sizeable advantage in the balance of local forces.
For Germany the weak targets included Lithuania, Austria, Czechoslo-
vakia, and Poland, while Italy escalated against weaker adversaries such
as Ethiopia, Albania, and Greece. Meanwhile, the Soviets targeted the
Baltic states, Romania, and Finland to annex territory lost after World
War I and to secure military base positions in strategically located areas.
Furthermore, China initiated a series of military probes and confronta-
tions with India along their disputed border between 1955 and 1962 but

5 An interesting finding is that the general balance of forces variable becomes much weaker
when a Heckman selection model is estimated for the challenger. In the Heckman model
the general balance of forces is a powerful variable in explaining whether challengers
initiate threats, but the local balance of forces is what determines whether the challenger
will escalate to high levels. This is a quite intuitive result since the local balance of forces is
a more accurate measure of what capabilities challengers have mobilized and positioned
for an attack whereas the general balance of forces variable better captures available
potential military strength.



T
ab

le
9.

2
T
he
im
pa
ct
of
va
ri
ab
le
s
fr
om

th
e
In
te
rn
at
io
na
lP
ol
iti
cs
M
od
el
on
ch
al
le
ng
er
de
ci
si
on
s
to
es
ca
la
te
w
ith

fo
rc
e

(a
)

(b
)

(c
)

(d
)

In
it

ia
l

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

af
te

r
C

ha
ng

e
in

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e

ch
an

ge
V

ar
ia

bl
e

pr
ob

ab
ili

ty
ch

an
ge

in
va

ri
ab

le
pr

ob
ab

ili
ti

es
(b

–a
)

in
pr

ob
ab

ili
ti

es
(c

/a
)

M
ili

ta
ry

ba
la

nc
e

C
ha

ng
e

fr
om

1:
10

to
1:

3
12

.6
%

15
.7

%
+3

.1
%

+2
4.

6%
C

ha
ng

e
fr

om
1:

3
to

1:
1

15
.7

%
21

.6
%

+5
.9

%
+3

7.
6%

C
ha

ng
e

fr
om

1:
1

to
3:

1
21

.6
%

28
.5

%
+6

.9
%

+3
1.

9%
C

ha
ng

e
fr

om
3:

1
to

10
:1

28
.5

%
33

.4
%

+4
.9

%
+1

7.
2%

T
ot

al
C

ha
ng

e
fr

om
1:

10
to

10
:1

12
.6

%
33

.4
%

+2
0.

8%
+1

65
.1

%

L
oc

al
ba

la
nc

e
of

fo
rc

es
ad

va
nt

ag
e

19
.1

%
37

.1
%

+1
8.

0%
+9

4.
2%

C
ha

ng
e

fr
om

0
to

1
S

tr
at

eg
ic

va
lu

e
of

te
rr

it
or

y
8.

0%
19

.1
%

+1
1.

1%
+1

38
.8

%
C

ha
ng

e
fr

om
0

to
1

C
om

m
on

se
cu

ri
ty

in
te

re
st

s
19

.1
%

10
.0

%
−9

.1
%

−4
7.

6%
C

ha
ng

e
fr

om
0

to
1

T
ar

ge
t

in
vo

lv
em

en
t

in
ot

he
r

m
ili

ta
ry

di
sp

ut
e

19
.1

%
30

.9
%

+1
0.

8%
+5

6.
5%

C
ha

ng
e

fr
om

0
to

1

N
ot
e:

T
he

pr
ob

ab
ili

ti
es

re
pr

es
en

t
th

e
m

ar
gi

na
lp

ro
ba

bi
lit

y
of

ch
al

le
ng

er
es

ca
la

ti
on

,r
eg

ar
dl

es
s

of
w

he
th

er
th

e
ta

rg
et

al
so

es
ca

la
te

s.
T

he
re

po
rt

ed
pr

ob
ab

ili
ti

es
ar

e
ca

lc
ul

at
ed

by
ho

ld
in

g
ea

ch
of

th
e

va
ri

ab
le

s
in

T
ab

le
9.

1
co

ns
ta

nt
w

hi
le

ch
an

gi
ng

th
e

va
lu

es
of

a
si

ng
le

va
ri

ab
le

.U
nl

es
s

sp
ec

ifi
ed

ot
he

rw
is

e,
th

e
te

rr
it

or
y

is
co

ns
id

er
ed

to
be

of
st

ra
te

gi
c

va
lu

e
to

bo
th

st
at

es
,t

he
m

ili
ta

ry
ba

la
nc

e
is

3:
2

in
fa

vo
r

of
th

e
ta

rg
et

,a
nd

co
m

m
on

se
cu

ri
ty

ti
es

,c
ha

lle
ng

er
in

vo
lv

em
en

t
in

an
ot

he
r

m
ili

ta
ry

di
sp

ut
e,

an
d

ta
rg

et
in

vo
lv

em
en

t
in

an
ot

he
r

m
ili

ta
ry

di
sp

ut
e

ar
e

he
ld

at
ze

ro
.



Empirical results for decisions to escalate with military force 237

did not escalate any of them to war until 1962 when it enjoyed a strong
advantage in the local balances of forces.

Interestingly, these two variables measuring the local and general bal-
ance of forces are not statistically significant in the target equation. We
would argue that these far weaker results reflect a two-fold pattern: (a)
weak targets often respond with force to defend territory when attacked
(e.g. Italy vs. Ethiopia in 1935 or the Soviet Union vs. Finland in 1939),
and (b) strong targets rarely escalate to high levels if weaker challengers
do not first escalate (Syrian border clashes with Israel in the 1950s and
early 1960s or North Yemen and Saudi border incursions against British
territories in the Persian Gulf in the 1920s and 1930s).

Another strong finding is that both challengers and targets are more
likely to escalate military confrontations if disputed territory is of strategic
value to their leaders. In Table 9.1 we see that the coefficients for both ac-
tors are positive and very statistically significant as hypothesized in IP3.6

Furthermore, the substantive effects for this variable are considerable.
According to the results in Tables 9.2 and 9.3, challengers and targets
are 139 percent and 70 percent more likely to escalate to higher levels,
respectively, when strategic territory is disputed. One way to illustrate
these findings is to look at regional differences. For example, relatively
few disputes in the Americas centered on strategically valuable territory
and the percentage of military confrontations that escalated to high levels
in this region was very low. In fact, in the Americas only about 8 percent of
military conflicts escalated to such levels. In contrast, in the Middle East,
Asia, and Europe a much greater percentage of the disputes centered on
territory with strategic value and the escalation of military confrontations
to high levels was therefore much more frequent. In the Middle East and
Asia, 20 percent and 24 percent of military confrontations escalated to
high levels of force, respectively, while in Europe 50 percent of military
conflicts escalated.

A third supportive finding in Table 9.1 is that when the challenger
shares common security ties (a common territorial dispute adversary)
with the target, the challenger is less likely to escalate to high levels. As
predicted by IP1, the coefficient for this variable is negative and signifi-
cant at the 0.025 level. In Table 9.2 we see that the likelihood of challenger
escalation in this case drops by nearly half, from just over 19 percent
to 10 percent. China, for example, only escalated to high levels in one
of fourteen confrontations when it shared a common adversary with

6 Similar, but slightly less strong, findings are produced when we substitute into the equa-
tion the alternative operational measure for the value of disputed territory, the economic
importance of territory. In this case the bivariate probit coefficients are positive and sig-
nificant for both challenger (p < 0.05) and target (p < 0.10).
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its territorial dispute opponent, and Iraq did not escalate a single military
confrontation to high levels when it shared a common adversary with its
opponent in the current military crisis. Similarly, Iran did not escalate
military confrontations against Iraq in the 1950s and early 1960s when
they shared a common adversary but did escalate to high levels in late
1960s and early 1970s when they no longer shared a common adversary.

Nevertheless, target decisions to escalate do not seem to be systemat-
ically influenced by common security ties. The coefficient for the target
is negative, but is not statistically significant (z-statistic = −0.62).7 The
final supportive finding is that challengers take advantage of the target’s
involvement in militarized disputes with other states to escalate to higher
levels against the target, as hypothesized in IP4ii. In Table 9.1 the coeffi-
cient for this variable is positive and statistically significant, and a change
in this variable produces a nearly 58 percent increase in the probability
of challenger escalation according to the results of Table 9.2. Overall,
these supportive results for the challenger are highly consistent with the
statistical results for the International Politics Model in the Status Quo
Stage. The same set of variables seems to explain both the decision to
initiate force, as well as the decision to escalate force.8

The only weak results are for the hypothesis that states should be less
likely to escalate if they are currently involved in another militarized dis-
pute. Instead, the probit results indicate that challengers and targets are
more likely to escalate despite their involvement in other military con-
frontations, contrary to hypothesis IP4i. The coefficients are positive and
strongly significant for the target (p < 0.01), and marginally so for the
challenger (p < 0.10). A similar finding is reported for the challenger in
the analysis of the Status Quo Stage in Chapter 7. There we argued that
what might explain this unexpected finding is that challengers who did

7 When we substitute alternative measures for common security interests into the equation,
we find that a common adversary in militarized disputes within the past two or five years
produces significant results for the target. The coefficient for the common military alliance
indicator, while negative, is not significant for either the challenger or target.

8 These bivariate results for the military balance, strategic value of territory, common
security interests, and target dispute involvement remain fairly robust when we consider
possible selection effects that might bias the results for the challenger. We run a Heckman
selection model that accounts for the decision of the challenger to initiate a military threat
in the Status Quo Stage and find that the common security ties and general balance of
forces variables weaken somewhat in terms of statistical significance in the escalation
equation (the local balance of forces remains very significant, as does the strategic value
of territory). This may be due to the fact that both the common security ties and general
balance of forces variables produce very strong results in the selection equation (i.e. the
Challenge the Status Quo Stage). As a result, the direct impact of these two variables
on escalation outcomes may be reduced, since the strong effect for these variables is
associated strongly with the challenger’s choice at the initial stage regarding whether or
not to threaten force in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage.
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threaten force often did so against weaker territorial adversaries and, as
a result, the potential for becoming engulfed in a second military conflict
that would require large numbers of forces was not that great. This same
line of reasoning might also help to explain why challengers and targets
might escalate to higher levels despite involvement in other militarized
disputes.9

We now turn to the statistical findings for each of the domestic-level
models. We follow the same procedure we used in Chapters 7 and 8 and
include the variables from the International Politics Model (as reported
in Table 9.1) in all of the domestic model equations. In all of the subse-
quent equations the findings for the International Politics Model remain
very stable. Therefore we do not address these consistent results when
analyzing the new findings for each of the domestic models.

Results for the Political Accountability Model

The overall conclusion we reach is that the bivariate probit results provide
only moderate support for the hypotheses derived from the Political Ac-
countability Model. The strongest finding is that escalation to high levels
is very unlikely among democratic dyads. This result converges with the
conventional wisdom in the democratic peace literature that democracies
rarely, if ever, go to war against each other. On the other hand, the re-
sults in this chapter indicate that the monadic-level impact of democracy
on military escalation is much weaker. These monadic-level findings on
escalation contrast with our results in Chapter 7, where we found that
democracy had a very strong monadic effect associated with reducing
the probability that states would initiate military threats. What we find in
this chapter is that once democratic leaders find themselves in military
confrontations they are often neither more nor less likely to escalate than
non-democratic leaders. That is, once democratic states are involved in
a militarized dispute, they are no longer averse to the use of force.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders of democratic
and non-democratic states

There are three findings in Table 9.4 that support hypotheses about the
decisions of challenger states to escalate military confrontations and two

9 These surprising results for the challenger also may be related to problems of selection
bias. We run a Heckman selection model for the challenger in which the initial decision
to threaten force is also modeled (along with the challenger’s escalation decision) and
the coefficient for the challenger other dispute involvement variable is positive but not
statistically significant (z-statistic = 0.96) in the second equation for explaining escalation
levels.
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findings that support hypothesized target behavior. Otherwise the bivari-
ate probit results are quite weak for both states.10 One of the strongest
results for challengers is that when democratic leaders in target states
signal their resolve to use force early on in a military confrontation, chal-
lengers are less likely to escalate to high levels. The coefficient for the
Target Signal of Resolve ∗ Target Democracy interaction term is negative,
as hypothesized in PA1ii, and is statistically significant at the 0.01 level.
This finding supports the argument that the higher domestic costs of
retreating in a military crisis for democratic leaders can bolster the cred-
ibility of deterrent threats that they issue (e.g. Fearon 1994b; Gelpi and
Griesdorf 2001; Schultz 2001a).11 In Table 9.5 we see that when we
compare the deterrent impact of signals sent by highly non-democratic
vs. highly democratic leaders, we find that challengers are much less likely
to escalate against democratic adversaries who signal a willingness to es-
calate to higher levels. In fact, democratic governments who send signals
of resolve are three times less likely to be the target of further escalation
than are non-democratic governments who send such signals. In this sit-
uation target democracy reduces the predicted probability of challenger
escalation from 25 percent to just over 8 percent. If we look at the case
evidence more closely the same patterns are quite evident. For exam-
ple, there were 43 military confrontations in which the leaders of highly
democratic target states (+10 on the POLITY scale) signaled resolve
and in only five cases did the challenger escalate (about 12 percent of
cases). A nice example is that when Argentina undertook limited naval
military actions near the Falkland Islands in 1948 and 1976 the British
countered with warnings and naval actions and no further escalation
took place. However, in 1982 threatening military actions by Argentina
did not prompt a strong deterrent signal from the British and this time
Argentina did launch an attack to seize the islands.In contrast, there were

10 We perform a series of regressions to check for the presence of multicollinearity among
all of the explanatory variables. We obtain our highest auxiliary r-squared value of 0.73
when we regress the challenger democracy term on all other variables in the challenger
model. Nevertheless, a series of additional checks indicate that multicollinearity does not
pose a serious problem for the model in Table 9.4. All other auxiliary regressions return
r-squared values below 0.55. Furthermore, we also run a Heckman probit model to
check for the broad presence of selection effects in the Escalation Game model reported
in Table 9.4. The resulting rho from this Heckman model is −0.55, but this estimate is
not statistically significant at conventional levels.

11 These results are robust when we check for problems of selection bias. This time we
run a Heckman selection model for the challenger in which we explicitly model whether
challengers are likely to initiate threats of force against democratic targets. Even after ac-
counting for this selection decision, the coefficient on the Target Signal of Resolve ∗ Target
Democracy term remains negative and statistically significant in the second equation for
explaining levels of escalation.
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87 military confrontations in which the leaders of very authoritarian
regimes (−3 to −9 on the Polity scale) signaled resolve, but challengers
nevertheless escalated to high levels in a much larger 44 percent of the
cases (38/87).

The second supportive finding for challengers is that compared to their
non-democratic counterparts, democratic leaders are less likely to esca-
late to high levels in the context of a prior stalemate in recent talks. The
coefficient for the Democracy ∗ Stalemate term is negative and marginally
significant (z-statistic = −1.31, p < 0.10). This finding supports the ar-
gument of hypothesis PA1iii that democratic leaders are generally more
wary of turning to military force to secure territorial claims following the
failure of recent negotiations given the greater domestic political risks
associated with war. In Table 9.5 we find that highly democratic states
are less than one-third as likely (4.8 percent vs. 14.5 percent) to escalate
with force in response to a prior stalemate in negotiations than are highly
non-democratic states.

The next supportive finding applies to both the challenger and target.
For hypothesis PA2i we argued that democratic leaders should be like
their non-democratic counterparts in their willingness to escalate military
conflicts to high levels when their territorial adversary is an enduring rival.
As a result, theDemocracy ∗ Enduring Rivalry interaction term is expected
to be insignificant for both the challenger and target. This is indeed what
we find in Table 9.4. The results indicate that democratic leaders are
not systematically different in their escalatory behavior towards enduring
rivals. Furthermore, there is only partial support for our logic concerning
the propensity of all states to escalate against an enduring rival. The
coefficient on the enduring rivalry dummy variable, while positive for
both challengers and targets, is only (marginally) statistically significant
for the target (p < 0.10). As a result, while democracies are no different
from non-democracies in the context of enduring rivalry, states in general
do not seem to escalate force against enduring rivals as frequently as we
had expected.

The final relatively supportive finding in Table 9.4 is that democratic
leaders in target states are more hesitant to escalate to high levels when
the balance of military forces is unfavorable, as hypothesized in PA1i.
The coefficient for the Democracy ∗ Military Risk interaction term is neg-
ative and of marginal significance (p < 0.10) in the target equation. The
substantive effects for this variable, however, are quite large. In Table 9.6
we see that democracies are less than half as likely to escalate under condi-
tions of military risk. The predicted probability of a democracy escalating
in this case drops from over 25 percent (for a very non-democratic state)
to just under 12 percent (for a very democratic state).
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The remaining results in Table 9.4 do not lend much support to the hy-
potheses tested. For example, the broad monadic-level hypothesis (PA1i)
that democratic leaders should generally be more cautious in escalating
to high levels is not consistently supported. While there is some limited
evidence that democracies are less likely to escalate after recent stalemates
or in situations of military uncertainty, for both the challenger and target
the more general test of PA1i based on the Level of Democracy variables
produces inconclusive and insignificant probit coefficients. These weak
findings at the monadic level do not imply that democracies are very ag-
gressive and often escalate to high levels.12 These results simply indicate
that, on average, when engaged in military conflicts democracies are not
particularly reluctant to escalate levels of force.

However, if we look at the data for challengers, we find that there are
not many cases in which a democracy has initiated force to begin with (56
cases out of 374). This highlights the strong monadic effect of democracy
reported in the Status Quo Stage, where we found that democracies are
far less likely to initiate military confrontations than non-democracies.
Our second and related point, then, is that the basic rate of democratic
escalation is quite similar to the corresponding rate of non-democratic
escalation. Of those 56 cases of initiation by democracies, in only 11 cases
(roughly 20 percent) does a democratic challenger escalate to high levels.
However, non-democratic challengers are nearly as unlikely to escalate
force themselves, as they only escalate about 24 percent of the time (78
out of 318 cases). Based upon all of this evidence, we conclude that the
differences in escalatory behavior simply are not that significant.

The other weak, yet noteworthy, finding in Table 9.4 relates to hy-
pothesis PA2ii, which posits that democratic leaders are more likely than
their non-democratic counterparts to escalate military conflicts to high
levels when disputed territory is populated by ethnic co-nationals and
when questions of political self-determination are at stake. While the co-
efficients for the Democracy ∗ Ethnic Ties term are not statistically signifi-
cant for either the challenger or target, the Ethnic Ties control variable is

12 We also examine the results of a Heckman selection model to see if the impact of chal-
lenger democracy on escalation outcomes is affected once we account for the pacifying
impact of democracy on the challenge the status quo decision. The Heckman model in-
dicates that once we account for selection processes, democratic challengers may actually
be slightly more likely to escalate with force than non-democracies. While the challenger
democracy coefficient is insignificant and has a negative sign in our original estimate in
Table 9.4, in the Heckman model the challenger democracy coefficient is positive and
marginally significant (p < 0.10) as an explanation for challenger escalation decisions.
We simply take this new information as strong evidence that democracies are not less
willing to use force once a militarized dispute has erupted.
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positive and statistically significant (at the 0.01 level) for the challenger.13

This indicates, then, that both democratic and non-democratic chal-
lengers are more likely to escalate to high levels in support of ethnic
co-nationals.

Results for hypotheses that draw comparisons among leaders
of democratic and non-democratic states

On the whole the bivariate results for this second set of tests are relatively
weak across the hypotheses tested.14 For comparisons among democratic
states the only strong finding is that challengers are less likely to escalate
against politically secure democratic targets. In Table 9.7 the coefficient
on the Legislative Support for Target Government variable in the challenger
equation is negative and significant at the 0.01 level. This result supports
PA3ii and indicates that challengers seem to give greater weight to the
possibility that political security for democratic leaders in target states
will make such leaders more willing to risk a war and to escalate to high
levels.15 As we noted in Chapter 4, an alternative argument is that po-
litical security would allow democratic leaders to back down in a crisis.
Knowing this, adversaries might be tempted to escalate against secure
democratic leaders expecting that these secure leaders could be coerced
into a retreat under the threat of war. The results in Table 9.7, however,
do not support this alternative argument. In Table 9.8 we see that when
a democratic target government controls a majority of seats in the leg-
islature, the likelihood that a challenger will escalate force against this
target drops by more than half, from 22 percent to 9 percent. There is
also some evidence that targets respond to politically secure democratic
challengers in the same way. In Table 9.7 we see that in the target
equation the Legislative Support for Challenger Government variable has

13 These weak results for the Democracy ∗ Ethnic Ties term are not due to problems of
selection bias. We run a Heckman selection model for the challenger and find that this
democracy and ethnic ties interaction term remains insignificant in the second equation
for explaining escalation levels.

14 We find a moderate degree of multicollinearity in this version of the Political Account-
ability Model. We obtain auxiliary r-squared values between 0.75 and 0.77 when we
regress the democracy control variables and challenger (target) strength of government
variables on all remaining variables. We run a series of additional models in which we typ-
ically delete one variable that seems to exhibit multicollinearity. Our results are largely
unchanged, and typically remain quite weak. There is also no conclusive evidence of
widespread selection bias in this model, either. The estimated rho from a Heckman
model is −0.48, but once again this estimate is not statistically significant.

15 These results remain robust when we check for selection bias. The coefficient for the
Legislative Support for Target Government variable remains negative and statistically sig-
nificant in the Heckman equation for explaining escalation levels.
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a negative coefficient and is close to marginal levels of significance
(z-statistic = −1.23). On the whole, then, state leaders are hesitant to
escalate force against democratic leaders who have strong party support
in their legislature.

While the timing of elections is important for understanding when
democratic leaders initiate military threats (see Chapter 7), there does not
seem to be strong and consistent support for the argument that decisions
regarding escalation are influenced by the timing of elections. The first
hypothesis tested (PA4i) is that democratic leaders should be more likely
to escalate following a recent election in their country and, conversely,
less likely to escalate as new elections approach. The coefficients for the
time since last election variable in the challenger and target equations,
however, are weak and insignificant.

Nevertheless, there is support for the logic just described when ex-
tended to the responses of states to the timing of elections in other coun-
tries. Since democratic leaders in most cases should become wary of
involvement in military conflicts as elections approach, this should lead
adversaries to think that they should escalate against democratic states
when democratic adversary governments are late in the electoral cycle
(PA4ii). Again, as we noted in Chapter 4, there is an alternative argu-
ment that while democratic leaders would prefer to avoid the risks of a
military conflict as elections approach, they also would not want to ap-
pear as weak and be charged with a retreat in a military confrontation
near election time. The results in Table 9.7 provide much stronger sup-
port for the first argument. The coefficient for the Time Since Elections
in Target variable is positive and statistically significant in the challenger
equation.16 In Table 9.8 we see that as the time since the last national elec-
tion in the target increases from just three months to forty-eight months,
the challenger now becomes more than three times as likely to escalate
force to high levels against the target.

The bivariate probit results are quite weak for the hypothesis that
among democratic governments, leaders should be more likely to escalate
to high levels if they have strong party support in their own legislature
(PA3i). In Table 9.7 we see that the coefficients for this variable are in-
significant in both the challenger and target equations. This suggests that
democratic leaders are neither more nor less likely to escalate if their
governing coalition commands majority support.

16 This result is fairly robust when we check for selection bias. We run a Heckman selection
model for the challenger in which the decision to threaten force is also modeled and the
coefficient for the Time Since Elections in Target variable remains positive and significant
(but the z-statistic does drop to 1.43, p < 0.10) in the second equation for explaining
escalation levels.
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The last set of results to report focus on hypotheses comparing non-
democratic states. In PA5i it was argued that leaders who are relatively
secure (measured as the absence of any violent political rebellion within
the past year) should be more willing to risk a military conflict and there-
fore to escalate to high levels. The probit results, however, are mixed. The
results for the challenger are not statistically significant, but there is some
support for PA5i in the target equation. We find that the coefficient for se-
cure non-democratic target leaders is positive and marginally significant
(p < 0.10). In Table 9.9 we see that secure non-democratic target leaders
are about 33 percent more likely to escalate to high levels of force than are
less secure non-democratic leaders. There is also support in Table 9.7 for
the hypothesis (PA5ii) that targets are less likely to escalate to high levels
when there is a secure non-democratic leader in the challenger state. In
the target equation we see that the variable for a secure non-democratic
challenger has a negative and statistically significant coefficient that pro-
duces a 43 percent reduction in the probability of target escalation
(see Table 9.9).17

Results for hypotheses that compare across dyads
The last set of results to report for the Political Accountability Model
are for hypotheses on democratic dyads and mixed dyads.18 In PA6 we
hypothesized that for democratic dyads we should expect leaders of both
challenger and target states to be less likely to escalate to high levels. The
results in Table 9.10 are supportive of the hypothesis. In both equations
the coefficients for the democratic dyad variables are negative and statisti-
cally significant, and the results are particularly strong for the challenger.
The substantive effects on both states in the democratic dyad are also large
(see Table 9.11). The predicted probability of targets in democratic dyads
escalating to high levels of force is less than one-quarter the predicted
probability of targets in non-democratic dyads escalating to high levels
(21 percent vs. 5 percent). But the most telling results can be found sim-
ply by examining the raw number of cases of democratic dyad escalation.
Of the small number of democratic dyads involved in military confronta-
tions (sixteen cases), there are no cases of mutual decisions to escalate
to high levels! In fact, territorial dispute challengers in democratic dyads

17 We substitute alternative operational measures of the political security of the challenger
into the equation to check for robustness. These measures include coups within the past
one or two years, or no movement towards political liberalization within the past one or
two years. The results for these indicators are generally weak. Therefore, the absence
of violent rebellion within the past year seems to produce the strongest set of results in
support of PA5ii.

18 Auxiliary regressions reveal little multicollinearity among the independent variables in
this dyadic model.
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Table 9.12 The Political Accountability Model and the
escalation behavior of democratic dyads

High level of High level of
escalation by escalation by

Challenger Target Year challenger target

EUROPE
Poland Czechoslovakia 1919 No No

ASIA
India Pakistan 1956 No No
India Pakistan 1957 No No
Pakistan India 1956 No No
Pakistan India 1957 No No
Pakistan India 1990 No No
Pakistan India 1991 No No
Pakistan India 1992 No No

MIDDLE EAST
Syria Israel 1955 No No
Syria Israel 1956 No No
Syria Israel 1957 No No
Syria Israel 1958 No No
Syria Israel 1959 No No
Syria Israel 1960 No No

AMERICAS
Argentina UK 1976 No No
Ecuador Peru 1981 No Yes

never escalate to high levels of force and only one democratic target state
escalates to high levels of force in a military confrontation with a fellow
democracy (see Table 9.12).

For mixed dyads the hypothesis is that non-democratic states in mixed
dyads should be more likely to escalate military confrontations as com-
pared to democratic states in mixed dyads (PA7i). However, the re-
sults in Table 9.10 are only partially supportive of this hypothesis. This
mixed dyad hypothesis receives support in the target equation (p < 0.05),
yet receives no support in the challenger equation. In Table 9.11 we
see that non-democratic targets in mixed dyads are more than twice as
likely to escalate force than democratic targets in mixed dyads. How-
ever, the insignificant results for the challenger state differ markedly from
our findings for the Status Quo Stage in Chapter 7. There we found
that non-democratic challenger states in mixed dyads were much more
likely to initiate military threats than democratic challengers in mixed
dyads. In the Escalation Stage, however, there is no clear difference in
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the escalatory behavior of such democratic and non-democratic chal-
lenger states. In this chapter, then, we must conclude that the evidence
for non-democratic bellicosity in mixed dyad situations is far less clear-
cut. While non-democratic targets are more aggressive than democratic
targets, among challengers non-democratic states are no more likely than
democratic states to escalate military conflicts to high levels in these mixed
dyad military confrontations.

Results for the Political Norms Model

We now turn to the bivariate probit results for the Political Norms Model.
The general conclusion we draw from the statistical findings is one of par-
tial support for the model. We do not find strong evidence to support the
monadic hypothesis that norms of nonviolent political bargaining dis-
courage leaders from escalating military confrontations to high levels.
These weak results contrast with the quite strong monadic-level findings
from the Status Quo Stage, where we found that leaders with democratic,
nonviolent norms favored negotiations over military threats in disputes
with all types of adversaries.The dyadic-level findings in this chapter,
however, are strong for both target and challenger and lend support to
the conventional wisdom that democratic dyads are more peaceful. Lead-
ers with strong domestic norms of nonviolent bargaining do not escalate
to high levels against other states in which leaders share similarly peace-
ful norms. We also find support for hypotheses that focus on compar-
isons among democratic or non-democratic leaders. For example, among
democratic states the leaders of newly established democracies seem to
be more aggressive; that is, they escalate military confrontations to high
levels more frequently than long-standing democracies.Turning to com-
parisons among non-democracies, disputes between states in which both
sides share quite violent domestic norms of political behavior also seem
to be more likely to escalate to high levels. In sum, the statistical re-
sults provide modest support for arguments that the military choices of
democratic and non-democratic leaders vary in systematic ways due to
differences in domestic norms.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders with strong vs. weak
nonviolent norms

The first finding to report in Table 9.13 is for hypothesis PN1i, in which
we posit that as nonviolent norms become more firmly established in po-
litical systems, political leaders should be less likely to escalate military
confrontations over disputed territory.19 The bivariate probit estimates
19 In our tests for multicollinearity we find auxiliary r-squared values ranging from 0.85

to 0.89 for regressions on three variables: Strength of Nonviolent norms, Nonviolent
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in Table 9.13 show that the coefficients on the Strength of Nonviolent
Norms variable are negative but not statistically significant for both the
challenger and target, although the target estimate approaches marginal
levels of significance. However, further exploration reveals a number of
additional qualifications to these results in Table 9.13. First, if we address
problems of possible multicollinearity and delete all norms model vari-
ables but the standard twenty-year lagged measure of nonviolent norms,
we now find some support for PN1i. In this case the coefficient on the
Strength of Nonviolent Norms term becomes negative and statistically sig-
nificant for the target (p < 0.10) and negative and suggestively significant
(p-value of 0.18, one-tailed) for the challenger. We also find very similar
results when we examine the full model (from Table 9.13) using the al-
ternative measure for democratic norms, the POLITY-based twenty-year
democracy lag.20

However, if we consider the possibility for selection bias and exam-
ine a Heckman probit model, we obtain quite different results.21 After
accounting for the fact that challengers with nonviolent norms rarely ini-
tiate military confrontations, we now find that such challengers might be
more likely to escalate to higher levels of force given that they are in a
military confrontation. In the Heckman model equation for challenger
escalation, the nonviolent norms coefficient is now positive and is statis-
tically significant at conventional levels. One possible explanation for this
last finding is that those democratic challengers that do initiate threats are
quite atypical. Therefore their escalatory behavior reflects the impact of
those factors that influenced the (unusual) decision to initiate threats to
begin with. In any event, we notice that we obtain different and seemingly
contradictory results based on the type of model we employ.

Given the uncertainty surrounding these results, it is difficult to identify
any definitive patterns for the impact of nonviolent norms on decisions
to escalate with the large-scale use of force. Nevertheless, based upon
the totality of our statistical findings for PN1i we do feel comfortable

Norms ∗ Stalemate, and the Stalemate control variable. Some of our estimates of the
model in Table 9.13 therefore do change when we run alternative specifications of this
model. We note these changes in the text and in future footnotes.

20 Specifically, when we use the twenty-year lag of POLITY scores, the coefficient for
target democratic norms is negative and statistically significant and the coefficient for
challenger democratic norms is negative but not statistically significant.

21 This is the only case in the entire book where we find evidence of widespread selection
bias, and in which individual coefficient estimates seem to change dramatically when we
account for the challenger selection equation in the examination of escalation decisions.
The estimated rho for this Heckman model for across-regimes comparisons of norms is
−0.51, and this estimate is significant at the 0.10 level. We further discuss the impact
of possible selection bias on individual hypotheses in the remainder of this section, as
appropriate.
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making the claim that there is not clear evidence to support the theory
that nonviolent norms of conflict resolution constrain leaders from esca-
lating to higher levels of force. As noted above, these findings differ from
our conclusions about democratic norms drawn from the Status Quo
Stage. There we found that leaders with strong nonviolent norms were
far less likely to turn to military threats. Across these two stages of a terri-
torial dispute our aggregate results indicate that while strong nonviolent
and democratic norms do channel disputes down a path of negotiations
instead of military confrontations, these same norms seem to have less
impact on policy choices when leaders face the decision of whether to
escalate military confrontations. At this latter stage, variables from the
International Politics Model as well as the Accountability Model seem to
be more influential.

Neither of the two remaining norms hypotheses is strongly supported
by the bivariate probit results reported in Table 9.13, but once again fur-
ther analyses modify this conclusion somewhat. First, in PN1ii we argued
that leaders with strong nonviolent norms would be less likely to respond
to a stalemate in prior negotiations by escalating military confrontations
to high levels. Neither the challenger nor the target coefficients for this
interaction term approach conventional levels of statistical significance.22

Second, in PN2 we hypothesize that leaders with strong nonviolent norms
would not be tempted by a military advantage to escalate to high levels.
Yet we find little support for PN2 based upon the bivariate probit results
reported in Table 9.13. The coefficients are negative for both challengers
and targets, as expected, but they are insignificant in both equations.23

However, a variety of additional tests provide some support for PN2.
First of all, when we re-estimate the model in Table 9.13 after dropping all
norms model variables other than theNonviolent Norms ∗Military Advan-
tage term, we now obtain a negative and statistically significant (p < 0.10)
coefficient result for this interaction term in the target equation. Fur-
thermore, we obtain similar results for the target when we add a military
advantage control variable to the full model (as in Table 9.13).24 We

22 Even weaker results are produced when we substitute into the equation alternative mea-
sures for stalemate based on two- and five-year lags instead of the one-year lag we employ
initially.

23 We test for the robustness of results by substituting into the equation an alternative
operational measure for military advantage. A dummy variable with a value of one is
now included whenever a state enjoys a simple majority military balance advantage. The
bivariate probit results remain very similar, though just a bit stronger, for both challenger
and target. For the target, the negative coefficient is marginally significant (z-statistic =
−1.35, p < 0.10).

24 In this case the Nonviolent Norms ∗ Military Advantage term is negative and significant
at the 0.10 level in the target equation. We originally chose to leave out this military
advantage control variable due to concerns with high multicollinearity.
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run some predicted probability simulations and typically find that target
leaders with strong nonviolent norms are roughly 40 percent less likely to
escalate when they have a military advantage compared to target leaders
who hold very violent norms.

Finally, we actually obtain a negative and statistically significant coeffi-
cient estimate on this interaction term for the challenger when we examine
the results of a Heckman probit model (see note 21). With the Heckman
model, the coefficient on the Nonviolent Norms ∗ Military Advantage in-
teraction term in the challenger equation has a negative coefficient that
is statistically significant (p-value = 0.06). So in the end, we find some
support for the idea that nonviolent norms of conflict resolution exert a
pacifying influence in situations of military strength.

The final hypothesis is that differences in the strength of democratic
norms should influence the escalation choices of challengers more than
those of targets (PN3). This hypothesis cannot be directly tested with a
single variable in a bivariate probit equation. Instead we look to see if the
results in Table 9.13 are notably stronger for the challenger than for the
target. In one sense the behavior of targets does support the hypothesis
due to the fact that the strength or weakness of nonviolent norms of con-
flict resolution does not seem to affect the escalation decisions of leaders
of target states. The evidence for challengers, however, is not supportive
of the hypothesis. We should find that among leaders of challenger states
those with stronger nonviolent norms are less likely to escalate to high
levels of force. However, as discussed for PN1i above, the challenger state
findings for the Strength of Nonviolent Norms variable are inconclusive, if
not in direct contradiction of this claim. As a result, we fail to find strong
support for PN3.

Results for hypotheses that compare leaders among either democratic
or non-democratic states

In Table 9.14 we report the results for the two within regimes hypotheses
that were tested.25 First, among democratic states we observe that the
leaders of recently established democracies (within the last five years) are
more likely to escalate military confrontations to high levels. For both the
challenger and target the coefficients are positive and statistically signifi-
cant as hypothesized in PN4. The findings for target states are particularly
strong, while the findings for the challenger are slightly less convincing. In

25 Auxiliary regression results reveal no significant problem with multicollinearity. The
highest auxiliary r-squared value for any challenger equation variable is 0.55, while the
highest corresponding value for the target is 0.45. The Heckman probit results provide
no reason to suspect substantial selection bias. The estimated rho is −0.32, but the
p-value for this estimate is only 0.35.
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Empirical results for decisions to escalate with military force 263

Table 9.15 we see that newly democratic challenger states are nearly twice
as likely as more established democracies to escalate to the large-scale use
of force, while newly democratic targets are more than four times as likely
to escalate to high levels.26 Examples of recently established democratic
challengers that escalated to high levels include Polish attempts to ex-
tend its border eastward against Soviet Russia in 1919 and 1920, the
Czech attack against politically unstable Hungary in 1919, and the large-
scale Indian military operation to secure control over much of disputed
Kashmir in 1947–8. Forceful military responses by new democratic target
states include the strong counter-attacks and successes of Israeli military
forces in 1948–9 following the Arab invasion and Peruvian escalation to
the brink of war in 1981 following Ecuadorian military incursions along
their disputed border.

Second, we test the hypothesis (PN5) that among non-democratic chal-
lengers, those with the most violent norms are more likely to escalate mil-
itary confrontations to high levels. We expect to find positive coefficients
for this variable in Table 9.14, but instead we see that the coefficients for
both challenger and target are negative and not statistically significant.
As a result, the bivariate probit results are not supportive of PN5.27

Results for hypotheses that compare within and across dyads
We test three hypotheses in this final, dyadic version of the Norms Model.
The bivariate results reported in Table 9.16 are generally supportive of the
hypotheses.28 The first finding is that in disputes where both challenger
and target leaders share nonviolent norms it is unlikely that either party
will escalate force to high levels. The coefficients for both states are neg-
ative and significant at the 0.001 level, as predicted by hypothesis PN6i.
In fact, Tables 9.17 and 9.18 reveal that the predicted probability of esca-
lation is actually 0 percent in these dyadic, nonviolent norms cases! This

26 These results for the target are not sensitive to the operational measure used to code
how recently the country had become democratic. We also substitute two- and ten-year
lags in place of a five-year lag and achieve quite similar results. We are less confident
about the robustness of results for the challenger, however. When we substitute these
same alternative measures into the challenger equation we find that the coefficient re-
mains positive, but drops below standard levels of significance (z-statistics are less than
1.00). Furthermore, the coefficient estimate for newly democratic challenger states in the
Heckman model (escalation decision), while still exhibiting a positive sign, is no longer
statistically significant. This is likely due to the fact that newly democratic challengers
are particularly likely to initiate force in the Challenge the Status Quo Stage and the
bivariate probit results for the Escalation Stage (see Table 9.14) are picking up some of
this effect.

27 These results remain weak and do not support PN5 when the alternative operational
measures based on POLITY scores are used to code non-democratic norms.

28 We test for levels of multicollinearity among all of the explanatory variables and find the
auxiliary r-squared values to range from low to moderate values between 0.31 and 0.75.
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reflects the fact that in our data set there are no cases in which dyads
characterized by joint nonviolent norms escalate to high levels of force! It
is important to recognize, however, that there are only four cases of such
dyads being involved in military confrontations to begin with. This very
small number of cases reflects the powerful findings in the Status Quo
Stage that challengers with strong nonviolent norms are very unlikely to
initiate military threats against target states who share similar nonviolent
norms. A very important point about the democratic peace follows from
these data. The absence of war among democratic dyads over disputed
territory across the 1919–95 period is due largely to the fact that in these
disputes challengers rarely threatened force to begin with and instead
relied on negotiations. While leaders in democratic dyads did not escalate
to high levels in the military confrontations they were involved in, the
limited number of such military confrontations (four in total) suggests
that no strong conclusions should be drawn about the superior crisis
management policies of leaders with strong nonviolent norms. Instead,
the key to avoiding war seems to be the strong preference of leaders with
nonviolent norms to favor peaceful diplomacy and to engage in repeated
negotiations with their more democratic counterparts until a settlement
is reached.

The second hypothesis we test is the claim that in mixed dyads non-
democratic leaders with violent norms are more likely to escalate to high
levels of force than democratic leaders in such dyads (PN8). However, the
bivariate probit results in Table 9.16 are somewhat mixed. The coefficient
for the target is positive and statistically significant as expected, but the
results for the challenger are weak and insignificant. In Table 9.18 we
see the large substantive effects of regime type (in mixed dyads) on the
likelihood of target escalation. Democratic targets in mixed dyads have a
predicted probability of escalation of 14 percent, while non-democratic
targets in mixed dyads are expected to escalate 38 percent of the time.
The weak findings for the challenger, however, contrast with the strong
finding in the Status Quo Stage that non-democratic challenger leaders
with violent norms are typically the more aggressive party in mixed dyads.

The final dyadic hypothesis we examine is PN7. Our claim is that high
levels of escalation should be most common in military confrontations be-
tween states in which strong violent norms are held by the leaders of both
states. As a result, the coefficients for the challenger and target should be
positive and significant in Table 9.16. This is indeed what we find, though
the findings do seem stronger for the challenger as opposed to the target
(p < 0.025 vs. p < 0.10 for challenger and target, respectively). In Tables
9.17 and 9.18 the substantive impact of this variable is reported and the
effects are sizeable. The predicted probability of escalation for challengers
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in these situations of dual violent norms more than doubles – from
18 percent to over 36 percent – compared to a situation in which lead-
ers in both non-democratic regimes hold less violent norms. Similarly,
the likelihood that targets in similar situations of joint violent norms will
escalate is nearly 28 percent, which is 63 percent higher than the pre-
dicted likelihood of escalation for targets in dyads characterized by less
violent norms. A good example of a territorial dispute between author-
itarian and repressive regimes is the conflict between Japan and China
over Manchuria. Japan pursues a consistent policy from 1932 onwards
of first establishing and then trying to extend its occupation and control
over the region. Between 1934 and 1937 six military confrontations take
place and both sides escalate to the brink of another war several times.
War finally does break out in 1937, and lasts until 1945. Another ex-
ample in the 1930s was the border dispute between Japanese-controlled
Manchukuo and the Far Eastern sector of the Soviet border. Japanese
and Soviet military confrontations took place along the disputed border
and a limited war was fought over Changkufeng in 1938. Then in the
following year Japan launched an attack that led to the short but very
deadly Nomohan War.

Results for the Political Affinity Model

The final set of results we discuss is for the Political Affinity Model. We
once again find that compared to the other two domestic models, the em-
pirical evidence provides much less support for the Affinity Model. There
are supportive results for two of the hypotheses tested, but otherwise the
bivariate probit results are either weak or contradict the remaining four
hypotheses tested.29 One additional note is that this time we split our
analysis of the Political Affinity Model and estimate two statistical mod-
els as opposed to one all-inclusive model. We are forced to divide the
Political Affinity hypotheses due to the relatively low number of cases in
the Escalation Stage, coupled with the potential for high multicollinearity
given the number of interaction terms in the Affinity Model. We examine
hypotheses PAF1i and PAF1ii in the first bivariate probit model, and
then test the remaining hypotheses in the second bivariate probit model.

