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Abstract 

This paper investigates the relationship between the level of implementation of peace agreement 

provisions regarding forced displacement and the durability of peace in a country. Based on the 

assumption that implementation creates durable solutions for refugees and internally displaced 

persons, I argue that the attainment of durable solutions enables displaced populations to 

contribute to peacebuilding in different ways, for example by encouraging economic activity or 

promoting transitional justice. These engagements with peacebuilding, in turn, make durable peace 

more likely. To test this theory, I estimate several logistic models, making use of implementation 

data from the Peace Accord Matrix and a replication dataset. I find tentative support for my 

hypothesis that higher levels of implementation of said category of provisions increase the chance 

of durable peace, but concede that more research must follow to verify and solidify my results.   
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1. Introduction 

Forced displacement is an inevitable consequence of contemporary armed conflicts and continues 

to present a considerable challenge in post-conflict settings worldwide. At the end of 2016, 

UNHCR estimated the global population of individuals displaced to be at 65.6 million, 40.3 million 

of which have been displaced internally as a result of conflict and generalized violence (UNHCR 

2016). The Colombian Civil War that lasted from 1955 until 2016, for instance, resulted in more 

than 7.2 million internally displaced persons (IDPs), the conflict with the highest number of IDPs 

(IDMC n.d.), while the Syrian Civil War has caused over 5.6 million refugees since 2011 (UNHCR 

n.d.). Yet, while representing the groups that are affected most by armed conflict, refugees and 

IDPs often miss the recognition and attention during peace processes they should be accorded to. 

With the burden that displacement puts on a country during and after armed conflict1, finding a 

sustainable solution to this issue becomes a cornerstone of the attainment of lasting peace, and 

thus should be an essential part of any peace process and post-conflict peacebuilding. This requires 

a comprehensive integration of IDPs and refugees into all stages of peace processes. While all 

stages are relevant to the resolution of displacement, this paper will highlight the role of peace 

agreements and their implementation, arguably very central elements of every peace process.  

 

In both academia and among policy-makers and practitioners, there is an increasing awareness of 

the importance of including IDPs and refugees into peace processes, and a wide consensus that 

the problem of displacement should be addressed in peace agreements particularly (e.g. Fagen 2009; 

Mc Hugh 2010; O’Neill 2009). This is reflected in growing numbers of references to refugees and 

IDPs in displacement-specific provisions. While the effects of agreements on durable peace are 

mixed, it is evident that it is not so much the presence of provisions but rather the implementation 

thereof that matters for the prospects of peace. However, in almost all studies on peace agreements 

the variation that has been examined relates to the presence of provisions, not the degree to which 

the peace agreement has been implemented. This paper builds on the assumption that variation in 

the degree of implementation has greater explanatory power than variation in the presence of 

provisions (see, for instance, Jarstad and Nilsson 2008; Hoddie and Hartzell 2003). So far, there is 

limited academic research on the relationship between displacement and peace, particularly 

considered in the context of peace agreements and their implementation. Moreover, very few 

                                                
1 While a significant extent of displacement is also caused by natural disasters, and increasingly so, climate change, 
this paper considers solely conflict-related displacement. 
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studies have taken a look at how implementation of agreements is related to post-conflict stability 

and peace (Joshi and Quinn 2015a).  

With this study, I attempt to fill part of this research gap and will add to the existing literature with 

a two-fold contribution: I will conduct the first quantitative large-n analysis of available 

implementation data regarding displacement-specific provisions. To my knowledge, it will also be 

the first to develop a causal mechanism that links their implementation to the durability of peace. 

On basis of this, it will answer my main research question: to what extent does the level of implementation 

of provisions on forced displacement in peace agreements affect the durability of peace in a country?  

 

I argue that the attainment of durable solutions for refugees and IDPs should be one of the central 

aims of all peace processes, agreements and relevant provisions. I assume that the implementation 

of displacement-specific provisions helps bring these solutions into being. Durable solutions are 

achieved when displaced populations no longer have assistance and protection needs stemming 

from displacement and can come in either resettlement, return (and reintegration into home 

communities) or integration into host communities. I argue that in achieving these durable 

solutions, refugees and IDPs will begin to contribute to peacebuilding in crucial ways. This 

substantial contribution can take place, for instance, in material ways such as additions to the post-

war economy, or immaterial activities such as local reconciliation or electoral participation. These 

ways of participating in the stabilization of post-conflict settings will consequently enhance the 

chances of durable peace in a country. I therefore hypothesize that higher levels of implementation 

of displacement-specific provisions increase the chances of durable peace. 

 

In assessing the validity of my hypothesized relationship, I will conduct a statistical analysis. I draw 

upon data based on several sources, among others the UCDP, a replication dataset (Joshi and 

Quinn 2015a) and the Peace Accord Matrix, a research project initiated by the Kroc Institute at the 

University of Notre Dame that codes implementation of provisions from 34 peace agreements. 

The spatial and temporal scope is determined by the data, which includes agreements of intra-state 

wars from around the world of the period from 1989 until 2012. In line with theoretical 

expectations, I find that higher levels of implementation are indeed positively correlated with 

durable peace. The findings hold over several model specifications, but also reveal a lack of 

robustness. 

 

This introduction is followed by a review of existing scholarly research on the topics discussed in 

this paper. It will touch upon the prevalence of peace agreements, their implementation and how 

certain aspects thereof relate to the durability of peace, and addresses the role of displacement in 
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peace processes. In a next step, I present my own theoretical argument leading up to the 

formulation of my hypothesis. In the subsequent section on research design I will elaborate on my 

data and sources, the operationalization of my independent and dependent variable and how I will 

proceed in testing my hypothesis. The results will be presented and discussed in a next section, in 

which I will also test for robustness, critically assess my choices and present alternative 

explanations. A conclusion will summarize and contextualize my findings. 
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2. Previous Literature 
2.1. Peace Agreements and their Implementation 

The literature on the termination of civil wars and the significance of peace agreements for post-

conflict developments is continuously growing and has reflected upon many aspects within this 

field. This paper adopts Badran’s definition of a peace agreement (2014, 194), defining it “as a 

consensual contract between some or all conflict protagonists to settle all or part of the 

incompatibility and regulate future interaction, with a view to ending armed conflict”. Considering 

intra-state wars only, Stedman (1991) found that merely 15% of all cases were settled by 

negotiations, while all others terminated in a different way, such as military victory, extermination 

or capitulation. For civil wars that have been settled through a peace agreement, the literature is 

divided about how successful this is. Empirical studies have shown that approximately half of the 

cases that settled their conflict through a peace agreement have experienced a recurrence of civil 

war (Licklider 1995; Joshi and Mason 2011; Toft 2009). Werner (1999) does not find support for 

the expectation that agreements make war settlements more durable either. Both Wagner ( 1993) 

and Licklider (1995), in a similar vein, allege that civil wars that terminate in negotiated settlements 

experience a renewed return to violence with a higher likelihood than for decisive military victories. 

Licklider (1995) goes on to suggest that it is the lack of willingness among the warring parties to 

implement the measures agreed upon that makes peace accords2 fail, whereas Walter (1997) draws 

on credible commitment theory and finds strong support for her claim that the likelihood of 

accords being successful is substantially higher in presence and with participation of credible third 

parties. She argues that third party guarantees not only help facilitate accords but in a second stage 

also safeguard their implementation (Walter 1997, 340). Contrary to the scholars above, Doyle and 

Sambanis (2000, 2006) argue that the presence of a peace agreement is a crucial determinant of 

peacebuilding success, originating in the mutual desire of all sides to bring civil war to an end. In 

line with this, Badram (2014, 213) also finds a positive correlation between the signing of a peace 

accord and a decreased risk of conflict recurrence.  

 

Other authors have addressed the more formal and symbolic nature of peace agreements as an 

important element of peace processes. Bell (2006, 378) refers to them as contracts that display, 

while remaining legally undefined, a legal-like character, a certain structure and language, suggesting 

that the “parties mutually view them as legal documents” and even attribute constitution-like 

features to them (Bell 2015, 5). While arguably just being one of several steps of a peace process, 

peace agreements can “lay the groundwork for the inclusive, peaceful societies of which so many 

                                                
2 I use the terms “peace agreement” and “peace accord” interchangeably.  
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of us dream” (Buchanan et al. 2012, 6). They can, in that sense, serve as road maps to a peaceful 

future (Bell 2015).  

 

Peace agreements, moreover, legalize and institutionalize peace by setting up an array of regulations 

and measures, as Badran (2014, 195) puts forward. Comparing different termination types of intra-

state wars, he finds that peace will be more stable more quickly if the war has been ended through 

a peace agreement rather than, for instance, military victory. If the accord is upheld and adhered 

to for four consecutive years after conclusion, he argues, the chance of a durable peace will be 

higher, compared to a critical period of twenty years in case of a military victory (Badran 2014, 

212–13). Badran’s research has equally shown that the design strength is a strong determinant of 

the longevity of peace. Agreements that are comprehensive in that they regulate issues beyond the 

incompatibilities of the warring parties, thus addressing economic, social and cultural aspects as 

well, arguably advance the likelihood of durable peace (Badran 2014, 214), as they “increase the 

cost of implementation, and thus improves the credibility of commitment” (2014, 196) by the 

parties to the conflict. In line with this finding, Joshi and Quinn’s (2015b) research has shown that 

the positive impact of peace agreements is significantly augmented when the agreement foresees 

reforms across many different policy areas. Like Walter (1997), they also point to the importance 

of the presence of third parties able to enforce the content of the accord (Joshi and Quinn 2015b, 

27). Fortna (2003) confirms Joshi and Quinn’s findings and suggests that agreements that are 

stronger in that they contain more peace-solidifying measures such as compliance or the regulation 

of activity make peace last longer. Mattes & Savun (2010) put forward that peace agreements that 

contain provisions dealing with commitment problems and information asymmetries between 

warring groups increase the durability of peace.  

 

Despite an increased interest in the previous two decades in what follows the signing of peace 

agreements, namely the implementation thereof, most studies on peace agreements have only 

explored variation in the presence of certain provisions, not their implementation. This is despite 

claims that the implementation phase is the most volatile phase of the peace process (Werner 1999). 

In “Ending Civil Wars”, Stedman (2002, 663) soberly concludes that peace agreements are rarely 

implemented and that it should be seen as a miracle if it is successfully done so. In the same edition, 

Stedman and Downs (2002) argue that implementation to a great extent depends on the legacy of 

the civil war and the readiness of third parties to assist. Studies have shown, however, that it is not 

so much the presence of provisions as the disparities in degrees of implementation that proved to 

have an effect on the durability of peace (Jarstad and Nilsson 2008; Hartzell and Hoddie 2003). 

While these studies focus on the implementation of provisions regarding political power-sharing 
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arrangements only, Joshi & Quinn (2015a) showed that aggregated implementation of all 

provisions in peace agreement is equally positively correlated with peace durability. In considering 

the implementation as a form of ‘strategic peacebuilding’, they identify three mechanisms linking 

it to the durability of peace: first, implementation normalizes the relations between formerly 

warring parties; second, it prevents the kinds of commitment problems and information 

asymmetries that make groups renege on a peace deal and third, it devotes effort to tackling the 

main causes of civil wars (Joshi and Quinn 2015a, 872). In a similar vein, Joshi and Darby (2013, 

260) point to the importance of peace agreement implementation for peacebuilding, alongside the 

necessity of genuine commitments on part of those that signed an environment conducive to 

political and social transformations.  

 

In a series of publications, Bekoe (2003, 2008) develops a theory of peace agreement 

implementation. Her argument surrounds the notion of ‘mutual vulnerability’ and applies to both 

the inclusion of provisions and the actual implementation thereof. She suggests that for 

implementation to commence and to incrementally proceed, the agreement must create militarily 

and politically vulnerable positions for the warring parties, where the vulnerability depends on 

factors like timing, concessions and the actions of the parties (Bekoe 2008, 10–11). DeRouen at al. 

