
 

 

 

 

 

TOO MANY COOKS SPOIL THE BROTH? 

Burden Sharing and Effectiveness in Peacekeeping Operations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SAM ROGNER 

Master's Thesis 

Spring 2018 

 

 

 

Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University 

Supervisor: Erika Forsberg  

 

 

 



 

2 

 
1. Introduction 3 

2. Theory 5 

2.1 Peacekeeping, how does it work? 5 

2.2 Previous Research 6 

2.2.1 Type of Mission and Personnel 6 

2.2.2 Women and Gender Norms in the Deployment 8 

2.2.3 Size of Mission 9 

2.2.4 Burden Sharing 10 

2.3 Framework 11 

2.3.1 The Commitment Problem 11 

2.3.2 Solving the Commitment Problem 12 

2.3.3 Summary and hypotheses 16 

3.0 Research Design 17 

3.1 Case Selection 17 

3.2 The Independent Variables, Burden Sharing 19 

3.3 The Dependent Variables 21 

3.4 Control Variables 22 

3.4.1 Size of Mission 22 

3.4.2 Number of P5 present 23 

3.4.3 Population 23 

3.4.4 Conflict Severity 23 

3.4.5 Battle related violence in the preceding year 24 

3.5 Summary and Method of Analysis 24 

4. Results and Analysis 25 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 25 

4.2 Findings 27 

4.3 Robustness Tests 34 

4.4 Weaknesses in research design 39 

5. Conclusion 40 

6. References 42 

 

 

 

 



 

3 

Abstract: 

This paper examines the effect of burden sharing in peacekeeping operations (both among 

contingent troops and in the entirety of the mission) and effectiveness, specifically whether a 

party chooses to renege on a peace agreement. The author hypothesizes that burden sharing 

will make it less likely that a party reneges on a peace agreement. The theoretical argument 

made in the paper is that burden sharing will help in solving the commitment problem 

inherent to peace agreements, by signaling to the combatants that the peacekeeping mission is 

there to stay (and won’t be vulnerable to a potential withdrawal from an important 

contributor), as well as signaling that there is international support for punishing measures 

against a party who would renege on the agreement. The paper examines all peacekeeping 

missions that deployed following a peace agreement between 1992-2016 using data on 

peacekeeping contributions from the United Nations. The hypotheses will however not be 

supported by the empirics. In fact there is limited evidence for burden sharing among 

contingent troops to increase the likelihood that a party chooses to renege on a peace 

agreement, while burden sharing among all personnel (military and civilian) have no effect on 

the matter. 

1. Introduction 

Peacekeeping has been used as an instrument by the United Nations since the foundation of the 

organization in the 1940s. The memory of the second world war loomed over the world, and during the 

Cold War peacekeeping was largely used to prevent inter-state conflicts from exploding. UNDOF and 

UNTSO in the Middle East, UNMOGIP on the Indian-Pakistani border, UNIFIL in Lebanon and so 

on. The deployment of new missions were rare, as the rivalry between the United States and the Soviet 

Union often left the United Nations Security Council paralyzed and unable to deal with new conflict 

related issues (Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen, 2012; Perkins & Neumayer, 2008). When new missions 

were deployed, they were largely staffed with personnel from Western countries. 

 

Major changes has occurred in the world of peacekeeping since. Since the fall of the wall and global 

communism in 1989, new deployments skyrocketed. During the Cold War, the United Nations were 

involved in a total of 18 missions, after 1990 another 53 missions has been deployed (Sandler, 2017). 

This has also been noticed in the amount of people involved in these operations. In January 1990, 

roughly 11 500 personnel were actively participating in peacekeeping operations around the world, in 

March 2018, that number had increased to over 90 000 (primarily) men and (increasingly) women (UN, 

2018a). These missions have been primarily involved in civil war contexts, primarily in Africa and the 

Middle East. 
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How has the West dealt with having to send this many troops, observers and police officers to foreign 

conflict situations? The answer is quite simply that they have not. The number of Western personnel 

contributing to these missions have been scaled down during this period, while other countries (Such as 

Ethiopia, India and Pakistan) have stepped up. The number of countries contributing has also increased 

(from 57 in 1992 to 124 in 2018) (UN, 2018a), meaning that who bears the burden for these mission 

has changed dramatically since the Cold War. 

 

With these massive changes in global peacekeeping, research on the matter has increased. Much of this 

research has simply focused on the presence or absence of peacekeeping operations, with a deployment 

being a dichotomous variable measuring whether a mission was present (1) or absent (0). Increasingly, 

researchers have focused on the setup of peacekeeping deployment, what are the characteristics of a 

successful mission? Does the mandate of the mission matter (Fortna, 2008; Doyle & Sambanis 2000)? 

Do we need to increase the inclusion of women (Karim & Beardsley, 2016)? What type of personnel 

should you send (Wood & Kathman, 2014; Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2016)? Is the size of the 

deployment important (Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2016; Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen, 2012; 

Wood & Kathman 2014)?. 

 

A field that has received less attention is that of how burden sharing affects the effectiveness. Burden 

sharing in peacekeeping operations is defined as the degree to which the UN member states equally 

contribute to a peacekeeping mission. This refers both to how the distribution of personnel is 

distributed within a mission (is there a single country that provides 80 % of all personnel? That would 

indicate a low degree of burden sharing), but also to how many are contributing1. In this paper this 

term only refers to burden sharing in the contribution of peacekeeping personnel. Others who have 

measured burden sharing have also looked at the financing of missions, however this seems like a less 

interesting aspect to me, as 95 % of all peacekeeping financing comes from Western states and 

permanent members of the Security Council (Sandler, 2017), leaving less room for interesting variation.  

 

As more countries contribute personnel to the United Nation’s peacekeeping missions, this is an area 

that is becoming more and more relevant to the field, a field that is severely under researched. An 

exception to this is the work of Bove and Ruggeri (2016) who examines the effect of burden sharing on 

one sided violence against civilians. They find that increased burden sharing among contingent troops 

reduce this violence. Still, there are many ways of measuring effectiveness in a peacekeeping mission, 

                                                
1 A mission with four countries contributing contributing 25 % of all troops each would be considered to enjoy a higher 
degree of burden sharing compared to a mission where two countries were contributing 50 % each 



 

5 

for example cooperation with local partners, occurrences of sexual violence and so on. This paper will 

examine the effect of burden sharing on battle related violence following a peace agreement. 

 

Research Question: How does burden sharing in peacekeeping operations affect the likelihood that 

a party will renege on a peace agreement?  

 

This paper will make the argument that increased burden sharing in peacekeeping operations will help 

solve the commitment problem, which often plagues civil war situations. Missions enjoying higher 

degrees of burden sharing will make the deployment less likely to suffer due to the sudden withdrawal 

of personnel from an individual contributing country, and sends a signal to the combatants that the 

international community is committed to the peace process and that there is wide international support 

from within the United Nations to punish illicit behaviour. In a further attempt to fill the research gap, 

this paper will test this theory both on burden sharing among contingent troops, as well as burden 

sharing in the whole mission (including civilian personnel). An important scope condition for this paper 

is that the theoretical argument only holds for peacekeeping operations where there is a peace 

agreement to uphold. The most notable implication of this, is that enforcement missions will not be 

covered in this paper. 

 

Sadly, this paper finds no support for this theory. Instead there is (limited) evidence for increased 

burden sharing among contingent troops is correlated with a higher likelihood that the belligerents will 

renege on the peace agreement, while burden sharing among all personnel (including UN observers, 

police forces and contingent  troops) had no real effect at all. While no real explanation for this can be 

made with the empirics presented in this paper, the author believes that national differences in training, 

modus operandi and rules of engagement cause problems for burden sharing among contingent troops, 

that are more apparent than for burden sharing among civilian personnel. 

2. Theory 

2.1 Peacekeeping, how does it work? 

Do begin with, it may be useful to have a small section describing how United Nations peacekeeping 

works. The decision on whether to deploy a peacekeeping is taken by United Nations Security Council. 

While the Security Council have the authority to deploy operations without permission from the 

country in question2, most missions are invited by the warring parties themselves (Fortna, 2008). As per 

the scope conditions set for the introduction, this paper will only cover missions that deployed 

following a peace agreement. The Security Council have deciding power regarding the mandate of the 

                                                
2 Known as Enforcement missions 
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mission, after which the Department of Peacekeeping Operations is in charge of the mission. They are 

however not capable of forcing member states to send personnel to the operation. The member states 

decide for themselves whether they want to contribute with personnel to the mission or not, and they 

are free to withdraw their personnel whenever they so desire (Sandler, 2016), and so the composition of 

the peacekeeping personnel is not centrally planned. Countries that choose to send personnel are 

financially compensated by the United Nations for the personnel they contribute with (Kathman & 

Melin, 2017), and 95 % of this capital is financed by Western states and the permanent members of the 

Security Council (Sandler, 2017). 

 

2.2 Previous Research 

So how effective is peacekeeping? Whilst there are a lot of critiques against it, it appears that it is largely 

effective in ending violence. Virginia Fortna (2008) finds that peacekeeping missions reduce the 

occurrence of renewed conflict by at least 55-60%, and maybe even as high as 75-85%. Furthermore, it 

appears that the effect on durable peace is sustainable even after the peacekeepers depart. Nilsson 

(2012) also looks briefly at the overall effect of peacekeeping on sustainable peace and finds that it has a 

positive effect. Doyle and Sambanis (2000) looks at United Nations (UN) peacekeeping and finds that 

it generally has a positive effect on post-conflict democracy as well as an end to hostilities. 

 

A lot of research has done been done on the successes and failures of peacekeeping operations. Much 

of This have looked at features of the conflict (for example duration and severity) and the peace 

agreement. Too often peacekeeping has been reduced to a dichotomous variable, only measuring 

whether the mission was present (1) or not (0), the setup and characteristics of peacekeeping operation 

have seen considerably less research. This section will focus on aspects of the mission itself that have 

been found to affect the success of a mission, namely the, the type of mission and personnel, the 

inclusion of women and gender norms in the mission, and the size of the mission. Finally the small 

amount of research on the link between burden sharing and success will be covered.  