The first set of findings is for hypotheses PAF1i and PAF1ii. Our first
and most overarching hypothesis is that political affinity should reduce
the likelihood of escalation in military confrontations. Once again, the
results in Table 9.19 clearly indicate that PAF1i is not supported by the

29 Yet again we test for levels of multicollinearity among all of the explanatory variables in
this model and find the auxiliary r-squared values to be very low.
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estimated results. The coefficients for the Polity Similarity variable are ac-
tually positive, yet not quite statistically significant, for both challengers
and targets. As we have done in the face of similar results in previous
chapters, we probe this finding further by disaggregating the affinity vari-
able into each of the four types of similar regimes. Yet again, we find that
the results are not uniform across each regime pairing. In particular, we
find a consistent pattern – similar to what we found in Chapters 7 and 8 –
in which democratic pairs of states behave very differently than other sim-
ilar dyads. For the Escalation Stage, we find that democratic dyads are
less likely to escalate to high levels. On the other hand, monarchies are
more likely to escalate, while there is no discernible pattern of escalation
for communist or military junta dyads. These consistent and weak results
for the Political Similarity variable across all three stages strongly suggest
that political similarity by itself is not a powerful reason for state leaders
to be more cooperative and to avoid military conflict.

The second hypothesis focuses on pairs of states that have recently
become politically similar (PAF1ii). We argue that compared to other
cases of political similarity, states that have been politically similar for
only a short period of time (within the past five years) are more likely to
escalate to high levels of force. We expect to observe positive coefficients
for this variable in Table 9.19, but in fact we see that recent affinity
makes states particularly unlikely to escalate to higher levels of force.
The sign on the challenger Recent Change to Political Similarity variable
is not only negative, but is also significant at the 0.001 level.30 This is
a surprising finding given that the same variable was associated with a
higher probability of challengers initiating military confrontations in the
Status Quo Stage.

In Table 9.20 we report the bivariate probit results for the remaining
four Affinity Model hypotheses. Our first conclusion is that we do find
generally supportive results for hypotheses PAF2i and PAF2ii. The pre-
dictions of these two hypotheses are that states should be less likely to
escalate to high levels against politically similar territorial dispute adver-
saries when either they or their politically similar adversary face threats
to their political security. As a result, we expect to find negative co-
efficients on all of the Political Similarity ∗ External Threat interaction
terms in Table 9.20. Indeed, all four relevant coefficients are negative
and three of them achieve standard levels of statistical significance.31 In

30 We check for the robustness of this unexpected finding by substituting alternative lags for
determining how recently states had become politically similar. Both ten- and three-year
lags produce very similar results for the challenger and target.

31 These results weaken somewhat when we substitute a measure of domestic threat in
place of external threat to check for the robustness of the findings. Yet two of the four
coefficients remain statistically significant with negative coefficients.
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Table 9.21 we see that challenger states who are politically similar to their
territorial adversary are 64 percent less likely to escalate force against this
threatened adversary than are leaders who do not share political affinity
with a threatened adversary. The substantive impact on targets mirrors
this impact. Leaders of target states are 62 percent less likely to esca-
late force when facing a politically similar and threatened adversary as
opposed to when they face a threatened, yet dissimilar adversary. Fur-
thermore, if the target itself is confronted with an external security threat,
it is ten times less likely to escalate to higher levels of force if its territorial
dispute adversary is politically similar as opposed to politically dissimilar
(see Table 9.22).

The last set of results is for the paired hypotheses PAF3i and PAF3ii.
The bivariate probit results support the first hypothesis but not the sec-
ond. For PAF3i we posit that states should be less likely to escalate to
high levels when facing an external threat from a state that shares political
affinity with its territorial dispute adversary. As a result, theDissimilarity ∗
External Threat to Challenger variable should have a negative coefficient in
the challenger equation, while the Dissimilarity ∗ External Threat to Target
variable should have a negative coefficient in the target equation. Both
of these coefficients are in fact negative. The target coefficient is sta-
tistically significant (p < 0.025), while the challenger coefficient is just
short of standard significance levels (z-statistic = −1.21). Substantively,
target states are 38 percent less likely to escalate force when the chal-
lenger is politically aligned with the state that is threatening the target
(Table 9.22).

For PAF3ii we put forward the reverse argument that a state should
be more likely to escalate to high levels against a politically dissimilar
territorial dispute adversary when a third state with which it shares po-
litical similarity is currently posing a threat to that dissimilar territorial
dispute opponent. However, the bivariate probit results do not support
this hypothesis. In Table 9.20 the coefficient for theDissimilarity ∗ Threat
to Target variable in the challenger equation should be positive, but in
reality it is negative and statistically significant. In the target equation
the coefficient for the Dissimilarity ∗ Threat to Challenger variable is also
surprisingly negative, though it is not statistically significant.

Conclusion

In this final empirical chapter we evaluated the power of our four models
to explain the decisions of leaders to escalate military confrontations over
disputed territory to high levels and risk war. The results for the Interna-
tional Politics Model are consistently strong, indicating that leaders are
influenced by variables such as relative military power, the strategic value
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of disputed territory, and common security ties when contemplating de-
cisions to escalate with high levels of force. These strong findings for
the Escalation Stage closely match the results for the Status Quo Stage,
where we found this model was best at explaining decisions to threaten
force. When we combine our results across these two stages of a territo-
rial dispute, a clear picture emerges in which international political and
military conditions are central to explaining decisions by states to initiate
and escalate threats of military force over disputed territory.

Domestic-level variables, however, also have an impact on the escala-
tion of military confrontations. While we think that international political-
military variables are of central importance, we also believe that the
Accountability and Norms Models provide further insights into state be-
havior in confrontations that could escalate to war. The most powerful
finding for both models is that escalation to war never took place in dis-
putes between pairs of states with strong democratic institutions or strong
norms of nonviolent bargaining. We also noted that for both models, the
number of such democratic dyads involved in military confrontations
is quite low. In the Accountability Model there are only sixteen demo-
cratic dyads engaged in military confrontations while there are just four
such cases for the Norms Model. We think this is a very telling point
that is central to understanding the absence of war among democratic
states. While the avoidance of war in twenty cases of democratic dyad
confrontations is an important finding, we think a far more crucial point
to appreciate is how infrequently states with democratic institutions or
norms end up in military crises with each other in the first place. In
our judgement, the key to avoiding war in democratic dyads is the initial
decision of democratic challenger states to direct disputes down a path-
way of peaceful diplomacy and reliance on repeated talks to eventually
produce negotiated settlements. While we do believe that democratic ac-
countability and norms generally do contribute to the avoidance of war
in military confrontations, we are even more impressed by the fact that
these domestic influences are so powerful at earlier stages in a dispute
that democratic leaders rarely find themselves having to manage military
crises with democratic adversaries.

The Accountability Model also refines our understanding of military
escalation decisions with the finding that state leaders are generally wary
of risking war against other countries when the adversary’s leadership is
politically secure from domestic political opposition. The evidence sup-
ports the argument that leaders fear an adversary’s greater political se-
curity will allow this adversary to risk war and counter any escalatory
moves they might initiate. The other interesting finding for the Account-
ability Model is that democratic leaders can bolster the credibility of their
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deterrent policies by signaling earlier on in a crisis their intention to es-
calate if necessary. This finding supports arguments that the greater do-
mestic political costs of retreating in a crisis for democratic leaders can
be used to their strategic advantage, since adversaries recognize that the
political costs of inaction for democratic leaders can be a motivating force
for such leaders to stand firm and risk war.

The final conclusion we draw from the statistical findings in this chapter
is that the moderating effects of democracy at the monadic level are much
weaker for both the Accountability and Norms Models once democratic
leaders find themselves making decisions in a military confrontation. We
found strong monadic effects associated with democracy for both models
in the Status Quo Stage, where democratic leaders were less likely to turn
to military force against all other types of adversaries. We believe that the
weaker monadic results in the Escalation Stage for both domestic mod-
els reflect two general influences. First, at times the political payoffs of
more aggressive and escalatory policies for democratic leaders are more
salient than the constraining effects of nonviolent norms. As a result, when
the incentives to escalate diverge between the Accountability and Norms
Models, we think that the short-term political calculations suggested by
the Accountability Model prevail more frequently. Furthermore, we be-
lieve the greater domestic costs democratic leaders face for retreating in
a crisis push democratic leaders towards escalation frequently enough to
eliminate any sharp differences in patterns of escalation when comparing
democratic and non-democratic states. Second, the strong tendency for
all target states to defend disputed territory when attacked or threatened
with war means that there is limited variance in the military behavior of
such states that can be accounted for by either model.



10 What have we learned about the
democratic peace?

In the opening chapter to this book we argued that while scholarship over
the past decade has made substantial contributions to our understanding
of how domestic political institutions influence patterns of international
conflict, opportunities remain for continuing research to make important
new advances in our understanding of the democratic peace. In particu-
lar, we claimed that the deductive logic of different models of the demo-
cratic peace could be developed more fully, thus producing a broader
range of hypotheses to explain the diplomatic and military policies that
state leaders adopt in international disputes. We also argued in favor of
new statistical tests of theoretical models of the democratic peace, and
claimed that such tests should focus on the evolution of territorial dis-
putes into different stages and the choices made by state leaders at these
various stages.

It is now time to step back from the extended and detailed discussion of
theoretical models, hypotheses, and statistical results. In this concluding
chapter we pull together our research findings and summarize the con-
tributions we have made on both the theoretical and empirical fronts and
also discuss some of the policy implications of our research. We begin by
reviewing the empirical results for each of the models tested and drawing
conclusions about the performance of each model. We follow our sum-
mary of results by considering how our findings address central debates
and research puzzles in the democratic peace literature and the study of
international conflict more broadly. We then turn to a discussion of the
policy relevance of our findings. In the final section we draw upon the
key insights of our work and explore some possible directions for future
research.

Review of empirical findings

While we suspect many readers hope never again to look at another table
containing statistical results after working their way through Chapters 7

277
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Table 10.1 Empirical support for hypotheses tested from the International
Politics Model

Predicted relationships in equation to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks Negotiations stage Escalation stage

Common security ties (IP1) −(S) −(S) +(S) −(M)
Military balance (IP2) +(S) +(W) −(M) +(M)
Strategic value of territory +(S) +(S) −(W) +(S)

(IP3)
Involvement of state in −(W) −(M) +(M) −(W)

another dispute (IP4i)
Adversary’s involvement in +(S) +(W) −(W) +(M)

another dispute (IP4ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero. “S” indicates that the
statistical findings provide strong support for the hypothesis; “M” indicates that the
statistical findings provide moderate support for the hypothesis; “W” indicates that the
statistical findings provide weak or no support for the hypothesis.

to 9, we think it is helpful to organize our reviews of each model with a
series of summary tables (Tables 10.1–10.4).

We start with the results for the International Politics Model (see
Table 10.1). The five independent variables that comprise the Interna-
tional Politics Model generate mixed, yet systematic results. The strongest
findings were produced for the Status Quo and Escalation Stages, while
much weaker results were associated with the Negotiations Stage. This
pattern of results indicates that the International Politics Model is far bet-
ter at explaining the decisions of state leaders to initiate and escalate mil-
itary confrontations over disputed territory than accounting for decisions
to pursue negotiations and to offer territorial concessions. For example,
the strategic value of territory, the relative balance of military strength,
and the adversary’s involvement in other military conflicts all figured cen-
trally in decisions to threaten and use military force (IP3, IP2, and IP4ii).
The estimated coefficients for these three variables were consistently in
the predicted direction and statistically significant, and changes in these
three variables always produced substantively large effects. The lone vari-
able that did help to explain diplomatic patterns of dispute settlement was
the presence of common security ties between challenger and target states
(IP1). If the leaders of challenger and target states shared a common
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territorial dispute adversary or military alliance, they were both more
likely to offer concessions to one another if they entered into negotiations.
In sum, the International Politics Model offers considerable explanatory
insights into the causes of crises and wars over disputed territory in this
past century. The primary limitation of the model is that it does not ac-
count for the alternative policies of addressing territorial claims through
negotiations and settling disputes through negotiated agreements.

The most elaborate model we tested was the Political Accountability
Model (see Table 10.2). A total of fifteen hypotheses were tested, pro-
viding for an extensive assessment of the causal impact of institutional
accountability on leadership decisions in foreign policy. We found the
Political Accountability Model to be particularly strong precisely where
the International Politics Model was weak. Overall, the strongest results
for the Accountability Model were associated with decisions to initiate
talks in the Status Quo Stage and to offer concessions in the Negotia-
tions Stage. For example, we determined that the initiation of talks and
the decision to put concessions on the table were linked to the electoral
cycle of democratic countries (PA4i–ii). In particular, we found that the
beginning of negotiations and their conclusion with concessions were
most likely in periods shortly after national elections. In contrast, diplo-
matic initiatives to start talks and to reach agreements based on mutual
concessions were far less likely as new elections approached. Democratic
leaders were also strategic in deciding when to engage in domestic po-
litical struggles over the ratification of territorial treaties. For example,
concessions were more likely by democratic leaders when the president
or prime minister’s ruling party or coalition controlled a majority of seats
in the legislature or parliament (PA3i). A similar finding held when we
considered the political standing of democratic leaders in adversary states.
That is, the political strength and security of a democratic adversary gov-
ernment (PA3ii) was often viewed as a favorable opportunity for states to
try and reach a negotiated territorial agreement based on mutual conces-
sions. Finally, while democratic leaders favored negotiations over threats
of force to challenge the territorial status quo (PA1i), they were often
quite hesitant to offer concessions in negotiations when domestic oppo-
sition and controversy was expected in the wake of more accommoda-
tive policies (PA1iii, PA2i–ii). In the absence of high political costs for
offering concessions, democratic leaders do seem inclined to seek a set-
tlement through reciprocal concessions, but standing firm and accepting
stalemated talks is preferable to democratic leaders when public and elite
opinion is deeply divided or anchored at more hawkish policy positions.

The Accountability Model also provided insights into the initiation
and escalation of military confrontations. One consistent finding was
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Table 10.2 Empirical support for hypotheses tested from the Political
Accountability Model

Predicted relationship in equations to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Comparisons across political systems
Democratic vs. non-democratic (PA1i) −(S) +(S) +(M) −(W)
Democracy and military risk (PA1i) −(W) NA NA −(M)
Democratic adversary and signaling −(W) NA +(S) −(S)

(PA1ii)
Democratic response to stalemate −(W) +(W) −(M) NA

(PA1iii)
Democracy and enduring rivalry NS(S) NS(S) NS(S) NS(S)

(PA2i)
Democracy and ethnic ties (PA2ii) +(S) +(S) −(S) +(W)

Comparisons within political systems
Legislative support for government +(W) +(W) +(S) +(W)

(PA3i)
Adversary government legislative −(W) +(W) +(M) −(M)

support (PA3ii)
Time since elections (PA4i) −(M) −(S) −(M) −(W)
Recent elections in adversary −(W) +(S) NA NA

(PA4ii)
Time since elections in adversary NA NA −(M) +(M)

(PA4ii)
Politically secure non-democratic +(W) +(M) +(W) +(M)

leaders (PA5i)
Politically secure non-democratic −(S) +(W) +(M) −(M)

leaders in adversary (PA5ii)

Comparisons among dyads
Democratic dyads (PA6) −(S) +(S) +(S) −(S)
Non-democratic states in mixed +(S) −(S) NA +(M)

dyads and military conflict
(PA7i & PA7iii)

Non-democratic states in mixed NA NA +(M) NA
dyads and negotiations (PA7ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero. “NA” indicates that there
is no hypothesis to be tested, while “NS” indicates that the estimated coefficient should
not be statistically significant. “S” indicates that the statistical findings provide strong
support for the hypothesis; “M” indicates that the statistical findings provide moderate
support for the hypothesis; “W” indicates that the statistical findings provide weak or no
support for the hypothesis.
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that leaders were reluctant to escalate military confrontations to high
levels when the adversary’s leadership was politically secure and thus
more capable of withstanding any domestic opposition that might arise
in the event of an armed conflict (PA3ii, PA4ii, PA5ii). Another sup-
portive finding was that democratic leaders were able to signal their re-
solve to use force in military confrontations more effectively than their
non-democratic counterparts (PA1ii). When democratic leaders in target
states signaled their intention to use force at the outset of a military con-
frontation, challengers were less likely to escalate and risk war. We also
found that democratic dyads were far less likely to become embroiled in
military confrontations and that democratic leaders were unlikely to es-
calate those confrontations to higher levels of force (PA6). In fact, there
were no cases of democratic challengers and targets waging war against
each other over disputed territory. Finally, in disputes between demo-
cratic and non-democratic states, military conflict generally resulted from
the more aggressive policies of non-democratic leaders (PN7i, PN7iii).
Compared to democratic leaders in mixed dyads, non-democratic leaders
were more likely to initiate military threats and to escalate them to high
levels.

The results for the Political Norms Model were quite strong for the
Status Quo Stage but weaker for the subsequent Negotiations and Esca-
lation Stages (see Table 10.3). For example, leaders with strong nonvio-
lent norms were far less likely to rely on military threats and to instead
favor negotiations in pursuit of territorial claims in the Status Quo Stage
(PN1i). However, these same leaders were only somewhat more likely to
offer concessions in negotiations and there was no systematic evidence
that they were less likely to escalate military confrontations to high levels.
Similarly, among authoritarian regimes, leaders with particularly violent
norms were more likely to initiate military threats as opposed to seek-
ing negotiations in the Status Quo Stage (PN5). In the Negotiations and
Escalation Stages, however, there was only weak support for the hypoth-
esis that these same leaders would be less likely to offer concessions yet
more willing to escalate to high levels of force. However, when the leaders
of both challenger and target states shared very violent domestic norms
(PN7), then neither party was likely to offer concessions in negotiations,
while both sides were more likely to escalate military confrontations to
high levels.

Another finding was that the leaders of new democracies were more
conflictual than leaders from well-established democratic countries
(PN4). For example, leaders of newly democratic countries were clearly
more likely to initiate and escalate military confrontations and some-
what less likely to offer concessions in negotiations. The Norms Model
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Table 10.3 Empirical support for hypotheses tested from the Political Norms
Model

Predicted relationship in equations to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Comparisons across political systems
Strong vs. weak nonviolent norms −(S) +(S) +(M) −(W)

(PN1i)
Nonviolent norms and the response −(M) +(M) +(W) −(W)

to stalemate (PN1ii)
Nonviolent norms and military −(W) +(W) NA −(W)

advantage (PN2)
Nonviolent vs. violent norms among NA NA NA −(W)

challenger leaders (PN3)
Nonviolent vs. violent norms among NA NA NA NS(S)

target leaders (PN3)

Comparisons within political systems
Recently established democracies +(S) −(W) −(W) +(S)

(PN4)
Highly repressive non-democracies +(S) −(S) −(W) +(W)

(PN5)

Comparisons among dyads
Dyads with nonviolent norms (PN6i) −(S) +(W) +(S) −(S)
Dyads of recently established +(S) −(W) −(W) +(NT)

democracies (PN6ii)
Dyads of highly repressive +(W) −(M) −(M) +(S)

non-democratic leaders (PN7)
Leaders with strongest violent norms +(S) −(S) −(W) +(M)

in mixed dyads (PN8)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero. “NA” indicates that there
is no hypothesis to be tested; “NS” indicates that the estimated coefficient should not be
statistically significant. “S” indicates that the statistical findings provide strong support for
the hypothesis; “M” indicates that the statistical findings provide moderate support for the
hypothesis; “W” indicates that the statistical findings provide weak or no support for the
hypothesis; “NT” indicates that the hypothesis could not be tested due to insufficient data.

also produced fairly strong results when we examined the diplomatic and
military interactions of states with strong nonviolent democratic norms
(PN6i). In such dyads the initiation and escalation of military conflicts
were far less likely and, in fact, there were no cases of war being fought
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Table 10.4 Empirical support for hypotheses tested from the Political Affinity
Model

Predicted relationships in equations to be tested

Status quo stage

Hypotheses regarding Force Talks
Negotiations Escalation
stage stage

Similar vs. dissimilar dyads (PAF1i) −(W) +(W) +(W) −(W)
Recent change to political similarity +(S) −(S) −(S) +(W)

(PAF1ii)
Relations between similar states when −(W) +(W) +(M) −(M)

a threat exists (PAF2i)
Relations between similar states when −(M) +(W) +(M) −(S)

a threat to adversary exists (PAF2ii)
Relations between dissimilar states −(W) NA +(W) −(M)

when a threat exists (PAF3i)
Relations between dissimilar states +(S) +(S) −(W) +(W)

when a threat to adversary exists
(PAF3ii)

Note: A positive sign (+) indicates that in the statistical tests the estimated coefficient
should have a value greater than zero; a negative sign (−) indicates that in the statistical
tests the estimated coefficient should have a value less than zero; “NA” indicates that
there is no hypothesis to be tested. “S” indicates that the statistical findings provide strong
support for the hypothesis; “M” indicates that the statistical findings provide moderate
support for the hypothesis; “W” indicates that the statistical findings provide weak or no
support for the hypothesis.

between states in which both leaders shared strong domestic norms of
nonviolent bargaining. Furthermore, these same leaders were more likely
to offer concessions in negotiations compared to leaders with more vio-
lent, non-democratic norms. An interesting finding regarding democratic
dyads was that military conflicts were more likely in disputes between
two newly democratic states compared to disputes between two well-
established democracies (PN6ii). Finally, in mixed dyads military conflict
was due largely to the more aggressive policies of leaders with stronger
violent norms (PN8). Leaders with such violent norms were more likely
to initiate military threats and to escalate these military confrontations to
high levels.

The last set of results to review is for the Political Affinity Model (see
Table 10.4). Of the three domestic models tested, the Affinity Model
produced the weakest results. Across each of the three stages of terri-
torial disputes tested weak results were generally more common than
supportive results, and no single hypothesis received consistently strong



284 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

support. As a result, we conclude that the similarity of political institu-
tions between states and the corresponding incentives to cooperate with
potential political allies is not a strong and consistent motivating force
that limits diplomatic and military conflict between states.

The best set of results was for the hypothesis that states would be more
conflictual with a political ally when the two states had only recently be-
come politically similar (PAF1ii). In the Status Quo Stage challenger
states were more likely to issue threats and to avoid negotiating with new
political allies. In the Negotiations Stage both challengers and targets
were less likely to offer concessions to new political allies. There were
also supportive findings for the claim that when state leaders were threat-
ened by security threats, they were more likely to accommodate their po-
litical allies (PAF2i). For example, threatened leaders were more likely
to offer concessions while less likely to escalate military confrontations
against politically similar territorial dispute adversaries. A related sup-
portive finding was that if a political ally was threatened, state leaders
were less likely to initiate military conflicts or escalate them to high levels
against the threatened ally (PAF2ii).

Contributions to the democratic peace literature

In discussing the contributions of our research, we want to return to a
number of questions we raised in our review of the democratic peace
literature in Chapter 1. In that review we identified six areas in which
we believed our research could advance scholarship on the democratic
peace. We now reconsider these six areas and discuss how our results have
added to scholarly knowledge in these areas.

The payoffs of adopting an alternative research design

We want to begin by arguing that our decision to replace the dyad-year as
the unit of analysis with state-level choices at each stage of a territorial dis-
pute provides a number of advantages. When disputes are broken down
into three related but sequential stages we believe that theoretical analysis
is improved since a more complete set of policy choices requires expla-
nation. Instead of theorizing about the “conflict involvement” of dyads,
the researcher is pressed to account for more precise policy choices re-
garding the initiation of talks or military confrontations, as well as the
outcomes of negotiations or military crises. Furthermore, the decisions
of both challenger and target states are analyzed explicitly, enabling the
analyst to try and account for patterns of initiation and response in their
strategic interactions over disputed territory. The result is that multiple
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dependent variables require theoretical explanation and the opportunity
arises for analysts to think carefully about the logical implications of mod-
els of domestic institutions for explaining the various outcomes to each
stage of a territorial dispute. In sum, we believe this type of theoretical
and empirical research nicely captures some of the essential dynamics of
international disputes that theories of the democratic peace should seek
to explain.

One important advantage of this research design for our purposes is that
the results of empirical tests can be compared across the different stages.
As a result, we were able to determine that the International Politics
Model was quite powerful at explaining decisions to threaten and then
escalate military confrontations but quite weak at explaining the linked
decisions to initiate talks and to offer concessions in negotiations. In
contrast, we found that domestic-level models were better at accounting
for the initiation and outcome of negotiations as opposed to the initiation
and escalation of force. These are new findings that we do not believe
have been identified in prior research.

By focusing on states as the unit of analysis we were able to clarify
and sharpen our understanding of the monadic version of the democratic
peace. For example, one interesting finding is that the monadic results
for the Accountability and Norms Models are quite similar. The results
from tests of both models show that the monadic effects of democracy
are strongest in the initial period of the Status Quo Stage. Democratic
leaders are far more likely to favor negotiations over threats of force com-
pared to their non-democratic counterparts. However, once we turn to
the Negotiations and Escalation Stages, we find that democratic leaders
are not that different in their decisions to offer concessions or escalate
military force. An additional advantage of our design is that we can test
specific “directional” hypotheses and pinpoint more precise causal mech-
anisms. For instance, as mentioned earlier, we found a series of consistent
results for the impact of domestic political strength. Our results demon-
strate more precisely that military confrontations often do not escalate to
higher levels of force because state leaders fear that a domestically secure
adversary will be able to bear the political costs of fighting a war.

An added benefit of our research design is that we can still test impor-
tant dyadic hypotheses while also testing a number of monadic hypotheses
that the dyad-year design cannot accommodate. Furthermore, we add to
the richness of previous dyadic findings of a democratic peace by testing
dyadic propositions across different conflict stages. For example, we see
that the absence of war between democratic dyads is due largely to the
fact that democratic states rarely initiate military confrontations against
each other in the Status Quo Stage and instead are much more likely to
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rely on negotiations. As a result, democratic states generally settle their
disputes through negotiations and avoid altogether the risks and dangers
associated with escalation in military crises. In conclusion, we think that
empirical patterns of conflict and cooperation become more transparent
to the researcher when disputes are explicitly broken down into a series
of state decisions at different stages. This greater transparency then helps
the researcher to generalize with greater accuracy and precision.

Comparing the explanatory power of Political Norms vs. Political
Accountability Models

A common position in the literature is that democratic norms and in-
stitutions are complementary causes of the democratic peace and that it
is difficult to separate out the causal effects of each model in empirical
tests (see the literature reviews in Maoz 1997, 1998, and Ray 1995). In
this book, however, we have argued that theories of political norms and
institutional accountability do not consistently predict the same pattern
of diplomatic and military behavior. In particular, we identified diver-
gent hypotheses regarding comparisons of democratic vs. non-democratic
states. The clear prediction that emerges from the Norms Model in
Chapter 5 is that leaders with strong nonviolent democratic norms should
adopt less aggressive and conflictual policies than their non-democratic
counterparts. However, the logic of the Political Accountability Model in
Chapter 4 suggests that at times domestic political incentives can push
democratic leaders towards policies that are equally, if not more, conflict-
ual than those expected of non-democratic leaders.

These are points of clear divergence between the two models. We found
that the empirical evidence generally supported the expectations of the
Accountability Model. For example, our results show that democratic
leaders find it quite difficult to offer concessions in certain situations: to
enduring rivals, in the aftermath of recent stalemated talks, and when
issues of political self-determination for ethnic co-nationals are at stake.
Furthermore, democratic leaders are no different than non-democratic
leaders in their willingness to threaten force against enduring rivals, and
they are actually more likely to initiate military threats in support of ethnic
co-nationals seeking self-determination.

In short, the primary weakness of the Norms Model when drawing
comparisons across political systems is twofold: (a) the failure to ac-
count adequately for democratic intransigence in negotiations, and (b)
the difficulty of explaining why at times democratic leaders become as
aggressive, if not more so, than non-democratic leaders. We believe that
the basic logic of the Political Accountability Model can be used to
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explain this pattern of more aggressive democratic behavior. That is, when
norms-based incentives to pursue more cooperative policies conflict with
domestic political pressures to act more aggressively, the latter should
have a stronger impact since they are more directly linked to the political
survival of incumbent leaders. Put differently, democratic norms of con-
flict resolution may lose out to nationalism and expectations of political
support for tougher hard-line policies when adversaries are long-term ri-
vals, or are denying rights of self-determination to ethnic co-nationals in
disputed territory.

The puzzle of variation in the conflict behavior of democratic
and non-democratic states

We noted in Chapter 1 that an underdeveloped area of theoretical analy-
sis in the democratic peace literature was the substantial variation in the
conflict behavior of both democratic and non-democratic states. As a re-
sult, in the development of both the Political Norms and Accountability
Models we devised hypotheses that attempted to explain intra-regime dif-
ferences in diplomatic and military behavior. The intra-regime compar-
isons in the Norms Model focus on how long democratic institutions have
been in place, or how violent and repressive leaders in non-democratic
systems have been. The Accountability Model argues that the political
security of incumbent leaders is central to understanding their diplo-
matic and military behavior. Among democratic leaders, the timing of
elections and the strength of opposition parties are key differences, while
in non-democratic systems the presence or absence of violent rebellion
and recent military coup attempts are critical. Empirically, the statistical
results in Chapters 7 to 9 provide considerable support for a number
of within-regimes hypotheses from both the Norms and Accountabil-
ity Models. For example, as noted earlier, hypotheses from the Norms
Model that leaders from recently established democracies should engage
in more conflictual behavior were supported by the results of the statis-
tical tests (also see Senese 1999). This pattern was true at the individual
state level as well as at the dyadic level. Similarly, among non-democratic
states we found evidence at both the monadic and dyadic levels to indi-
cate that leaders with the most violent domestic norms were more likely
to challenge the status quo with military threats and to escalate military
confrontations to high levels.

The empirical findings for the Accountability Model were also support-
ive. Among democracies, differences in the electoral cycle were central
to understanding whether negotiations would be pursued and if con-
cessions would be offered in rounds of talks. In addition, there was some
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support for the hypothesis that democratic leaders were more likely to ini-
tiate military threats early in their own electoral cycle or in the electoral
cycle of democratic adversaries. The strength of opposition parties was
also important in understanding whether democratic leaders would offer
concessions in negotiations or adopt more inflexible positions. Among
non-democratic states, the strongest findings were that adversaries were
less likely to initiate and escalate military threats against well-entrenched
leaders, but there was not strong evidence that such leaders were more
likely to turn to military force themselves.

Overall, we believe these findings from the Norms and Accountability
Models contribute to a more nuanced understanding of the complex
pattern of conflictual and cooperative foreign policy behaviors pursued
by both democratic and non-democratic leaders.

The debate over audience costs and democratic institutions

In Chapter 1 we noted that two different lines of argument have emerged
regarding the impact of domestic audience costs on foreign policy deci-
sions. In one line of analysis, attention is focused on the potential response
of opposition elites and the public to the use of force and high levels
of escalation. The general conclusion drawn is that democratic leaders
should be cautious about the use of military force in international dis-
putes because democratic institutions provide greater opportunities for
political opposition to contest and even to remove leaders for pursuing
costly or failed policies of military conflict (e.g. Bueno de Mesquita and
Lalman 1992: ch. 5; Maoz and Russett 1993; Morgan and Campbell
1991). Another line of argument, however, has shifted the analysis of
democratic accountability to focus on the political costs that democratic
leaders risk when they back away from higher levels of conflict in a crisis
or international dispute (Fearon 1994b; Schultz 1998, 2001a, 2001b).
The central claim is that threats of military force by democratic leaders
are actually quite credible because such leaders know that a failure to fol-
low through on such threats will be used by political opponents to charge
the political leadership with weakness and ineffectiveness. In contrast,
non-democratic leaders can issue strong threats and then decide to back
down, since the political risks of retreating or bluffing are less threatening
because domestic political opposition is in a much weaker position. High
domestic audience costs for accommodative policies, then, can provide
incentives for democratic leaders to prefer conflictual over more accom-
modating policies.

Theoretically, the position we have taken in this debate is that demo-
cratic leaders should be attentive to both types of domestic audience costs.
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In that sense, we do not believe the models and arguments of scholars that
focus on different types of audience costs should necessarily be viewed as
rival approaches. Instead, scholars can and should focus on the different
ways in which political accountability influences foreign policy decisions.
We see no logical reason to argue that democratic leaders who are wor-
ried about the political costs of retreating in a crisis would not also be
worried about the domestic political response to becoming involved in
a large-scale military confrontation. As a result, we expect both types of
audience costs to be important and our empirical findings support this
conclusion. For example, the signaling hypothesis (PA1ii) associated with
arguments concerning the costs of retreat and more accommodative poli-
cies for democratic leaders was strongly supported in the Negotiations
and Escalation Stages. The signals of resolve sent by democratic lead-
ers did indeed seem to be viewed as more credible by adversaries. We
also found that democratic leaders were less likely to offer concessions
in negotiations over disputed territory when they expected more accom-
modative policies to be particularly controversial and open to domestic
criticism. On the other hand, the strong monadic effect of democracy in
the Status Quo Stage (to not initiate military confrontations) is consistent
with arguments about the generally higher risks of using force in inter-
national disputes for democratic leaders. Furthermore, another finding
we report that is consistent with claims about the higher political costs of
using force for democracies is that the absence of strong opposition par-
ties in democratic legislatures and parliaments deters military escalation
by outside parties. That is, states are deterred from attacking democratic
adversaries whose leaders face weak political opposition because these
politically secure democratic leaders can now escalate militarily, knowing
that political opposition within the legislature is less capable of holding
leaders accountable for military setbacks.

Overall, our empirical findings do not provide clear and consistent sup-
port for the influence of only one type of domestic audience cost. Instead,
we found supporting evidence for both types of costs. Nevertheless, not
all of the hypotheses received strong support. For example, democratic
states were neither more nor less likely to be the targets of military threats
in the Status Quo Stage. Arguments emphasizing the costs of escalation
for democratic leaders might expect democratic leaders to be more fre-
quent targets, while a theoretical focus on the higher costs of retreat for
democratic leaders might lead to the expectation that democratic states
would be targeted less frequently. While it is very useful to specify the
different hypotheses associated with each type of audience cost (as we
attempted in Chapter 4), the larger common theoretical link remains:
democratic political leaders are very likely to be concerned about the
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political risks of either accommodative or confrontational foreign poli-
cies in many international disputes. In sum, instead of viewing the more
recent work on the domestic audience costs of retreat for democratic lead-
ers as posing a theoretical challenge to earlier work, we think it is better
to view such work as highlighting aspects of democratic accountability
that had been neglected in earlier work on the democratic peace.

The debate over the strategic behavior of democratic states
in disputes with non-democratic states

As we argued in Chapter 1, dyadic and monadic versions of the demo-
cratic peace are typically based on quite different views about how demo-
cratic state leaders will bargain in disputes with non-democratic oppo-
nents. The theoretical debate centers on whether democratic leaders
should be expected to adopt more intransigent and aggressive policies
towards non-democracies. Proponents of the dyadic approach argue that
democratic leaders will consistently prefer negotiations to the use of force
only in disputes with other democracies, whereas they will be intransigent
and aggressive in their policies towards non-democracies. In Chapters 4
and 5 we argued against this common position in the literature and instead
hypothesized that military conflict in mixed dyads should generally result
from the more risk-acceptant and aggressive policies of non-democratic
leaders. The empirical results we report in Chapters 7 and 9 provide con-
sistent support for our hypotheses. As a result, we find little systematic
evidence to support the conclusion that military conflict in disputes be-
tween democratic and non-democratic states is often driven by the more
aggressive policies of democratic leaders. Instead, we find that high lev-
els of military conflict involvement for democratic states in mixed dyads
is more often a reflection of democratic states responding to the initial
military threats or escalatory policies of non-democratic states.

The debate over international-level vs. domestic-level explanations
of foreign policy behavior

Back in Chapter 1 we argued that the democratic peace literature has
been an integral part of the theoretical and empirical debate concerning
the importance of domestic political factors in explaining military conflict
and war. The starting point for our theoretical analysis in this book was
that realist critics had failed to present a compelling logical case for why
domestic-level variables should not be expected to shape the foreign pol-
icy choices of state leaders in systematic ways. At the same time, we also
noted that we think the diplomatic and military policies of states are quite
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responsive to the international strategic and military environment within
which policy-makers must operate. As a result, we find ourselves holding
the middle ground. We argue that both domestic- and international-level
variables logically should be expected to affect state policy in interna-
tional disputes. Furthermore, we think less effort should be devoted to
drawing strong distinctions between the two levels of analysis. Instead,
we think a more compelling theoretical orientation is to consider foreign
policy choices over war and peace as reflecting the interplay of domestic
and international conditions.

Empirically, the broad and diverse set of supportive findings we report
for the Political Accountability and Political Norms Models indicates
clearly that domestic political conditions are essential to understanding
how international disputes evolve over time. This does not imply that in-
ternational political and military conditions provide limited insights into
the dynamics of international disputes. As we have already discussed, the
International Politics Model produced strong results for the initiation
and escalation of military confrontations over disputed territory. Never-
theless, the Accountability and Norms Models also produced a number
of strong findings that helped us to further explain and refine our un-
derstanding of when military conflicts will be initiated and when such
conflicts will escalate to higher levels. The limitations of adopting a theo-
retical approach that focuses exclusively on international-level variables is
most evident when trying to explain when and why state leaders will seek
negotiations and the peaceful settlement of international disputes. The
weakest results for the International Politics Model are associated with
explaining efforts by state leaders to open up negotiations and whether
they will offer concessions over disputed territory. In contrast, some of
the strongest findings for the Accountability and Norms Models center
on understanding why state leaders will turn to negotiations and peaceful
dispute settlement. While we value and recognize the intellectual attrac-
tiveness of highly parsimonious theories, we believe that critical decisions
in foreign policy over war and peace will rarely reflect the dominating in-
fluence of a very small number of factors that reside at either the domestic
or international levels. The great challenge for scholars is to develop rig-
orous theory that combines both levels of analysis while retaining as much
parsimony as possible.

Policy implications

In this section we draw some connections between the results of our
research and their policy implications. In Chapter 1 we identified several
areas in which we argued that our research could prove policy-relevant.
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We now return to each of these areas and consider how our findings might
contribute to better policy.

Is democracy an asset or liability for foreign policy-makers?

We believe that the empirical evidence supports the conclusion that
democratic norms and accountability are, on balance, an asset that can
be used by democratic leaders to protect and advance their country’s
interests in international disputes. Specifically, five findings are the ba-
sis for drawing this conclusion. First, democratic states were not singled
out as targets of military threats and probes in the Status Quo Stage. As
a result, there is no systematic evidence to suggest that the leaders of
non-democratic states believe that democratic leaders are vulnerable to
coercive pressure and therefore more willing to offer territorial conces-
sions in order to avoid military confrontations. Second, in the Escalation
Stage the deterrent policies of democratic leaders were more effective
in preventing escalation than those of non-democratic leaders. This indi-
cates that adversaries recognize that once democratic leaders take a strong
and public position in a crisis they are unlikely to back down due to the
domestic political costs of a retreat. As a result, greater political account-
ability enhances the credibility of deterrent threats by democratic leaders.
Third, in the Negotiations Stage it was found that states were more likely
to offer concessions when their democratic negotiating adversary enjoyed
strong political support in the legislature or parliament. This is because
presidents and prime ministers, when backed by majority support from
political parties back home, come to the negotiating table with the credi-
ble power to make deals that could be ratified. As a result, states are more
willing to put concessions on the table because they expect any agreement
reached will remain in place when taken back home by their democratic
counterpart. Once again, greater political accountability can strengthen
the bargaining position of democratic leaders. Fourth, in the Negotia-
tions Stage signals of resolve by democratic leaders were more effective
in securing concessions from negotiating adversaries than were signals of
resolve by non-democratic states. This finding suggests that democratic
states can be quite effective in bargaining with non-democratic states
and that democratic leaders are quite capable of sending credible signals
of resolve in rounds of talks. Fifth, in the Negotiations Stage there was
no systematic evidence that democratic states were more likely to con-
cede in the wake of previously stalemated talks. The evidence, in fact,
suggests the opposite is more likely to be true. That is, non-democratic
leaders are more likely to make concessions in the wake of previously stale-
mated talks than are democratic leaders. This indicates that democratic
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norms do not lead democratic negotiators to concede first in difficult ne-
gotiations and it also suggests that non-democratic negotiators do not
rely upon concessions from democratic states to break stalemates in
negotiations.

The broad policy implications that follow from these findings are that
democratic leaders should be able to effectively manage disputes with
non-democratic states. When democratic leaders have strong support in
the legislature or parliament they should push for talks and concessions
from their non-democratic adversary. Furthermore, democratic leaders
should be prepared to stake out firm negotiating positions early on in
talks. If a military confrontation does emerge, then deterrent policies can
be quite effective as long as democratic leaders take the initiative and
signal their resolve and communicate this resolve early on in a crisis.

Promoting the resolution of international disputes

There are two findings from our research that have useful policy impli-
cations in terms of the conditions under which disputes are most likely
to be resolved through negotiations. First, there is strong evidence that
democratic leaders are more inclined to pursue talks and offer conces-
sions in periods shortly after national elections. As a result, this suggests
that states should seize the opportunity after elections to push for talks
and to try and make relatively rapid progress in the negotiations if the goal
is to conclude an agreement. For one, the later the talks begin and the
longer they last, the lower the prospects of securing concessions from the
democratic negotiating partner. A related implication is that state leaders
may want to downplay the resumption of negotiations or try to generate
strong expectations of progress in ongoing or forthcoming talks if they
know that their democratic negotiating partner is entering into the later
stages of the electoral cycle. In this situation, it might be preferable to
defer talks or to accept the fact that the goal of talks at this time should
not be to reach any formal agreement but rather to lay the groundwork
for more serious talks after elections have been held.

A second finding with policy relevance is that states are more likely
to concede in negotiations when the ruling coalition of the president or
prime minister controls a significant majority of the seats in the legisla-
ture or parliament. One implication is that democratic leaders should be
strategic and use this situation of domestic strength to their advantage
in negotiations. For example, an opportune time for democratic lead-
ers to press adversaries to make concessions is when democratic leaders
have strong legislative or parliamentary support. Conversely, democratic
leaders should understand that they are less likely to secure concessions
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when they lack such political backing. This point leads directly to the
second implication that the bargaining tactic of using political weakness
at home to gain greater concessions at the international negotiating table
is unlikely to be very effective. The empirical evidence suggests that state
leaders are more impressed with the political security of their negotiat-
ing partners. While it may be an appealing policy to try and use political
weakness to strengthen one’s bargaining position, the hard reality is that
states are more likely to offer concessions to politically secure negotiating
partners because they view commitments to reciprocate concessions and
then ratify agreements as more credible from leaders with strong backing
at home.

