Conflict and Security Summary
1 Introduction
Conflict: incompatibility of interest between two or more actors
Security: freedom from threats and harm
	- international: measures taken by states to ensure their safety and survival (state army)
	- human: measures taken by states, international organizations and civil society actors that 		   strengthen protection and empowerment of all people
War: War is an event involving the organized use of military force by at least two parties that reaches a minimum threshold of severity 
	- organized use of military force: purposeful and planned violence by violence specialists (military)
	- at least two parties involved: two-sided violence between armed and organized actors
	- severity: death need to occur on both sides (>1000 battle-related deaths)
Interstate war: the main parties are states
Intrastate war (civil war): the main parties are the state government and at least one none-state armed group from within the same state
Violence: Violence is the deliberate infliction of harm on people (narrow definition)
	- broad def.: structural violence are social structure or social institutions that may harm people by 		         preventing them from meeting their basic needs
Functions of violence against civilians 
[image: ]Rational functions: Violence to …



[image: ]Expressive functions: Violence to …


Social functions: Violence to …
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Privat functions: Violence to …


[image: ]Trends in types on conflicts
· The number of wars has increased (high since 19080s)
· Peak in intrastate wars was in the early 1990s
· Int. internal conflict has increased 
· Extra-systemic doesn’t occur anymore

Trends in battle deaths
= number of victims, among those parties which count as combatants, has decreased
The number of civilian casualties has neither increased nor decreased
Research
It bridges IR and Comparative Politics. It was founded after the WW2 (by Johan Galtung) to systematically understand conflict and help maintain peace. Topical focus always directed to real-world priorities and events
Intellectual history of the research field
“Peace and conflict” research is a sub-field of International Relations, which includes the
study of peace and conflict between governments, groups and individuals across and within
states. It was founded after the 2nd world war to systematically understand conflict and
cooperation to prevent wars and enable sustainable peace.
- Early origins: Thucydides, Aquinas, Kant
- Post-WWI: IR grows in CH, GB, USA, Meta-Theories (Liberalism, Realism etc.)
- Post-WWII: Peace-Research, International Security Studies
Interdisciplinary, increasing specialisation

2 Realism and Rationalist Theories of War
Meta-theory (world view): sets of assumptions of the agency and structure in IR
Middle-range theory (argument, explanation): logically consistent sets of statements that explain a phenomenon of interests
The neo-realist theory
[image: ]Interests
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Interactions
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Institutions


Rationalist explanation for war 
(a middle-range theory of why states fight wars inspired by the meta-theory of neo-realism)
Assumptions of rationalist theory of interstate war
- the international system is anarchic
- states are unitary actors
- states are self-interested and rational, i.e. choose actions that minimized costs and maximize benefits
- states are strategic, i.e. condition their behaviour on anticipated behaviour of other states
- states know that wars are costly (core assumption)
[image: ]Steps of rationalist theory of interstate war





Types of conflicts of interest
States sometimes fight over territory of … 
- economic value (oil, diamonds)
- strategic value (Golan Heights)
- cultural value (Jerusalem)
Wars are sometimes fought over political decisions and policies
- the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
- the ending of severe human rights violations
States sometime fight over regime change …
- to remove a hostile government from power
- to get rid of a regime that severely violates human rights

Fighting wars is extremely costly for all belligerent state parties
Negotiations to avoid war
Negotiations/bargaining allow actors to reach a peaceful solution to the conflict of interest
[image: ][image: ]Rationalist model: 
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· If wars are costly and if negotiations provide peaceful solutions to conflicts of interest, why then do negotiations to avoid interstate war fail?
Negotiations fail if there are …
- credible commitment problems
- incomplete information
- indivisible objects of conflict
Problems to credibly commit to a negotiated solution
· Anarchy in the international systems means that negotiated solutions cannot be enforced
· Sates cannot credibly commit to implement their part of the negotiated settlement and refrain from war actions in the future
both sides fear that the other side will not stick to the deal and gain an unfair advantage
both states have incentives to not de-mobilize and keep on/start fighting to win the conflict instead

Why do credible commitment problems occur?
States cannot credibly commit to stick to their party if …
· One side will become military stronger in the near future
· Both states benefit from a pre-emptive attack
· They negotiated over objects that influence relative military power 

Incomplete information problems
· Bargaining to avoid war fails because states cannot find a mutually acceptable bargaining solution, which is due to incomplete information of military capabilities and resolve of rival state
states miscalculate and offer too little too late to the rival state
states miscalculate and demand too high concessions for themselves

Can communication solve information problems?
No, because …
· States have incentives to bluff
· States have incentives to protect private military information
states communicative signals are not credible unless the incur costs for not acting on their      announcements

Credible signals: 
· Slippery slope technique
· Create audience costs
· Increase their military expenditure

Indivisibility of objects of conflict 
if states perceive the conflict objects as indivisible, there Is no bargaining space and no possible compromise solution
both states want all to themselves; power-sharing is not acceptable
· Indivisibility is always constructed (through narratives, laws)
· It can be de-constructed through choosing different legitimization strategies and concessions may help solve conflict. 