 

2.2.1 Type of Mission and Personnel 

Peacekeeping is an instrument that can look very different depending on the case. Conflicts differ, there 

is not a “one size fits all”. It can roughly be divided in four categories, which are Observational Missions, 

Interpositional Missions (Traditional Peacekeeping Missions), Multidimensional Missions and Peace Enforcement 

Missions.  

 

Observation missions are smaller deployments. They may consist of military- as well as civilian 

participants and observers. The task of observation missions is, as the name suggests, to observe and 

monitor parts of an agreement or ceasefire (for example withdrawal of military units). Interpositional 
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missions, also known as traditional peacekeeping, are larger deployments and usually serve as a buffer 

between the two former parties. Multidimensional missions are, like interpositional missions, made up 

of both military and civilian components. They differ in that the aim of a multidimensional mission is 

to aid in implementing an agreement, rather than simply serve as a buffer. The last category, Peace 

enforcement missions, is a large (preferably) military force which aims to enforce an agreement, 

through military means. This includes providing security for former combatants and civilians. A big 

difference from the former three is that peace enforcement missions do not necessarily need an 

invitation or permission from the involved actors (Fortna 2008, Doyle & Sambanis 2000 ). 

 

Doyle and Sambanis (2000) finds (unsurprisingly) that enforcement missions are fairly good at stopping 

violence, but that they have a lesser effect in the long run. In contrast, the other types of missions have 

a positive effect in the long term (as they help with building institutions and foster democracy), but is 

less capable of stopping violence. Fortna (2000) finds that enforcement missions are just effective as 

the less military robust ones, but that multidimensional peacekeeping may have the largest effect when 

looking at post conflict situations with a longer perspective. 

 

There is also a discussion regarding whether all types of personnel are effective in peacekeeping 

operations. United Nations peacekeeping personnel are usually divided into three categories, contingent 

(military) troops, police forces and observers. Several authors have examine the effect of these different 

types of personnel and finds that all do not necessarily contribute to less violence. Contingent troops 

are effective as they signal commitment from the UN to end the conflict (as expanded on above) as 

well as to handle situations and tasks on the ground (Wood & Kathman, 2014; Hultman, Kathman & 

Shannon, 2016). Results on police forces are mixed and difficult to interpret, however when examining 

the effect of UN observers, Wood and Kathman (2014) surprisingly finds that the number observers 

are positively correlated with increases in violence against civilians. They theorize that observers send a 

signal of moderate or weak commitment to the conflict compared to the other types of personnel, 

especially contingent troops. Furthermore, UN observers tend to be the first people deployed in a 

mission, so it could be the case that the combatants attempt to get some final advantage on their 

adversary before the real mission has arrived, or attempt to stop the mission from arriving all together. 

Hultman, Kathman & Shannon (2016) discusses the role of UN observers as suitable to overcome 

information asymmetries, in aftermath of conflicts. When the parties are no longer fighting each other, 

they have more troubles discerning the other’s strength and capabilities. They find however, that UN 

observers have been quite inadequate at this job, though they do not seem to do any harm, unlike what 

Wood & Kathman (2014) proposes. 
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2.2.2 Women and Gender Norms in the Deployment 

Security Council Resolution 1325 (SCR 1325) was signed in the year 2000. The resolution aimed to 

include women in the peace process in several ways, one of which was participation in peacekeeping 

operations. While the peacekeeping provisions in SCR 1325 were initially included as a part of equal an 

opportunity and female rights programme, research soon showed that there were several positive 

effects of female inclusion in peacekeeping operations (Karim & Beardsley 2013). 

 

For example the host nations themselves often view females as more suitable than men for certain tasks 

concerning sexual exploitation and abuse (SEA)3 . Even when the nature of the tasks are not quite so 

sensitive, peacekeeping operations can take place in contexts where women are prohibited from talking 

to men, and in these situations the exclusion of female peacekeepers could thus diminish the base of 

vital information from the local population. Furthermore, the inclusion of women may contribute to 

address the special needs and concerns of women and children, tasks which male peacekeepers may be 

worse at addressing (Karim & Beardsley 2013). 

 

Karim & Beardsley (2016) looks at at what the United Nations can do to reduce SEA. They find two 

characteristics of missions which could influence the occurrence of SEA, the first of which is inclusion 

of women in the deployment. There is reasonably good evidence for female inclusion leading to less 

reports of SEA, and the reasons for this seems to be changes in group dynamics, militarized 

masculinity, and that women in the mission are (at least seen as) more likely to report incidences of 

SEA. The second characteristic is the proportion of troops from countries with more progressive 

gender norms. This find the strongest evidence for this, and since the far majority of the mission 

deployment are male, inclusion of personnel with progressive gender norms may be the quickest fix for 

this problem. 

 

These forms of abuse committed against the people they are supposed to protect are highly 

problematic. It is of course incredibly traumatic for the victims of these crimes, and can lead to further 

problems such as pregnancy, and can have negative effects on the local relations between women and 

men. It is also delegitimizing for the peacekeeping operation (Nordås & Rustad 2013), which could 

potentially jeopardize the fragile peace. 

 

Mentions of SCR 1325 is now included in most peacekeeping operations, however despite these 

positive effects of female participation, the inclusion of women into peacekeeping operations have 

been slow. Since SCR 1325 was signed, the proportion of women in peacekeeping operations have 

increased to roughly 5 % of personnel (UN, 2018a), though most of these are members of the police 

                                                
3 SEA includes rape, sexual abuse of underaged persons and the purchasing of sexual services (Karim & Beardsley, 2013) 
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force, rather than the military (Karim & Beardsley 2013). Several reasons have been suggested for this, 

for example women have to a large degree been sent to less risky situations, rather than to contexts 

where there may be a larger need for them, for example post-conflict situations where there has been 

widespread sexual abuse. Furthermore, women make up only a small proportion of most countries’ 

armed forces, and so it is difficult for these troop contributing countries even if the governments want 

to. It may also be the effect of the potential negative media coverage of the death of female 

peacekeepers, which is a hotter topic in the media than the deaths of males. The probably most 

important reason for this pattern however seems to be that fighting, war and security are all still 

contexts that are considered very masculine throughout the world (Karim & Beardsley 2013). 

 

2.2.3 Size of Mission 

Reed Wood and Jake Kathman (2014) looks at UN peacekeeping forces in Africa and finds that as 

military troop size increases, the number of civilians killed in one sided violence decreases. Their 

explanation for this can be divided into two arguments. First of all, a larger number of troops will have 

a larger capacity to handle situation on the ground. A sizable mission is more able to protect  civilians 

and deter potential attacks, while also being able to put resources and manpower to assignments that 

promote security, for example DDR programmes (disarmament, demobilization and reintegration).  

Secondly, the size of the deployment sends a signal of seriousness to the former combatants, a 

commitment that the United Nations are making a serious attempt to end the conflict. For example, a 

larger deployment will be more difficult and time consuming to withdraw from a peacekeeping 

operation, meaning that a larger deployment convey the message that the peacekeeping mission is there 

to stay until a durable peace has been achieved. This in turn will decrease the expected benefit and 

increase the cost of renewed conflict.  

 

Several other authors (Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2016; Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen, 2012) also 

notes that bigger missions sends a signal from the security council regarding the United Nation’s 

commitment to the peace. Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen (2012) examines the peacekeeping mission’s 

ability to cooperate with the former combatants, or more accurately the combatants’ willingness to 

cooperate with the peacekeeping mission. They find that bigger missions are far more effective at this, 

especially when the rebels are militarily weak compared to the government. While size does affect the 

mission’s ability to handle potential violence, the main deterrent seems to be that size signal the resolve 

of the contributing member states and the UN Security Council, meaning that they would be willing to 

make use of other means (such as sanctions, or increased force) should one of the party renege on the 

agreement. Other factors that could increase the deployments military capabilities (such as quality of 

leadership) fails to send this signal, as these factors are not visible to the combatants until the 
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agreement would (potentially) break down. This makes the size of the deployment especially important 

during the implementation phase of a peace agreement. 

 

Size does seem to be an important factor in peacekeeping, however it seems that it is not always one of 

the more important factors, specifically when looking at conflict contagion. The risk of intra state 

conflicts spreading to neighbouring states is quite substantial, even after a peace agreement has been 

reached within the original dyad. However, if a peacekeeping force is deployed to ensure peace, that 

risk is severely reduced4. Peacekeepers can secure borders, thus reducing the capacity for transnational 

rebel groups, arms and other forms of rebel support to move across the borders. Interestingly enough, 

in research conducted by Beardsley (2011), the size of the peacekeeping mission does not seems to 

affect ability its ability to perform these tasks successfully. 

 

It seems that the size of the mission can bring both positive and neutral aspects to the mission, 

however the sad truth is that it can also bring major problems. Increased size has been found to to 

correlate with increased reporting of SEA committed by peacekeepers. While this can partly explained 

by mathematics, more personnel on site means more potential perpetrators, this does not however 

seem to be the whole truth. Larger deployments involving more personnel are often more difficult to 

oversee, and so it is more difficult for a central authority to find and punish potential perpetrators in 

operations of this size. Furthermore, SEA committed by peacekeepers tend to happen in missions 

deployed in situations where there is little battle related violence, but where the preceding conflict was 

experienced severe violence. (Nordås & Rustad 2013) 

 

2.2.4 Burden Sharing 

Previous research on burden sharing has largely focused on why countries choose to contribute troops 

to peacekeeping operations. Reasons that have been proposed has ranged from financial compensation 

to poorer countries (Kathman & Melin 2017), to differences in political leadership in troop-

contributing countries, to the level of violence in the countries where the mission will be taking place 

(Fortna, 2008), however few researchers have looked at whether this is desirable or not. Is burden 

sharing in peacekeeping operations effective? This has been noted by Todd Sandler (2017) who 

identified this gap. In his article International Peacekeeping Operations: Burden Sharing and Effectiveness he 

looks at research on both burden sharing and effectiveness and finds that there is little intersection, and 

argues that the two concepts needs to be looked at together. Furthermore, he argues that the definition 

of peacekeeping effectiveness needs to be expanded on. 

