Scraps of Paper? Agreements and
the Durability of Peace

Virginia Page Fortna

Why does peace sometimes last and sometimes fall apart?, Waaything can
be done to enhance the durability of peace in the aftermath of war? Some cease-
fires fall apart within days or monthsthers hold for yearswvhile others last in-
definitely Why, for example did a cease-fire in the Arab-Israeli war in 1948 fail
within three monthswhile the next one lasted for years? Why has peace so often
faltered between India and Pakistan but heldspite ongoing tensionbetween
North and South Korea? Surprisingly little theoretical or empirical work has ex-
plored this important question

States have devised a number of mechanisms to try to make it easier to main-
tain peaceThese mechanisms are often implemented as part of a cease-fire agree-
ment States set up demilitarized zonascept international peacekeeping missjons
establish dispute resolution proceduggn formal agreementand undertake other
steps to try to enhance the prospects for peBwethese measures work? If,so
why? This article begins to answer this question by analyzing the duration of peace
after international wars ending between 1946 and 18%dtaws on and develops
theories of international cooperation to argue that measures such as these help
enemies overcome the cooperation problem inherent in the aftermath .dbtuar
dents of international relations have long drawn on contracting theory and the new
economics of organization literature to examine how actors can achieve coopera-
tion even as anarchy makes it impossible to write enforceable contr&ctsolar-
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ship in this vein points to a number of ways in which cease-fire agreements might
influence the chances of maintaining ped@rgue that mechanisms within agree-
ments can make durable peace more likely by changing the incentives to break a
cease-fireby reducing uncertainty about actions and intentjarsl by prevent-
ing accidental violations from triggering another round of fightitfgthis argu-
ment is correctthe content of cease-fire agreements should affect whether peace
lasts Individually and collectivelythese measures should be associated with more
durable peaceall else being equal

Scholars of international relations in the realist tradition likely would argue that
cease-fire agreements and the measures within them are at best epiphenomenal
these scholars’ vienagreements may reflect other factors that affect durability
but arguments that they themselves shape the chances for lasting peace are ideal-
istic. In this view agreements are merely “scraps of pdp€hey are not binding
in an anarchical system and should have no independent effect on international
behavior least of all on decisions about war and pead® test the effects of
agreements on the durability of peaame therefore needs to control for other
factors that affect the baseline prospects for pe#iceonce these variables are
included agreement mechanisms have no effdwtn one can conclude that agree-
ments are only scraps of papdfr, however agreements matter even when the
baseline prospects are accounted thbis would support the argument that even
deadly enemies can overcome the obstacles to cooperation

A small but growing literature has begun to examine what makes peace easier
or harder to maintainFor examplea number of scholaysncluding Zeev Maoz
and Paul Hensehave found that decisive victories tend to be more stable than
stalemates Hensel also found that conflicts over territory were more likely to
reemergeln what is probably the most comprehensive examination of this issue
to date Werner finds that changes in relative capabilities over time provide the
best explanation for the breakdown of pe4cghe argues that the durability of
peace is best examined as a decision to restart the war as part of an ongoing bar-
gaining processso that changes taking place after the fighting stops are most likely
to affect whether it starts again

The growing literature on “enduring rivalries” is closely related to the study of
the resumption of watr By selecting only cases of repeated confliatich of this
literature cannot address the question of why some rivalries endure while others
do not However Stinnett and Diehl tackle this issue in their study of the paths
to rivalry. They find for example that conflicts between contiguous statbse-
tween major powerr between recently independent states are more likely to be

2. This is akin to the argument that international institutions are epiphenomméaalsheimer 1994
See also Mearsheimer 200di agreements have no effettowever it is not clear why states bother to
write them Leeds Long, and Mitchell 2000

3. See Maoz 1984and Hensel 1994 icklider 1995 found the same for civil wars

4. See Werner 1997 and 1994er findings are discussed in greater detail below

5. See for example Goertz and Diehl 1992and Goertz and Diehl 1993
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repeatedthat joint democracy reduces the likelihood of more conflésid that
territorial disputes and those ending in stalemates are more likely to ehdare
the other end of the rivalry life spaBennett finds that domestic political factors
such as regime type and issue salience affect the termination of rivalries

While scholars are beginning to learn why peace is harder to maintain in some
cases than in otherthere is not yet a good understanding of what can be done to
make peace more likely to ladExisting works have only tangentially addressed
whether deliberate mechanisms to try to maintain peace have been effettive
systematic studies have explored whether and how the content of cease-fire agree-
ments matters in the construction of lasting peaee cease-fire agreements merely
scraps of paper that have no effect on stability? Or is it the case that agreements
can improve the prospect of a lasting peace?

The first section of this article develops cooperation theory to explain how spe-
cific mechanisms within cease-fire agreements might affect the durability of.peace
This argument suggests that measures such as the withdrawal of, foreason
of demilitarized zonedormal cease-fire agreemenpeacekeepinghird-party guar-
anteesand dispute resolution procedures should help foster peace thatThsts
more of these measures implementdad longer peace should lastl else being
equal This section also lays out the counterargument and explores other variables
that might be expected to affect the baseline prospects for pkasémportant to
include these variables to guard against the possibility of finding spurious effects
if these factors influence both the content of agreements and the duration of peace
in other wordsto show that agreements are not epiphenomeérted second sec-
tion describes the econometric model and the data set of cease-fires in inter-
national wars used to test these hypothe3ée findings presented in the third
section show that agreements are not merely scraps of papter the imple-
mentation of specific mechanisms within cease-fire agreements can help make peace
last Strong agreements lead to more durable peace

In this study | define peace merely as the absence of g not distinguish
between relations that become very friendly and those that remain acrimonious
despite the absence of violenténder my definitionNorth and South Korea have
been at “peace” for half a centur@learly not all varieties of peace are equally
desirablenor does stability necessarily coincide with social justevertheless
most wars cause povertgiseaseand dislocationand all entail the large-scale
loss of human lifeRepeated conflict only exacerbates these tragetes study
not only indicates that states can overcome obstacles to maintaining peace in war-
torn areasbut also identifies the most effective ways of doing so

6. Stinnett and Diehl 20Q1

7. Bennett 1998See also Goertz and Diehl 1995

8. There has been more work done on this question for civil wacduding Walter 2001Hampson
1996 and Hartzell Hoddie and Rothchild 2001

9. Werner and others have examined the effects of negotiated settlements or of peace(asaties
opposed to armisticgsbut not of the content of the arrangements implemented
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Cooperation Theory and Agreements

Maintaining peace in the aftermath of war requires cooperaB@tause war is
costly, there is shared interest in avoiding renewed hostilifiéss shared interest
however does not automatically lead to pea¢tecent belligerents have deeply
conflicting interests and strong incentives to take advantage of each*diftey
also have good reason to fear each other’s intenti@uoperation is therefore
difficult to achieve | argue that cease-fire agreements can foster cooperation in
several waysby changing incentivedy reducing uncertainty about actions and
intentions and by controlling accidental violations of the cease-fire

This argument rests on three assumptidis that states are rationally le?)
that war is costlyand not desired for its own sakand(3) that each ex-belligerent
has incentives to take advantage of its opponengood reason to fear its oppo-
nent’s intentionsl do not assume that both belligerents reach a cease-fire on equal
footing.** There are usually winners and losers in yard at least one side’s ac-
ceptance of a cease-fire may have been “coetddédwever, unless one side is
completely eliminated in waboth sides can impose costs on each gtaed the
problem of cooperation maintaif$

First, by “rationally led” I mean that leaders make decisions purposefully and
that they consider the expected costs and benefits of their actieaders are not
omniscient they can make mistake8ut | assume that leaders do not act ran-
domly, nor will they act in ways that they expect will be contrary to their inter-
ests | do not assume that states are unitary actoosvever Leaders are subject to
domestic political pressureand may not exercise full control over all of those in
whose name they lead

Secondto say that actors prefer peace to war is not tq sayely, that they
prefer peace to the possibility of winning a war and dictating tebusto say that
they would prefer to reach the outcome of war without the cost of fightiryat
is costly in terms of lives and monegnd it is risky—there is always the chance
of losing rather than winningAs Fearon has explaingdvar is “ex postineffi-
cient” ** Unless fighting is preferred for its own sglkeen enemies would prefer
to settle their disputes without resorting to war

The inefficiency of war does not necessarily result in pehowever This study
concerns states who were recently at,veard who argby definition deadly en-

10. A shared interest in peace combined with conflicting individual interests constitutes the prob-
lem of cooperationOn the distinctions between harmorgpoperationand deadlocksee Keohane 1984
See also Oye 1986

11 For the sake of simplicityl discuss the problem of cooperation as involving only two states
number of wars in this study have multiple belligerefteese are split into separate dyadic observa-
tions in the quantitative research discussed below

12. Kecskemeti 1964The only case examined here in which one side was eliminated by the other
is South Vietnam’s fall to the North in 1975

13 Fearon 1995
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emies!® | assumethird, that relations between adversaries are marked by seri-
ously conflicting interests and deep mistrusis unlikely that the war settled the
conflict to both parties’ satisfactiomndeed the war may have caused new issues
of conflict Both sides face incentives to take advantage of each.othey are
bargaining over some disputed issifeeither side thought it could march in and
take what it wanted without meeting much resistafitceould probably choose to
do so States prefer peace to waut not to settling the dispute on their own terms
Conflicting interests give belligerents an incentive to break the cease-fire in a bid
to make unilateral gains on the battlefielthis is the familiar game of prisoner’s
dilemma