(2010) argue that state capacity is positively related to implementation success. Stronger states, they 

put forward, are more capable of implementing provisions, and they claim that where state capacity 

fades, third-party presence becomes essential to ensure further implementation. 

 

2.2. Displacement in Peace Processes 

The issue of forced displacement has been overlooked for a long time during peace processes, 

where refugees and internally displaced persons have only played a marginal role, both in peace 

negotiations and post-war peacebuilding efforts (Koser 2009, 5)3. Particularly IDPs have, unlike 

cross-border refugees, historically not been protected under international law and have 

substantially lacked advocacy (R.C. Williams 2012, 89), mostly being reliant on international 

assistance and subject to ad-hoc and inconsistent policies (Andersen-Rodgers 2015, 29). In this 

paper, I will use the United Nation’s definition for IPDs and refugees. I refer to IDPs as “persons 

or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or to leave their homes or places of 

habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed conflict, 

situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural or human-made disasters, 

and who have not crossed an internationally recognized border” (OHCHR, n.d.) and to refugees 

                                                
3 See research design for a discussion on the choice to include both IDPs and refugees in this analysis.  
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as individuals “who have been forced to flee his or her own country because of persecution, war 

or violence” (UNHCR, n.d.).4 

 

Only in the past two decades has there been a growing awareness about these groups’ significance 

to post-conflict settings, spurred in part by the appointment of a Representative of the Secretary-

General on the Human Rights of Internally Displaced Persons in 1992, the adoption of the 1998 

Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement and a more resolute mandate of the UNHCR (Fagen 

2009, 34). Still, Fagen (2009, 33) points to the disparities in consideration of the respective groups 

during negotiations and the assistance and protection they receive. She contends that while the 

interests of refugees are more commonly taken into account through the participation of the 

UNHCR and while their return often constitutes an official part of peace negotiations, IDPs 

continue to lack adequate representation and support. This latter group is said to generally fall short 

of the political will and skills, resources and influence refugee representatives have during peace 

talks (2009, 35), despite research that has shown that negotiations leading up to an agreement are 

more successful when they display higher levels of inclusion of a whole range of actors such as 

civil society groups (Nilsson 2012). It is particularly prior to the conclusion of agreements that 

IDPs are at a greater disadvantage than refugees. By nature of their definition, IDPs often stay 

closer to combat zones and have a higher risk of experiencing violence, thus limiting access to 

humanitarian help (O’Neill 2009, 153). 

 

The literature differentiates between displacement-relevant and displacement-specific provisions. 

The former one refers to those provisions that implicitly impact displaced populations, such as 

human rights, participation in elections, or security sector reform, while the latter mentions 

refugees and IDPs explicitly and sets out measures with ramifications for particularly this part of 

the population (Fagen 2009). While the implementation of both kinds of provisions is of relevance, 

this essay will limit its analysis to the latter kind. Displacement-specific provisions in themselves 

can come in many forms, for each conflict has its unique challenges regarding displacement. This 

will naturally be reflected in the peace agreement. For that reason, this essay will not assess the 

content of displacement-specific provisions, but instead assume that the signatories have 

negotiated in good faith and in knowledge on the conflict-specific issues. For instance, the 

Colombian Civil War has caused immense levels of displacement in its more than 50 year-long 

history. This is extensively reflected in the peace agreement, in which displacement is not only a 

                                                
4 As this study will examine the provisions of peace agreements, it will exclude groups and individuals that have 
been forcibly displaced as a consequence of natural disasters. 
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reappearing theme throughout but also some provisions are dedicated specifically to the victims 

thereof and central issues such as land restitution and return are repeatedly addressed. (Acuerdo 

Final Para La Terminación Del Conflicto Y La Construcción de Una Paz Estable Y Duradera 2016).  

 

Many past peace agreements have, in fact, included displacement-specific provisions, with growing 

numbers, making it a valuable task to examine the effects of their implementation as attempted by 

this study. This increase goes back to immense advocacy efforts on part of civil society, IDP, 

refugee and more broadly human rights organizations as well as international organizations 

(O’Neill 2009, 178). Peace agreements vary in the number and scope of provisions which in 

themselves can take many different forms and contents. Whereas some differentiate between IDPs 

and refugees, others do not see a separation between the two categories.5 Displacement-specific 

provisions typically address one or more of the following themes: right to restitution of property, 

right to return, social and political rights, security guarantees and domestic institutional 

mechanisms (Andersen-Rodgers 2015, 33–35). Guatemala is often cited as a model for an inclusive 

peace process and a peace agreement with considerable reference to the needs and rights of 

refugees and IDPs. The negotiations leading to the conclusion of the Accord for a Firm and Lasting 

Peace in 1996 ensured substantial participation of civil society groups, among others representatives 

of IDP and refugee groups, and a separate agreement on exclusively displacement-related issues 

underpinned the rights of the displaced (Fagen 2009, 41). This agreement sets out precise measures 

related to, for instance, political participation or health benefits and makes reference to different 

groups within the displaced population such as indigenous peoples and women (Agreement on 

Resettlement of the Population Groups Uprooted by the Armed Conflict 1994). Other agreements, conversely, 

make only brief and vague mentions of displaced groups, such as the Birao Peace Agreement in the 

Central African Republic in 2007, which only calls for the establishment of conditions facilitating 

the return of refugees (L’Accord de Paix de Birao 2007).  

 

Whether the presence of provisions on forced displacement has a positive influence on the 

sustainability of peace in a given country has only been superficially discussed, and the literature 

has differing conclusions between refugees and IDPs. Andersen-Rodgers (2015) examines the 

effectiveness of the latter category of provisions within comprehensive peace agreements and finds 

on basis of descriptive and correlational statistics that the inclusion of IDP provisions does increase 

the likelihood of peace agreements holding. He also concludes that the degree of detail and the 

                                                
5 See the chapter on research design for a remark on the distinction between IDPs and refugees and the 
ramifications for this essay.  
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number of provisions pertaining to IDPs is positively correlated with the success of a peace accord 

(2015, 40). Moreover, he contends that peace accords are more likely to succeed if laws regarding 

IDP issues have been passed before the agreement was concluded (2015, 40). Commenting on the 

issue of refugees, Adelman (2002) suggests that their inclusion has shown not to be central to peace 

processes and an unnecessary topic to include into peace agreements altogether. He thereby speaks 

to his more general argument that the importance of refugee repatriation to the attainment of peace 

is as straightforward as expected and should be critically questioned (Adelman 2002, 294). 

 

Despite the importance of displacement-specific provisions, assurances formulated in peace 

agreements have proven to be insufficient to realize durable solutions for refugees and IDPs. Often 

times, the issue is, in practice, not addressed, and displacement even continues after an agreement, 

as witnessed in Colombia after 2016 (IDMC n.d.). The effectiveness of these provisions is often 

impaired by a lack of follow-up implementation (O’Neill 2009, 178). This is in line with the more 

general findings on peace agreement implementation described above. It is therefore stressed that 

those actors that have brought the displacement issues to the negotiations in the first place have 

the obligation to remain committed throughout the entire peace process until measures are 

implemented, and to engage and support “local authorities and traditional leaders” when doing so 

(Fagen 2009, 32; O’Neill 2009, 178). These actors, arguably, are crucial in achieving a resolution to 

displacement as they are often the ones that implement measures on, for instance, land restitution 

(Fagen 2009; O’Neill 2009).  

 

Another growing body of literature consist of reports and policy papers that approach the issue of 

displacement in peace processes normatively and whose main objective it is to deliver 

recommendations to policy-makers and practitioners. While these reports are important in bringing 

the issue on the agenda, they will not be discussion in detail here. It suffices to say that, not 

surprisingly, they are calling for a comprehensive integration of displaced populations into all stages 

of peace, from a seat at the table during peace negotiations (Steinberg 2008), providing a guide on 

how to navigate the opportunities and obstacles of “track one”, “track two” and “track three” 

levels of negotiations during peace processes (Mc Hugh 2007) to the very specific design of the 

provisions (Mc Hugh 2010).  

 

2.3. Durable Peace 

This paper will analyse the effects of peace agreement implementation on the durability of peace, 

so a very brief note on the most salient findings of this broader research field is apt. Durability of 

peace has been a focus of peace and conflict research for a long time, and scholars have come up 
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with many, sometimes contrasting, explanations for what makes peace durable. This study does 

not wish to challenge or compete with these explanations, but offers an alternative account of what 

impacts the chances for durable peace.  

Besides the impacts of agreements and their implementation outlined above, studies have found 

economic underdevelopment (often measured in GDP or infant mortality) and low levels of 

democratic polity (Walter 2004), accessibility of ‘lootable’ resources (Collier and Hoeffler 2004), 

the geographic characteristics of a country (Fearon and Laitin 2003) and state strength (Fearon and 

Laitin 2003) to be determinants of the likelihood of relapse into conflict. Quinn, Mason and Gurses 

(2007) investigated the influence of a number of variables and concluded that the presence of a 

peacekeeping force increase chances of durable peace after agreements and rebel victories, and that 

the type of conflict is unrelated to the probability of war. The number of fatalities, in turn, increases 

the probability of war recurring, while the duration of war and the size of government army, 

decrease the likelihood. They also find support for their assumption that longer peace spells make 

recurrence less likely (Quinn, Mason and Gurses, 183-185). I will return to some of these measures 

when introducing my control variables.  

 

2.4. Research Gap  

The previous sections have provided a glance at the different bodies of literature concerned with 

the nature of peace agreements, their implementation and the inclusion of displacement into peace 

processes. As has been shown, most scholars agree that the circumstances of IDPs and refugees 

cannot be neglected during peace processes. There is a similar consensus about the significance of 

displacement on post-conflict settings and peacebuilding endeavours. In fact, both scholars and 

practitioners seldom fail to stress this. Yet, to my knowledge, there is no academic publication 

developing an argument that links the resolution of displacement issues, let alone the 

implementation of this specific category of provisions, to the attainment of durable peace. Studies 

of peace agreements have generally tended to look at variation in the presence of provisions, not 

their implementation. Moreover, a clear methodological research gap can be identified in that no 

one has attempted a large-n quantitative study making use of available peace agreement 

implementation data on displacement and relating this data to armed conflict data. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 

As has been argued, what unites many scholars is the belief that the exclusion of uprooted 

individuals during peace processes is harmful to peace. This paper will build on this view and the 

conviction that the mere presence of displacement-specific provisions in peace agreements is 

insufficient to bring about durable peace. This section will therefore develop a theoretical 

framework that goes beyond theories of peace agreements and implementation and instead develop 

a causal mechanism that link implementation with prospects of a more durable peace. It will start 

by providing a brief overview of durable solutions for refugees and IDPs, a notion that is in the 

centre of most arguments surrounding the peace-displacement nexus, and then goes on to relate 

this to contributions to peace-building projects refugees and IDPs can make. As discussed above, 

this paper will assume that the displacement-specific provisions outlined in peace agreements have 

been negotiated in good faith and reflect the unique displacement challenges faced by the country. 

The common goal of these provisions is presumed to be the resolution of the displacement issue, 

and thus the attainment of durable solutions. 

 

 

3.1. Durable Solutions 

Durable solutions as a concept to address and alleviate the plight of displaced populations has 

found strong advocacy in both categories of displacement, internal and cross-border. Durable 

solutions entail, albeit with minor differences, the same principles for both groups: a durable 

solution is attained when the displaced population or individual “no longer have any specific 

assistance and protection needs that are linked to their displacement and can enjoy their human 

rights without discrimination on account of their displacement” (IASC Framework on Durable 

Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons 2010, 5). Generally, three different ways of 

accomplishing this are mentioned: return to the place of origin (which, for refugees, is tantamount 

to repatriation and often the preferred option), sustainable integration at the place where the 

displaced have found protection, and sustainable integration in a different part of the country 

(resettlement) (IASC 2010, 5). While organizations like the UNHCR (UNHCR 2003) have also 

adopted this framework, the approach goes back to the Guiding Principles on Internal 

Displacement as presented by the UN Secretary General on IDPs in 1998, developed as a legal, 

though non-binding, framework for IDP protection (IDMC, n.d.). Bedrock of any of the three 

durable solutions is the safety and security of IDPs and refugees, which is the very reason they fled 

in the first place.  Besides referring to the three solutions, they also stress the importance of 

voluntarism and dignity and the necessity of helping the displaced reclaiming their possessions 

(IDMC, n.d.). The primary responsibilities to translate these principles into practice lies with 
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national and local authorities but, acknowledging that state capacity has been impeded during civil 

wars, the Guiding Principles also call for involvement of international organizations (IDMC, n.d.).  