3 Liberalism and democratic peace
Questioning realist unitary actors assumption: States are not unitary actors. A multiplicity of domestic actors influence states decisions (including decisions on war).
Costs of war are not evenly distributed
 High war costs cannot prevent interstate war if these costs are not incurred by those that influence decisions on war
[image: ][image: ]Actors in world politics				Actors in transnational relations







	Not only dominated by interstate 	relations, but also by societies, state Definitions	governments and io’s
Interstate relations are coalitions and interactions across state boundaries that are controlled y the central foreign policy organs of the government 
Transnational relations are contacts, coalitions and interactions across state boundaries that are not controlled by the central foreign policy organs of the government
Neo-realist: interactions between states that deal with who gets what, when and how. States employ mostly material and military resources to coerce actors to behave differently than they would otherwise behave
Liberals: Interactions between states and transnational actors that deal with who gets what, when and how. Actors employ both material/coercive and symbolic/non-material resources to both coerce or induce other actors to behave differently.
	Transnational actor: Autonomous individuals or organizations that control substantial 	resources and participate in political relationships with other actors across state boundaries.
The international system is still anarchic, but anarchy is constrained by institutions
International institution: Sets of rules meant to govern international behaviour, statements that forbid, require, or permit particular kinds of actions
	- neo-realist: International institutions are not independent of member states, but just reflect 		         their power and interests. They definitely do not constrain foreign policy
	- liberals: International institutions are more or less independent actors in world politics. They 		  also make binding rules that constrain states’ foreign, security and defence policy 
International organization: An institution drawing membership from at least three states, having activities in several states, and whose members are held together by a formal agreement 
Liberalism 
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Why do states fight wars against other states? Three liberalism-inspired argument evolving around three groups of sub-state actors (no cross-national evidence that interests can generally cause war)
State leaders: War for “rally round the flag” -effect
[image: ]States leaders have incentives to cause war for triggering a rally round the flag -effect, a nationalist sentiment in society, that helps them gain popular support and stay in office (Falklands War 1982).
It includes: 




-     Hypothesis: If state leaders are losing popular support, then they are more likely to start a war
 no empirical evidence!
[image: ]Arguments against rrtf: 

[image: ]
	If both states have political benefits, the 	bargaining range closes -> war



Support for war is crumbling as war drags on. 
Long wars reduce leaders’ popularity. 
· Thus, the rrtf-hypothesis only applies in case of short-sighted state leaders 
Military bureaucracy: Turf wars
Beyond state leaders, military bureaucracies are relevant sub-state actors that influence the foreign policy decisions

· Hypothesis: stronger, more influential military bureaucracies within states increase the risk of interstate war?
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Mixed evidence for its influence on war
· On the one and, some case-specific evidence supports the warmongering influence of the state military, especially when civilian governments have lost control (Pakistan 1990s)
· On the other hand, other evidence shows, that military and civilian advisers of governments show a similar level of support for starting a war against other states (military lobbyist are more careful and chose those wars which are more likely to win)

Interest groups
Influence foreign policies through lobbying (multinational firms, lobby groups, civil society organizations)
 economic interest groups (multinational oil companies)
 parts of diaspora groups (pro-israel lobby in the US)
· Hypothesis: Strong interest groups within states can effectively increase the risk of interstate war?
Yet, variation in incentives of interest groups usually do not explain interstate war because … 
- … there are divergent interests among economic interest groups as some benefit from stability rather than war and vice versa
- … there is usually a bargaining space
· There is very little systematic evidence for warmongering interest group politics
Democratic peace theory
“Democratic states do not fight each other because they are democratic”
WHY do democracies not fight each other
Accountable governments and pacifistic voters
· Population bears the costs -> pacifist
· Pop can hold government accountable
· [image: ]G seek negotiated settlement to conflicts of interest with other states 





Credible communication and easy identification of settlements
· Dem. G. credibly communicate military capabilities and resolve:
· Transparent decision-making processes
· High audience costs for not following through with announcement of war
· De-selection for losing war
· [image: ]No incomplete information problems: dem. States can identify negotiated settlement 





Freedom of association for anti-war interests
· Democracies guarantee freedom of association
· Public is pacifists and anti-war civil society groups can organize
· Organized anti-war interest make governments refrain from going to war
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Slow mobilization and no offensive advantage
· Decision-making on war is transparent and slow
· Surprise attacks are not possible and there is no offensive advantage
· More time for compromise on peaceful, negotiated settlements between rival democracies
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Externalization of peaceful norms
· D. institutionalized norm of peaceful political conflict
· They externalize these norms in int. relations (trust)
· D. leaders will find it appropriate to seek peaceful negotiated settlement to conflicts of interests 
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Consolidated democracies have not been fighting each other. But states in democratization process are more belligerent than consolidated autocracies or democracies


4 Constructivism and Identity in War
Summary Session 2 and 3:
[image: ]Neo-realism 	Liberalism	
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Commonalities between neorealism and liberalism
· State interests are selfish (or self-regarding) and realists view interests (in security) as exogenously given.
· Related, states are rational and costs-benefits-calculating actors.
· Anarchy is always detrimental to cooperation between states, although (as liberals argue) anarchy's effects can be mitigated by international institutions.

Constructivism 

Interests
· State interests are socially constructed through interactions with other states.
· State interests are also shaped by states' national identity.
Identity = relatively stable, role specific understanding and expectations about self 

Interactions
· States' identity, interests and interactions are mutually reinforcing.
· Anarchy is present, but does not inevitably prevent inter-state cooperation. “Anarchy is what states make of it"

Institutions
· States socially construct institutions based on their identities and interests through the repeated interactions with other states.
· Institutions reinforce the type of interactions between states, their identities and interests through socialization processes.
[image: ]Institutions = relatively stable sets or structures of identities and interests" which are often codified in formal rules and norms






Co-determination of states’ identity- and interest-based behaviour (agency) and institutions (structure)

· [image: ]Eu institutions reinforces the European identity and the interests of the member states
· European identity and interests of the member states reinforce again the institution/ structure 








Another meta-theory because the others fail to explain the end of the Cold War. 
Realism: Soviet became less hostile towards the US and withdrew coercion? 
Liberalism: peaceful relationship between us and soviets in late 1980s?