 

                                                
4 Beardsley (2011) calculates that the risk may be reduced by as much as 70 %. 
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Vincenzo Bove and Andrea Ruggeri (2016) has attempted to fill this gap in their article Kinds of Blue: 

Diversity in UN Peacekeeping Missions and Civilian Protection where they argue that missions with a higher 

degree of burden sharing and diversity among peacekeeping contingent troops are more effective at 

preventing violence against civilians. Their argument rests on the differences in culture, training and 

skills that troops from different countries possess, for example while some countries may emphasize 

training in negotiations skills, others may have better skills when it comes to suppressing counter 

insurgencies. Besides individual skills,  there are other positive factors that come with burden sharing 

among contingent troops. Western contributing countries often prefer their troops to stay in safe 

geographical locations and avoid serious combat, in order to avoid negative headlines back home. On 

the other hand, Western troops often come with helicopters and other equipment that other 

contributing countries do not send. Countries such as Pakistan on the other hand do not mind if their 

troops see serious combat, in fact they may prefer it. Many countries contribute with troops (at least in 

part) in order for them to get valuable experience. Besides experience with advanced equipment that 

may not otherwise be available to them, this includes combat experience.  

 

As the last few pages show, there are a lot of ways of defining effectiveness. The occurrence of battle 

related violence (Fortna, 2008), incidents of SEA committed by peacekeepers (Karim & Beardsley, 

2016), willingness among local actors to cooperate with the peacekeeping mission (Ruggeri, Gizelis & 

Dorussen, 2012), levels of democracy after the departure of the peacekeeping mission (Nilsson, 2009), 

risk of conflict spreading to neighbouring countries (Beardsley, 2011) and so on. Furthermore, Bove 

and Ruggeri’s article looks at the effect of burden sharing in peacekeeping operations on one sided 

violence against civilians. In an attempt to expand the definition of peacekeeping effectiveness, (an 

issue identified by Todd Sandler) this article will look at the effect of burden sharing on whether the 

former combatants choose to renge on the agreement. The following section will lay out the paper’s 

argument on why burden sharing among peacekeeping personnel is expected to decrease the likelihood 

of the belligerents reneging on a peace agreement. 

 

2.3 Framework 

 2.3.1 The Commitment Problem 

The biggest obstacle to peace is often what is commonly known as the commitment problem. During a 

civil war, the problem of trust often ruin the prospect of peace. Even if it would be preferable to both 

of the combatants to agree to peace, and a compromise could be reached, there trust in one another 

often gets in the way. Barbara Walters (1999) describes three phases in the path to reaching peace, the 

negotiation phase (should we initiate peace talks?), the bargaining phase (should we reach and sign a 

settlement?) and the implementation phase (should we execute the agreement?). Walters argues that the 

most difficult of these phases is that final one, the implementation phase. When a peace is potentially 
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reached and implementation begins, the rebels will be forced to disarm and demobilize their forces, 

which will leave them vulnerable to a potential attack from the government. This vulnerability often 

comes in the way of starting negotiations, how can the rebel group trust the government to hold up 

their end of the bargain when this vulnerability makes it so advantageous for the government to attack 

them after they have demobilized? On the other hand, the if a compromise has been reached in a peace 

agreement, why should the government trust the rebels to not continue to fight for further gain 

(Hultman, Kathman & Shannon 2016)? Indeed, in most cases it is the rebel group that reneges on the 

agreement during the implementation process. 

 

2.3.2 Solving the Commitment Problem 

Mattes & Savun (2009) examines two paths towards solving the commitment problem, which they 

describe as fear reducing measures, and cost increasing measures. Fear reducing measures are meant to 

reduce insecurity among the former combatants regarding the ‘other’s’  intentions and ability to renege 

on the deal. They are designed to work long term, and to ensure the combatants that they will remain 

safe, even after disarmament and demobilization. Examples of fear reducing measures are political and 

military power sharing. Third party security guarantees is also a often used tool for this.(for example 

with the help of a peacekeeping mission). A peacekeeping mission can monitor the disarmament 

process, making a surprise attack from on of the combatants less likely, pass judgement on abstract and 

dicey aspects of the peace process and provide information about the actions of the other party 

(Walters, 1999). 

 

More relevant for this paper is the second measure proposed by Mattes & Savun (2009), cost increasing 

measures. Cost increasing measures are more short term, and are intended to make it more attractive 

for the combatants to adhere to the peace agreement during the implementation process. A 

peacekeeping mission is an example of a cost increasing tool, as it raises to the cost of reneging on a 

peace agreement for the combatants. If a party were to renege on the peace agreement when a 

peacekeeping force was present, that would mean that they would have to fight not only the other 

combatant, but the peacekeeper as well. Even if the peacekeeping force present during the 

implementation period is not capable of defeating the party immediately, the party expects the force to 

grow in the case of renewed conflict.  

 

If the mission’s goal of deterring violence is to be achieved, the peacekeeping force needs to be seen as 

credible by the former combatants. Several authors have emphasized the importance of a peacekeeping 

mission being able to signal this commitment to the former combatants (Walters, 1999;  Hultman, 
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Kathman & Shannon, 2016; Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen 2012). “The UN’s ability to overcome 

commitment problems between the belligerents is a product of the UN’s commitment to the conflict 

state” (Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2016, pp 236). Previous research has found that the perhaps 

foremost instrument the United Nations Security Council have to signal this commitment to the peace 

process is the size of the mission, especially the number of contingent troops sent by the member states 

(Wood & Kathman, 2014; Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2016, Ruggeri, Gizelis & Dorussen, 2012). 

 

This has been expanded on in greater detail above (see 2.3.2), but the main takeaway seems to be that 

there are two groups of arguments as to why mission size signal commitment from the United Nations.  

The first of these is mission size. A large mission sends the signal that the mission is there to stay for a 

prolonged period of time. As larger missions are more difficult to withdraw, both politically (Hultman, 

Kathman & Shannon, 2016) and timewise (Kathman & Wood, 2016), the size of a mission signals the 

belligerents that the peacekeeping mission will not leave the country until it believes a durable peace has 

been achieved. The second line of argument is that the mission size signal the international support to 

punish behaviour from actors not adhering to the peace agreement. The United Nations is not a unitary 

actor, it consists of its member states, and if the member state have been willing to send large number 

of troops to the process, that shows support from the member states themselves. This means that if a 

party were to renege on the peace agreement, a mission that was large to begin with may become even 

larger in order to fight the reneging party. It could also show support for other potential punishing 

measures such as sanctions towards the country. 

 

This paper makes that argument that increased burden sharing in the peacekeeping mission will signal 

the same commitment to the peace process as mission size does. First of all burden sharing should 

signal the mission’s commitment to stay in the country. A deployment enjoying a high degree of burden 

sharing becomes significantly less vulnerable to individual countries pulling back their personnel 

contribution. Personnel contributions are voluntary, and any country is free to withdraw their 

contribution whenever it wants (Kathman & Melin, 2017). If a peacekeeping mission is relying on a 

single country for contributing the majority of the troops, that mission on the other hand would be 

very vulnerable to a  that state suddenly needing to pull back their forces. As will be expanded on in the 

next section, a reason many countries are willing to contribute is in fact that they are capable of doing 

just this. 

 

Furthermore, this paper argues that missions enjoying a high degree of burden sharing will signal 

international commitment among the United Nations member states to punish actors who would 
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renege on a peace agreement. Increased burden sharing implies a high degree of support from a wide 

arrange of member states, not just a few who are willing to contribute a lot. This should mean that 

there would be wide support for increased actions against a belligerent who would renege on the peace 

agreement. This could include support for actions such as increases in manpower sanctions against a 

government.  

 

2.3.3 Is troop contributions a signal of commitment? 

The argument made regarding increased burden sharing implying wide international support for the 

peace process is dependent on the assumption that United Nations member states send personnel to 

peacekeeping missions because they are committed to peace in the country. This is quite a big 

assumption, and one that is made by several papers examining whether mission size shows 

commitment (Kathman, Hultman & Shannon, 2016; Kathman & Wood, 2016; Wood & Kathman, 

2016). The question has to be asked though, are countries really contributing personnel to peacekeeping 

missions for unselfish reasons, or are there selfish incentives for doing so, that has little to do with 

wanting durable peace? 

 

Richard Perkins and Eric Neumayer (2008) claims that it is. They believe that contributing personnel to 

a peacekeeping mission is a fundamentally costly act for a country to make. If a government chooses to 

send personnel to a dangerous post-conflict situation, they are taking on risks, such as losing personnel, 

which besides losing military capacity to defend itself, could mean negative media coverage at home. 

Besides taking risks in domestic politics, the country could also suffer damage to their international 

reputation. A state’s peacekeeping force can receive negative media attention both by being passive 

when the mandate prevents them from acting (an example being the Netherlands during the Srebrenica 

massacre), or committing atrocious acts themselves (such as acts of SEA against the local population). 

Despite these risks, an increasing number of countries are contributing to peacekeeping operations. 

Perkins & Neumayer (2008) finds that countries that are more democratic and committed to human 

rights are more likely to send personnel to a peacekeeping deployment. This is explained by democratic 

countries considering the establishment of new well-functioning democratic states as fundamental to 

their own security and prosperity. Furthermore, normative obligations seems to make these countries 

(and their governments) consider global human rights as an important priority, due to their domestic 

and international reputation. Perkins and Neumayer also find that spatial proximity seems to make 

countries more prone to contribute with personnel to peacekeeping missions, as they fear spillover of 

conflict. Not surprising finding, and furthermore it seems to work (Beardsley, 2011). 