There may also be cases where neither side would prefer to ateek un-
opposedHowever there is no easy way for actors to know tHis an atmosphere
of deep mistrust in the aftermath of waach side has good reason to fear attack
from its opponentUncertainty and fear about the other’s intentions can under-
mine cooperation even where perfect information would automatically yield a co-
operative outcomeSecurity dilemma dynamics and their spirals of fear and hostility
are especially likely among states who have recently engaged in mortal cbmbat
With communication channels severed during the,vaad enemies likely to as-
sume the worst about each othiercidents along the cease-fire lireven if acci-
dental or the result of rogue forgesan reignite warPeace is precarious

A hypothetical case helps illustrate the obstacles to pdatagine two states
that have just fought a war over a piece of territgfgrael and Syria in 1973
perhapsor El Salvador and Honduras after the 1969 Football)WHne war was
costly and the two states would prefer not to fight aghirt they would each like
more of the disputed langreferably all of it Both believe it to be rightfully theirs
and domesticallyoccupation of any part of it by the enemy is seen as a travesty
The side that lost territory in the war has an incentive to try to win it baokl the
side that gained may hope it can now claim mdeth sides therefore have in-
centives to try to encroach upon the othmreven to make a dramatic advante
push the cease-fire line farther toward the other.side

Moreover both states have good reason to fear encroachment or attack by the
other These fears have likely been exacerbated by leaders’ inflammatory remarks
for domestic consumptiomBoth sides will be particularly wary of military maneu-
vers resupply effortsor anything that might be a precursor to a new att&¢ken
the fighting stoppedsoldiers were likely left in close proximity to their enemies
facing each other “eyeball-to-eyeball” across the cease-fire Tihe chance of
troops firing across the line or of skirmishes as each side tries to improve its po-
sition is quite high If irregular troops were involved in the fightingr if com-

14. Peace is more or less automatic among friendly sta@teamong states who are far away from
and have little to do witheach otherbetween Belize and Mozambigugay For a related discussion
of “politically relevant” dyads see Maoz and Russett 1993

15. Jervis 1978In assurance games such as stag Hitiig the grave payoff of being attacked and
the difficulty of assessing intentions that makes cooperation.risky
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mand and control are somewhat lop#igere may be incidents of unauthorized
attacks or advance$n such a tense atmosphere of mistrugith normal diplo-
matic channels cusuch small clashes can easily escaldtbether through delib-
erate actionspirals of fear and preemptipar accident and involuntary defection
the probability of war erupting anew is high

Although both sides are better off with peatieey cannot simply declare peace
and leave it at thafTheir commitments to maintain peace are not crediblen
actor with hostile intentions has an incentive to say it will abide by the cease-fire
so that its partner will cooperate and be “suckered” into letting down its guard
and perhaps leaving itself vulnerable to attdckinternational relationsof course
there is no external enforcement power to prevent actors from such chéltiag
is the central problem of cooperation under anarchy in international relations

So how do deadly enemies ever achieve peace? Cease-fire arrangements rely on
reciprocity and mutual deterrencBach side stops fighting in exchange for the
other side doing the samk either breaks the cease-fjithe other will respond in
kind. It is the prospect of return fire that deters attackis is so central to the
notion of a cease-fire that it may seem quite obviddswever for reciprocity
and deterrence to woylseveral things must be trughe cost of reinitiating con-
flict must outweigh the incentives to attadk must be easy to distinguish com-
pliance from noncomplian¢eboth sides must be reassured about each other’s
intentions especially if a there is a military advantage to striking fiestd acci-
dents must be prevented from triggering another. Waese requisites suggest both
the obstacles to peace and strategies for overcoming.them

Cease-fire agreements can employ three types of strategies to ensure that peace
lasts changing incentives by making it more costly to attaskducing uncer-
tainty about actions and intentignand preventing or controlling accidental vio-
lations These strategies suggest specific observable mechartisensffects of
which are tested belaw

Altering Incentives

War will resume if the incentives to attack exceed the cost of breaking the cease-
fire. But there are steps belligerents and the international community can take to
increase the costs of an attadihese steps widen the bargaining space between
belligerents and make another bout of war less lik@lgversaries can tie their

16. Reiter 1995 found preemption to be rare as the sole cause ofBuarconflicts that start or
escalate to war through preemption are most likely among deadly enesu@sas Israel and its Arab
neighbors in 196.7Similarly, wars rarely start purely by accidetut escalating clashgsften at least
partially the result of accidents or unauthorized acticem contribute to the spiral toward w&uch
was the case between India and Pakistan in 1868 arguably again in 199&scalating clashes led to
the second war between China and Vietnamd to serious fighting short of full-scale war between
Honduras and El Salvador in 1976

17. For analyses of the problem of credible commitments as an obstacle to peace see Fearon 1995
and Walter 2001
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own hands by physically constraining their ability to attadkthdrawal of troops
from the front line creation of a demilitarized buffer zonand arms control make
remobilizing for war more difficultThese actions also make a successful surprise
attack much less likely

Belligerents may also be able to alter incentives by declaring their cease-fire
formally. By signing a formal agreemergtates invoke international la®@f course
with no higher authority to enforce, ilnternational law is not binding in the way
that domestic law isInternational agreements can be brokeuat breaking them
risks losing international aid and military suppoand legitimizes retaliation by
the other sideFormal and public declaration of a cease-fire thus invokes inter-
national audience cost8

Actors may also turn to outsiders to help them enforce a ceasezfmamit-
ment by a third party to guarantee the peace serves as a detagaint by raising
the cost of noncompliancé&n external guarantor takes on some of the responsi-
bility for retaliation in the event of defectiofhe presence of peacekeeping troops
interposed between forces may also serve as a physical and reputational buffer to
ensure the cease-fire

Reducing Uncertainty About Actions and Intentions

Agreements can reduce uncertainty by specifying the terms of a ceadedite
ing the exact location of the cease-fire line provides a focal point that can help
prevent “salami tactic” attempts to push the line to either side’s advanGgl-
ing out the rules of the cease-fire explicitly helps to define compliance and non-
compliance which serves to prevent misunderstandings and avoid unnecessary
tension The more specific the agreemetite less uncertainty there will be about
what constitutes compliance

Verification mechanisms can alleviate concerns about detecting aggressive moves
by the opponent in time to respanilonitoring may be less important in cease-
fire agreements than other sorts of agreemdm@sause states are likely to rely on
national intelligence for warning of an attaand it is difficult to hide aggression
once it startd® However neutral referees can play an important role in fostering
stable peaceBecause it is costly to be seen as the aggrestates will try to
blame the other side for any fighting that staMéthout neutral observerslaims
of being the victim of aggression are not credible and there are bound to be
disputes over “who started.itMonitors to investigate incidents and provide

18 Agreeing to peace and signing a formal document in the first place may involve substantial
domestic audience costs if peace is unpopular with some gr8apis Anwar Sadat and Yitzhak Rabin
paid tragically with their lives In cases such as thesaudience costs serve a very different role
willingness to make peace despite significant domestic opposition serves as a credible signal of com-
mitment Martin 1993

19. On verification in the context of arms contralee Schelling and Halperin 196dhap 9; and
Gallagher 1999
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unbiased information on compliance are therefore important for distinguishing un-
provoked aggression from legitimate retaliatidime international audience costs
of breaking a cease-fir¢herefore often depend on impartial monitoring

Physical constrainfsaudience costsand third-party guarantees or peacekeep-
ing efforts change belligerents’ incentivdsut also serve as important signaling
devices that can reduce uncertainty about intentigvilingness to accept mea-
sures that make war more costly is a credible signal of benign in¢ates con-
templating an attack will be less willing than those with nobler intentions to sign
on to measures that increase the physical or political cost of fighfiritics might
argue that this concedes the point that agreements are epiphenpordpdhose
who intend to abide by the cease-fire will agree to strong mechanmmg is the
intentions not the mechanismsloing the causal workThis argument is unfalsi-
fiablg as is there is no way to measure intentions a priidrthere were inter-
national relations would be very different and war might not exist at Bilit it
also misses the poinDf course intentions matte®ne of the ways in which agree-
ments affect the durability of peace is by providing credible ways of signaling
these intentions and overcoming the security dilemma

In the abstractthere are two distinct causal pathways possibiee in which
agreement mechanisms influence peace directly by constraining states or provid-
ing information and another in which mechanisms simply signal intentibtosv-
ever the two pathways are not so easily distinguished in redisythe literature
on signaling and “cheap talk” suggesifsthere are incentives to misrepreseas
there surely are among deadly enemggnals are only credible if they are costly
For a state to limit its ability to wage waor to open itself up to verification is
costly and therefore crediblélhat is the indirect signaling function depends in
large part on the more direct effects of agreement mecharfdms

Controlling Accidents

Reciprocal strategies can be very vulnerable to accidents and misunderstandings
If troops stray over the cease-fire lingr fire accidentallyand the other side re-
taliates the situation can quickly spiral back into full-blown wéfrleaders do not
exercise full control over their troogsr in some cases over civiliansogue groups
opposed to peace can easily upset it by violating the cease-fire and provoking
retaliation

Ongoing negotiations and dispute resolution procedures can alleviate this dan-
ger by preventing misunderstandings and providing a forum for resolving differ-
ences before a spiral of retaliation is triggereldwever because both sides have

20. Some of the mechanisms examined here signal by “tying haodsating costs only if a state
reneges on its commitmenthis is true of the reputational costs invoked by a formal agreenfient
example Others “sink costs” by requiring paymeak ante for example withdrawing from territory
Others such as verification measuresay do both On this distinction see Fearon 1997
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an incentive to blame violations on accidents or rogue factiooemmunication
by itself may not always be credible

Withdrawal of forcesbuffer zonesand arms control can help prevent accidents
and misunderstandings from occurring in the first pi&ctConfidence-building
measures” to regulate and make transparent behéstimh as military exercisgs
that is likely to cause tension can also prevent misunderstandings and alleviate
suspicionsCease-fire agreements often hold each state responsible for violations
coming from its own territoryto prevent these violations from being used as an
excuse for intentional defectioAgreements may also include concrete measures
for internal control to deal with this problem of “involuntary defectitf? In ad-
dition to acting as referegmternational monitors investigate and mediate small
clashes and disputes to keep them from escalating