Constructivism offers an (ex-post) explanation: Self-reflection and institutional change
Breakdown of consensus about identity commitments: 
Consent over Leninist world view breaks down in 1980s due to socio-economic downturn and international changes.
Critical examination of old ideas:
Gorbachev reflects on the structures of interaction with USA. Soviets needed to change their behaviour in order to change the others' behaviour too. 

Introduction of new practices:
Gorbachev introduces a series of friendly foreign policies towards the USA. Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan/eastern union, cuts in nuclear and conventional forces and wouldn’t support communist regimes, if their people oppose it too. 

Change in institutions (sets of identities and interests)
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Feminism

Interests
· Many actors (including social movements) are important in international politics
· Interests of states are collectively constructed and currently dominated by masculine interests, norms and identities

Interactions
· Gender roles (dominated by heterosexual, white men) influence what is considered appropriate, effective and efficient state behaviour, including foreign policy, military behaviour and coercion are used

Institutions
· Institutions are socially constructed and shaped by dominance of men (workings of patriarchy)
· International organizations privilege masculine behaviours

Approaches: Liberal Feminism
· Assumption: Men and women share the same capacity for reason
· Premise: Women must be included in all spheres of public life (higher education, government, IGOs)
· Data collection: Discrimination against women in public sphere

Approaches: Radical feminism
· Assumption: Men and women possess very different characteristics
· Premise: Everything is political (bedroom, daycare, people's bodies)
· Data collection: Workings on patriarchy, ways men control women, e.g. their sexuality

Feminist theory of interstate war and violence
- Unequal gender relations as justification for military interventions 
(e.g. George W. Bush rhetoric of saving women in Afghanistan and Iraq from oppression and other forms of violence).
- Exploitation of gender roles and identity in the armed forces as well as in acts of torture

Clash of civilizations (Constructivist middle-range theories of interstate war)
· Outcome to be explained: Interstate war
· Main explanatory factor: Difference in cultural identities of civilizations
· Prediction: Interstate wars will be fought between states of different cultural identity (e.g. Western vs. Islamic) rather than between states of political ideology (e.g. socialist vs. liberal).

Civilization = highest cultural grouping of people and the broadest level of cultural identity people have short of that which distinguishes humans from other species. It is defined by common objective elements, such as language, history, religion, customs, institutions and by subjective self- identification of people.
Examples: Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American, African.

Core hypotheses drawn from Huntington’s argument 
· Differences between civilizations are real and important.     - Civilization-consciousness is increasing.
· Conflict between civilizations is inevitable and will supplant ideological and other forms of conflict.
· Cultural identity conflicts are more difficult to settle because compromise on identity is impossible. Clashes of civilizations could lead to global war.
· The paramount axis of world politics will be the relations between the West and the Rest.
[image: ]Realism and the clash of civilizations 











Is Huntigton’s theory of the clash of civilization plausible and correct?
· Too general
· Most wars occur within and not across civilization (increasing intrastate wars)
· Wars are not becoming more dangerous, at least not for combatants

Empirical critique: The main costs of war-fighting and violence committed by Islamist groups are paid by civilians in the war-torn countries

Methodological critique: 
· Omitted variable bias due to neglect of alternative explanations for peace within and conflict across civilizations (world regions):
-Regional institutions, economic exchange, compatible democratic regime may reduce conflict between states in global regions 
· No systematic analyses of evidence but hand-picking of evidence that fits the argument

Critque of Huntigton’s logic
· Unjustified assumptions: Hostility between people from different civilizations (due to migration and advances in transport and communication technologies) is seen as a natural consequence of global exchange.
· False generalizations: Civilizations are seen as unitary actors and dynamics within civilizations are ignored.
· Ecological fallacy: Inferences about the nature of individuals are deduced from inferences about the group (civilizations) to which those individuals belong.

Normative critique: The clash of ignorance 
· Huntington's thesis may become a self-fulfilling prophecy by influencing politicians and media with its sweeping claims and generalizations and, thus, foreign policy-making 
· Playing up differences (and neglecting commonalities) and portraying developments as natural and inevitable foster in-group and out-group thinking and do not help prevent wars that are costly for people in all world regions.

Theory of interstate war: National ideology
Ideology = A set of political beliefs that promotes a particular way of understanding the world and shapes relations between members or a group and outsiders, and among members themselves.

Ideologies are constructed and malleable. Ideologies and identities are mutually constitutive.

National ideology = A set of political beliefs that promotes an understanding of the world as divided into nations and holds that states should be congruent with the nation. It shapes relations between
members of the nation-state and non-nationals, and among members of the nation. 
Chauvinism = Extreme national ideology/belief in national superiority
Mechanisms
National ideology can help explain war by increasing … 
· *Motives: National ideology increases enmity between countries and provide rationale for severe violence, even genocide 
· *Capability: National ideology motivates societies to fight costly wars and facilitates initial mobilization of recruits
· **Misconception: National ideology can lead state leaders to overestimate their relative military power and to escalate conflict
* These explanations are also compatible with ideational version of liberalism, where national/political ideology among domestic groups shapes state preferences, foreign policy and interstate conflict / cooperation.
**This explanation uses \national ideology" (a variable highly relevant for the constructivist perspective on IR), but uses it in a realism-inspired argument.