 

In this essay, I will develop the argument that, by way of achieving durable solutions for IDPs and 

refugees, these groups will contribute to peacebuilding in ways that positively impact the durability 

of post-accord peace. When discussing the durability peace, it should be noted that I will not go 

into debates about positive and negative peace and what each of these concepts imply, but that I 

will rather follow Galtung (1969) and define peace simply as the absence of violence and war. For 

the purpose of this paper, this operational definition will suffice, which I will elaborate on in the 

section on research design. 

 

3.2. The Displaced as Peacebuilders  

The link between displacement and peacebuilding has been emphasized by a wide range of scholars 

(see, for instance, O’Neill 2009; Fagen 2009; Ferris 2008; Coffie 2014) and there is a broad 

consensus that refugees and IDPs are valuable agents in post-conflict peacebuilding endeavours.  

An Agenda for Peace, the report written by then United Nations Secretary General Boutros-Ghali on 

request of the Security Council to develop a comprehensive peace-making strategy, already 

recognized the importance that displacement holds for the successful consolidation of peace (An 

Agenda for Peace 1992). Peacebuilding therein is defined as an activity aimed to “strengthen and 

solidify peace in order to avoid relapse into conflict” (An Agenda for Peace 1992). This paper adopts 

this definition and sees peacebuilding not as a rigid concept but rather as a set of diverse strategies 

towards sustainable peace. Typically, it entails, among other things, the re-establishment of security 

and law and order, DDR-processes6, economic recovery, transitional justice and reconciliation 

measures and political transition (O’Neill 2009, 157).  

 

3.2.1. Acquirement of Skills and Economic Contributions 

Despite the destructive nature of civil war, disrupting school attendance and learning abilities, and 

the trauma and loss caused by the experience of flight, an increasing number of refugees and IDPs, 

and primarily those that have sought refuge in camps, are able to acquire education and skills. The 

provision of primary, secondary and tertiary education has been for long and remains a priority of 

UNHCR’s work (UNHCR, 6). Then UN High Commissioner for Refugees Guterres 

acknowledged that “refugees return with schooling and new skills, in itself a critical factor in any 

post-conflict situation. Over and over, we see that their participation is necessary for the 

                                                
6 DDR refers to disarmament, demobilization and reintegration. 
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consolidation of both peace and a post-conflict economic recovery” (UNHCR, 2006). In 2016, for 

instance, UNHCR reported that 2,9 out of 6,4 million refugees of school-age received primary and 

secondary education (UNHCR, 8-10). Other international organizations such as the European 

Union have equally established donor programs providing vocational education to refugees.7 

 

The view that returnees contribute to post-conflict reconstruction and peacebuilding has been 

widely reiterated (Milner 2009; Koser 2009; Coffie 2014; Price 2010). During situations of flight, 

refugees and IDPs might have been in the position to receive peace education, vocational training 

or other types of professional development that could serve as a resource for peacebuilding. (Milner 

2009, 27). Here, I argue, the effect of acquired skills and education can be two-fold. It can, for one, 

be seen in the stricter sense of peacebuilding. By way of participating in peace education seminars 

or reconciliatory activities formerly displaced groups contribute directly to social and political 

stabilization in the country. One the other hand, and more importantly even, it goes without saying 

that refugees and IDPs living in durable solutions have tremendous potential for the economic 

recovery of a country emerging from civil war. As other parts of the population after civil war, they 

will become workers, entrepreneurs, contribute to businesses and thereby help kick-start the 

economy emerging from civil war in ways that would not have been possible in unstable and 

insecure living conditions. Chowdhury (2000), for example, explores the idea of giving micro-

credits to IDPs as a way of reintroducing displaced into the economy, but also promoting 

reintegration and rehabilitation. Barakat (2010, 266) also makes a more general plea for perceiving 

displaced populations as vital resources and creating opportunities for them to contribute to 

reconstruction and peacebuilding. 

 

Besides the attainment of new abilities during displacement, Coffie (2014) points to the skill set 

displaced persons have had acquired before the experience of flight and refuge and how essential 

the reversal of a brain drain is for post-conflict economic recovery, and then goes on to emphasize 

the importance of providing higher education to refugees and IDPs. Commenting on her findings 

from Liberia, the author contends that providing higher education should be seen as a legitimate 

peacebuilding strategy deserving of greater attention and funding (2014, 140), and that peaceful 

environments matter for these skills to be taken advantage of (2014, 118). I argue that durable 

solutions, by way of realizing safe and peaceful environments and sustainable livelihoods, can make 

refugees and IDPs exploit these newly acquired and already existing skills and thereby bring them 

                                                
7 See, for instance: https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/case-studies/vocational-training-refugees-myanmar_en. 
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to be a valuable asset to the peacebuilding project. This is particularly important for the displaced 

youth, whose neglect during and after conflict can in many cases generate lost generations.  

 

3.2.2. Transitional Justice and Reconciliation 

Another essential cornerstone of any peacebuilding strategy is the establishment of transitional 

justice and reconciliation mechanisms. The International Center for Transitional Justice defines the 

concept as “a response to systematic or widespread violations of human rights [that] seeks 

recognition for victims and promotion of possibilities for peace, reconciliation and democracy” 

(ICTJ, n.d.). Many aspects of transitional justice have relevance for displacement. In fact, there are 

several truth and reconciliation commissions that have dealt with the issue (Ferris 2008). Most 

transitional justice aspects, such as criminal prosecutions or memorialization efforts, however, are 

not addressed in displacement-specific provisions. Of course, displacement is no longer considered 

a side effect of war, but constitutes a violation of human rights in its own right (Purkey 2016, 8). 

This makes refugees and IDPs subjects of transitional justice. One aspect that is of immediate 

pertinence to displaced populations is property restitution and compensation. The 1995 Dayton 

Peace Accords, for instance, contained the right to property restitution: “They shall have the right 

to have restored to them property of which they were deprived in the course of hostilities since 

1991 and to be compensated for any property that cannot be restored to them” (General Framework 

Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina 1995, 94). In fact, it was this peace agreement that 

inaugurated restitution as a practical instrument for the achievement of sustainable returns of IDPs 

and refugees (Williams 2013). 

 

Besides the general importance of transitional justice mechanisms for sustainable peace, I argue 

that for refugees and IDPs to be able to participate in peacebuilding meaningfully, matters of 

restitution and compensation must be taken care of adequately. Displaced persons often represent 

the largest group affected by civil war, and only when all parts of the population are incorporated 

can transitional justice promote peace and reconciliation. Letting refugees and IDPs participate in 

transitional justice also carries symbolic value as the state validates their role in a post-conflict 

environment (Purkey 2016, 12). While it has been argued that transitional justice mechanisms are 

an important step on the way to achieving durable solutions for the displaced (Purkey 2016, 9), I 

claim that the reverse causal relationship is also worthy of consideration. Implementing relevant 

provisions and achieving durable solutions can, in fact, be a prerequisite for refugees and IDPs 

being incorporated into transitional justice efforts. Only when, for instance, the place of residence 

of a displaced individual or group is determined, certain measures regarding compensation or 

restitution can be set in place and sustained, which in turn can encourage contributions to 
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peacebuilding. The IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons 

stresses that, moreover, access to justice and reparations should be an element of any durable 

solution, and that a failure to do so hampers prospects of sustainable peace (IASC, 42-43).  

 

3.2.3. Return and (Re-)integration 

The most prominent, and among refugees and IDPS often preferred, option out of the three 

durable solutions mentioned above is the return to places of origin once war is over. Return in 

itself can be a contribution to peacebuilding. Not only is the fact that populations affected by war 

are returning home a sign of (potentially lasting) peace, return is also a mechanism to re-establish 

the broken relationship between state actors and the displaced population (Barakat 2010), 

particularly given the common marginalization of displaced groups. This reconciliatory process can 

not only validate and legitimize the post-conflict political order (Koser 2007) but restore socio-

political relations in a country more generally and decrease conflict susceptibility (Loescher 2003).  

Long (2012, 383) brings another argument regarding state-individual relationship to the table. In 

her view, return should be seen as a political act, as a “political commitment to the restoration of 

a political trust between refugee-nation and state”. She thereby connects the physical act of return 

to notions of identity, citizenship, and broader state building.  

In order for a repairing of relationships to be realized, repatriation and return must proceed in a 

sustainable way. Unsustainable return can occur when, for instance, host states push for early 

repatriation of refugees to their home states, burdening fragile institutions and impeding 

peacebuilding (Milner 2009, 26). I argue that, when drafted in peace agreement provisions, return 

is undertaken in a sustainable manner that allows for these restorative processes to take place that, 

in turn, enhance chances of durable peace.  

 

Even when return is not occurring, any of the three durable solutions also entails some form of 

integration: refugees and IDPs are integrated either into the communities they sought refuge in, 

into new communities via resettlement programmes or reintegrated into their places of origin. After 

the conflict in East Timor, and in addition to confidence- and trust-building measures, local 

authorities and the UNDP have launched dialogue and mediation teams assigned with preparing 

IDPs and receiving communities for the upcoming return, thereby easing social integration. This 

strategy has proven to be successful (Wassel 2014, 16–17). Haider (2009) analyses the return of 

reintegration of uprooted groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina and highlights the UNHCR’s role in 

repairing trust among different ethnic groups through the implementation of “Imagining 

Coexistence”, a program aimed at improving the social fabric of post-war Bosnia. For her, the 

program’s success is an unambiguous sign of the significance of reintegration and reconciliation 
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among returnees and recipients (2009, 91). A similar study on the nexus of return/(re)integration 

and peace in Sri Lanka found that physical safety and local participation and ownership are 

conditions necessary for successful integration and returnees’ contributions to post-conflict 

recovery, two elements that national authorities are responsible to promote (Price 2010). 

In a similar vein, the above mentioned Guiding Principles equally stress the “right to participate 

and equally in public affairs” (Guiding Principles of Internal Displacement). Džuverović and 

Vidojević (2018), in their study on displacement in post-war Serbia, underline the importance of 

state support in reducing the vulnerability of refugees and IDPs and in integrating them into 

society. These examples underline the importance of re(integration) as a peacebuilding strategy. I 

therefore argue that durable solutions, when they manage to incorporate refugees and IDPs into 

local public life and reconcile them with host and home communities, will have a significant 

positive impact on peacebuilding efforts and sustainable peace.  

 

3.2.4. Electoral Participation 

Another way that IDPs and refugees can contribute to peacebuilding is through post-conflict 

electoral participation, certainly one central element of participating in public life. The literature 

surrounding the effects of elections on post-war peace has found mixed results. Flores and 

Nooruddin (2012) contend that the effect of elections depends on whether countries emerging 

from civil war have had previous experience with democracy. If so, elections can be beneficial, but 

even for democracies the timing of elections matter greatly. For new democracies, they argue, 

elections should take place only two years after termination of the conflict, still not having the same 

effect as on previous democracies (2012, 568). Other authors have considered them as an essential 

element of solidifying peace (Reilly 2003), asserting that they legitimize restored institutions and 

political figures, boost accountability and good governance and thereby help initiate the transition 

and bolster stability. It is deemed indispensable, however, that elections go hand in hand with 

“efforts to re-establish the rule of law, protect human rights, and promote reconciliation” and fit 

well into the broader peacebuilding project (Grace and Mooney 2009, 97).  