 

All of this points towards troop contributing countries sending troops due to a genuine desire to see 

durable peace in the country. However, some would argue that this is not the case, at least in part. 
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While Perkins and Neumayer (2008) sees the contribution of troops as fundamentally costly for the 

contributing countries, Kathman and Melin (2017) argue against this point. Recent history has seen 

diminish personnel contributions from Western states, and states such as Pakistan, India and Nigeria 

contributing with more and more personnel to these missions, and Kathman and Melin believes that 

this is (at least in part) as a solution to domestic issues. They argue that many of the current big 

contributing countries find themselves in international rivalries. This makes the governments want to 

keep large military capacities, in case of war, but here they run into two problems. First, maintaining a 

lot of military capacity is expensive, and secondly that in countries with large militares, the risk of a 

military coup poses a threat to the civilian government. 

 

Kathman and Melin (2017) argue that contributing with troops to peacekeeping operations is a way of 

dealing with these two issues, and that economic benefits and the fear of military coups are important 

incentives for why many countries send personnel to peacekeeping missions. If we begin by looking at 

economic benefits, The United Nations reimburse states by roughly $ 1000 a month, which is a rather 

low per-soldier rate for many Western countries. For developing countries, this can be quite different 

though, as many countries actually profit from this reimbursement. Furthermore, these soldiers get a lot 

of experience during the deployment, which enhances the country’s military capacity. This money can 

be used to pay off high ranking members of the military leadership, thus leaving them satisfied. 

Furthermore, governments can be selective regarding which officers and soldiers they choose to send 

abroad, and can thus use peacekeeping deployments as a means to keep potential risk-persons at arms 

length in faraway countries. 

 

So with all of this in mind, are troop contributions to peacekeeping operations really a signal regarding 

a state’s commitment to the peace process? This paper will argue that it is. While Kathman & Melin’s 

(2017) research is both extensive and convincing, they do not argue that self interest is the sole reason 

for why states choose to contribute with personnel to peacekeeping deployments. While the author 

admits that self interest does play a part in why states send personnel, countries still choose where to 

send them. To use an example, the biggest contributing country in March 2018 was Ethiopia, a 

developing country with a history of military coups, that has been engaged in an inter state conflict in 

the post Cold War era, a seemingly perfect example of Kathman & Melin’s argument. Still, Ethiopia is 

only sending troops to 3 missions, all of which are active in Sudan and South Sudan. While it is possible 

the economic incentives and a fear of military coups in part may motivate the Ethiopian contributions 

to these missions, it is notable that they are all in their neighbourhood, and it seems likely that the 

Ethiopian government would like to see these missions succeed.  
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2.3.3 Summary and hypotheses 

This paper argues that increased burden sharing in personnel contribution will help to solve the 

commitment problem inherent to intra state peace agreements between warring parties. Increases in 

burden sharing will send a signal to the belligerents that the peacekeeping deployment will stay for a 

longer time (as it will not be vulnerable to individual countries withdrawing their troops), and that the 

United Nations member states stand behind the peace process, being ready to introduce further actions 

on any party who would renege on the peace agreement (such as increases in troop size or sanctions).  

 

With all of this in mind, this paper expects UN peacekeeping operations experiencing higher degrees of 

burden sharing to reduce the likelihood that a party would renege on a peace agreement. Previous 

research, such as that of Wood & Kathman (2014) and Hultman, Kathman & Shannon (2016) has 

found that peacekeeping contingent troops are especially capable of signaling international 

commitment, and so this leads the first of the article’s two hypotheses. 

 

Hypothesis 1: More burden sharing among contingent troop contributions in a peacekeeping 

deployment will be negatively correlated with a party reneging on the peace agreement 

 

Furthermore it would be interesting to see the effect of burden sharing in the mission including civilian 

personnel. Wood & Kathman (2014) found that the number of the UN observers were positively 

correlated with incidences of one sided violence against civilians, while the size of the peacekeeping 

police force found mixed results. Meanwhile Hultman, Kathman & Shannon (2016) found no 

significant effect at all regarding the inclusion of police forces and UN observers. 

 

On the other hand, Fortna (2008) found that multidimensional missions were more effective at 

providing peace in the long term, and these multidimensional missions are likely to have a high degree 

of UN observers as well as police officers. This leads us to an interesting question, does observers and 

police officers signal international commitment as well? More relevant to the aim of this article, does 

burden sharing among these kinds of personnel signal  international commitment to the peace process? 

This leads us the the second hypothesis of this article.  

 

Hypothesis 2: More burden sharing among all personnel in a peacekeeping deployment will be 

negatively correlated with a party reneging on the peace agreement 
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3.0 Research Design 

This paper will examine two sets of hypotheses, First, that burden sharing among military troops in 

peacekeeping operations will prevent parties from reneging on a peace agreement, and second that 

burden sharing in the whole mission (including both military and civilian elements) will decrease the 

risk a party reneging on a peace agreement. This paper will examine these hypotheses through the use 

of quantitative regression analysis. The independent variable will be burden sharing in peacekeeping 

operations, both military- and including civilian elements. There will be two dependent variables, the 

first of which is a dichotomous variable (measuring whether there was at least 25 battle related deaths 

in a year) and the second of which is continuous (measuring the amount of battle related deaths). 

  

The structure of the research design section will be as followed. The following section will be 

explaining and motivating what the unit of analysis is, as well as showcase what cases the paper will be 

examining. The next two sections will be laying out the operationalizations for the independent and 

dependent variables. In section 3.4 the control variables will be motivated and operationalized, and 

finally the method of analysis will be presented in 3.5. The last section will also include a short 

summary of the research design. 

 

3.1 Case Selection 

The unit of analysis for this paper will be mission-year, meaning a peacekeeping mission during a one-

year period5. Much of the previous research on peacekeeping missions tend to use a monthly unit of 

analysis (mission-month), for example Bove & Ruggeri (2016). The author believes that a monthly unit of 

analysis would be ill-suited for this research. The argument paper is making is that increased burden 

sharing will signal commitment from the international community, but these differences in burden 

sharing may not have an effect that can be felt from month to month. Bove and Ruggeri looks 

specifically at the capacity of a peacekeeping force to protect civilians based on the skills of the 

contingent troops, where an effect would be felt almost immediately. The author believes that it may 

take a bit longer for the signal to reach the combatants, and that monthly changes may not have much 

of an impact. 

 

This paper will solely look at operations conducted by the United Nations, the reason for this is that 

the theoretical argument is largely built on how peacekeeping missions work in the UN, most notably 

how countries contribute with personel. Furthermore it means that all data collected on peacekeeping 

troops are collected from one source. The research will take its starting point in 1992 for a very simple 

                                                
5 It could be important to note that there are missions that take place in the same country, and sometimes overlap with each 
other in time. 
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reason, this is the year that the United Nations started to publish information on troop contributions to 

their peacekeeping missions (more on the United Nations peacekeeping data in section 3.2). This does 

however also line up fairly well with the end of the cold war, where there were major changes that 

happened to UN led peacekeeping operations. After the Cold War the number of peacekeeping 

missions have increased significantly. The rivalry between that United States and the Soviet Union 

often hindered the deployment of new missions and the two superpowers both used their veto power 

in the United Nations Security Council. This seems to have only gotten worse as the Cold War 

progressed in time, between 1978 and 1988 there were no new UN peacekeeping missions deployed. 

Since then, the number of UN led peacekeeping missions has more than quadrupled (Sandler, 2017). If 

we were to include cases of peacekeeping that occurred during the Cold War, the dynamic between the 

superpowers in the United Nations Security Council may well influence the results. The finishing point 

this research will be 2016, as that is the last year that data on the dependent variable has been updated 

(more on this in section 3.3).6 

 

All peacekeeping missions that were active in this period will not be covered in this research though. 

The theoretical argument demands that there be a peace agreement to be upheld by the parties 

involved, the argument made in this paper does not hold for enforcement missions. For this reason, 

only peacekeeping operations that deploy following, or during, the signing of a peace agreement will be 

included in this research. The paper will use the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom, Högbladh 

& Wallensteen, 2006; Högbladh, 2011) for this purpose. If a peace agreement was signed in the same 

country, and (at least) 2 years before the first measured deployment of the peacekeeping mission, the 

mission will be included. This only includes agreements signed between a government and a rebel 

group, inter-state conflicts are not covered by the theoretical argument stated above and will not be 

included in this research. 2 years may seem like a lot of time, but it is necessary. First of all, it can take a 

long time for a mission to deploy as the United Nations have to convince countries to contribute with 

troops. Secondly, the independent variable, burden sharing, will be measured in January of each year 

(more on that in section 3.2), but that does not mean that the mission arrived in January. For example 

say a peace agreement was signed in late 2004, and the peacekeeping mission was deployed in February 

2005, that means that the first time the deployment will be measured in this research will be in 2006. 

For this reason it is necessary to include cases where a peace agreement was signed 2 years before the 

deployment of the mission. Sadly, the UCDP peace agreement dataset only includes peace agreements 

up until 2011, so all peacekeeping missions that were deployed because of a peace agreement signed 

after this year are not included in this research. Missions that started before this year but continued 

after 2011 will still be included until the year 2016, which is the finish point of this research. 

