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peacekeepers as Signals

{HE DEMAND FOR INTERNATIONAL
mmbﬁmﬂmmﬂZO IN CIVIL WARS

V. Page Fortna and Lisa L. Martin

s and monitors to
d to help recent
g has exploded

PEACEKEEPING—THE DEPLOY MENT of wannnmmo:&. troop
war-torn areas—is an international institution intende
belligerents maintain peace. The literature 01 unmnnwnnmi :
in the last fifteen years,! but analyses of it as an institution unoaoﬂw...m co-
operation have been hampered by several Eﬂromo_o.m_nm_ handicaps.
One is a matter of case selection—the majority of studies examine only
cases where peacekeepers are involved, with 19 ‘ooaﬁuamon to cases of
:onﬁnmnmrnnvmam.w The second is an endogeneity _mmcwl.@nmnnrnnvnnm are
not deployed to conflicts at random, so analysis of their effects must begin
with an examination of where peacekeepers g0- Recent studies of peace-
keeping have begun to address the first Eoznam but much less has been
done to remedy the second.* We know very little about why peacekeepers
are sent to maintain peace after some conflicts but not others. mx defini-
tion, peacekeeping missions operate with the consent of the belligerents
(this analysis excludes enforcement missions, known in the UN ._:.._wo as
“Chapter VII” missions, that do not necessarily rely on %.n participants

consent). In a civil war, the consent of the government is wmn_ns‘_m% impor-
cant. But there has been little systematic analysis of the conditions under
which warring parties request or consent to peacekeeping .3 the interna-
tional community. This chapter begins to answer the question of why bel-
ligerents sometimes agree to be “peacekept” and sometimes do not, aw fo-
cusing on peacekeeping as a mechanism that enables warring sides to signal

Robert Keohane Festschrift Conference, Princeton Uni-

Wi 9 k th rtici ts 1 th
e e Robert Keohane, Helga Haftendorn, John

versity, February 2005, for comments, especially
Owen, and Helen Milner.

I For a review, see Fortna and Howard 2008. . Findl .

2 Among many examples, see Coulon 1998; Diehl 19935 n.._.._d_.. 1996; Findiay p.n..upm
James 1990; Krasno, Hayes, and Daniel 2003; Stedman, Rothchild, and Cousens 2002530
Zacarias 1996.

3 For example, Doyle and Sambanis 2000, 2006.

4 For recent work on this issue, se¢ Gilligan and S
the analysis presented in this chapter.

ergenti 2007. Fortna 2008 builds on
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their intention
s to i
one another. While the argument applie
S 1O Conseps
nsent.

based peac o
cekeeping in b ivi
oth civil and in
terstate conflict
s, we focus h
€re on._

civil wars, as th
A e most common form of warfare in recent
years.

Robert Ke
ohane r g
v i st s m:nma.é__::o:_nnm the study of institutions in i
y insisting that we think about the dem m%_m Interng.
dan or w
Nter-

national institutions.’
5 e
ns.” We follow in his footsteps here by con
centratin.
gon

the instituti .
e MMMﬂmﬂmmﬂmﬂM.ﬁnw?:? ms_m modeling the demand for it. Wi
in general terms by thinkin it. We als
g about how the wj o8
will-

ingness to bear th
€ C : )
can S as n Mgt MME of acting within an institutionalized sett;
& st 5 1al. We conceive of the instituti SEtting
y signal of intent to abi ution of peacekeepi
what patterns of behavi o abide by a peace agreement, and nﬂv_:% =
: 10r We wou S ask a
conceptualization. Id expect to follow if this is an accu i
Consideri rate
ring peacekeepi :
about how ﬂrm %mz._m:%m?:m as an international institution, and aski
search ¢l or peacekeeping acts g g asking
ch closely to many of th as a signal, connects thi
Milner spells out i ﬂ € e central themes of Keohane’s work s this re-
inspired renewed W_Mﬂﬂ ¢ introduction to this volume ﬂnorwﬂ e Hiehy
]
i mamzﬂczonhnmwa nonstate actors of various types mM wm qmmmmﬂnr
presence is approved w.:mnmnmrnmﬁmm_m are intriguing i mMn“ EW&-
differenti supporte —u%. stat b i rs; their
iated from dir : es, but their st 2
; ect interventi . atus is clearl
conflicts. Keohane’ tion by third- £ Y
. ane party stat .
st solily i méwm%m_dr also emphasizes mc:nnmw of MML“ mﬂdnmzn
st oléén lickly m.mamn_. e Mmmnnrmnvnﬂm are militarized actors :.H..M at are
ity to use force. We ar M:r operate under strict constraints m: nwm_,nﬂ Hrww
from their military anmn. naﬂarmw the power of peacekeepers 52_. o
) city, but fro b Gol “Oomes not
governments’ intenti ’ m their ability to ac :
Milner also Emﬂﬁ:m:m _Mo seek a resolution to c:winm .n”u mm.m e
1 2 nrices.
and the wsmvonmunmmomﬂwwnmn”ﬁmbm cooperation, the creation of m:“”::ao
In the in priate empirical methods i b
stance we : methods in Ke ;
ing codperation w%ﬂ_wamh the obstacles to cooperation are M._._ﬂ:.,...% sy
: igh. .
civil wars is very &mmnmm._ @u<n35wsﬂm and rebel groups m=<o_m& .nﬁm_.m?
peacekeeping Sl . We shed light on the puzzle of how relati __:, g
tions. Thinking of ﬁ«”:#:nﬁﬂ:n#ﬁ be effective, and under s;“é : ,a..a..Ar._M;ﬁ
; 5 acekeeping as an instituti at condi-
for it, provides a new nna_u%ﬁ.m SR e, and studying the demand
also attempt to use a Eenpn the creation and use of instituti i
plex causal chains /ﬂw_.c_u_._mﬂn. rigorous methods to study mmm:nmcc,oﬂm. oy
olideaaits rwvmﬂrmn unm_d..:ﬁ_m a formal model from which we M_n. SRagE
it mindel sud sae E.M_Mm_ _mocmw. observable proxies for the v.ﬁ:w:ﬁ nxm
ivariate logit ¢ . £ neters o
The cha git analysis to t
ter con S est the h
e ﬁ_ninnw = mo:nﬂﬂm._:m_mra from Martin’s work on ﬂwwhﬂwmmmm. .
a's work on the causal mechanisms of ee m__w_._m_‘
peacekeep-