 

Grace and Mooney (2009, 98) argue that all constituents should be included in the electoral process, 

including IDPs and returning refugees, for the opposite would make them feel unsatisfied or even 

hostile towards the peacebuilding project and the newly emerging structure. Elections, in their view, 

help displaced populations become, if they wish so, politically active. Finding ways for the displaced 

population to participate politically is especially important in contexts where IDPs and refugees 

became political actors during the conflict (Lanz 2008, 71). It is also argued that electoral 

participation can help mend or strengthen the relationships between old home communities and 
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new receiving communities (Grace and Mooney 2009, 101). In taking into account their own 

interests and protection, IDPs and refugees can utilize the dynamics of elections to campaign for 

their rights and alleviation of their plight. In the same vein, they can make sure that peacebuilding 

projects properly integrate their interests by lobbying those running for office. Beyond these very 

pragmatic ramifications, marginalized groups can derive a sense of empowerment from 

participating and letting their voices be heard through voting (Grace and Mooney 2009, 101). I 

argue that in situations of flight refugees and IPDs are often not able to go to the ballot boxes, for 

various reasons such as increased vulnerability or problems with registration. Of course, refugees 

could, depending on whether the state gives them the opportunity, vote regardless of their location 

at the time of the election. Still, I argue that durable solutions will facilitate voting for IDPs and 

refugees that can thereby contribute to peacebuilding.  

 

This section has built a theoretical argument on basis of the concept of durable solutions. I have 

argued that it is the implementation of displacement-specific provisions within peace agreements 

that establishes durable solutions. I have also argued that refugees and IDPs that live in durable 

solutions find themselves more enabled to contribute to different aspects of post-conflict 

peacebuilding than in unsustainable situations of displacement. Therefore, building on this 

theoretical framework as depicted in figure 1, will test the following hypothesis:  

 

H1: Higher levels of implementation of displacement-specific provisions in peace agreements increase the chances of 

durable peace.  

 
Figure 1: Causal mechanism 
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4. Research Design 

In this study I will examine the relationship between the implementation of provisions in peace 

agreement relating to forced displacement and the durability of peace in a country and adopts a 

quantitative approach.  

 

I will capture both refugees and IDPs under the umbrella of forced displacement, an approach that 

has both benefits and drawbacks. This decision to consider displacement as a broader and more 

encompassing challenge to the post-conflict country has been motivated by the realization that 

both groups have an indisputable collective significance for the achievement of peace, disregarding 

one would thus be careless. Moreover, many peace agreements conflate refugees and IDPs in their 

provisions, making it impossible to distinguish between measures directed at a specific group. The 

unique dynamics of each group can thus not be accounted for. There are, indeed, highly relevant 

differences between IDPs and refugees. In post-conflict settings, IDPs are generally more 

vulnerable than refugees. They do not only lack the same legal protection refugees are enjoying8 

but also remain closer to conflict zones and have particular needs that refugees do not necessarily 

have (O’Neill 2009, 153). Refugees, by definition, find shelter outside of their home state, which 

potentially adds another party to the table. This added dimension, however, might be mitigated by 

the fact that the Peace Agreement Dataset (see below) only consists of peace agreements that are 

comprehensive in the sense that all parties relevant to the civil war and its resolution have partaken 

in the negotiation process (Joshi and Darby 2013, 261), possibly also including representatives of 

refugee host states. 

 

4.1. The Data Set 

This paper partly draws on a replication dataset by Joshi & Quinn (2015a). Joshi and Quinn have 

analysed the relationship between aggregate implementation of peace agreement provisions and 

the duration of peace and constructed a dataset for their purposes which they subsequently 

published.9 This data set builds on the Peace Accord Matrix developed and managed by the Kroc 

Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame. Researchers in this 

project have set up a data set containing 34 Comprehensive Peace Agreements (CPA) signed 

between 1989 and 2012 and have coded the implementation of provisions found in these. In total, 

                                                
8 Refugees are protected under the 1951 Geneva Refugee Protection, while IDPs can be protected by different 
bodies of law, such as national law, International Human Rights Law, and International Humanitarian Law 
(“ICRC” 2002) 
9 The replication dataset can be accessed here:  
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/11797) 
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they differentiate between 51 different kinds of provisions, ranging from amnesty laws to 

embargoes or demobilization. It also includes one variable regarding implementation of provisions 

regarding IDPs and a second one concerning refugees. The agreements are comprehensive in two 

ways: (1) the most important actors were involved in the negotiations and drafting of the accord 

and (2) the most contested issues behind the conflict were incorporated into the process (Joshi and 

Darby 2013, 261). The fact that the data set limits itself to comprehensive peace accords has 

advantages. By their definition, they go beyond the matters and demands of immediate concern to 

the adversaries but discuss all issues that are of relevance to the conflict and the post-conflict 

recovery, including forced displacement. The ambition in dealing with topics not only relating to 

incompatibilities of the warring factions is that these comprehensive agreements increases the 

chances of durable peace, contrary to partial, interim or ceasefire agreements, for instance. 

 

The sample choice is determined and constrained by the availability of data. In this analysis 34 

comprehensive peace agreements between 1989 and 2012 are considered. A list of peace 

agreements contained in the data set can be found in table 3.1 in appendix 3. Moreover, the Peace 

Accord Matrix is limited to intra-state wars only. It should be noted that this sample therefore, due 

to data availability, is not random. It is biased in the sense that the fact that only comprehensive 

peace agreements are part of this dataset might have ramifications for the likelihood of durable 

peace, considering the findings presented in the literature review. Nevertheless, it is the ambition 

of this study to draw inferences from this sample and apply my theory to the wider population of 

intra-state peace agreements that include provisions on forced displacement, beyond the given time 

frame and their particular nature. This also establishes the scope conditions of the theory developed 

in the previous section. Forced displacement, arguably, is a phenomenon inherent to all conflicts, 

and thus should be addressed in all peace processes. 

 

The coding of implementation has been done as follows. In a first step, the provisions in each of 

the 34 CPAs was categorized according to the 51 types of provisions, resulting in a total of 724 

provisions. The peace agreements in this data set have an average of 21 provisions. Secondly, 

historical narratives on the level of implementation were written on an annual basis for every 

provision, covering the main events surrounding the theme of the provision and generating 

thousands of qualitative accounts. These narratives were taken as the basis for creating statistical 

and comparable data, for which the annual implementation was coded for up to ten years following 

conclusion. The researchers indicate that in creating the narratives, they have used a wide range of 

dominantly primary sources, including information provided by the UN, LexisNexis, and 

government and non-governmental reports. Data for displacement-related provisions is mainly 
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taken from the UNHCR. Using an ordinal scale, the data set notes whether implementation has 

been initiated (0), reached a minimum (1), intermediate (2) or full level (3) of implementation. It 

was coded minimum when implementation was initiated, but the rate was not likely to produce 

effects and full implementation seemed unlikely to be achieved. Intermediate indicates that full 

implementation was possible if continued at the same level, and full implementation shows that 

the process was nearly or fully completed (Joshi and Darby 2013, 263). 

 

The unit of analysis is accord-year. Because the implementation is coded over a period of up to ten 

years, the above-explained data collection generated a total of 314 accord-year observations. Two 

peace agreements (Northern Ireland and South Africa) and their corresponding observations were 

then dropped from the dataset as the PAM did not qualify the population shifts occurring during 

these conflicts as displacement and therefore did not code implementation for these specific 

provisions. 

 

4.2. Independent Variable 

My independent variable (IV) is the implementation of provisions regarding forced displacement. 

The literature has suggested that, as discussed above, it is less the presence of provisions in peace 

accords than their subsequent implementation that determines the duration of peace. I adopt this 

argumentation and have therefore chosen the this to be my independent variable. The two variables 

from this data set relevant for the main independent variable of this analysis are the implementation 

variables for IDP and refugee provisions. On basis of these two variables I created my main 

independent variable, implementation of displacement-specific provisions. Where the value of 

both variables is equal, that value is taken for the new variable, and where the two variables differ 

in their level of implementation, the larger one of the two is coded.  

 

This simple and straight-forward way of operationalising my independent variable ensures a high 

degree of both validity and reliability. The correspondence between the concept of peace 

agreement implementation and the empirical indicator as described above is high, and systematic 

errors can be prevented. In an effort to establish a high degree of inter-coder reliability, particularly 

given the wide range of sources the narratives are based on, the researchers at the Peace Accord 

Matrix have assigned two coders to each peace agreement and implementation and developed 

detailed codebook made available to allow the results to be consistent across repeated 

measurements (Joshi, Quinn, and Regan 2015).   

 



 - 21 - 

4.3. Dependent Variable 

My dependent variable (DV) is the durability of peace. Based on the replication dataset which in 

turn builds on the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (N.P. Gleditsch et al. 2002; Allansson, 

Melander, and Themnér 2017), I first code a variable that captures the return to armed conflict. 

The replication dataset differentiates between the return to war between signatories to the peace 

agreement, and the return of war between the government and a non-signatory actor in the conflict. 

This paper will not make a difference between these two options. This is theoretically motivated. I 

argue that displacement is an issue that goes beyond the direct incompatibilities of the signatories 

and is of great importance for the entire country and thus its resolution will make peace more 

durable not only between signatories but between all warring factions in the civil war. Therefore, 

these two variables are taken together and a return to war is reported when it occurs for either of 

the two cases. Return to armed conflict is based on the UCDP’s definition of armed conflict 

(Themnér, 2007) and therefore is noted when the number of fatalities crosses 25 in given year. For 

each accord-year, I use the replication data set to determine whether a country has returned to 

armed conflict. I create a dummy variable for which a 1 indicates that a return to armed conflict 

has occurred and a 0 for when peace lasted.  

 

This dependent variable by itself does not tell us a lot about the durability of peace. To capture 

durability and the temporal dependence of peace I code three additional variables. I count the years 

that peace has lasted and stop coding when a return to war has been reported. These values are 

then squared and cubed. Ivory Coast, for instance, experienced three years of peace after the 

Ouagadougou Political Agreement had been signed, and saw a return to armed conflict in the 

fourth year. Observations after the country experienced a reoccurrence of armed conflict exit the 

data set. This approach reduces the number of observations to 180. This technique of controlling 

for temporal dependence was developed by Carter & Signorino (2010) who looked for an 

alternative way of modelling time dependence, simpler than the until then often used time dummies 

or splines approaches. They have argued that a logit model including variables for time as proposed 

here can be preferable to event history models such as Weibull and Cox. Including above-

mentioned t, t² and t³ as regressors and treating them like control variables fulfils this requirement 

and takes the temporal dimension into account.  

 

Both my dummy dependent variable and the three durability-related variables are lagged by one 

year. Accords can therefore survive the first year, being from the time they were signed to the end 

of the same year. Hence, accords are not dropped from the analysis before implementation could 

have been initiated and only violence that erupted after the accord is reported.  
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It should be noted that the durability of peace, naturally, can be operationalized in several different 

ways. I believed this operationalization to be most fitting for my research design for several reasons. 

As touched upon before, the ambition of the paper is to consider the impact of implementation 

on peace beyond just the parties to the conflict. For that reason, I decided against indicators such 

as the breakdown of ceasefires or the withdrawals from peace agreements. Likewise, while I 

pursued a broader conceptualization of peace, this paper will not delve into debates about positive 

and negative peace. For the purpose of this paper, I follow Galtung (1969) and define peace as 

simply the absence of violence and war. Hence, I do not differentiate between relations between 

rebel group and government that turned friendly and those that remain hostile in a post-settlement 

environment. This operationalization therefore implies that, for the purposes of this paper, formal 

withdrawals from the peace agreement on part of either party are not considered a return to armed 

conflict. Thus, if an agreement breaks down in the third year after its signing, but the threshold of 

25 battle-related death is not crossed in a given year, it is still reported as a year without conflict. 

Choosing the number of fatalities as a measure for determining whether peace has prevailed is a 

conventional way that ensures a high degree of validity and reliability. The UCDP has built a 

reputation for providing systematically-collected high-quality data with worldwide coverage, and 

its Armed Conflict Dataset has often been used in scholarly articles as a sound way of determining 

peace and conflict.  

 

4.4. Control Variables 

In an effort to assess the spuriousness of obtained results, this study includes several control 

variables that either influence both the level of implementation of peace agreements and the 

likelihood of a return to armed conflict or either one of these.  