Third-party efforts at mediation and extended deterrence

Two additional findings are of practical value to policy-makers who seek
to protect an ally involved in a territorial dispute. First, challengers take
advantage of an adversary’s involvement in military confrontations with
other states to initiate threats and to probe the resolve and military capa-
bilities of the potentially distracted adversary. As a result, for those states
seeking to deter military threats to their allies, they should recognize this
situation as a vulnerable time for their ally and therefore be prepared to
warn challengers that they are committed to their ally’s security. Concrete
policy actions could include public and repeated statements by high-level
officials of their country’s extended deterrent commitments as well as mil-
itary exercises and deployments that demonstrate the ability to project
military forces. Second, once military threats have been issued, further
escalation by challengers is strongly influenced by the local balance of
conventional forces. For states worried about attacks against allies, their
short-term threats and military actions will fail to achieve strong deterrent
effects unless they can concretely contribute to denying the challenger a
local military advantage. As a result, the defending state often will need
to undertake substantial military actions on short notice.

If we turn to the role of third parties as mediators in negotiations over
disputed territory, we believe that several findings from the Status Quo
and Negotiations Stages are of policy relevance. For example, the previ-
ously discussed findings on the importance of the electoral cycle for the
initiation and outcome of negotiations suggests that a “ripe” time for me-
diators to push democratic leaders to open up talks and offer concessions
is shortly after national elections. Therefore, if democratic leaders enjoy
strong party support, then mediators should press negotiating partners of
the democratic state that the time is favorable for negotiating mutual con-
cessions and securing treaty ratification. Finally, we found considerable
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evidence that democratic leaders can be quite sensitive to the domestic
political costs of offering concessions. As a result, third parties should
be very attentive to designing initiatives and crafting agreement terms so
that any substantial territorial concessions made by the democratic side
are offset by side payments back to the democratic side in the form of
non-territorial gains.

Directions for future research

In this final section we would like to discuss some preliminary ideas for
further research that build on the theoretical and empirical work we have
presented in this book.

The Political Norms Model

We think one area within the Norms Model that holds promise is to
develop and test hypotheses that focus more directly on the norms of
individual leaders. In our analyses we focused on broader patterns of
domestic political conflict and bargaining within which political elites
operated and argued that elite norms of conflict resolution would be re-
flective of this domestic environment. Of course, individual political lead-
ers may respond differently to this same domestic political environment,
and as a result, political norms may vary among political leaders despite
a common political setting. In particular, we think it would be fruitful to
try and develop general arguments to explain why some political leaders
adopt more nonviolent norms in international disputes despite frequent
political violence and repression of opposition groups at home.

Another topic to explore would be the strength of domestic legal sys-
tems as an important aspect of democratic norms. It would be particu-
larly useful to know whether domestic political conflicts are commonly
subject to legal adjudication. This type of theoretical approach would
facilitate comparisons across different political systems as well as com-
parisons among democratic regimes. For example, researchers could look
for cross-national patterns of recourse to arbitration and legal adjudica-
tion as a means of settling international disputes. Another related area of
inquiry would be to examine the impact of international law on diplo-
matic and military behavior.

A third area to consider would be the impact of democratic norms in
wartime situations (civil and interstate), with particular attention directed
at questions of targeting and killing civilians. Among the important issues
within this area would be state compliance with the laws of war and the
conditions under which civilians are at greatest risk of being attacked
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and punished by democratic leaders. Put differently, we might want to
understand when and why democratic leaders sometimes disregard legal
and moral constraints on protecting civilians in wartime.

The Political Accountability Model

We think continued empirical research on the domestic audience costs of
retreating for democratic leaders is important to pursue. A limitation of
existing empirical tests (including our own efforts) is that the extent of
public or opposition elite knowledge is not carefully coded. While it may
seem intuitive to think that military confrontations are very public events
involving threats and shows of force, we actually think there may be con-
siderable variation in public and elite awareness regarding the military
actions that have happened or are currently happening between govern-
ments. The political costs to democratic leaders of not escalating further
or failing to secure any gains could be minimal if domestic audiences are
not aware that a military confrontation is taking place. More compelling
tests of these audience costs arguments therefore should try to include
data on the public versus hidden nature of military confrontations and
short-term periods of international conflict.

We also believe that the Accountability Model could address questions
of legal adjudication and compliance with international law in interna-
tional disputes. We think that the causal arguments of the Norms and
Accountability Models may differ on these questions. For example, we
would expect accountability-based arguments to focus on the attitudes of
domestic political opposition towards third-party involvement. Domestic
audiences, however, may or may not accept this type of outside involve-
ment. While it could be argued that democratic leaders might turn to
legal principles and adjudication as a way to justify concessions in an
international dispute, it does not seem clear that this is a fully persua-
sive argument. Democratic leaders might also be leery of the possible
domestic costs associated with losing an international adjudicative ruling
or the international costs associated with failing to comply with inter-
national directives. Our initial reaction is that democratic leaders would
only be willing to seek out third-party dispute resolution when (a) an
international dispute does not attract that much domestic attention, or
(b) domestic audiences have confidence in and respect for third-party
institutions (US policy towards the newly created International Criminal
Court?). In contrast, we would think that the Norms Model would lead
to less contingent or qualified claims about the willingness of demo-
cratic leaders to accept legal principles in the resolution of international
disputes.
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As with the Norms Model we also see promise in developing the theo-
retical implications of the Accountability Model for the wartime behavior
of governments. For example, how does democratic accountability influ-
ence decisions to target civilians or to adopt different strategies of attack
and defense? What role has domestic political opposition to the costs of
war played in decisions by democratic leaders to negotiate over the termi-
nation of wars (e.g. Reiter and Stam 2002: ch. 7)? With these and other
questions we see the opportunity to develop and compare hypotheses
from both models and to devise new empirical tests.

General research design for studying international disputes

We believe that the general logic of thinking about international disputes
as evolving over time into different stages is a very useful approach to
structuring theoretical and empirical research. While we have focused on
state behavior in territorial disputes, we certainly believe that other types
of international disputes could be fruitfully understood within this general
framework. For example, we think international trade disputes can be
viewed as involving various stages centering around a series of decisions
regarding when to: (a) raise complaints, (b) rely on bilateral negotiations
to try and resolve differences, or (c) submit unsettled disputes to legal
adjudication by bodies such as the World Trade Organization. We also
think that issues of state compliance with international agreements and
treaties could be modeled as a multi-stage game in which critical choices
are made regarding questions such as: when to challenge agreements,
by what means to challenge agreements, and how outside parties should
respond to challenges.

In writing this book we hoped to make useful contributions to the spe-
cific topic of the democratic peace. In particular, we felt it was important
to develop and push further the basic logic of models of domestic political
institutions and to devise empirical tests that were more closely matched
to the strategic choices of state leaders at different stages of international
disputes. In so doing, however, we also sought to develop more general
theoretical models that would provide a framework for thinking systemat-
ically about the connections between domestic and international politics.
On the empirical side, we also sought to develop a general research de-
sign strategy that could be applied more broadly by scholars who seek to
test theoretical models and hypotheses about state behavior in interna-
tional disputes. While we urged our readers to be patient at the outset of
this book, we hope those readers who followed our advice and read yet
another book on the democratic peace were not disappointed.



Appendix A
The territorial dispute data set, 1919–1995

This appendix is divided into two sections. In the first section we discuss
the concept of a territorial dispute in international politics. The second
section concerns coding issues that we addressed in our efforts to create
a data set of territorial disputes.

Territorial conflict in the international system

In the twentieth century territorial conflict has centered upon six types
of disputes:

1. Disputes between two states over competing claims to their homeland ter-
ritory. These are typically disputes between neighboring states who
disagree over the location of land or river borders, the sovereignty of
offshore islands, or whether the very sovereignty and independence of
neighbors should be recognized.

2. Disputes between two states with competing claims to the homeland territory
of one state and the overseas territory of the other state. These disputes
often have involved major powers establishing spheres of influence and
colonial empires abroad, in which territorial conflict with local states
emerged over the location of borders, the sovereignty of islands, and
rights to military bases. For example, in the first half of the twentieth
century, China raised the issue of leased territories with Britain and
France and disputed its border with the British Empire in India. Other
examples include Thailand’s border with French Indochina, Ethiopia’s
borders with Italian and British colonies, and Liberia’s borders with
French colonies.

3. Disputes between two states whose competing claims involve the overseas
territory of both states. These disputes arise when two colonial empires
come into direct territorial contact with each other and the borders
and rights to offshore islands need to be established. Good exam-
ples include border disputes among the European colonial empires in
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Africa and in the Middle East from the turn of the century to the end
of World War II.

4. Disputes between an existing state and an aspiring new state that seeks
to establish its independence by seceding from the homeland territory of the
existing state. These disputes arise from the political and military weak-
ness of central governments that are typically unable to exert effec-
tive administrative and military control of territory along their exist-
ing borders. Examples include the formation of independent states in
European Russia and Central Asia following the collapse of the Tsarist
regime during World War I and then again in the 1990s, the bid for in-
dependence by Tibet and Outer Mongolia from China prior to World
War II, and more recently Eritrea’s struggle for independence from
Ethiopia.

5. Disputes in which political units within the colonial overseas empire of a state
seek to establish and be recognized as independent states. These disputes
comprise the history of decolonization across all regions of the inter-
national system as emerging states pressured British, French, Dutch,
Spanish, Portuguese, Belgian, US, and Japanese governments to re-
linquish control of colonial and overseas territories.

6. Disputes between states which center on claims to territorial rights to waters
or land along the seabed. These disputes concern the extension of ter-
ritorial water rights off coastlines and islands, the seabeds located be-
neath territorial waters, and the location of continental shelves off the
coastlines of states.

The first five categories of territorial disputes all focus on competing
claims to land-based territory, while the sixth category focuses on claims
which extend into and along the bottom of seas and oceans. The territorial
dispute data set used for empirical tests in this book falls into the first three
categories. The data set therefore does not generally include cases that
stemmed from the break-up of existing states, typically during periods of
civil war or revolution; the decolonization of colonial empires; or maritime
disputes.

One borderline type of territorial dispute, which may be assigned to
either category 1 or category 4, should be discussed. We included in cat-
egory 1 disputes in which a central government did recognize the inde-
pendence of a recently seceded new state but then subsequently reversed
that policy. Thus, our data set includes several disputes that resulted from
the collapse of Tsarist Russia following World War I because the new
Soviet regime did explicitly recognize by treaty and/or public statements
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the independence of some former Russian republics and territories, but
then changed that policy and reintegrated them into the newly estab-
lished Soviet Union. In contrast, if the central government never rec-
ognized or accepted proclamations of self-determination and territorial
independence, then we assigned the dispute to category 4 (e.g. several
cases involving Serbia and the collapse of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s).

In addition, the six categories listed above do not include (a) the initial
process of state formation and the many territorial conflicts which arose as
smaller political-territorial units were merged into larger units, or (b) the
process of colonization and empire-building by states. For the territorial
disputes we studied, these historical processes had already taken place.
We focused on the resulting territorial interactions between states and
their colonial possessions in the twentieth century.

A complete history and analysis of territorial conflict in the interna-
tional system would cover:
1. Competition between non-state territorial units that results in state

formation.
2. Imperial expansion of states to include control of territory beyond

homeland territory.
3. Conflict over territorial rights between state actors over homeland

and/or empire territory.
4. Resistance of political-territorial units within colonial empires and

homeland territories against the sovereign powers of colonial or na-
tional governments and the struggle for political-territorial indepen-
dence.

These four stages of territorial conflict do not progress in a sequential
order but overlap and occur simultaneously in the international system
across various regions. In this book and previous research (Huth 1996)
we have attempted to study only stage 3, and even within it we do not
attempt to study all types of territorial disputes (maritime disputes are
excluded).

In the territorial dispute data set from 1919–95 that we relied upon in
this book (see Appendices B–F), disputes are broadly defined as disagree-
ments between governments over (a) the location of existing international
boundaries in particular sectors or along the length of their common
border, (b) the refusal of one government to recognize another’s claim of
sovereign rights over islands, claiming sovereignty for itself instead, or (c)
the refusal of one government to recognize another state as a sovereign
political-territorial unit, laying claim to the territory of that state. A more
complete and specific definition is presented in Huth (1996: ch. 2).1

1 A short explanation is required on how cases of military occupation were coded. We
included as territorial disputes cases where a state’s occupation of foreign territory is
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Coding issues

A number of coding issues arose in our efforts to compile a data set of
territorial disputes. In creating this data set we collected the following
information for each territorial dispute:
1. The states that seek to change the status quo (challenger states) by

gaining territory and those that desire to preserve the status quo (target
states).2

2. The beginning and end dates of each dispute.
3. The outcome of each dispute in terms of changes, if any, in the terri-

torial status quo.
4. The dates of any militarized disputes initiated by challenger states in an

attempt to overturn the status quo, and the outcome of such military
confrontations.

5. The dates of any talks or negotiations held over disputed territory
involving the challenger and target, and the outcomes of such talks.

In the bibliographies located at the end of Appendices B–F we list, for
all of the territorial disputes in a region, the sources we used to collect
information on the diplomatic and military actions of the states involved.

Some of the most important coding issues were as follows.

How to code disputes pursued intermittently

Sometimes a challenger pursued a claim to a territory, desisted, and then
tried again after a hiatus of many years. Should this be considered one
dispute or two? Similarly, suppose the first period of conflict ended in
some form of settlement or agreement, but some years later the challenger
renewed its claim despite the earlier resolution. Is this the same dispute?
We coded these instances as multiple cases even though they involve the
same challenger pressing similar territorial claims. The issues in dispute
did not change over time, but given the earlier resolution of the dispute,
we think it is appropriate to code the renewal of the claim as the beginning
of a dispute. We could call these renewals a second phase to the dispute.
The critical factor for us was that the challenger in an earlier period had

linked to an interest in annexing the territory. In other words, there must be evidence
that the occupation is connected to territorial goals for the occupying state (e.g. Japanese
policy in Manchuria 1931–2, Israeli occupation of the Golan Heights after the Six-Day
War). In contrast, we exclude all cases of occupation that are unconnected to territorial
goals and are largely political in nature (e.g. US interventions in Central America in the
1920s and 1930s, Soviet forces in Austria after World War II).

2 In some disputes both states have claims to territory controlled by the other state or the
existing border is very poorly established by prior agreements. In both situations, each
state is listed as a challenger in Appendices B–F.
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reached some agreement on the issue in dispute, and thus the dispute had
ended. Without such an agreement we would not code multiple cases;
instead we would argue that the dispute was not actively pursued for some
period and then at a later date the challenger put the dispute back on the
agenda of bilateral relations. Disputes often lapsed into periods in which
no diplomatic activity or pursuit of a claim occurred, but such inactivity
is different from a case where the challenger actually signed an agreement
or acknowledged the resolution of the dispute at a previous point in time.

How to label challenger and target

The coding of challenger status in some cases had to be considered
carefully. In particular, cases in which the challenger occupied disputed
territory and attained de facto control over it while the target state re-
fused to recognize the challenger’s gains could be coded in two possible
ways. Either way is plausible, and our concern was to code these cases
consistently without shifting between these two approaches.

One approach (which we ultimately adopted for the cases listed in
Appendices B–F) is that once the challenger has de facto control of dis-
puted territory, then the erstwhile challenger should be coded as the target
and the former target should be coded as the new challenger. The reason
is that the original challenger had gained what it sought and therefore no
longer desired to overturn the territorial status quo, but in fact sought
recognition and acceptance of the new status quo. In contrast, the former
target was now seeking to overturn this new status quo and therefore can
be labeled the challenger. Underlying this change in labels is the notion
that effective control and occupation of territory is critical to determining
the status of challenger vs. target.

Another approach is to argue that the status quo is defined by the formal
or legal status of the territory. Thus, the original challenger would retain
its label until there is some agreement or treaty legitimizing a change
in the territorial status quo. If the latter approach is adopted, then the
challenger should be coded as occupying by military force the disputed
territory until such time as the target reaches some agreement with the
challenger.

How to code multiple claims between the same parties

In some disputes, a challenger sought to gain control over several distinct
territories currently controlled by a single target. Should each claim be
coded as a dispute, or should they be combined into a single dispute?
We combined multiple claims into a single dispute when the challenger
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and target discussed and treated the multiple claims as a single set or
package of territorial issues. In contrast, if the parties generally separated
the claims in talks then we coded multiple disputes. Most cases of this
type were handled as single separate disputes by the opposing parties and
were coded as such.

How to determine whether a claim exists

Another issue in some cases was how to code whether the challenger had
a claim to territory. This question could be difficult to answer for two
possible reasons: (a) the legislative branch and the executive branch took
contradictory courses of action, or (b) the executive branch’s declaratory
policy was inconsistent with operational policy.

In the first case, we always sided with the actions and policy of the
executive branch in assessing whether a dispute existed and what the
claims were. We frequently found evidence of political parties, individual
legislators, and even legislatures as a body issuing claims where the gov-
ernments in power did not. However, if an agreement or treaty signed
by the executive stipulated that the legislature must ratify the agreement,
then the rejection of the agreement by the legislature meant that the dis-
pute persisted and that the executive branch had to renew talks if a lasting
settlement were to be attained.

In the second case we relied on official declaratory policy in order to
minimize the need to infer intentions and motives of policy-makers. In
some cases the problem arose because the executive branch lacked full
control over its foreign policy apparatus and, as a result, individual mili-
tary or political officials pursued independent policies. In a small number
of cases the issue was that the president or prime minister announced
one policy but seemed to be pursuing another. Perhaps the best example
was Armenia vs. Azerbaijan in the 1990s, as the Armenian government
had on several occasions disavowed any direct territorial claims but its
military support for ethnic Armenians in Nagorno-Karabakh suggested
otherwise.

Coding by delimitation vs. demarcation

In coding the existence and duration of a territorial dispute it was repeat-
edly important to distinguish between the processes of delimitation and
demarcation of a border or boundary. Delimitation refers to determining
the location of a border in a treaty or written document, usually with
respect to an attached map. Demarcation refers to the practice of actu-
ally placing on the ground physical markers to indicate the exact location
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of the boundary between two states. Demarcation presumes an agree-
ment on delimitation, whether in very specific or in general terms. It is
common, however, for a team of demarcation experts to have to make
decisions on the ground about boundary markers since treaties and maps
may not be detailed enough to provide precise guidance. Thus, treaties
and agreements often recognize that the process of demarcation may lead
to border adjustments and that minor changes can be expected.

In our research we generally excluded the demarcation process from
the domain of territorial disputes. Only when problems of demarcation
are so serious that they lead one or both states to reject, disavow, or seek
modification of an existing treaty or agreement did we consider this a
territorial dispute. Furthermore, we did not code the absence of demar-
cation as evidence of a territorial dispute. It is not unusual for countries
to agree on delimitation in a treaty but then not carry out demarcation
for an extended period of time. We coded disputes as ending when the
treaty of delimitation was signed regardless of when demarcation was
completed or even attempted.

How to code latent disputes

A final issue to consider is what might be labeled “latent” disputes. The
most interesting and difficult cases to code are those in which govern-
ments seemed to recognize that there was no commonly accepted def-
inition of a border in some area, yet they did not seem to press their
interpretation of where the border should be located. From the available
sources it can be difficult to determine whether the parties made official
claims but agreed (perhaps tacitly) not to pursue the issue, or whether
they never actually communicated a claim but did understand that a dif-
ference of opinion existed. As a general coding rule we did not code a
territorial dispute as existing in these cases unless we found consistent
evidence from at least two sources that one or both states had actually
communicated a claim to territory and the target of that claim responded
by disputing the claim.
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Territorial disputes in Europe, 1919–1995

List of dispute cases

In this first section a summary list of territorial disputes in Europe
is presented. For each dispute the following information is provided:
(a) the first state listed is the challenger and the second is the target,
(b) the first and last year of the dispute, and (c) a brief description of
the territorial claims of the challenger. For those disputes marked with
an asterisk both states are challengers and therefore the dispute is listed
a second time with the identity of challenger and target reversed.
1. Albania vs. Greece∗ 1919–21: Claims to Epirus which extend beyond

borders established in 1913
2. Albania vs. Yugoslavia∗ 1919–21: Claims to territories that extended

beyond borders established in 1913
3. Austria vs. Hungary∗ 1919: Claims to Burgenland
4. Austria vs. Italy 1945–6: Claims in South Tyrol including Bolzano

and sections of Trentino
5. Belgium vs. Germany 1919: Claims to Eupen and Malmedy
6. Britain vs. France∗ 1919–53: Claims to islands of Minquiers and

Ecrehos off the French coast in the English Channel
7. Bulgaria vs. Greece 1922–3: Claims to Greek Thrace
8. Bulgaria vs. Greece∗ 1945–7: Claims to Greek Thrace
9. Bulgaria vs. Romania 1940: Claims to Southern Dobroju

10. Croatia vs. Slovenia∗ 1993–5: Claims to sections of newly established
international border

11. Cyprus vs. Turkey 1974–95: Opposition to the Turkish partition of
Cyprus and the formation of a Turkish Cypriot state

12. Czech Republic vs. Slovakia∗ 1993–4: Claims to several small sec-
tions of newly established border

13. Czechoslovakia vs. Austria 1919: Claims to Bohemia, Moravia,
Gmund, and Themenau

14. Czechoslovakia vs. Hungary 1919–20: Claims to Slovakia, Bohemia,
Moravia, and Silesia
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15. Czechoslovakia vs. Hungary 1946–7: Claims to small areas located
in Bratislava

16. Czechoslovakia vs. Poland∗ 1919–20: Claims to Teshen, Spiza, and
Oriva

17. Denmark vs. Germany 1919–20: Claims to Schleswig
18. Denmark vs. Norway 1921–33: Claims to extend sovereign rights

over Greenland along eastern coast
19. East Germany/Soviet Union vs. US/West Germany/France/UK

1948–71: Claims to West Berlin as part of East German territory
and desire to terminate Western occupation rights

20. Estonia vs. Latvia∗ 1919–20: Claims to Hainasion in Gulf of Riga,
island of Ruhnu, and town of Valga

21. Estonia vs. Russia 1992–5: Claims to bordering territory of Petseri
and eastern bank of the River Narva annexed by the Soviet Union
during World War II

22. Finland vs. Soviet Union∗ 1919–20: Claims to Petsamo, East Karelia,
and other sections along the border

23. Finland vs. Soviet Union 1941–7: Claims to all territory gained by
the Soviets in Winter War of 1939–40 as well as additional territory
in eastern Karelia

24. France vs. Britain∗ 1919–53: Claims to islands of Minquiers and
Ecrehos off the French coast in the English Channel

25. France vs. Germany 1919: Claims to Alsace-Lorraine, Rhineland,
and Saar

26. France vs. Italy 1945–6: Claims to small sections of territory in the
Po Valley

27. Germany vs. Austria 1938: Call for union with Austria
28. Germany vs. Belgium 1925–40: Claims to Eupen and Malmedy
29. Germany vs. Czechoslovakia 1938–9: Claims to Sudetenland and

Silesia
30. Germany vs. France 1922–36: Claims to re-establish full sovereign

control over territories of the Rhineland and Saar
31. Germany vs. Lithuania 1938–9: Claims to Memel
32. Germany vs. Poland 1938–9: Claims to revision of border and

Danzig
33. Greece vs. Albania∗ 1919–24: Claims to revise borders established

in 1913
34. Greece vs. Albania 1945–71: Claims to Northern Epirus
35. Greece vs. Bulgaria 1919: Claims to Thrace
36. Greece vs. Bulgaria∗ 1945–7: Claims to Thrace beyond pre-World

War II borders
37. Greece vs. Cyprus 1969–82: Calls for incorporating Cyprus as part

of Greece (enosis)
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38. Greece vs. Italy 1919–28: Claims to the Dodecanese Islands
39. Greece vs. Turkey 1919–23: Claims to Epirus, Smyrna, Thrace, and

Aegean islands.
40. Greece vs. Britain 1951–9: Desire to incorporate Cyprus as part of

Greece (enosis)
41. Hungary vs. Austria∗ 1919–21: Claims to Burgenland
42. Hungary vs. Czechoslovakia 1938–9: Claims to Subcarpathia
43. Hungary vs. Romania 1939–40: Claims to Transylvania
44. Hungary vs. Yugoslavia 1940–1: Claims to territory lost in 1920

Peace Treaty
45. Ireland vs. Britain 1922–95: Claims to Northern Ireland
46. Italy vs. Albania 1919–20: Claims to Port of Valona and Sasseno

Island as well as protectorate rights
47. Italy vs. Albania 1939: Demanding right to establish military bases

on national territory and occupy islands
48. Italy vs. Austria 1919: Claims to Brenner Pass, South Tyrol, Istrian

Peninsula
49. Italy vs. Greece 1940–1: Claims to Corfu and other islands along

with Northern Epirus
50. Italy vs. Yugoslavia∗ 1919–24: Claims to Istrian Peninsula, Fiume,

Dalmatian Coast, and offshore islands
51. Italy vs. Yugoslavia∗ 1945–75: Claims to Trieste
52. Latvia vs. Estonia∗ 1919–20: Claims to Hainasion in Gulf of Riga,

island of Ruhnu, and town of Valga
53. Latvia vs. Lithuania∗ 1919–21: Claims along length of border
54. Latvia vs. Russia 1994–5: Claims to Abrene and adjacent territory

which were annexed by Soviet Union during World War II
55. Lithuania vs. Germany 1919: Claims to Memel
56. Lithuania vs. Latvia∗ 1919–21: Claims along length of common

border
57. Lithuania vs. Poland∗ 1919–38: Claims to Vilna
58. Netherlands vs. Belgium 1922–59: Claims to several small enclaves

along border
59. Netherlands vs. West Germany∗ 1955–60: Claims to several small

sections along border
60. Poland vs. Czechoslovakia∗ 1919–24: Claims to Teshen, Spiza, and

Oriva and then small border adjustment near Jaworzina
61. Poland vs. Czechoslovakia 1938: Claims to Teshen and Silesia
62. Poland vs. Germany 1919–22: Claims to Danzig, Prussia, and Upper

Silesia
63. Poland vs. Lithuania∗ 1919–23: Claims to Vilna
64. Poland vs. Soviet Russia∗ 1919–21: Claims to large sections of

Ukraine and Belarus
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65. Romania vs. Hungary 1919–20: Claims to Transylvania, Banat, and
Hungarian Plain

66. Romania vs. Hungary 1945–7: Claims to all of Transylvanian terri-
tory lost to Hungary in 1939–40

67. Romania vs. Soviet Russia 1919–20: Claims to Bessarabia
68. Romania vs. Yugoslavia 1919–22: Claims to Banat and territory

awarded to Yugoslavia at Versailles
69. Russia vs. Ukraine 1992–5: Call for exclusive naval base rights at

Sevastopol
70. Slovakia vs. Czech Republic∗ 1993–4: Claims to several small sec-

tions of newly established border
71. Slovenia vs. Croatia∗ 1993–5: Claims to territory inland of Piran Bay

as well as several small sections along length of border
72. Soviet Russia vs. Finland∗ 1919–20: Claims to Petsamo and areas

along border
73. Soviet Russia vs. Poland∗ 1919–21: Claims to territory along borders

of Ukraine and Belarus with Poland
74. Soviet Russia/Union vs. Romania 1920–40: Claims to Bessarabia and

then Bukavina and Herta
75. Soviet Union vs. Romania 1941–4: Claims to Bessarabia, Bukovina,

and Herta which the Soviets had annexed in 1940 but Romania took
back in June and July 1941

76. Soviet Union vs. Estonia 1939–40: Claims of right to occupy
territory, establish military bases, and annex border territories/
islands

77. Soviet Union vs. Finland 1938–41: Claims to sovereignty/right to
establish naval bases on islands in the Gulf of Finland and at Porkkala
and claims to bordering territory of Petsamo, Karelia, Sallo, and
Kuusamo

78. Soviet Union vs. Latvia 1939–40: Claims of right to occupy territory
and establish military bases

79. Soviet Union vs. Lithuania 1939–40: Claims of right to occupy ter-
ritory and establish military bases

80. Spain vs. Britain 1919–95: Claim to sovereignty over the British naval
base at Gibraltar

81. Sweden vs. Finland 1920–1: Claims to sovereign rights over Aaland
Islands

82. Turkey vs. Britain 1955–9: Desire to annex or partition Cyprus prior
to its independence

83. West Germany vs. Czechoslovakia 1955–73: Refusal to accept Czech
re-incorporation of Sudetenland territory following World War II and
claim to Sudetenland as German territory
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84. West Germany vs. East Germany 1955–72: Refusal to accept
sovereignty of East Germany and claim to East Germany as part
of a reunified Germany

85. West Germany vs. France 1955–6: Claims to Saar region
86. West Germany vs. Poland 1955–70: Refusal to recognize post-World

War II western Polish borders (the Oder–Neisse Line) and claim to
these bordering areas as German territory

87. West Germany vs. Netherlands∗ 1955–60: Claims to several small
sections along border

88. Yugoslavia vs. Albania∗ 1919–25: Claims along border near Lake
Ochrida

89. Yugoslavia vs. Austria 1919–20: Claim to Klagenfurt Basin
90. Yugoslavia vs. Bulgaria 1919: Claims to Strumica Valley in

Macedonia
91. Yugoslavia vs. Greece 1925–9: Claims to Port of Salonica
92. Yugoslavia vs. Greece 1945–6: Claims to Port of Salonica
93. Yugoslavia vs. Hungary 1919–20: Claims to Croatia-Slavonia and

Banat
94. Yugoslavia vs. Italy∗ 1919–24: Claims to Istrian Peninsula, Fiume,

Dalmatian Coast, and offshore islands
95. Yugoslavia vs. Italy∗ 1945–75: Claims to Trieste

Case summaries of territorial disputes in Europe,
1919–1995

In this section a short summary is provided for each of the territorial
disputes listed in section one. In each summary a description of the dis-
puted territory is provided along with the outcome of the dispute. Sources
are listed at the end of each case summary and the complete citation for
the sources can be found in the bibliography in section three.

Dispute Number: 1, 33
Countries: Albania vs. Greece and vice versa.
Years of Dispute: 1919–24
Disputed Territory: Both countries sought to extend their borders

beyond the boundary established by the 1913 Greco-Albanian
Protocol of Florence. Albania claimed additional territories in
the Epirus region while Greece focused its claims on the dis-
tricts of Argyro-Castro and Koriza. For Greece gaining ter-
ritory in the Koriza region was important because it would
help to secure communication and supply lines between Greek
Macedonia and Epirus.
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Outcome of Dispute: In November 1921 the League of Nations de-
cided to uphold the borders established in the 1913 Protocol
with only minor modifications. Albania accepted this decision
but Greece did not. After more than two years of negotiations
Greece in October 1924 agreed to comply with the final recom-
mendations of a border commission appointed by the League.
As a result, Greek forces withdrew from disputed areas and
accepted the new boundary lines.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; Destani 1999; International Boundary Study (#113);
Kondis n.d.; League of Nations Official Journal, July–December
1921, October–November 1924; Stickney 1926; Sula 1967; Sur-
vey of International Affairs 1925 (vol. 2); Vickers 1995.

Dispute Number: 2, 88
Countries: Albania vs. Yugoslavia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–25
Disputed Territory: Yugoslavia asserted claims to northern areas

near Lake Ochrida, while Albania sought to extend its borders
beyond those established in 1913.

Outcome of Dispute: In November 1921 the Conference of
Ambassadors called for preserving the 1913 borders with only
slight modifications in favor of Yugoslavia. Albania accepted
this decision but Yugoslavia did not. It was not until the fall
of 1925 that a final settlement was achieved. In an agreement
reached in October 1925 Yugoslavia gained small sections of
territory in Sveti Naum and Vermosha in return for accepting
the League’s decision of 1921.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; Destani 1999; International Boundary Study (#116);
Kondis n.d.; League of Nations Official Journal, July–December
1921, July–October 1924; Stickney 1926; Sula 1967; Survey of
International Affairs 1920–1923, 1925 (vol. 2); Vickers 1995.

Dispute Number: 3, 41
Countries: Austria vs. Hungary and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: Austria and Hungary both asserted claims to

the Burgenland region.
Outcome of Dispute: Although both sides agreed to a plebiscite,

the formation of a Bolshevik government in Hungary con-
vinced the Allies in 1919 to award the area to Austria without
a plebiscite. Hungary protested and the plebiscite was finally
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held in December 1921. A clear majority favored ties with
Hungary and therefore the disputed territory in large part was
transferred to Hungary.

Sources: Biger 1995; Deak 1942; Macartney 1937; Sharp 1991;
Survey of International Affairs 1920–1923; Wambaugh 1933.

Dispute Number: 4
Countries: Austria vs. Italy
Years of Dispute: 1945–6
Disputed Territory: Austria asserted claims to South Tyrol, in-

cluding all of Bolzano, parts of Trentino, Pusterthal, and the
Brenner Pass.

Outcome of Dispute: In September 1946 an agreement was
reached in which Austria recognized Italian sovereignty over
the disputed areas but Italy pledged to support regional au-
tonomy in South Tyrol and to guarantee political and social
rights of the German-speaking population.

Sources: International Boundary Study (#58); Leiss 1954;Making
the Peace Treaties 1941–1947; Opie 1951; Paris Peace Conference
1946; Survey of International Affairs 1939–1946.

Dispute Number: 5
Countries: Belgium vs. Germany
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: At the Paris Peace Conference Belgium pre-

sented claims to the territories of Eupen and Malmedy.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Peace Treaty signed in June 1919

Germany cedes the territories to Belgium. It is worth noting
that a provision in the treaty allowed Germany to request a
vote by the populations in the disputed areas and in the fall
of 1919 such a request was made by Germany. The vote was
held in July 1920 and favored Belgium.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 2); Biger
1995; International Boundary Study (#7); Wambaugh 1933.

Dispute Number: 6, 24
Countries: Great Britain vs. France and vice versa.
Years of Dispute: 1919–53
Disputed Territory: Both states claimed the Channel Islands of

Minquiers and Ecrehos.
Outcome of Dispute: In November of 1953 the ICJ issued a ruling

favoring the UK and France accepted the ruling.
Sources: Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1945–50; Keesing’s
1945–53; Johnson 1954.
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Dispute Number: 7, 35
Countries: Bulgaria vs. Greece and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–23
Disputed Territory: At the Paris Peace Conference Greece claimed

Bulgarian territory in Thrace which would cut off Bulgaria’s
access to the Aegean. In 1922 Bulgaria attempted to re-
gain territory in Thrace that it had lost in the 1919 Peace
Treaty.

Outcome of Dispute: In the Treaty of Neuilly signed in Novem-
ber 1919 Greece secured control over Thrace from Bul-
garia. At the Lausanne Peace Conference in 1923 Bulgaria’s
claims to Thrace were rejected and Bulgaria accepted this
outcome.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; International Boundary Study (#56); Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1920–23.

Dispute Number: 8, 36
Countries: Bulgaria vs. Greece and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1945–7
Disputed Territory: Bulgaria asserted her claims to Western

Thrace (as well as Eastern Macedonia up to the Struna river,
including the island of Thasos) primarily to gain access to
Aegean Sea, while Greece sought territory in Thrace beyond
its pre-World War II borders.

Outcome of Dispute: At the Paris Peace Conference the claims of
both countries were rejected. The Bulgarian Peace Treaty is
signed without Bulgaria securing gains in Thrace and Greece’s
pre-World War II borders are restored and agreed upon in De-
cember of 1946. These terms are formalized in the February
1947 Peace Treaty which establishes the border as following
the 1940 boundary lines.

Sources: Biger 1995; Crampton 1987; International Boundary
Study (#56); Kousoulas 1953; O’Ballance 1966; Pundeff
1994; Roucek 1948; Survey of International Affairs 1939–
1946.

Dispute Number: 9
Countries: Bulgaria vs. Romania
Year of Dispute: 1940
Disputed Territory: Bulgaria asserted claims to territories in South

Dobroju which had been lost in the 1913 Balkan Wars.
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Outcome of Dispute: Romania conceded the disputed territory to
Bulgaria in September 1940.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#53); Roucek
1948.

Dispute Number: 10, 71
Countries: Croatia vs. Slovenia and vice versa.
Years of Dispute: 1993–5
Disputed Territory: Both countries asserted claims to small sec-

tions of territory along the length of the border, but the dispute
centered along the boundary inland of the Bay of Piran.

Outcome ofDispute: By the end of 1995 many of the small disputed
areas along the border had been settled by mutual concessions.
However, there was no resolution of conflicting claims in the
Piran Bay.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Keesing’s
1993–95.

Dispute Number: 11
Countries: Cyprus vs. Turkey
Years of Dispute: 1974–95
Disputed Territory: Following the 1974 invasion by Turkey,

Cyprus has called for the withdrawal and end of Turkish mil-
itary occupation in northern Cyprus and Turkish support for
establishing a Turkish Cypriot state (about 30 percent of the
island’s territory).

Outcome of Dispute: Turkish forces remain in northern Cyprus
and Turkish governments have supported the establishment
of a Turkish Cypriot state which Cyprus has refused to accept.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95;
Ertekun 1984;Keesing’s 1974–95; Levie 1989; Necatigil 1985,
1989; Polyviou 1980.

Dispute Number: 12, 70
Countries: Czech Republic vs. Slovakia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1993–4
Disputed Territory: The two states disputed four small sections of

the border, including Sidonia, Kasarna, Vrbovce, and along
the Moraver river.

Outcome of Dispute: By November 1994 an agreement was
reached that settled the dispute through mutual concessions.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Keesing’s 1993–
94.
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Dispute Number: 13
Countries: Czechoslovakia vs. Austria
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Czechoslovakia claimed territories in Bo-

hemia, Moravia, Silesia, Gmund, and Themenau.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Treaty of Saint-Germain signed in

September 1919 almost all the disputed territory was given to
Czechoslovakia.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; Sharp 1991.

Dispute Number: 14
Countries: Czechoslovakia vs. Hungary
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Czechoslovakia claimed territories in Slovakia,

Ruthenia, Bohemia, Moravia, and parts of Silesia.
Outcome of Dispute: The Czechs gained control of almost all the

disputed territories in the Hungarian Peace Treaty signed in
June 1920.

Sources:AHistory of the Peace Conference of Paris (vols. 1, 4); Biger
1995; Deak 1942; International Boundary Study (#66); Sharp
1991; Survey of International Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 15
Countries: Czechoslovakia vs. Hungary
Years of Dispute: 1946–7
Disputed Territory: Czechoslovakia claimed small sections near

Bratislava, including several villages.
Outcome of Dispute: A compromise proposal in August 1946

awarded about half of the disputed territory to Czechoslovakia
and in the February 1947 Peace Treaty Hungary formally ac-
cepted a settlement on these terms.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#66); Kertesz
1985; Leiss 1954; Opie 1951; Survey of International Affairs
1939–1946.

Dispute Number: 16, 60
Countries: Czechoslovakia vs. Poland and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–24
Disputed Territory: In 1919 both states presented claims to

Teshen, Spiza, and Oriva. Also, Poland sought small border
adjustments near Jaworzina beginning in the fall of 1920.
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Outcome of Dispute: In an award announced by the Conference
of Ambassadors in July 1920 the disputed territories were di-
vided between the two states on terms favorable to the Czechs.
While Czechoslovakia accepted the decision, Poland contested
the award in the area near Jaworzina. This limited dispute was
settled through arbitration by the ICJ. In December 1923 the
ICJ upheld the initial frontier set at the Conference of Ambas-
sadors in 1920 and thereby rejected Poland’s claim to adjusting
the boundary near Jaworzina.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; Survey of International Affairs 1920–24; Wambaugh
1933.

Dispute Number: 17
Countries: Denmark vs. Germany
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Denmark claimed large sections of German

controlled territories in Schleswig.
Outcome ofDispute: The two countries agreed to plebiscites within

two zones (North Schleswig and Central Schleswig) which
were held between February and March 1920. The results
favored Denmark in the northern sections while favoring Ger-
many in the central sectors. The territories were then divided
according to these results.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 2); Biger
1995; International Boundary Study (#81); Wambaugh 1933.

Dispute Number: 18
Countries: Denmark vs. Norway
Years of Dispute: 1921–33
Disputed Territory: Denmark asserted a claim to all of Greenland

along its eastern coastline.
Outcome of Dispute: In April 1933 the ICJ ruled in favor of Den-

mark and Norway accepted the ruling.
Sources: Legal Status of Eastern Greenland; Preuss 1932; Survey of
International Affairs 1920–24.

Dispute Number: 19
Countries: East Germany/Soviet Union vs. United States/West

Germany/France/UK
Years of Dispute: 1948–71
Disputed Territory: East Germany with the support of the

USSR claimed West Berlin as part of East German territory
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and sought to terminate Western occupation rights in West
Berlin.

Outcome of Dispute: In September 1971 the Quadripartite Berlin
Agreement was signed which settled the dispute. In the agree-
ment East Germany and the USSR accepted the prevailing
status quo. East Germany and the USSR acknowledged West-
ern rights in Berlin and pledged to not restrict Western access
to and transit from West Berlin.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Charles 1959; Davison
1958; Griffith 1978; Hanrieder 1967, 1989;Keesing’s 1948–71;
McAdams 1993; McGhee 1989; Slusser 1973; Whetten 1980.

Dispute Number: 20, 52
Countries: Estonia vs. Latvia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Estonia and Latvia both asserted competing

claims to Hainasion in the Gulf of Riga, the island of Ruhnu,
and the bordering town of Valga.

Outcome of Dispute: In March 1920 a compromise settlement was
reached in which Hainasion was awarded to Latvia, Ruhnu to
Estonia, while control over Valga was divided between the two
states.

Sources: Biger 1995; British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II,
Series A (vol. 3); Rauch 1974.

Dispute Number: 21
Countries: Estonia vs. Russia
Years of Dispute: 1992–5
Disputed Territory: Estonia claimed territory in the Pechory

District of the Pskov region along the border with Russia.
Outcome of Dispute: No settlement was reached by the end of 1995

but a final agreement was reached in March 1999. The agree-
ment called for an exchange of small parcels of land totaling
about thirty square kilometers.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Foreign Broad-
cast Information Service: Daily Reports Central Eurasia 1992–95;
Jaats 1995; Kessing’s 1993–95.

Dispute Number: 22, 72
Countries: Finland vs. Soviet Russia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Finland sought territory in East Karelia while

the Soviets presented claims to Petsamo and several other small
border adjustments.
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Outcome of Dispute: In the Treaty of Dorpat signed in October
1920 Soviet Russia recognized Finnish sovereignty over
Petsamo but Finland dropped claims to East Karelia and sev-
eral bordering towns.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); Biger
1995; British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series A
(vol. 5); International Boundary Study (#74); Kirby 1979;
Puntila 1974; Survey of International Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 23
Countries: Finland vs. Soviet Union
Years of Dispute: 1941–7
Disputed Territory: Finland sought to regain those territories lost

to the Soviets during the Winter War of 1939–40.
Outcome of Dispute: In the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty Finland made

a number of unilateral concessions by accepting the 1940 bor-
ders, ceding Petsamo, and leasing the Porkkala Peninsula as a
naval base for fifty years.

Sources: Biger 1995; Forsberg 1995; International Boundary Study
(#74); Jakobson 1968.

Dispute Number: 25
Countries: France vs. Germany
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: France claimed the territories of Alsace-

Lorraine, Rhineland, and the Saar.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Peace Treaty signed by Germany in

June 1919 France gained control over Alsace-Lorraine, the
right to occupy and demilitarize the Rhineland until 1935,
and to occupy the Saar until 1935 by which time a plebiscite
would be held to determine its final status.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 2); Biger
1995; Sharp 1991.