  

                                                
6 The UCDP Dyadic Dataset has been only been updated to the year 2016 as of the time of writing this paper 
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The paper assumes that if there was a peace agreement signed in a country within 2 years of a 

peacekeeping mission being deployed in the same country, the two are connected. Of course, this is not 

necessarily the case. Hypothetically, it could be that the peace agreement was signed between two actors 

that did not need/wish to have a peacekeeping force present after the signing of the agreement, and 

that the peacekeeping mission measured is actually an enforcement mission, deployed to fight a third 

party in the country. On the other hand, there is a chance that the peacekeeping force is deployed 

during the peace agreement negotiations, but that the agreement was signed later. The assumption that 

the presence of a peace agreement signed 2 years before the deployment of a mission means that the 

two are correlated, is not perfect. Still, the author believes that the signing of a peace agreement (at 

least) 2 years before deployment is first measured, as well as looking at conflict dyads instead of 

countries, is the best way to discard enforcement missions, as well as to remove cases where other 

conflicts in the country could influence the results (the dependent variable especially). 

 

The UCDP Peace agreement dataset (Harbom, Högbladh & Wallensteen, 2006; Högbladh, 2011) 

comes from a source with high credibility, and many of the organization’s datasets are commonly used 

in research on peacekeeping. The Peace Agreement dataset specifically has been used in other articles 

quoted in this paper, for example it has been used in research by Mattes & Savun (2009). 

  

3.2 The Independent Variables, Burden Sharing 

The independent variable of this paper is burden sharing in peacekeeping operations. As previously 

mentioned there will be two measurements of burden sharing, one which only measures military 

contributions, and one which measures contributions of all personnel, including UN observers and 

police forces. 

  

This research will use a simplistic measurement of burden sharing by looking at the biggest 

contribution to the mission from a single country. While this measurement is far from perfect the 

author is confident that this will be a reasonably good indicator for how much burden sharing there is 

in a mission. If the total size of the mission is 1000 personnel, and the biggest contribution from a 

country is 500, it should be safe to say that there is a low degree of burden sharing going on7. If the 

biggest contribution instead had been 200, then it would be fair to assume that there would be a higher 

degree of burden sharing in the mission 

 

Again, this measurements is fairly simplistic. An alternative to these measurements could be to count 

the number of countries contributing troops, however that would be even more problematic. A very 

common characteristic of UN peacekeeping deployments is that there is one or a few countries that 

                                                
7 Few (if any) peacekeeping missions only have two contributing countries 
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send the majority of the personnel, while plenty of other countries sends one or two people. Counting 

contributing countries would therefore not be a measurement enjoying very high validity, compared to 

the one presented above. Bove and Ruggeri (2016) presents two other measurements in their paper. 

First, they use an index they call fractionalization, which is basically the likelihood two randomly picked 

individuals would be picked from the same group. Another index they use is polarization, which an index 

measuring how far the sample is from a perfect distribution. For example, if there are two contributing 

countries, how far are they from contributing 50% each? Both of these measurements would have 

higher validity than the ones presented above, so why not use their dataset? Unfortunately, the data 

they provided only measure military burden sharing, and does not take civilian elements into account. 

As this paper wishes to look at both military and civilian burden sharing, a new measurement had to be 

constructed. Sadly, the data collection for constructing new measurements of fractionalization and 

polarization would be too time consuming for the time given to this paper. 

 

 

Military burden sharing will be calculated with the following formula: 

  

Equation 1: Military Burden Sharing 

𝑀𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝐵𝑢𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑛 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔 = 1 − (
𝐵𝑖𝑔𝑔𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑀𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑀𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑒 𝑀𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛
) 

 

Looking at data provided from the United Nations, the paper will measure the proportion of the 

biggest military contribution from a single country, as part of the military size of the whole mission. 

This measurement will then be subtracted from 1, in an attempt to make the measurement more 

intuitive8. For example, if the total number of military personnel present is 100, and the largest 

contribution is Country A with 25 troops, the measurement of burden sharing will be 1-(25/100) =0,75.  

  

The measurement of total sharing (meaning including civilian components of the peacekeeping 

mission) is very similar, the only difference being that we look the biggest contribution, including 

military elements, as well as police officers and UN observers, and divide it by the total size of the 

mission (including these components) 

 

Equation 2: Total Burden Sharing 

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐵𝑢𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑛 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔 = 1 − (
𝐵𝑖𝑔𝑔𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑒 𝑀𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛
) 

                                                
8 The reason the measurement is subtracted from 1 is to make the measurement more intuitive, if we only took the Biggest-
Military-Contribution/Military-Size-of-the-whole-Mission, then a low value would indicate high burden sharing. If we 
subtract this value from 1, then a high value on this value will indicate a high degree of burden sharing, which will hopefully 
reduce confusion once this variable is visible in a regression table. 
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Both of these variables will be lagged by 1 year. The reason for this is to control for reverse causality, if 

the degree of burden sharing was measured in the same year as the conflict, it could theoretically be the 

case that it was the dependent variable that caused changes in the degree of burden sharing, instead of 

the other way around. This is in line with what has been done in previous research on burden sharing 

and effectiveness, notably that of Bove and Ruggeri (2016). The variable measuring burden sharing 

among contingent troops in the peacekeeping deployment will be recognized in the regression tables as 

“Military Burden Sharing (t-1)”, and the variable measuring burden sharing among all personnel in the 

mission will be called “Total Burden Sharing (t-1)”. 

  

The source used for collecting this data is collected from the United Nations. They publicize data on 

their website on a monthly basis on each peacekeeping mission, including how many troops, police 

officers and UN observers are present, as well as which country are sending them. This variable will be 

measured in January each year. As far as the author has found, there is not reason to suspect bias in this 

data. It has been used by other papers quoted in this paper, for example Kathman (2013). 

  

3.3 The Dependent Variables 

This paper has two dependent variables, first a dichotomous variable on whether a party reneged on the 

peace agreement and second a continuous variable of battle related violence during the time the 

peacekeeping mission was present. These will be measured on the conflict dyad, rather than on a 

country level. The dyad will be the parties that signed the peace agreement that came before the 

deployment of the mission, information on who these parties are will be collected from the UCDP 

peace agreement dataset (Harbom, Högbladh & Wallensteen, 2006; Högbladh, 2011). A potential flaw 

of looking at the dyad instead of violence at a country-level is that potential spoilers and splinter groups 

may be excluded. However, if we were to look for conflicts on a country-level, that brings its own 

problems, as many countries (Sudan, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Somalia etc) has several rebel 

groups active at the same time. This means that even if the rebel group were to fulfil their obligations 

to the peace agreement, but another group kept on fighting, the dependent variable would be skewed. 

  

The first dependent variable is whether a party reneged on the peace agreement. This will be a 

dichotomous variable, either the party did not renege (0), or they did renege (1). Data will be used from 

the UCDP Dyadic Battle Related Deaths Dataset (Allansson, Melander & Themner, 2017), if there was 

twenty-five (or more) battle related deaths in a year following the deployment of the peace agreement, 

the dependent variable will be given the value 1. In some cases there were several groups that signed a 

peace agreement, for example in the Democratic Republic of Congo with the 2003 Inter-Congolese 

Political Negotiations - The Final Act, where there were three rebel groups that signed the agreement with 
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the government. In these cases it is enough that one rebel group renege on the agreement for the 

dependent variable to receive the value 1. 

  

The second dependent variable is a continuous variable measuring the amount of battle related deaths 

during a year. Data is collected from the UCDP Dyadic Battle Related Deaths Dataset (Allansson, 

Melander & Themner, 2017) here as well, specifically the “best” estimate, rather than the “high” or the 

“low”. This variable will measure all violence from the actors that signed the agreement, if there are two 

(or more) rebel groups that reneged on the agreement, the amount of deaths will be summed up. 

 

The UCDP Dyadic Battle Related Deaths Dataset (Allansson, Melander & Themner, 2017) is a 

commonly used dataset from a serious organization (that was expanded on above). It has been used in 

other articles used for this research, including Mattes & Savun (2009) and Hultman, Kathman & 

Shannon (2017). Unfortunately, the data only goes as far as 2016, meaning that battle related deaths 

during 2017 will not be covered in this paper. 

  

3.4 Control Variables 

3.4.1 Size of Mission 

The size of the peacekeeping troop deployment has been found to have a positive impact on the post 

conflict environment, as it both signals international commitment to the peace process, as well as 

increase the capacity of  peacekeeping mission to handle violence against geographically spread 

enemies. This has been touched on previously in the paper and so will not be expanded on here. 

  

The size of the mission will also most likely have an effect on the degree of burden sharing in the 

mission. For example, larger missions may consist of tens of thousands of personnel, and it is unlikely 

that a single country is both willing and capable of providing this amount by itself. It is probable that 

larger missions are in need of more countries to contribute with personnel. 

 

As the total number of personnel is expected to have an effect on both the independent and dependent 

variable it is important to control for this. This paper will have two variables for the total size of the 

mission. The first of these will be called “Military Size of Mission (t-1)”, which counts the total number 

of contingent troops deployed to the mission in january of that year. The second variable for mission 

size will also include civilian aspects of the mission (police and UN observers) and will be called “Total 

Size of Mission (t-1)”. Both of these variables will be measured in January, but will be lagged one year 

along with the independent variables. Data on total mission size has been collected from the United 

Nations website and thoughts and reflections on the credibility of this source has already been 

expanded on above. 
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3.4.2 Number of P5 present 

Furthermore, this paper argues that a strong presence from permanent members of the United Nations 

Security Council shows an international commitment to the conflict, in much the same way that burden 

sharing does. If the P5 have a strong presence in a mission, that will surely send a signal to the former 

combatants that there is support in the security council for the United Nations to take further measures 

against an actor who reneges on the agreement, for example more troops against a rebel group, or 

sanctions against a government. 

 

The paper expects this signal to be stronger the more P5 members send personnel to the mission, and 

so the P5 control variable will count the number of permanent members of the security council who 

has sent personnel to the peacekeeping operation, and so will be a number ranging between 0-5. Data 

on P5 contributions to peacekeeping operations have been collected from the United Nations 

(SOURCE) along with all other data on peacekeeping troop contributions. Reflections on this source 

can be found in section 3.2. This variable will be lagged by one year along with the independent 

variables, in order to control for reverse causation. The variable will be called “P5 Presence (t-1)”. 