The theory put forth here is an institutionalist argument about mechanisms to
overcome the obstacles to cooperatibhypothesize that agreements can enhance
the durability of peace by raising the cost of breaking a ceasgréitkicing un-
certainty and preventing and controlling acciden®hile these three strategies
for maintaining peace are presented separatiedr functions are intimately con-
nected and specific mechanisms often serve several purpésesexamplemon-
itoring by peacekeepers reduces uncertainty by ensuring that defectors will be
caught This also raises the cost of reinitiating wam practice much of peace-
keepers’ day-to-day work entails mediation and the prevention of small clashes
from spiraling out of controlPhysical constraints that alter the incentives for war
also necessarily reduce fears of impending attack and reduce the likelihood of ac-
cidents Belligerents’ willingness to implement measures to tie their own hands
and raise the cost of attack serves as a credible signal of commitment and thereby
reduces uncertainty and makes accidents easier to control

While analytically distinctthe strategies of raising costeducing uncertainty
and controlling accidents therefore overlap in practidee strategies themselves
cannot be observed directiBut the specific mechanisms discussed above can be
observed and their effects tested empiricalljocus on the following measures
withdrawal of forces establishment of demilitarized zonesrms contral mea-
sures to control potential rogue groypkird-party involvementpeacekeeping
confidence-building measuredispute resolution procedurethe specificity of
agreementsand whether agreements are formal or tacit

| use the term “strength of agreement” to refer to the number and extent of the
measures implemented as part of a ceaseAgreement strength varies from none
if a cease-fire takes place with no agreement or without implementing any of the
measures listed abovas when the second war between China and Vietnam sim-

21. On the role of arms control in providing stabilityee Jervis 1993

22. For exampleirregular forces were disarmed after the Football War between El Salvador and
HondurasThe United Nations Emergency Force was given responsibility for purdathyeenguer-
rillas) in the Sinai after 1956
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ply fizzled out with no real cease-fire agreemett very strong if the agreement
implements significant buffer zongseacekeepersonfidence-building measutes

is formal and very specificand so on(The agreements reached between Israel
and Egypt after the Yom Kippur waas well as the Korean Armisticare exam-
ples) If the cooperation theory spelled out here is correeiace should last lon-
ger, ceteris paribusthe stronger the agreement implementedrthermore each

of the individual measures should be associated with more durable.Reite
together and separatetyrese mechanisms are hypothesized to increase the stabil-
ity of peace

Political Settlement

Altering incentives reducing uncertainfyand controlling accidents are all rather
apolitical strategies for avoiding waBut the political content of an agreement
should also be importanResolving the underlying issues of conffittit is pos-
sible is a way of removing the reason to fight'hether an agreement purports to
settle the political issues over which the war was foughther than simply to
stop hostilities should affect stabilityl focus on the more mechanical tools for
maintaining peacebecause settlement of the basic political isswasether by
agreement or by forges quite rare in the post-World War Il er#ost wars end
with the fundamental issues still in disputven if one side clearly won the war
(Israel’s decisive victory in 1967 did not settle the Arab-Israeli isforeexample.
Neverthelesswhen a settlement of substantive political issues is regchieether
imposed or agreed f@ne should expect it to be associated with stable peace

The Counterargument: Agreements Are Epiphenomenal,
Merely “Scraps of Paper”

All else being equalstronger agreements should lead to more durable pédice
else is not equahowever The agreement asidpeace will be easier to maintain
in some cases than in othefhe counterargument to the hypothesis that agree-
ments can foster peace is that when cooperation is relatively pagies will be
able to draft strong agreemenihese are the very cases in which peace will last
in any caseConverselywhen cooperation is difficult and the chances of peace
falling apart are high for other reasgriselligerents will be unable to conclude
agreements that do anything more than paper over differeAogsapparent rela-
tionship between the strength of agreements and the duration of peace is therefore
spurious According to this argumenagreements are merely epiphenomettay
reflect other factors that determine the duration of peace but have no independent
effect of their own

In related research | have tested this counterargument diregtiynining whether
stronger agreements are implemented when these situational variables make peace
easier or harder to maintaih have found little evidence that states only imple-
ment strong agreements in the easy calfesnything just the opposite is trye
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with strong agreements more likely when they are most nedbatlis when these
control factors make peace most precariduonethelessit is crucial to control
for other variables that might affect the baseline prospects for pglaeedegree
of difficulty,” as it were to test accurately the effects of cease-fire agreenténts
In the empirical tests belgw control for a series of factors that make peace more
or less difficult to maintainFollowing other studies of the resumption of wane
should expect peace to last longer after decisive military victories than after stale-
mates®® Because the cost of war is the main reason to cooperate in the first place
one might also expect peace to be more stable the more costly the war just fought
Belligerents with a history of conflict before the war are likely to have a harder
time maintaining peaceither because repeated conflict is a good indicator of the
intractability of the dispute or because conflict breeds future confline might
expect cooperation to be most difficult when war threatens states’ very existence
or when the fight is over territoR? Because contiguous states are more likely to
fight in the first placeone might expect them to be more likely to fight again than
states separated by more than a bafd&hanges in relative military capabilities
should also affect the durability of peadeesearch on democracy and war sug-
gests that dyads that become jointly democratic should be able to maintair’peace
Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman’s measure of states’ “expected utility for war”
might help one predict when a war will resurffeWhether the war was bilateral
or included more than two states might also affect stability

If the counterargument that cease-fire agreements are epiphenomenal is correct
the strength of agreements should have no bearing once these other factors are
taken into account

Method: Model and Data
The Econometric Model

This article examines the duration of peaattly some cease-fires fall apart quickly
while others last longeiEarly studies of durability judged the success or failure
of peace dichotomously by whether the conflict resumed within some time period

23. Fortna forthcomingchap 4.

24. Downs Rocke and Barsoom 1996

25. Wars that end with a victor-imposed regime change are particularly stalei@mer 1999There
are only a few such cases in the data examined, reneever Controlling for this variable by drop-
ping these cases makes no change to the results presented

26. See Powell 1991Fearon 1998and Smith and Stam 2008ee Hensel 2000 for a review of
studies of territorial conflict

27. See Bremer 1992and Hensel 2000

28 See Russett 199and Brown Lynn-Jonesand Miller 1997 Leadership changes do not have a
significant effect on the resumption of w&verner 1999

29. Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 19%ee also Bennett and Stam 2000b
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(five yearssay). The use of an arbitrary time period is problemaltiowever What

one chooses as the time limit by which to judge success can significantly affect

results One could instead use the criterion of whether war has ever resumed to

distinguish permanent peace from any cease-fire that f#iis would at least be

an analyti¢ rather than arbitrarydistinction between the two categorid¢sow-

ever this method runs into another problem—the issue of “censored’ d2ace

that has lasted to date may not continue to h&lden if peace has lasted quite a

long time one cannot know how long it will continue to ladsrael and Syria

have not fought a full-fledged war in almost twenty yedmst they might yeg®

Those cases in which peace has lasted to date are considered “c€nsored
Fortunatelya class of econometric models exists that avoids all of these prob-

lems Duration modelgalso known as hazard rate or survival time mogelsti-

mate the effects of independent variables on the length of time something lasts

and the models can incorporate our uncertainty about how long the phenomenon

(in this casepeace will continue into the futureOf the several duration models

to choose froml use a Weibull modelUnlike some modelst does not require an

assumption that the hazard rdtke instantaneous rate of failure given survival to

a given point is constant over timeThe Weibull therefore allows us to test com-

peting hypotheses about whether peace becomes easier or harder to maintain over

time. The Weibull doeshoweverassume that the shape of the hazard rate is mono-

tonic. To see whether this is a reasonable assumptibave also run a Cox pro-

portional hazard model that makes no assumption about the shape of the. hazard

The findings are not significantly differerguggesting that the Weibull model is

appropriate The Weibull gives more precise estimates in a small data set like the

one used her&

The Cease-Fires Data Set

To test the hypotheses laid out abpl/eonstructed a data set that includes infor-
mation on cease-fires and how long they lastadthe situation between the bel-
ligerents at the time of cease-fiféheir history of conflici the decisiveness of
military victory, etc) as well as changes over tinfi@ relative capabilitiesregime
type etc); and detailed information on the nature and content of any agreement
and peace mechanisms that accompanied or followed the cease-fire

The data set covers cease-fires in international wars ending between 1946
and 1997 Each case is a cease-fire between a pair of principal belligerents in the

30. India and Pakistan fought a war in the Kargil region in 1999 after the data used here were
censoredunderlining the importance of treating with care our uncertainty about peace that has lasted
to a certain point

31. Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 199435 For a technical explanation of duration modedse
Greene 1993
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Correlates of War Version & OW) data set’s list of interstate wat$1 split multi-
lateral wars from the COW data set into separate dyads and eliminated minor par-
ticipants3® A cease-fire is defined as an end to or break in the fightimngther or

not it represents the end of the wérneed not be accomplished through an ex-
plicit agreementCOW wars in which fighting stopped and started again are di-
vided into separate caseme for each cease-firBuring the first Arab-Israeli war

in Palestingfor example there was a break in the fighting in 1948 in accordance
with a United NationgUN) Security Council resolution ordering a cease:fifleree
months laterthe cease-fire failed when Israel launched an offensive to seize the
Negev Another cease-fire ended the war in 194%reat these as distinct cases
History tends to forget the failed cease-firéscusing only on the ones that suc-
ceeded in ending the weBreaking these into separate cases is therefore crucial to
avoid selecting on the dependent variafi€ease-fires range in length from two
weeks(the first Turco-Cypriot cease-fir¢o fifty years and countingKkorea.