Dispute Number: 26
Countries: France vs. Italy
Years of Dispute: 1945–6
Disputed Territory: France claimed several small sections of the

border in the Po Valley, including Little Saint Bernard Pass,
the Mont Thabor-Chaberton district, the Mont Cenis plateau,
Tenda, and Briga.

Outcome of Dispute: All of the territories were given to France in
the Italian Peace Treaty signed in October of 1946.
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Sources: International Boundary Study (#4); Leiss 1954; Survey of
International Affairs 1939–1946.

Dispute Number: 27
Countries: Germany vs. Austria
Year of Dispute: 1938
Disputed Territory: Germany called for the incorporation of Aus-

tria into a larger Germany.
Outcome of Dispute: Under the threat of an invasion Austria

agreed to a union with Germany in March 1938.
Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Bullock 1962; Gehl 1963;

Weinberg 1980.

Dispute Number: 28
Countries: Germany vs. Belgium
Years of Dispute: 1925–40
Disputed Territory: Germany called for the return of Eupen and

Malmedy (areas with a German majority population and
strategic railway lines) which had been ceded to Belgium in
1919.

Outcome of Dispute: In May 1940 Germany successfully invaded
Belgium and reclaimed the territories. After World War II the
territories were returned to Belgium without any dispute from
West Germany.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#7); Survey
of International Affairs 1925–1938.

Dispute Number: 29
Countries: Germany vs. Czechoslovakia
Years of Dispute: 1938–9
Disputed Territory: Germany claimed territories in the Sudeten-

land and Silesia
Outcome of Dispute: Czechoslovakia ceded the Sudetenland to

Germany in the fall of 1938 and by March 1939 Germany
had occupied all of Czechoslovakia.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Bullock 1962;
Huth 1988; Olivova 1972; Seton-Watson 1962.

Dispute Number: 30
Countries: Germany vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1922–36
Disputed Territory: Germany sought the early withdrawal of

French forces from the Rhineland and Saar and the restoration
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of sovereignty over the territories which had been lost as a re-
sult of the Peace Treaty signed in 1919 (see dispute #25).

Outcome of Dispute: In January 1935 a plebiscite was held in the
Saar and the population voted overwhelmingly in favor of re-
union with Germany. By March that year German control of
the Saar was re-established. In the Rhineland an agreement
was signed in August 1929 for the French to withdraw by June
1930. Complete German control and remilitarization of the
Rhineland was achieved by the spring of 1936.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Emmerson 1977; Survey
of International Affairs 1925–36; Weinberg 1970.

Dispute Number: 31
Countries: Germany vs. Lithuania
Years of Dispute: 1938–9
Disputed Territory: Germany demanded the return of the city of

Memel and surrounding territories.
Outcome of Dispute: In March 1939, under threat of invasion,

Lithuania ceded Memel to Germany.
Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Rauch 1974.

Dispute Number: 32
Countries: Germany vs. Poland
Years of Dispute: 1938–9
Disputed Territory: In the fall of 1938 Germany called for a revi-

sion of its border with Poland along the corridor and the return
of Danzig.

Outcome of Dispute: In September 1939 German troops suc-
cessfully invaded Poland and took control of all the disputed
territories.

Sources: Debicki 1962; Huth 1988; Levine 1973.

Dispute Number: 34
Countries: Greece vs. Albania
Years of Dispute: 1945–71
Disputed Territory: Greece laid claims to Northern Epirus.
Outcome of Dispute: In the negotiations leading to the treaties

signed at the Paris Peace Conference Greece failed to secure
support for its territorial goals but refused to renounce its ter-
ritory claims against Albania. It was not until May 1971 when
Greece signed a treaty with Albania that normalized relations
that it recognized (tacitly) the post-World War II borders of
Albania.
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Sources: Day 1982; Destani 1999; Keesing’s 1960–71; Roucek
1948; Survey of International Affairs 1946.

Dispute Number: 37
Countries: Greece vs. Cyprus
Years of Dispute: 1969–82
Disputed Territory: Greece sought to incorporate Cyprus through

its policy of enosis.
Outcome of Dispute: The long-standing Greek policy of enosis

was repudiated when the Greek Prime Minister Papandreou in
February 1982 tacitly renounced the policy in several speeches
and explicitly affirmed Greece’s support for the independence
and sovereignty of Cyprus.

Sources: Bahcheli 1990; Day 1982; Keesing’s 1969–82; Polyviou
1980.

Dispute Number: 38
Countries: Greece vs. Italy
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: Greece claimed the Dodecanese Islands in the

Aegean.
Outcome of Dispute: Between 1919 and 1923 several provisional

agreements by Italy to cede the islands to Greece unraveled and
in the 1928 Treaty of Friendship between the two countries
Greece renounced all claims to the islands.

Sources: Albrecht-Carrie 1966; Cassels 1970; Helmreich 1974;
MacCartney 1938; Survey of International Affairs 1924, 1928.

Dispute Number: 39
Countries: Greece vs. Turkey
Years of Dispute: 1919–23
Disputed Territory: In February 1919 Greece laid claims to Epirus,

Thrace, Smyrna, and a number of offshore islands.
Outcome of Dispute: By 1922 Greece was badly defeated in

its war with Turkey and therefore Greek claims to Turkish
territories were no longer tenable. In the Lausanne Peace
Treaty signed in July 1923 Turkey retained control over al-
most all of the territories originally claimed and occupied by
Greece.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); Beeley
1978; Biger 1995; British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II,
Series B (vol. 30); International Boundary Study (#41); Sachar
1969; Sonyel 1975.
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Dispute Number: 40
Countries: Greece vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1951–9
Disputed Territory: Greece sought enosis (the union of Cyprus

with Greece) but Great Britain favored independence for the
island (also see dispute number 82 for a summary of Turkish
territorial claims in the 1950s).

Outcome of Dispute: In February 1959 the London–Zurich Ac-
cords were signed which provided for the establishment of an
independent Cypriot State with provisions for: (1) a Greek-
Cypriot President and Turkish-Cypriot Vice-President; (2) a
defense alliance between Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus; (3) the
retention of two British military bases along the southern coast
of Cyprus; and (4) a guarantee of Cypriot independence by
Greece, Turkey, and Britain.

Sources: Alastos 1955; Alford 1984; Averoff-Tossizza 1986;
Bahcheli 1990; Bitsios 1975; Ehrlich 1974; Ertekun 1984;
Keesing’s 1951–59; Purcell 1969; Stephens 1966; Sonyel 1985.

Dispute Number: 42
Countries: Hungary vs. Czechoslovakia
Years of Dispute: 1938–9
Disputed Territory: The Hungarians laid claim to areas of Slovakia,

Ruthenia, and Subcarpathia.
Outcome of Dispute: In a military confrontation threatening war

in the fall of 1938 Hungary compelled concessions from the
Czechs in Slovakia with the support of Germany. In March
1939 Hungarian troops invaded the remaining disputed ar-
eas and occupied them with limited resistance from Czech
forces.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#66); Macart-
ney 1956; Seton-Watson 1962.

Dispute Number: 43
Countries: Hungary vs. Romania
Years of Dispute: 1939–40
Disputed Territory: Hungary claimed territories in Transylvania.
Outcome of Dispute: A crisis threatened war in the fall of 1939

but Romania was unwilling to concede any territory. A second
crisis emerged in the spring of 1940 and in the negotiations that
followed an agreement was reached in August with Romania
facing pressure from both Germany and the Soviet Union to
concede territory. The Vienna Award gave Hungary nearly
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45,000 kilometers of Transylvanian territory (about 40 percent
of what Hungary had claimed) from the Romanians.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#47); Macart-
ney 1956; Seton-Watson 1962.

Dispute Number: 44
Countries: Hungary vs. Yugoslavia
Years of Dispute: 1940–1
Disputed Territory: Hungary laid claims to areas lost to Yugoslavia

in the 1920 Peace Treaty, particularly in the Banat region (see
dispute number 93).

Outcome ofDispute: The Yugoslav government collapsed in March
1941 and the new government that was formed was deemed
unreliable by Hitler. German armed forces invaded Yugoslavia
in April, and Hungary, seizing a favorable opportunity, also
attacked and took control of the disputed territories.

Sources: Biger 1995, Macartney 1956, 1957; Seton-Watson 1962.

Dispute Number: 45
Countries: Ireland vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1922–95
Disputed Territory: Following its independence in 1922 a lim-

ited dispute emerged over the boundaries between Ireland and
Northern Ireland but the larger conflict has centered on Irish
claims to all of Northern Ireland.

Outcome ofDispute: In a boundary agreement signed in November
1925 Ireland accepted the provisional boundary that had been
established in 1922 but the larger dispute over the status of
Northern Ireland has remained unresolved.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Annual Register 1922–40; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Canning 1985; Keesing’s 1950–95;
Lee 1989; Report of the Irish Boundary Commission.

Dispute Number: 46
Countries: Italy vs. Albania
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Following World War I at the Paris Peace Con-

ference Italy presented claims to the Albanian island of Sasseno
and Port Valona and also sought to establish mandate rights
over the remainder of Albania.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in August 1920 Italy
secured the island of Sasseno but dropped claims to Valona or
to seek mandate rights.
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Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Currey
1932; Destani 1999; Vickers 1995.

Dispute Number: 47
Countries: Italy vs. Albania
Year of Dispute: 1939
Disputed Territory: In March 1939 the Albanians were issued an

ultimatum by Italy demanding that Italian troops be permitted
to occupy Albanian territory and to militarize the islands which
lay off the coast of Albania.

Outcome of Dispute: Albania rejected the Italian ultimatum and
refused to allow Italian troops on its territory. Italy responded
in April by invading then annexing all of Albania.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Knox 1982.

Dispute Number: 48
Countries: Italy vs. Austria
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Based on the Treaty of London secretly

signed in 1915, Italy at the Paris Peace Conference presented
claims to the Brenner Pass, South Tyrol, and the Istrian
Peninsula.

Outcome of Dispute: In the Treaty of St. Germain signed in 1919
Italy’s boundary was moved northward to the Brenner Pass
and as a result Italy secured control over about half of the
territory it claimed.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Currey
1932; International Boundary Study (#58).

Dispute Number: 49
Countries: Italy vs. Greece
Years of Dispute: 1940–1
Disputed Territory: Italy demanded that Greece cede a number of

islands, including Corfu and that Northern Epirus be annexed
to Italian-occupied Albania.

Outcome of Dispute: Greece rejected all of the Italian demands
with the result that Italy launched an invasion and eventually
took control of the islands and Epirus with German support.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Survey of International
Affairs 1939–46; Van Creveld 1973.

Dispute Number: 50, 94
Countries: Italy vs. Yugoslavia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–24
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Disputed Territory: Both parties asserted overlapping territorial
claims to the Istrian Peninsula, Fiume, the Dalmatian coast-
line, and offshore islands.

Outcome of Dispute: The Rapallo Agreement signed in Novem-
ber 1920 settled the dispute through mutual concessions with
Italy gaining more territory along the Istrian Peninsula and
control of offshore islands while Yugoslavia gained more along
the Dalmatian coastline. Claims over Fiume remained unset-
tled as both parties could not agree on the exact boundary lines
around the area. In an agreement reached in January 1924 the
dispute over Fiume was settled on terms generally favored by
Italy. Both sides made reciprocal concessions under the agree-
ment – much of Fiume was given to Italy but Yugoslavia gained
additional territory along the Dalmatian coastline, a fifty-year
lease on the Fiume port, and the contraction of Italy’s coastal
access to Fiume.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris 1920 (vol. 4);
Albrecht-Carrie 1950; Cassels 1970; Currey 1932; Macartney
1938; Shorrock 1988.

Dispute Number: 51, 95
Countries: Italy vs. Yugoslavia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1945–75
Disputed Territory: With the end of World War II a dispute

emerged between the two states over conflicting claims to
Trieste and adjoining territories.

Outcome of Dispute: A temporary agreement for the administra-
tion of the disputed territories was established at the end of the
war with Allied forces in control of Trieste and the surrounding
areas. In October 1954 an agreement was reached on admin-
istration of the disputed areas with Italy securing control over
a northern zone, including the city of Trieste, while the south-
ern zone was put under Yugoslav administrative control. The
agreement, however, did not settle the question of sovereign
rights to the disputed territories. It was not until October 1975
that an agreement was reached which formalized the division
of territory between the two states.

Sources: Bogdan 1970; Day 1982;Keesing’s 1948–75; Rabel 1988;
Survey of International Affairs 1939–48.

Dispute Number: 53, 56
Countries: Latvia vs. Lithuania and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
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Disputed Territory: Latvia and Lithuania both asserted claims to
the town of Daugavpils and several small sections of territory
along the length of the border.

Outcome of Dispute: In March 1921 British arbitration produced a
compromise settlement. Lithuania was given a narrow strip of
coastal territory in Courland, while Latvia was compensated
by border adjustments in the vicinity of Oknist and to the south
of Autz.

Sources: Biger 1995; British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II,
Series A (vols. 2–3); Rauch 1974.

Dispute Number: 54
Countries: Latvia vs. Russia
Years of Dispute: 1994–5
Disputed Territory: Latvia asserted claims to Abrene which had

been annexed by the Soviet Union in 1944.
Outcome of Dispute: Despite negotiations there was no resolution

of the dispute.
Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Foreign Broad-
cast Information Service: Daily Reports Central Eurasia 1994–95;
Dauksts and Puga 1995; Keesing’s 1994–95.

Dispute Number: 55
Countries: Lithuania vs. Germany
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Lithuania seeks to incorporate Memel.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Peace Treaty of June 1919 Germany

ceded sovereign rights to Memel though those sovereign rights
were not transferred to Lithuania (in 1928 Germany formally
recognized Lithuanian sovereignty over Memel). After 1919
the dispute over Memel is between Lithuania and the League
of Nations.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 2); Rauch
1974; Survey of International Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 57, 63
Countries: Lithuania vs. Poland and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–38
Disputed Territory: Both countries assert claims to the city of Vilna

and surrounding territories.
Outcome of Dispute: In October 1920 Polish irregular forces took

control of Vilna and by March 1923 the Conference of Ambas-
sadors recognized Polish control of Vilna. Lithuania, however,
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refused to recognize Polish control for many years but in 1938
Poland, under a threat of force, compelled Lithuania to recog-
nize Polish sovereignty.

Sources: Rauch 1974; Survey of International Affairs 1920–1938.

Dispute Number: 58
Countries: Netherlands vs. Belgium
Years of Dispute: 1922–59
Disputed Territory: Netherlands asserted claims to small enclaves

along the border.
Outcome of Dispute: After some discussion both sides agreed to

submit the dispute to the ICJ in November of 1957. In a ruling
issued in June 1959, the ICJ awards the disputed territory to
Belgium.

Sources: Biger 1995; Case Concerning Sovereignty over Certain
Frontier Lands.

Dispute Number: 59, 87
Countries: Netherlands vs. West Germany and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1955–60
Disputed Territory: Each country asserted claims to several small

sections along the border, including the boundaries in rivers
and access to and use of ports.

Outcome of Dispute: In the April 1960 agreement the pre-World
War II border is largely re-established with minor modifi-
cations along the provisions that three villages (hamlets of
Elten and Dinxperlo, and Tudderen) were to be returned
to Germany in exchange for a forest near Elten and rights
to operate coal mines near Hillenberg and Wehr. Also, both
countries retained access to the sea via the Dollard-Ems
Estuary.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#31);
Keesing’s 1955–60.

Dispute Number: 61
Countries: Poland vs. Czechoslovakia
Year of Dispute: 1938
Disputed Territory: Poland asserted claims to Teschen and Silesia.
Outcome of Dispute: The Czechs conceded Teschen and Silesia in

the fall of 1938 under the threat of a Polish attack.
Sources: Debicki 1962; Macartney 1956; Seton-Watson 1962.

Dispute Number: 62
Countries: Poland vs. Germany
Years of Dispute: 1919–22
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Disputed Territory: Poland claimed Danzig, areas of East and West
Prussia, and much of Upper Silesia.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1919 the Allied countries make Danzig a
free city while a Polish corridor to the Baltic Sea is established
in Prussia and plebiscites are called for in Silesia and East
Prussia. In July 1920 and March 1921 plebiscites were held in
Allenstein, Marienwerder, and Upper Silasia and from August
to October 1921 negotiations were held over the disputed terri-
tories. In the negotiations mutual concessions were exchanged
with Germany remaining in control of much of Marienwerder
but losing more territory in Upper Silesia.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 2); Debicki
1962; Sharp 1991; Survey of International Affairs 1920–23;
Wambaugh 1933.

Dispute Number: 64, 73
Countries: Poland vs. Soviet Russia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: Poland sought to extend its border (the Curzon

Line) into Belarus and the Ukraine while Soviet Russia sought
to reduce the size of the new Polish state.

Outcome of Dispute: The Treaty of Riga signed in October 1920
ends the war with provisional reciprocal concessions on terri-
torial claims. The Poles secured less than they sought but more
than the Curzon Line while the Soviets were willing to accept a
border west of the Curzon Line (the status quo position before
the war). These preliminary agreements were formalized in a
treaty signed in March 1921.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); British
Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series A (vol. 3); Davies
1972; Debicki 1962.

Dispute Number: 65
Countries: Romania vs. Hungary
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Romania asserted claims to Transylvania, all

of Banat, and parts of the Hungarian Plain.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Treaty of Trianon signed in June 1920

Hungary concedes almost all of the disputed territories to Ro-
mania. The only exception is a section of the Banat which is
divided between Yugoslavia and Hungary.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Deak
1942; International Boundary Study (#47); Sharp 1991; Survey
of International Affairs 1920–1923.
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Dispute Number: 66
Countries: Romania vs. Hungary
Years of Dispute: 1945–7
Disputed Territory: Romania claimed sovereignty over all of

Transylvanian territory lost to Hungary in 1940 (see dispute
number 43).

Outcome of Dispute: At the Paris peace negotiations all of the
territory gained by Hungary in 1940 was returned to Romania
in the Peace Treaty signed in February 1947.

Sources: International Boundary Study (#47); Leis 1954; Opie
1951.

Dispute Number: 67, 74
Countries: Romania vs. Soviet Union and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–40
Disputed Territory: Following World War I Romania sought to

annex the territory of Bessarabia which it had occupied by
the end of the war. The annexation of Bessarabia by Romania
was formalized in an October 1920 treaty between Romania
and the allied powers but the Soviets refused to recognize the
annexation. In 1940, USSR asserted her claims to Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovinia.

Outcome of Dispute: Under threat of an armed conflict Romania
made unilateral concessions, agreeing to cede all of disputed
areas of Bessarabia (and Northern Bukovinia) to the USSR in
June 1940.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Chiper 1995;
International Boundary Study (#43); Keesing’s 1940; Survey of
International Affairs 1920–32.

Dispute Number: 68
Countries: Romania vs. Yugoslavia
Years of Dispute: 1919–22
Disputed Territory: Romania sought to gain control over all of

the territory of Banat. Romania secures much of the Banat
in negotiations with Hungary (see dispute number 65) but
also seeks to gain sections of the Banat that were awarded to
Yugoslavia (see dispute number 93).

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in February 1922
Romania gained minor adjustments in the Banet compared to
the terms of the 1920 treaty negotiated with Hungary.

Sources: Biger 1995; Sharp 1991; Survey of International Affairs
1920–1923.
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Dispute Number: 69
Countries: Russia vs. Ukraine
Years of Dispute: 1992–5
Disputed Territory: Russia sought to secure exclusive military base

rights for its Black Sea fleet at Sevastopol and surrounding
territory.

Outcome of Dispute: No final agreement was reached by the end
of 1995 despite repeated negotiations and progress towards
a settlement. In May 1997 the conflict over base rights was
resolved with an agreement in which Russia was allowed to
rent bases at Sevastopol for a twenty-year period at an annual
amount of $500 million.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–1995; Drohobycky
1995; Keesing’s 1992–95; Savchenko 1997.

Dispute Number: 75
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Romania
Years of Dispute: 1941–4
Disputed Territory: In 1941 Romanian and German forces in-

vaded the Soviet Union and took control of Bessarabia, North-
ern Bukovina, and the Herta District and reintegrated these
territories back into Romania. The Soviets, however, refused
to recognize the annexation by Romania.

Outcome of Dispute: In the September 1944 armistice agreement,
Romania agreed to return all of the territories taken in 1941
(after the war the peace treaty signed in 1947 formalized the
transfer of territories).

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Chiper 1995; Day 1982;
International Boundary Study (#43).

Dispute Number: 76
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Estonia
Years of Dispute: 1939–40
Disputed Territory: USSR demanded the right to occupy

Estonian territory, establish military bases, and to annex
border territories, including the Petseri district and part of
Virumoa.

Outcome of Dispute: Under the threat of invasion Estonia per-
mits the Soviets in September of 1939 to establish military
bases and then in June 1940 the Soviets occupy additional
bases and territory. By August 1940 the Soviets annex all of
Estonia.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Rauch 1974.
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Dispute Number: 77
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Finland
Years of Dispute: 1938–41
Disputed Territory: The Soviets sought the right to occupy a num-

ber of Finnish islands (especially Hango) in order to establish
naval bases and also called for frontier adjustments to extend
defenses around Leningrad.

Outcome of Dispute: In the March 1940 armistice agreement
Finland conceded almost all of the disputed territories but
Petsamo remained an area of contention until the spring of
1941 when the Soviets dropped their demands for additional
territory.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Carlgren 1977; Huth
1988; International Boundary Study (#74); Nevakivi 1976;
Survey of International Affairs 1939–1946; Upton 1974.

Dispute Number: 78
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Latvia
Years of Dispute: 1939–40
Disputed Territory: The Soviets demanded rights to establish mil-

itary bases and to occupy territory in Latvia – especially the
territories conceded in the 1920 Peace Treaty with Latvia.

Outcome of Dispute: Under the threat of invasion Latvia in Octo-
ber 1939 acquiesced to USSR’s demand for the right to estab-
lish military bases and occupy territory. In June 1940 Latvia
was compelled to allow the Soviets to take control of additional
bases and territories and in August of that year the Soviets an-
nexed all of Latvia.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Rauch 1974.

Dispute Number: 79
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Lithuania
Years of Dispute: 1939–40
Disputed Territory: The Soviet Union sought the right to establish

military bases and occupy bordering territories for purposes of
defense against a possible German attack.

Outcome of Dispute: Under threat of invasion in October 1939
Lithuania acquiesced to Soviet demands as Soviet forces
moved into the country to establish and occupy naval and air
bases. Between May and June 1940 the Soviets demanded the
right to occupy further bases and territory and by August all
of Lithuania had been annexed.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Rauch 1974.
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Dispute Number: 80
Countries: Spain vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Spain has claimed sovereignty over the eastern

entrance to the Strait of Gibraltar and called on the British to
withdraw from their naval base at Gibraltar.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite repeated rounds of negotiations over
many decades there has been no resolution of Spanish claims
to Gibraltar.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95;
Dennis 1990; Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1923–25,
1951–60; Hills 1974; Jackson 1987; O’Reilly 1992.

Dispute Number: 81
Countries: Sweden vs. Finland
Years of Dispute: 1920–1
Disputed Territory: Sweden claimed sovereignty over Aaland

island.
Outcome of Dispute: In an October 1921 agreement Sweden rec-

ognizes Finnish sovereignty over the island but Finland pro-
vides specific guarantees to preserve the rights and culture of
the Swedish population.

Sources: League of Nations Official Journal, July–December 1920,
January–April, September 1921; Survey of International Affairs
1920–23.

Dispute Number: 82
Countries: Turkey vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1955–9
Disputed Territory: Turkey seeks the partition or annexation of

Cyprus.
Outcome of Dispute: In February 1959 the London–Zurich Ac-

cords were signed which provided for the establishment of an
independent Cypriot State with provisions for: (1) a Greek-
Cypriot President and Turkish-Cypriot Vice-President; (2) a
defense alliance between Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus; (3) the
retention of two British military bases along the southern coast
of Cyprus; and (4) a guarantee of Cypriot independence by
Greece, Turkey, and Britain.

Sources: Alastos 1955; Alford 1984; Averoff-Tossizza 1986;
Bahcheli 1990; Bitsios 1975; Ehrlich 1974; Ertekun 1984;
Keesing’s 1951–59; Purcell 1969; Sonyel 1985; Stephens
1966.
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Dispute Number: 83
Countries: West Germany vs. Czechoslovakia
Years of Dispute: 1955–73
Disputed Territory: West Germany refused formally to accept its

post-World War II borders with Czechoslovakia and therefore
contested the Czech reincorporation of Sudetenland territory
that had been ceded to Germany in 1938 (see dispute number
29).

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1973 West Germany signed a
treaty in which it recognized the post-war borders of Czecho-
slovakia and therefore accepted the loss of the Sudetenland.

Sources: Busek and Spulber 1957; Griffith 1978; Hanrieder 1967,
1989; Keesing’s 1955–73; McAdams 1993; Prittie 1974; Szulc
1971.

Dispute Number: 84
Countries: West Germany vs. East Germany
Years of Dispute: 1955–72
Disputed Territory: West Germany refused to recognize the inde-

pendence of East Germany as a sovereign state.
Outcome of Dispute: In a treaty signed in December 1972

West Germany recognized the boundaries and territorial in-
tegrity of East Germany as a sovereign state (West Germany,
however, did not renounce its policy of seeking a unified
Germany).

Sources: Griffith 1978; Hanrieder 1967, 1989; Keesing’s 1955–
72; McAdams 1993; McGhee 1989; Prittie 1974; Whetten
1980.

Dispute Number: 85
Countries: West Germany vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1955–6
Disputed Territory: Germany sought the return of the Saar region

which had been secured by France after World War II.
Outcome of Dispute: The results of a plebiscite held in 1955

strongly favored the return of the Saar to West Germany and
in a treaty signed in October 1956 France ceded the Saar to
West Germany.

Sources: Freymand 1960; Keesing’s 1955–56.

Dispute Number: 86
Countries: West Germany vs. Poland
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Years of Dispute: 1955–70
Disputed Territory: West Germany refused officially to recognize

the post-war borders of Poland (the Oder–Neisse Line) in
which Poland had gained territories from (East) Germany.

Outcome of Dispute: In the West German–Polish Treaty signed
in December 1970 West Germany recognized the prevailing
territorial status quo and post-war boundaries of Poland and
renounced any territorial claims against Poland.

Sources: Griffith 1978; Hanrieder 1967, 1989;Keesing’s 1955–70;
Klafkowski 1972; Kulski 1976; McAdams 1993; McGhee
1989; Prittie 1974; Szaz 1960; Whetten 1980; Worster 1995.

Dispute Number: 89
Countries: Yugoslavia vs. Austria
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Yugoslavia asserted claims to the Klagenfurt

Basin.
Outcome of Dispute: In October 1920 a plebiscite was held in the

disputed region and the results strongly favored Austria and
Yugoslavia therefore withdrew its claims.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger
1995; Sharp 1991; Survey of International Affairs 1920–1923;
Wambaugh 1933.

Dispute Number: 90
Countries: Yugoslavia vs. Bulgaria
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Yugoslavia claimed territory in Macedonia in

the Strumica Valley.
Outcome of Dispute: Bulgaria cedes all of the disputed territory in

the Treaty of Neuilly signed in November 1919.
Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 4); Biger

1995; International Boundary Study (#130).

Dispute Number: 91
Countries: Yugoslavia vs. Greece
Years of Dispute: 1925–9
Disputed Territory: Yugoslavia sought to establish effective

sovereign control over the Port of Salonica.
Outcome of Dispute: In agreement reached in March 1929

Yugoslavia accepted a settlement of the dispute on terms gen-
erally favorable to Greece. Yugoslavia failed to obtain key
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concessions from Greece on issues such as enlargement of the
free zone at the port and control over railway lines.

Sources: Biger 1995; Survey of International Affairs 1926, 1928.

Dispute Number: 92
Countries: Yugoslavia vs. Greece
Years of Dispute: 1945–6
Disputed Territory: After World War II Yugoslavia once again

sought to gain territory in Greek Macedonia in order to se-
cure the Port of Salonica.

Outcome of Dispute: At the Paris Peace Conference in 1946
Yugoslavia failed to secure support for its territorial claims and
thus Greece retained control of the disputed territory (this
outcome was formalized in the Paris Peace Treaty signed in
February 1947).

Sources: Jelavich 1983; Jelavich and Jelavich 1965; Roucek 1948;
Survey of International Affairs 1946.

Dispute Number: 93
Countries: Yugoslavia vs. Hungary
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Yugoslavia claimed territory in Croatia-

Slavonia and a section of the Banat region.
Outcome of Dispute: In the Peace Treaty signed in June 1920

Hungary conceded almost all of the disputed territory to
Yugoslavia.

Sources: Biger 1995; Deak 1942; Sharp 1991.

Bibliography of sources listed in case summaries

A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (1920–4), vols. 1–2, 4, 6 (London:
Henry Frowde and Hodder & Stoughton).

Alastos, Doros (1955) Cyprus in History (London: Zeno Publishers).
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Appendix C
Territorial disputes in the Near East,
Middle East, and North Africa, 1919–1995

List of dispute cases

In this first section a summary list of the territorial disputes in the regions
of the Near East, Middle East, and North Africa is presented. For each
dispute the following information is provided: (a) the first state listed is
the challenger while the second is the target, (b) the first and last year
of the dispute, and (c) a brief description of the territorial claims of the
challenger. For those disputes marked with an asterisk both states are
challengers and therefore the dispute is listed a second time with the
identity of the challenger and target reversed.
1. Armenia vs. Azerbaijan∗ 1919–20: Claims along border in districts

of Zangezur, Nakhichevan, and Karabakh
2. Armenia vs. Georgia∗ 1919–20: Claims to Borchula district
3. Armenia/Soviet Russia vs. Turkey∗ 1919–21: Claims to Kars,

Ardahan, and Turkish territory extending to Mediterranean Sea
4. Azerbaijan vs. Armenia∗ 1919–20: Claims along border in districts

of Zangezur, Nakhichevan, and Karabakh
5. Azerbaijan vs. Georgia 1919–20: Claims to large section of territory

from Daghestan to Batum
6. Chad vs. Libya 1973–94: Claim to regain Aozou Strip after Libya

occupies it in 1972
7. Britain vs. France∗ 1919–20: Claims to areas along Syrian–Jordanian

border
8. Britain vs. France∗ 1919–32: Claims to areas along Syrian–Iraqi

border
9. Britain vs. France∗ 1919–20: Claims to areas along Syrian/Lebanese–

Palestine border
10. Britain vs. Iraq 1919–20: Claim of mandate rights over Iraq
11. Britain/Iraq vs. Najd/Saudi Arabia∗ 1922–81: Claims to border

areas of Saudi Arabia (UK is challenger 1922–31, Iraq is challenger
1932–81)

340
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12. Britain/Jordan vs. Najd/Saudi Arabia∗ 1922–65: Claims to border
areas extending to Aqaba (UK is challenger 1922–45, Jordan is
challenger 1946–65)

13. Britain/Kuwait vs. Saudi Arabia (Najd)∗ 1920–95: Claims to land
border areas as well as offshore islands (UK is challenger 1919–60
and Kuwait thereafter)

14. Britain/South Yemen/Yemen vs. Saudi Arabia∗ 1935–95: Claims to
ill-defined border areas (UK is challenger 1935–66, South Yemen
1967–90 and Yemen thereafter)

15. Britain/UAE vs. Saudi Arabia∗ 1934–74: Claims to and around
Buraimi Oasis as well as bordering territories along what becomes
the Qatari coastline (UK is challenger 1934–70 and UAE thereafter)

16. Britain vs. Saudi Arabia∗ 1949–58: Claims to islands in close prox-
imity to Bahrain

17. Britain vs. Turkey∗ 1922–6: Claims to Mosul region along
Iraqi–Turkish border

18. Egypt vs. Britain 1922–56: Claims to Sudan as part of Egypt
19. Egypt vs. Sudan 1958–95: Claims to sections along border after

Sudanese independence
20. Egypt vs. Britain 1922–54: Call for restrictions and then withdrawal

of British military base rights and troops in Suez Canal Zone
21. Egypt vs. Israel∗ 1948–88: Initial disputes over sovereign rights to

territory in demilitarized zones and desire to gain territory in Negev
and then later claims to territory occupied by Israel after the Six Day
War

22. Eritrea vs. Yemen 1995: Claim to Hanish islands in the Red Sea
23. France vs. Britain∗ 1919–20: Claims to areas along Syrian/Lebanese–

Palestine border
24. France vs. Britain∗ 1919–20: Claims to areas along Syrian–Jordanian

border
25. France vs. Britain∗ 1919–32: Claims to territory along Syrian–Iraqi

border in the Jabel Sinjar area which forms border with Turkey
26. France vs. Spain∗ 1919–28: Claims to Tangier
27. France vs. Syria 1919–20: Claim to mandate rights over Syria
28. France vs. Turkey 1919–21: Claims to Cilicia and along what

becomes Syrian border with Turkey
29. Georgia vs. Armenia∗ 1919–20: Claims to Borchula district
30. Hijaz vs. Najd∗ 1919–26: Claims to Khurma and Turba along border
31. Iran vs. Britain 1919–70: Claims to Bahrain Islands
32. Iran vs. Britain 1919–71: Claims to islands of Abu Musa and Greater

and Lesser Tunb
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33. Iran vs. Britain/Iraq 1920–75: Claims in Shatt-al-Arab Waterway and
along several small sections of land border (UK is target 1921–31 and
Iraq thereafter)

34. Iran vs. Saudi Arabia∗ 1949–68: Claims to offshore islands of Farsi
and Al-Arabiyah

35. Iran vs. Soviet Union∗ 1919–57: Claims both east and west of the
Caspian Sea as well as islands in the Caspian

36. Iran vs. Turkey∗ 1919–32: Claims to sections along border in the
Khotur region

37. Iraq vs. Britain/Kuwait 1938–94: Claims to border areas, Bubiyan
and Warba islands, and contesting status of Kuwait as an independent
state (UK is target 1938–60 and Kuwait thereafter)

38. Iraq vs. Britain 1941: Call for greater restrictions and limits on British
military base and troop rights

39. Iraq vs. Britain 1947–8: Call for greater restrictions and limits on
British military base and troop rights

40. Iraq vs. Iran 1979–95: Claims in Shatt-al-Arab Waterway
41. Israel vs. Egypt∗ 1949–67: Disputes over sovereign rights to territory

in demilitarized zones established after 1948 war
42. Israel vs. Jordan∗ 1949–67: Disputes over sovereign rights to

territory in demilitarized zones established after 1948 war and
Jerusalem

43. Israel vs. Syria∗ 1949–67: Disputes over sovereign rights to territory
in demilitarized zones established after 1948 war

44. Italy vs. Britain/Egypt 1919–25: Claim to Jaghbub and Sallum areas
along Libyan–Egyptian border (UK is defender 1919–21 and Egypt
thereafter)

45. Italy vs. France 1919: Claims to territory along Libyan–Algerian
border in areas of Ghadames, Ghat, and Tummo

46. Italy vs. France 1919–35: Claims to border rectifications follow-
ing World War I along Chad–Libya border in areas of Borku and
Tibesti

47. Italy vs. Turkey 1919–21: Claims to mandate rights in Adalia and
Smyrna

48. Jordan vs. Israel∗ 1948–94: Initial claims to territory along demilita-
rized zones as well as limited claims to change border in return for
recognition of Israel while later disputes center on Israeli occupation
of West Bank and Jerusalem after the Six Day War

49. Libya vs. France/Chad 1954–72: Claim to the Aozou Strip (France
is target 1954–59 and Chad thereafter)

50. Mauritania vs. Spain 1960–75: Claims to territory of Spanish Sahara
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51. Morocco vs. France/Algeria 1956–72: Claims along border in south
in the Tindouh area (France is target 1956–61 and Algeria thereafter)

52. Morocco vs. Spain 1956–95: Claims to Spanish enclaves and offshore
islands

53. Morocco vs. Spain 1956–75: Claims to Spanish Sahara
54. Najd vs. Hijaz∗ 1919–26: Claims to Khurma and Turba along border
55. North Yemen vs. Asir 1919–26: Claims to border areas and contest-

ing independence of Asir
56. North Yemen vs. Britain/South Yemen 1919–90: Initial claims to

border areas of Aden and then all territory that becomes South Yemen
(UK is target 1919–66 and South Yemen thereafter)

57. North Yemen vs. Najd-Hijaz (Saudi Arabia)∗ 1927–34: Claims to
border areas in Asir and Najran

58. Oman vs. Saudi Arabia∗ 1971–90: Claims to territory in Buraimi
Oasis

59. Oman vs. United Arab Emirates∗ 1971–93: Claims to Buraimi Oasis
and then northern coast of Ras al-Khaimah

60. Oman vs. South Yemen/Yemen∗ 1981–92: Claims along border in
Dhofar

61. Qatar vs. Bahrain 1971–95: Claims to Hawar islands and Dibal and
Jarada shoals

62. Russia vs. Azerbaijan 1994–5: Call for military base rights
63. Russia vs. Georgia 1993–5: Call for military base rights
64. Saudi Arabia (Najd) vs. Britain/Iraq∗ 1922–81: Claims to border

areas of Iraq (UK is target 1922–31 and Iraq thereafter)
65. Saudi Arabia (Najd) vs. Britain/Kuwait∗ 1920–95: Claims to land

border areas of Kuwait as well as offshore islands (UK is target
1919–60 and Kuwait thereafter)

66. Saudi Arabia (Najd) vs. Britain/Jordan∗ 1922–65: Claims to border
areas of Jordan extending to Aqaba region (UK is target 1922–45
and Jordan thereafter)

67. Saudi Arabia vs. Britain/South Yemen/Yemen∗ 1935–95: Claims
to ill-defined border areas (UK is target 1935–66, South Yemen
1967–90 and Yemen thereafter)

68. Saudi Arabia vs. Britain/UAE∗ 1934–74: Claims to Buraimi Oasis,
Sila and bordering territories along what becomes the Qatari coast-
line (UK is target 1934–70 and UAE thereafter)

69. Saudi Arabia vs. Britain/Oman∗ 1934–90: Claims to territory in
Buraimi Oasis (UK is target 1934–70 and Oman thereafter)

70. Saudi Arabia vs. Britain∗ 1949–58: Claims to islands in close prox-
imity to Bahrain
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71. Saudi Arabia vs. Iran∗ 1949–68: Claims to offshore islands of Farsi
and Al-Arabiyah

72. Saudi Arabia vs. Qatar 1992: Claims to small section of bordering
territory along the Qatari coastline

73. Saudi Arabia (Najd-Hijaz) vs. North Yemen∗ 1927–34: Claims to
border areas in Asir and Najran

74. Soviet Russia vs. Georgia 1920–1: Claims to small sections of border
and then dispute over independence of Georgia

75. Soviet Union vs. Iran∗ 1919–57: Claims both east and west of the
Caspian Sea as well as islands in the Caspian

76. Soviet Union vs. Turkey 1945–53: Call for military base rights and
joint control of Straits as well as claims to Kars and Ardahan

77. Spain vs. France∗ 1919–28: Claims to Tangier
78. South Yemen/Yemen∗ vs. Oman 1981–92: Claims along border in

Dhofar
79. Syria vs. Israel∗ 1948–95: Initial disputes over sovereign rights to

territory in demilitarized zones and desire to gain territory beyond
UN designated border and then subsequent claims to Golan Heights
territory occupied by Israel after the Six Day War

80. Tunisia vs. France 1956–62: Call for France to withdraw from mili-
tary bases

81. Tunisia vs. France/Algeria 1959–70: Claim to Sahara region along
border (France is target 1959–61 and Algeria thereafter)

82. Turkey vs. Armenia/Soviet Russia∗ 1919–21: Claims to territory in
Kars and Ardahan (Armenia is target 1919–20 and Soviet Russia in
1921)

83. Turkey vs. Britain∗ 1922–6: Claims to Mosul region along
Iraqi–Turkish border

84. Turkey vs. France 1925–9: Claims along southern border with
Syria

85. Turkey vs. France 1937–9: Claims to Alexandretta
86. Turkey vs. Georgia/Soviet Russia 1919–21: Claims to Artvin,

Ardahan, and Batum (Georgia is target 1919–20 and Soviet
Russia in 1921)

87. Turkey vs. Iran∗ 1919–32: Claims to small areas along border in
the Khotur region as well as in the north in the Little Ararat
region

88. United Arab Emirates vs. Iran 1971–95: Claims to islands of Abu
Musa and Greater and Lesser Tunb

89. United Arab Emirates vs. Oman∗ 1971–93: Claims to Buraimi Oasis
and several other sections of border including northern coast of Ras
al-Khaimah
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Case summaries of territorial disputes in the Near East,
Middle East, and North Africa 1919–1995

In this section a short summary is presented of each territorial dispute that
is listed above. In each summary a description of the territory in dispute is
provided along with information on the outcome of the dispute. For each
of the sources listed at the end of a case, a complete citation is provided
in the bibliography in the third section of this appendix.

Dispute Number: 1, 4
Countries: Armenia vs. Azerbaijan and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: At the end of World War I fighting broke

out between these two states along disputed sections of the
border near the tripoint with Turkey, including Nakhichevan,
Zangezur, Karabakh, and Sharur Daralaguez.

Outcome of Dispute: A British plan to evenly divide much of the
disputed territory was presented to both sides by mid-1920 but
no final settlement was reached prior to the collapse of each
country and the re-establishment of Soviet rule in mid-to-late
1920.

Sources:Documents on British Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series A (vols.
1, 4); Kazemzadeh 1951; Pipes 1954; Survey of International
Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 2, 29
Countries: Armenia vs. Georgia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: With the end of World War I and the collapse of

Turkish and Russian control in the Caucasus, a border dispute
emerged between these two new states struggling to remain
independent. The dispute centered over the Borchulu district.

Outcome of Dispute: The territory had been neutralized through
an agreement reached in January 1919 but no resolution of
rival claims had been achieved prior to the re-establishment of
Soviet rule in each country.

Sources:Documents on British Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series A (vols.
1, 4); Kazemzadeh 1951; Pipes 1954; Survey of International
Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 3, 82
Countries: Armenia/Soviet Russia vs. Turkey and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
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Disputed Territory: In the Brest-Litovsk Treaty of 1917 Soviet
Russia ceded to Turkey the provinces of Kars and Ardahan
in Russian Armenia. By 1919 the new Armenian govern-
ment, however, laid claim to these and additional territories of
Turkey, while the Turkish government claimed large sections
of territory that were intended to be part of the new Armenian
state.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1920 Armenia renounced its
claims to Kars and Ardahan in an agreement with Turkey,
and in subsequent agreements between Turkey and Soviet
Russia in March and October 1921 Turkey’s control of
Kars and Ardahan was confirmed while the Soviets secured
Alexandropol.

Sources: Hemlreich 1974; International Boundary Study (#29);
Pipes 1954; Sachar 1969; Survey of International Affairs
1920–23.

Dispute Number: 5
Countries: Azerbaijan vs. Georgia
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: Azerbaijan claimed a large section of territory

from Daghestan to Batum.
Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations between the two states failed to

produce a settlement before both countries were occupied by
the Red Army and Soviet rule was re-established.