 

3.4.3 Population 

It is important to have a variable controlling for differences in the countries in which the peacekeeping 

operation is taking place. Host population is often used as such in peacekeeping research(for example 

Bove & Ruggeri 2016), and will be used in this paper as well. A high population has been found to 

correlate with higher degrees of violence, and so is expected to do so here as well. The population 

variable will be coded in millions, meaning that if a country has ten million people, the population 

variable will be coded as 10. The variable will be called “Population”. 

 

Data on population will be gathered from the World Bank (World Bank, 2018a). In the case of less 

developed countries, the World Bank’s data on population are often more of an estimate, rather than 

the result of a census (or something similar). This should not be an issue for this research though as 

small differences are not expected to skew the results. 

 

3.4.4 Conflict Severity 

As it is important to have a variable for the host country, it is also important to have a variable 

measuring the conflict that the peacekeeping force is attempting to hinder from emerging. This again 

seems to be standard for research on peacekeeping operations, and for good reason. This research will 

use conflict severity as the control variable. By severity, this paper is referring to the number of people 

who have died in battle during the conflict. 
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This paper will make use of data from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch, Wallensteen, 

Eriksson, Sollenberg & Strand, 2002; Allansson, Melander & Themner, 2017), where severity is 

measured by whether the conflict has accumulated over 1000 battle related deaths during the conflict. 

This is a dichotomous variable, if the preceding conflict has reached 1000 battle related deaths, the 

Severity variable will be coded as 1, if it has not, then it will be coded as 0. The UCDP Armed Conflict 

Dataset has been used in previous articles used as a basis for this paper, including in research 

conducted by Mattes & Savun (2009). This variable will be recognizable in the tables below as 

“Severity” and will not be lagged, as it remains constant throughout the mission.9 

 

3.4.5 Battle related violence in the preceding year 

The best predictor of conflict and battle related violence is whether there was conflict/battle related 

violence in the preceding year. Controlling for this fact is (as far as the author has learned) standard for 

research on peacekeeping missions, and so to keep in line with previous research on peacekeeping (for 

example Bove & Ruggeri, 2016), this will be controlled for here as well. 

 

A lagged dependent variable will be used as a control. This variable will be taking two forms, depending 

on whether the dependent variable is dichotomous or continuous. For example, when the dependent 

variable is continuous (number of battle related deaths), the lagged dependent variable will also be so. 

These variables will be called “Battle Related Deaths (t-1)” and “Binary DV (t-1)”. 

 

3.5 Summary and Method of Analysis 

This paper has posed two hypotheses, and will use three models to test them. Each of these models will 

cluster the standard errors by peacekeeping mission. Furthermore, all three models have been set up 

with a time series, where each observation within a mission is one year away from the previous. 

 

For the first model, this paper will use logistic regression analysis where both of the independent 

variables will be tested against the dichotomous dependent variable. Here are all observations have 

been removed after the first year of renewed violence. The independent variable as well as all control 

variables (not including severity, as has been discussed above) will be lagged one year, in an attempt to 

control for reverse causation. As en example, when there was a return to violence in the Ivory Coast in 

2011, the dependent variable will be measured in 2011, while the independent variable and the control 

variables will be measured on their values in 2010. The only control variable that will not be included in 

                                                
9 Theoretically it could be possible that a conflict reached 1000 battle related deaths during the peacekeeping deployment, 
however no such case was found in the research conducted by this paper, and so the “Severity” variable remains constant 
within missions. 
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this model is the lagged dependent variable (see 3.4.5). Since all observations following the first year of 

violence are removed, the lagged dependent variable would always have the value 0, so it would be 

irrelevant in this model. 

 

The second model will be a logistic regression, similar to the similar to the first one. The difference 

here is that no observations are removed after the first year of violence, and that the lagged dependent 

variable will be included here. This regression will test each year there was battle related violence, 

though not how much violence there was, as the dependent variable remains dichotomous. 

 

That will be tested in the third model, where the dependent variable is the number of battle related 

deaths each year, where no observations are removed after the first year of violence. All control 

variables will be used and lagged one year, as will the independent variables. This model will make use 

of negative binomial regression, as we expect large differences in the dependent variable here. The 

dataset will see a lot of observations where the dependent variable has the value 0, and a few 

observation where there will can be a lot of variation (from 25 to over 12 000 battle related deaths). In 

cases such as these, negative binomial regression is often used. 

 

4. Results and Analysis 

This section will begin by briefly looking at descriptive statistics, in an an attempt to give the reader an 

overlook of how burden sharing and peacekeeping missions following a peace agreement looks. Section 

4.2 will present the regression tables, as well as cover the two hypotheses and whether they are 

supported by the empirical results. This section will also offer some thoughts on why some are not 

supported. This will be followed by a section which will conduct robustness tests on these finding. 

Before the reaching the conclusion, this section will finish off by reflecting on some weaknesses in the 

research design. 

 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Before we get into the regressions, this section will attempt to shed some light on how the data looks, 

as well as to test some of the assumptions made above. First, it could be interesting to look at cases 

before and after the different limitations were made 

 

  Table 1: Number of missions and observations 

 Number of Missions Number of Observations 

All missions between 56 427 
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1992-2016 

Only Missions following 
the signing of a Peace 
Agreement 

26 169 

After removing 
observations following the 
first year of violence 

26 118 

 

More than half of the missions that occurred between 1992 and 2016 did deploy following a peace 

agreement. This is not that surprising, the number of enforcement missions have increased since the 

cold war (Bove & Ruggeri, 2016), and so is in line with what was expected. Many of these missions had 

a lot of observations, which is apparent when observing that more than  60 % of the observations were 

lost after with this limitation. The most notable examples are missions that began before 1992, such as 

UNFICYP (Cyprus), UNDOF (Israel-Syria), MINURSO (Morocco-Western Sahara), UNIFIL 

(Lebanon), UNMOGIP (India-Pakistan) and UNTSO (the Middle East), all of which began before the 

starting point of this research and continues until present day. Roughly 30 % of the remaining 

observation were then lost when removing all observations following the first year of violence. 

 

Table 2: Military and Civilian components of the peacekeeping operations 

 Only Military Only Civilians Both Military and 
Civilian 

Total number of 
observations 

All missions 
between 1992-
2016 

67 150 210 427 

Only Missions 
following the 
signing of a Peace 
Agreement 

2 69 98 169 

 

 

When looking at observations where there are solely military or civilian personnel on site, other 

interesting findings are apparent. There were a total of 67 observations where there were only military 

personnel present in the original dataset, however when removing all missions that did not follow a 

peace agreement, only 2 remained. This indicates that the peace agreement-limitation was effective at 

removing all cases of enforcement missions, which is in line with assumptions made for this research. 

 

Moving on to examine the data on burden sharing, a few interesting aspects emerge. Since the end of 

the Cold War, more countries than ever are contributing to peacekeeping operations, this is apparent 
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when looking at military burden sharing, which has increased during this time period. Interestingly 

enough, total burden sharing has been quite stagnant over the years, staying at a level that should be 

considered quite high. 

 

Table 3: Burden sharing over time10 

 
 

Examining table 4, the distribution of burden sharing appears to be quite limited, as both military and 

total burden sharing seems to have a similar range. As table 3 suggests, there seems to be lower degrees 

of burden sharing among contingent troops, compared to all personnel. 

 

Table 4: Burden Sharing Percentiles 

 25th Percentile 50th Percentile 75th Percentile 
 

Military Burden 
Sharing 

0.61 0.71 0.78 

Total Burden Sharing 0.72 0.8 0.87 

 

 

 

4.2 Findings 

This section will go through each model and discuss how they relate to the two hypotheses set above. 

The first table (Table 4) has a dichotomous dependent variable with all observations removed following 

the first year of renewed conflict within the dyad that signed the peace agreement. 

 

 
 

                                                
10  Table below is measures the average degree of burden sharing, using the mean of all missions active during the year. 
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Table 4: Dichotomous, observations removed after the first year of violence 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

P5 Presence (t-1)   -0.523   -0.277 

    (0.454)   (0.258) 

Population (t-1)   0.146***   0.103** 

    (0.055)   (0.041) 

Severity   1.570   0.460 

    (1.137)   (1.464) 

Military Burden Sharing (t-1) 0.808 0.886     

  (1.675) (2.668)     

Military Size of Mission (t-1)   1.63e-05     

    (8.20e-05)     

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     -1.367 -0.0908 

      (2.134) (3.158) 

Total Size of Mission (t-1)       8.28e-05 

        (6.10e-05) 

Constant -1.300 -2.925* -0.375 -2.487 

  (0.977) (1.622) (1.695) (2.051) 

     

Observations 46 46 93 93 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Looking at the bivariate measurement for military burden sharing two things are immediately obvious. 

First, the neither military burden sharing nor the constant reaches statistical significance. Second, the 

coefficient is running in the wrong direction.  

 

Moving on to the multivariate analysis, the results for military burden sharing look remarkably similar 

to the bivariate analysis. The burden sharing measurements still does not reach statistical significance, 

and the coefficient is continuing to run in the wrong direction. In fact, the coefficient has barely 

changed, which indicates that its effect on a party reneging on a peace agreement is unchanged by the 

control variables.  

 

Another interesting, though disappointing aspect, is that the size of the severity of conflict, number P5 

members present and the military deployment in the operation is not statistically significant. Here as 

well, the coefficient runs in the wrong direction. This is all very surprising, why is it that we get these 

results? An interesting aspect is that the number of observations in this model are quite low. Of the 

originally almost 450 observations of UN peacekeeping mission-years that were included in the dataset 

for this paper during the years 1992-2016, almost 90 % has been removed. This is due to three reasons. 