 

Not only does the number of refugees a conflict caused naturally impact the pace and capacity with 

which displacement-specific provisions are implemented, studies have also related the flow of 

refugees to the risk of armed conflict. Salehyan and Gleditsch (2006) have found support for the 

claim that the likelihood of intrastate conflict increases with larger populations of displaced people. 

I control for the extent of displacement with data from the World Bank. As a measure of intensity 

and cost of war, a factor that has been argued to play an important role in the risk of renewed 

conflict (Quinn, Mason, and Gurses 2007), I control for the total number of fatalities a conflict has 

caused, based on UCDP data. Both this and the number of refugees is logged to make results more 

interpretable.  
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I also control for the presence of a UN peacekeeping operation (hereafter also referred to as PKO). 

When civil wars are settled with peace agreements or other forms of settlements and this is followed 

by PKOs peace is said to be more sustainable (Quinn, Mason, and Gurses 2007). Arguably, the 

presence of an international party can also increase the capacity of the country to implement 

provisions, for instance by fulfilling a monitoring function. Based on information provided by the 

United Nations internet platform on UN Peacekeeping (United Nations n.d.), I code a dummy 

variable indicating presence of an operation in each of the 10 years following the conclusion of an 

agreement with 1 and the absence thereof as 0.  

 

Moreover, a number of authors have found that the nature of a political system influences the 

likelihood of conflict. While some did not find a significant relationship between the level of 

democracy and conflict (e.g. Fearon and Laitin 2003), others have supported the claim that civil 

wars are less likely in democracies (Henderson and Singer 2000). Hegre et al. (2001) argue that an 

inverted-U relationship best describes the relationship: full democracies and autocracies are at 

higher risk of experiencing civil war than anocracies. I control for democracy with data based on 

the Polity IV project (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2017) and lag this variable by one year. State 

capacity also influences both the level of implementation and the risk of renewed conflict. 

DeRouen et al. (2010) contend that stronger states are more capable to implement peace agreement 

provisions and emphasize, as argued above, the importance of third party intervention in weak 

states that experienced civil wars. Equally, Fjelde and De Soysa (2009) put forward that state 

capacity has a positive impact on the prospects of peace in a country. As an indicator for state 

capacity I control for infant mortality rate. Apart from the variable indicating the presence of a 

peacekeeping mission, all controls are taken from the replication dataset from Joshi & Quinn 

described above (2015a), which is why I will refrain from discussing the collection of this data here. 

 

4.5. Statistical Model 

Based on these methodological decisions, I will conduct a statistical analysis. The drawback of such 

an analysis certainly is that it does not provide evidence about the underlying processes of my 

causal argument. Still, I found this approach to be best fitting for my purpose. Given the binary 

nature of my dependent variable, a logistic regression will be run. After testing the assumed 

relationship, I will estimate various additional models with alterations of the operationalization of 

my independent variable. Moreover, standard error clustering will ensure that the observations 

belonging to one accord, which for most cases amount to 10, are not considered independently of 

each other. Temporal dependence will be accounted for as I have outlined above.  
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5. Results and Analysis 

The goal of this chapter is to statistically assess the relationship between the level of 

implementation of displacement-specific provisions and the durability of peace in a given country. 

I hypothesized that higher levels of implementation lead to an increased chance of durable peace. 

I will commence by giving some descriptive statistics and then move on to run a logistic regression 

as described above and discuss the results thereof. In a later stage I will test the robustness of my 

model and critically reflect on the performance of my models and the data I have used.  

 

5.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The peace agreement dataset constructed for this analysis contains 32 agreements. Of these thirty-

two peace agreements considered here, 26 included provisions specifically directed at either IDPs 

or refugees, or both. In only one of these cases implementation of said provisions did not arrive at 

the stage of initiation, in all other cases implementation was at least initiated or reached different 

levels of implementation. Of all observations, the average rate of annual implementation is at 1.42, 

with a standard deviation of σ = 1.13. A table containing summary statistics can be found below in 

table 5.1. It should be noted that these values do not refer to agreements generally, but merely 

designate the annual values regardless of the corresponding agreement. The fact that many 

observations were dropped in an effort to control for time as explained in the research design 

implies that many observations are disregarded even though level of implementation was coded 

for all cases, including those that experienced a return to armed conflict. The mode value of 

implementation rate is 0, a result that goes back to the lack of provisions in some agreements and 

consequently the lack of implementation thereof. The most common level among those cases that 

have seen initiation is 2, intermediate implementation with 29.4 percent. 
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Variables                       N        Mean  Std. Dev.  Min.  Max.  

Return 180 0.10 0.29 0 1 

Implementation 180 1.46 1.13 0 3 
Refugees (log) 180 11.23 1.63 8.08 14.34 
War intensity (log) 180 9.25 2.81 3.22 14.64 
PKO 180 0.29 0.46 0 1 
Democracy 175 3.32 0.4.67 -7 9 
IMR 172 58.85 38.21 6.1 148.1 
Peace duration (t) 180 4.91 3.00 1 10 
International Aid 172 719.03 3.35 52 3000 
Media Coverage 180 223.42 281.65 22 2423 
IDPs (log) 180 12.18 1.84 8.1 15.50 

Table 1: Summary Statistics 

 

Figure 2 shows the history of implementation of four selected agreements. These cases were 

chosen on basis of interesting variation across my IV and DV. In this graph, in order to be able to 

show the course of the entire ten years after conclusion, I have refrained from dropping 

observations after the re-eruption of armed conflict in a country. Unsurprisingly, implementation 

levels develop in very different ways, with some agreements even seeing a reversal of 

implementation. Senegal, for instance, started out with an implementation level of 2 and in the 

second year dropped to one. Senegal returned to civil war in the sixth year after conclusion of its 

peace agreement.  I will return to these four cases at a later stage. 
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Figure 2: Four selected peace agreements over time 



 - 27 - 

Approximately half of the cases has experienced a return to armed conflict. This is in line with 

empirical findings discussed in the previous literature section (Licklider 1995; Joshi and Mason 

2011; Toft 2009). A first look at the frequency table presented below (table 2) cautiously confirms 

my hypothesis that higher levels of implementation increase the chances of lasting peace. In 

countries in which provisions have been fully implemented, a return to armed conflict has not been 

reported, while 8 out of 17 returns occur when implementation was not initiated at all. In a similar  

vein, when tabulating implementation and the means of duration of peace measured in years (table 

3), it becomes apparent that those countries that have low levels of implementation tend to see 

shorter peace spells after conclusion of a peace agreement. While not being fully consistent with 

my expectation (the increase does not seem to be linear) the peace duration means for increasing 

values of implementation generally increase as well. Non-initiated implementation displays an 

average peace duration of 4.8 years; the highest level reports an average peace spell of 6.9 years. 

The overall mean duration of peace is at 4.9 years.  

 

 

 

 

Implementation  Summary of t  

 Mean Std. Dev.  Freq. 

0 4.79 3.24 54 

1 3.57 2.51 35 

2 4.51 2.78 53 

3 6.87 2.42 38 

Total 4.91 2.99 180 

Table 3: Two-way table Implementation/Summary of duration (t) 

 

A similar development is depicted in figure 3. It shows a scatter plot depicting the level of 

implementation against the duration of peace. For this graph, I chose to plot the level of 

implementation reported in the final year before coding stopped or a return to war occurred. Each 

point marks one peace agreement. I added spherical random noise to make the frequency of 

Return  Implementation  

 0 1 2 3 Total 

0 46 31 48 38 163 

1 8 4 5 0 17 

Total 54 35 53 38 180 

Table 2: Two-way table return/implementation 
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markers that are on the same spot more visible. This figure does not present as clear of a tendency 

as expected. While one can identify a small trend for higher levels of implementation leading to 

longer peace spells, there is a significant number of cases that has seen the return to armed conflict 

after full implementation and that thereby defy the assumption about the nature of the relationship.  

 

 
Figure 3: Scatter plot 

 

 

5.2. Logistic Regression Results 

Given the binary nature of my dependent variable, I run a binomial logistic regression. Table 4 

shows the findings of four regressions. The results presented support the hypothesis that higher 

levels of implementation increase the chances for durable peace. In the first model, I estimate the 

relationship between the level of implementation and the return to armed conflict. The coefficient 

suggests that they are negatively correlated, in line with theoretical expectations. The results are 

significant on a 90% level. In a second model, I am controlling for refugee flows, intensity of 

previous war, infant mortality rate, presence of a peacekeeping mission and democracy, the control 

variables outlined above. Higher levels of implementation still seem to reduce the risk of a return 

to war. This result is significant at the 99% level. In model 3 I include the variable counting the 

years that peace has lasted and their squared and cubed versions, thereby controlling for temporal 

dependence as outlined by Carter & Signorino (2010). The relationship between my main IV and 

DV remains negative and significant at the 95% level. The fact that significance is not lost when 

controlling for time is an important result. In an attempt to presume statistical independence 

between peace agreements, but not all observations, all models use a peace agreement-specific 

cluster. In model 4, I run the regression with only the variables that turn out to show a level of 
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significance, mortality infant rate and my controls for temporal dependence. Surprisingly, the 

relationship between my IV and DV no longer remains significant. 

  

Dependent Variable 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables Return Return Return Return 
     
Implementation -0.560* -1.026*** -0.647** -0.378 
 (0.309) (0.348) (0.313) (0.329) 
Refugees (log)  0.333 0.179  
  (0.290) (0.234)  
Intensity (log)  -0.00842 0.0346  
  (0.201) (0.165)  
PKO  0.885 0.558  
  (0.703) (0.632)  
Democracy  -0.0508 0.00196  
  (0.0820) (0.0724)  
IMR  0.0212* 0.0174* 0.0182** 
  (0.0112) (0.00974) (0.00793) 
Duration (t)   -4.526* -4.948** 
   (2.346) (2.271) 
tsquared   1.237* 1.327* 
   (0.733) (0.705) 
tcubed   -0.105 -0.111* 
   (0.0660) (0.0640) 
Constant -1.623*** -6.441** -0.598 2.078 
 (0.505) (2.668) (3.100) (1.925) 
     
Observations 
AIC 

180 
111.14 

170 
95.27 

170 
90.00 

172 
85.86 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 4: Main regression output 

 

The control variables in model 3, the model with arguably most explanatory power, do largely not 

perform as expected. With exception of infant mortality rate (in the output abbreviated as IMR), 

the controls are not significant. For the variables indicating the number of refugees and the 

intensity of war the coefficients are in the expected direction, in line with previous findings, for the 

presence of PKOs and democracy, however, the direction goes against expectations. The relation 

between infant mortality rate and the return to armed conflict is, in turn, significant. The coefficient 

is positive, indicating a result consistent with expectations. Higher rates of infant mortality rate are 

positively correlated with the return to armed conflict.  
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To compare the measure of fit across my models, I compute values for the Akaike’s Information 

Criteria (AIC). While some other measures such as Log-Likelihood are also suitable, I choose AIC 

because it includes a penalty for adding independent variables to the model (J. S. Long and Freese 

2006, 112). The results can be found in table 5.4. It shows that model 4 has the best measure of 

fit, followed by model 3. 

 

Given the nature of this regression, the coefficients estimates cannot be interpreted as marginal 

effects of one unit increases of my independent variable on the likelihood of my dependent 

variable. The output merely lets me draw inferences about the direction of the relationship and the 

significance thereof. In order to be able to interpret the coefficient and estimate the magnitude of 

the independent variable, predicted probabilities for a typical case are calculated. Carter & 

Signorino point out that the regressors for temporal dependence, t, t² and t³, can cause numerical 

instability “resulting from large differences in magnitude between t³ and other regressors” (2010, 

13). This peculiarity would obscure the results and report unreasonably low probabilities. To 

account for this I take the mean of t and its squared and cubed version instead of taking the mean 

of t, the mean of t² and the mean of t³. I set the value for the presence of a peacekeeping mission 

at its mode, 0, and compute predicted probabilities for all four levels of implementation. 