Sources:Documents on British Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series A (vols.
1, 4); Kazemzadeh 1951; Pipes 1954; Survey of International
Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 6
Countries: Chad vs. Libya
Years of Dispute: 1973–94
Disputed Territory: Following Libya’s occupation and assumption

of control over the Aozou Strip in 1972, Chad sought the with-
drawal of Libyan forces and the restoration of sovereign control
over the territory.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1990 the dispute was submitted to the ICJ.
A ruling was issued in February 1994 in which sovereignty over
the Aozou Strip was awarded to Chad. Libya withdrew from
the territory in May of that year.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995; Boundary and Security
Bulletin 1993–94; International Boundary Study (#3); Keesing’s
1973–94; Shaw 1986; Wright 1989.
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Dispute Number: 7, 24
Countries: Great Britain vs. France and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: After the conclusion of World War I, the

Sykes–Picot Agreement divided territory in the Middle East
once belonging to the Ottoman Empire between France and
Britain. Britain secured a mandate over Transjordan while
France gained control over Syria. Disputes quickly arose, how-
ever, as to the location of the border between the new man-
dates. Both the British and French wanted access to water in
bordering areas as well the use of railway lines and pipelines.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached in December
1920 that established a border along lines generally favored
by the French.

Sources: Biger 1995; Frichwasser-Ra’anan 1976; International
Boundary Study (#94); Toye 1989 (vols. 2–3).

Dispute Number: 8, 25
Countries: Great Britain vs. France and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–32
Disputed Territory: After the conclusion of World War I the

Sykes–Picot Agreement divided territory in the Middle East
once belonging to the Ottoman Empire between France and
Britain. Britain secured a mandate over Iraq while France
gained control over Syria. From the outset of talks in 1919
disputes arose along several sections of what was to become
the new border between French Syria and British Iraq.

Outcome of Dispute: A League of Nations Border Commission
took up the dispute in 1932 and issued a ruling that required
both sides to make mutual concessions. Both sides accepted
the ruling in November 1932.

Sources: Biger 1995; Frichwasser-Ra’anan 1976; League of
Nations Official Journal, November 1931, September 1932;
Schofield 1992 (vol. 8); Survey of International Affairs 1925
1934 (vol. 1).

Dispute Number: 9, 23
Countries: Great Britain vs. France and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: After World War I, the Sykes–Picot Agreement

divided territory in the Middle East once belonging to the
Ottoman Empire between France and Britain. Britain secured
a mandate over Palestine while France gained mandate rights
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over Lebanon and Syria. Disputes quickly arose, however, as
to the location of the new border between the mandates. The
British wanted access to the water of Litani, the Jordan river
and Lake Hula, and access to and use of railway lines and
pipelines. The French raised similar issues of control of water,
railways, and pipelines.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in December 1920
the border between Palestine and Lebanon/Syria was delim-
ited with both countries conceding territory, though the terms
generally favored the French.

Sources: Biger 1995, Frichwasser-Ra’anan 1976, Toye 1989
(vols. 2–3).

Dispute Number: 10
Countries: Great Britain vs. Iraq
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: After World War I Turkey relinquished

control over its Arab-populated territories in the Middle East.
The British, with the support of the League of Nations, sought
to establish mandate rights over Iraq. The leadership of Iraq,
however, resented the mandate system and instead sought
independence as a sovereign state.

Outcome of Dispute: An armed revolt by Iraq against attempts by
the British to secure their mandate rights erupted in mid-1920
but British forces crushed the revolt by October of that year.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6),
Al-Marayati 1961; Kedourie 1987.

Dispute Number: 11, 64
Countries: Great Britain/Iraq vs. Najd/Saudi Arabia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1922–81
Disputed Territory: Both the UK/Iraq and Najd/Saudi Arabia laid

claims to areas along the length of the poorly defined border.
Outcome of Dispute: The conflicting claims to bordering territory

were resolved by a series of agreements. The first agreement
was signed in 1922 and established a provisional neutral zone
while a second agreement in 1975 further defined the neutral
zone and adjacent sections of the border. The third and final
agreement of December 1981 settled all remaining questions
of border alignment west of the neutral zone and established
a new border in detail in the divided neutral zone.

Sources: Abu-Dawood and Karan 1990; British Documents on
Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series B (vols. 11, 13); International
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Boundary Study (#111); Kostiner 1993; Leatherdale 1983;
Schofield 1992 (vol. 6), 1994a; Survey of International Affairs
1925 (vol. 1), 1928, 1930; Troeller 1976; Wilkinson 1991.

Dispute Number: 12, 66
Countries: Great Britain/Jordan vs. Najd/Saudi Arabia and vice

versa
Years of Dispute: 1922–65
Disputed Territory: With the break-up of the Ottoman Empire,

Transjordan became a British mandated territory. The
border between Transjordan and Najd was poorly defined and
disputed by both sides in areas such as Wadi-i-Sirhan, Maan,
and the port of Aqaba.

Outcome of Dispute: In November 1925 the UK and the Nejd
signed the Hadda Agreement, which delimited the central and
northern sectors of the border. Disputes persisted between
Jordan and Saudi Arabia over the southern sectors, including
Aqaba. A final agreement was reached in August 1965 with
both sides conceding territory, though Jordan retained control
over Aqaba.

Sources: Abu-Dawood and Karan 1990; Biger 1995; British Doc-
uments on Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series B (vol. 13); Schofield
1992 (vol. 7); Survey of International Affairs 1925 (vol. 1), 1928;
Troeller 1976.

Dispute Number: 13, 65
Countries: Great Britain/Kuwait vs. Najd/Saudi Arabia and vice

versa
Years of Dispute: 1920–95
Disputed Territory: The British and Najd disputed the borders

of Kuwait along its entire length as well as offshore islands
based on differing interpretations and assessments of the terms
and validity of the 1913 Anglo-Turkish Agreement. In 1922
a provisional neutral zone was established along a section of
the border but the precise location and boundary of the neu-
tral zone and adjacent territories remained in contention for
decades.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute over the neutral zone and other
sections of the land border were settled in a July 1965 agree-
ment through mutual concessions. The dispute over offshore
islands, however, remains unresolved.

Sources: Abu-Dawood and Karan 1990; Albaharna 1975; Inter-
national Boundary Study (#103); Kostiner 1993; Leatherdale
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1983; Schofield 1992 (vol. 11); Schofield and Blake 1992
(vol. 13); Troeller 1976; Wilkinson 1991.

Dispute Number: 14, 67
Countries: Great Britain/South Yemen/Yemen vs. Saudi Arabia

and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1935–95
Disputed Territory: Both sides have claimed large sections of what

is a very ill-defined border. The Saudis initially challenged
various boundaries in the east proposed by the British in the
1930s and in recent decades southern sections of the border
in the Rub al Khalil (“The Empty Quarter”) desert have been
disputed as well.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of any of the
disputes that affect the entire length of the border.

Sources: Abu-Dawood and Karan 1990; Biger 1995; Bound-
ary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Gause 1990; Middle East
Contemporary Survey 1980–95; Schofield 1992 (vol. 20).

Dispute Number: 15, 68
Countries: Great Britain/United Arab Emirates vs. Saudi Arabia

and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1934–74
Disputed Territory: Both sides in this dispute claimed territory in

and around the Buraimi Oasis as well as along what becomes
the border with Qatar along the coastline.

Outcome of Dispute: At the time when the British withdrew from
the Gulf in 1971 the dispute over Buraimi and the border
near Qatar remained unsettled. In August 1974 an agree-
ment was reached between UAE and Saudi Arabia that settled
the dispute. Saudi Arabia conceded six of nine disputed vil-
lages in the Buraimi Oasis while the UAE ceded the Zararah
oilfield, Khur al-Udaid, and a corridor to the sea to Saudi
Arabia.

Sources: Abu-Dawood and Karan 1990; Al-Alkim 1989;
Albaharna 1975; Biger 1995; Cordesman 1984; Kelly 1980;
Memorial of the Government of Saudi Arabia; Schofield 1992
(vols. 18–19), 1994b (vol. 2); Schofield and Blake 1992 (vol.
13); Taryam 1987; Wilkinson 1991.

Dispute Number: 16, 70
Countries: Great Britain vs. Saudi Arabia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1949–58
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Disputed Territory: Both sides claimed sovereignty over the islands
of Lubayana al-Khabirah and Lubaynah al-Sagirah.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in February 1958 the
dispute was settled with the islands being split between the two.
Lubayna al-Khabirah was awarded to Saudi Arabia while the
British/Bahrain retained control over Lubaynah al-Saghirah.

Sources: Albaharna 1975; Wilkinson 1991.

Dispute Number: 17, 83
Countries: Great Britain vs. Turkey and vice-versa
Years of Dispute: 1922–26
Disputed Territory: The two countries disputed sovereignty over

the Mosul region along the border between Turkey and Iraq.
Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in June 1926 Turkey

recognized Iraqi sovereignty over almost all of the Mosul but
was granted future oil royalties.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B (vol.
30); International Boundary Study (#27); Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1925 (vol. 1).

Dispute Number: 18
Countries: Egypt vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1922–56
Disputed Territory: Egypt contested British control over the

Sudan and sought to incorporate the Sudan as part of their
country.

Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations in the inter-war period failed to
resolve the dispute but after World War II an agreement was
reached in February 1953. The agreement called for a tran-
sitional government to take over power in the Sudan and for
Sudan to determine its future political status by 1956. By early
1956 the Sudan had announced that it intended to seek full in-
dependence as a sovereign state and the Egyptian government
accepted this decision.

Sources: Marlowe 1965; Sabry 1982; Survey of International
Affairs 1925–1958.

Dispute Number: 19
Countries: Egypt vs. Sudan
Years of Dispute: 1958–95
Disputed Territory: In February of 1958 the Egyptian government

laid claim to Sudanese territory in two areas north of the 22nd
Parallel (the Wadi Halfa salient and Hala’ib).
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Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the dis-
pute, with Egypt maintaining its claims. The dispute remained
dormant for some time until the early 1990s when Sudan
complained to the United Nations that Egyptian troops had
moved into the disputed areas and were undertaking actions
to establish a permanent presence.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Keesing’s
1958–1995; Middle East Contemporary Survey 1976–1995.

Dispute Number: 20
Countries: Egypt vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1922–54
Disputed Territory: Beginning in 1922 Egypt sought the termina-

tion of British military base rights in the Suez Canal zone and
the withdrawal of all British troops.

Outcome of Dispute: After extensive negotiations an agreement
was reached in July 1954 in which the British agreed to a
phased withdrawal of their troops and termination of their
base rights. The agreement also established the condition un-
der which British forces could return to the Canal Zone for
defense support.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Butterworth 1976; Survey
of International Affairs 1925–1954.

Dispute Number: 21
Countries: Egypt vs. Israel
Years of Dispute: 1948–88
Disputed Territory: With the declaration of Israel’s independence

in 1948 and the war that followed, Egypt became embroiled
in a dispute with Israel over its sovereignty and borders. Egypt
refused to formally recognize Israel’s status as a sovereign
state and in the negotiations establishing demilitarized zones
in 1949 claims were made to the Negev and disputes arose
over the sovereignty of territory in the zones. Following their
defeat in the 1967 war, Egypt sought the return of territory
occupied by Israel in the Sinai.

Outcome of Dispute: The basis for settling the dispute was the
1979 peace treaty between the two states. Egypt formally rec-
ognized Israel’s independence and borders and in turn Israel
agreed to return the Sinai to Egypt. A limited disagreement
developed as Israel withdrew from occupied territories over
Taba. A UN commission arbitrated the rival claims from late
1986 to mid-1988 and issued an award that recognized Egyp-
tian sovereignty (which Israel accepted).
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Sources: Caplan 1997; International Boundary Study (#46);
Kliot 1995; Lukacs 1997; Middle East Contemporary Survey
1976–1988; Morris 1993; Quandt 1986, 1993; Rabinovich
1991.

Dispute Number: 22
Countries: Eritrea vs. Yemen
Year of Dispute: 1995
Disputed Territory: Eritrea claimed the Hanish Islands which were

under the control of Yemen. The dispute emerged in 1995
when Yemen allowed an Italian firm to set up a tourist resort
on the island of Hanish al Kabir. Eritrea responded by sending
forces to the island in November and ordered Yemeni forces to
vacate the island. Soon afterward fighting between the armed
forces of the two countries erupted on the islands.

Outcome of Dispute: Mediation attempts by the Ethiopians, the
Egyptians, and the French failed to achieve a settlement as
Eritrea maintained its claims to the islands.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1995–96; Keesing’s 1995;
Middle East Contemporary Survey 1995–96.

Dispute Number: 26, 77
Countries: France vs. Spain and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: France and Spain were both interested in es-

tablishing territorial control over Tangier in Morocco. In 1904
Tangier had been declared a neutral territory but both states
sought to change that status quo by fully incorporating the city
into their colonial spheres of influence.

Outcome of Dispute: By September 1928 a final agreement was
reached in which the city of Tangier was internationalized and
thus neither France nor Spain was able to establish dominant
control over the city and surrounding territories.

Sources: Bennett 1994; Stuart 1955;Survey of International Affairs
1925 (vol. 1), 1929.

Dispute Number: 27
Countries: France vs. Syria
Years of Dispute: 1919–20
Disputed Territory: After World War I France sought to establish

a mandate over Syria but King Faisal sought independence for
Syria as a sovereign state.
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Outcome of Dispute: By August of 1920 the French military
took control of Syria by ousting King Faisal and occupying
Damascus.

Sources:AHistory of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); Fromkin
1989; Kedourie 1987; Longrigg 1958; Yapp 1987.

Dispute Number: 28
Countries: France vs. Turkey
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: The French laid claim to Cilicia and sections of

what later would become the Turkish–Syrian border. Kemal,
the Nationalist leader in Turkey, strongly opposed the French
occupation of what he saw as Turkish territory and claims to
bordering territory.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1919 France offered to concede
much of the territory in Cilicia in return for economic conces-
sions but Kemal rejected this offer. In May of 1920 France
agreed to an armistice and a partial withdrawal of its forces in
the region but the armistice broke down shortly thereafter. A
final agreement was reached in October 1921 on terms favor-
able to Turkey.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); Busch
1976; Sachar 1969; Sonyel 1975.

Dispute Number: 30, 54
Countries: Hijaz vs. Najd and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–26
Disputed Territory: As Turkish control in Arabia collapsed during

World War I the new states of Hijaz and Najd contended for
control over territory in the areas of Khurma and Turba.

Outcome of Dispute: Najd defeated Hijaz in a war from 1924–5
and in January 1926 Najd rule over the Hijaz and disputed
territories was established.

Sources:British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part II, Series B (vols.
1, 4); Burdett 1996 (vol. 8), Troeller 1976.

Dispute Number: 31
Countries: Iran vs. Great Britain
Challenger: Iran
Years of Dispute: 1919–70
Disputed Territory: Iranian claims to the island of Bahrain date

back to the 1840s.
Outcome of Dispute: Several rounds of negotiations in the inter-

war period failed to resolve the dispute and Iranian claims
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were pressed once again in the post-World War II period as the
British prepared to withdraw from the Gulf region. A UN fact-
finding mission was sent to the island in 1970 to determine the
desire of the Bahraini people and when it was concluded that
they strongly favored independence, the Iranian government
in May renounced its claim to sovereignty over the island.

Sources: Adamiyat 1955; British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part
II, Series B (vol. 15); Kelly 1980; Schofield and Blake 1992
(vol. 13); Taryam 1987.

Dispute Number: 32
Countries: Iran vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–71
Disputed Territory: The three islands of Abu Musa, the Greater

Tunb and the Lesser Tunb, lie approximately mid-way
between the United Arab Emirates and Iran in the Strait of
Hormuz. Iranian claims to sovereignty over the islands date
back to the nineteenth century.

Outcome of Dispute: Periodic negotiations over the islands had
failed to resolve the dispute by the time the British intended
to withdraw from the Persian Gulf. In November 1971 a small
contingent of Iranian forces occupied the islands and effec-
tively established control over them. The UAE, however, did
not recognize Iranian sovereignty over the islands and since
late 1971 has called for the withdrawal of Iranian forces and
has maintained its claim to sovereignty over the islands (see
dispute number 88).

Sources: Amirahamd 1996; Kelly 1980; Mclachlan 1994; Mehr
1997; Schofield and Blake 1992 (vol. 13); Toye 1993 (vols.
4–5).

Dispute Number: 33
Countries: Iran vs. Great Britain/Iraq
Years of Dispute: 1920–75
Disputed Territory: Iran sought to shift the boundary line in the

Shatt al-Arab waterway to the Thalweg and also claimed sev-
eral small sections of the land border, particularly in the Zohab
district. After World War I Iran raised these claims and dis-
puted the British and Iraqi claims that the 1913 treaty signed
between Iran and Turkey had settled all questions regarding
delimitation of the border.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement signed in July 1937 provided
the basis for a settlement but the border commission estab-
lished prior to World War II to resolve points of disagreement
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along the border ended in failure. In the post-World War II pe-
riod Iran continued to raise questions about the land border
and sought to extend the use of the thalweg as the boundary
line in the Shatt al-Arab. In a treaty signed in March 1975 all
border questions were settled and the thalweg was adopted as
the boundary line for further sections of the Shatt al-Arab as
demanded by Iran.

Sources: Al-Izzi 1971; British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Part
II, Series B (vols. 22–3, 26–8); International Boundary Study
(#164); Mclachlan 1994; Schofield 1986, 1989 (vols. 6–9).

Dispute Number: 34, 71
Countries: Iran vs. Saudi Arabia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1949–68
Disputed Territory: Both states claimed sovereignty over the

islands of Farsi and Al-Arabiyah in the Persian Gulf.
Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in October 1968

ownership of the islands was split between the two countries
with Iran gaining control over the island of Farsi and Saudi
Arabia the island of Al-Arabiyah.

Sources: Albaharna 1975; Burdett 1997; Schofield and Blake
1992 (vol. 13).

Dispute Number: 35, 75
Countries: Iran vs. Soviet Union and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–57
Disputed Territory: Both states had claims to various islands in the

Caspian Sea and to small sections of the land border on either
side of the Caspian.

Outcome of Dispute: A border agreement signed in late 1954 es-
tablished the basis for a final settlement of the dispute through
the creation of a border commission. The commission com-
pleted its work by late 1956 and a treaty signed in April 1957
settled all outstanding claims through mutual concessions.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B
(vols. 21–2); Dmytryshyn and Cox 1987; International Bound-
ary Study (#25); Mclachlan 1994; Rezun 1981; Volodarsky
1994.

Dispute Number: 36, 87
Countries: Iran vs. Turkey and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–32
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Disputed Territory: Several small sections of the border were con-
tested. In the north territory near Mt. Ararat was disputed
while in the central region the Khotur sector was claimed by
both sides. Finally, in the south the area near Rezaiyeh was
disputed.

Outcome of Dispute: A final agreement was reached in May 1932
with the Tehran Convention, under which Turkey gained land
in the northern section of the border while Iran gained land in
the southern and central regions.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B (vols.
31–2); International Boundary Study (#28); League of Nations
Official Journal, February 1935; Survey of International Affairs
1928, 1934.

Dispute Number: 37
Countries: Iraq vs. Great Britain/Kuwait
Years of Dispute: 1938–94
Disputed Territory: Iraqi territorial claims included: (a) the islands

of Warba and Bubiyan since the late 1930s, (b) small sections
of the land border at Khwar al-Sabiya since the 1950s, and (c)
all of Kuwait when calling for the incorporation of Kuwait as
part of a larger Iraqi state at various times since the 1960s.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite repeated rounds of talks dating back
to the 1930s no negotiated settlement of the dispute had been
achieved prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990. After Iraq’s
defeat in the Gulf War, the UN carried out a comprehen-
sive delimitation of the border which was accepted by Iraq
in November 1994.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–94; Finnie 1992;
Schofield 1993a.

Dispute Number: 38
Countries: Iraq vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1941
Disputed Territory: In 1941 the Iraqi military led a revolt in

which the premier was forced to resign and a government of
National Defense under Rashid Ali was formed. The leaders
of the new government in an attempt to reassert Iraqi control
and sovereignty called for the British to restrict their military
base rights and the movement and size of British troops at
military bases in the country. The British refused to allow any
restrictions on their base rights or forces and charged that the
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treaty of 1930 defined those rights and could not be unilater-
ally modified.

Outcome of Dispute: A military conflict with British forces at the
Habbniya military base during April–May resulted in heavy
losses for Iraq. The Iraqi government fell as a result and the
new government withdrew demands for restrictions on British
military base rights in the country.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Sachar 1969; Survey of
International Affairs 1939–1946: The Middle East in the War
1945–1950.

Dispute Number: 39
Countries: Iraq vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1947–8
Disputed Territory: The Iraqi government sought reduction if

not the elimination of British military bases on its national
territory.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached between the two
countries in January 1948 in which the British would be al-
lowed to maintain bases only in time of war and not during
peace time. However, after the terms of the agreement were an-
nounced there was widespread opposition in Iraq and the col-
lapse of the Iraqi government. As a result, the treaty was never
ratified and by the end of 1948 the British government de-
cided to withdraw unilaterally all of its military bases on Iraq.

Sources: Keesing’s 1948; Sachar 1969.

Dispute Number: 40
Countries: Iraq vs. Iran
Years of Dispute: 1979–95
Disputed Territory: The Shatt-al-Arab waterway and land border

dispute between Iran and Iraq was settled by the Algiers Agree-
ment of 1975. In that agreement Iraq conceded to the Iranian
demand that the Thalweg form the boundary line in the wa-
terway. In 1979 Iraq claimed that Iran was violating the treaty
and subsequently denounced the treaty and declared that the
Thalweg would no longer be accepted as the boundary line.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1990 just before the invasion of Kuwait
by Iraqi troops, Saddam Hussein seems to have offered very
favorable terms to Iran for settling the dispute by proposing
that the 1975 agreement be accepted once again. No formal
agreement was signed, however, before the Gulf War began
and since the war Iraq has not been willing to offer the same
favorable terms for a settlement.
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Sources: Abdulghani 1984; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Ismael 1982; Mclachlan 1994; Schofield 1986,
1993a, 1994a.

Dispute Number: 41
Countries: Israel vs. Egypt
Years of Dispute: 1949–67
Disputed Territory: Following the Armistice Agreement signed

in February 1949 Israel disputed small sections of territory
in demilitarized zones that separated the forces of the two
countries.

Outcome of Dispute: With its victory in the Six Day War of 1967
Israel took control of all disputed areas.

Sources: Caplan 1997; International Boundary Study (#46);
Morris 1993.

Dispute Number: 42
Countries: Israel vs. Jordan
Years of Dispute: 1949–67
Disputed Territory: Following the Armistice Agreement signed in

April 1949 Israel disputed small sections of territory in demil-
itarized zones that separated the forces of the two countries as
well as claims to all of Jerusalem.

Outcome of Dispute: The Israeli victory in the 1967 war enabled
it to take control of all of Jerusalem as well as disputed areas
in what had been demilitarized zones.

Sources: Caplan 1997; Morris 1993; Priestland 1996 (vol. 10);
Rabinovich 1991; Schofield 1993b (vol. 1).

Dispute Number: 43
Countries: Israel vs. Syria
Years of Dispute: 1949–67
Disputed Territory: Following the Armistice Agreement signed in

July 1949 Israel disputed small sections of territory in demili-
tarized zones that separated the forces of the two countries. In
addition, Israel also pressed Syria to withdraw from territories
it had occupied at the end of the 1948 war which were located
beyond the borders of Israel as drawn up in 1947 by the UN.

Outcome of Dispute: With its victory in the 1967 war Israel took
control of all disputed areas.

Sources: Caplan 1997; Morris 1993; Rabinovich 1991; Shalev
1993.
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Dispute Number: 44
Countries: Italy vs. Great Britain/Egypt
Years of Dispute: 1919–25
Disputed Territory: Italy laid claims to the area along the

Libyan–Egyptian border in the area of Jaghbub, an oasis, and
the port of Sallum. In May of 1919 the United Kingdom pre-
sented Jaghbub to Italy but refused to concede the port of
Sallum. Italy rejected this offer as it sought both areas along
the border.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1925 the Italians signed an
agreement with Egypt (with British support). Under the terms
of the agreement Italy secured control of Jaghbub but Egypt
retained Sallum and gained access to the Ramallah wells near
Sallum

Sources: Biger 1995; Brownlie 1979;Survey of International Affairs
1924, 1925 (vol. 1).

Dispute Number: 45
Countries: Italy vs. France
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Italy laid claims to the areas of Ghadames,

Ghat and Tummo along what would become the Libyan–
Algerian border.

Outcome of Dispute: In notes exchanged in September 1919
France ceded the territories to the Italians.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brownlie 1979;Survey of International Affairs
1920–23.

Dispute Number: 46
Countries: Italy vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–35
Disputed Territory: Italy sought to gain territory along the

Chad–Libya border in the areas of Borku and Tibesti.
Outcome of Dispute: In a January 1935 agreement the Libyan

border was moved south at the expense of Chad. This agree-
ment, however, was never ratified by Italy.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brownlie 1979; Flandin 1947; Shorrock
1988.

Dispute Number: 47
Countries: Italy vs. Turkey
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: Italy sought to secure mandate rights to terri-

tory in Smyrna and Adalia.
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Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in March 1921 Italy
withdrew its call for establishing control over mandated terri-
tory in Turkey.

Sources: A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (vol. 6); Busch
1976; Sonyel 1975; Yapp 1987.

Dispute Number: 48
Countries: Jordan vs. Israel
Years of Dispute: 1948–94
Disputed Territory: Following the Armistice Agreement signed in

April 1949 Jordan disputed small sections of territory in de-
militarized zones that separated the forces of the two coun-
tries and refused to recognize the independence of Israel as
a sovereign state. After its defeat in the 1967 Six Day War,
Jordan called for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the West
Bank, Jerusalem, and several other small sections of territory
that Israel took control of.

Outcome of Dispute: By the mid-1990s Jordan had relinquished
claims to the West Bank and to Jerusalem (except the holy
places). In October 1994 the two countries signed a peace
treaty which settled all outstanding border questions. In the
treaty the entire border was delimited and required Israel to
return several small sections of territory it had occupied for
decades. In addition, some bordering territories, while recog-
nized to be under Jordanian control, were to be leased to Israel
for twenty-five years.

Sources: Caplan 1997; Luckas 1997; Middle East Contempo-
rary Record 1980–95; Morris 1993; Priestland 1996 (vol.
10); Quandt 1986, 1993; Rabinovich 1991; Schofield 1993b
(vol. 1); Shlaim 1990.

Dispute Number: 49
Countries: Libya vs. France/Chad
Years of Dispute: 1954–72
Disputed Territory: In January 1935 an agreement was signed be-

tween Italy and France in which France was to cede the Aozou
Strip along the border of Libya and Chad (see dispute
number 46). This agreement was never ratified by Italy and
France never actually ceded the territory as a result. After gain-
ing independence Libya called upon France and then Chad to
cede the Aozou based on the terms of the 1935 agreement.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1972 Libya took advantage of domestic
turmoil within Chad to move military forces into the Aozou
Strip and took control of the disputed territory.
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Sources: Allcock 1992; Neuberger 1982; Shaw 1986; Wright
1989.

Dispute Number: 50
Countries: Mauritania vs. Spain
Years of Dispute: 1960–75
Disputed Territory: Mauritania laid claim to the territory of the

Spanish Sahara.
Outcome of Dispute: By the summer of 1975 Spain decided to

withdraw from Spanish Sahara, leaving Morocco and Mauri-
tania to work out an agreement on how to divide the territory
of the Spanish colony. In November of that year Mauritania
agreed to divide the Spanish Sahara with Morocco securing
about two-thirds of the territory.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Damis 1983; Hodges 1983; Keesing’s
1960–75; Thompson and Adloff 1980.

Dispute Number: 51
Countries: Morocco vs. France/Algeria
Years of Dispute: 1956–72
Disputed Territory: The Moroccan government laid claims to ar-

eas along the southern border of French Algeria in the district
of Tindouh. Morocco proposed that a joint Franco-Moroccan
commission be formed to delimit the border in this region but
in subsequent negotiations a settlement could not be reached
with France or Algeria.

Outcome of Dispute: A final settlement was achieved in a June
1972 agreement. Morocco withdrew its claim to the disputed
territory and in turn Algeria agreed to permit Morocco the
right to develop mineral resources in the border region. In
addition, Algeria agreed not to oppose Moroccan claims to
Spanish Sahara.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1969–72; Africa Research
Bulletin 1963–72; Damis 1983; Documents Diplomatiques
Français 1954–61; Shaw 1986.

Dispute Number: 52
Countries: Morocco vs. Spain
Years of Dispute: 1956–95
Disputed Territory: Morocco has claimed the Chafarinas Islands

off its northern coast as well as several Spanish enclaves, most
notably Melilla and Ceuta.
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Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement of the dispute
with Morocco maintaining its claims and Spain has refused to
withdraw from the islands or enclaves.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995; Keesing’s 1956–95; O’Reilly
1994.

Dispute Number: 53
Countries: Morocco vs. Spain
Years of Dispute: 1956–75
Disputed Territory: Morocco pressed claims to the Spanish Sahara

on grounds of historical ties.
Outcome of Dispute: In 1956 and 1969 Spain ceded small sections

of territory to Morocco and by 1970 Spain agreed in principle
to hold a referendum in Spanish Sahara on self-determination
but avoided discussion on dates for such a referendum until
1974. In December 1974 Mauritania and Morocco jointly filed
an appeal in the International Court of Justice on the status of
Spanish Sahara and the ICJ opinion issued in 1975 was that
the region did not belong to any one country by the time of its
colonization by Spain and that there were limited legal ties be-
tween the region and the countries of Mauritania or Morocco.
Spain by this time, however, had decided to withdraw from
the colony and in November 1975 Morocco and Mauritania
reached an agreement to divide up the territory with Morocco
gaining control over about two-thirds of the former Spanish
colony.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1968–75; Allcock 1992;
Biger 1995; Dames 1983; Hodges 1983; International Bound-
ary Study (#9); Keesing’s 1956–75; Trout 1969.

Dispute Number: 55
Countries: North Yemen vs. Asir
Years of Dispute: 1919–26
Disputed Territory: Asir’s independence had been recognized by

the British in 1915 and British forces had been stationed in Asir
during World War I. Yemen, however, claimed territories along
the coastline, particularly the ports and towns of al-Hudayada
and al-Luhayya and had larger aspirations of incorporating all
of Asir into their country.

Outcome ofDispute: By the end of 1926 Yemeni forces had overrun
much of southern Asir, including the disputed coastal regions.
Northern sections of Asir were taken over by Najd and thus
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Asir’s bid for independence came to an end as its territories
were annexed by its neighbors.

Sources: Schofield 1993b (vol. 4); Survey of International Affairs
1925 (vol. 1), 1928; Wenner 1967.

Dispute Number: 56
Countries: North Yemen vs. Great Britain/South Yemen
Years of Dispute: 1919–90
Disputed Territory: The initial attempt to delimit the border be-

tween the British Aden Protectorate and Yemen was in 1925
but disputes arose in a number of border regions and Yemen
also claimed sovereignty over islands. After World War II
Yemen governments extended their territorial claims to in-
clude all of the Aden Protectorate as their goal was to incor-
porate the British colony into a larger Yemeni state.

Outcome of Dispute: During the inter-war period negotiations on
disputed border regions achieved very little and after World
War II North Yemen supported rebel forces within Aden seek-
ing to oust the British. Talks on reunification with South
Yemen began in the 1970s and continued until a final agree-
ment was reached in May 1990 for South Yemen to merge
with North Yemen.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B (vols.
8–10, 13); Gause 1990; Reilly 1960; Schofield 1993b (vol. 1);
Survey Of International Affairs 1925 (vol. 1), 1928, 1939–1946;
Wenner 1967; Wilkinson 1991.

Dispute Number: 57, 73
Countries: North Yemen vs. Saudi Arabia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1927–34
Disputed Territory: Following the collapse of Asir and its division

between Najd and North Yemen in 1926 a dispute emerged in
Asir and Najran over the new border between the two states.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1931 limited concessions were
made by Saudi Arabia to Yemen along sections of the Asiri
border. By March 1934 the border conflict escalated to a full-
scale war in which Saudi forces decisively defeated Yemen.
In the peace treaty signed in May 1934 the disputed Najran
region was gained by Saudi Arabia but the Saudis did not take
any additional territory.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B (vol.
10); Schofield 1993b (vol. 4); Survey of International Affairs
1925 (vol. 1), 1928, 1934; Wenner 1967; Wilkinson 1991.
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Dispute Number: 58, 69
Countries: Oman vs. Saudi Arabia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1934–90
Disputed Territory: Saudi claims to the Buraimi Oasis and border-

ing territory of what becomes Oman dates back to the mid-
1930s as did British claims (see dispute number 15). When
Oman gained its independence in 1971 it claimed territory in
the Buraimi Oasis and surrounding areas.

Outcome of Dispute: After repeated rounds of negotiations be-
tween the two countries starting in the early 1970s, a final
agreement was reached in March 1990. Saudi Arabia with-
drew its claims to the areas of the oasis claimed by Oman and
mutual concessions were exchanged on remaining sections of
the border.

Sources: Biger 1995; Cordesman 1984; Kechichian 1995; Riph-
enburg 1998; Schofield 1992 (vol. 19); Skeet 1992.

Dispute Number: 59, 89
Countries: Oman vs. United Arab Emirates and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1971–93
Disputed Territory: Both states have laid claims to territory in

the Buraimi Oasis as well as sections of the border along the
northern coast of Ras al-Khaimah.

Outcome of Dispute: Limited agreements were reached in 1974
and 1978 and it was announced in April 1993 that a final set-
tlement had been reached though the details remain unclear.

Sources: Biger 1995; Cordesman 1984, 1997a; Kechichian 1995;
Middle East Contemporary Survey 1977–93; Schofield 1992
(vol. 19), 1994a.

Dispute Number 60, 78
Countries: Oman vs. South Yemen/Yemen and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1981–92
Disputed Territory: The border between the states in the Dhofur

region had been the source of dispute.
Outcome of Dispute: In October 1992 an agreement was signed

that settled with mutual concessions on both sides.
Sources: Biger 1995; Cordesman 1984, 1997a; Kechichian 1995;
Middle East Contemporary Survey 1977–92; Schofield 1992
(vol. 20).

Dispute Number: 61
Countries: Qatar vs. Bahrain
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Years of Dispute: 1971–95
Disputed Territory: The Hawar Islands were awarded by the

British to Bahrain in 1939 and this was opposed by the Qatari
government on the grounds that the islands were closer to
Qatar than they were to Bahrain. When Qatar gained its inde-
pendence it maintained its claim to the islands.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite repeated rounds of talks there has
been no settlement of the dispute. During 1993–5 the ICJ was
studying the dispute.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Cordesman
1984, 1997a; Middle East Contemporary Survey 1975–95;
Schofield 1992 (vol. 15); Zahlan 1979.

Dispute Number: 62
Countries: Russia vs. Azerbaijan
Years of Dispute: 1994–95
Disputed Territory: The Russians sought to secure military base

rights in order to maintain troops and supporting operations
for the Gabalin Radar Station.

Outcome of Dispute: By the end of 1995 the question of military
base rights had not been settled despite several rounds of talks
on the issue.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1994–95; Foreign Broad-
cast and Information Service: Daily Reports – Central Eurasia
1994–95; Keesing’s 1994–95.

Dispute Number: 63
Countries: Russia vs. Georgia
Years of Dispute: 1993–5
Disputed Territory: The Russians sought to secure military and

naval base rights.
Outcome of Dispute: A tentative agreement was reached in March

1995 and then formalized in September in which the Russians
received rights to four military bases for twenty-five years but
this was contingent upon Russia forcing the political leadership
of Abkhazi to end its self-determination efforts and to remain
part of Georgia. At the end of 1995 Georgia was still seeking
a political settlement with Abkhazi and therefore the military
base agreement had not been ratified.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–5; Foreign Broad-
cast and Information Service: Daily Reports – Central Eurasia
1993–95; Keesing’s 1993–95.
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Dispute Number: 72
Countries: Saudi Arabia vs. Qatar
Years of Dispute: 1992
Disputed Territory: In 1965 Qatar and Saudi Arabia signed a bor-

der agreement delimiting and defining the border area between
the two countries. In 1992, however, Saudi Arabia laid claims
to the Khafus region along the border and argued that the 1965
treaty included the territory within their country.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute was settled in December 1992
with an agreement in which Qatari claims to the region of
Khafus were upheld while the Saudis gained small territorial
concessions in other areas. It was also decided to demarcate
this region within a year to reflect the new boundaries that
were drawn.

Sources: Biger 1995; Cordesman 1997a, 1997b; Schofield 1994a;
Zahlan 1979.

Dispute Number: 74
Countries: Soviet Russia vs. Georgia
Years of Dispute: 1920–1
Disputed Territory: While the Soviet government recognized

Georgia’s independence in the spring of 1920 it nevertheless
disputed the border in the Borchulu district (see dispute num-
bers 2, 29).

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute came to an end when Soviet
armed forces invaded and occupied Georgia during February
and March 1921 and declared Georgia to be a Soviet republic.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series A
(vol. 4); Kazemzadeh 1951; Pipes 1954; Survey of International
Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 76
Countries: Soviet Union vs. Turkey
Years of Dispute: 1945–53
Disputed Territory: The Soviet Union laid claims to the areas of

Kars and Ardahan. The Soviets also intended to establish a
military base in the Turkish Straits and demanded rights to a
base.

Outcome of Dispute: The Turkish government was unwilling to
accept the claims of the Soviets and denied them access to
any of the regions. In 1953 the Soviet government unilaterally
withdrew its claims to the Kars and Aradahan regions as well
as its claims to base rights in the straits.
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Sources: Howard 1974; Kuniholm 1980; Lenczowski 1980; Vali
1972.

Dispute Number: 79
Countries: Syria vs. Israel
Years of Dispute: 1948–95
Disputed Territory: The dispute began with Syria refusing to rec-

ognize the independence of Israel and following the Armistice
Agreement signed in July 1949 Syria disputed several sections
of territory in demilitarized zones that separated the forces of
the two countries. After its defeat in the 1967 Six Day War,
Syria has demanded the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the
Golan Heights.

Outcome ofDispute: There has been no settlement of Syrian claims
throughout the dispute. With its defeat in 1967 Israel took con-
trol of disputed territory in demilitarized zones and Israel has
continued to occupy the Golan Heights since 1967. Negotia-
tions in the 1990s on the Golan Heights made some progress
but no final agreement was reached.

Sources: Caplan 1997; Drysdale and Hinnebusch 1991; Ma’oz
1995;Middle East Contemporary Survey 1977–95; Morris 1993;
Quandt 1986, 1993; Rabinovich 1998; Shalev 1993.

Dispute Number: 80
Countries: Tunisia vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1956–62
Disputed Territory: France granted Tunisia independence in 1956

but continued to maintain military bases in its former colony.
Tunisia called for the withdrawal of French forces and the
termination of all base rights, particularly the Bizerte base.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1958 France agrees to reduce its military
presence in Tunisia and in a final agreement signed in January
1962 commits itself to withdraw completely from the remain-
ing base at Bizerte within twenty-one months.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Butterworth 1976; Gelpi
1994; Keesing’s 1956–62.

Dispute Number: 81
Countries: Tunisia vs. France/Algeria
Years of Dispute: 1959–70
Disputed Territory: Tunisia laid claims to part of its border in

the Sahara with Algeria, arguing that the border had not been
established by prior agreements. France denied the Tunisian
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claim and stated that the Tunisian government had approved
the existing border.

Outcome of Dispute: In April 1968 an agreement was reached
between the two sides which covered much of the disputed
border and a final settlement was reached in January 1970.
Tunisia withdrew its claims to the disputed areas and accepted
the boundary line originally established in 1929.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1968–70; African Recorder
1967–70;Africa Research Bulletin 1967–70; Biger 1995; Brown-
lie 1979; Keesings’s 1959–70.

Dispute Number: 84
Countries: Turkey vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1925–9
Disputed Territory: Turkey laid claim to sections along its southern

border with the French mandate of Syria.
Outcome of Dispute: A final settlement was reached in an agree-

ment signed in June 1929 which required both sides to make
mutual concessions.

Sources: International Boundary Study (#163); Survey Of Interna-
tional Affairs 1925 (vol. 1), 1928; 1930.

Dispute Number: 85
Countries: Turkey vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1937–9
Disputed Territory: Beginning in 1937 Turkey called for limited

changes along the border with Syria and by 1939 Turkey
sought the annexation of Alexandretta.

Outcome of Dispute: During 1937 France agreed to minor border
changes and then in July 1939 agreed to cede Alexandretta to
Turkey.

Sources: British Documents on Foreign Affairs Part II, Series B (vol.
35); International Boundary Study (#163); Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1936, 1938.

Dispute Number: 86
Countries: Turkey vs. Georgia/Soviet Russia
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: Turkey laid claim to Artvin, Ardahan, and

Batum.
Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in March 1921

Turkey gains Artvin and Ardahan while Soviet Russia retains
Batum.
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Sources: Documents on British Foreign Affairs Part II, Series A,
(vol. 4); Kazemzadeh 1951; Pipes 1954; Survey of International
Affairs 1920–1923.

Dispute Number: 88
Countries: United Arab Emirates vs. Iran
Years of Dispute: 1971–95
Disputed Territory: In November 1971 Iran occupied the three

islands of Abu Musa, the Greater Tunb and the Lesser Tunb
which are located approximately mid-way between the United
Arab Emirates and Iran in the Strait of Hormuz. The lead-
ership of the UAE did not concede sovereignty over the is-
lands to Iran and has called for the withdrawal of Iranian
forces.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement of the dispute
as both sides maintain claims of sovereignty and Iranian forces
remain stationed on the islands.