Micro-macro level paradox : Most violent conflicts include differences in ideology at the collective
(group) level but the motives and beliefs of individuals participating in violent conflicts are often mixed

Ideology can affect (war) action at the micro-level
· Strong programme of ideology: Sincere political or normative commitment 
· Weak programme of ideology: Instrumental tool for conflict actors (i.e. state leaders)


Key points: Why do states go to war with other states?
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5 Conceptualising, measuring and forecasting intrastate war

Conceptualizing civil war
Def.: War is an event involving the organized use of military force by at least two parties that reaches a minimum threshold of severity
civil/intrastate war: …two parties from within the same state, of which one is the government 
Def. Kalyvas, 2006: Civil war is defined as a armed combat within the boundaries of recognized sovereign entity between parties subject to a common authority at the outset of hostilities.

Features 
· Organized violence (armed combat, military force) by violence specialists (soldiers)
· Severe violence (more than 1000 battle-deaths, leading to breakdown of state)
· Main parties originate from within sovereign entity (state) 
· Conflict parties include sovereign authority (state government)

Other names for intrastate war = civil war, state-based armed conflict, rebellion,
insurgency, and several euphemisms 



Civil wars categorized by master-cleavage  (classification)
· Proclaimed set of beliefs and ideas that divide conflict parties and allegedly justify the fighting
· Visible at a level of organized armed group (state government, non-state armed actor/rebel group)

1951-1991: “Revolutionary" master cleavages (e.g. class socialist/liberal ideology, de-colonization)
-> communist vs. capitalist

1992-2002: “Ethno-nationalist" master-cleavage (e.g. ethnic, national or ethno-nationalist identity)
-> Croats vs. Serbs

2003-today: “Religious" master-cleavage (e.g. different radical Islamist, transnational goals and ideas)
-> Exremist Sunni vs. Shia 

Other motives for violence in war
Not all violence in civil war must be motivated by the “master-cleavage", but there are also:
(there can be more than one reason)
· Personal motives to satisfy private desires (e.g. greed, revenge)
· Local motives to settle communal or neighbourhood disputes (e.g. over land/property)

Civil wars categorized by technology of rebellion (classification)
Another way to classify civil wars, because master cleavage might be visible at the collective level but doesn’t reflect the motivation of all combatants in the civil war
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During Cold War (1950s-1990): Asymmetric, irregular wars
· Asymmetric: Strong governments (supported by a super-power) vs. relatively weaker rebels
· Irregular: Guerilla tactics (ambushes), rural basis, no direct confrontation with state army

After Cold War (1990-today): 
· Symmetric, conventional: Strong rebels and strong governments (Karabach, Croatian war of Independence), military confrontation takes place at well-defined front lines
· Symmetric, nonconventional: Weak rebels and weak governments, Terrorist violence against civilians, guerrilla attacks against state symbols and agents

Measuring civil wars
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Coding criteria of operationalisation of civil war (Sambanis 2004)
1. Violence within territory of state
2. Violent parties are politically and militarily organized
3. Government is a principal combatant (through state army/police)
4. Rebel organization must be locally represented and recruit locally (territory base within the country)
5. War starts in year with over 500 battle deaths or in first year of three-year period with over 1000  battle deaths
6. No 3-year period with fewer than 500 battle deaths

Challenges to measuring civil war
not everyone agrees on number of battle death as a factor for civil war…
· Operationalisation: Different coding criteria across studies  Different findings regard determinants of civil war (Sambanis 2004)
· Data quality: Violent events and battle deaths retrieved from newspaper reports, which can be selective (e.g. under-reporting in remote areas and of less news-worthy violence) and biased (e.g. in favour of powerful actors) (Brysk 1994)

Trends in civil war
Trend 1 Battle casualties are decreasing
Battle relating deaths had been declining 
[image: ]
Trend 2 Political Islam and civil war
A majority of civil wars today is ...
· located in countries with a large Muslim population
· fought by rebel groups espousing radical Islamist ideology
· fought by rebel groups with transnational goals
[image: ]
Political Islam      Cause of civil war 
· Islamist ideology is not a cause of civil war. Instead, state weakness and collapse of authoritarian regimes, poverty, and grievances due to exclusion.
· Main victims of wars are people of Muslim faith and majority of population in war-affected countries does not adhere to radical Islamist ideology
Therefore, look beyond the master cleavage!
(Barbara Walter, 2017)

Trend 3 Internalization of civil war
An intra-state conflict is internationalized if at least one third-party government is involved with combat personnel in support of either side. Peacekeeping operations are counted if they have an offensive mandate directed against one party (e.g. Force Intervention Brigade in DR Congo).
Number of conflicts, battle-related deaths and countries that contribute troops to conflicts in other countries are increasing

Forecasting civil war
Causal theories that fail to forecast are of “dubious validity and marginal value" (Beck, King & Zeng 2000)
· Proof of generalizability of theory over time
· Policy advice and prevention of conflict

Early efforts predicting civil war
Forecasting model by Goldstone et al. (2010), 1955-2003:
2

· 
· Infant mortality rate 
· [image: ]Regime type 3
· Instability in the region 
· State-led discrimination 