Because wars that start and stop again are treated as separate obsemadions
because multilateral wars are split into dyadst all of the cases in the data set
are independent of one anothkecorrect for the statistical problem of autocorre-
lation by calculating robust standard errdt$ut a substantive caveat should also
be noted Because the Arab-Israeli conflict has been both multilateral and oft-
repeatedmuch of the data set thus consists of Middle East cd3emination of
the data set by one conflict raises issues of generalizaliliyever in neither
the quantitative worknor related case-study research have | found significant dif-
ferences between the Middle East cases and others that would skew.&sults

There are forty-eight cease-fire cases in the datal$ely are listed in Appen-

dix 1. Each of these cease-fires is a subject for which there are multiple observa-
tions over timeeach of a year or lesfor a total of 876 observation3his allows

me to record changes in military capabilities over tjriie arrival or departure of
peacekeepeyor the fact that a new agreement has been reached implementing
new measure§ hese are known as “time-varying covariates” in the duration analy-
sis linga For each subjecthe time spans run continuously to the start of a new
war or the end of the data at the beginning of 1.98Be duration model treats

32. One interstate war from the COW list is dropped because it never reached an interstate cease-
fire. The war between Vietham and Cambodia “ended” with the installation of a pro-Vietnam govern-
ment but the fighting between this new government and the Khmer Rouge continued as a civil war

33. Defined as those contributing less than one-tenth the number of troops committed by the largest
provider of troops

34. | used COW data on when states “left” and “reentered” the, sapplemented by my research
to determine these breaks in the fightiifigs possible that | have missed some very short-lived cease-
fires This selection bias should work against my own argumieotvevey as brief cease-fires are much
more likely to be reported if accompanied by strong agreements than by weak ones

35. These are calculated using Huber's metheéth cases clustered by confliall of the Arab-

Israeli cases are one clustall of the India-Pakistan cases anothard so onCases are assumed to be
independent between clusters but not necessarily within clusters

36. Where controlling for Arab-Israeli cases made a significant difference in the regugidis-
cussed below
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each subject as a histgifpcusing on whether peace survived each time period in
the history Peace is considered to fail at the start of another COW war between
the same two belligerent$he data set is censored at the end of 199®ar re-
sumes eventually in twenty-one casand is censored in the other twenty-seven

Data on the various aspects of agreements come from my research on e&th case
| investigated and coded the following aspects of agreemémsextent of with-
drawal of forcesdemilitarized zongsarms control measurgseacekeepingvhether
a monitoring mission or a peacekeeping forard whether the mission was new
or was left over from a previous mission before the war broke, dbird-party
involvement in peacemaking or guarantees of the peheespecificity of any agree-
ment whether it was formal or tagitdispute resolution proceduresonfidence-
building measuresmeasures to control possible rogue actiand whether the
political issues over which the war was fought were seftfe8ee Appendix 2

Not all of the cease-fires are accompanied by agreemehtourse The data
set includes a number of cases in which fighting stopped with a unilateral with-
drawal in which war simply fizzled to an end with no explicit ceasesfioe in
which fighting ended with the installation by one side of a “friendly” government
for the other(as in Hungary in 1956 In such caseshe mechanisms under dis-
cussion here are coded as zero unless measures were implemented in the absence
of an agreement

Agreement strength is measured in two wa@se is simply an index of the
mechanisms implementgdith a point for a demilitarized zonenother for arms
control measuresalf for a monitoring mission or one for an armed peacekeeping
force and so onThis measure is crude but has the benefit of being objective and
replicable by otherdt ranges from 0 to 10The other is a more subjective coding
of the extent of the measures implementBais measure is a five-point scale rang-
ing from none for cease-fires with no mechanisfRaisso-Hungary or Uganda-
Tanzania for example to very strong for formal detailed agreements with
peacekeeping contingentiemilitarized zonedispute resolution procedureand
so on(the Korean Armistice and the Egyptian-Israeli agreements after 1973 fall
into this category It is derived from a qualitative comparison of all of the cases
in the data sef® The objective and subjective measures are highly corre(z8&y

37. The North Vietham-South Vietnam case is censored immediately because South Vietham ceased
to exist

38. Sources included references surveying international conflict in the postwénekading Ber-
covitch and Jackson 199Brogan 1992 Butterworth 1976 Goldstein 1992Miall 1992; and Tillema
1991, secondary sources on each confliehd primary documentsncluding cease-fire agreement
texts

39. To prevent my own knowledge of outcomes from biasing my cadirgded the cases “blind
that is hiding proper names or other information that would allow me to identify the. d&&de it
was not feasible to have someone duplicate the entire data set to check inter-coder releabgity
search assistant “spot checked” randomly selected cases

40. Note that neither measure includes whether the agreement settled the political issues over which
the war was foughtwhich | consider separately
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Using both helps ensure that the subjective coding is not biased and that the ob-
jective coding is fairly accurate

Data on situational or control variables come from existing data Aetammy
variable marks whether the war ended in a tie or in a military victory for one side
The cosT oF wAR measure is based on battle deatiisTory oF conrFLICT mea-
sures the extent to which the belligerents’ shared past is marked by serious dis-
putes | include measures noting whether one side’s very existence was threatened
by the way whether the fight was over territgryvhether belligerents are contigu-
ous and whether the war involved more than two stakadlowing Werney| use
the COW material capabilities data to measure changes in relative capabtlities
Measures of expected utility were generated in EUGBmgppendix 2 provides
more specific details of coding and data soufSes

Findings
Baseline Prospects for Peace

With a relatively small data sgett is not possible to test all of the hypotheses
outlined above simultaneouslybegin with an assessment of the baseline pros-
pects for peagdeaving the agreement aside for the time beifaple 1 shows the
statistical resultsCoefficients indicate the effect of variables on the hazard of war
resuming Positive coefficients indicate variables associated with peace that falls
apart more quickly(a higher hazard of failing and negative coefficients mark
variables associated with more durable peexdower risk of another war To
give a sense of the relative size of effedfse right-hand column presents esti-
mated hazard ratios for variables found to have a significant etfaztard ratios
are interpreted relative to a baseline of paeatio of 050 indicates that the hazard
is cut in half while a ratio of 20 indicates a doubling of the risk of another war
Wars that end in a tie are muétwenty-seven timesmore likely to be repeated
than those that end with a decisive victory for one sid®re costly wars are
followed by substantially more durable peaak else being equaPeace is signifi-
cantly more fragile between belligerents with more acrimonious shared histories
and is almost six times more precarious when one side’s existence is threatened

41. Because democratic dyads never fighere are no cease-fires between democratic statgs
some dyads become jointly democratic after a cease-fire is in placexample Britain and Argen-
tina after 1983 Joint democracy may make peace more durable the finding depends largely on
how one codes Cyprus during the extremely short-lived cease-fire in 119384also called into ques-
tion by the 1999 Kargil War between India and Pakistamich occurs after the data used here are
censorefl For further discussion of these cases and the relationship between democracy and the
durability of peacesee Fortna forthcomingchap 3. Here | control for the possible effects of the
democratic peace by dropping those few observations in which both states are demgbasseson
Polity datg in some tests

42. Bennett and Stam 2000a

43. Complete data is available online @ttp://www.columbiaedu/~vpf4/scrapshtm).
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TABLE 1. The baseline prospects for peace (Weibull estimates)

1 2 3 4
Baseline Lagged shift Expected
prospects Territory in capabilities utility measures

Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Hazard

Variables (RSE) (RSE) (RSE) (RSE) ratio
TIE 3.50%** 2.61%** 1.21 344%xxx 27.35
(0.26) (0.43) (1.49 (0.16)
COST OF WAR —0.70%**  —(0,59%** —0.26 —0.73*** 0.51
(0.19 (0.17) (0.27) (0.20
HISTORY OF CONFLICT 1.13%x* 1.24%xx 1.42%+* 1.04*** 2.90
(0.22 (0.24) (0.45) (0.20
EXISTENCE AT STAKE 1.87*** 0.29 161 *** 5.70
(0.26) (0.24) (0.27)
TERRITORIAL CONFLICT 0.88
(1.07)
CONTIGUOUS 0.73** 0.21 065 088** 2.08
(0.29 (0.55) (0.55) (0.43)
MULTILATERAL WAR —0.08
(0.35
CHANGE IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 0.90*** 0.73*** 3.20%** 2.42
(0.19 (0.19 (0.35
LAGGED CHANGE IN CAPABILITIES —3.71%**
(0.76)
EU: DEMAND PREDICTED —1.12**
(0.53
EU: WAR PREDICTED —-0.95
(0.60
Constant —6.34%* A 76**  —1455%* —4,68***
(1.92 (1.62 (1.72 (1.82)
Shape parameter 0.81* 0.64*** 1.49%x* 0.77*
(0.09 (0.11) (0.19) (0.11)
N 727 770 748 556
Subjects 47 48 40 41
Log likelihood —42.08 —5143 —25.45 —36.52

Note: Cases of joint democracy are dropped in ModeMbdel 3 is affected by missing data bid$egative coeffi-
cients and hazard ratios1 indicate decrease in risk of another warcrease in duration of peacePositive coeffi-
cients and hazard ratios1 indicate increase in risk of another w@ecrease in duration of peac&®SE = robust
standard errors™* p = .01 **p = .05, *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used
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by the conflict** Contrary to many other studies of the importance of territorial
conflict Model 2 shows that wars over real estate are not significantly more likely
to resume than wars over other issuésrritorial disputes may be more salient
than other issues over which states rattle their swadods not more important
than other issues over which states have already deemed it worth fighting a war
Neighboring states are estimated to be twice as likely to fight abairthis find-
ing is not always statistically significafit