Sources: Amirahamd 1996; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Kelly 1980; Mclachlan 1994; Mehr 1997; Schofield
and Blake 1992 (vol. 13); Toye 1993 (vols. 4–5).
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Appendix D
Territorial disputes in Africa, 1919–1995

List of dispute cases

In this first section a list is provided of territorial disputes in Africa. For
each dispute information is presented on the following: (a) the first state
listed is the challenger and the second is the target, (b) the first and
last years of the dispute, and (c) a brief description of the challenger’s
territorial claim. For those disputes marked with an asterisk both states
are challengers and therefore the dispute is listed a second time with the
identity of challenger and target reversed.
1. Belgium vs. Portugal∗ 1919–35: Claims to small sections of territory

along Angola–Zaire border including islands and boundary line in
Congo river

2. Belgium vs. Portugal 1926–7: Claims to territory of Matadi along
Angolan–Congo border

3. Benin vs. Niger∗ 1960–5: Claim to Lete island
4. Botswana vs. Namibia 1992–5: Claim to islands in Chobe river
5. Britain vs. Ethiopia 1945–54: Claims to Ogaden and then western

section of Eritrea
6. Britain vs. France∗ 1919: Claims to territory along Central African

Republic–Sudan border
7. Britain/South Africa vs. Portugal∗ 1919–26: Claims to territory in-

cluding Rua Cana Falls along South Africa–Angola border (UK is
challenger 1919 and South Africa thereafter)

8. Britain vs. Portugal 1919–27: Britain contested small section of
Mozambique border with Swaziland near tripoint with South Africa

9. Britain vs. Portugal∗ 1930–37: Claims to islands and location of
boundary in Rovuma river along Mozambique–Tanzania border

10. Comoros vs. France 1975–95: Desire to annex Mayotte
11. Ethiopia/Italy vs. Britain/Kenya 1919–43, 1945–70: Claims to

Gadaduma wells territory along border with Kenya (Ethiopia is
challenger 1919–35 and Italy is challenger 1936–43, UK is target
1919–62 and Kenya thereafter)
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12. Ethiopia/Italy vs. Britain/Sudan 1919–43, 1945–72: Claims to terri-
tory along border with Sudan (Ethiopia is challenger 1919–35 and
Italy is challenger 1936–43, UK is target 1919–35, 1945–55 and
Sudan thereafter)

13. Ethiopia vs. Italy∗ 1919–36: Claims to bordering territory of Italian
Somaliland near tripoint with British Kenya

14. Ethiopia vs. Britain 1924–36, 1945–9: Claims to ports within British
Somaliland

15. Ethiopia vs. France 1924–36: Claims to port of Djibouti
16. France vs. Britain∗ 1919: Claims to territory along Central African

Republic–Sudan border
17. Gabon vs. Equatorial Guinea 1972: Claims to several small islands

in Corisco Bay
18. Ghana vs. France/Ivory Coast 1959–66: Claim to Sanwi district along

the south-eastern section of the border (France is target 1959 and
Ivory Coast thereafter)

19. Ghana vs. France/Togo∗ 1958–66: Call for unification of Togo with
Ghana (France is target 1958–9 and Togo thereafter)

20. Italy vs. Britain 1919–24: Claims to Jubaland region along border of
Italian Somaliland and British Kenya

21. Italy vs. Britain 1924–30: Claims to territory along border of Italian
and British Somaliland

22. Italy vs. Britain 1919–34: Claims to Sarra Triangle territory along
Libya–Sudan border

23. Italy vs. Ethiopia∗ 1919–36: Claims to territory along Italian
Somaliland–Ethiopia border near tripoint with British Kenya

24. Italy/Somalia vs. Ethiopia 1950–95: Claims to territory along
(former) Italian Somaliland–Ethiopia border and then claims for
union of Somalia populated areas of Ethiopia with Somalia (Italy
is challenger 1950–9 and Somalia thereafter)

25. Italy vs. France 1919–43: Claims to territory of Djibouti including
Djibouti–Addis Ababa railway line

26. Italy vs. France 1938–43: Claims to Corsica and bordering territory
of Libya–Tunisia

27. Lesotho vs. South Africa 1966–95: Claims to large sections of terri-
tory within Orange Free State, Natal, and eastern Cape Province

28. Liberia vs. France 1919–60: Claim to bordering territory previously
annexed by France along border with Ivory Coast

29. Liberia vs. France 1919–58: Claim to bordering territory of French
Guinea previously annexed by France

30. Madagascar vs. France 1973–90: Claims to islands of Glorioso, Juan
de Nova, Bassas da India, and Europa
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31. Malawi vs. Zambia 1981–6: Claim to small section of territory along
eastern province border

32. Mali vs. Mauritania 1960–3: Claims to Eastern Hodh and territory
in western sector of border

33. Mali vs. Burkino Faso 1960–87: Claims to territory along Beli river
in the Dori district

34. Mauritius vs. France 1976–95: Claim to island of Tromelin
35. Mauritius vs. Britain 1980–95: Claim to Diego Garcia islands
36. Morocco vs. France/Mauritania 1957–70: Desire for unification of

Mauritania with Morocco (France is target 1957–9 and Mauritania
thereafter)

37. Namibia vs. South Africa 1990–4: Claims to Walvis Bay and Penguin
Islands

38. Niger vs. Benin∗ 1960–5: Claim to Lete island
39. Nigeria vs. Cameroon 1965–95: Claims to islands and territory in

Bakassi peninsula
40. Portugal vs. Belgium∗ 1919–35: Claims to small sections of territory

along Angola–Zaire border including islands and boundary line in
Congo river

41. Portugal vs. Britain/South Africa∗ 1919–26: Claims to territory in-
cluding Rua Cana Falls along South Africa–Angola border (UK is
target 1919 and South Africa thereafter)

42. Portugal vs. Britain∗ 1930–7: Claims to islands and location of
boundary in Ruvuma river along Mozambique–Tanzania border

43. Seychelles vs. France 1976–95: Claim to island of Tromelin
44. Somalia vs. Britain/Kenya 1960–81: Call for annexation of north-

eastern province of Kenya populated by ethnic Somalis (UK is target
1960–2 and Kenya thereafter)

45. Somalia vs. France 1960–77: Desire for incorporation of Djibouti as
part of Somalia

46. Togo vs. Ghana∗ 1960–95: Claim to southern bordering territory
populated by Ewe tribe

47. Uganda vs. Tanzania 1974–9: Claim to Kagera Salient
48. Zaire vs. Zambia 1980–95: Claim to Kaputa district along northern

border

Case summaries of territorial disputes in Africa,
1919–1995

In this section a short summary is provided of each dispute listed in
section one. In each summary a description of the disputed territory is
presented along with information on the outcome of the dispute. The
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complete citation for the sources listed at the end of each dispute sum-
mary is provided in the bibliography in section three.

Dispute Number: 1, 40
Countries: Belgium vs. Portugal and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–35
Disputed Territory: The dispute arose over a small section of what

is now on the border between Angola and Zaire, including
conflicting claims to islands in the Congo river and the location
of the boundary line in the river.

Outcome of Dispute: Talks began in 1922 and partial agreements
settled limited areas in dispute by the end of the decade.
A final agreement was concluded in August 1935 with both
sides conceding territory with Portugal gaining more than the
Belgians.

Sources: Braganca-Cunha 1937; Brownlie 1979; Bruce 1975;
International Boundary Study (#144); Jentgen 1952.

Dispute Number: 2
Countries: Belgium vs. Portugal
Years of Dispute: 1926–7
Disputed Territory: Belgium sought minor border changes (to fa-

cilitate railway construction plans) close to the port of Matadi
on the Congo river along the border between the Belgian
Congo and Portuguese Angola.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached in July 1927 in
which Belgium received one square mile of territory near the
port while Portugal received in turn 480 square miles in the
south-west corner of Congo.

Sources: L’Afrique Française 1927; International Boundary Study
(#127); Survey of International Affairs 1929.

Dispute Number: 3, 38
Countries: Benin vs. Niger and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1960–5
Disputed Territory: Both countries claimed sovereignty over Lete

island in the Niger river.
Outcome of Dispute: The dispute was settled with an agreement

in June 1965 to share sovereignty over the island.
Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1964–65; Brownlie 1979; Shaw

1986; Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 4
Countries: Botswana vs. Namibia
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Years of Dispute: 1992–5
Disputed Territory: Botswana has claims to Kasikil and Sedudu

Islands and bordering territory around these islands in the
Chobe river.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement but in February
1995 the dispute was sent to the ICJ for arbitration.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1992–95; Boundary and Security
Bulletin 1993–95.

Dispute Number: 5
Countries: Great Britain vs. Ethiopia
Years of Dispute: 1945–54
Disputed Territory: Following the restoration of Ethiopian in-

dependence in late 1944, Great Britain sought to incorpo-
rate sections of the Ogaden and western Eritrea into British
Somaliland.

Outcome of Dispute: Britain withdraws its claims to all of the ter-
ritories in two agreements. The first was reached in August
1948 and the second in November 1954.

Sources: Keesing’s 1948–54; Spencer 1984.

Dispute Number: 6, 16
Countries: Great Britain vs. France and vice versa
Year of Dispute: 1919
Disputed Territory: Both countries claimed sections of territory

along the length of the border between French Equatorial
Africa and the Sudan.

Outcome of Dispute: A convention was signed in September 1919
that defined the entire border. In the agreement France con-
ceded most of the disputed territory to Britain.

Sources: Brownlie 1979; L’Afrique Française (Supplement de Juin)
1924; L’Afrique Française 1920; Survey of International Affairs
1924.

Dispute Number: 7, 41
Countries: Great Britain/South Africa vs. Portugal and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–26
Disputed Territory: The dispute arose over the final delimitation of

the border between Portuguese controlled Angola and South
Africa. The main point of contention was the Kunene (Rua
Cana) Falls, which provided water for irrigation and energy.

Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations began in 1918 and in an agree-
ment reached in July 1926 Portugal secured sovereign rights
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over the falls but South Africa gained the right to use waters
for irrigation and power.

Sources: Biger 1995; Braganca-Cunha 1937; Brownlie 1979;
British Command Papers, Nos. 2777, 2778; Bruce 1975; Great
Britain Foreign Office Archives 1925–26; League of Nations Of-
ficial Journal, November 1925; Survey of International Affairs
1929.

Dispute Number: 8
Countries: Great Britain vs. Portugal
Years of Dispute: 1919–27
Disputed Territory: Beginning in 1905 Britain disputed the north-

ern section of the border of Swaziland and Mozambique near
the tripoint with South Africa.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1920 a commission was established to
study the dispute and to make recommendations for a final
settlement. The commission’s work was completed during
1925 and in an agreement reached in October 1927 Great
Britain accepted a definition of the border with minor changes
on terms favored by Portugal.

Sources: Brownlie 1979, Great Britain Foreign Office Archives
1920–25.

Dispute Number: 9, 42
Countries: Great Britain vs. Portugal and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1930–7
Disputed Territory: The dispute centered on rival claims to islands

in the Rovuma river as well as the location of the boundary line
in the river. The British proposed that islands lying above the
confluence with the Domoni rivulet should belong to Tan-
ganyika while islands below that belong to the Portuguese. In
addition, the British asked for freedom of navigation for all
citizens along the Rovuma as well as fishing rights.

Outcome of Dispute: In a series of notes exchanged during 1936–7
the two countries settled claims to islands and the location
of the boundary line through mutual concessions on terms
similar to those originally proposed by the British.

Sources: Brownlie 1979; Great Britain Foreign Office Archives
1930, 1934–37; International Boundary Study (#39); McEwen
1971.

Dispute Number: 10
Countries: Comoros vs. France
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Years of Dispute: 1975–95
Disputed Territory: In 1975 Comoros attained independence

but a majority of the population of one of the Comoro is-
lands, Mayotte (about 220 square miles), expressed a de-
sire to remain a French dependency rather than be part of
an independent Comoros. Comoros, however, maintains that
Mayotte is part of its national territory, while the French gov-
ernment insists that the people of Mayotte have the right to
self-determination.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite opposition from the United Nations
Security Council and General Assembly, France has not al-
tered its policy of support for Mayotte’s continued status as a
French dependency.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Berringer 1995;Keesing’s 1975–95; Newitt
1984; Yearbook of the United Nations 1976–95.

Dispute Number: 11
Countries: Ethiopia/Italy vs. Great Britain/Kenya
Years of Dispute: 1919–43, 1945–70
Disputed Territory: Ethiopia claimed sovereignty over a small

section of territory along the border where the Gadaduma
and Gadama wells are located. In 1907 a border agreement
had established the border between Ethiopian and British
Kenya but a dispute subsequently arose over attempts to de-
marcate the border. As a result, Ethiopia disputed the loca-
tion of the boundary line in the areas where the wells were
located.

Outcome of Dispute: In several rounds of talks in the 1950s the
British were firm in maintaining that the disputed territory
remain a part of Kenya. Shortly before attaining independence
in 1963, however, the Kenyan government reached a partial
agreement to concede the Gadaduma wells to Ethiopia and,
in turn, Ethiopia conceded the Gadaduma wells to Kenya.
Further negotiations were held after independence and by June
1970 a comprehensive agreement was reached between Kenya
and Ethiopia.

Sources: Brownlie 1979; Great Britain Foreign Office Archives
1925–40, 1947–63; International Boundary Study (#152);
McEwen 1971; Taha 1983.

Dispute Number: 12
Countries: Ethiopia/Italy vs. Great Britain/Sudan
Years of Dispute: 1919–43, 1945–72
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Disputed Territory: Ethiopia contested sections of its northern and
southern border with Sudan. Earlier border agreements con-
cluded between Ethiopia, Britain, and Italy at the turn of the
century did not clearly establish the location of the border with
Sudan, and as a result Ethiopia disputed the border as early as
1909 with a focus on the territory of the Umbrega Triangle.

Outcome of Dispute: All outstanding territorial issues were settled
by an exchange of notes between the two governments in July
1972 in which Ethiopia accepted the existing borders of Sudan
with minor exceptions.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1968–72; Africa Research
Bulletin 1966–72; Brownlie 1979; Great Britain Foreign Office
Archives 1923–39; Shaw 1986; Taha 1983.

Dispute Number: 13, 23
Countries: Ethiopia vs. Italy and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–36
Disputed Territory: Both Ethiopia and Italy claimed territory in

the Ogaden, including the Walwal wells.
Outcome of Dispute: In December 1934 Ethiopian and Italian

forces confronted each other in limited armed clashes in the
area of the wells at Walwal. Negotiations followed with at-
tempts at mediation by outside parties. In October 1935, how-
ever, Italy invaded Ethiopia and by the spring of 1936 had
defeated Ethiopia bringing about an end to the dispute and
Ethiopia’s independence.

Sources: Baer 1967; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Brownlie
1979; Hardie 1974; International Boundary Study (#153);
Survey of International Affairs 1935 (vol. 2).

Dispute Number: 14
Countries: Ethiopia vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1924–36, 1945–9
Disputed Territory: Ethiopia sought the port of Zeila in order to

gain access to the Red Sea.
Outcome of Dispute: In 1949 Ethiopia secured access to Eritrean

ports through UN decisions and therefore decided to no longer
seek a port at Zeila.

Sources: Sellassie 1976; Spencer 1984.

Dispute Number: 15
Countries: Ethiopia vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1924–36
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Disputed Territory: Ethiopia sought access to the port of Djibuti
and an economic free zone around the port and a road from
the port to the interior of Ethiopia.

Outcome of Dispute: There was no settlement prior to Ethiopia’s
loss of independence in 1936 after its defeat in the war with
Italy and after Ethiopia’s sovereignty was restored the claim
was no longer pursued.

Sources: Sellassie 1976.

Dispute Number: 17
Countries: Gabon vs. Equatorial Guinea
Year of Dispute: 1972
Disputed Territory: Gabon claimed sovereignty over islands in

Corisco Bay.
Outcome of Dispute: A military confrontation over the disputed

islands erupted during August and September but mediation
efforts by November proved successful in resolving the dispute.
Gabon conceded sovereignty over the islands based on the
terms of a 1900 Franco-Spanish Treaty.

Sources:Africa Diary 1972;African Recorder 1972; Brownlie 1979.

Dispute Number: 18
Countries: Ghana vs. France/Ivory Coast
Years of Dispute: 1959–66
Disputed Territory: Under the regime of President Nkrumah,

Ghana sought to annex the Sanwi district in the south-eastern
section of the Ivory Coast.

Outcome of Dispute: Following the overthrow of President
Nkrumah in 1966, the new leadership of Ghana withdrew its
claim to the Sanwi district.

Sources: Thompson 1969; Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 19
Countries: Ghana vs. France/Togo
Years of Dispute: 1958–66
Disputed Territory: Ghana sought to annex Togo and unify the

two countries.
Outcome of Dispute: By mid-1966 the political leadership of

Ghana had decided to drop its efforts to incorporate Togo
into a larger unified country.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1964–66; Allcock 1992; Interna-
tional Boundary Study (#126); Shaw 1986; Thompson 1969;
Touval 1972.
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Dispute Number: 20
Countries: Italy vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–24
Disputed Territory: Italy claimed the territory of Jubaland along

the border of British Kenya and Italian Somaliland.
Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in June 1924 the

British cede large sections of Jubaland to Italy.
Sources: Brownlie 1979; Cassels 1970; International Boundary
Study (#134); L’Afrique Française 1920; Macartney 1938;
Survey of International Affairs 1924.

Dispute Number: 21
Countries: Italy vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1924–30
Disputed Territory: Italy sought to extend its colonial border

in Somaliland into a small northern section of British
Somaliland.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement signed in July 1930 Italy
accepts the existing boundary line but Britain in turn grants
grazing rights to tribes from Italian territory.

Sources: Bono 1979; Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1923–
29.

Dispute Number: 22
Countries: Italy vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–34
Disputed Territory: In 1919 at the Paris Peace Conference Italy

presented a claim to the Sarra Triangle along the border of
Libya and Sudan.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in July 1934 Britain
ceded the territory to Italy.

Sources: Albrecht-Carrie 1950; Brownlie 1979; Cassels 1970; In-
ternational Boundary Study (#10).

Dispute Number: 24
Countries: Italy/Somalia vs. Ethiopia
Years of Dispute: 1950–95
Disputed Territory: Somalia has sought self-determination for,

if not the annexation of, all Somali-inhabited areas of the
Ogaden region in Ethiopia. Prior to Somalia’s independence
in 1960, Italian governments maintained that the Italian
Somaliland border with Ethiopia was in dispute, but negotia-
tions with Ethiopia failed to settle the conflict and by the late
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1950s Somalian leaders were actively pressing their claims to
the Ogaden.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the conflict
over the Ogaden region. The OAU has consistently supported
the Ethiopian position, but several attempts at mediation have
proven unsuccessful. Intensified fighting in the Ogaden be-
tween rebels and Ethiopian forces occurred in 1982–3 and
Italian mediation efforts in the mid and late 1980s failed to
break the stalemate. Tensions were reduced with a joint agree-
ment signed in 1988 in which both sides demilitarize the
disputed region and stop supporting insurgency movements
against one another. The dispute has not been a source of
open conflict since civil war broke out in Somalia in 1990–1.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1968–90; Africa Research
Bulletin 1964–70; Allcock 1992; Farer 1979; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Shaw 1986; Yearbook of the United
Nations 1950–60.

Dispute Number: 25
Countries: Italy vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–43
Disputed Territory: Italy sought to annex the French colonial terri-

tory of what is now Djibouti for the primary reasons of gaining
access to its port and the Djibouti–Addis Ababa railway line.

Outcome of Dispute: In January 1935 France ceded a very small
piece of territory in Djibouti and sold some shares in the rail-
way to Italy. Italy, however, did not view this agreement as a
final settlement but France was not willing to make any further
concessions.

Sources: Flandin 1947; Macartney 1938; Shorrock 1988.

Dispute Number: 26
Countries: Italy vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1938–43
Disputed Territory: Italy presented claims to Corsica and border-

ing territory along the Libya–Tunisia border.
Outcome of Dispute: France refused to concede any territory to

Italy.
Sources: Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1938–39; Keesing’s
1938–39; Knox 1982; Shorrock 1988.

Dispute Number: 27
Countries: Lesotho vs. South Africa
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Years of Dispute: 1966–1995
Disputed Territory: Lesotho claims sovereignty over large sections

of territory within the Orange Free State and Natal and the
eastern Cape Province of South Africa.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no change in the positions of
each state in the dispute despite an improvement in relations
in the late 1980s.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Bardill and Cobbe 1985; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Butterworth 1976; International
Boundary Study (#143).

Dispute Number: 28
Countries: Liberia vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–60
Disputed Territory: Liberia had a long-standing dispute over its

border with French West Africa, claiming that the French had
unjustly annexed Liberian territory.

Outcome of Dispute: Shortly after the Ivory Coast’s independence
in August of 1960 the President of Liberia announced that all
of his country’s claims to the bordering territory of the Ivory
Coast had been withdrawn.

Sources: Brownlie 1979; International Boundary Study (#132);
L’Afrique Française, Renseignements Coloniaux 1928–29; Touval
1972.

Dispute Number: 29
Countries: Liberia vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–58
Disputed Territory: Liberia had a long-standing dispute over its

border with French West Africa, claiming that the French had
unjustly annexed Liberian territory.

Outcome of Dispute: Shortly after Guinea’s independence in
October 1958 the President of Liberia announced that all of
his country’s claims to the bordering territory of Guinea had
been withdrawn.

Sources: Brownlie 1979; International Boundary Study (#131);
L’Afrique Française, Renseignements Coloniaux 1928–29.

Dispute Number: 30
Countries: Madagascar vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1973–90
Disputed Territory: Madagascar has claimed sovereignty over the

French islands of Glorioso, Juan de Nova, Bassas da India,
and Europa.
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Outcome of Dispute: In the 1970s Madagascar attempted to mo-
bilize international support for its claims by pressing the is-
sue at the United Nations. The General Assembly took up
the question of the dispute at Madagascar’s request, and in
December 1979 a resolution was passed fully supporting
Madagascar’s claim. The French government, however, re-
jected the UN resolution in 1980 but after a decade of friendly
relations indicated its willingness in June 1990 to accept
United Nations resolutions, and, in return, Madagascar agreed
to compensate French companies nationalized in 1972.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1973–90; Allcock 1992;
Keesing’s 1975–90; Rabenoro 1986.

Dispute Number: 31
Countries: Malawi vs. Zambia
Years of Dispute: 1981–6
Disputed Territory: Malawi claimed the territory of Mwami along

its eastern province border with Zambia.
Outcome of Dispute: Zambia withdrew its claim to the territory in

August 1986.
Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1981–86; Africa Diary
1981–86; Allcock 1992; International Boundary Study (#147).

Dispute Number: 32
Countries: Mali vs. Mauritania
Years of Dispute: 1960–3
Disputed Territory: Mali claimed sovereignty over the Eastern

Hodh and territories along the western sector of the Maurita-
nian border (some 3,000 square miles), which had been ceded
to Mauritania by France in 1944. The territory in dispute was
largely desert and was sparsely populated.

Outcome of Dispute: A border agreement was reached in February
1963 in which Mauritania returned to Mali most of the terri-
tories ceded by France in 1944. In addition, it was agreed that
nationals from each country would be guaranteed nomadic
rights and the use of wells in the disputed areas.

Sources: Biger 1995; Butterworth 1976; International Boundary
Study (#23); Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 33
Countries: Mali vs. Burkino Faso
Years of Dispute: 1960–87
Disputed Territory: Since the independence of the two countries in

1960, Mali has claimed sovereignty over Burkino Faso territory
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(approximately 500 square miles) along the Beli river in the
Dori district.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite periodic negotiations throughout the
1960s and 1970s no resolution of the issue was achieved by the
end of 1982. In 1983 the dispute was taken up by the ICJ, but
a militarized confrontation occurred in December 1985 with
casualties on both sides. The ICJ issued a ruling in December
1986 evenly dividing the disputed territory between the two
countries, and the ruling was accepted by both countries in
1987.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1969–87; Africa Research
Bulletin, 1985–86; Allcock 1992.

Dispute Number: 34
Countries: Mauritius vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1976–95
Disputed Territory: Mauritius has claimed sovereignty over the

French-controlled island of Tromelin which is less than one
square mile and has little economic value.

Outcome of Dispute: The French rejected the Mauritius claim in
December 1976, and there has been no change in the posi-
tion of the opposing governments since then. Nevertheless,
cooperative economic and political relations between the two
countries have been maintained.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1976–95; Allcock 1992.

Dispute Number: 35
Countries: Mauritius vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1980–95
Disputed Territory: Under an agreement reached in 1965 Mauri-

tius recognized British sovereignty over Diego Garcia as part of
the British Indian Ocean Territory. By 1980, however, Mauri-
tius called for the return of Diego Garcia on the grounds that
Britain had violated an agreement not to allow military bases
on the island. Britain maintains that no such agreement on
military bases (involving the United States) was ever reached
and views the agreements of 1965 as valid and in force.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the disput-
ing claims. The Mauritius claim of sovereignty over the entire
Chagos Archipelago was formally endorsed by the OAU at a
Summit in June 1980, and in the following month the OAU
called for the demilitarization of Diego Garcia and its uncon-
ditional return to Mauritius. Periodic talks in the 1980s failed
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to resolve the dispute, and in 1992 and 1993 a newly elected
Mauritius government renewed its claim to the islands and
threatened to take the issue to the United Nations and the
ICJ.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1980–95; Allcock 1992.

Dispute Number: 36
Countries: Morocco vs. France/Mauritania
Years of Dispute: 1957–70
Disputed Territory: Morocco claimed sovereignty over all of Mau-

ritania, arguing that in the pre-colonial period Mauritania had
been a province of Morocco. As a result, Morocco withheld
recognition of Mauritania’s independence in 1960.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1969 Morocco formally recognized Mau-
ritania, and in June 1970 a treaty was signed in which Morocco
agreed to respect the territorial integrity of Mauritania.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Damis 1983, Keesing’s 1957–70; Touval
1972.

Dispute Number: 37
Countries: Namibia vs. South Africa
Years of Dispute: 1990–4
Disputed Territory: Namibia claimed the territory know as Walvis

Bay along with the Penguin Islands.
Outcome of Dispute: During negotiations in 1993 South Africa

agreed to cede all of the territories over a short period of time
and by March 1994 Walvis Bay and the islands were formally
under the control of Namibia.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–94;
International Boundary Study (#125); Simon 1996.

Dispute Number: 39
Countries: Nigeria vs. Cameroon
Years of Dispute: 1965–95
Disputed Territory: The dispute began in the 1960s with Nige-

ria claiming islands and bordering territories in the Bakassi
Peninsula and then in the 1990s conflicts emerged over the
boundary line in Lake Chad. Nigeria maintains that a 1913
agreement between Britain and Germany in which the Bakassi
Peninsula was ceded to Britain is not valid since the treaty was
not ratified.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite repeated rounds of talks and attempts
at negotiations, there has been no settlement of the dispute. In
1995 Cameroon sought to have the dispute submitted to the
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ICJ but Nigeria was unwilling to do so at that time (later in
1996 Nigeria did agree to submit the case to the ICJ).

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1965–95; Allcock 1992; Biger
1995; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Brownlie 1979;
Case Concerning the Land and Maritime Boundary Between
Cameroon and Nigeria; International Boundary Study (#92);
Joseph 1995.

Dispute Number: 43
Countries: Seychelles vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1976–95
Disputed Territory: Since its independence Seychelles has claimed

sovereignty over the French island of Tromelin.
Outcome of Dispute: France has refused to recognize Seychelles

claims to sovereignty and has established military bases on
Tromelin Island.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1976–95; Allcock 1992;Keesing’s
1976–95.

Dispute Number: 44
Countries: Somalia vs. Great Britain/Kenya
Years of Dispute: 1960–81
Disputed Territory: Somalia sought self-determination for, if not

the annexation of, the Somali-inhabited areas of the north-
eastern province of Kenya (approximately 50,000 square miles
of territory).

Outcome of Dispute: In the Arusha Agreement of October 1967,
mediated by the OAU, the two countries agreed to re-establish
cooperative and normal diplomatic relations. As a result, So-
malia did not actively press its claims against Kenya following
the agreement. The OAU supported Kenya’s position in the
dispute and successive Kenyan governments called upon So-
malia to renounce publicly its territorial claims. In September
1981 Somalia President Barre announced that his country had
no territorial ambitions against Kenya and that ethnic Somalis
in Kenya should be considered Kenyans. Since 1981 Somali
governments have not issued irredentist claims against Kenya.

Sources: Adar 1994; Africa Contemporary Record 1968–81; Africa
Research Bulletin 1965–81; Allcock 1992; McEwen 1971; Shaw
1986; Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 45
Countries: Somalia vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1960–77
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Disputed Territory: Somalia sought self-determination for, if not
the annexation of, Djibouti.

Outcome of Dispute: In declarations in December 1976 and Jan-
uary 1977 the Somali government stated its intention to rec-
ognize the independence and sovereignty of Djibouti and to
respect its territorial integrity after its attainment of indepen-
dence. Djibouti became independent in June 1977 and Soma-
lia carried through with its stated policy.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1968–77; Butterworth 1976;
Tholomier 1981; Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 46
Countries: Togo vs. Ghana
Years of Dispute: 1960–95
Disputed Territory: Togo has laid claim to Ghanaian territory

along their southern border populated by the Ewe tribe,
which comprises one of the predominant ethnic groups within
Togo.

Outcome of Dispute: Ghana has steadfastly refused to surrender
any of the territory claimed by Togo, but Togo has not aggres-
sively pressed its claims since the late 1970s. Relations during
the 1980s, however, were strained as a result of a series of
minor border incidents and political instability in both coun-
tries. Nevertheless, the territorial dispute did not re-emerge
as a source of open conflict. Bilateral relations have improved
since late 1991.

Sources: Africa Research Bulletin 1965–95; Allcock 1992; Interna-
tional Boundary Study (#126); Thompson 1969; Touval 1972.

Dispute Number: 47
Countries: Uganda vs. Tanzania
Years of Dispute: 1974–9
Disputed Territory: President Amin of Uganda laid claim to the

Kagera Salient along the border of Tanzania. Anglo-German
agreements signed in 1890 and 1914 had allocated the salient
to German East Africa (Tanzania).

Outcome of Dispute: Following the removal of Amin from power
following the war between Uganda and Tanzania in 1978–9,
the Ugandan government renounced the territorial claim to
the Kagera Salient.

Sources: Africa Contemporary Record 1974–79; Africa Research
Bulletin 1974–79; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; International
Boundary Study (#55).
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Dispute Number: 48
Countries: Zaire vs. Zambia
Years of Dispute: 1980–95
Disputed Territory: The dispute centers on a small area in and

around Lake Mweru, which is located along Zambia’s north-
ern border with Zaire. The area in dispute is referred to as the
Kaputa district.

Outcome of Dispute: It was announced in 1987, following several
rounds of talks, that the two countries had reached an agree-
ment on a general formula for eventually settling the dispute.
Further progress was reported in 1989–90 but a final settle-
ment has not been reached.

Sources:Africa Contemporary Record 1980–90;Africa Research Bul-
letin 1980–95; Allcock 1992; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95.
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Appendix E
Territorial disputes in Central Asia, the Far
East, and Pacific, 1919–1995

List of dispute cases

In this first section a summary list of territorial disputes in Central Asia,
the Far East, and the Pacific is presented. For each dispute information
is provided on: (a) the challenger and target with the former listed first,
(b) the first and last years of the dispute, and (c) a brief description of the
challenger’s territorial claims. For those disputes marked with an asterisk
both states are challengers and therefore the dispute is listed a second
time with the identity of the challenger and target reversed.
1. Afghanistan vs. British India 1919–21: Claim to border area north

of the Khyber Pass
2. Afghanistan vs. Iran∗ 1919–35: Claims along central border sector
3. Afghanistan vs. Pakistan 1947–95: Refusal to recognize Durand Line

and desire for incorporation of Pathan-populated territory
4. Afghanistan vs. Soviet Union 1919–46: Claims to Pendjeh, islands

in Amour and Pyandzh rivers, and disputes over river borders
5. Britain/India vs. France 1919–54: Initial dispute over territorial lim-

its of French enclaves and then call by India for France to relin-
quish all control over enclaves of Pondichery, Karikal, Mahe, and
Yanam

6. Cambodia vs. South Vietnam/Vietnam∗ 1954–85: Claim to sections
of land border at several points as well as islands in the Gulf of
Thailand

7. Cambodia vs. Thailand 1954–62: Claims to territory in and around
Preah Vihear

8. China vs. Afghanistan 1919–63: Claims along border in Pamir region
9. China vs. Bhutan 1979–95: Claims to small sections of border

10. China vs. Britain 1919–30: Call for return of leased territory of Port
Weihaiwei

11. China vs. Britain 1919–84: Call for termination of British control
and resumption of Chinese sovereignty over Hong Kong
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12. China vs. Britain/India 1919–62: Claims to bordering territory of
India along eastern and western sectors (UK is target 1919–46 and
India thereafter)

13. China vs. Britain/Burma 1919–60: Claims to small sections of border
in Yunnan (UK is target 1919–47 and Burma thereafter)

14. China vs. France 1919–45: Call for return of leased territory of Port
Kwangchou-wan

15. China vs. France/South Vietnam/Vietnam∗ 1932–95: Claims to
Paracel and Spratly Islands as well as small sections of land border
(France is target 1932–53 and South Vietnam 1954–75 and Vietnam
thereafter)

16. China vs. Japan 1919–45: Claims to leased territories in Shan-
tung (Kiaochaw Bay) and in Liaotung Peninsula (Port Arthur and
Dairen)

17. China vs. Japan 1951–95: Claim to the Senkaku Islands
18. China vs. Nepal∗ 1949–61: Claims to bordering territory along the

border with Tibet
19. China vs. Kazakhstan 1993–4: Claims along border
20. China vs. Kyrgystan 1993–5: Claims along border
21. China vs. Outer Mongolia 1946–62: Claims along border after China

recognizes Outer Mongolia as independent state
22. China vs. Pakistan 1947–63: Claims along border between Kashmir

and Xinjiang
23. China vs. Portugal 1919–75: Dispute over border location and then

claims to sovereignty over Macau
24. China vs. Soviet Union/Russia 1919–95: Call for revision of un-

equal treaties defining the length of the border from Central Asia
to Manchuria

25. China vs. Soviet Union 1948–55: Call for termination of Soviet base
rights at Port Arthur and withdrawal of Soviet forces

26. China vs. Tajikistan 1993–95: Claims along sections of border
27. France vs. Japan 1939–45: Claim to Spratly Islands following

Japanese occupation and annexation of the islands
28. France/South Vietnam/Vietnam vs. China∗ 1932–95: Claim to

Paracel and Spratly Islands (South Vietnam until 1975 and Vietnam
thereafter)

29. France vs. Thailand 1945–6: Claims to regain territories along border
with Laos and Cambodia that had been conceded to Thailand in
1941

30. India vs. China 1963–95: Call for restoring status quo along border
to pre-1962 war position
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31. India vs. Pakistan/Bangladesh∗ 1947–95: Claims to sections of
border including numerous small enclaves (Pakistan 1947–71 and
Bangladesh thereafter)

32. India vs. Pakistan 1947–8: Claims to Jammu and Kashmir following
independence

33. India vs. Pakistan 1947–8: Claims to Junagadh
34. India vs. Pakistan∗ 1947–68: Claims to Rann of Kutch
35. India vs. Portugal 1947–61: Call for Portugal to withdraw from Goa

and other enclaves
36. Indonesia vs. Netherlands 1950–62: Claim to West Irian
37. Indonesia vs. Malaysia 1980–95: Claims to islands of Sipadan and

Ligitan
38. Iran vs. Afghanistan∗ 1919–35: Claims along central border sector
39. Japan vs. China 1932–45: Claim to Manchukuo as an independent

state and desire to extend occupation further into Manchuria
40. Japan vs. France 1938–9: Claim to Spratly Islands
41. Japan vs. France 1941: Demand for the right to establish military

bases in southern Indo-China
42. Japan (Manchukuo) vs. Outer Mongolia 1935–40: Claims to border-

ing territory
43. Japan (Manchukuo) vs. Soviet Union 1935–45: Claims to bordering

territory and sovereignty of islands in disputed rivers
44. Japan vs. Soviet Union 1951–95: Claims to Kurile Islands
45. Malaysia vs. China 1979–95: Claim to Spratly Islands
46. Malaysia vs. Singapore 1980–95: Claim to Pedra Branca Island
47. North Korea vs. South Korea 1948–95: Call for unification of South

with North Korea
48. North Vietnam vs. South Vietnam 1954–75: Call for unification of

South with North Vietnam
49. Pakistan vs. India∗ 1947–68: Claims to Rann of Kutch
50. Pakistan vs. India 1947–95: Claims to Jammu and Kashmir following

independence
51. Pakistan/Bangladesh vs. India∗ 1947–95: Claims to enclaves along

border and small sections of the border
52. Portugal vs. India 1962–74: Refusal to recognize Indian annexation

of Goa and other enclaves and maintaining claim to sovereign rights
53. Nepal vs. China∗ 1949–61: Claims to territory along the border with

Tibet
54. Papua New Guinea vs. Australia 1974–8: Claim to islands along

coastline
55. Philippines vs. China 1971–95: Claim to Spratly Islands
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56. Philippines vs. Malaysia 1962–95: Claim to Sabah
57. Portugal vs. Indonesia 1975–95: Refusal to recognize Indonesian an-

nexation of East Timor and maintaining claims to sovereign rights
58. South Korea vs. Japan 1951–95: Claim to Takeshima Islands
59. South Vietnam/Vietnam vs. Cambodia∗ 1954–85: Claim to small

sections of land border at several points as well as islands in the Gulf
of Thailand (South Vietnam until 1975 and Vietnam thereafter)

60. Thailand vs. France 1919–41: Claims to boundary line and
sovereignty of islands in Mekong and then larger claims to territory
of Laos and Cambodia

61. Thailand vs. France/Cambodia 1949–53: Claims to territory in and
around Preah Vihear (France is target 1949–52 and Cambodia there-
after)

62. Thailand vs. Laos 1984–95: Claims to territory in the north along
Mekong and in Ban Rom Klao region

63. United States vs. Japan 1919–22: Dispute over Japan’s mandate rights
to Island of Yap

64. United States vs. Netherlands 1919–28: Claims to Palmas (Miangus)
Islands

65. Vanuata vs. France 1982–95: Claim to Matthew and Hunter
Islands

Case summaries of territorial disputes in Central Asia,
the Far East, and Pacific

In this section a short case history is provided for each of the disputes
listed in section one. In each summary information is presented on the
territorial claims of the states and the outcome of the dispute. Complete
citations for sources listed at the end of each case summary can be found
in the bibliography in section three.

Dispute Number: 1
Countries: Afghanistan vs. British India
Years of Dispute: 1919–21
Disputed Territory: Afghanistan contested a small section of the

British Indian border north of the Khyber Pass with the dispute
emerging in the late nineteenth century.

Outcome of Dispute: In a treaty signed in November 1921 the
dispute was settled on terms favorable to Britain.

Sources: Adamec 1974; British Command Paper, Nos. 324, 1786;
Lamb 1968; Prescott 1977; Sareen 1981; Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1925 (vol. 1).



400 The democratic peace and territorial conflict

Dispute Number: 2, 38
Countries: Afghanistan vs. Iran and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–35
Disputed Territory: The boundary between Iran and Afghanistan

was delimited in two different sections in the late nineteenth
century. The southern border was delimited in 1872 while in
1891 the northern border was delimited by the British at the
request of the two countries. The British, however, left a gap
in the middle sector of the border (about 250 miles) that was
left undefined and both countries disputed the boundary line
in this area.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1934 both countries agreed that Turkey
would act as an arbitrator and the Turkish award issued in
May 1935 was accepted by both countries and required mutual
concessions.

Sources: Adamac 1974; Biger 1995; Burrell 1997; International
Boundary Study (#6); Mclachlan 1994; Prescott 1977; Rezun
1981; Volodarsky 1994;

Dispute Number: 3
Countries: Afghanistan vs. Pakistan
Years of Dispute: 1947–95
Disputed Territory: Afghan governments have refused to accept

the boundary lines of its eastern border with Pakistan (the so-
called Durand Line established in 1893 and further developed
by agreements in 1905, 1921, and 1930) wherein Pathan tribes
are populated. Afghanistan has called for the incorporation
of all Pathan tribes within Afghanistan, including sections of
Pakistani territory, or an autonomous or independent state
of Pakhtoonistan. The Pakistani government has steadfastly
maintained that the Durand Line is not open to question.

Outcome of Dispute: Afghan governments had actively pursued
the dispute until the mid-to-late 1970s without any change
in Pakistan’s policy of refusing to discuss the issue. However,
as a result of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and
the subsequent civil war in Afghanistan, the territorial dispute
with Pakistan has not been a source of recent conflict.

Sources: Ahmed Dar 1986; Ali 1990; Boundary and Security
Bulletin 1993–95; Kaur 1985; Keesing’s 1947–95.

Dispute Number: 4
Countries: Afghanistan vs. Soviet Union
Years of Dispute: 1919–46
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Disputed Territory: Afghanistan disputed the border area of
Pendjeh along with islands and river borders in the region.
Afghanistan and Russia were almost brought to war as Russia
conquered the Panjdeh oasis and annexed Merv.

Outcome of Dispute: Afghan claims to islands in the Oxus river
were settled on favorable terms in 1926 but a comprehensive
settlement was not reached until 1946. In June of that year a
border treaty was signed which resolved all outstanding issues
on terms generally favorable to Afghanistan.

Sources: Adamac 1974; Dmytryshyn and Cox 1987;Great Britain
Foreign Office Archives 1934–36, 1945–46; Carr 1953; Interna-
tional Boundary Study (#26); Lamb 1968; Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1920–23; Volodarsky, 1994.

Dispute Number: 5
Countries: Great Britain/India vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–54
Disputed Territory: British India disputed the territorial limits

of the French enclaves of Pondicherry, Karikal, Mahe, and
Yanam. The French argued that sovereign rights over border-
ing areas, including many small islands, had been exercised
for many decades and that French sovereignty was recognized
in a convention signed in 1903. Britain argued that by the
treaties of 1814 and 1815 France was only entitled to the land
it held in 1792 and that the boundary lines as fixed in 1839
did not include the territories and islands claimed by France.
Furthermore, the British argued that the Anglo-French con-
vention of 1903 contained no reference to the islands. Once
India gained its independence it called for the complete with-
drawal of France from all of the enclaves.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1954 France yielded all rights to the en-
claves and recognized Indian sovereignty. The formal transfer
of control over all the enclaves was completed by 1962.

Sources: Butterworth 1976; Great Britain Foreign Office Archives
1928–54; Keesing’s 1949–1954.

Dispute Number: 6, 59
Countries: Cambodia vs. South Vietnam/Vietnam and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1954–85
Disputed Territory: The length of the common border between

Vietnam and Cambodia is approximately 760 miles long and
is based on treaties negotiated between France and Cambodia
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in the nineteenth century and from decrees issued by the Gov-
ernor General of Indochina during the period of French colo-
nial rule. South Vietnam and Cambodia, however, were unable
to reach an agreement on the delimitation of their border fol-
lowing their independence. As a result, several sections of the
border were in dispute, as was sovereignty over several islands
in the Gulf of Thailand, with both sides claiming territory of
the other. Disputes over the border existed in the following
areas: (1) in the Prek Binh Gi area in junction with Bassac,
(2) between Bassac and Mekong proper, (3) north-east of Loc
Ninh between Dak Jerman and Dak Huyt, (4) between Sre-
pok and the Se San, and (5) near the Laos tripoint. In most of
these areas Cambodia claimed Vietnamese territory populated
by sizeable Cambodian minorities. In the Gulf of Thailand,
Vietnam and Cambodia disputed sovereignty over the offshore
islands of Quan Phu Quoc and the smaller Wei Islands.

Outcome of Dispute: Following their invasion of Cambodia in
December 1977, Vietnamese forces assumed control over dis-
puted territory. An agreement was reached in February 1979
to begin negotiations on resolving the border dispute. In a se-
ries of agreements signed between 1982 and 1985 disputes
over the land border and islands were settled with Vietnam
generally accepting the definition of the border as provision-
ally established in 1954.

Sources: Amer 1997; Asian Recorder 1963–85; Pradhan 1987; St.
John 1998; Van Minh 1978, 1979.