Critiques of early efforts
The forecasting model by Goldstone et al. (2010) re-evaluated:
· Period 1995-2004: Forecasts with high accuracy
· Period 2005-2014: Forecasts with low accuracy (model failed, no good predictors anymore)
Forecasting models require updating
Good explanatory variables might not be good predictors

Good explanatory variables might not be good predictors
· Structural explanatory variables of civil war change slowly over time and therefore cannot predict timing of civil war (e.g. Ward, Greenhill and Bakke 2010)

Operationalizations help us to measure whether a country s at civil war, but coding criteria are debated and data quality is often mixed

Advanced in forecasting civil war
1. Bigdata
· Conflict forecasts with big events data including millions of cooperative and conflict events for each country globally (ICEWS and GDELT).
· Events are repression, protest, verbal statements, signing of treaties, etc.
· Predictor events are not selected based on a theoretical argument but their power in predicting the phenomenon of interest (e.g. civil war onset).
· Accuracy varies and remains under-evaluated.

2. Procedural variables
· Forecasting based on procedural (time-varying) predictors across countries and months
· Demands for government reform
· Accommodation of demands
· Non-violent repression
· Low-level violence
· Forecasts achieve high accuracy
· 14 out of the 30 countries predicted to be at risk of civil war based on data from 2015 actually experienced civil war in 2016
· Better forecasting performance than atheoretical forecasting

3. Violence within countries
· Forecast for countries and subnational units within countries
· Forecast for 1 to 36 months ahead
· All monthly forecasts are published 
· Forecasts build on theoretical models of civil war occurrence
· Transparent forecasting procedure and publicly available data








6 Greed and Opportunity
Framework for explaining civil war
	Motives 			vs. 			opportunities 

Reasons for why people and leaders want to  initiate an armed rebellion against the state (e.g.
political and cultural discrimination).
Cederman, 2011

Circumstances, in which people or leaders are able to organize an armed rebellion against the state
(e.g. availability of cheap weapons). 
Collier & Hoeffler, 2004


Opportunity-based explanations for civil war
Main assumption
- Every state includes groups that want to rebel against the state. 
- Yet, not every state offers opportunities to organize a viable rebellion.
Main question
- Why does civil war occur in some places but not in others? 
Reformulated: In which places do sub-states groups have the opportunity to organize a viable rebellion against the state (and in which places do they not have such an opportunity)?
Variations in opportunity explains where and when civil war occurs

Opportunity for organizing civil war

1.Financial resources for rebellion
Extortion of natural resources (lootable)
· Revenue from “lootable" resources (e.g. easily mined and sold)
· Revenue from other resources through extorting or colluding with local politicians in resource-rich areas

Donations from diaspora
Diaspora is a likely source of finance for rebels because...
· it has attachments to the country of origin.
· is richer than people in country of origin.
· does not directly suffer from conflict consequences.
“Different parts of diasporas move between roles as `war-mongers' fomenting conflict and spoiling the chances of reconciliation, or as `peace-makers' assisting with relief and recovery during and after conflict"

Subvention from governments abroad
Governments provide hide-outs or finance to rebel groups in other states to further their interests.

2.Low costs for rebellion
Availability of conflict-specific capital
Conflict-specific capital, including weapons, military equipments or trained fighters, becomes available (and cheaper) if...
· ... a war in the same country recently ended or
· ... a war in a neighbouring country recently ended.

Hiring fighters is relatively cheap (due to economic decline)
The cost for hiring fighters in a country decrease if the economy declines because ...
· [image: ]... high unemployment increases the supply of fighters.
· ... greater supply of fighters decreases fighters' wages.

An individual demands a lower wage for fighting for a rebel group if s/he is unemployed and has little income to lose from joining a rebellion (i.e. low opportunity costs). In poor countries: Stagnating, decreasing economies, few jobs /income opportunities 

3.Weak state capacity
The risk of punishment and the chance of successful rebellion play a role in the decision to rebel.
Both depend on ...
· ... the capacity of the state (e.g. state weakness or strength)
· ... the existence of rebellion-conducive terrain (e.g. mountains)
lower risk of being punished

Lack of state capacity for repression render rebellion feasible and attractive (Fearon & Laitin 2003).
· When the state lacks resources to finance, train and equip state security forces, then counter-insurgency efforts are weak and inept. 
· Resulting abuses by unprofessional state forces increases civilian support for rebels.
· When the state lacks resources to construct infrastructure, then control over territory is harder to achieve and rebels can hide from state.

Rebellion-conducive terrain
· Rebellion is feasible if terrain of a state provides “safe havens" where rebel groups can hide and organize.

Greed or Fear
Collier & Hoeffler: Greed & Opportunity
· Economic crisis renders rebellion feasible because greedy rebel leaders can hire cheap fighters and poor people see more economic gains than losses from joining rebels.
Fearon & Laitin: Fear & Opportunity
· Economic crisis renders rebellion feasible because it weakens state capacity and, thus, reduces punishment for rebel groups and drives people to support rebel groups out of fear.
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Cross-country evidence for opportunity-based explanations for civil war
· Cases: Five-year-periods in 161 countries in the period 1960 - 1999 (Coellier & Hoeffler, 2004)
· Outcome: Did a five-year-periods experience civil war (e.g. at least one year of armed fighting causing >1000 battle deaths)? Yes or no.
· Explanatory variables: Different variables that are parts of the opportunity-based explanations, e.g. state weakness





Explanatory variables
· Finance for rebellion
- Primary commodity exports / GDP ( = natural resources availability)
- Diaspora from a country in the US ( = diaspora donation)
- End of the Cold War ( = decrease in foreign funding)

· Low costs for rebellion
- Mean value and growth in GDP per capita ( = recruitment costs)
- Male secondary school enrolment ( = recruitment costs)
- Time since recent previous conict ( = conict-speci_c capital)

· State weakness
- Percentage of mountainous terrain and forest
- Population dispersion and density

Statistical model
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	Higher GDP, lower risk of civil war (negative correlation)
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There is an extremely robust negative association between GDP per capita / growth and civil war onset!