As Werner’s argument would predjathanges in relative capabilities over time
do seem to be associated with the resumption of Bat it is not entirely clear
from this finding which way the arrows ruo changes in relative capabilities
lead to wayor does war lead to changes in relative capability? For exanaze
the India-Pakistan war over Bangladesh caused by Pakistan’s falling capabilities
or did the waywhich severed Pakistan in twoause our measures of capability to
drop? Because many of the factors that go into the measure of a state’s capability
(population energy consumptigrand iron and steel productipamong other things
are not likely to have an immediate effect on war-fighting capabilitggged the
measure of the change in relative capabilities by one (@ Model 3 The pos-
itive effect on the risk of war drops away completdly fact, the lagged variable
shows that power shifts are associated with much more durable .pEaiseis
probably the result of a missing data bffsas it is unlikely that shifts in power
are actually stabilizingThese resultshowever cast significant doubt on the find-
ing that changes in relative capabilities cause peace to break Hown

The results for predictions of conflict in Buena de Mesquita and Lalman’s
expected-utility international interaction game are inconsistent over various spec-
ifications of the modelin many(such as Model ¥ they are associated with more
durable peageexactly the opposite of what their predictions would exgé&on-
trolling for the democratic peace by dropping cases in which both sides have be-
come democratic does not significantly change other re$llts

44. The latter finding is driven largelyout not entirely by the Arab-Israeli cases

45. While neighbors are more likely to fight in the first pla@dl of the states in these data have
proven themselves to have both reason to fight and the ability to reach each other militéithus
not surprising that the effects of contiguity are weaker for the resumption of war than for propensity to
fight in the first place

46. Data for this lagged variable are missing for the first year of each ceasénafitesion of this
variable thus excludes the most short-lived cease;fihese that fail within one year

47. This hypothesis deserves further testing with finer grain measures of military capaibfies
components of the COW capability indéxilitary manpower and expenditugdsr example are likely
to affect war-fighting ability more quickly than othetthose tapping industrial powerWar also is
likely to affect some components more quickly than oth&csfurther complicate the picturé& may
be that states ramp up their military capabilities in anticipation of impending seathat changing
capabilities may be an indicataather than a causef war.

48. The results are no stronger if | generate predictions usingsSsuggested by Signorino and
Ritter 1999 rather than Tau-B to measure policy similarity

49. Democracy in one but not both states is associated with very unstable peateis finding is
driven entirely by the cases involving Israel and India and is not robust to alternative model specifica-
tions While states in transition to democracy might be especially war-proemocratization has no
significant effect on the durability of peacgee Mansfield and Snyder 1995
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These findings suggest that it will be much harder to maintain peace in a case
like the 1948 cease-fire in the Arab-Israeli War—which took place without a clear
victor, between states whose entire history was marked by vioJemmkwith the
very existence of one side at stake—than in a case such as the Falklanésiyatr
by states a long distance from each other with little previous history of militarized
conflict, ending in a very lopsided victory for Britaiwith a relatively low death toll

In sum then to control for the baseline prospects for peamee needs to con-
trol for the decisiveness of victaryhe cost of warthe belligerents’ previous his-
tory of conflict and whether the war threatened one side’s existehede safe
one might also want to control for contiguitpint democracyand for changes in
relative capabilitythough the latter might be spuriaus

Agreement Strength

Table 2 shows the effects of the strength of cease-fire agreerraatsured in
two different way$ on the durability of peaceEstimates of both coefficients and
hazard ratios are givermhe subjective coding of agreement strength is a cate-
gorical variable(none very weak weak moderate strong. Model 1 shows the
comparison to the omitted middle categémweak. As expectedthe strongest agree-
ments yield the most durable peaesd moderately strong agreements perform
better than weak one€ompared to the median agreeméméak, moderate agree-
ments reduce the risk of another war by an estimated 57 pefasnndicated by
the hazard ratio of @3), and strong agreements reduce the hazard of failure by
more than 80 percentery weak agreements are associated with the least durable
peace faring perhaps even worse than no agreement aBall compared to the
middle categorypeace falls apart more quickly with both very weak and no agree-
ments These effects are jointly significapft

The findings are even clearer if one uses the objective index of agreement strength
(Model 2. The negative and statistically significant coefficient indicates that the
stronger the agreemetnhe longer peace lastall else being equah unit increase
in agreement strength is associated with about a 20 percent reduction in the risk of
another warOverall | find fairly strong support for the hypothesis that the con-
tent of agreements mattdtven when one takes the baseline prospect for peace
into accountstronger agreements lead to more durable peace

As this finding contrasts with Werner’s finding that the existence of a peace
treaty has no significant effect on the durability of peatis worth exploring the
discrepancy furthet* Werner’s peace treaty variable codes whether the war ended

50. Joint significance is determined with F-tests using STATA's “test” command

51 Werner 1999 Neither the difference in time period examinetr whether all belligerents or
only principal participants are included accounts for the discrepancy in our findigither restrict-
ing her model to post-1945 cases gnipr dropping minor participants from it makes a significant
difference to her result®\dding minor participants to my data would only strengthen the finding that
strong agreements la@host of these cases involve the Korean Armistagery strong agreement that
has lasted a very long time
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TABLE 2. Agreement strength (Weibull estimates)

1
Agreement strength
(subjective measure)

2
Index of strength
(objective measure)

Coefficient Hazard Coefficient Hazard
Variables (RSE) ratio (RSE) ratio
AGREEMENT STRENGTH
None 032js 138
(0.52)
Very weak 0.40js 150
(0.39)
Weak (omitted category
Moderate —0.83*** js 0.43
(0.22)
Strong —-170]js Q18
(1.50)
INDEX OF AGREEMENT STRENGTH —0.25%** 0.78
(0.06)
TIE 3.53*** 34.28 363*** 37.58
(0.61) (0.33)
COST OF WAR —0.55%** 0.58 —0.68*** 0.50
(0.21) (0.18)
HISTORY OF CONFLICT 0.90*** 2.46 095*** 2.59
(0.31) (0.26)
EXISTENCE AT STAKE 2.10%** 8.13 2.3 x** 10.10
(0.31) (0.30)
CONTIGUOUS 1.38*** 3.99 120*** 3.31
(0.44) (0.24)
CHANGE IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 0.82*** 2.28 0.85*** 2.33
(0.20) (0.19)
Constant —8.37*** —6.60***
(2.44) (1.72)
Shape parametegr 0.90 091
(0.08) (0.06)
N 727 727
Subjects 47 47
Log likelihood —39.78 —40.62

Note: Cases of joint democracy are droppétegative coefficients and hazard ratied indicate decrease in risk
of another war(increase in duration of peacePositive coefficients and hazard ratiodl indicate increase in risk
of another wardecrease in duration of peac&®SE = robust standard errargs = jointly significant *** p = .01

**p = .05 *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used
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with a peace treaty as opposed to a cease-fire or armistice agreement at all
| draw a distinction between the political content of the agreement—thahisther
the political issues were settlédiscussed below—and the more mechanical tools
that make peace more durable even in the absence of a political settl@rhent
Korean Armistice is a good exampli¢ is a very strong(in my termg agreement
that did not settle the underlying issue of the WalPlugging my variables of agree-
ment strength into Werner’s model suggests tentatively that stronger agreements
yield more durable peac@&he coefficient for the index of strength becomes neg-
ative, unlike the coefficient for Werner’s treaty variabladicating a reduction in
the hazard rat&® The coefficient is not statistically significariiut with so few
cases(and particularly so few peace failupelgft in the data setneither are the
variables that Werner concludes are importdinis brings us to the second issue
In Werner’s dataonly twelve of sixty-three post—World War |l cases experi-
ence another round of fightingverner does not include cease-fires that fell apart
so quickly that the new fighting was considered part of the same Asex-
plained abovgthis results in selection biaBy ignoring the resumption of fight-
ing after a two-week cease-fire during the Turco-Cypriot \i@rexample or the
breakdown of the first attempt at peace during the 1948—49 Arab-IsraelWgan-
er’s data truncates the dependent variaBlecause these short-lived cease-fires
tend not to be accompanied by strong peace agreenwntising them biases find-
ings away from the conclusion that such agreements affect the durability of.peace
By coding not just the existence of an agreement but its caora@ult by including
cease-fires that failed very quicklyshow that agreements matter

Assessing Individual Peace Mechanisms

Although mechanisms to alter incentivegduce uncertaintyand control acci-
dents are effective in the aggregagéxamining the effects of each peace mecha-
nism individually is important to know how best to maintain peddbles 3 to 5

show the results of each mechanism in twontrolling for the baseline prospects

for peaceUnfortunatelythe small data set and problems of multicolinearity mean

it is not possible to test all of these measures simultaneoBslyause many as-
pects of agreements are correlatiéds difficult to reach strong conclusions about
which measures are most effective relative to each offmreach mechanisn
checked the results controlling for the other aspects of agreements that were highly

52. In the data set used hettbe variable political settlemefridiscussed further belowcomes clos-
est to Werner’s variableBut note that the variables differ in some casé& agree that Israel and
Egypt eventually signed a peace treaty after the Yom Kippur, Waexample but while she treats the
second Kashmir War as ending with a peace trdatgde the Tashkent Agreement as a ceasedsat
did not settle the issue of Kashmir

53. Results of tests using Werner’s data are available onlibtgt://www.columbiaedu/~vpf4/
scrapshtm). The results are similar for the categorical coding of agreement strength
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correlated with the measure under consideratfoncluding correlated aspects of
agreements solves the omitted variable bias but introduces multicolinednith
reduces the efficiency of the estimatB®te that while the trade-off between mul-
ticolinearity and omitted variable bias makes it difficult to assess precisely the
relative merits of each aspect of agreemgittdoes not call into doubt the general
finding that agreements matter in the construction of durable pg@aeebias arises
because the omitted agreement mechanisms also affect the durability of peace
contradicting the null hypothesis that agreements do not matter