Dispute Number: 7
Countries: Cambodia vs. Thailand
Years of Dispute: 1954–62
Disputed Territory: Following Cambodia’s independence a dis-

pute emerged over the Temple of Preah Vihear and surround-
ing territory. Cambodia called on Thailand to withdraw its
forces from their area and based its claims on the terms of
the1907 Franco-Siamese Treaty.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1959 Cambodia submitted the dispute to
the International Court of Justice. In June 1962 the ICJ ruled
that the territory belonged to Cambodia. Thailand objected
to the ruling but then accepted and in 1963 Cambodia took
possession of the Temple and surrounding territory.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#40);
Keesing’s 1954–62; Leifer 1962; Prescott 1975; Smith 1965;
St. John 1998.



Appendix E 403

Dispute Number: 8
Countries: China vs. Afghanistan
Years of Dispute: 1919–63
Disputed Territory: The eastern border of Afghanistan with China

in the Wakhan valley – forty-seven miles in length – had never
been carefully delimited by the British following the 1895
treaty with Russia that established the valley as the border.
In the early twentieth century Chinese governments advanced
claims to much of the mountainous Pamir region along this
ill-defined border, and those claims were maintained by the
new communist government after it came to power in 1949.

Outcome of Dispute: The Chinese did not pursue their claims for
decades but finally sought a settlement following an improve-
ment in relations in the early 1960s. A November 1963 agree-
ment fully delimited the border between the two countries on
terms favorable to Afghanistan and in accord with the provi-
sions of the 1895 treaty that originally established the border.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1963; Biger 1995; Hyer 1990; Interna-
tional Boundary Study (#89); Prescott 1977.

Dispute Number: 9
Countries: China vs. Bhutan
Years of Dispute: 1979–95
Disputed Territory: The border between the two countries extends

for about 300 miles and China lays claim to small sections of
territory at several points.

Outcome of Dispute: Multiple rounds of talks have been held since
1984 with both parties expressing an interest in a friendly set-
tlement. Nevertheless, no final resolution of the dispute has
been achieved.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Day 1987; Hyer
1990. Keesing’s 1979–95.

Dispute Number: 10
Countries: China vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–30
Disputed Territory: In 1919 China called for the return of all terri-

tories that had been leased to foreign powers, which included
Port Weihaiwei controlled by the British.

Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations began in the early 1920s and
an agreement was reached in October 1930 in which Britain
terminated its lease and full Chinese sovereignty was restored.

Sources: China Handbook 1924–31; Lane 1990; Pollard 1933;
Survey of International Affairs 1920–23, 1925 (vol. 2), 1930.
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Dispute Number: 11
Countries: China vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–84
Disputed Territory: In 1919 at Versailles China called for the

restoration of its full sovereignty over all territories lost as a
result of leases and unequal treaties. While Britain was willing
to negotiate with China over Port Weihaiwei (dispute number
10) it rejected talks on the status of Hong Kong and the New
Territories throughout the inter-war period. After World War II
China maintained its position that Hong Kong should be re-
stored to China but did not press for immediate negotiations.

Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations began in 1982 and by the end
of 1984 an agreement was reached that Hong Kong would be
returned to China by July 1997.

Sources: Cottrell 1993; Lane 1990; Roberti 1984.

Dispute Number: 12
Countries: China vs. Britain/ India
Years of Dispute: 1919–62
Disputed Territory: In 1913 Britain attempted to delimit the bor-

der between India and China at the Simla Conference. An
agreement was reached on what has become known as the
“McMahon Line” but when the Chinese representative at the
conference presented the terms of the agreement to the Chi-
nese government in Beijing, the McMahon Line was rejected
and the boundary was considered to be still undefined. The
British, however, maintained that the border agreement signed
at the conference was valid and that the McMahon Line estab-
lished much of the new border. The Chinese government did
not actively pursue its claims during the inter-war period while
Britain attempted to conclude border agreements with Tibetan
authorities. After World War II the dispute persisted as the new
communist regime in China continued to reject the McMahon
Line while Indian leaders insisted that the question of the
boundary was settled by the agreements reached in 1913.

Outcome of Dispute: After the failure of negotiations over several
years and many low level military confrontations along the bor-
der, China and India fought a short war in late 1962 in which
the Indian army was defeated. As a result of its military vic-
tory China established a new de facto border that corresponded
closely to the boundary line that its leaders had proposed in
prior negotiations.
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Sources: Bhim 1988; Heimsath 1971; Hoffman 1990; Hyer 1990;
Jetly 1979; Keesing’s 1954–62; Maxwell 1970; Rowland 1967;
Sharma 1971; Survey of International Affairs 1956–60; Tzou
1990; Whiting 1975.

Dispute Number: 13
Countries: China vs. Great Britain/Burma
Years of Dispute: 1919–60
Disputed Territory: China disputed the British definition of the

boundary line in two different sections of the far south-eastern
border with Burma dating back to the late nineteenth cen-
tury. In the inter-war period numerous rounds of negotiations
were held and substantial progress towards a settlement was
achieved by 1941. After World War II the dispute persisted
with China directly negotiating with the Burmese government.

Outcome of Dispute: A final settlement was reached in a
January 1960 agreement which required both sides to make
mutual concessions. The terms of the agreement closely fol-
lowed those negotiated back in 1941.

Sources: Biger 1995; China Handbook 1950; Great Britain Foreign
Office Archives 1919–41; Hinton 1958; Hyer 1990; Interna-
tional Boundary Study (#42);Keesing’s 1941–60; Prescott 1975;
Tzou 1990; Whittam 1961; Woodman 1962.

Dispute Number: 14
Countries: China vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–45
Disputed Territory: China desired that the Port of Kwangchou-

wan to be returned from France. In 1919 at Versailles China
first stated that it wanted all territory returned from foreign
leases. In 1921 at the Washington Conference China again
called for the return of the port and France countered that
it would terminate the lease only if other powers with leases
would do the same.

Outcome of Dispute: In an agreement reached in August 1945
France terminated its lease and Chinese sovereignty was
restored over the port.

Sources: China Handbook 1937–1945; Pollard 1933; Survey of
International Affairs 1920–23.

Dispute Number: 15, 28
Countries: China vs. France/South Vietnam/Vietnam and vice

versa
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Years of Dispute: 1932–95
Disputed Territory: The land and sea border between China and

French territories in Asia were first delimited in 1887 and then
again in 1895 but the agreements reached at that time became
a source of dispute beginning in the 1930s. In 1932–3 France
sought to establish sovereignty over the offshore islands of the
Paracel and Spratlys but China rejected these claims. When
France withdrew from Indochina, South Vietnam took up the
claim to the disputed islands and with the collapse of South
Vietnam in 1975 the islands dispute was carried on between
China and Vietnam. A dispute has also existed over several
small sections of the land border between China and Vietnam.
It seems that China had expressed reservations about the land
border to North Vietnam as far back as the 1950s but the
dispute over conflicting claims was not actively pursued until
the late 1970s.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement of either the
land border dispute or of the conflicting claims to the offshore
islands despite periodic negotiations since the late 1970s.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1980–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Cheng 1986; Dzurek 1996; Englefield 1994; Gilks
1992; Hyer 1995; Lawson 1984; Lo 1989; Long 1991; Ross
1988; Samuels 1982; St. John 1998; The Hoang Sa and Trong
Sa Archipelagoes; Thomas 1989; Tiet 1994; Valencia 1995.

Dispute Number: 16
Countries: China vs. Japan
Years of Dispute: 1919–45
Disputed Territory: Beginning at Versailles in 1919 China sought

the return of the leased territories of Kiaochaw Bay in
Shantung as well as Port Arthur and Dairen in the Liaotung
Peninsula from Japan.

Outcome of Dispute: In February 1922 Japan agreed to return
Kiaochaw Bay to Chinese control but refused to negotiate the
return of either Port Arthur or Dairen. With Japan’s defeat in
World War II their control over Port Arthur and Dairen came
to an end.

Sources: Pollard 1933; Survey of International Affairs 1920–34.

Dispute Number: 17
Countries: China vs. Japan
Years of Dispute: 1951–95
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Disputed Territory: China disputes Japanese sovereignty over the
Senkaku Islands. Japan claims that China accepted Japanese
annexation of the islands in the 1895 peace treaty and in the
peace treaties signed after World War II there is no commit-
ment to restore Chinese sovereignty over the islands. China
counters that the 1895 peace treaty did not transfer sovereignty
over the islands to Japan and that with its defeat in World
War II Japan renounced all claims to overseas territories.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no formal settlement of the
dispute. In the negotiations leading to the 1978 Peace treaty
between the two countries the dispute over the islands was put
on hold by the Chinese to avoid conflict but the Chinese have
not renounced their claim of sovereign rights.

Sources: Deans 1997; Dzurek 1998; Eto 1980; Hiramatsu and
Okonogi 1997; Jain 1981; Kenkyujo 1970; Kim 1990; Makino
1998; Ozaki 1972; Tretiak 1978.

Dispute Number: 18, 53
Countries: China vs. Nepal and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1949–61
Disputed Territory: The dispute centered on the lack of a clearly

defined border. As a result, both governments advanced op-
posing interpretations of where the 670-mile border between
Tibet and Nepal was located. Several treaties were negotiated
between Nepal and Tibet in the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. However, the boundary lines established in the treaties
were often unclear or contradictory. As a result, both countries
advanced claims to the territory of the other along the border in
twenty different sectors, including Rasua, Kimathauka, Nara
Pass, Tingribode, Mt. Everest, and the Nelu River.

Outcome of Dispute: Border talks were initiated in late 1959, and
by October 1961 a border pact was signed settling all outstand-
ing issues. Most of the disputes were settled in favor of Nepal.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1959–61; Biger 1995; Hyer 1990; Inter-
national Boundary Study (#50); Muni 1973; Prescott 1975.

Dispute Number: 19
Countries: China vs. Kazakhstan
Years of Dispute: 1993–94
Disputed Territory: China sought changes along the border of

Kazakhstan that were based on its long-standing claims against
the former Soviet Union (see dispute number 24).
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Outcome of Dispute: In April 1994 a border agreement was signed
which settled all points of dispute through mutual concessions.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1993–94; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–94.

Dispute Number: 20
Countries: China vs. Kyrgystan
Years of Dispute: 1993–5
Disputed Territory: China sought limited changes along the bor-

der of Kyrgystan that were based on its long-standing claims
against the former Soviet Union (see dispute number 24).

Outcome of Dispute: Several rounds of negotiations were held from
1993–5 with progress reported but no settlement.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1993–94; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–94.

Dispute Number: 21
Countries: China vs. Outer Mongolia
Years of Dispute: 1946–62
Disputed Territory: In 1946 China recognized the Mongolian Peo-

ple’s Republic but the boundary line between the two countries
was not delimited with approximately 1,000 of the 2,900-mile
border in dispute.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1962 a border agreement was
signed that settled all outstanding issues with China conceding
most of its claims to bordering territory.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1960–62; Friters 1949; Hyer 1990;
Prescott 1975; Tang 1959; Tzou 1990.

Dispute Number: 22
Countries: China vs. Pakistan
Years of Dispute: 1947–63
Disputed Territory: The territory centered on the 325-mile border

between Pakistani-controlled Kashmir and the Chinese region
of Xinjiang. Approximately 3,400 square miles were claimed
by China.

Outcome of Dispute: In late 1959 Pakistan announced its willing-
ness to consult on the boundary question and over the next
four years talks were held. An agreement was signed between
the two governments in March 1963 dividing up the disputed
territory. A protocol to the agreement was added in March
1965.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1959–63; International Boundary Study
(#85); Rais 1977; Syed 1974.
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Dispute Number: 23
Countries: China vs. Portugal
Years of Dispute: 1919–75
Disputed Territory: In 1887 the Lisbon Agreement gave Portugal

exclusive rights to govern Macau but problems of delim-
iting the border emerged by the early twentieth century.
After World War II the Chinese government claimed sover-
eignty over Macau which Portugal rejected but China did not
actively press for negotiations on the future of Macau.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute came to an end during 1975
when the recently established Portuguese government re-
nounced its claim to Macau as a colony. At this point, the only
question that remained was when Macau would be restored to
Chinese control.

Sources: Cohen and Chiu 1974; Cottrell 1993; Kao 1980; Lane
1990; Shipp 1997; Tung 1970.

Dispute Number: 24
Countries: China vs. Soviet Union/Russia
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Chinese calls for revisions in its border with

the Soviet Union date back to the early twentieth century.
The Chinese position has been that the treaties defining
the border (signed in the mid and late nineteenth century)
are “unequal” and therefore subject to renegotiation. Chinese
claims to Soviet territory amounted to over 500,000 square
miles. Initially, the Soviets indicated a willingness to revise the
border but preliminary negotiations broke down by the early
1920s and China did not press for border revisions for the re-
mainder of the inter-war period. After World War II commu-
nist China did not press its territorial claims against the Soviet
Union during the 1950s but by the early 1960s the dispute was
a primary source of conflict between the two countries. China
had disputes with the Soviets (now Russia) in the Far East-
ern sector along the border between Manchuria and Eastern
Siberia, and in the Central Asian sector between Xinjiang and
the (former) Soviet Republics of Khazakhstan, Kirghizia, and
Tajikistan.

Outcome of Dispute: Periodic rounds of talks were held from
1964–82 between the two governments without any substantial
progress. In 1986 the Soviet leader Gorbachev indicated that
his country was willing to make some concessions and further
talks were held. In 1991 the Soviets made several concessions
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to China in the Far Eastern sector, including the transfer of
Damansky Island and the Amur, Argun, and Ussuri rivers and
subsequent agreements have also been reached during 1992–4.
Nevertheless, disputes persist over islands in the eastern sector
as well as small sections of the more western sector of the bor-
der. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, Chinese territorial
claims in the central sector are now the subject of negotia-
tions with Kazakhstan, Kirghizia, and Tajikistan (see disputes
numbers 19, 20, 26). Thus, a comprehensive settlement will
require agreements with each of these states.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1960–95; Biger 1995; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Cheng 1957, 1972; Ginsburgs and
Pinkele 1978; Hyer 1990; Jones 1985; Keesing’s 1960–95;
Leong 1976; Tsui 1983; Wei 1956; Weigh 1928; Wun 1976.

Dispute Number: 25
Countries: China vs. Soviet Union
Years of Dispute: 1946–55
Disputed Territory: In 1945 the Sino-Soviet Treaty decreed that

Port Arthur in Manchuria would be a naval base for “joint
use” for the USSR and China and Port Dairen was decreed a
free port to all countries for shipping trade. Half of the port
installations were to be leased to the Soviet Union although ad-
ministration of the port would be left to China. The Soviets,
however, continued to occupy both ports preventing the Chi-
nese from exercising any control. In 1948 China called for
the withdrawal of Soviet forces from the two ports and argued
that the 1945 treaty was no longer valid because of Soviet
violations.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached in early 1950 for
the Soviets to begin withdrawing from the ports but it was not
until mid-1955 that the Soviets had fully withdrawn from the
two ports, allowing the Chinese to resume full control.

Sources: China Handbook 1950; Wei 1956.

Dispute Number: 26
Countries: China vs. Tajikistan
Years of Dispute: 1993–5
Disputed Territory: China has sought changes along the border of

Tajikistan that were based on its long-standing claims against
the former Soviet Union (see dispute number 24).
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Outcome of Dispute: Several rounds of negotiations have been held
with progress reported but no settlement had been reached by
the end of 1995.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1993–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95.

Dispute Number: 27
Countries: France vs. Japan
Years of Dispute: 1939–45
Disputed Territory: During 1932–3 France had claimed control

over the Spratly Islands but Japan had refused to recognize
the French claim to sovereignty over the islands. In March
1939 Japan occupied and claimed sovereignty over the Spratly
Islands. France refused to recognize the Japanese claim and
called for Japan to withdraw.

Outcome of Dispute: Japan refused to withdraw from the islands
but following its defeat in World War II French control over
the islands was restored.

Sources: Iriye 1991; Kenkyujo 1970 (vols. 22, 26, 28); Nakamura
1990; Shinobu 1988.

Dispute Number: 29
Countries: France vs. Thailand
Years of Dispute: 1945–6
Disputed Territory: In 1941 Thailand, with the support of Japan,

secured an agreement with France that required the French
to concede large amounts of territory that it had previously
gained in 1893, 1904, and 1907 (see dispute number 60).
With World War II coming to an end in the Pacific, France
called for Thailand to return all of the territories it had gained
in 1941.

Outcome of Dispute: Thailand was forced to concede all of the
territorial gains it had made in 1941 in the Washington Treaty
signed in November 1946.

Sources: Hammer 1954; Santaputra 1985; St. John 1998; Wyatt
1984.

Dispute Number: 30
Countries: India vs. China
Years of Dispute: 1963–95
Disputed Territory: Following India’s defeat in the border war

in the fall of 1962 and the loss of territory to China (see
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dispute number 12), Indian governments have maintained
the position that the McMahon Line remains the legitimate
border between the two countries and that China must with-
draw from all territories that it has occupied since the war.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement despite peri-
odic talks.

Sources:AsianRecorder 1963–1995;Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Hyer 1990; Jetly 1979;Keesing’s 1963–1995; Sandhu
1988; Tzou 1990.

Dispute Number: 31, 51
Countries: India vs. Pakistan/Bangladesh and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1947–95
Disputed Territory: At the time of their independence in 1947

many sections of the border between India and East Pakistan
were not clearly defined. One of the most difficult issues in
drawing a boundary line was how to treat hundreds of small
enclaves on either side of the border. A border commission was
established as early as 1948 to try and deal with the problems
and negotiations have been held periodically for decades.

Outcome of Dispute: Several agreements have been reached on
small sections of the border and enclaves since the late 1950s
but disputes persist over a number of remaining enclaves and
sections of the border.

Sources: Gupta 1969; Jha 1972;Keesing’s 1947–95; Prakhar 1987;
Prescott 1977; Razvi 1971; Saksena 1987; Shukla 1984.

Dispute Number: 32, 50
Countries: India vs. Pakistan and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1947–95
Disputed Territory: At the time of independence the political

and territorial status of Kashmir was uncertain because the
Maharajah had not made a decision whether to join either
state or seek independence for Kashmir as well. Both India and
Pakistan desired the incorporation of Kashmir into their na-
tional territories. Fighting between the army of Kashmir and
Muslim rebel forces was already underway at the time of in-
dependence and this armed confrontation escalated with the
intervention of regular armed forces from both India and
Pakistan.

Outcome of Dispute: By late 1948 a fragile ceasefire existed but
India had taken control of nearly two-thirds of Kashmir and
a de facto partition of Kashmir had been established. Pakistan
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was deeply opposed to the new established line of control in
Kashmir and therefore has sought to overturn the new sta-
tus quo whereas India was generally satisfied with the parti-
tion of Kashmir on such favorable terms. As a result, after
1948 Pakistan has been the challenger to the status quo in
Kashmir, calling for the withdrawal of Indian military forces
and the holding of a plebiscite. India in contrast has sought
to preserve the territorial gains it achieved in the fighting of
1947–8 and has rejected calls for a plebiscite or withdrawing its
forces from Kashmir. Since 1948 the dispute over Kashmir has
escalated into military conflicts on many occasions and numer-
ous rounds of negotiations have been held but no resolution
has been achieved.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1955–95; Biger 1995; Bindra 1981;
Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Gupta 1966;Keesing’s
1947–95; Prakhar 1987; Wirsing 1994, 1998.

Dispute Number: 33
Countries: India vs. Pakistan
Years of Dispute: 1947–8
Disputed Territory: The territory of Junagadh had not signed the

Instrument of Accession to India or Pakistan by the required
date of 15 August 1947. The princely state was ruled by a
Muslim leader but was 80 percent Hindu and did not have
any contiguous land border with Pakistan. On 17 August
1947 Janagadh declared its accession to Pakistan which India
strongly opposed.

Outcome of Dispute: India responded to the accession announce-
ment by trying to pressure the Muslim leadership to reverse
the decision. When that failed military pressure was applied
and by November Indian forces had effectively occupied the
state. Pakistan strongly denounced the actions of India but
was not capable of a direct military response in the disputed
territory. A plebiscite in February 1948 (the results were
clearly in favor of union with India) effectively settled the
dispute.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Keesing’s 1947–48.

Dispute Number: 34, 49
Countries: India vs. Pakistan and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1947–68
Disputed Territory: Both Pakistan and India contested where the

boundary line was to be drawn for a section of the border in the
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Rann of Kutch. The areas in contention totaled some 3,500
square miles.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute was settled in February 1968
by a ruling of the Indo-Pakistan Western Boundary Case Tri-
bunal. In the award almost all of the disputed territory (about
90 percent) went to India and both states accepted the ruling.

Sources:Asian Recorder 1968; Gupta 1969; International Boundary
Study (#86); Jha 1972; Razvi 1971; Saksena 1987.

Dispute Number: 35
Countries: India vs. Portugal
Years of Dispute: 1947–61
Disputed Territory: Following its independence, India advanced

claims to several Portuguese port enclaves situated along the
Adriatic Sea – Goa, Damao, and Diu.

Outcome of Dispute: In December 1961 Indian forces successfully
invaded the Portuguese territories, and shortly thereafter the
territories were incorporated into India.

Sources: Butterworth 1976; Keesing’s 1948–61; Lawrence 1963;
Rubinoff 1971.

Dispute Number: 36
Countries: Indonesia vs. Netherlands
Years of Dispute: 1950–62
Disputed Territory: Following its independence in 1949, Indonesia

called for the complete incorporation of New Guinea (or West
Irian as named by Indonesia) within its national territory. The
Dutch maintained that the population had the right to self-
determination and therefore would not permit Indonesia to
incorporate West Irian.

Outcome of Dispute: By 1961 the dispute had escalated to armed
conflict short of war. In August 1962 a settlement was reached
between the two governments in which it was agreed that In-
donesia would assume administrative control over the territory
in 1963, and self-determination for the local population would
be exercised by the end of 1969.

Sources: Agung 1973; Asian Recorder 1955–1962; Keesing’s 1950–
1962; Leifer, 1983; Palmier 1962; Pluvier 1965; Reinhardt
1971; Weistein 1976.

Dispute Number: 37
Countries: Indonesia vs. Malaysia
Years of Dispute: 1980–95
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Disputed Territory: Indonesia and Malaysia have four sections to
their maritime boundaries: (1) tri-junction with Thailand to
the tri-junction with Singapore off the western entrance of
the Johor Strait; (2) tri-junction with Singapore to the tri-
junction with Vietnam; (3) this section extends northward into
the South China Sea from Tandjung Datu; and (4) the east-
ern terminus of their land boundary on Borneo and reaches
into the Celebes Sea. The first three sections have been de-
limited but Indonesia claims sovereignty over two islands in
the Celebes Sea, Pulau Sipadan and Pulau Ligitan, that are
controlled by Malaysia. Indonesia argues that the Anglo-
Dutch Treaty of June 1891 established their claim to
sovereignty over the islands.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite periodic talks there has been no set-
tlement of the dispute.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1980–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Haller-Trost 1995; International Boundary Study
(#45).

Dispute Number: 39
Countries: Japan vs. China
Years of Dispute: 1932–45
Disputed Territory: In 1932 Japan began its occupation and ex-

pansion into Manchuria and shortly thereafter Japan estab-
lished Manchukuo. From 1933 onwards Japan continued to
seek further control over territory in areas along the borders
of Manchukuo and Inner Mongolia.

Outcome of Dispute: With Japan’s defeat in World War II Chi-
nese sovereignty was restored over all territories in Manchuria
and Inner Mongolia that had been controlled by Japan since
1932.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Cambridge History of
Japan (vol. 6); Morley 1983; Nish 1993; Survey of Interna-
tional Affairs 1932–37.

Dispute Number: 40
Countries: Japan vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1938–9
Disputed Territory: In 1917 a Japanese businessman established a

private company on the Spratly Islands. During 1932–3 France
established a claim to the islands but Japan requested that
France withdraw its claim to sovereign rights over the islands.
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Japan officially declared its own claims to sovereignty over the
islands in 1938.

Outcome of Dispute: In the spring of 1939 Japan occupied the
islands which France protests but does not counter with any
military response.

Sources: Iriye 1991; Kenkyujo 1970 (vols. 15, 22); Nakamura
1990; Shinobu 1988.

Dispute Number: 41
Countries: Japan vs. France
Year of Dispute: 1941
Disputed Territory: In 1941 Japan sought to establish military

bases and to station troops in French Indo-China in order
to prevent military supplies from being shipped to China.

Outcome of Dispute: Under the threat of war France in September
1941 agreed to allow Japan to occupy territory for purposes of
establishing military bases.

Sources: Hammer 1966; Morley 1983.

Dispute Number: 42
Countries: Japan (Manchukuo) vs. Outer Mongolia
Years of Dispute: 1935–40
Disputed Territory: By 1935 Japanese expansion into Manchukuo

and Inner Mongolia created border problems with Outer
Mongolia. Japan sought control over Dalai and Buyr lakes,
the Halhin river, and surrounding territories. Attempts were
made to settle the dispute through several rounds of talks and
the formation of border commissions.

Outcome of Dispute: In a July 1940 agreement the Japanese con-
cede on almost all of their territorial demands and recognize
Outer Mongolian sovereignty over the disputed areas.

Sources: Coox 1985; Friters 1949; Kenkyujo 1970 (vol. 15);
Kudo 1985; Prescott 1975.

Dispute Number: 43
Countries: Japan (Manchukuo) vs. Soviet Union
Years of Dispute: 1935–45
Disputed Territory: When Japan established Manchukou in 1932

it inherited China’s disagreement with the USSR over the bor-
der between Manchuria and the USSR which centered on the
Amur river as well as sections along the border in close proxim-
ity to Korea. Beginning in 1935 talks were held in an attempt
to settle the border disputes.
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Outcome of Dispute: There was no settlement of the dispute
through negotiations and with Japan’s defeat in World War
II the dispute came to end.

Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Coox 1977; Friters 1949;
Kenkyujo 1970 (vol. 15); Kudo 1985; Morley 1983.

Dispute Number: 44
Countries: Japan vs. Soviet Union
Years of Dispute: 1951–95
Disputed Territory: Japan has contested Soviet (now Russian)

occupation of a number of islands off the north-east coast
of Japan. The islands are the Habomai group along with
Shikotan, Kunashiri, and Etorofu, which were occupied by
Soviet forces at the very end of World War II. In the 1951
peace treaty (which the Soviet Union did not sign), Japan
accepted the loss of Sakhalin and the Kurile Islands, but
with the provision that the latter did not include Kunashiri,
Etorofu, Shikotan, or the Habomais. Japan claims sovereignty
over all of these islands but the Soviet Union maintained that
its sovereignty over the islands was established by agreements
reached with allied powers just prior to the end of World War
II. In total, approximately 3,000 square miles of territory are
in dispute.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the com-
peting claims, and Russia continues to control the disputed
islands. Under Soviet leader Gorbachev, talks were resumed
in 1986 and several rounds were subsequently held. Russian
troops began to withdraw from the islands in 1991 and agree-
ments were reached on fishing and travel rights in 1991–2.
During 1992–3 the possibility of Russia exchanging the is-
lands for large-scale economic aid from Japan was discussed
between the two countries but no such agreement has been
reached.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1960–95; Boundary and Security Bul-
letin 1993–95; Ishiwatari 1995; Jain 1981; Keesing’s 1960–95;
Kenkyujo 1970; Makino 1998; Tanaka 1993; Tomaru 1993;
Wada 1990.

Dispute Number: 45
Countries: Malaysia vs. China
Years of Dispute: 1979–95
Disputed Territory: Malaysia has claimed sovereignty over several

of the Spratly Islands that are located on its continental shelf.
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Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the dispute.
China proposed in 1990 the joint economic development of
the Spratlys but Malaysia has not expressed a strong interest
in the proposal.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1979–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Dzurek 1996; Englefield 1994; Hyer 1995; Keesing’s
1979–95; Thomas 1989; Tiet 1975; Valencia 1995.

Dispute Number: 46
Countries: Malaysia vs. Singapore
Years of Dispute: 1980–95
Disputed Territory: The dispute centers over Malaysian claims to

the Pedra Branca Island.
Outcome of Dispute: Periodic negotiations have been made but no

settlement has been reached.
Sources: Asian Recorder 1980–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Haller-Trost 1993; Prescott 1985.

Dispute Number: 47
Countries: North Korea vs. South Korea
Years of Dispute: 1948–95
Disputed Territory: North Korea has sought to create a single uni-

fied Korea (by the use of force if necessary) and for decades
has refused to recognize the independence of South Korea. In
June 1950 North Korea invaded South Korea in an attempt
at unification, which failed as a result of US and UN armed
intervention in support of South Korea. The present border is
a provisional line established by the 1953 armistice agreement,
which brought an end to the Korean War.

Outcome of Dispute: The two countries have held numerous
rounds of talks on reunification since the early 1970s without
a general settlement. An important step towards a settlement,
however, was taken when the two countries signed an “Agree-
ment on Reconciliation, Non-Aggression, and Exchanges and
Cooperation” in December 1991. In the accord North Korea
formally recognized South Korea, pledged not to attack South
Korea and to resolve all disputes peacefully, and agreed to pro-
mote economic, scientific, and cultural ties with South Korea.
Since 1992 further progress in implementing the 1991 accord
was blocked by the controversy over the potential development
of nuclear weapons in North Korea and the failure of North
Korea to permit full-scope inspections of nuclear facilities by
the International Atomic Energy Agency.
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Sources: Alexander 1986; Asian Recorder 1960–95; Blair 1987;
Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Cummings 1990;
Fehrenbach 1963; Keesing’s 1948–95; Oliver 1978.

Dispute Number: 48
Countries: North Vietnam vs. South Vietnam
Years of Dispute: 1954–75
Disputed Territory: The Geneva agreements of 1954 provisionally

split Vietnam into a northern and southern zone until reunifi-
cation could be achieved through national elections to be held
in 1956. The national elections, however, were not held and
South Vietnam disassociated itself from the 1954 agreements
for reunification. North Vietnam, however, continued to seek
the reunification of Vietnam and therefore did not accept the
independence of South Vietnam.

Outcome of Dispute: During the period from 1956 until late
1960 North Vietnam sought peaceful reunification with South
Vietnam. By the fall of 1960, however, North Vietnam de-
cided to support the Viet Cong armed struggle. By late 1964
regular armed forces of the North Vietnamese army were
infiltrating into South Vietnam and were preparing to en-
gage in direct combat with South Vietnamese and US forces.
The Vietnam War ended with the capture of Saigon in 1975,
and in 1976 a unified Vietnam under communist rule was
proclaimed.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1956–75; Keesing’s 1954–75; Thies 1980.

Dispute Number: 52
Countries: Portugal vs. India
Years of Dispute: 1962–74
Disputed Territory: Following its independence India advanced

claims to several Portuguese port enclaves situated along the
Adriatic Sea – Goa, Damao, and Diu. In December 1961
Indian forces successfully invaded the Portuguese territories
and shortly thereafter the territories were incorporated into
India. While Portugal did not resist with force the Indian inva-
sion, it did not recognize Indian sovereignty over the enclaves.

Outcome of Dispute: It was not until 1974, with the change of
regime in Portugal, that Indian sovereignty over the territories
was recognized by the Portuguese government.

Sources: Butterworth 1976; Keesing’s 1961–74; Lawrence 1963;
Rubinoff 1971.
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Dispute Number: 54
Countries: Papua New Guinea vs. Australia
Years of Dispute: 1974–8
Disputed Territory: Papua New Guinea claimed sovereignty over

several small islands in the Torres Straits.
Outcome of Dispute: In a treaty signed in December 1978 Australia

ceded the disputed islands to Papua New Guinea.
Sources: Prescott 1977, 1985; The Torres Straits Treaty.

Dispute Number: 55
Countries: Philippines vs. China
Years of Dispute: 1971–95
Disputed Territory: The Philippine government has claimed sev-

eral of the Spratly Islands, all of which China has claimed
sovereignty over since the 1930s. In 1956 the Philippine gov-
ernment indirectly laid claim to the islands, and in 1971
openly, and more formally, asserted its claim. In 1978 a
presidential decree annexed several islands to the Philippine
province of Palawan.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached between the two
governments in March 1979 to resolve the dispute “in a spirit
of conciliation and friendship,” but no formal settlement has
been concluded. Chinese proposals for the joint economic de-
velopment of the Spratly Islands have not been well received
by the Philippines. The Philippines has established a military
presence on several of the disputed islands and has actively
sought to develop oil deposits around the islands.

Sources: Asian Recorder 1971–95; Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Dzurek 1996; Englefield 1994; Hyer 1995; Keesing’s
1971–95; Samuels 1982; Tiet 1975; Thomas 1989; Valencia
1995.

Dispute Number: 56
Countries: Philippines vs. Malaysia
Years of Dispute: 1962–95
Disputed Territory: In 1961 Great Britain and Malaya began dis-

cussing plans for the formation of a Malaysian federation which
would include the territory of Sabah (North Borneo). The
Philippine government, however, in 1962 claimed sovereignty
over the territory itself on historical grounds.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1977 the Philippine government an-
nounced its intent to withdraw its claim to sovereignty over
Sabah, and subsequent Philippine governments have not
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renounced that policy. Several rounds of talks in the mid and
late 1980s were held between the two countries, and in August
1988 the Philippine Foreign Secretary stated that his country
was willing in principle to drop the claim. Nevertheless, no
formal settlement has been reached in which the Philippine
government has conclusively renounced its territorial claims.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Asian Recorder 1962–95; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Mackie 1974.

Dispute Number: 57
Countries: Portugal vs. Indonesia
Years of Dispute: 1975–95
Disputed Territory: Following the outbreak of civil war in East

Timor in August 1975, Indonesian armed forces intervened in
December, and by August 1976 East Timor was proclaimed
Indonesia’s twenty-seventh province. Portugal condemned
the Indonesian action, refused to accept Indonesian annex-
ation of East Timor, and has maintained its claims to East
Timor.

Outcome of Dispute: The United Nations condemned the Indone-
sian invasion and called for East Timor to be given the right
of self-determination. Indonesian leaders, however, continued
to insist that East Timor is a province of their country and de-
nied charges of widespread human rights abuses against the
local population and Fretilin resistance movement. Portugal,
in turn, has refused in several rounds of talks in the 1980s and
1990s to recognize Indonesian sovereignty and supports UN
resolutions for self-determination in East Timor.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Asian Recorder 1975–95; Boundary and
Security Bulletin 1993–95; Cranna 1994; Krieger 1997; Taylor
1990.

Dispute Number: 58
Countries: South Korea vs. Japan
Years of Dispute: 1951–95
Disputed Territory: South Korea has contested Japanese sovere-

ignty over the small group of islands known as Takeshima
(or Tak-do as named by the South Koreans). The islands are
located in the southern portion of the Sea of Japan, approxi-
mately equidistant between the two countries. Japan had for-
mally annexed the islands in 1905, but following World War II
South Korea challenged the legitimacy of the Japanese annex-
ation, claiming that it was an act of imperialism and therefore
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illegal and that Japan relinquished all rights to the islands after
its defeat in World War II.

Outcome of Dispute: Negotiations were held over the islands in the
1950s and 1960s with South Korea pressing for full sovereignty
over the islands while declining Japanese proposals for interna-
tional arbitration. An agreement, however, was reached in the
mid-1960s to neutralize the islands, and since the late 1970s
South Korea has exercised de facto sovereignty over the islands.
Nevertheless, Japan has not formally conceded sovereignty of
the islands to South Korea, and therefore the dispute has not
been officially settled.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Hiramatsu and Okonogi 1997; Kenkyujo
1970 (vols. 26, 28); Makino 1998; Tsukamato 1994.

Dispute Number: 60
Countries: Thailand vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–41
Disputed Territory: Following the signing of a border treaty in

1893 Thailand raised claims to islands in the Mekong and
where the boundary line was to be drawn along the river. In
addition, during the inter-war period Thailand called for the
return of several enclaves that had been ceded to France in
1904 and 1907.

Outcome of Dispute: By 1939 France sought to secure its position
in Indo-China by signing a non-aggression pact with Thailand.
Thailand would only sign the pact in return for territorial con-
cessions over the areas in dispute. The government in Paris was
willing to make the concessions but the colonial governors were
not and therefore no final settlement could be reached during
1939 and early 1940. By November of 1940 war broke out
between Thailand and France as Thailand pressed for conces-
sions. Confronted with the threat of Japanese intervention in
support of Thailand, France signed a border treaty in March
1941 that satisfied all of the territorial demands of Thailand
and restored all of the territories lost to France by the agree-
ments of 1893, 1904, and 1907.

Sources: Crosby 1945; Decoux 1949; Flood 1969; Levy and Roth
1941; Morlat 1995; Prescott 1975; Santaputra 1985; Sivaram
1941; Thompson 1941; Vadakarn 1941; Wyatt 1984.

Dispute Number: 61
Countries: Thailand vs. France/Cambodia
Years of Dispute: 1949–53
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Disputed Territory: Following the return in 1946 of the provinces
of Siem Reap and Battambang to France, Thailand raised a
claim to the ancient Khmer Temple of Preah Vihear and its
surrounding territory, arguing that the Franco-Siamese Treaty
of 1907 established that the Temple was within Thai national
territory.

Outcome of Dispute: Shortly before Cambodia’s independence in
1953 Thai military forces moved into the disputed territory
and established control.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#40); Leifer
1962; Prescott 1975; Smith 1965; St. John 1998.

Dispute Number: 62
Countries: Thailand vs. Laos
Years of Dispute: 1984–95
Disputed Territory: Thailand disputes two areas along its border

with Laos. The first centers on approximately twenty square
kilometers of territory along the northern border west of the
Mekong. The second area covers eighty square kilometers of
bordering territory between the Laos province of Sayaboury
and the Thai province of Phitsanuloke, referred to as Ban Rom
Klao.

Outcome of Dispute: Multiple rounds of talks were held between
1984 and 1988 with some limited progress reported. A border
commission was established during 1988 and surveys and in-
spections of the border areas were carried out during 1989–90
but no settlement has been reported.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Asian Recorder 1984–95; Biger 1995;
Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Ngaosyvathn and
Ngaosyvathn 1994; St. John 1998.

Dispute Number: 63
Countries: United States vs. Japan
Years of Dispute: 1919–22
Disputed Territory: In May 1919 the Council of Four awarded

mandate rights to Japan for the Yap Islands. The US protested
and maintained its own claim to mandate rights over the
islands.

Outcome of Dispute: In February 1922 the US signed an agree-
ment recognizing Japan’s mandate rights and in return Japan
agreed to permit the US to use communication lines located
on the island.

Sources: Buckingham 1983; Buell 1922; Ichiashi 1928.
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Dispute Number: 64
Countries: United States vs. Netherlands
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: In 1906 a US official visited Palmas Islands

and found a Dutch flag flying. In response the US protested
the Dutch presence and claimed that the island was under US
sovereignty.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1925 both states agreed to submit the
dispute to The Hague for arbitration. The Hague ruling in
April 1928 upheld the Dutch claim to sovereignty which the
US accepted.

Sources: Survey of International Affairs 1929; The Island of Palmas
Arbitration.

Dispute Number: 65
Countries: Vanuatu vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1982–95
Disputed Territory: The dispute over the Matthew and Hunter

Islands arose in 1982 when Vanuatu contested French
sovereignty. In 1976 the French had declared that the islands
were part of New Caledonia but Vanuatu has rejected the va-
lidity of this 1976 action.

Outcome of Dispute: In the early and mid-1980s relations between
the two countries suffered as a result of the islands dispute.
Relations have improved since 1988 but there has been no
resolution of the conflicting claims.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Asian Recorder 1982–95; Keesing’s
1982–95.
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Appendix F
Territorial disputes in North and South
America, 1919–1995

List of dispute cases

In this section a summary list is provided of territorial disputes in the
Americas. For each dispute information is presented as follows: (a) the
first state listed is the challenger while the second is the target, (b) the first
and last years of the dispute, and (c) a brief description of the challenger’s
territorial claims. For those disputes marked with an asterisk both states
are challengers and therefore the dispute is listed a second time with the
identity of challenger and target reversed.
1. Argentina vs. Britain 1919–95: Claim to Falkland Islands
2. Argentina vs. Chile 1919–95: Claims along Andean border in Palena

and Laguno del Desierto as well as islands in the Beagle Channel
3. Argentina vs. Paraguay∗ 1919–45: Claims to border along Pilcomayo

river
4. Argentina vs. Uruguay∗ 1919–73: Claims to islands in the Rio de la

Plata river and boundary line in the river
5. Bolivia vs. Argentina 1919–25: Claims along length of border
6. Bolivia vs. Chile 1919–95: Claims to provinces of Tacna and Arica
7. Bolivia vs. Paraguay 1919–38: Claims to border in Chaco Boreal

region
8. Brazil vs. Argentina 1919–27: Claims to boundary line along border-

ing rivers and islands
9. Brazil vs. Bolivia 1919–28: Claim to boundary line along bordering

rivers and islands
10. Brazil vs. Britain 1919–26: Claims along border of British Guyana
11. Brazil vs. Colombia∗ 1919–1928: Claims along border
12. Brazil vs. Paraguay∗ 1919–27: Claims to boundary line along bor-

dering Paraguay river and islands
13. Canada vs. Britain 1919–27: Claims to border with Newfoundland

in the Labrador Peninsula
14. Colombia vs. Brazil∗ 1919–28: Claim to small section along southern

section of border

432
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15. Colombia vs. Nicaragua∗ 1919–28: Claims to section of Mosquito
coastline and Corn Islands

16. Colombia vs. Peru∗ 1919–34: Claims to territory in Leticia and
Loreto regions

17. Colombia vs. United States 1919–28: Claim to Serrana Bank Islands
18. Colombia vs. Venezuela∗ 1919–24: Claims along southern section of

border including the La Goajira Peninsula
19. Cuba vs. United States 1959–95: Call for US withdrawal from mili-

tary base at Guantanamo
20. Dominican Republic vs. Haiti∗ 1919–35: Claims along length of

border
21. Ecuador vs. Peru∗ 1919–42: Claims to border in the Maranon

region
22. Ecuador vs. Peru 1950–95: Claims to border in the Maranon region
23. El Salvador vs. Honduras∗ 1919–92: Claims along border and to

islands in the Gulf of Fonseca
24. Guatemala vs. Britain 1936–95: Call for incorporating Belize as part

of Guatemala as well as claims to territory in order to gain outlet to
sea (UK is target until 1980 and Belize thereafter)

25. Guatemala vs. Honduras∗ 1919–33: Claims along length of border
26. Haiti vs. Dominican Republic∗ 1919–35: Claims along length of

border
27. Haiti vs. United States 1919–95: Claim to Navassa Island
28. Honduras vs. El Salvador∗ 1919–92: Claims to border and islands

in the Gulf of Fonseca
29. Honduras vs. Guatemala∗ 1919–33: Claim along length of border
30. Honduras vs. United States 1921–71: Claim to Swan Islands
31. Mexico vs. United States: 1919–63: Claims to El Chamizal along

Texas border
32. Mexico vs. France 1919–32: Claim to Clipperton Island
33. Nicaragua vs. Colombia∗ 1919–28: Claim to archipelago of San

Andreas and Providencia
34. Nicaragua vs. Colombia 1980–95: Claim to archipelago of San

Andreas and Providencia
35. Nicaragua vs. Honduras 1919–60: Claim to territory along eastern

section of the border
36. Nicaragua vs. United States 1969–70: Claim to Corn Island
37. Netherlands/Suriname vs. Britain/Guyana 1928–95: Claim to bor-

dering territory near the New River (Netherlands is challenger
1928–74 and Suriname thereafter, UK is target 1928–65 and Guyana
thereafter)
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38. Netherlands/Suriname vs. France 1919–95: Claim to bordering ter-
ritory of French Guiana near the Maroni river (Netherlands is chal-
lenger 1919–74 and Suriname thereafter)

39. Panama vs. Costa Rica 1919–41: Claim to border between
coridilleras and Caribbean Sea

40. Panama vs. United States 1923–77: Claims to restore full sovereignty
over the Canal Zone

41. Paraguay vs. Argentina∗ 1919–45: Claims to border along Pilcomayo
river

42. Paraguay vs. Brazil∗ 1919–27: Claims to boundary line along bor-
dering Paraguay river and islands

43. Peru vs. Chile 1919–29: Claims to Tacna and Arica
44. Peru vs. Colombia∗ 1919–34: Claims to territory in Leticia and

Loreto regions
45. Peru vs. Ecuador∗ 1919–42: Claims to border in Maranon region
46. United States vs. Canada 1973–95: Claims to Seal Island and North

Rock in the Gulf of Maine and Bay of Fundy
47. Uruguay vs. Argentina∗ 1919–73: Claims to islands in the Rio de la

Plata river and boundary line in the river
48. Uruguay vs. Brazil 1919–95: Claim to Brasilera Island and boundary

line in the Arroyo de la Invernda area
49. Venezuela vs. Britain 1919–42: Claim to the island of Patos
50. Venezuela vs. Britain/Guyana 1951–95: Claims to the Essequibo re-

gion (UK is target 1951–65 and Guyana thereafter)
51. Venezuela vs. Colombia∗ 1919–24: Claims along southern section of

border including the La Guajira Peninsula

Case summaries of territorial disputes in the Americas

In this section a case history is presented for each of the disputes listed in
section one. For each dispute information is provided on the territorial
claims of the states and the outcome of the dispute. At the end of each
case history is a list of sources and the complete citation for those sources
can be found in the bibliography in section three of this Appendix.