Caveats
· These are only correlations and reverse causality is possible! Yet, later studies also proved causal effects of GDP per capita / growth.
· Causal mechanisms are unclear: GDP per capita / growth could either measure (i.e. proxy) low costs for organizing rebellion or weak state capacity.
· Except for GDP per capita / growth, effects of many economic variables are not robust 

Group-level evidence
If opportunities for rebellion (e.g. low punishment and low costs for organizing rebellion) are sufficient causes of rebellion against the state, then...
· 
· Rebels may possibly be motivated by economic gain alone.					
· Rebels may thus have no political vision
· R. may not form a disciplined army & stop abuses.
· 
· 
· If opportunity for economic gain = motive for rebellion, then rebels = warlords.

Warlord rebel leaders
· DR Congo civil wars (1960-65, 1996-1997, 1998-2003, 2003-present)
	Example: Warlord Laurent Nkunda (2008-09)
· Liberian civil wars (1989-1997, 1999-2003)
· Sierra Leone civil war (1991-2002)
· Guinea-Bissau (1998-1999)

Example of a warlord rebel 
Charles Taylor in Liberia
· 1972-77 US university education
· 1980-83 Position in Liberian government
· 1983-88 Prison sentence, escape and guerilla training in Libya
· 1989-97 First Liberian Civil War: Taylor's NPFL (National Patriotic Front of Liberia) takes control over parts of Liberia
- Other politician-sponsored rebel groups emerge
- NPFL does not pay its _ghters, but encourages looting
- No governance in NFPL-controlled territories
- NPFL engages in illicit trade of timber and diamonds 
- 2012: Found guilty of aiding and abetting war crimes and crimes against humanity and sentenced to 50 years in prison.

Not only warlords!
Different types of rebel group (leaders):
· Anti-colonial rebels
· Majority rule rebels (fight against white majority in Africa)
· Warlord rebels
· Parochial rebels
Warlord rebels motivated by greed and opportunity rather than grievances exist

Individual-level evidence
If opportunities for rebellion are causes of rebellion against the state, then ...
· People join rebel groups for income and protection.
· Yet, if people are economically better off, they are less likely to enlist as rebel fighters.

Robust associations 
· Household poverty positively associated with individuals' inscription in RUF rebel groups in Sierra Leone 
· Poor individuals were also more likely to participate in rebel groups in Burundi and Nigeria's Toto conflict 
· Poorer local areas (in absolute terms and relative to country average) in Africa more likely to armed conflict
[image: ]
Correlation       Causation / Caveat
Yet, correlations between poor people and civil war participation may have several explanations:
· Poverty lowers individuals' opportunity costs (little foregone income) when enlisting in a rebel group.
· Poor people live in poor areas with weak state administration. Local state weakness drives rebellion

Poverty exacerbates perceived economic or social deprivation of groups vis-a-vis other groups in the state. Such grievances lead to motives for rebellion.
poorer people are more likely to join rebel groups (although poverty likely affects both individuals'
economic rational and grievances).
7 Grievances, Ideologies and Emotions
[image: ]





X
Motives versus opportunities for civil war
Motives: Reasons for why people and leaders want to initiate an armed rebellion against the state (e.g. political and cultural discrimination).
= Economic, political and social grievances (i.e. Beschwerdegründe)  resulting from horizontal inequalities held against the state.

Are states more likely to suffer from civil war if they include people with grievances against the state? (opportunity-based explanations)
· Collier & Hoeffler (2004, 564): No! “Misperception of grievances may be very common: all societies may have groups with exaggerated grievances. In this case, as with greed-rebellion, motive would not explain the incident of rebellion." Motives due to grievances cannot explain why civil war occurs in some countries!

· Collier (2007, 18): “So what are the causes of civil war? Rebel movements themselves justify their actions in terms of a catalogue of grievances: repression, exploitation, exclusion. Politically motivated academics have piled in with their own hobbyhorses, which usually cast rebels as heroes. I have come to distrust this discourse of grievances as self-serving."

Two observations:
· Civil wars often fought by identity-based groups.* 
* Note: Identities are not given (not primordial), but (deliberately) socially constructed, including by state policy.
· These identity-based groups are discriminated by state policy.
These may scholars sceptical about the assumption about Hoeffler and Collin, that only opportunity matters

Grievance-based explanations of civil war

These conditions make civil war onset more likely.

There is objective inequality between identity-based groups (i.e. horizontal inequality):
There are greater horizontal inequalities, if there are greater objective differences in the status of different identity-based groups in a state.
· Economic dimension: Income, employment, wealth ...
· Political dimension: Access to local or central government power
· Social dimension: Education, health services, ...
· Cultural dimension: Respect for language, religion, dress ...
Conceptually, these dimensions are independent, but empirically they are often linked.
Horizontal inequalities alone are not sufficient explanations for war.