 

The results are reported in table 5 and figure 4 and indicate that, while keeping all other control 

variables at their mean, the probability of return to armed conflict decreases with an increasing 

level of implementation. At a level of 0 implementation, the predicted probability is 11.8%, for a 

minimum level (=1) it decreases to 6.5%. The values continue to decrease until full implementation 

(1.9%). A glance at the data reveals that for full implementation, no return of armed conflict is 

reported, thus a very low probability is calculated. The calculated predicted probabilities are in line 

with theoretical expectations. These results seem to suggest that higher levels of implementation 

reduce the likelihood of a return to armed conflict.  

 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 11.8 

1 6.5 

2 3.5 

3 1.9 

Table 5: Predicted probabilities (typical case) 
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Figure 4: Predicted probabilities (typical case) 

 

By taking the exponent of the coefficient I also calculate the predicted relative change in probability 

of return of armed conflict for an average one-unit increase in my independent variable. With this 

approach, the effect of a one-level increase in implementation is a 48% reduction in the relative 

probability of return to armed conflict. This 48% reduction is equal to a 3.9 percentage point 

reduction in the relative probability of return to armed conflict for a one-level increase in 

implementation for the average observation. Table 5.1 in appendix 5 reports the results of the 

calculation of average marginal effects. 

 

In a next step, I compute predicted probabilities based on the model specifications of model 2, for 

which temporal dependence is not controlled for. While this model is not as comprehensive as the 

one controlling for temporal dependence, I believe it to be sensible to compute probabilities 

without the numerical instability of my t-regressors in order to verify my results. The results can 

be found in appendix 5.2, and seem to confirm the decrease in probability my DV for higher levels 

of my IV, ranging from 15.8% for 0 implementation to 0.9% for full implementation. 

 

5.3. Discussion 

The results of the descriptive statistics and the regressions give initial support to my hypothesis 

that higher levels of implementation decrease the likelihood of a return to armed conflict. Hence 

they speak to the validity of the causal argument developed earlier. However, it should also be 

noted that the results are not very robust given the sensitivity to model specifications. When 

excluding the controls that display insignificance in model 3, the relationship between 
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implementation and armed conflict becomes insignificant. Other robustness tests are done at a 

later stage.  

It is a valuable undertaking to take further advantage of the data by setting certain predictor 

variables at values that are, from a theoretical perspective, insightful and interesting. One could, 

for instance, compare the predicted probabilities for the presence of a peacekeeping mission and 

the absence thereof. The latter was computed above. Keeping all other controls at their means (and 

treating t as above), I plot the probability of return to armed conflict when a peacekeeping 

operation (PKO) is present. This gives, while in line with the interpretation of the control variable 

above, counterintuitive results, as the likelihood of return for all levels of implementation increases 

substantially compared to without PKO. Theory has claimed that the presence of a PKO increases 

the chances of durable peace (Quinn, Mason, and Gurses 2007), which does not seem to be 

supported here. State capacity, in turn, seems to have the effect I expected. For low values of infant 

mortality rate, keeping all other variables at their mean, the output shows substantially lower 

predicted probabilities than for high values. Low infant mortality rate (~10) results in a probability 

of 5.4% for no implementation, a high (~120) with 27.8%. These results speak to the 

indispensability of including state capacity, which seems to drive the results. This has also 

previously been confirmed by the statistical significance of the this control variable. Another 

variable that arguably influences the risk of renewed conflict is the number of refugees. Here I also 

find the theoretical expectations to be fulfilled. Smaller number of refugees caused by the previous 

conflict (~45000) predict lower likelihood of returns than high numbers (~1,000,000). Of course, 

a caveat of this approach is that the number of refugees should always be seen as proportional to 

the entire population. The results for these calculations can be found in appendices 5.3 to 5.7. 

 

5.4. Extending the Analysis 

Before further assessing the robustness of the results, it is valuable to consider other model 

specifications and delve into some cases to get a better understanding for the data and the results.  

 

One possible critique could be that I am merging the levels of implementation of both categories 

of displaced populations, IDPs and refugees, into one variable. I did so in order to capture the full 

range of displacement, instead of just one dimension. In creating the variable, I compared, as I 

have outlined above, the values of each of the variables and coded, where they differ, the larger 

one. When an agreement just contained one of the two types of provisions, this coding was taken. 

In trying to evaluate whether this might potentially have skewed my results, I run the regressions 

again, this time with the implementation variables for each of the categories separately. I employ 

the same model specifications as in my logistic regression above. For the models including the 
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implementation of IDP-specific provisions, I changed the variable controlling for the number of 

refugees to IDPs. Table 6 shows the results for implementation levels of IDP provisions, appendix 

5.8 for refugees.  

 

Dependent Variable 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables Return Return Return Return 
     
Implementation(IDP) -0.495 -1.024** -0.486 -0.198 
 (0.311) (0.490) (0.435) (0.345) 
IDPs (log)  0.315 0.132  
  (0.337) (0.251)  
Intensity (log)  -0.0154 0.0292  
  (0.208) (0.160)  
PKO  1.026 0.534  
  (0.658) (0.641)  
Democracy  -0.0411 0.0122  
  (0.0860) (0.0749)  
IMR  0.0192 0.0166* 0.0171** 
  (0.0123) (0.00986) (0.00837) 
Duration (t)   -4.452* -4.943** 
   (2.444) (2.320) 
tsquared   1.181 1.304* 
   (0.762) (0.719) 
tcubed   -0.0986 -0.108* 
   (0.0677) (0.0648) 
Constant -1.790*** -6.617** -0.289 2.008 
 (0.468) (3.073) (3.435) (1.948) 
     
Observations 
AIC 

180 
112.83 

170 
99.19 

170 
91.83 

172 
86.84 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 6: Regression output IDPs 

 

To a high degree, the models lose their significance. While the coefficients remain negative across 

all models and thus in line with theoretical expectations, only the model specifications for IDP and 

refugee implementation that include control variables except for temporal dependence display a 

significance level of 95%. These results take away from the robustness of my original results. I also 

expected significance for both categories of displacement separately. This is particularly true for 

internally displaced persons, as this group of people remains within the country both during the 

conflict, the peace process and after the agreement and thus its resolution should have a real impact 

on peace, even disregarding refugees.  



 - 34 - 

 

At this point it makes sense to return to the four cases considered above in the descriptive statistics 

section, Ivory Coast, Sierra Leone, Senegal, and Nepal. Of these countries, only Nepal did not 

experience a relapse of violence in the 10 years after conclusion of the peace agreement. Based on 

my model, I calculate the predicted risk of armed conflict for these four countries. This is done by 

taking the values for my control variables of the first year of the peace spell. T, t² and t³ are excluded 

as in this case temporal dependence does not have to be considered. I then calculate the predicted 

probabilities of my DV for the different levels of implementation.  

Nepal shows a relatively low predicted risk of return, ranging from 10% for no implementation to 

0.5% for full implementation. More specifically, when comparing the risk of return of 2012 with 

minimum implementation to 2014 with full implementation, the probability follows the assumed 

pattern and decreases from 3.9% to 0.4%.  

Senegal, at the beginning of the peace spell, finds itself with probabilities of returning to armed 

conflict ranging from 8.2% to 1.5%. Interestingly, Senegal experienced a reversal of 

implementation of displacement-specific provisions after the second year, from intermediate to 

back to minimum implementation. Comparing the risks of return, it becomes obvious that there 

was a higher likelihood of armed conflict for after the reversal of implementation. Senegal returned 

to armed conflict in 2010, seven years after the agreement. Ivory Coast sees very fluctuating 

implementation until seven years after the war. In the fourth year, peace breaks down. At the outset 

of the peace spell, the predicted probabilities of return range from 37.1% to 2.6%. In the year of 

return, interestingly, the risk was at only 6.3%. Sierra Leone’s case is interesting in that it, based on 

the definition employed here, returns to civil war in the first year after the agreement, but sees an 

increase in implementation levels from minimum to full just after the relapse of violence. In the 

first year, in which minimum implementation was reported, the risk of return is calculated at 69.2%, 

a number that is also driven by a very high infant mortality rate in that year. Results for the 

calculations of these country-specific predicted probabilities can be found in appendices 5.9 to 

5.15. 
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6. Robustness Checks 

The previous sections have shown tentative support for my hypothesis, but also revealed the 

insensitivity of the data. While it has shown different degrees of significance across three models, 

most of the controls have performed in an unexpected way. In trying to further assess whether the 

findings are accurate and robust, I conduct some alternative estimation techniques in this chapter.  

 

I first check my models for multicollinearity. Collinearity can become a problem for interpreting 

results whenever two or more independent variables are correlated. This correlation makes it more 

difficult to clearly differentiate between solitary effects of different IVs on my DV, obscuring causal 

inference and leading to unreliable and unstable estimations of coefficients (Carsey and Harden 

2014). Table 7 reports the results. In trying to detect collinearity, the rule of thumb is that values 

beyond +/- 0.6 indicate correlation high enough to be impeding the ability of inference (Powner 

2015, 191). The only two variables that seem to be correlated are the number of refugees and the 

total number of fatalities caused by the conflict, as marked below. This is expected as a higher 

intensity of war often leads to greater displacement. It is, moreover, not surprising that t, t² and t³ 

are extremely correlated given that they are functions of each other.  

 

 Return Impl. Refug. Intens. PKO Dem. IMR t t^2 t^3 

Return 1.00 -0.17 0.12 0.07 0.17 -0.19 0.27 -0.34 -0.28 -0.23 

Impl. -0.17 1.00 0.39 0.14 0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.22 0.19 0.16 

Refug. 0.12 0.39 1.00 0.73 0.23 -0.01 -0.09 -0.02 -0.00 0.01 

Intens. 0.07 0.14 0.73 1.00 0.32 0.03 -0.06 0.00 0.01 0.02 

PKO 0.17 0.02 0.23 0.32 1.00 -0.20 -0.04 -0.28 -0.25 -0.23 

Dem. -0.19 0.01 -0.01 0.03 -0.20 1.00 -0.43 0.35 0.31 0.28 

IMR 0.27 -0.02 -0.09 -0.06 -0.04 -0.43 1.00 -0.24 -0.24 -0.19 

t -0.34 0.22 -0.02 0.00 -0.28 0.35 -0.24 1.00 0.97 0.92 

t^2 -0.28 0.19 -0.00 0.01 -0.25 0.31 -0.24 0.97 1.00 0.99 

t^3 -0.23 0.16 0.01 0.02 -0.23 0.28 -0.19 0.92 0.99 1.00 

Table 7: Multicollinearity test 

 

One point of discussion certainly is the salience of different levels of implementation. Even though 

the coding by the Peace Accord Matrix is based very systematic and thorough criteria, the 

boundaries between, for instance, minimum and intermediate implementation can surely be blurry 

at times. Information unavailability can contribute to this factor of uncertainty around the coding. 
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In another attempt to test robustness of my results, I therefore disregard the different levels of 

implementation and create a dummy variable capturing simply whether implementation has 

reached minimum level. I do so by combining the two variables coding the level of implementation 

and report a 1 if for both or one of the two categories implementation has been at least minimum, 

and a 0 if for both implementation has not reached minimum. I run a logistic regression with the 

same model specifications as before. Table 8 below reports the results.  

 

The coefficients of the main IV in these models are negative, hence they perform as expected. Both 

models that include controls show some level of significance. The one controlling for temporal 

dependence is significant at the 90% level. These results speak to the impression, also in light of 

the findings regarding the separation of the two categories as done in the previous chapter that it 

might not so much be the specific type of displacement-specific provisions that influences the 

longevity of peace but rather the fact that these provisions are implemented to some level. The 

calculation of predicted probabilities confirms the results of the regression. When setting 

peacekeeping at its mode (=0), all other controls at their means and treating t, t² and t³ as in my 

initial regression, the risk of renewed conflict for no implementation is at 9.6%, while it decreases 

to 3.2% after implementation commences. Appendix 6.1 reports the results.  