As Table 3 indicateswithdrawing forces from the cease-fire line may reduce
the risk of another warbut not significantly soTroops withdraw to the status
quo ante in about one-third of the cases examined, lseiggesting that the norm
against takingland keeping territory by force is fairly strongFailure to with-
draw from land captured during war has often laid the seeds for another round
of fighting (the continuing strife over territories occupied by Israel in 1967 being
the best examp)e But returning to the prewar lines does not ensure peace
Israel and Egypt fought again after Israel withdrew from the Sinai in 18&6
example

Demilitarized zone$sDMZs) to separate troops help foster durable pe&sen
partial or very limited zones can help reduce the danger of accidents and skir-
mishes(for example the number of incidents between India and Pakistan dropped
markedly when narrow DMZs were established after the first and second Kashmir
wars), but this effect is only marginally significantiowever full DMZs (defined
as those 2 km wide or mareunning the full length of the cease-fire linkave a
clear stabilizing effectreducing the hazard of another war by about 90 percent
DMZs have contributed to peace between El Salvador and Honduras after the Foot-
ball War, in Koreg and between Israel and Syria in the Golan HeighAtsns con-
trol measures have not reduced the likelihood of recurrenfwar

Nor have measures to establish internal control over potential rogue groups made
peace more stahlé number of cease-fire agreements specify that each side is
responsible for any hostile action coming from its territdBych statements are
not effective at making states rein in irregular forcisfact these statements are
more likely an indicator of a serious problem with rogue groupssome cases
(such as the Football Warthere is evidence that concrete measures to disarm
irregular forces can help cement peaBat in many caseshe problem has not
been one of “involuntary defection” by rogue groupsit of the voluntary use of
irregular forces to carry out covert aggressidinis problem especially promi-
nent in India and Pakistan and in the Middle Edmsts not been effectively dealt
with.

54. These checks produce far more output than can be printed(C@meplete data is available on-
line at¢http://www.columbiaedu/~vpf4/scrapshtm). Where findings are not robust to these changes
in model specificationl note this in the discussion below

55. The sign of the coefficient for arms control flip-flops depending on model specification
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TABLE 3. Individual peace mechanisms (Weibull estimates)

Coefficient Hazard Coefficient Hazard
Variables (RSE) ratio (RSE) ratio
WITHDRAWAL -0.33 Q72
(0.75)
DEMILITARIZED ZONES
Partial —-0.83* 0.43
(0.47)
Full —2.38** 0.09
(1.03
ARMS CONTROL 0.45 157
(0.48
INTERNAL CONTROL
Responsible ao 201
(0.78
Concrete @8 132
(1.21)
THIRD-PARTY
Mediation 133 379
(1.02
Guarantee —15.54*** 0.000
(0.97)
TIE 347 32.10 326*** 26.04
(0.32 (0.36)
COST OF WAR —0.45* 0.64 —0.85*** 0.43
(0.19 (0.21)
HISTORY OF CONFLICT 1.16*** 3.20 056* 1.75
(0.16) (0.31)
EXISTENCE AT STAKE 1.85%** 6.35 2.22%** 9.16
(0.65) (0.84)
CONTIGUOUS 0.76 213 168*** 5.35
(0.48 (0.45)
CHANGE IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 1.13%** 3.09 0.66*** 1.93
(0.22 (0.19)
Constant —7.49%** —B6.07***
(2.64) (2.32
Shape parametegr 0.76** 0.83
(0.10 (0.11)
N 770 770
Subjects 48 48
Log likelihood —46.07 —44.33

Note: Negative coefficients and hazard ratied indicate decrease in risk of another warcrease in duration of
peace. Positive coefficients and hazard ratiodl indicate increase in risk of another waecrease in duration of
peace. RSE= robust standard errar§** p = .01 ** p = .05. *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used
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The effect of third parties on peace depends on their level of involver@erit
siders often help mediate a cease;fag the United States did for Israel and Egypt
in 1970 to end the War of Attritignor as Iran did in Armenia and Azerbaijan in
1992 Third parties may also pressure client states to stop fighéiagn the Sinai
War and the Iran-lraq War his level of involvement may help warring states reach
a cease-fire to begin wittbut it does not help them keenp if anything cease-
fires reached with outside mediation appear to be more likely to break down quickly
(the coefficient is positive but not significanExplicit guaranteeghough not ter-
ribly frequent are much more successfilhere are no cases of peace failing when
an outside state has explicitly underwritten the cease-firdike in civil wars
such guarantees are not neces¥afthere are many cases of durable peace with-
out then), but they clearly help reduce the risk of another war

Table 4 shows the effect of peacekeepifge international community has sent
monitors or armed peacekeepers to about two-thirds of the interstate cease-fires in
the post—-World War |l eraThese efforts have helped keep the pe&es the ef-
fectiveness of peacekeeping can be easily undermifieel presence of monitors
appears to lengthen the duration of peiddowever the presence of armed peace-
keepers does not have a statistically significant efi@dbok at peacekeeping’s
record suggests an important difference between missions deployed at the time of
the cease-fireand those already in place before the war broke Elatre than half
of peacekeeping’s failureghat is cases where peacekeepers were present and
war resumeglwere those of missions deployed long before the ceasdsiireany
cases these missions were largely inactive and had been discredited by their ear-
lier failures The UN Force in CyprusUNFICYP), had been deployed in 1964 to
help keep peace between Turkish and Greek Cypriots in an internal coftflict
could do nothing to prevent military action by Turkey in 19r was its pres-
ence effective in maintaining a cease-fire in the midst of the Turco-Cypriot War
Both the UN Truce Supervision Organizati0dNTSO) in the Middle East and
the UN Military Observer GrougUNMOGIP) in Kashmir were effective in the
early years of their deploymentbut after more bouts of fighting—in 1956 and
especially 1967 in the Middle Eastnd in 1965 in Kashmir—these missions were
rendered uselesBoth missions remain in place toddyut are inactive

If one drops cases in which peacekeeping contingents were already deployed be-
fore the war(for example keeping the first Arab-Israeli cease-fire when UNTSO
was first established but dropping subsequent cases in which UNTSO is the only
peacekeeping missigrone can see that new peacekeeping missions have been quite
effective® Of course new peacekeeping missions are not foolproothere would

56. Walter 2001

57. This finding is not as strong when the Arab-Israeli conflict is controlledDeploying a larger
number of peacekeepers seems to reduce the risk of anothgbwiahis effect is not statistically
significant(results not shown

58. Note that because almost all of the omitted cases are wars that ended with a decisive victory but
were repeatedhe hazard ratio for the variable tie is highly exaggerated
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TABLE 4. Individual peace mechanisms (Weibull estimates)

All peacekeeping New peacekeeping only
Coefficient Hazard Coefficient Hazard
Variables (RSE) ratio (RSE) ratio
PEACEKEEPING
Monitors —-1.10* 0.33 —6.87*** 0.001
(0.59) (2.62
Armed forces -0.21 081 —7.29* 0.001

(0.80 (4.05)

TIE 3.79%** 44 .24 1117* 708983
(0.47) (4.50)

COST OF WAR —0.70%** 0.50 —1.84* 0.16
(0.18 (1.10

HISTORY OF CONFLICT 1.27%** 3.56 7.38** 1605.81
(0.29 3.77)

EXISTENCE AT STAKE 2.35%** 10.50 7.66* 212489
(0.23 (4.27)

CONTIGUOUS 0.97** 2.63 143**
(0.40 (0.69 4,17

CHANGE IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 0.80*** 2.23 —0.16 085
(0.23 (0.37)

Constant —5,78*** —1518*
(188 (7.39

Shape parameter 0.76* 1.82
(0.11) (118

N 770 593

Subjects 48 37

Log likelihood —46.78 -16.67

Note: Negative coefficients and hazard ratied indicate decrease in risk of another warcrease in duration of
peace. Positive coefficients and hazard ratiodl indicate increase in risk of another waecrease in duration of
peace. RSE= robust standard errars** p = .01 ** p = .05. *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used

never be old missions discredited by their failure to keep pdatethere is a large
and statistically significant difference between cease-fires overseen by a fresh set
of international peacekeepers and those without the benefit of peacekégping

59. This finding contradicts the conclusions of DigRkifschneiderand Hensel 199&however the
results they report in Table 4 suggest that both active and operational involvement by the UN reduce
the risk of another dispute
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TABLE 5. Individual peace mechanisms (Weibull estimates)

Coefficient Hazard Coefficient Hazard
Variables (RSE) ratio (RSE) ratio
CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES -0.18 083
(2.11)
SPECIFICITY —0.04*** 0.96
(0.01)
DISPUTE RESOLUTION
Ongoing mediation B4rr* 6.27
(0.49
Joint commission —16.69*** 0.000
(0.81)
FORMAL AGREEMENT —0.69 050
(0.57)
TIE 3.57*** 35.36 224+ 9.35
(0.33) (0.28)
COST OF WAR -0.25 Q078 —0.31* 0.73
(0.2 (0.16)
HISTORY OF CONFLICT 0.52%** 1.69 0.68*** 1.97
(0.13 (0.18
EXISTENCE AT STAKE 3.24*** 25.49 1.98*** 7.21
(0.57) (0.47)
CONTIGUOUS 1.93*** 6.89 116*** 3.20
(0.28 (0.27)
CHANGE IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 1.53*** 4.63 108*** 2.94
(0.09 (0.19
Constant —12.18*** —10.49%**
(2.73 (2.95
Shape parametegr 1.08 107
(0.17) (0.27)
N 757 770
Subjects 47 48
Log likelihood —37.64 —37.36