First that most of them did not deploy following a peace agreement, second that many of the missions 

only included civilian personnel (UN observers and police officers), and third that all observations 

following the first year of renewed conflict were removed. 46 cases must be considered low, and is 

probably the reason that it is not only the independent variable that lacks statistical significance, indeed 

of the control variables the population-variable is the only one who does. 

 

When looking at total burden sharing, meaning including both military and civilian personnel, a big 

difference compared to the results on military burden sharing  is that the coefficient is pointing in the 

direction argued for in the hypothesis. This is the case for both the bivariate and the multivariate 

regression analysis. This means that more burden sharing among all personnel in the mission is 

correlated with a smaller risk of a party reneging on the agreement.  

 

Sadly, the independent variable does not reach statistical significance here either. A big issue with 

regressions on military burden sharing was that there was a very limited amount of observations, but it 

is interesting that even with twice the number of observations there seems to be little statistical 

significance in any of the control variables, with the exception of population. 

 

Moving on to table 5, some major changes have occured. This table maintains a logistic regression 

analysis with a dichotomous dependent variable, the big difference here is that no observations have 

been removed following the first year of violence. 
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Table 5, Dichotomous Dependent Variable of whether there were battle related deaths 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

P5 Presence (t-1)   -0.501*   -0.197 

    (0.287)   (0.158) 

Population (t-1)   -0.037   0.001 

    (0.024)   (0.013) 

Binary DV (t-1)   3.775***   3.405*** 

    (0.832)   (0.779) 

Severity   0.617   0.927** 

    (0.694)   (0.407) 

Military Burden Sharing (t-1) -0.647 3.195**     

  (0.967) (1.533)     

Military Size of Mission (t-1)   -4.75e-05     

    (6.01e-05)     

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     -2.549 -1.803 

      (2.354) (2.753) 

Total Size of Mission (t-1)       1.84e-05 

        (3.33e-05) 

Constant -1.192 -3.443*** 0.0350 -2.368 

  (0.727) (1.127) (1.726) (1.964) 

Observations 88 88 141 141 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Looking at table 5, the bivariate regression on military burden sharing has coefficients in the direction 

that were hypothesized, more burden sharing leads to fewer years with battle related deaths during the 

peacekeeping deployment. The results however are again not statistically significant.  Here there are 

major differences when looking at the multivariate regression in the second model In the multivariate 

analysis, the coefficient for military burden sharing changes course and becomes positive. Not only 

that, but here the independent variable becomes statistically significant. This is likely an effect of the 

increased number of cases, compared to the regressions run in table 4. 

 

It is also interesting to see that more of the control variables behave the way that was expected here. 

Severity in the conflict that came before, the lagged dependent variable (occurrence of violence) and 

number of P5 members are all statistically significant with coefficients running in the direction that was 

expected. A surprising result is that military size of the mission does not reach statistical significance, 

which is unexpected considering previous research. 

 

So how influential are these results? Looking at table 5 we can calculate some predicted probabilities for 

how big the effects of increased burden sharing are on the risk of conflict during a peacekeeping 

deployment following a peace agreement.11 The author has chosen to conduct these calculation testing 

by two levels of military burden sharing. The first, when the biggest military contribution is 50 % of the 

total military size (indicating a somewhat low burden sharing), and the second when the biggest military 

contribution is 25 % of the total military size (indicating a comparatively higher degree of burden 

sharing).12 

 

Calculation 1: Probability of conflict when biggest military contributor contributes with 50 % of 
all troops, low burden sharing 

𝑃 =
1

1 + 𝑒−(−3.443−0.501∗4−0.037∗16+3.775∗0−0.0000475∗4500+0.617∗1+3.195∗0.5)
= 0.017 

 

 

 

                                                
11 When calculating predicted probabilities, values have to be assumed for all variables included. For military size, the mean 
has been calculated, and rounded to the closest hundred (4500, which is how many troops were present the preceding year). 
For population the mean has been chosen and rounded to the closest million (16). The mode (most common value) has 
been chosen for the remaining variables, being severity (1, there was a severe conflict before the peace agreement was 
reached), the lagged occurrence of violence variable (0, there was not 25 battle related deaths the preceding year) and P5 (4, 
there were 4 P5-members present in the peacekeeping mission the preceding year). 
12 When the biggest military contribution is 25 %, that means the independent variable has the value 0.75 (1-0.25), when it is 
50 %, the independent variable has the value 0.5 (1-0.5). 
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Calculation 2: Probability of conflict when biggest military contributor contributes with 25 % of 
all troops, high burden sharing 

𝑃 =
1

1 + 𝑒−(−3.443−0.501∗4−0.037∗16+3.775∗0−0.0000475∗4500+0.617∗1+3.195∗0.4)
= 0.038 

 

When examining years where there was no conflict the preceding years, low burden sharing (biggest 

military contribution 50 %) means that there is a 1.7 % risk of a conflict outbreak during a 

peacekeeping deployment following a peace agreement. When there is comparatively lower burden 

sharing (biggest military contribution 25 %), that risk increases to 3.8 %. Though the risk is still low, 

due to the values chosen for the other variables, that is a quite substantial increase. 

 

Table 5 also shows that burden sharing among all personnel has coefficients that run in the opposite 

direction compared to military burden sharing. Sadly, neither the bivariate nor the multivariate analysis 

yields statistically significant result.  

 

This brings us to the last table. Table 6 has a continuous dependent variable measuring the amount of 

battle related deaths each year during the deployment. These results were achieved using negative 

binomial regression models. 

 

Table 6, Dependent variable on amount of battle related deaths 

 Model 1 lnalpha Model 2 lnalpha 

P5 Presence (t-1) -1.774***   -1.768***   

  (0.662)   (0.628)   

Population (t-1) -0.010   0.005   

  (0.058)   (0.120)   

Battle Related Deaths (t-1) 0.000223   0.00338   

  (0.000284)   (0.00513)   

Severity 2.047***   1.413   

  (0.663)   (1.828)   
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Military Burden Sharing (t-1) 3.972***       

  (1.530)       

Military Size of Mission (t-1) -0.000172**       

  (8.74e-05)       

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     -4.433   

      (7.626)   

Total Size of Mission (t-1)     0.000195   

      (0.000417)   

Constant 4.793** 3.328*** 7.370 3.753*** 

  (2.080) (0.476) (5.302) (0.315) 

Observations 88 88 141 141 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The results for military burden sharing looks similar to the last table, the coefficient remains positive, 

and has in fact reached a higher level of statistical significance compared to the last table. Despite this, 

the effect does not seem to be massive. The amount of battle related deaths in a year are expected to 

increase by almost 4 if one contributing country sends all contingent troops, compared to the 

theoretical possibility  that the biggest military contribution to a mission would be somewhere just 

above 0 % of the mission.  

 

When moving onto the Total Burden Sharing measurement, looking at the number of battle related 

deaths, table 6 again yields remarkably similar results compared to table 5. Even though there is a fairly 

strong negative coefficient, the results are not statistically significant.  

 

The results for second hypothesis set for this paper13 has clearly not been supported by any of the three 

tables above. Though burden sharing in the entirety of the mission maintains a negative coefficient 

                                                
13 Hypothesis 2: More burden sharing among all personnel in a peacekeeping deployment will be negatively correlated with 
a party reneging on the peace agreement 
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(meaning more burden sharing is correlated with a smaller chance of reneging on a peace agreement, 

which is in line with the hypothesis) in all of the regression models, none of these results reaches 

statistical significance. 

 

The first hypothesis14 also did not see the results we expected, however what makes these results 

interesting is that unlike the lack of effect in total burden sharing, military burden sharing has an effect 

in the opposite direction from what was expected. Though table 4 did not yield strong results for this 

effect, the low number of observations are likely to blame for this. So what explains this? Why is it that 

military burden sharing seems to be correlated with a higher likelihood of a party reneging on a peace 

agreement? 

 

Besides methodological issues (which will be expanded on in section 4.3), there could of course exist 

real issues with burden sharing. Though the paper cannot know for sure from looking at the results 

above, the author can make some educated guesses as to why we see this. When looking at burden 

sharing among contingent troops, Bove and Ruggeri (2016) discusses issues such as the difficulties in 

turning a multinational groups of peacekeepers into a cohesive team. Differences in language and 

culture can create problems in communication and create frustration. For example, when Saudi Arabia 

participated in the US led Operation Desert Storm, the inclusion and active participation of women in 

the US Army created friction between military forces in the two countries. There can also be 

differences in training and in specific rules of engagement for different countries. All this can create 

difficulties in coordination and communication among the troops. While lingual and cultural 

differences could pose a problem for UN observers and the peacekeeping police force, problems such 

as differences in training, rules of engagement and modus operandi are not factors that should pose as 

big of a problem for the civilian element of the peacekeeping force as it does for the military. This 

could be something that explains why the coefficients of military and total burden sharing are pointing 

in opposite directions. 

 

4.3 Robustness Tests  

Of the two hypotheses posed in this paper, no one was supported by the empirics, still some interesting 

results were found. When testing the first hypothesis, the results showed that there was empirical 

support for a relationship between military burden sharing and battle related deaths following a peace 

agreement, it was just in the opposite direction of what was expected, more burden sharing was 

correlated with a higher likelihood that a party would renege on a peace agreement. Even though this 

                                                
14 Hypothesis 1: More burden sharing among contingent troop contributions in a peacekeeping deployment will be 
negatively correlated with a party reneging on the peace agreement 
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runs counter to the first hypothesis, it would be interesting to see if this relationship holds when 

conducting some changes to the variables. 

 

Robustness tests will first be conducted on the second (dichotomous dependent variable) and third 

(continuous dependent variable) regressions conducted above. The big difference from the previous 

analysis is that the dependent variable here will be changed to violence in the country, rather than 

violence in the dyad(s) that signed the peace agreement. As discussed in section 3.1, it is possible that 

there could be splinter groups spoiling the agreement, whose continued violence would not be captured 

by the dependent variable when it solely measured battle related deaths in the dyad(s) that signed the 

peace agreement preceding the deployment of the peacekeeping mission. Data for this dependent 

variable has been collected from the UCDP Conflict Level Battle Related Deaths Dataset (Allansson, 

Melander & Themner, 2017). The first table presented here is the robustness test for table 5, where 

there was a dichotomous dependent variable and no observations were removed following the first year 

of violence. 