An alternative way of re-coding the IV is to see whether it is full implementation that has an impact 

on the durability of peace. Given that the data set for no observation reports full implementation 

on my IV and a return to armed conflict on my DV, the regression output shows that the computed 

dummy variable was omitted.   
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Dependent Variable 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables Return Return Return Return 
     
Impl. Dummy -0.815 -1.741** -1.155* -0.668 
 (0.700) (0.710) (0.610) (0.621) 
Refugees (log)  0.273 0.129  
  (0.291) (0.224)  
Intensity (log)  -0.0428 0.0332  
  (0.188) (0.151)  
PKO  1.167* 0.677  
  (0.677) (0.650)  
Democracy  -0.0695 0.000473  
  (0.0782) (0.0693)  
IMR  0.0202* 0.0171* 0.0181** 
  (0.0104) (0.00905) (0.00763) 
Duration (t)   -4.458* -4.850** 
   (2.364) (2.264) 
tsquared   1.187 1.282* 
   (0.733) (0.701) 
tcubed   -0.0996 -0.107* 
   (0.0650) (0.0631) 
Constant -1.749 -5.524** 0.0537 2.093 
 (3.035) (2.674) (3.035) (1.946) 
     
Observations 
AIC 

170 
114.15 

170 
99.13 

170 
90.38 

172 
86.07 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 8: Robustness test 1 

 
My research design does not take into account how detailed the agreement was designed and 

drafted, what the content of the provisions is and what measures they foresee. Even though I have 

argued that the content was drafted in good faith and with the goal of resolving the issue of 

displacement, not accounting for the agreement design and content presents a limitation, as these 

are factors that impact the level of implementation. Joshi and Quinn (2015a, 888) have argued that 

more ambitious peace agreements may face greater difficulties being implemented. In this sense, 

this data set may display an inherent bias as it only includes comprehensive peace agreements. The 

implications of this have been described earlier, but the notion that comprehensive peace 

agreements are automatically more difficult to implement merely because of their aspiration is a 

valid concern. I try to account for this consideration by controlling for the number of provisions 

in agreements and I run my regression with this additional variable and the model specification of 

model 3 of my original regression. Table 9 shows the results. The additional control does not 

change the core findings substantially, with a negative coefficient and a level of significance of 90%.  



 - 38 - 

 

It should also be noted that the implementation of some provisions requires the cooperation of 

actors that might not have participated in the conclusion of the peace agreement. This is particularly 

true for provisions concerned with refugees as this group, by definition, resides in places outside 

the home state. One of the criteria of comprehensiveness is, as noted, the inclusion of all relevant 

actors in the negotiations. If this includes the government of third states not involved in the country 

or relevant international organizations that were not party to the conflict, is uncertain in most cases. 

I follow Joshi and Quinn’s (2015a) recommendation and control for international support to the 

post-war country. Beyond the variable of UN peacekeeping mission, I add two controls to my 

regression, international aid and international media coverage, measures for the level of 

international support. Data for both of these indicators is found in the replication data set described 

above. Table 9 reports the results. The coefficient remains negative and significance level is 95%, 

as in my original regression.  
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                                                Dependent Variable 
 (1) (2) 
Independent Variables Return Return 
   
Implementation -0.584* -0.840** 
 (0.311) (0.350) 
Refugees (log) 0.214 0.102 
 (0.242) (0.255) 
Intensity (log) 0.0434 0.131 
 (0.167) (0.196) 
PKO 0.596 0.262 
 (0.651) (0.818) 
Democracy 0.0103 0.0694 
 (0.0735) (0.0817) 
IMR 0.0174* 0.0283*** 
 (0.00971) (0.00919) 
International aid  -0.00106 
  (0.000821) 
Media coverage  0.00240** 
  (0.00109) 
t -4.605* -3.679 
 (2.364) (2.311) 
tsquared 1.250* 1.050 
 (0.739) (0.689) 
tcubed -0.105 -0.0928 
 (0.0664) (0.0615) 
Provisions (total) -0.0318  
 (0.0558)  
Constant -0.429 -1.919 
 (3.028) (3.066) 
   
Observation 
AIC 

170 
91.62 

170 
88.65 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

     Table 9: Robustness test 2 
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7. Limitations and Critical Reflections 
7.1. Limitations 

The results of various robustness tests are mixed. For some tests, the results remain significant and 

my assumption of a negative relationship between implementation levels and the return to armed 

conflict is confirmed. Nevertheless, these kinds of statistical analyses inherently entail some degree 

of uncertainty, and this paper is no different in this regard. It is therefore asked to point to some 

limitations this quantitative approach comes with.  

 

The most salient limitation is related to data availability. It has been noted that the PAM data set 

includes not more than 34 agreements, two of which were dropped because the population shifts 

were not qualified as displacement and therefore disregarded by the PAM. Moreover, it only covers 

intra-state civil wars. While the world certainly sees a demise in interstate wars and intra-state wars 

should be granted the most attention, this constrains the opportunity to draw inferences from the 

findings to the entire population of peace agreements. The fact that the sample is relatively small 

also goes back to the strict criteria of comprehensiveness that many agreements do not fulfil. Partial 

or interim agreements, for instance, are not comprehensive. In my analysis, it is important to 

differentiate between the number of cases, 32, and the number of observations, 180. The number 

of observations make a quantitative study possible, but it should not be forgotten that all 

observations belong to this number of cases (as for all cases there are up to 10 observations). While 

even an n of 32 would have been sufficient to conduct a statistical analysis, I decided to enhance 

the external validity by instead making my unit of analysis accord-year. Whereas on the one hand 

this decision increases external validity, it also compromises some of the explanatory power of my 

research design. This is because I do not regard peace agreement as my unit of analysis, but accord-

year observations. I employ standard error clustering to account for the fact that observations 

should not be considered independently of each other, but in the context of each peace agreement. 

Still, making accord-year my unit of analysis has implications for the extent to which I can draw 

inferences from the results. To capture the temporal dependence, I use Carter and Signorino’s 

(2010) technique as outlined in the research section. This, however, decreases the number of 

observations for my statistical analysis to 180, as observations exit the dataset after the case has 

experienced the return to armed conflict.  

 

Dropping observations from cases once they saw reoccurrence of conflict entails another 

limitation. This method significantly decreases variation on my dependent variable. A lack of 

variation of this kind increases the standard error and decreases significance. When observations 

exit the agreement the year after the threshold of 25 fatalities is reported, many observations that 
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indicate this phenomenon as occurring are not taken into account, thereby reducing the frequency 

of the value of 1. While Croatia, for instance, did not experience a return to armed conflict, thus is 

represented with ten observations in my data set, Mali’s peace broke down in the second year, only 

leaving two observations in the data set. Weighing the costs and benefits of this approach, I found 

the modeling of time dependence more valuable to my analysis and accepted this caveat.  

The lack of variation can also be witnessed on the variable counting the duration of peace spells. 

The data set shows that for most post-conflict settings, peace either lasts until 10 years after 

conclusion when coding of implementation levels and the corresponding variables stops, or breaks 

down in the first or second year.  

 

I believe it is important to briefly return to one of the underlying assumptions of this paper. I 

assume that the provisions are negotiated in good faith and with knowledge about the specific 

displacement challenges of the post-settlement environments. This is to say that the content was 

drafted with the goal of resolving the issue of displacement, not only the short-term alleviation of 

suffering. However, the fact that the content of provisions is disregarded in this study, both for 

methodological reasons and because it is beyond the scope of this paper, presents another 

limitation of this study. I touched upon the different forms displacement-specific provisions can 

take in a peace agreement. Some provisions are kept rather short, while some are quite extensive 

and detailed. Not assessing the content of the provisions thus takes away some of the explanatory 

power of my study, as it is certainly the content of provisions that carries many of the implications 

for a post-settlement era, including for the resolution of displacement issues. Examining the 

detailed composition of provisions and its relationship with the durability of peace is a scientific 

endeavor worthy of investigation at a later point. Moreover, it must be recognized that this study 

only looks at provision implementation that exclusively deals with displacement. It is not 

uncommon that certain topics are a reappearing theme, being referred to in parts dedicated other 

issues. Displacement, in this sense, is a theme that can potentially also be referred to in provisions 

on, for instance, human rights or gender.  

 

7.2. Alternative Explanations 

Having assessed the robustness of my findings and discussed the limitations this study faces, it is 

indispensable to acknowledge some alternative explanations. While my results have provided initial 

support for my hypothesis and thus lend credibility to my causal argument, there are other 

mechanisms by which the observed correlation of my independent and dependent variable may be 

explained. One disadvantage of a statistical analysis certainly is that it falls short of providing 

evidence of the processes that link the implementation with durable peace. Therefore, I cannot be 
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certain about the truthfulness of my causal mechanism. Causality can thus ultimately not be proven 

within the scope of this study. While I fulfil the two causal criteria of correlation and control with 

my research design as outlined by Kellstedt and Whitten (2009), a short note on temporal order is 

apt. Despite a credible causal mechanism arguing that variation in my IV influences my DV, I 

cannot completely exclude the possibility that the opposite is the case. There is some plausibility 

in assuming that durable peace is a determinant of the level of implementation. Though it has not 

been researched yet, peaceful environments and the absence of substantial levels of violence can 

arguably be beneficial to the implementation process of peace agreements, also regarding 

displacement-specific provisions.  

 

One alternative way of linking my IV and DV can be envisaged when considering the 

implementation level of displacement-specific provisions as an indicator for the general progress 

of peace agreement implementation. Of course, it cannot be taken for granted that the 

implementation of these provisions is a proxy for general implementation, but it is fair to say that 

the progress of the former reflects upon the progress of the latter. Hartzell & Hoddie (2003) have 

argued that by implementing peace agreements, “signatories engage in costly signaling regarding 

their commitment to peace”, signals that can persuade warring factions about each other’s good 

intentions. This argument emphasizes the role of credible commitments during post-war periods 

and their role in attaining what Hartzell and Hoddie (2003) have termed ‘self-enforcing peace’. The 

signals of implementation in their view are perceived as credible, since implementation, both 

broadly spoken or only of displacement-specific provisions, always entails high costs, both political 

and monetary. When parties are willing to bear these costs, sustainable peace can be achieved (ibid, 

318). Arguably, different levels of implementation could represent different levels of signaling. In 

this sense, costly signaling theory can connect the level of provision implementation with the 

prospect of durable peace without even considering much of the content of the provisions. 

 

One interesting observation is that infant mortality, the chosen indicator for state capacity, seems 

to be, if not driving the results, then at least a very important control variable whose impact would 

be worth investigating further. It is valid to claim that this might be the control, compared to all 

others, that has the biggest impact on both the level of implementation and the risk of renewed at 

the same time. It turned out to be the only control (disregarding those for temporal dependence) 

displaying some level of significance in the model with including most variables. While taking a 

closer look at this would go beyond the scope of this paper, it would certainly be a valuable task to 

investigate the relationship further and to explore the potential role of state capacity as a 

moderating variable. 
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Besides the positive impact of durable solutions on peacebuilding and the prospect of durable 

peace it is important to also briefly consider the counterfactual, the ramifications of unsustainable 

solutions for IDPs and refugees on post-conflict settings.  

One challenge of peacebuilding in the context of displacement is the presence of refugee/IDPs as 

spoilers, or what Milner (2009, 25) has called ‘refugee warriors’. He claims that particularly refugees, 

when living for years in situations of protracted displacement, can turn into spoilers that can 

potentially undermine not only the stability in host states but also peacebuilding efforts in their 

home country. When refugees and IDPs experience years or even decades of displacement, some 

may turn to violence themselves or run the risk of being recruited by, for instance, armed militia 

(Loescher 2003, 34). The militarization of refugee and IDP camps more generally is a growing 

concern among both policy-makers and scholars. Different aspects of this are above-mentioned 

recruitment, attacks on inhabitants, the spread of weaponry and political activism (Muggah 2006). 

It is also argued that IDPs and refugees can become spoilers because they have not been part of 

the peace negotiations (Brookings 2007) or when they strongly reject certain provisions regarding, 

for instance, land and property restitution (Mc Hugh 2010). This also speaks to the importance of 

inclusive peace agreement negotiations. 