SKeohane 1983, 1984.

amines the choice made by U.S. presidents between formal
caties that require ratification by two-thirds of the Senate
axeCutive agreements that require no such blessing. Because the for-
. costly and time-consuming endeavor, formal ratification serves as
ible signal of reliability. Similarly, Fortna argues that one of the
in which peacekeepers can have a causal effect on the duration of
-¢ is by serving as a costly, and therefore credible, signal of benign in-
_ Belligerents who have no intention of abiding by a cease-fire or

illing to have a contingent of international

ce agreement will be less w
d troops inspecting their actions. Consenting to a peacekeep-
costly for unreliable types than for reliable types.

mission is more

ch consent can therefore provide a credible signal. The signaling model
ping that we develop here provides a pumber of empirically
ghts about when agreements are feasible and when belliger-
nsent 1O vnmnn_ﬁnu._sm. We test these hypotheses on 2 data
0 1997. We find relatively strong support for
the model’s predictions. Factors such as the potential benefits of peace,
government costs of allowing peacekeepers in, and rebel assessments Of
the moqnnnana,m reliability are related as expected to the incidence of
ﬁnmnnrnnﬁ?m.

The small existing literature on where peacekeepers get sent focuses on
the supply side of the equation—where does the UN decide to send peace-
keepers? Some arguments emphasize the strategic or economic interests
of the permanent five members of the Security Council and argue that
there is a strong regional bias to where peacekeepers get sent. Some de-
bate whether the UN is motivated by the humanitarian impulse to stop
the worst bloodshed, or perhaps the worst bloodshed televised by CNN.
Others suggest it is driven by a desire to spread democracy.” As Gilligan
and Stedman point out, much of this literature is based on impressionis-
tic accounts or on flawed research design.® The methodological sins in-
clude tautology, especially with reference to Security Council interests,
and selection on the dependent variable, that is, inference only from the
set of peacekeeping cases, not all civil wars.”

Very few studies test these hypotheses mﬁﬁamﬂ.—nmsm.s Gilligan and
Stedman use duration analysis to show that the UN sends peacekeepers

Jrtin eX
national tr

ervers an

X unmnnrna

 gestable insi
~ents will co
et of civil wars from 1989 t

6 Martin 2005; Fortna 2008.
7 On these points, se¢ De Jonge Oudraat 19963 Neack 19953 Jakobsen 19963 and Ander-
sson 2000.
§ Gilligan and Sredman 2003.
9 Beardsley 2004 addresses some of these issues in a study of intervention in interstate crises.
10 Gee Gilligan and Stedman 2003, 38-42, for a review and critique of the existing liter-
uﬂnna.mo::mpogm mnm>=an$monwooo examine the question of where peacekeepers 50>

but only in passing.
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most quickly to conflicts with higher death tolls; that the international or-
ganization tends to avoid peacekeeping in countries with large armies;
and that while there is a regional bias, Asia is the most neglected, not
Africa. They find that levels of democracy, primary commodity exports,
or whether the country is a former colony of a permanent Security Coun-
cil member have no statistically significant effect on the hazard rate of
peacekeeping. Mullenbach argues that peacekeeping is less likely when
the interests of great or regional powers are most highly engaged, for ex-
ample, when the target state is itself a great power.!! Carter argues that
the UN intervenes strategically, where the probability of success is high.!?

The most important difference between the approach we take here and
existing studies is that we develop hypotheses about the demand side of
peacekeeping—about when belligerents will agree to a peacekeeping mis-
sion.'* While a peacekeeping mission requires an active decision by the
UN or a regional organization (or sometimes an ad hoc group of states)
to deploy, it is exceedingly rare for the international community to refuse
peacekeepers if the belligerents themselves request them. Despite U.S. ad-
monitions during the 1990s that it learn to do so, the international com-
munity rarely “just says no.” Whether or not peacekeepers are deployed
in civil wars is a decision made largely by the combatants themselves. We
focus on the demand side of peacekeeping for two reasons: first, this is the
aspect most overlooked by the literature on where peacekeepers go, and
second, for consent-based peacekeeping it is belligerents’ choices that are
most important. However, once they arrive, it is peacekeepers’ actions as
independent agents that underlie the fact that peacekeeping provides a
costly signal. It is because they act independently to monitor behavior and
raise the cost of aggression that consenting to them is a credible signal of
benign intentions.

Below we present a model of the government’s decision to continue
fighting or to offer an agreement with or without peacekeeping, and the

11 Mullenbach 2005. Others, however, argue that great power interests must be at least
somewhat engaged (De Jonge Oudraat 1996; Durch 1993, 22-23).

12 Carter 2007; Fortna 2008, chap. 2, shows just the opposite, however, that peacekeep-
ers go to the hardest rather than the easiest cases.

138ee also Fortna 2008. Gilligan and Stedman (2003, 40) suggest two hypotheses that
they describe as demand-side but that are either indirectly or partially supply-side argu-
ments: that stronger states are better able to resist pressure to consent to peacekeeping, and
that the war aims of rebels affect both the willingness of the government to agree to peace-
keepers and the willingness of the UN to send them. Mullenbach 2005 examines several
state or conflict level variables, but the analysis faces several methodological problems. For
a number of variables, such as the death toll, duration, and intensity (death toll per month),
each of which is treated dichotomously, multicolinearily makes inclusion in a single model
potentially problematic, For several other categorical variables, the baseline category to
which effects should be compared is unclear (e.g., for ethnic, religious, and ideological wars).
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isi iect it in favor of continued
rebels’ decision to accept an agreement or reject it

warfare.