Note: Negative coefficients and hazard ratigd indicate decrease in risk of another warcrease in duration of
peacg. Positive coefficients and hazard ratiod indicate increase in risk of another w@tecrease in duration of
peacé. RSE= robust standard errars** p = .01 **p = .05. *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used

The jury is still out on the effectiveness of confidence-building measibees
cause they are relatively rarehe risk of another war appears to be lower in cases
where measures such as notification of troop rotations or hotlines between mili-
tary commanders have been implemenisee Table b But these measures have
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been employed in only a few casesaking it is possible that this finding is merely
an artifact of the data

| examined two types of dispute resolution between belligeréhé provided
by ongoing third-party mediation after a cease-fire has been reg€radl joint
commissions made up of representatives from both states in théla@aformer
is not an effective dispute resolution toal fact it is associated with peace that is
significantly more likely to break down quicklyut joint commissions such as
those set up after the Korean \Waetween Ethiopia and Somalia in 1988 be-
tween El Salvador and Honduras in 198@ve been much more successfithe
history of the armistice commissions between Israel and its Arab neighbors sug-
gests that willingness to work within such a forum can provide an important sig-
nal of intentions These commissions worked well in their early years to settle
disputes over land use and fishing and farming rigagswell as to handle small
incidents between soldier€onversely the breakdown of these regimes both sig-
naled and contributed to increasing hostility on both sfies

All else being equalthe more specific the cease-fire agreennat longer peace
tends to lastMore specific agreements also tend to implement other measures to
keep peacebut the finding that specificity reduces the hazard of another war holds
up even when these other measures are controlledFa most detailed agree-
ments such as the Korean Armistice and the Israeli-Egyptian peace agreement
have been followed by lasting peadgases of medium detaflChina-India the
Gulf War, and the two Kashmir Waydor example have had mixed succesand
the much less detailed agreemeffisr example the Six Day War and the first
Turco-Cypriot cease-filehave tended to fail quicklypemarcating the exact loca-
tion of the cease-fire line put a halt to efforts on both sides to push for slight
advantages in the early days of each cease-fire between India and P&kisfan
course deliberate attacks cannot be stopped by specifying the location of the cease-
fire line, but defining compliance can clearly help prevent skirmishing as both
sides try to improve their positions

Peace tends to last longer after formal agreements than after tacit or unilaterally
declared cease-firgall else being equabut the difference is not significant sta-
tistically, nor terribly robust to different model specificatioroncern about in-
ternational audience costs often plays a role in states’ decisions about whether
when and how to fight each otheindia and Pakistanfor example have both
tried hard not to appear as the aggressor in their repeated wgimg proxy forces
rather than regular troops to initiate hostilitR¥sThese two states have also fought

60. As opposed to mediation to reach a cease-fileich was examined aboyve

61 For the history of these Military Armistice Commissigisge Azcarate 196&houri 1963 and
Kinsolving 1967

62. See UN document /710 and addenda&arious dates 1965—-66

63. Pakistan sent Azad Kashmir forces across the cease-fire line in $@6&essfully laying the
blame for the war on India’s retaliatiomdia learned the lesson and sponsored the Mukti Bahini in-
surgency in East PakistgBangladeshin 1971
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in places where their formal agreement left loophpkeson the Siachen Glacier
in the early 19808*

However formalizing a cease-fire may not be crucial for invoking international
audience costg he general norm against aggression means that costs may be paid
even for breaking an informal cease-fifde international reaction has often been
muted either by great powers turning a blind eye for strategic reasesysecially
during the Cold Wa), or by a UN reluctant to threaten its impartiality by naming
an aggressd® Formalism maytherefore not be the best way to test for the role
of international audience costs

In sum arms contral third-party mediationand attempts to control irregular
forces have not helped maintain peaaad may in fact be associated with espe-
cially fragile peaceConfidence-building measuidermalizing an agreemenand
withdrawal of forces may heJdut the evidence to support their role is unclear
The most effective tools for maintaining peace in the aftermath of war are demili-
tarized zonesexplicit third-party guaranteepeacekeepingoint commissions for
dispute resolutionand making the cease-fire specific

Political Settlement

Not surprisingly political agreement on the issues over which the war was fought
leads to very durable pea¢see Table B In fact, there are no cases in the wars
examined here in which both sides agreed explicitly to a political settlement and
war later resumedBut, as mentioned earliesuch settlement is quite rare in the
post—World War Il periodOnly three wars led to an explicit agreement on the
basic dispute over which the war was fougthie Yom Kippur War between Israel
and Egypt the Iran-Irag Warin which Iraq conceded the Shatt al’-Arab waterway
to secure its flank with the outbreak of the Gulf Wand the Gulf War itselfin
which Iraq formally renounced its claim to Kuwait when it surrendéfedars
that end leaving the basic issues unsejtilin the Korean Armistigenave been
the norm rather than the exceptidéven if one includes settlements imposed uni-
laterally by a decisive victofbut without official acceptance by the defeated side
as in the Falklands settlement is rather rafé This de facto category also ap-

64. Lamb 1991 325-26 The cease-fire line is not marked on the gladiath because the territory
is so inhospitableand because specifying a terminus would require agreement on the disputed border
with China

65. A blatant example of this was the UN’s decision not to blame Pakistan for its role in starting the
1965 war with IndiaFor Secretary General U Thant's rationaee UN document/$651(3 Septem-
ber 19635, 7.

66. In a few other casedbelligerents eventually settled their political conflict many years after the
war endedas Israel and Jordan did in 1994

67. The basic issue of the war has been settled unilaterally in eight (wers dyad$in these data
Russia-HungaryChina-India Vietham (North versus Soubh India and Pakistan in 197the second
round of the Turco-Cypriot WatJganda-Tanzanjdhe Falklands Warand the second part of the Azeri-
Armenian War
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TABLE 6. Political settlement (Weibull estimates)

Coefficient
Variables (RSE) Hazard ratio
POLITICAL SETTLEMENT
Imposed —15.34%** 0.000
(1.02
Agreed —1557*** 0.000

(0.99

TIE 2.94xxx 18.89
(0.47)

COST OF WAR —0.66*** 0.52
(0.18

HISTORY OF CONFLICT 0.91%** 2.49
(0.23

EXISTENCE AT STAKE 1.55%** 4.73
(0.45)

CONTIGUOUS 0.68* 1.97
(0.36)

CHANGES IN RELATIVE CAPABILITIES 0.81*** 2.25
(0.24)

Constant —4.96**
(2.50)

Shape parameter 0.72*
(0.149)

N 770

Subjects 48

Log likelihood —46.39

Note: Negative coefficients and hazard ratigd indicate decrease in risk of another warcrease in duration of
peacé. Positive coefficients and hazard ratiod indicate increase in risk of another watecrease in duration of
peace. RSE= robust standard errar§** p = .01 **p =< .05. *p = .10. Two-tailed tests used

pears to be quite stabl®&lone of these imposed settlements have fdifeNot
surprisingly settling the underlying political issues is the best way to ensure peace
But this advice is not particularly useful for most belligere¢hen the under-

68. The imposed settlement between India and Pakistan in 1971 failed when they fought again in
1999 after our point of censorin{f a time-constant model is used with data on the resumption of war
up to 2000(results not shown unilaterally settled wars are statistically indistinguishable from wars
that end with no settlement—in fact the coefficient suggests they may be less $tablsupports the
findings of Hensel 1994However the 1971 settlement concerned Bangladéstiia chose not to press
the Kashmir issuewhich continues to be actively contested
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lying issues remain disputed is the other mechanisms examined in this study
that can be used to maintain peace

Duration Dependence

Intuitively, one might expect peace to be most precarious immediately after a cease-
fire and to stabilize over timélhe antagonism generated by the fighting is most
raw just after hostilities endand once things settle dowastates should have a
somewhat easier time maintaining peatkis would suggest negative “duration
dependence’that is a cease-fire’s likelihood of failinggiven that it has held thus
far) goes down over timeBut if Fearon and others are right that one of the rea-
sons states fight costly wars is the inability to gauge each other’s capabilities and
resolve(the combination of private information and incentives to misrepresent
then one might expect peace to be easiest to maintain in the early .Stages
war just fought will have revealed information about military capabilities and po-
litical resolve Over time however uncertainty will creep back inThis would
lead one to expect positive duration dependence for the survival of pibacesk
of another war should increase with tirffe

The shape parameter specifically whether it is greater than or less than,one
gives an estimate of whether the risk of another war goes up or dmvatays the
same over the course of a cease:flremost of the models presented hetlee
shape parametey is less than onendicating that the hazard rate is decreasing
The shape parameteris only greater than one in models that are likely affected
by missing data bias his finding fits better with the intuitive notion that peace is
most fragile early on and solidifies over time than with the hypothesis derived
from the perspective that sees war as a problem of informaBaih one should
note that the value of this parameter is not always statistically significaetrisk
of war may simply be constant over time

Conclusion

Are some war-torn areas simply doomed to repeated conflict and wadiare

there something that can be done to improve the chances for peace? The findings
of this article warrant optimisnPeace is hard to maintain among deadly enemies
but mechanisms implemented in the context of cease-fire agreements can help re-
duce the risk of another waPeace is precarioudut it is possible Agreements

are not merely scraps of papéheir content affects whether peace lasts or war
resumes

69. See Blainey 1973and Fearon 1995

70. On the importance of considering duration dependgsee BeckKatz and Tucker 1998

71 Note that independent variables should “soak up” or explain some of the duration dependence
so it is not surprising that in more completely specified madelis closer to one
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The job of building peace is harder in some cases than in otheis more
difficult when wars end in stalemateshen states’ previous history is riddled with
conflict, and when war can threaten the very existence of one Kideems to be
harder for neighbotsbut it is easier when states have just fought a very deadly
war, giving a greater incentive to avoid further bloodshed