 

Table 7: Robustness test for Table 5 

 Model 1 Model 3 Model 3 Model 4 

P5 Presence (t-1)   -0.476**   -0.367** 

    (0.232)   (0.175) 

Population (t-1)   2.67e-08   2.41e-08* 

    (1.86e-08)   (1.27e-08) 

Binary DV (t-1)   2.951***   2.912*** 

    (0.870)   (0.710) 

Severity   1.047**   0.456 

    (0.527)   (1.112) 

Military Burden Sharing (t-1) 0.889 1.033     

  (1.208) (1.238)     

Military Size of Mission (t-1)   4.22e-05     
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    (8.45e-05)     

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     0.329 1.137 

      (2.204) (2.069) 

Total Size of Mission (t-1)       8.22e-05* 

        (4.74e-05) 

Constant -0.875 -2.837*** -1.048 -3.330** 

  (0.869) (0.875) (1.670) (1.511) 

          

Observations 88 88 141 141 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

  

 

Looking at table 7, the results do not hold. While military burden sharing still has a positive coefficient, 

the variable has lost its statistical significance. Total Burden Sharing continues to lack statistical 

significance, although interestingly enough the coefficient has turned around and has become positive 

along with the Military Burden Sharing variable. 

 

 

Table 8: Robustness test for Table 6 

 Model 1 lnalpha Model 2 lnalpha 

          

Military Burden Sharing (t-1) 2.974*       

  (1.691)       

Military Size of Mission (t-1) -0.000127**       

  (5.80e-05)       
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P5 Presence (t-1) -0.739   -0.681**   

  (0.455)   (0.306)   

Population (t-1) 9.14e-08**   9.65e-08*   

  (4.55e-08)   (5.05e-08)   

Battle Related Deaths (t-1) 0.000654   0.000697   

  (0.000513)   (0.000598)   

Severity 3.370***   2.977***   

  (0.658)   (0.650)   

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     2.175   

      (2.721)   

Total Size of Mission (t-1)     -8.54e-05   

      (7.14e-05)   

Constant 0.224 2.141*** 0.366 2.762*** 

  (1.789) (0.385) (1.995) (0.377) 

          

Observations 88 88 141 141 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

  

  

The table above shows that when running a negative binomial regression with a continuous dependent 

variable, Military Burden Sharing has lost conventional levels of statistical significant. Though still 

statistically significant at the 90 level, this is generally considered to be less than desired. Interestingly 

enough, the Total Burden Sharing variable has lost its original direction here as well. 
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The original regression analysis with the dependent variable measured at the dyad-level offered some 

empirical support for burden sharing among peacekeeping contingent troops leading to a higher 

likelihood of a party reneging on a peace agreement. It must be said though, that these robustness tests 

have made the evidence somewhat weaker. 

 

Finally, though none of the measurements for burden sharing had statistically significant results in 

either direction in the Table 4, similar tests were also made on these, these will be briefly covered here. 

 

Table 9:Robustness test for Table 4 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

P5 Presence (t-1)   0.310   -0.133 

    (0.571)   (0.305) 

Population (t-1)   2.34e-07*   1.05e-07*** 

    (1.36e-07)   (3.78e-08) 

Severity   2.712   0.754 

    (1.723)   (1.153) 

Military burden Sharing(t-1) 0.0203 0.764     

  (1.843) (1.825)     

Military Size of Mission (t-1)   -0.000297     

    (0.000231)     

Total Burden Sharing (t-1)     -1.780 -1.954 

      (2.467) (3.111) 

Total Size of Mission (t-1)       -2.65e-07 



 

39 

        (0.000124) 

Constant -1.310 -5.563** -0.457 -1.709 

  (1.051) (2.351) (1.845) (2.032) 

          

Observations 42 42 85 85 

robust standard errors are given in parentheses clustered by peacekeeping mission. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

  

 

Here, all observations following the first year of conflict in the country was still removed. Here both 

variables remain both the direction of their coefficients, as well as their lack of statistical significance. 

This is not all that surprising, as even more observations were removed since conflicts involving rebel 

groups that were not part of the peace agreement were involved. 

 

4.4 Weaknesses in research design 

Though the author will hold that this research has made empirical contributions to the literature, it 

must be said that there are some weaknesses in the design of the research that should be addressed. 

First of all, the measurement for burden sharing is flawed. Though the size of the biggest contribution 

to the mission is a decent indicator, the operationalization of the independent variables is lacks in 

validity in ways that those used in other papers (most notably Bove & Ruggeri 2016) do not. This has 

been discussed at greater length earlier in the paper, and so will not be expanded on here. Still, the 

author will hold that though not perfect, the measurement used for burden sharing is sufficient for this 

research. 

 

Another aspect regarding hypothesis 115  that could have affected the results is the low number of 

observations, though it is difficult for the author to see how this could be remedied in a Large-N study. 

First, removing all missions that were not preceded by  a peace agreement was clearly necessary if there 

should be a peace agreement for the parties to renege on, and second removing all observations 

following the first year of violence was necessary if the dependent variable were to measure a party 

reneging on an agreement, and not just the number of years of conflict. Another interesting aspect was 

                                                
15More burden sharing among contingent troop contributions in a peacekeeping deployment will be negatively correlated 
with battle related deaths 
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that when examining the data on the first dependent variable (a party reneging on the agreement), an 

interesting aspect became apparent. Out of 8 observations of a party reneging on the agreement, 6 

occurred in the first observation. All of this may indicate that area for future research could be to 

conduct qualitative research on the link between burden sharing and the survival of a peace agreement. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Since the end of the Cold War, the number of countries contributing with personnel to United Nations 

peacekeeping missions has increased significantly. What was previously an area dominated by Western 

countries has seen new actors such as Ethiopia, India and Pakistan stepping up. This has meant larger 

degrees of burden sharing in these missions, at least when it comes to contribution of military 

contingent troops. This in turn has has led to new research on why these countries choose to 

contribute with troops, and to a lesser extent, whether it is desirable or not. This paper has aimed at 

solving the latter of these issues, specifically with regards to a party reneging on a peace agreement, 

which led to the question: How does burden sharing in peacekeeping operations affect the likelihood 

that a party will renege on a peace agreement?  

 

This paper has made the argument that increased burden sharing among peacekeeping personnel would 

send a signal of commitment from the United Nations member states. A peacekeeping deployment 

enjoying larger degrees of burden sharing would be less vulnerable to potential withdrawals from 

individual countries contributing large numbers of personnel, and would signal widespread support 

from within from the United Nation regarding punishing actors who would renege on the peace 

agreement. The paper further hypothesized that this would be true for missions enjoying high degrees 

of burden sharing among contingent troops, as well as in the entirety of the mission (including UN 

observers and police forces). 

 

So what is the answer to the research question? How does burden sharing in peacekeeping operations 

affect the likelihood that a party will renege on a peace agreement? Well, based on the results in this 

paper, burden sharing did not seem to have that big of an effect on the conflict parties choosing to 

renege on the agreement. Sadly, the paper found no evidence to support this theory. Looking at burden 

sharing among all personnel in the deployment, all of the regressions yield coefficients indicating that 

higher degrees of total burden sharing is correlated with a lower likelihood of a party reneging on a 

peace agreement, still none of them reached statistical significance. Furthermore, when running 

robustness tests these coefficients changed direction, so no real evidence can be said to have been 

found regarding this. Results for military burden sharing were more interesting. Two of the three 
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models yielded statistically significant results for military burden sharing, though counter to the 

hypothesis, as they were positively correlated with a party reneging on a peace agreement. These results 

did not hold for the robustness tests though, and so the support for this is limited at best. Though the 

paper cannot say for sure why the results for military- and total burden sharing yielded such different 

results, the author theorizes that this can be the case of national differences in training and modus 

operandi making it difficult to form cohesive groups. These differences are expected to be especially 

difficult challenges for military contingent troops, compared to the civilian elements of the deployment. 

 

Based on this research, what could the implications be for policy makers? While total burden sharing 

was found to have no real effect, that in and of itself means that it at least is not a problem for the 

mission. No member state have to worry too much about whether their contribution will actually 

increase the risk of a party reneging on the agreement. At least not for contributions of police forces 

and UN observers, as it may be different with contingent troops, as the results above found weak 

evidence for military burden sharing actually increasing the likelihood that a party would renege on the 

peace agreement. Even if it is the case that burden sharing among contingent troops brings a lot of 

problems, previous research indicates that the number of contingent troops have a fairly strong positive 

effect on the post conflict situation, stronger than the effect military burden sharing has. Furthermore, 

previous research indicates that deployments enjoying higher degrees of burden sharing among 

contingent troops are better suited at preventing one sided violence against civilians. The author does 

not desire that the United Nations member states hesitate about whether to contributing military 

personnel to a peacekeeping deployment, instead the real implication seems to be that missions 

enjoying high degrees of military burden sharing have issues (which were shortly covered above), and 

that these potential issues needs to be worked on.  

 

Finally, the author would like to reiterate the call made by Todd Sandler (2017) to keep expanding the 

definition of peacekeeping effectiveness. As more countries contribute with personnel to peacekeeping 

missions the effects of increased burden sharing are important to study. Examples of potential future 

dependent variables could be occurrences of sexual exploitation and abuse committed by peacekeepers 

and long term successful implementation of democracy. Furthermore, the scope conditions set in this 

paper have limited the research to peacekeeping missions that deployed following the signing of a peace 

agreement, and it would be interesting to see what the effects of burden sharing were when looking 

solely at enforcement missions, as these too have become more and more common. 
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