These group inequalities are perceived as an injustice and blamed on the state, i.e. the ruling group.
Horizontal inequalities  perceptions of relative deprivation: *
· People perceive a discrepancy between what they think they deserve, and what they think they can actually get (Gurr 1970) as members of an identity-based group (Gurr 1993, 167).
While poverty leads to desperation, relative deprivation leads to frustration and potentially aggression (Gurr 1970).
*Note: We assume that people make comparisons based on social identity categories!

Horizontal inequalities  resentment against dominant (ruling) group. *
· People feel \being politically dominated by a group that has no right to be in a superior position" (Petersen 2002, 40).
Resentment can explain action orientation against the state government,
because it motivates group members to take action against the
dominant, ruling group (Cederman 2011, 481).

Group identity and cohesion help overcome collective action problems and facilitate mobilization for violence. 
Group-based identities and structures  Facilitate collective action.
· In-group policing ensures support to armed violence.
· In-group social networks enable recruitment of fighters.
· In-group emotional ties and investment facilitate mobilization. 

Summary Grievance-based explanations
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Example: Grievance-based explanations of civil war in Northern Ireland (1969-1998), a.k.a “The Troubles"
· 1968: British state forces repress Catholic protest march in Derry/Londonderry
· 1969-98: Communal rioting and further violent escalation of protests and marches
· 1970: Founding of Catholic Provisional Irish Republic Army (PIRA)
· 1972: Bloody Sunday in Derry/Londonderry
· 1998: Good Friday agreement ended civil war
How did Catholics overcome collective action problems?
- symbols, civil rights movement, recruitment platform, leaders emphasizes identity 

Causes of violent escalation:
Why do groups fail to address their grievances in a peaceful manner? Why do they start a costly war?

No effective channels for peaceful participation (cf. week 8)
Grievance-based mobilization for violence is more likely in non-democracies because...
· ... their ruling governments suppress dissent and do not offer institutional outlets for grievances.
· ... their ruling governments cannot credibly commit to respect group-based rights and power-sharing agreements.
Grievance-based mobilization for violence is less likely in democracies because...
· ... their ruling governments allow dissent and offer institutional outlets for grievances.
· ... their ruling governments can credibly commit to respect group-based rights and power-sharing agreements.

Commitment problems and security dilemma (cf. week 2)
Grievance-based mobilization for violence is more likely if...
· ... there is no neutral state than can enforce peaceful deals between aggrieved group and government and, thus,
· ... no side can credibly commit to stick to a deal.

Grievance-based mobilization for violence is more likely if...
· ... there is no neutral state than can enforce peaceful deals between aggrieved group and government and, thus,
· ... no side can credibly commit to stick to a deal, especially if...
· one side will become militarily stronger in the near future.
· opposing sides benefit from a pre-emptive attack.
· conflict issues influence their relative military power.

Predatory elites and hate speech
Grievance-based mobilization for violence is more likely if predatory elites contribute to the mobilization.
“Whether horizontal grievances actually become an issue in the national political sphere depends largely on whether or not political leaders and national elites decide to instigate and organize the process of grievance formation and/or (violent) group mobilization."
(Both Catholic and Protest leaders in Northern Ireland used hate speech to reinforce identities, exacerbate threat perceptions and mobilize their constituencies.)

Why do elites incite violent mobilization?
Incipient democratization motivates opportunistic (old regime) elites use extremist identity rhetoric to mobilize popular support. This can trigger outbidding (increasingly extreme rhetoric) among politicians.

Predatory elites exploit weakness of regulatory institutions (especially in the media) to mobilize followers with identity-based myths of supremacy and exaggerated threats posed by other groups.

Cross-country evidence for grievance-based explanations
No significant effect of economic inequality
· No significant difference in income and land inequality between country-episodes with and without civil war
· No systematic relationship between income inequality and civil war.
· No significant effect coefficients on income and land inequality in model of civil war onset

[image: ]If economic inequality between identity-based groups increase the risk of civil war, then why is there no significant relationship between income inequality and civil war onset?
Individuals      groups!
Grievances-based explanations focus on inequality between identity-based groups and not between individuals!
· Horizontal inequality = inequality between identity-based groups
· Vertical inequality = inequality between individuals / households
 Vertical inequality is a bad proxy measure for grievances of groups!	
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Country C greater discrepancies between groups -> higher risk of civil war
Correct measure of horizontal inequality
Economic horizontal inequality = measured as dispersion of wealth estimates across the “homelands" of identity-based groups.
Grievance model corrected
Effect coefficient on group-based economic inequality (measured as dispersion of spatial wealth estimates of groups) in the model of civil war onset by Cederman et al (2011) is positive and significant.
[image: ]Relatively richer groups are also more likely to fight compared to groups that are on pair with the group in government (Cederman et al, 2011). This finding      opportunity-based explanation for civil war, which would predict only poorer groups to fight.

· Robust cross-national evidence: severely disadvantage and advantaged groups are more likely to fight the state in civil war 


Note:
Civil war occurs if identity-based groups have grievances due to horizontal inequalities, for which the state is held responsible.
· Commitment problems and security dilemma can lead aggrieved groups to use violence.
· Hate speech and elite mobilization can lead aggrieved groups to use violence.
· Missing (democratic) institutions to address grievances can lead aggrieved groups to use violence. 
But how exactly do institutions help or hinder violence and with what effects? (next session)















8. Political institutions and processes 

Institutional configuration and civil war
How does variation in regime institutions influence the risk of civil war onset?