But given these givenstates can act to improve the chances for pebbave
focused on measures thaiter incentives by raising the cost of an attack either
physically or politically reduce uncertainty by specifying compliancegulating
activities that are likely to cause tensjgroviding credible signals of intentign
or help prevent or manage accidents from spiraling back to xarthese mea-
sures help encourage durable peace? | find thateneral they da All else being
equaj peace lasts longer when stronger agreememislementing more of these
measuresare in place A counterargument suggests that strong agreements are
only associated with durable peace because they are implemented in the easy cases
But the effects of agreements do not wash out when the baseline prospects for
peace are controlled for

While some international relations scholars might be surprised to learn that states
can institute measures to overcome the obstacles to ppeaaitioners probably
know this alreadyor them the value of this research is in its lessons about which
mechanisms work better than otheBecause these measures are often imple-
mented in conjunction with each othene cannot reach conclusions about this that
are as strong as one might likBut the history of cease-fires over the past half-
century suggests that creating buffer zones between opposing armies is quite ef-
fective Making the terms of the cease-fiiacluding the location of the cease-fire
line, as specific as possible is also impor{ad is setting up joint commissions to
discuss the inevitable conflicts and misunderstandings that arise in the aftermath
of fighting. Confidence-building measutdermal agreemenisand withdrawal of
forces do not hurtbut the evidence that these measure help is less clear-cut

For their part outsiders interested in helping belligerents maintain peace can
improve its chances by providing an explicitly stated guarantee of the cease-fire
and by deploying international monitors or troops as peacekedpetrshird par-
ties should be aware that mediation to reach a cease-fire may be counterproduc-
tive in the long runPeacekeeping can easily become discreditedving a mission
in place after it has failed does little to bolster the prospects for peace

That states can implement measures to reduce the risk of another war raises the
guestion of whether they can do more to prevent war breaking out in the first
place If demilitarized zones or peacekeeping can help maintain peace after war
can they do so beforehand? Obviously one cannot answer this question defini-
tively without a wider studybut at least in theorythe measures discussed above
should be effective preemptiveljhe challenge is likely to be in convincing states
to implement themit is normal and therefore politically more acceptabie take
measures to ensure peace in the aftermath of @ing up territory to create a
buffer zone or allowing international peacekeepers to infringe on their sover-
eignty before hostilities break quif course is more difficult
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Whether or not the measures examined here can help prevent war in the first
place | have shown that measures to reduce uncertaatigr incentivesand man-
age accidents can help maintain peace in the hardest cases—among deadly en-
emies with strong incentives to take advantage of each other and in an atmosphere
of deep mistrustMaintaining peace is difficultbut even bitter foes can and do
institute measures to avoid another w@reating a durable peace requires work

but it is possible

Appendix 1: Cease-Fires 1946—97

War Between Cease-fire War resumes
Palestine 1 Israel Iraq 18 July 1948 15 Or948
Palestine 1 Israel Egypt 18 July 1948 15 0948
Palestine 1 Israel Syria 18 July 1948 15 Or948
Palestine 1 Israel Lebanon 18 July 1948 15.0048
Palestine 1 Israel Jordan 18 July 1948 15.0848
Palestine 2 Israel Iraq 31 Qct948 6 Oct1973
Palestine 2 Israel Egypt 7 Jano49 29 Oct1956
Palestine 2 Israel Syria 31 Odt948 5 June 1967
Palestine 2 Israel Lebanon 31 Oto48 11 April 1982
Palestine 2 Israel Jordan 31 Ot948 5 June 1967
First Kashmir India Pakistan 1 Jah949 5 Aug 1965
Korean us. China 27 July 1953
Korean us. No. Korea 27 July 1953
Korean SoKorea China 27 July 1953
Korean SoKorea Nao Korea 27 July 1953
Russo—Hungarian USSR Hungary 14 N@956
Sinai UK Egypt 6 Nov 1956
Sinai France Egypt 6 Nov1956
Sinai Israel Egypt 6 Nav1956 5 Jun 1967
Sino—Indian China India 22 Now962
Vietnamese NoVietnam us. 27 Jan 1973
Viethnamese NoVietnam So Vietnam 30 April 1975 censored immediate]y
Second Kashmir Pakistan India 23 Sel65 3 Dec1971
Six Day Israel Egypt 10 June 1967 6 March 1969
Six Day Israel Syria 10 June 1967 6 OtB73
Six Day Israel Jordan 10 June 1967 10 A@73
Israeli-Egyptian Israel Egypt 7 Aug970 6 Oct1973
Football El Salvador Honduras 18 July 1969
Bangladesh India Pakistan 17 Da®71
Yom Kippur Israel Egypt 24 Oct1973
Yom Kippur Israel Syria 24 Oct1973 5 June 1982
Yom Kippur Israel Jordan 24 Oc1973
Turco—Cypriot 1 Turkey Cyprus 29 July 1974 14 AU®74
Turco—Cypriot 2 Turkey Cyprus 16 Audg974
Ethiopian—Somalian Cuba Somalia 14 March 1978

(continued

72. War between India and Pakistan resumed on 26 May ,1886r these data are censored



368

International Organization

Appendix 1 (Continued

War Between Cease-fire War resumes
Ethiopian—Somalian Ethiopia Somalia 14 March 1978
Ugandan—Tanzanian Tanzania Uganda 12 April 1979
Ugandan—Tanzanian Tanzania Libya 12 April 1979
Sino-Vietnamese China Vietnam 10 March 1979 5. 1887
Iran—Iraq Iran Iraq 20 Aug1988
Falklands UK Argentina 20 June 1982
Lebanon Israel Syria 5 Sept982
Sino—Vietnamese China Vietnam 6 Fa87
Gulf War us. Iraq 11 April 1991
Gulf War Saudi Arabia Iraq 11 April 1991
Gulf War Kuwait Iraq 11 April 1991
Azeri—-Armenian 1 Armenia Azerbaijan 21 Mar 1992 11 April 1992
Azeri—Armenian 2 Armenia Azerbaijan 12 May 1994

Appendix 2: Cease-Fires Data Set

Variables Values Source / Notes
TIE 0 = military victory for side A Stam 1996and COW Version 3
1= military tie Small and Singer 1982
COST OF WAR = natural log of both states’ battle deaths cow
HISTORY OF = (prewar MID disputeg years both statesMilitarized Interstate Disputes
CONFLICT part of the inter-state systgnmCoded 1 1996 (MID); Jones Bremer and
for wars at independence Singer 1996
EXISTENCE 0 = existence not at stake Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1992
AT STAKE 1 = existence at stake (ICB2) highest “gravity of value
threatened” in dyad
TERRITORIAL 0 = not territorial MID “revision type”
CONFLICT 1 = territorial
CONTIGUOUS 0 = not contiguous
1 = contiguous by landor <150 miles by sea
MULTILATERAL 0 = bilateral war
WAR 1 = multilateral war
CHANGE IN = abd((cap_1-lagcap_ )¥lagcap_1 Werner 1999923 fn7. cap is
RELATIVE — ((cap_2-lagcap )Zlagcap_2) COW capabilities index for cur-
CAPABILITIES rent yeaylagcap is previous year

LAGGED CHANGE

EXPECTED UTILITY:

DEMAND
PREDICTED

‘WAR PREDICTED

= change in capabilities from previous year

0 = equilibrium outcome not demand

1 = equilibrium outcome demand

0 = equilibrium outcome not war
1 = equilibrium outcome war

Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman
1992's “international interaction
game” from EUGene Bennett
and Stam 2000a

(continued
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Variables

Values Source / Notes

JOINT DEMOCRACY

AGREEMENT
STRENGTH

INDEX OF
STRENGTH

WITHDRAWAL

DEMILITARIZED
ZONES

ARMS CONTROL

INTERNAL
CONTROL

THIRD-PARTY
INVOLVEMENT

PEACEKEEPING

PK_PRE

CONFIDENCE-
BUILDING
MEASURES

DISPUTE
RESOLUTION

SPECIFICITY

FORMAL
AGREEMENT

POLITICAL
SETTLEMENT

0 = one or both not a democracy
1 = both sides democracies

Polity Il “dem” = 6 or higher
Jaggers and Gurr 1996

0= none

1= very weak
2 = weak

3 = moderate
4 = strong

= formal_d+ with_sga+ dmz_dum
+ ac_dum+ (pk/2) + (ext_inv/2)
+ (detail/3) + (internal/2)
+ info_dum+ (disp_reg?2)

0= none
1 = partial to status quo anfer beyond

Includes unilateral withdrawals
but not withdrawals from partial

DMZs
0= none
1 = partial (not along full cease-fire line
or < 2 km)
2 = demilitarized zone at least 2 km
0= none
1= arms embargdimits near cease-fire line
specific weapons prohibited
0= none
1 = stated responsibility for actions from own
territory

2 = concrete measures to ensure control

0=none Does not include UN mediation
1= mediate cease-firgestrainf patron etc
2 = explicit or well-understood guarantee of

peace

0= none Includes UN other regional
1 = monitoring (unarmed military observers organizationand ad hoc
2 = peacekeeping forcgarmed peacekeeping missions

0 = new for this war
1 = present from earlier conflict

Cases with both new and old
missions coded O

0= none

1 = military info exchangegdhot line onsite
or aerial verification

0=none

1 = ongoing third-party mediation

2 = joint commission of belligerents

Does not include peacekeepers
providing dispute resolution

= number of paragraphs in agreement text

0 = no declared cease-firer tacit or
informal acceptance of cease-fire

1 = formal acceptance of cease-fire proposal
or agreement

0 = no settlement

1 = settlement imposed by force or unilateral
action (de factg

2 = settlement by agreeme(de jure
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