Dispute Number: 1
Countries: Argentina vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Argentina has disputed the British claim to

sovereignty over the Falkland Islands (or Malvinas) and their
dependencies which are located in the South Atlantic some
300 miles off the Argentine coastline since 1833. In the
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post-World War II period Argentina began actively pressing
its claim in 1965. The Argentine claim is based on geographic
proximity and occupation of the islands prior to 1833. Britain,
in turn, claims sovereignty as a result of its occupation of the
islands since 1833 and because the expressed preference of the
local population is to remain under British rule.

Outcome of Dispute: The conflicting claims to sovereignty over
the islands persist. Multiple rounds of negotiations were held
between the mid-1960s and the early 1980s but no settle-
ment was reached. In 1982 Argentina and Britain went to war
when Argentina attempted to seize the islands, but Argentine
military forces were compelled to withdraw after a successful
British counter-attack. Since 1982 there has been no change
in the position of either side on the basic issue of sovereignty
despite several rounds of talks. Trade relations, however, were
resumed between the two countries in the course of the mid-
1980s and since 1990 full diplomatic relations have been
restored and the two countries have cooperated on joint fishing
rights around the disputed islands.

Sources: Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Calvert 1982;
Child 1985; Davis 1977; Ireland 1938; Kinney 1989; Waldock
1948.

Dispute Number: 2
Countries: Argentina vs. Chile
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Three areas have been in dispute between the

two countries. The claims of Argentina have a long history that
can be traced back to each country’s independence from Spain
in the early nineteenth century. At the time of independence
the borders between the two former Spanish provinces in cer-
tain regions were only vaguely, or even inaccurately, defined
by treaties and agreements. As a result, the two newly inde-
pendent countries presented differing interpretations of where
their common border was located. Agreements signed in 1881
and 1902 failed to resolve disputes in three regions. The first
area of contention centered on a small strip of territory ap-
proximately forty-five miles in length along the north–south
Andean border referred to as the Palena region. The sec-
ond area centered on the Laguno del Desierto region along
the southern portion of the Andean frontier. The third and
most contentious area of dispute involved a group of small
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islands – primarily Picton, Nueva, and Lennox – at the south-
ern tip of the continent in the Beagle Channel.

Outcome of Dispute: The disputes over the Palena and the Laguna
del Desierto regions were not a source of open and acute con-
flict after the mid-1960s, when British arbitration helped re-
solve many of the disputes; a comprehensive settlement, how-
ever, was not reached over all of the disputed territory in each
region. It was not until August 1991 that an agreement was
signed between the two countries settling almost all points
of contention through mutual concessions, except for small
sections of the Laguna del Desierto. It was agreed, however,
that the remaining dispute in this region would be submitted
to a panel of judges from the OAS for a final decision. Both
countries submitted their claims to the panel in August 1993
and a ruling issued in the fall of 1995 on terms favorable to
Argentina settled the dispute. The dispute over islands in the
Beagle Channel, however, was resolved in November 1984 in
a Treaty of Peace and Friendship signed by the two countries.
A panel of former ICJ judges had issued a ruling in 1977 favor-
ing Chile, but Argentina refused to accept the panel’s decision.
Papal mediation eventually helped bring about an agreement.
In the 1984 treaty Argentina recognized Chilean sovereignty
over the disputed islands, but Chile did accept tight restric-
tions on its maritime rights to the Atlantic in close proximity
to the islands.

Sources: Barros 1970; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95;
Burr 1965; Butterworth 1976; Encina 1959; Espinosa Moraga
1969; Fitte 1978; Garrett 1985; International Boundary Study
(#101); Lagos Carmona 1966; Lanus 1984; Levene 1984;
Moreno 1961; Relaciones Chileno-Argentinas, La Controversia
del Canal Beagle; Sepulveda, 1960.

Dispute Number: 3, 41
Countries: Argentina vs. Paraguay and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–45
Disputed Territory: Argentina and Paraguay disputed sections

of their border which had originally been established by the
Spanish under colonial rule. Several treaties, dating back to
1811, had been signed in attempts to settle the border dispute.
In 1856 Argentina recognized Paraguayan independence and
sovereignty but no agreement was reached on a final adjust-
ment of the disputed sections of the border. Paraguay chal-
lenged Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay in the War of Triple
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Alliance (1866–70). This war was concluded with a border
treaty that was signed by the disputants in 1875 but was re-
jected by Paraguay. In an 1876 border treaty, Paraguay relin-
quished its claim to Misiones and Chaco between the Pilco-
mayo and Tenco-Bermego rivers in exchange for sovereignty
over northern Chaco Boreal between the Bahia Negra and
Verde river. The question of disputed sovereignty over the
Chaco Boreal between the Verde and Pilcomayo rivers was
submitted to US arbitration. In 1878 President Hayes awarded
the entire area south of the main branch of the Pilcomayo river
to Paraguay but problems arose in interpreting the award. In
1905 Argentina and Paraguay signed an agreement, which was
modified in 1907, for a committee to study the border at the
Pilcomayo river. The committee report was the focus of talks
in the 1920s but no further efforts towards settling the dispute
were taken until 1939.

Outcome of Dispute: On 1 June 1945 the Supplementary Treaty
of Definitive Boundaries was signed by the two countries.
The treaty delimited the border in Pilcomayo between Punto
Horqueta and Salto Palmer, where no fixed water course ex-
isted. The treaty was ratified by both countries shortly there-
after in 1945 (Argentina in July and by Paraguay in August).

Sources: Biger 1995; Davis 1977; International Boundary Study
(#166); Ireland 1938; Keesing’s 1945; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 4, 47
Countries: Argentina vs. Uruguay and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–73
Disputed Territory: The Uruguay river and the Rio de la Plata

were considered to form in principle the boundary between
Argentina and Uruguay since the preliminary Peace Conven-
tion of August 1828 that was signed by the two countries. A
treaty to delimit the boundary was signed in September 1916
but neither country ratified the agreement. The dispute cen-
tered on exactly where the boundary between the two coun-
tries should be located along the Rio de la Plata river, including
sovereignty over several islands and rights to oil deposits under
the river. Uruguay’s position was that the boundary should be
located at the geographic center of the river, while Argentina
insisted that the boundary should follow the deep channel.

Outcome of Dispute: A partial agreement was reached in April
1961 when a treaty was signed allocating islands between the
two countries in the Uruguay river. Following agreements on
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joint development of oil resources, a general settlement was
concluded in November of 1973. The treaty contained the
following provisions: (a) the center of the Rio de la Plata river
was accepted as the boundary, (b) international use of the river
channels was established, and (c) possession of various small
islands was determined.

Sources: Biger 1995; Bruno 1981; Del Castillo Laborde 1996;
Espiell 1963; International Boundary Study (#68); Ireland
1938; Lanus 1984; Lichtschein 1969; Marchant 1944;
Taboada 1969.

Dispute Number: 5
Countries: Bolivia vs. Argentina
Years of Dispute: 1919–25
Disputed Territory: The border dispute between Bolivia and

Argentina can be traced back to the early nineteenth century.
A treaty of friendship, commerce, and navigation was signed
by the leaders of both countries in 1868, but was later rejected
by Bolivia. In 1889, a boundary treaty was signed at Buenos
Aries; it was ratified by Bolivia in 1889 and by Argentina in
1891 with modifications. A final treaty was ratified in 1893
by Bolivia. In 1899 demarcation efforts began but eventually
broke down as Bolivia disputed sections of the border in the
Chaco district along the Pilocomayo river.

Outcome of Dispute: A border treaty was signed on 9 July 1925
between the two countries which delimited the entire border
and settled all disputed sections on terms largely in favor of
Argentina.

Sources: Biger 1995; Fifer 1972; International Boundary Study
(#162); Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944; Survey of International
Affairs 1925 (vol. 2).

Dispute Number: 6
Countries: Bolivia vs. Chile
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Bolivia has sought a territorial outlet to the

Pacific Ocean ever since the loss of coastal territory to Chile
in the Pacific War of 1879–84. Bolivia has called for a port
in the region along the border between Chile and Peru in the
Tacna and Arica provinces. While Chile has refused to cede the
territory requested by Bolivia, it has granted Bolivia duty-free
use of the ports of Africa and Antofagasta and of the railroads
connecting them.
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Outcome of Dispute: The two countries, along with Peru, have
exchanged proposals for a resolution of the issue, particu-
larly since the mid-1970s. At one point Chile proposed to
grant to Bolivia a corridor to the sea but only in exchange
for Bolivian territorial and financial compensation. In 1987
Bolivia proposed that Chile cede 1,000 square miles of terri-
tory, which Chile rejected. By the end of 1992 Bolivia was mov-
ing in the direction of seeking a rapprochement with Chile, and
there was discussion within Bolivia about possibly dropping
its demand for a sea outlet. However, by the summer of 1993
Bolivia was reaffirming its demand for a sea outlet and criti-
cizing Chile for refusing to adopt a more flexible policy. As a
result, there had been no settlement of the dispute by the end of
1995.

Sources: Biger 1995; Boundary and Security Bulletin 1993–95;
Carrasco 1920; Cusicanqui 1975; Girot, 1994; International
Boundary Study (#67); Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 7
Countries: Bolivia vs. Paraguay
Years of Dispute: 1919–38
Disputed Territory: Following President Hayes’ award of the ter-

ritory between the Pilcomayo and the Verde rivers to Paraguay
in 1878, Bolivia demanded a settlement for an old claim to the
Chaco Boreal. Bolivia argued that this region had been given
to them by the king of Spain in colonial times. In 1907, both
states agreed to submit the dispute to Argentinian arbitration
and to refrain from advancing beyond existing positions, but
the protocol was never ratified by either party. Bolivia contin-
ued to advance into Chaco Boreal while negotiations contin-
ued. In 1913, the parties signed a protocol to negotiate the
final treaty within two years and to accept the status quo posi-
tion of 1907 until an agreement was reached. The protocol was
later extended to June 1918. At that time, the treaty was once
again postponed until a commission could decide on how to
delimit the border. Armed hostilities ensued as both countries
extended their reach into the Chaco Boreal. In 1933 Paraguay
declared a state of war with Bolivia that lasted until 1936.

Outcome of Dispute: On 21 July 1938, the Treaty of Peace,
Friendship, and Limits between the Republics of Bolivia and
Paraguay was signed to settle the disputing claims to the Chaco
Boreal. The area between the Pilcomayo and the Verde rivers
was kept by Paraguay and the region north of Bahia Negra,
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which provided Bolivia access to the Paraguay river, was ceded
to Bolivia. Paraguay gained extensive territorial concessions
but Bolivia did secure free transit on the Paraguay river to the
Atlantic.

Sources: Biger 1995; Farcau 1996; Foreign Relations of the United
States 1924, 1926–28 (vol. 1); International Boundary Study
(#165); Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944; Rout 1970; Survey of
International Affairs 1930, 1936; The Chaco Peace Conference
1935.

Dispute Number: 8
Countries: Brazil vs. Argentina
Years of Dispute: 1919–27
Disputed Territory: The governments of Brazil and Argentina

signed an initial boundary treaty in 1857. Argentina, how-
ever, never ratified the treaty. In 1885, Brazil and Argentina
created a commission to study the controversial rivers and
territory between the Rio Pepri Gauzu and the Rio San
Antonio. In 1895, President Cleveland was brought in to arbi-
trate the dispute. Progress towards a settlement was achieved
with the signing of a treaty in 1898. In October 1910 an-
other boundary convention was signed but never ratified by
Argentina which amended the 1898 treaty but this treaty left
unresolved the southern terminus of the border along the
Uruguay river near Brazilera Island.

Outcome of Dispute: On 27 December 1927 a border agreement
was signed which settled all outstanding questions through
mutual concessions. Most importantly, the east bank of the
Uruguay river was assigned to Brazil while the west bank went
to Argentina.

Sources: Biger 1995; International Boundary Study (#168);
Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944; Survey of International Affairs
1930.

Dispute Number: 9
Countries: Brazil vs. Bolivia
Years of Dispute: 1919–26
Disputed Territory: In July 1899 Brazilian rubber gatherers with

the backing of the Brazilian government contested Bolivian
control of territory in Puerto Acre. They seized the territory,
although Bolivian authority was re-established in 1901. In
the same year, Bolivia established the Bolivia Trading Com-
pany which introduced laborers into this area. Brazil retaliated
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by closing all of the Amazon river to Bolivian commerce. In
1903 Brazilian colonists revolted against Bolivian authority
again. Brazilian troops soon occupied the area. The Treaty
of Petropolis signed in November 1903 concluded hostilities.
In the treaty Brazil gained the territory of Acre while Bolivia re-
ceived £2 million sterling and the use of territory for a railway
to provide Bolivian access to the sea. Nevertheless, disputes
persisted as Brazil maintained claims to islands in the Madeira
river and along the Paraguay river.

Outcome of Dispute: On 25 December 1928, a final treaty was
signed that settled all disputed claims. In the treaty the islands
in the Madeira river along the frontier were divided according
to which shore the islands were closest to and small sections
of border were clarified to correct for errors in the 1903 treaty.
Brazil received the entire area of Acre while Bolivia received
railway access to a sea port. Brazil acknowledged Bolivia’s
claim to the entire western bank of the Paraguay river from
Bahia Negra southward (which was occupied by Paraguay)
whereas Bolivia confirmed Brazil’s sovereignty over the east
bank of the Paraguay river between the outlet of Bahia Negra
and the mouth of the Apa.

Sources: Davis 1977; Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944; Survey of
International Affairs 1925 (vol. 2).

Dispute Number: 10
Countries: Brazil vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–26
Disputed Territory: By 1840 a dispute had emerged as Brazil con-

tested the British policy of asserting control over the former
Dutch area of Pirara. Brazil claimed a right to all territory that
was originally Portuguese, while Britain claimed the right to
all territories that once belonged to the Dutch. The dispute
was submitted to Italian arbitration and the award of 1904
proposed delimitation of the border on terms favorable to the
British. The 1904 award, however, failed to settle the dispute
as Brazil asserted that errors and inaccuracies in the award
rendered it unworkable.

Outcome of Dispute: On 22 April 1926 a general border treaty
and boundary convention was signed to delimit the border by
correcting the inaccuracies of the 1904 award. By the time de-
limitation had been completed in 1930, 5,400 miles of territory
were assigned to Brazil and 7,600 miles to Britain.
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Sources: Biger 1995; British Command Papers, Nos. 3341, 3538;
Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1925; Ireland 1938;
Marchant 1944; Survey of International Affairs 1925 (vol. 2),
1930.

Dispute Number: 11, 14
Countries: Brazil vs. Colombia and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: The dispute centered on the southern section

of the border along the Amazon river where the borders of
Brazil and Colombia converge with those of Peru. Conflict-
ing claims were presented as far back as the 1820s. On 24
April 1907 Brazil and Colombia signed a treaty of boundaries
and navigation, which defined the border from Cuchy Rock to
the mouth of the Apaporis but left open the question of the
very southern section border until Colombia resolved its bor-
der conflicts with Peru and Ecuador. In 1922 Brazil protested
against the terms of the recently negotiated border treaty be-
tween Colombia and Peru. Brazil argued that the territory that
was being allocated in this treaty included sections of the dis-
puted border between Brazil and Colombia.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1925 Brazil withdrew its objections to
the 1922 treaty following US arbitration. Shortly after the ex-
change of treaty ratifications by Colombia and Peru in 1928
a final border treaty was signed in November of that year in
which both sides made territorial concessions.

Sources: Biger 1995; Foreign Relations of the United States 1924–25
(vol. 1); Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 12, 42
Countries: Brazil vs. Paraguay and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–27
Disputed Territory: After both Paraguay and Brazil gained inde-

pendence, much of the border between the two states was dis-
puted. By the second half of the nineteenth century the dispute
centered on the location of the frontier in the Apa region along
the Paraguay river as well as conflicting claims to islands in the
river. Despite border treaties signed in the 1870s both coun-
tries retained claims against the other.

Outcome of Dispute: On 21 May 1927 a complementary boundary
treaty was signed between the two countries. In the treaty the
Paraguay river was delimited as the border up to the entrance
of the Bahia Negra and all islands were allocated according to
their proximity to respective shores.
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Sources: Biger 1995; Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944; Survey of
International Affairs 1930.

Dispute Number: 13
Countries: Canada vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–27
Disputed Territory: In 1907 Canada disputed the border between

Labrador and Newfoundland (at that time a British colony).
The Canadian government referred the matter to Judicial
Committee of the Imperial Privy Council for resolution.

Outcome of Dispute: In March 1927 the Lords of the Judicial
Committee of the Imperial Privy Council upheld almost all of
the claims of Newfoundland and awarded limited territory to
Canada.

Sources:Documents on Canadian External Relations 1919–30 (vols.
3–4).

Dispute Number: 15, 33
Countries: Colombia vs. Nicaragua and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: Nicaragua had claims to islands off the

Mosquito Coast, including San Andreas, Providence, and
Santa Catalina while Colombia had claims to the Corn is-
lands and sections of the Mosquito coast. In 1925 Colombia
proposed a settlement in which it would withdraw its claims
and recognize Nicaraguan authority over the Mosquito coast
and Great and Little Corn islands if Nicaragua recognized
Colombian sovereignty over San Andreas and Providence
islands. Nicaragua rejected this proposal and offered a
counter-proposal that the Mosquito coast and Great and
Little Corn islands would become Nicaraguan while San An-
dreas and Providence islands were to be open to arbitration. In
1927 Colombia proposed to grant San Andreas Archipelago
to Colombia and the Corn islands and Mosquito coast to
Nicaragua.

Outcome of Dispute: In March 1928 Colombia’s 1927 proposal
was accepted by Nicaragua and this agreement settled the
dispute.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1925, 1928 (vol. 1);
Ireland 1938; Survey of International Affairs 1930.

Dispute Number: 16, 44
Countries: Colombia vs. Peru and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–34
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Disputed Territory: This dispute, whose history can be traced back
to the early nineteenth century, centered on the Leticia and
Loreto regions of the border between the two countries. In
May of 1904 Colombia and Peru signed an arbitration treaty
but Colombia withdrew from the arbitration because of heavy
domestic pressure. In July 1906 the two countries agreed to
a treaty in which both sides were to withdraw from the dis-
puted areas. Colombia withdrew but many Peruvian rubber
companies stayed and pushed into Colombian territory. In
March 1922 a treaty on boundaries and free rivers drawn up by
Peru and Colombia provided the basis for a settlement of the
border dispute in which Leticia would be ceded to Colombia
while Loreto would be given to Peru. Opposition to the treaties
in both countries, however, prevented their full and complete
implementation. By the fall of 1932 the dispute over Leti-
cia had escalated to a military confrontation threatening
war which prompted direct intervention by the League of
Nations.

Outcome of Dispute: An agreement was reached in May 1934 be-
tween the two states in accordance with the terms of the treaty
of 1922. As a result, Peru agreed that most of Leticia would
become Colombian territory.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Foreign Rela-
tions of the United States 1919 (vol. 1); Ireland 1938; Marchant
1944; Survey of International Affairs 1930, 1933.

Dispute Number: 17
Countries: Colombia vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1919–28
Disputed Territory: Colombia disputed US control over the

Serrana Banks Islands.
Outcome of Dispute: In April 1928 an agreement was reached in

which Colombia recognized US sovereignty over the islands
but was granted fishing rights in the waters around the islands.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1919 (vol. 1), 1928
(vol. 2); Ireland 1941.

Dispute Number: 18, 51
Countries: Colombia vs. Venezuela and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–24
Disputed Territory: Colombia and Venezuela had disputed ter-

ritory in the Goajira Peninsula since they both gained inde-
pendence. Repeated efforts at a negotiated settlement were
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attempted but no agreement was reached. In 1883 the dis-
pute was submitted to the Spanish and in 1891 the Spanish
awarded the whole peninsula to Colombia. While both gov-
ernments accepted the award in 1894 subsequent efforts to
demarcate the border resulted in new disputes emerging over
many small sections of the border. Colombia was willing to
cede some of the peninsula to Venezuela, but the Colombian
Congress would not approve. In 1894 the Spanish line was ac-
cepted and a demarcation committee was established but no
further agreements were reached.

Outcome of Dispute: In 1917 a Swiss Federal Council was named
to arbitrate the conflict and the commission issued a series
of rulings between 1922 and 1924 that resolved all of the
remaining disputes. In accepting the Swiss rulings both
Colombia and Venezuela settled the dispute on the basis of
mutual territorial concessions.

Sources: Biger 1995; Ireland 1938; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 19
Countries: Cuba vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1959–95
Disputed Territory: Following Fidel Castro’s assumption of power

in Cuba, the Cuban leader has condemned the US military
base at Guantanamo as an illegal occupation of Cuban terri-
tory and has demanded that the United States withdraw from
the base. The United States has countered that it has full juris-
diction and control over the base and its surrounding territory
(117 square miles), based on treaties signed with Cuba in 1903
and 1934, and that it has no intention of withdrawing. The
Cuban claim to Guantanamo was reaffirmed in 1976 when,
by referendum, a provision was included in the Cuban con-
stitution declaring that all international treaties signed under
conditions of inequality and pressure were null and void.

Outcome ofDispute: The dispute remains deadlocked in stalemate.
The United States continues to use the base at Guantanamo
and has given no indication that it intends to change its policy
despite continuing Cuban calls for complete withdrawal.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1958–60 (vol. 6),
1961–63 (vol. 10);Keesing’s 1959–95;NewYork Times 1959–95.

Dispute Number: 20, 26
Countries: Dominican Republic vs. Haiti and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–35
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Disputed Territory: By the 1870s the two countries began efforts
to define a common boundary and in 1874 signed a treaty
which defined the border in general terms. Nevertheless, dis-
putes quickly developed and persisted for decades over the
meaning and interpretation of the 1874 treaty. By the early
1900s the dispute had become centered on questions relat-
ing to jurisdiction over the River Massacre and rival claims to
Lake El Fundo and surrounding territories. Plans to submit
the dispute to The Hague were never implemented. In 1929
the governments established border commissions to try and
resolve the remaining areas of dispute.

Outcome of Dispute: In February 1935 the presidents of the two
countries signed an agreement that finally settled all rival
claims. In the agreement both parties were required to make
concessions.

Sources: Biger 1995; Foreign Relations of the United States 1920–31
(vol. 1); Ireland 1941; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 21, 45
Countries: Ecuador vs. Peru and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–42
Disputed Territory: Since their independence in the early nine-

teenth century Ecuador and Peru had claimed large sections
of the Amazon Basin of northern Peru known as the Orient.
For Ecuador, control of the disputed territory would have pro-
vided direct access to the Amazon river and therefore the At-
lantic Ocean. The territories in dispute covered some 125,000
square miles and included the Amazon and Maranon rivers
and Peru’s primary oil-producing region.

Outcome of Dispute: On 29 January 1942 the Protocol of Peace
Friendship and Boundaries terminated military hostilities be-
tween the two states and settled the disputed border. The pro-
tocol assigned to Peru almost all of the territory that it claimed
and had seized during the military conflict of 1941. As a re-
sult, Ecuador failed to gain direct access to the Amazon and
lost much of the territory it had claimed in the Orient, includ-
ing territory near its oil-producing areas.

Sources: Biger 1995; Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997; Child 1985;
Ireland 1938; Krieg 1986; Maier 1969; Marchant 1944; The
Question of Boundaries Between Peru and Ecuador; Survey of
International Affairs 1925 (vol. 2), 1930.
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Dispute Number: 22
Countries: Ecuador vs. Peru
Years of Dispute: 1950–95
Disputed Territory: Since its independence in the nineteenth cen-

tury Ecuador has laid claim to a large section of the Amazon
Basin of northern Peru, known as the Orient, in an attempt
to gain direct access to the Amazon river and therefore the
Atlantic Ocean. The territory it claimed totaled 125,000
square miles and included the Amazon and Maranon rivers
as well as Peru’s primary oil-producing region. Following its
defeat in armed conflict with Peru in 1941, Ecuador signed
the Rio Protocol in 1942, which awarded most of the dis-
puted territory to Peru and denied Ecuador direct access to the
Amazon river. By 1950 Ecuador was openly calling for the
revision of the Rio Protocol based upon (a) the discovery of
the Rio Cenepa river which was not a part of the Protocol and,
if controlled by Ecuador, would provide it with access to the
Amazon river, and (b) the charge that the Protocol was invalid
because it had been signed under duress. In 1960 Ecuador uni-
laterally declared the Rio Protocol null and void and called on
Peru to reopen border negotiations. Peru, however, has main-
tained that the Rio Protocol remains in force and that therefore
there is no dispute over the delimitation of the border between
the two countries.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute persists because Peru has not
been willing to negotiate with Ecuador on a revision of the
Rio Protocol. Militarized confrontations along the border oc-
curred in 1991, but some movement towards a possible set-
tlement did take place during late 1991 until early 1993. Peru
offered joint economic development projects and navigation
rights to Ecuador on the Amazon, and the two countries were
working on an agreement for mediation by the Vatican and
the possibility of permitting an outside expert to help resolve
the dispute. The apparent movement towards a more accom-
modative position by Peru, however, ended when the Peruvian
president announced in September 1993 and again in March
1994 that the Rio Protocol remained fully in force and should
not be revised. There has been no settlement or change in the
border by 1995.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995;Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Keesing’s 1980–95; Krieg 1986.
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Dispute Number: 23, 28
Countries: El Salvador vs. Honduras and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–92
Disputed Territory: The two countries disputed numerous small

sections of their land border as well as sovereignty over islands
in the Gulf of Fonseca. The dispute had a long history going
back to the nineteenth century. In particular, the provisions of
an 1884 border convention were the center of conflict.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute was settled with an Interna-
tional Court of Justice judgement in September 1992. Hon-
duras was awarded about two-thirds of the land border in dis-
pute while El Salvador was awarded two of the three islands in
dispute.

Sources: Biger 1995; Blanco 1991; Case Concerning the Land and
Maritime Frontier Issue: El Salvador/Honduras 1992; Ireland
1938; Keesing’s 1969–92; Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 24
Countries: Guatemala vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1936–95
Disputed Territory: Guatemala had claimed sovereignty over the

neighboring territory of Belize (formerly British Honduras)
since its independence from Spain in the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury. Guatemala claimed Belize on the grounds that it had in-
herited the territory (8,866 square miles) from Spain. In 1859
Guatemala signed a treaty with Britain recognizing British
sovereignty over Belize and delimiting the border. Adherence
to the treaty was contingent upon the building of a road across
the jungle from Guatemala to the Caribbean coast (article 7).
By 1936 Guatemala officially claimed that Britain had nullified
the Boundary Treaty of 1859 by failing to meet the require-
ments of article 7. In turn, Britain has denied that it bears sole
responsibility for the failure to implement article 7. Further-
more, Britain has maintained that the colony had the right to
self-determination and that the population favored indepen-
dence as opposed to annexation by Guatemala.

Outcome of Dispute: Despite periodic rounds of talks between
the two countries in the 1960s and 1970s, a negotiated settle-
ment could not be reached providing for the independence of
Belize on terms acceptable to Guatemala. Accordingly, Britain
went ahead with plans for independence, which was achieved
by Belize in 1981. By 1983 Guatemala had greatly reduced the
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size of its territorial claims against Belize, and by 1989 rela-
tions between the two countries had improved. In mid-1990 it
was agreed that a joint commission would be formed to draft
a treaty in which Guatemala would recognize Belize indepen-
dence and in late 1992 the president of Guatemala decided
to recognize Belize officially. Guatemala, however, still main-
tained limited claims to territory along the border through
1995.

Sources: Bianchi 1959; Biger 1995; Bloomfield 1953; Boundary
and Security Bulletin 1993–95; Controversy Between Guatemala
and Great Britain Relative to the Convention of 1859 on Territo-
rial Matters; Foreign Relations of the United States 1937 (vol. 5),
1939 (vol. 5), 1940 (vol. 5); Ireland 1938; Keesing’s 1946–95;
Mendoza 1959; “The Belize Controversy between Great
Britain and Guatemala”; Zammit 1978.

Dispute Number: 25, 29
Countries: Guatemala vs. Honduras and vice versa
Years of Dispute: 1919–33
Disputed Territory: Both states claimed territory along the length

of the border with the conflicting claims dating back to the
1840s. A convention of 1904 called for a boundary commission
to settle the remaining areas of dispute but repeated efforts
failed by 1920.

Outcome of Dispute: Both countries signed a border treaty in
July 1930 which established provisions for arbitration. In
January 1933 an arbitration award was accepted by both sides
in which mutual concessions were required. The border was
fully demarcated between 1933 and 1936.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1919–21 (vol. 1),
1923 (vol. 1), 1928–30 (vol. 1), 1932 (vol. 5), Ireland 1941;
Marchant 1944;

Dispute Number: 27
Countries: Haiti vs. the United States
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Haiti maintains claims to sovereignty over

Navassa Island which the US rejects.
Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the dispute

with both sides maintaining their claims.
Sources: Allcock 1992; Foreign Relations of the United States 1932

(vol. 5); Ireland 1941.
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Dispute Number: 30
Countries: Honduras vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1921–71
Disputed Territory: Honduras claimed sovereignty over the Swan

Islands which the United States had secured control over after
signing a lease agreement in 1863.

Outcome of Dispute: In a November 1971 agreement the United
States terminated its lease and returned the island, restoring
full sovereignty to Honduras.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1935 (vol. 5),
1938–40 (vol. 5), 1948 (vol. 9); Ireland 1941; US Department
of State Bulletin (15 December 1969);United States Treaties and
Other International Agreements 1972, Part 3.

Dispute Number: 31
Countries: Mexico vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1919–63
Disputed Territory: The controversy over the El Chamizal territory

began in 1895 due to the shifting course of the Rio Grande and
the problems this created for defining the border area near El
Paso. In 1910 Mexico and the US agreed to arbitration but the
tribunal’s award, which favored Mexico, was rejected by the
US in 1911. Several rounds of negotiations before and after
World War II failed to resolve the dispute.

Outcome of Dispute: In August 1963 the dispute was settled by
a treaty in which both sides made territorial concessions with
the US conceding more than Mexico.

Sources: Foreign Relations of the United States 1925 (vol. 2), 1929–
30 (vol. 3), 1933 (vol. 5); Gregory 1963; Ireland 1941; Jessup
1973; Lamborn and Mumme 1988; Liss 1965; Wilson 1980.

Dispute Number: 32
Countries: Mexico vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–32
Disputed Territory: In 1898 a dispute arose over sovereign rights

to Clipperton Island with Mexico calling on France to give up
its control of the island. In 1909 the two countries agreed that
the King of Italy would arbitrate the dispute.

Outcome of Dispute: In January 1931 the arbitration award by
Victor Emmanuel affirmed French claims to sovereign rights
and by December 1932 Mexico had accepted the unfavorable
decision.
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Sources: Ireland 1941; “Judicial Decisions Involving Questions
of International Law, France-Mexico”; Skaggs 1989.

Dispute Number: 34
Countries: Nicaragua vs. Colombia
Years of Dispute: 1980–95
Disputed Territory: In 1980 Nicaragua declared null and void

a 1928 treaty establishing Colombian sovereignty over the
Caribbean archipelago of San Andras and Providencia.
Nicaragua argued that the 1928 treaty was invalid because it
had been imposed under pressure by the US. Colombia ar-
gued that the issue of the archipelago was settled in the 1928
treaty and was not open to change.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no resolution of the dispute.
Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995;Boundary and Security Bulletin
1993–95; Keesing’s 1980–95.

Dispute Number: 35
Countries: Nicaragua vs. Honduras
Years of Dispute: 1919–60
Disputed Territory: In 1906 an arbitration award by the king

of Spain awarded much of the disputed territory along the
north-eastern border of Nicaragua to Honduras. Nicaragua,
however, expressed reservations and refused to comply with
the terms of the award. Repeated efforts at settling the dis-
pute through negotiations were attempted in the inter-war
period with the US acting as a mediator. Honduras insisted
that Nicaragua must accept the validity of the 1906 award as
the basis for a settlement but Nicaragua was unwilling to do
this.

Outcome of Dispute: The discovery of oil in the disputed area
threatened military hostilities between the two countries in
the late 1950s. When Honduras strengthened administrative
control over the disputed territory, Nicaragua opposed the
move and both countries sent troops into the territory. In 1958
the dispute was taken up by the ICJ which upheld the 1906
decision in a judgement that was issued in November 1960.
Nicaragua finally accepted the 1906 award and the dispute was
settled.

Sources: Biger 1995; Foreign Relations of the United States 1919–23
(vols. 1–2), 1929–31 (vol. 1), 1937–41 (vol. 5); Ireland 1941;
Marchant 1944; Somarriba-Salazar 1957.
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Dispute Number: 36
Countries: Nicaragua vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1969–70
Disputed Territory: In 1914 the Bryan-Chamorro Treaty granted

the US the right to lease the Corn Islands for 99 years and
gave Nicaragua the right to develop an inter-oceanic canal in
Nicaragua along with a naval base. In 1965 Nicaraguan Pres-
ident Schick declared that Nicaragua would seek the termina-
tion of the Bryan-Chamorro Treaty if the Nicaraguan canal
site was rejected. In 1969 the US rejected the Nicaraguan site
to build a canal and Nicaragua therefore pressed for the return
of the Corn Islands.

Outcome of Dispute: In a July 1970 agreement the US returned
the islands to Nicaragua.

Sources: Convention with Nicaragua Terminating the Bryan-
Chamorro Treaty of 1914; Ireland 1941.

Dispute Number: 37
Countries: Netherlands/Suriname vs. Great Britain/Guyana
Years of Dispute: 1928–95
Disputed Territory: The Dutch prior to 1975 and Suriname since

then have claimed a triangular area of land (approximately
6,000 square miles) with little economic value near the New
river along the southern border of Guyana.

Outcome of Dispute: Movement towards a settlement in the 1930s
was halted with the outbreak of World War II and intermittent
negotiations in the post-war period have failed to resolve the
dispute.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995; Great Britain Foreign Office
Archives 1925–61; Keesing’s 1970–95.

Dispute Number: 38
Countries: Netherlands/Suriname vs. France
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: The Dutch prior to 1975 and Suriname since

have claimed a triangular area of land (approximately 3,000
square miles) near the Maroni river along the southern border
of French Guiana.

Outcome of Dispute: A proposed 1977 treaty called for Suriname
to recognize French sovereignty over the disputed territory
in return for French economic aid to develop resources in the
disputed territory. The proposed treaty, however, has not been
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pursued by Suriname since the late 1970s and the dispute
therefore persists.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Henry 1981; Keesing’s 1980–95.

Dispute Number: 39
Countries: Panama vs. Costa Rica
Years of Dispute: 1919–41
Disputed Territory: The boundary dispute between the two par-

ties carried over from colonial days and centered in the sector
of the border between the coridilleras and the Caribbean Sea.
In 1900 President Loubet of France arbitrated the border dis-
pute between Colombia and Costa Rica but neither party was
willing to ratify his judgement. Panama inherited the dispute
when it gained its independence in 1910. In 1913 the two par-
ties submitted their cases to Chief Justice Edward White of the
US to arbitrate the dispute. Costa Rica accepted his decision
but Panama rejected it and repeated attempts at a negotiated
settlement in the inter-war period failed.

Outcome of Dispute: On 1 May 1941 the border dispute was fi-
nally settled with a treaty that delimited the border and pro-
vided for a mixed border commission. The border line followed
the terms agreed to in the proposed 1938 treaty and required
mutual concessions. By 1944 the new border line had been
demarcated.

Sources: Biger 1995; Foreign Relations of the United States 1921,
1925, 1926, 1929, 1940 (vols. 1, 5); International Boundary
Study (#156); Ireland, 1941; Marchant 1944; Survey of Inter-
national Affairs 1925 (vol. 2), 1930.

Dispute Number: 40
Countries: Panama vs. United States
Years of Dispute: 1923–77
Disputed Territory: The Panamanian government desired com-

plete sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone. The United
States exercised sovereignty over the Canal Zone based on
a treaty signed in 1903, which granted the United States
sovereign rights for 99 years.

Outcome of Dispute: After multiple rounds of negotiations and
tentative agreements being signed since the 1950s, a general
settlement was reached in 1977. In the treaty the two govern-
ments agreed that Panama would assume full sovereignty and
operational control of the Canal Zone by the year 2000.
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Sources: Farnsworth and McKenney 1983; Foreign Relations of the
United States 1924–26 (vol. 2); LaFeber 1978; Leonard 1993;
New York Times 1964–77; Storrs 1977.

Dispute Number: 43
Countries: Peru vs. Chile
Years of Dispute: 1919–29
Disputed Territory: The dispute emerged in the 1880s as Peru laid

claims to the territories of Tacna and Arica following Chilean
efforts to assert more effective administrative control over the
territories. Peru protested against these efforts and argued they
violated the Treaty of Ancon. In 1895 the two nations tried
to reach an agreement based on a plebiscite but they could
not agree on the terms of the plebiscite and for the next three
decades repeated attempts to agree on the terms of a plebiscite
failed despite US mediation on many occasions.

Outcome of Dispute: A treaty signed in July 1929 settled the dis-
pute with the two countries dividing the land between them
with Peru gaining Tacna and Chile retaining Arica.

Sources: Biger 1995; Foreign Relations of the United States 1919–22
(vol. 2); International Boundary Study (#65); Ireland 1938;
Marchant 1944.

Dispute Number: 46
Countries: United States vs. Canada
Years of Dispute: 1973–95
Disputed Territory: The disputed territory between the US and

Canada is Machias Seal Island and North Rock in the Bay of
Fundy in the Gulf of Maine. The dispute centers on conflicting
interpretations of treaties (1783 and 1814) and the Canadian
claim is also based on the long-time exercise of unchallenged
sovereignty over Machias Seal Island by British and Canadian
authorities since the early nineteenth century.

Outcome of Dispute: There has been no settlement of the dispute.
Sources: Cumulative Digest of the United States Practice in Interna-
tional Law 1981–1988 (vol. 2);Digest of the United States Practice
in International Law 1970–1980; Smith and Thomas 1998.

Dispute Number: 48
Countries: Uruguay vs. Brazil
Years of Dispute: 1919–95
Disputed Territory: Two short sections of the border are contested

by Uruguay. The first is the Arroyo de la Invernda area of
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the Rio Quarai, and the second centers on islands situated at
the confluence of the Rio Quarai and the Uruguay. A treaty
signed in October 1851 delimited the border between the two
countries, but the boundary disputes are based on opposing
interpretations of the treaty by each country. According to the
treaty the boundary follows the Cuchilla Negra to the head-
waters of the Arroyo to the Rio Quarai. Brazil and Uruguay,
however, identify different streams as the Arroyo de la In-
vernada, and thus the dispute centers on the area between
the different streams as well as the sovereignty of Brasilera
Island at the confluence of the Uruguay and the Rio Quarai.
Uruguay claims that the boundary follows the more easterly
rivers, while Brazil claims the more westerly rivers. Estab-
lished boundary pillars favor the Brazilian position. The 1851
treaty states that islands in the Rio Quarai at its embouchure
into the Uruguay belong to Brazil, but Uruguay claims that
Brasilera Island is in the Uruguay river and does not belong to
Brazil.

Outcome of Dispute: The dispute has not been a source of acute
conflict between the two countries, and periodic talks have
been held but no settlement has been reached.

Sources: International Boundary Study (#170); Ireland 1938;
Marchant 1944; Survey of International Affairs 1930.

Dispute Number: 49
Countries: Venezuela vs. Great Britain
Years of Dispute: 1919–42
Disputed Territory: The dispute between the two nations was over

Patos Island. The dispute dates back to the mid-nineteenth
century with Venezuela claiming sovereignty over the island.

Outcome of Dispute: In February 1942 Britain and Venezuela
signed a treaty in which the UK conceded sovereignty to
Venezuela and in return Venezuela agreed to cooperate with
the British on anti-submarine warfare in the Gulf of Paria.

Sources: Great Britain Foreign Office Archives 1941–42; Ireland
1938.

Dispute Number: 50
Countries: Venezuela vs. Great Britain/Guyana
Years of Dispute: 1951–95
Disputed Territory: Venezuela claims a large section of Guyanese

territory (50,000 square miles) west of the Essequibo river,
which includes areas rich in oil deposits. In 1899 the territory
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in dispute was awarded by a court of arbitration to the British.
In 1951 Venezuela publicly questioned the validity of the award
and reopened the border issue, and in 1962 Venezuela of-
ficially announced that it no longer would accept the 1899
ruling.

Outcome of Dispute: The June 1970 Protocol of Port of Spain
signed by Britain, Guyana, and Venezuela placed a twelve-year
moratorium on the territorial dispute. Venezuela announced in
December 1981, however, that it would not extend the mora-
torium and that it still claimed the Essequibo territory. United
Nations mediated talks were held in the mid-1980s without a
breakthrough, but by the end of the 1980s relations between
the two countries had improved as economic ties were de-
veloped. Nevertheless, Venezuela maintains its claim to the
Essequibo territory.

Sources: Allcock 1992; Biger 1995; Braveboy-Wagner 1984;Great
Britain Foreign Office Archives 1957–60; Keesing’s 1962–95.
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