Model and Comparative Statics

[n this section we introduce a game-theoretic mwmnm_._:m q.somn_ of nrh_ E_M._n_“
action between a government and rebel group 537& in N: o:m#”w :mmﬂ:.n
itarized conflict. We believe that formalizing our Eomm w o:m t i
of strategic interaction in this manner has a _.Es..v.nn o Q.H_n vﬂ_m. o
us to state our assumptions about actors, ﬂrw options aval lable mEnnoqm
and their payoffs precisely. The model ”r.nz identifies certain vmmnmnnan_
that will specify the conditions under which _unmnarnn?ﬂm can M E nnw%.
serve as a signal. The interaction of the parameters _mmammﬁom.ﬁ e owmm_é'
cation of fairly precise hypotheses, and points us toward finding -
able variables that are reasonable proxies for the major concepts o
model. As we will see, some of the parameters function ._:_imwm -
are not entirely intuitive until one é@n_ﬁ ;.:o:mw nr.n we.mnnm_nm ogic cmma
model. Thus, while the model itself is a minor Bo.a_mnmcos crm MW”RE‘
signaling model, we find that it has high payoffs in the way tha

tures the ensuing empirical analysis.

Model

To explore the demand for peacekeepers as a signal om__ :Mw:ﬂ“%ﬁ%hw
with a peace agreement, we develop a signaling :._oan - We a vl
players, a government and a rebel group, that are in an @:mﬂs_m_m - :on.
The rebel group does not know Ernﬂrw_. the moﬁnzn:n:ﬂm is relia ! nnn“
An unreliable government will not abide by the terms of any peace ag il
ment or truce, imposing costs on the rebel group m.* it wnnm_uwm a ﬁM -
agreement. In order for vnmnnrmmnn.ﬂm to ?.sn:ou as m_m,.:m s of the mnMM: e
ment’s type, there must be some differential cost :w._ ,a_ mvném m.”._:ﬂﬂ g
types of allowing peacekeepers 1nto the country. W ile oﬂr m mﬂ wo.. o
to avoid the interference of outsiders, the cost nn_mn:ﬁ,ao enefits .
unreliable government is higher than ﬂ_.._n cost to a _.n__mw_n.. mcén:m nosn
Peacekeepers monitor behavior; mo_nﬁ..,,,. _Emnnm:c.:m_ m:aﬂco_‘h om il
flict; make bad behavior more costly in terms _Bn international ai ,nnrw ;
matic support, and legitimacy; and may wnoimn a trip wire M_wm mcm :
more robust military response against violation of a peace deal. 3
government that intends to abide by the agreement, .ﬁrnmnamnsﬂﬂwﬂm HM
peacekeepers are not costly. But for m.mo«.ﬁ.sﬁ.«ﬁ that inten _Aw Sﬂ.m o
the fight after suckering the rebels with a peace deal, peace naw_mo *
raise the cost of going back to war. Unreliable governments may a
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more internal opposition to allowing peacekeepers in, as hardliners wil|
anticipate these effects.

This section formalizes the argument and finds the equilibria of this sig-
naling game. Nature begins by choosing whether the government (G) js
reliable (probability 7) or unreliable (1 — 7). G observes this choice, byt
the rebel group (R) does not. G moves next. G has three choices: continye
to fight; offer a peace agreement without peacekeepers; or offer a peace
agreement with peacekeepers. There is 2 cost associated with offering
peacekeepers, but this cost is differentiated by type. The cost/benefit ratig
is higher for unreliable than for reliable Gs. R observes G’s choice, and de.
cides whether to accept G’s agreement or to continue fighting. We norma].
ize the payoffs of continued fighting to zero for both sides, We assume thar
there is some small cost (e) to G for offering an agreement that is rejected.

A reliable G gets payoff Z from having an agreement accepted, and R
gets payoff S from this successful peace agreement. An unreliable G gets

although in our empirical application we have been unable to identify
proxies that effectively differentiate the two. G must also, however, pay
some cost for allowing peacekeeping troops into the country. For an un-
reliable G, we can interpret this as the cost (b) of buying off nationalist
interests or future reputational costs from having peacekeepers observe
G’s unreliability.™* Even a reliable G bears some general sovereignty cost
(@) from inviting peacekeepers in. However, for a reliable G, this cost is
smaller relative to benefits than for an unreliable G. Thus, we assume that
Z - a>Y - b. (Otherwise peacekeepers cannot possibly work as a sig-
nal.) R bears cost ¢ from signing an agreement with an unreliable G. This
cost could result from, for example, R beginning to disarm and thus being
less able to fight G in the future. Figure 5.1 shows the game, and table
5-1 specifies the equilibrium outcomes, 15

The bottom row of table 5-1 shows situations where the benefits of
peace are low relative to the costs of peacekeepers for both types of gov-
ernments. In this case, neither type of government is willing to bear the
costs of peacekeepers. When the rebels have prior beliefs that the govern-
ment is likely unreliable (r < (¢/( 8+ c))), they will not accept any offers

" For a discussion of how the presence of peacekeepers affects the costs and benefits of
reneging on the agreement, see Fortna 2008.