 

7.3. Summary 

This section has provided tentative support for my causal mechanism. The regression delivered 

significant results for some model specifications, among others the one controlling for all 

confounders and temporal dependence. Some alternative estimation techniques display robustness 

and are consistent with the main results, such as transforming my ordinal independent variable into 

a dummy. Nevertheless, the analysis has generally revealed that the findings are not very robust, 

mainly as a result of decisions regarding research design and a small number of observations and 

cases. While one should thus be cautious when drawing groundbreaking conclusions from these 

empirical results, my hypothesis finds preliminary support.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 - 44 - 

8. Conclusion 

The central aim of this study has been to investigate the relationship between the level of 

implementation of displacement-specific provisions in peace agreements and the durability of 

peace in the country. This attempt has been motivated by the realization that academia has yet to 

produce literature concerned with the variation in agreement implementation regarding specific 

categories of provisions and, moreover, a more general lack of knowledge surrounding the peace-

displacement nexus.  

 

I have argued that the implementation of this category of provisions creates durable solutions for 

refugees and IDPs, which in turn enable these groups to meaningfully contribute to peacebuilding. 

I have explored different ways through which these contributions can occur: the acquirement of 

skills and knowledge, contributions to the post-war economy, justice and reconciliation, electoral 

participation, return and integration. By way of engaging in these activities, refugees and IDPs 

increase the chances of lasting peace. Based on this argument, I have hypothesized that higher 

levels of implementation increased the chances of durable peace. Testing my hypothesis, I have 

conducted a statistical analysis. My findings lend initial support to the assumptions derived from 

the theoretical framework. The results show significance for my main analysis, but fail to pass some 

of the robustness tests. Bearing this and the limitations of my research design in mind, I believe it 

would be hasty to assume broad generality of these findings. 

 

This study contributes to a growing body of research on the increasingly relevant relationship 

between peace and displacement. It pronounces the role that displacement, both cross-border and 

internal, should play during all stages of peace processes, and underlines how crucial it is to 

comprehensively integrate displacement into peace agreements and to fully implement these. The 

results add to previous findings claiming that the implementation of peace agreements is directly 

related to the likelihood of durable peace. Despite the extent of displacement in many conflicts, 

displaced populations continue to be marginalized. Displacement and peacebuilding must not be 

seen as conceptually different but as fields that require an integrated approach both keeping the 

interest and safety of the displaced as a vulnerable group in mind and realizing the substantive 

potential they carry in changing the direction of a post-conflict country to the positive. IDP and 

refugee agency in peacebuilding must be recognized by policy-makers and practitioners and 

incorporated into wider strategies of peacebuilding.  

 

This study can also be considered an appeal to practitioners and policy-makers to ensure the 

attainment of durable solutions for refugees and IDPs in the aftermath of civil wars. The realization 
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of durable solutions is a first, and paramount, step in achieving durable peace. The results have 

also revealed some possible avenues for future research. It is certainly demanded to empirically test 

the causal mechanisms I have developed, connecting the implementation of displacement-specific 

provisions with durable peace. Conducting a comparative case study would be a one way to offer 

evidence about the underlying processes explaining the mechanism. The nexus of displacement 

and peace presents itself as a highly under-researched field and would benefit greatly from much 

more attention. Future research would, moreover, profit from more extensive data collection in 

the field of peace agreement provisions and their implementation, beyond the here-cited criteria of 

comprehensiveness. It would thereby become possible not only to further investigate the 

importance of implementation but also to take a closer look at the content of provisions and the 

way in which they have been drafted, which is an equally important undertaking in this field.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 3 

Table 3.1: List of Comprehensive Peace Agreements Included in the Analysis 

 

Guatemala:   Accord for a Firm and Lasting Peace (Dec 29, 1996) 
El Salvador:   Chapultepec Peace Agreement (Jan 16, 1992) 
Macedonia:   Ohrid Agreement (Aug 13, 2001) 
Croatia:   Erdut Agreement (Nov 12, 1995) 
Bosnia:  General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia & Herzegovina (Nov 

21, 1995) 
Guinea-Bissau:  Abuja Peace Agreement (Nov 01, 1998) 
Mali:    National Pact (Jan 06, 1991) 
Senegal:   General Peace Agreement between the Government of the Republic of 

Senegal and MFDC (Dec 30, 2004) 
Niger:  Agreement Between the Republic Niger Government and the ORA (Apr 

15, 1995) 
Ivory Coast:   Ouagadougou Political Agreement (OPA) (Mar 04, 2007) 
Liberia:   Accra Peace Agreement (Aug 18, 2003) 
Sierra Leone:   Abidjan Peace Agreement (Nov 30, 1996) 
Sierra Leone:   Lomé Peace Agreement (Jul 07, 1999) 
Congo-Brazzaville:  Agreement on Ending Hostilities in the Republic of Congo (Dec 29 1999) 
Burundi:  Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement / Pretoria Protocol (Nov 

02, 2003) 
Rwanda:   Arusha Accord (Aug 04, 1993) 
Djibouti:   Accord de Paix et de la Reconciliation Nationale (Dec 26, 1994) 
Djibouti:   Agreement for the Reform and Civil Concord (May 12, 2001) 
Angola:   Lusaka Protocol (Nov 15, 1994) 
Angola:   Luena Memorandum of Understanding (Apr 04, 2002) 
Lebanon:   Taif Accord (Oct 22, 1989) 
Tajikistan:  General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National Accord 

in Tajikistan (Jun 27, 1997) 
India:    Memorandum of Settlement (Bodo Accord) (Feb 20, 1993) 
Bangladesh:   Chittagong Hill Tracts Peace Accord (CHT) (Dec 02, 1997) 
Nepal:   Comprehensive Peace Agreement (Nov 21, 2006) 
Cambodia:  Framework for a Comprehensive Political Settlement of the Cambodia 

Conflict (Oct 23, 1991) 
Philippines:   Mindanao Final Agreement (Sep 02, 1996) 
Indonesia:  MoU between the Government of the Republic of Indonesia and the Free 

Aceh Movement (Aug 15, 2005) 
Timor-Leste:  Agreement between the Republic of Indonesia and the Portuguese 

Republic on East Timor (May 05, 1999) 
Papua New Guinea:  Bougainville Peace Agreement (Aug 30, 2001) 
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Appendix 5 

Appendix 5.1: Average marginal effects 

 dy/dx Std. Err. z P> |z| 95% Confidence Int. 

Implementation -0.039 0.187 -2.10 0.036 -0.076 -0.003 

Refugee (log) 0.108 0.014 0.79 0.431 -0.016 0.038 

Intensity (log) 0.002 0.010 0.21 0.834 -0.018 0.022 

PKO 0.034 0.038 0.89 0.372 -0.040 0.108 

Democracy 0.000 0.004 0.03 0.978 -0.085 0.009 

IMR 0.001 0.001 1.82 0.069 -0.000 0.002 

t -0.274 0.144 -1.90 0.057 -0.556 0.008 

tsquared 0.075 0.046 1.64 0.101 -0.015 0.164 

tcubed 0.006 0.004 1.53 0.125 -0.014 0.002 

 

 

Appendix 5.2: Predicted probabilities based on model 2 (without temporal dependence) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 15.8 

1 6.3 

2 2.4 

3 0.9 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 11.3 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 59.1 
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Appendix 5.3: Predicted probabilities with presence of PKO 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 19.0 

1 10.9 

2 6.0 

3 3.3 

Specified values of the covariates:  

Refugee (log): 11.3 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 1 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 59.1 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
 

 

Appendix 5.4: Predicted probabilities with low IMR 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 5.4 

1 2.9 

2 1.5 

3 0.8 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 11.3 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 10 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
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Appendix 5.5: Predicted probabilities with high IMR 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 27.8 

1 16.8 

2 19.6 

3 5.3 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 11.3 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 120 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
 

 

Appendix 5.6: Predicted probabilities with low number of refugees 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 10.8 

1 6.0 

2 3.2 

3 1.7 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 10.71 (~45.000) 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 120 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
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Appendix 5.7: Predicted probabilities with high number of refugees 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 17.4 

1 10.0 

2 5.5 

3 2.9 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 13.82 (~1.000.000) 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 120 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
 

Appendix 5.8: Regression output: Implementation of refugee provisions only 
Dependent Variable 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent 
Variables 

Return Return Return Return 

     
Impl. (Refugees) -0.439 -0.792** -0.403 -0.129 
 (0.301) (0.403) (0.341) (0.336) 
Refugees (log)  0.493 0.219  
  (0.309) (0.251)  
Intensity (log)  -0.119 -0.00303  
  (0.182) (0.152)  
PKO  1.118* 0.548  
  (0.665) (0.617)  
Democracy  -0.0141 0.0200  
  (0.0943) (0.0754)  
IMR  0.0183* 0.0160* 0.0173** 
  (0.00998) (0.00902) (0.00822) 
Duration (t)   -4.712** -5.047** 
   (2.333) (2.307) 
tsquared   1.258* 1.330* 
   (0.731) (0.716) 
tcubed   -0.105 -0.110* 
   (0.0656) (0.0647) 
Constant -1.847*** -7.638*** -0.710 2.025 
 (0.447) (2.833) (3.203) (1.974) 
     
Observations 
AIC 

180 
113.36 

170 
100.14 

170 
91.85 

172 
87.02 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Appendix 5.9: Predicted probabilities for Nepal (2006) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 10.0 

1 3.8 

2 1.4 

3 0.5 

Specified values of the covariates for Nepal (2006): 
Refugee (log): 10.8 
Intensity (log): 9.5 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 6 
IMR: 48.2 
 

 

Appendix 5.10: Predicted probabilities for Nepal (2012) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 8.4 

1 3.2 

2 1.2 

3 0.4 

Specified values of the covariates for Nepal (2012) 
Refugee (log): 10.8 
Intensity (log): 9.5 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 6 
IMR: 39 
 

Appendix 5.11: Predicted probabilities for Nepal (2014) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 7.8 

1 2.9 

2 1.1 

3 0.4 

Specified values of the covariates for Nepal (2014) 
Refugee (log): 10.8 
Intensity (log): 9.5 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 6 
IMR: 35 
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Appendix 5.12: Predicted probabilities for Senegal (2005) 
Implementation Pr(y) 

0 8.2 

1 3.1 

2 1.1 

3 0.4 

Specified values of the covariates for Senegal (2005) 
Refugee (log): 9.89 
Intensity (log): 8.01 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 8 
IMR: 56.5 
 

 

Appendix 5.13: Predicted probabilities for Ivory Coast (2007) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 37.1 

1 17.5 

2 7.1 

3 2.6 

Specified values of the covariates for Ivory Coast (2007) 
Refugee (log): 9.82 
Intensity (log): 7.6 
PKO: 1 
Democracy: 0 
IMR: 85.9 
 

Appendix 5.14: Predicted probabilities for Ivory Coast (2010) 

Implementation Pr(y) 

0 34.8 

1 16.1 

2 6.4 

3 2.4 

Specified values of the covariates for Ivory Coast (2010) 
Refugee (log): 9.82 
Intensity (log): 7.6 
PKO: 1 
Democracy: 0 
IMR: 81.1 
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Appendix 5.15: Predicted probabilities for Sierra Leone (1999) 
Implementation Pr(y) 

0 37.1 

1 17.5 

2 7.1 

3 2.6 

Specified values of the covariates for Sierra Leone (1999) 
Refugee (log): 13.1 
Intensity (log): 9.2 
PKO: 1 
Democracy: 0 
IMR: 146 
 

 

Appendix 6 

Appendix 6.1: Predicted probabilities for Implementation (dummy) 

Implementation (dummy) Pr(y) 

0 9.6 

1 3.2 

Specified values of the covariates:  
Refugee (log): 11.3 
Intensity (log): 9.22 
PKO: 0 
Democracy: 3.22 
IMR: 59.1 
t: 4.91 
tsquared: 24.1 
tcubed: 118 
 