Y'We do not provide a formal proof of the equilibria in this chapter because of space con-
straints, As in most signaling models, two classes of equilibria arise, one in which the sec-
ond player demands costly signals, and an accommodating one in which she does not. Be-
cause we are concerned with a set of cases involving deep animosity, we expect civil war
belligerents, by definition deadly enemies, 1o play strategies that vield the demanding equi-
librium rather than the accommodating one. We thus predict that the results from the de-
manding equilibria should hold, and we focus on them here.
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Nature

Unreliable

Reliable (r) o

G
ight Agreement
Fight Offer agreement Fig o
e Agreement
Agreement peacekeepers / _ wopk
\..u .‘. pc -, \
- | R R R
R
cept
t Accept Accept Accep e
o Reject Reject ejec!
Reject
Z-a,5 Y,—c Yibi=g
-0
-e, 0 -e,0
-0

Figure 5.1 Nature

t when the government is more
Il be willing to take a n.rmsnn
peace agreement without

of peace, and so fighting will nouansn.__w: .
likely reliable (r > ( ¢/ (S + &_:w nnvmm s S:m -
and will accept the government’s otter o

oo tion where a reliable govern-

i hows a situa : :
sl bl nreliable govern
,_,ﬁm:,m“ﬂ::m ﬂ“u bear the cost of peacekeepers, but an u
men

i ior be-
ting equilibrium regardless of prior
lcks. i Wnnnoﬂm_.wﬂ_wsww% Mﬂmrmmn“ vmnmc.mn the two aﬁmm Mﬁwﬂw‘
__mmm. mwm.: nwn . lves from one another. A reliable wménnsamﬂ i
sy~ nBﬂn epers, and the rebels will accept this om‘mn... rﬂ i
s wnmnm %:%uoﬂ, be willing to bear this cost; knowing this,
mEm mnwa_n_dm_ﬂmmﬂ.m of agreements without vmmmnrwnwanm. e P
e f table 5.1 illustrates the equilibria when the i
e n.cw_c o, tive to the cost of peacekeepers mm:. Uﬂarvwm_wmrm rm .
et ..n.w.ﬂrn chance that the government _m._,m_.m eis r‘m nw e
g . cekeepers and rebels will accept this offer. In _M _Enﬁwm
g i;._ -5 vmm_.:_.:a:ﬂ has been able to bluff mﬁnnnmmmc__w. : M_ .
i :E.n_.ﬂm_u_m wowmﬂrﬁ the government is reliable are low, rebe ﬂax e
Mrm_”rm“_ﬂ:mmﬂ__wmmﬁﬁnmw quite so easily. Here we get a comp
uy
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BLE §5.2 . fecktt
wwwnnwnnvmnm Relative to Continued Fighting

Peacekeepers as Signals - 95

r<cl(S+¢c

r>c/(S+c

TABLE 5.1
Equilibria

r<c/(§+¢ r>c/(S+¢
Z>agand Y>b Semiseparating: reliable Gs

Z>aand Y<b

Z<agandY<b

offer peacekeepers. Unreli-
able Gs offer peacekeepers
with probability 7S / (¢ — ¢7).
R accepts offers with proba-
bility (b + &) / (Y + &)

Separating: only reliable Gs
offer agreements with peace-
keepers; all offers are
accepted

No peace offers made

7Z>aand Y>b Some nnwnnrnnﬁ.msm and
some fighting; higher pro-
portion of peacekeeping

Pooling: all types of G offer
agreements with peace-
keepers; all are accepted ;
Some peacekeeping and
some fighting; lower pro-
portion of peacekeeping

Z>aand Y<b

Separating: only reliable Gs Z<aand Y<b Fighting only

Peacekeeping only

Some peacekeeping and
some fighting; lower pro-
portion of peacekeeping

XXX

offer agreements with peace-
keepers; all offers are
accepted

Pooling: all types of G offer
agreements without peace-
keepers; all offers are
accepted

separating equilibrium. A rel
keepers. An unreliable
be successful, will not
unreliable government

1 (as shown in the table).

Comparative Statics

This game thus has three possible outcomes:

tion of hostilities with no peacekeeping troo
ties and the presence of peacekeepers,
via multinomial logit. The game gives
tions, based on the parameters of the
Here we will focus our attention on
we will observe peacekeepers relat
and when we will observe peacekee

plays a mixed strategy,
some probability between o and 1, as specified
NEVer accept an agreement without peaceke
stances. On observing an offer of peacekeepe
a mixed strategy, accepting the offer with som

iable government will always offer peace-
government, knowing that bluffs will not always
always be willing to offer peacekeepers. Thus, an
offering peacekeepers with
in the table. The rebels will
epers under these circum-
rs, the rebels will also play
e probability between o and

continued fighting, a cessa-
ps, or a cessation of hostili-
lending itself to empirical analysis
rise to a large number of predic-
model and the outcome of interest.
two sets of comparative statics: when
ive to observing continued fighting,
pers relative to a truce without peace-

keepers. Tables 5.2 and 5-3 allow us to specify these comparative statics

by showing the predicted outcomes
cidence of peacekeepers and continue

- Table 5.2 focuses on the relative in-
d fighting. Cells in which only agree-

ments with no peacekeepers are predicted are mroém as empty AEmn_”M

XXX), and the “agreements without wnmnmwﬂnﬁnnm. o.ﬂ_anoammmmmmanm

] he relative incidence o -

cted. Analogously, table 5.3 shows t | i

W_annnm and truces S.ESE peacekeepers; cells that predict M.n_w nwn”““m
ued fighting are shown as empty (again, marked XXX), and the outc

tinued fighting is neglected. . . .
om.m.ﬂwmwsﬂ_u_nmmm:cé us to specify the following comparative statics.

Peacekeeping relative to continued fighting:

1. The incidence of peacekeeping will increase as Z and «. En..mmMM M:“M
as a and b decrease. That is, we will see more peacekeeping Mn m“n_.nmmn
continued fighting as the benefits of peace for the governmen ,
and as the costs of accepting vamnnrnn.bnmm decrease. S

2. The incidence of peacekeeping will increase as r m:_ incr : wa:m
as ¢ decreases. That is, we will see more __....nwm_ﬂmﬂwﬂvmw_w %M_“Mm ”Mcmmﬁnmnn

i he government is reliable, the
MMWMﬂHWﬂM_WM“MﬁmmMF Mbn_ when the costs of exploitation for the rebels

are low.
Peacekeeping relative to agreements (or truces) without peacekeepers:

3. The incidence of peacekeeping will amn:um asr and _.m. M.:nnM“mM,m M%
: i ill see less peacekeeping relative
as ¢ decreases. That is, we wi R
i hen the government is likely re ;
ments without peacekeepers w . e
the benefits of peace for the rebels are high, and when the costs o
loitation for the rebels are low. - .
’ 4. The incidence of peacekeeping will increase as Z Mnn_ MEMMWMMMM_”M
, i ill see more peacekeeping
as a and b decrease. That is, we w : i
agreements without peacekeepers when the benefits of R_mrn to the gove
ment are high and the costs of accepting peacekeepers low.
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TABLE 5.3

Peacekeeping Relative to Agreement without Peacekeepers

r<cl{§+¢ r>c/(S+¢

Z>aand Y>b Peacekeeping only

Z>aandY<b Peacekeeping only

Z<aand Y<b XXX Agreements only

Table 5.4 summarizes the predicted effects of the model’s parameters.

This model shows how important it is to consider all three outcomes in
order to get predictions that are not subject to selection effects. The inci-
dence of peacekeeping relative to continued fighting, and relative to agree-
ments without peacekeepers, is subject to different effects. In order to
begin testing these propositions, we need to find proxies for the costs and
benefits facing governments and rebels, and for rebels’ beliefs. The next

section turns to this problem and to specifying the observable implica-
tions on which we will focus.

Measuring the Variables

We draw on civil war data collected by Michael Doyle and Nicholas Sam-
banis.'® We focus on the sixty-four cases in the period from 1989 to 1997.
While peacekeeping as an institution was “invented” in the late 19408, it
was used primarily in interstate conflicts during the Cold War. The norm
of noninterference in the internal affairs of states has since relaxed con-
siderably, and peacekeeping has become a commonly accepted practice in
civil wars only since the end of the Cold War.
For our purposes, the dependent variable is trichotomous: (1) wars
in which fighting ends in victory for one side, or is ongoing (N = 25);
(2) wars in which the belligerents reach an agreement to stop fighting but
no peacekeepers are deployed (N = 18); and (3) wars in which an agree-
ment is reached and peacekeepers are deployed (N = 21). Because we are
interested in the demand for peacekeeping by the belligerents themselves,
the measure of peacekeeping includes only consent
agreed to by the belligerents,
quire this consent.

-based peacekeeping,
not enforcement missions that do not re-

' The data are adapted slightly from Doyle and Sambanis 2000. Data and data notes are
available upon request from Fortna.

Peacekeeping only

Peacekeeping only
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e w%mmnﬂm of Model’s Parameters .
i Peacekeeping «m_.ah._%
. t
i j to agreements withou
Peacekeeping relative o
eter to fighting peacekeep
Param

y sents
of the model presented above, the mn.mﬂ nmﬁnm.cm ?n ) aM%nnMrnnﬁ-
E o tinue fighting, or agreements (with or without p B
e noﬁmmanon_ but rejected (and are therefore unobserve e
pdiribsie ts (in categories 2 and 3) include both cases © wun ”
o gnm:ﬂ: | truces. The latter represent at least tacit agreem y
nnm:mmmﬂﬂ.ﬂmn Mwﬂﬂa some cases peacekeepers are deployed to ov
stop : |
- bels’ beliefs, the costs and benefits of peace for 4m:o”” wmm
anmcuﬂm : sts of ﬁnmn,nrnaﬁw:m for the two types of mc<mnsﬂmnr ot
st mam o nﬂqn do not have single straightforward proxies for o
more difficult. Instead we posit that a number of n_._m_.mﬂm:mﬂnwnmrn:. i
poin nM=MM W_MM ﬁM:._nm should affect the participants’ beliefs and t
war an ‘
e cmmOmﬁm mm%uw Mwwmuﬂw.ﬂ_._ reliable and unreliable mgm_.:q:oﬂﬂnm ﬁ_w M
o e H,.o Mmam of war, which we proxy with n:B:oP .um M o
g ﬁrn $ ar drags on, the government’s estimate of wha i
gl ht rises. Duration might be thought of as a pro D
s oc:.nm__ However, as the old maxim goes: for .Em:mo o
i 6 _Mmm .._m to win, while for governments not to Wi is g
W.c:mw”oﬂ% argue, is thus a better proxy of government COSES
uration,

rebel costs.!’

bel costs,
s as a proxy of both government w:& re iy
Ve :.numm:nwwnm _.W.Hmrn_mnﬂww no &M:mmnunﬂ effect on the __ra__rwwnmnm%ﬂﬂr-
and therefore v.nanm_“m awmﬂnﬂamw.ﬂni with our predictions about mmaan.ﬂ_mna M_no::.m&ﬂo&,
s nu_n hs raise § along with Y and Z, this variable wi m<:n.9 wospr I
i Rmnnrﬂﬁﬂw. _ﬁ.”._owﬂ_ﬂ of peacckeeping. Omitting this variable does not a
effects on the likelt

other results.
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Z and Y should correlate positively with war duration.

The more mountainous the terrain, the easier it is for rebels to hide and
the lower their costs of war. Rough terrain thus makes it harder for the

government to find and defeat rebels, increasing the government’s benefi
from peace.

S should correlate negatively, while Z and Y may correlate positively
with mountainousness.

A well-armed government that reneges on a peace agreement is more dan-
gerous to rebel groups than one that is not well-armed.

¢ may therefore correlate positively with government army size.

R’s assessment of G’s reliability (r) may depend on the government’s re-
gime type. Relative to closed political systems, democracies are likely less
able to be able to FENEge on a peace agreement once they have entered into
it. Domestic audience costs and democratic political processes may bind

democratic governments to their commitments more tightly than auto-
cratic ones,

r should be higher for democracies.

There is a cost to both reliable and unreliable governments of letting
peacekeepers in, because peacekeepers infringe on the state’s sovereignty,
and a country’s prestige is at stake. Bangladesh, for example, was partic-
ularly unwilling to countenance peacekeepers in its civil war in the Chit-
tagong Hill Tracts because Bangladesh prides itself on deploying peace-
keepers elsewhere, helping other worse-off countries out of their civil war
messes. Allowing peacekeepers in would entail admitting that it needed
such help.'® This cost might vary with the age of the country; those closer

to independence might be more prickly about their newfound sovereignty
and their prestige.

Both a and b should decrease with the number of years since the coun-
try gained independence.

The strength of a country’s economy provides a proxy for how much a
country will care about earning a negative reputation with the interna-
tional community. Poorer countries who depend significantly on inter-
national development assistance will be much more sensitive to the nega-
tive effects of reneging on an agreement while peacekeepers are present

¥ Interviews by Fortna in Bangladesh, January 2002. The sovereignty costs of peace-

keeping were also quite apparent in interviews with government officials in Mozambique,
December 2002,
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bserving their behavior. Richer countries, meanwhile, will care much less
O - -
about this cost to their reputation.

b should thus be lower the richer the country.
R’s prior beliefs about Gs reliability will be affected by their history of
conflict: ‘

r should be lower if these parties have fought before in the past.

i 1 i
Table 5.5 summarizes the relationship between o_umm?mzwmanmm_mnww _H
the data and the variables in the formal model. It m_mo.?wﬁ es info
tion on the measurement and data source for each variable.

Predictions

Because we have observable measures .ﬂrmm tap .::o _.Emnm than wm:%_ Mﬂ_.vﬂ
able in the model, predictions are a bit noa.v_.nmnnm.. ome ﬁhm ey
potheses can be derived, however. We start with _uan.m_nn_o=m about ag
ments with peacekeepers relative to continued fighting.

Agreements with Peacekeepers, Relative to Continued Fighting

DURATION ,
Longer duration of conflict increases the government’s .u.mnnmﬂ _nm.oa wmmnw

(Z or Y, depending on G’s type) and, mo_._n.ui.:m comparative statics m.“g .

(cs1) above, should increase the probability of peacekeeping agreements.

MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN

Rough terrain has contradictory effects. To mrm extent that _w _ﬂmﬂwmmnm
the government’s benefit from peace, it should increase ﬂ,n ?.% _m _.u_Q M"
i * bene
i But it also decreases the rebels’ be
eacekeeping agreements (cs1). it : . e
M.c:_ peace, decreasing the probability of peacekeeping relative to ong;

ing fighting (cs2).

GOVERNMENT ARMY SIZE

The larger the government’s army, the more E_:nnmv_n. n&%m mﬁn ﬂﬂwnwm
unreliable government. Thus, we expect a negative relationship be
army size and peacekeeping (csz).

REGIME TYPE A
Democracy increases the rebels’ belief that that .a.,n government is re
able (r), which has a positive effect in the demanding equilibrium (cs2).
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TABLE 5.5

Observable Measures

Observable
measure

Relationship to
model variables

Measurement and
data sources'

Duration of
war

Mountains

Government
army size

Democracy

Years sovereign

Economic
strength

Past war

Increases G’s benefit of
peace (Z & Y)

Decreases R’s benefit of
peace (S)

Increases G’s benefit

(Z&Y)

Increases R’s
vulnerability (¢)

Increases G’s reliability

(r)

Decreases cost of peace-
keeping for both types
of G(a& b)

Decreases cost of peace-
keeping for unreliable
G (b)

Decreases r

In months: (end year—
beginning year X 12) for
ongoing wars: (1999—
beginning year X 12)

Log (% mountainous + 1)?

Troops (thousands)

Average Polity score over
five years before the war?

Year war began—year of
independence?

Real GDP per capita

Dummy for previous civil
war between same parties
(from Doyle and Sambanis
2000 “cluster” variable)

!Source is Doyle and Sambanis 2000 except as noted.

Source is Fearon and Laitin 2003.

*Because regime type may be endogenous to the agreement—sometimes nondemocracies
agree to democratic institutions or at least elections as part of the agreement—we use a mea-

sure of regime type taken before the war begins.
Source is Correlates of War in addition to Doyle and Sambanis 2000.

YEARS SOVEREIGN

The longer a country has enjoyed sovereignty and the less prickly it is
about the issue, the lower the cost of letting in peacekeepers, and the
more likely they will be. We should see a positive relationship between the
age of a country and peacekeeping (cs1).!?

19 Civil wars tend to occur in newer states, but as our universe of cases consists only of

those experiencing civil war, any effect of a country’s age on civil war onset should be se-
lected our.
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GDP/CAPITA

Similarly, the richer the country, the lower the cost of peacekeepers to
unreliable governments (b). GDP per capita should thus have a positive
effect on peacekeeping (cs1).

PAST WAR

If the parties’ history involves previous rounds of fighting, the rebels
are less likely to believe the government is reliable (r), which should de-
crease the probability of agreements with peacekeeping, relative to con-
tinued fighting (cs2).

Agreements with Peacekeepers, Relative to
Agreements without Peacekeepers

The hypotheses for agreements with peacekeeping relative to agree-
ments with no peacekeeping are more straightforward, because érw_.n
measures tap into more than one variable in the model, the effects point
in the same direction.

DURATION

By increasing the benefits of peace for the government (Z or Y, a_%mmn_;
ing on its type), longer duration should make the government more will-
ing to offer peacekeepers (cs4).

MOUNTAINS

Rough terrain increases the benefit of peace for the government, but de-
creases it for the rebel side. So both comparative static predictions (cs3
and 4) suggest that peacekeepers will be more likely in countries with
mountainous terrain.

GOVERNMENT ARMY SIZE

The strength of the government’s army should have a positive effect. It
increases the vulnerability of rebels, and increases their demand for peace-
keepers as the price of agreement (cs3).

REGIME TYPE

Democracy increases the rebels’ beliefs that the government is reliable
(). This should decrease the probability of peacekeepers (cs3).

YEARS SOVEREIGN

If countries that have more recently won independence are indeed more
sensitive to the infringement of peacekeepers on their sovereignty, then
the cost of peacekeeping (a and b, depending on the government's type)
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is lower the older the state. This should increase the prevalence of peace-
keeping among those wars that end with an agreement (cs4). We thus ex-
pect a positive relationship between years sovereign and peacekeeping.

GDP/CAPITA

Governments of richer countries, which care less about the reputa-
tional costs of peacekeepers if they renege on their agreements, will be
more likely to accept peacekeepers. GDP per capita should increase the
likelihood of peacekeeping (cs4).

PAST WAR

By decreasing the rebels’ beliefs that the government is reliable (r), at
least one previous round of conflict should increase their demand that the
government incur the added cost of peacekeeping to prove its reliability
(cs3). Peacekeeping should thus be more likely if this war is a repeat of
earlier fighting.

Table 5.6 summarizes these predictions.

Empirical Testing

To test these predictions, we run a multinomial logit on the data set of
civil wars. The dependent variable is the trichotomous outcome: continued
fighting, agreement without peacekeeping, and agreement with peace-
keeping. The results are shown in tables 5.7 and 5.8. The tables show the
results of the same multinomial logit model. However, for ease of inter-
pretation, we show the results both when continued fighting is the base-
line (table 5.7) and when an agreement without peacekeepers is the base-
line (table 5.8). For both, the results that interest us the most are shown
first, for the use of peacekeepers relative to the omitted category.2’ Be-
cause some of the observations in this data set are not independent of
each other (e.g., whether peacekeepers deploy to one conflict may be af-
fected by whether peacekeepers have been involved in that country in the
past), we calculate robust standard errors with observations clustered by
country. In other words, the various civil wars in India are considered po-
tentially related, whereas the civil war in Nicaragua is considered inde-
pendent of the war in Peru.?!

*The model also provides predictions about the use of agreements without peacekeep-
ers relative to continued fighting. As these are of less interest, we do not discuss them here.
However, their inclusion in the model is necessary to avoid selection bias, and the results are
largely consistent with the signaling model’s predictions.

*I'Note that the cluster variable used to calculate robust standard errors is slightly differ-
ent from the cluster variable used to determine whether there was a previous war between
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TABLE 5.6
Predicted Effects of Observable Measures

Peacekeeping relative

Peacekeeping relative to agreement :.\_, thout

Measure to fighting peacekeeping
Duration of war i +
Mountains = +
Goverment army size = i
Democracy + =
Years sovereign '3 +
Economic strength + +

-

Past war =t

This entry results from our observable measure being .n.w_._.n_mﬁa with more than one
model parameter. For example, mountainous terrain is positively cor nm_m,_ﬁnu with Z and Y,
but negatively correlated with S. The former leads us to predict a postiive effect cw peace:
keeping relative to ongoing fighting, the latter a negative effect, leading to an ambiguous
overall prediction.

Consider first table 5.7, where the first part mfoém the results for the in-
cidence of peacekeeping relative to continued fighting. These mmmc_nm are
quite strong and consistent with our model. Wars of _mu:mﬂ. manmsms are as-
sociated with more peacekeeping, indicating that r_mrﬂ. potential peace
benefits for the government lead to more vwmnnrnm?nmw as E.m&nanm.
More mountainous terrain, on the other hand, is mmm.cn_mam with less
peacekeeping. This result is consistent with the model if we assume that
rough terrain is a better proxy for benefits to the rebels lumn benefits for
the government. If rough terrain tends to decrease nnvn_m. peace va:nmﬂm
by lowering the cost of ongoing fighting, we would predict the negative
effect of mountains on peacekeeping that we find here. .

The results show a strong negative effect of mo.ﬁﬂaamaﬂ army size on
peacekeeping. This is consistent with the model, indicating that a _m_..mmn
government army makes rebels more vulnerable to moswna:._n:n reneging,
so reducing the incidence of agreements with wnmnnrnwv_um Aﬂmmm agree-
ments with no peacekeeping) relative to continued mm_ﬁ_sm. Similarly, &mw
mocracy has a strong positive effect on Ummnmrnmv_zm, as the mode

the same parties. In the Doyle and Sambanis data, the former is named clustz and 5_” latter
cluster. The former groups together all conflicts in a given country, irn_&n,_. or not they Amr_.n
related (so the Sikh conflict in India is in the same clust2 cluster as q_rn war in _num_.:..:_; mn
latter only groups conflicts that involved the same parties (so the Sikh and Kashmir war do
not share a cluster).
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TABLE 5.7
Multinomial Logit Model, Incidence of Peacekeeping Relative to
Continued Fighting

Coefficient  Robust std. error Z
Peacekeeping
Duration 0.0169%* 0.0067 2.50
Mountains -0.985%% 0.446 -2.21
Government army size -o.0113%% 0.0031 -3.68
Democracy o5 1 Y 0.109 2.59
Years sovereign —0.0406** 0.0196 2.07
Past war —0.597 0.844 —0.71
GDP per capita 0.0013% 0.0006 1.93
Constant 1.640 1.289 1.2
Agreement without peacekeepers
Duration 0.0110% 0.0063 1.74
Mountains -1.430%"* 0.590 -2.42
Government army size —0.0056** 0.0020 -2.83
Democracy 0.334"" 0.113 2.95
Years sovereign -0.0616*% 0.0227 -2.72
Past war ~-1.339 1.002 -1.34
GDP per capita o.co13** 0.0006 2.06
Constant 2.813* 1.630 1273
Number of observations 60
Pseudo R? 0.391

* Significant at the .10 level. ** Significant at the .05 level.

predicts, indicating that more reliable governments are associated with
more peacekeeping (and less continued fighting). The sign on past wars is
negative, as predicted, although not statistically significant. We find a
positive effect of per capita GDP on peacekeeping, as expected, indicat-
ing that rich governments bear a relatively low sovereignty cost for allow-
ing peacekeepers in.

One surprising result is the strong negative effect of years sovereign on
the incidence of peacekeeping. We had hypothesized that newly sovereign
governments would be more sensitive to the intrusive presence of peace-

1
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TABLE 5.8
Multinomial Logit Model, Incidence of Peacekeeping Relative to Agreement
without Peacekeepers

Coefficient ~ Robust std. error Z
Peacekeeping
Duration 0.0059% 0.003§ 1.68
Mountains 0.445 0.302 1.47
Government army size —-o0.0057%* 0.0026 -2.14
Democracy -0.0§17 0.0862 —0.60
Years sovereign 0.0210%% 0.0098 2.14
Past war 0.742 o.830 o.89
GDP per capita —0.00005§ 0.00014 -0.36
Constant ~1.174 0.932 -1.26
Continued fighting
Duration -o0.0110% 0.0063 -1.74
Mountains 1.430%* 0.590 2.42
Government army size 0.0056* 0.0020 2.83
Democracy -0.334** 0.113 ~2.9§
Years sovereign 0.0616% 0.0227 2.72
Past war 1.339 1.002 1.34
GDP per capit -0.0013*" 0.0006 -2.06
Constant -2.814% 1.630 —1.73
Number of observations 60
Pseudo R? 0.391

* Significant at the .1o level. ** Significant at the .05 level.

keepers, leading to a negative correlation between years sovereign and the
parameters a and b. This led us to predict a positive correlation between
years sovereign and peacekeeping, as states more confident in their sover-
eign status would be more willing to allow peacekeepers in. Instead, we
find just the opposite. As we will see below, of those wars that end with
an agreement, peacekeeping is more likely in older states. But as the neg-
ative and significant coefficients in both halves of table 5.7 indicate, the
most likely outcome in older states, ceteris paribus, is continued fighting
rather than agreement (with or without peacekeepers). It is possible that
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newly independent states are more susceptible to international pressure
to negotiate an end to their civil wars, while older states can more easily
resist this pressure.??

Overall, the results for peacekeeping relative to continued fighting pro-
vide strong support for the signaling model. With the exception of a
state’s age, all the results are in the predicted direction, and all but one of
these effects are statistically significant.

Turn now to table 5.8, which shows the same multinomial logit model
but makes agreements without peacekeepers the baseline category, so that
we can directly see effects on the incidence of peacekeeping relative to
these agreements. The results here are not as strong as for peacekeeping
relative to continued fighting, but still suggestive. As expected, we find
that war duration has a positive effect on peacekeeping. If governments
see a high potential benefit of peace, they will be more willing to offer
agreements with peacekeepers, leading to the result we find here. The sign
of the coefficient for mountainous terrain is positive, as predicted, though
it is not statistically significant. The effect of government army size runs
counter to our predictions, however. A larger government army has a
strong negative effect on peacekeeping.??

As noted above, we find a positive effect of years sovereign on peace-
keeping. As predicted in our model, newer states appear to be more sen-
sitive to infringements on their sovereignty, while older states are more
likely to offer peacekeepers (given that an agreement is reached). The
coefficient for past wars is positive, as the model predicts, but this effect
is not significant. Neither democracy nor GDP/capita have effects that are
statistically distinguishable from zero (p > .9).

Overall, we find that the model is less powerful at distinguishing be-
tween agreements with and without peacekeepers than between peace-
keeping and continued fighting. The results in table 5.7 support our
model strongly, while those in table 5.8 are more mixed.”* Nonetheless,
given that some of the proxies used here are crude, we believe the overall
results suggest that there is a substantial signaling element to the demand
for peacekeepers.

22Op the rise and possible demise of a norm of negotiated settlement in civil wars, see
Howard 2003.

23\We treat this variable as a proxy for rebel vulnerability, but it may well also pick up
the effect of the government’s cost of war. If governments with larger armies have a lower
cost of war and therefore a lower benefit of peace (Z and Y), this should decrease the de-
mand for peacekeeping, yielding the result we see here.

24This, along with the fact that the results in table 5.7 show similar findings for both
agreements with peacekeeping and those without, relative to continued fighting, may reflect
the fact that the choice between agreement and fighting to the finish is more predictable than
the choice of whether to invite peacekeepers if agreement is reached.
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Conclusion

The small existing literature on where peacekeepers go focuses on supply—
on when the international community chooses to deploy international
personnel. Here we focus on the demand for this institution—when do
belligerents agree to be peacekept.”> We develop a signaling model in
which governments choose whether or not to offer an agreement, and if
so whether to offer to allow peacekeepers in. Rebels choose whether or
not to accept this offer. The increased cost of peacekeeping to a govern-
ment that intends to renege on the deal makes the offer of peacekeeping
a credible signal of reliability. The model highlights the effects of the
benefits of peace (or the cost of war), the cost of allowing peacekeepers
to intrude, rebels’ a priori level of trust in the government’s reliability, and
their vulnerability to exploitation.

While none of these variables can be observed outright, we propose at
least crude proxies for testing the model’s predictions. Most of these pre-
dictions are supported empirically. We find quite strong support for our
expectations about agreements with peacekeeping relative to ongoing
fighting. The findings about peacekeeping relative to agreements without
peacekeeping are more mixed, but nonetheless generally support our expec-
tations. As Keohane’s work has long emphasized, focusing on strategic de-
mands for institutions leads to powerful insights about their incidence.

25 For analysis that combines the supply and demand side of where peacekeepers go, see
Fortna 2008, chaps. 2 and 3.