Democratic civil peace: Systematic Evidence
[image: ]						

					Democracies are less likely to have a civil war than 						other types, but also autocracies
					Hybrid regimes are at greater risk of civil war onset than
					full-edged autocracies.


[image: ]Definition democracy
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Many regimes rank in between -> hybrid regimes
Explanations for democratic civil peace
Why are democracies less likely to experience a civil war than non-democracies?
· Calculation: Peaceful “rebellion" tends to be more successful and less costly in democracies.
-In democracies, potential rebels estimate that success of peaceful collective action is high (e.g. due to freedom of association and expression). They are rational, outway expected costs
-Costs for violent action are higher than for peaceful action.

· Process: Governments are more likely to accommodate than repress aggrieved groups in democracies.
-Democratic government can accommodate protesters' demands.
-Democratic governments are less likely to order violent repression, which can escalate conflict. State forces are also bound by rule of law. 

· Grievances: Institutional accommodation leads to fewer aggrieved groups in the first place in democracies.
-Democratic institutions accommodate differences and protect the rights of minorities. 
-There are fewer grievances in the first place. 
[image: ]

“Semi-democracies are partly open yet somewhat repressive, a
combination that invites protest, rebellion and other forms of civil
violence" (Hegre et al. 2001, 33).

Example Cote d’Ivoire
· 2000 Election fraud causes grievances among opposition, but no peaceful channels to challenge election results exist 
· 2002 Excluded parties mobilize for rebellion
	...
· 2020 Manipulation and unconstitutional third mandate of president exacerbates grievances, but few possibilities for peaceful challenge
· 2021 Instability is on the rise again	

Institutional change and civil war 
Are semi-democracies also more prone to civil war because they are more volatile (i.e. subject to change over time) than full autocracies and democracies?
Regime types that have undergone a recent transition that are relatively young are more likely to face a civil war
Both constitutional configuration and change cause civil wars in hybrid democracies
Explanation for why institutional change may lead to civil war:
Change towards a more democratic regime:
· Growing mass mobilization and participation
· Heightened expectation for policy change
Yet, the new democratic regime ...
· …has few institutional resources to address demands for change.
· …is unable to constrain extremist mobilization,
Old autocratic regime institutions lost legitimacy and capacity to produce order.
[image: ]

Since 2010 there are more countries trending towards
autocracies than democracies (3rd wave of autocratization)

Elections and civil war
Elections likely cause instability or even civil war when they are held in periods of institutional change and hybrid regimes Yet, some elections also lead to peaceful democracy.
When do elections in transitioning, non-consolidated regimes lead to civil war?

Elections can trigger (renewed) civil war, when...
· …time of transition before elections are held is too short to prepare meaningful electoral competition.
· …stakes in elections are too high for candidates to accept electoral defeat peacefully.

Time before election day too short
After a period of disorder (i.e. war) and/or autocracy, a country needs time to re-establish infrastructure for meaningful elections.
· Institutions: no constraints on governments to prevent them from misusing it (checks and balances)
· Intermediaries: political parties weak: rebels need to transform into parties
· Citizens: uneducated / uniformed voters
· Processes: unprofessional elections 
Yet, pressures for early elections shorten period of transition. Violent competition and even civil war may result.
Stakes too high to accept defeat
After a period of disorder (i.e. war) and/or autocracy, the stakes in elections (what candidates can win or lose) are high.
· Development: Economy in shatters and state is only income source
· National units: Reconciliation not started and rule by enemy faction deemed unacceptable
If the stakes are too high, then candidates do not accept electoral defeat and return to war.

Solutions
Competitive elections held early after periods of war and/or autocracy may reignite violence and fighting. Yet, there are possible solution in order to not trigger the country to return to a civil war:
- Elections with power-sharing (i.e. reserved government seats for all factions)
- External engagement and security guarantees

Electoral violence
Election-related violence is defined as acts of coercion by state or non-state actors used to affect the electoral process, or arising in the context of electoral competition

Definition
How is electoral violence different from other forms of political violence?
· Intention: Violence is intended to influence the outcome of an impending elections or the trajectories following an election result.
· Timing: Violence takes place during the electoral period from registration of voters over election day and announcement of results to installation of new government.
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Explanations of electoral violence
Electoral process irregularities
· Fraud and stolen elections (Serbia 2000, Cote d'Ivoire 2010)
->Focal point for opposition-sponsored collective action
->Exposure of unpopularity of regime
Regime institutions
· Weak constraints on the executive and incumbent defeat -> misuse state resources 
· Winner-takes-it-all electoral systems
High-stake politics
· Corruption
· Clientelistic politics

[image: ]Take-away messages






















[image: ]9. Communal Violence







	
Definition of communal violence
Communal conflict is non-state armed conflict between social groups that define themselves along identity lines, such as ethnicity, religion, language, and culture (Krause 2019, 479).
Government is not a direct combatant of the conflict!

Communal violence and non-state armed conflict, more generally, are increasing over time.
Non-state armed conflict is conflict between two organized armed groups, neither of which is the government of the state and which results in at least 25 battle-related deaths.
Communal violence has become more frequent! (subcategory of non-state conflict) 

Relationship between communal conflict and other forms of political violence
[image: ]


	One social group against the other 		(Reichskristallnacht)

Characteristics of communal violence
· Communal violence can involve both civilians (i.e. non-combatants) and violence-specialists (i.e. militant individuals, armed groups) as perpetrators.
· Communal violence can differ in terms of severity, e.g. ranging from a few injured people to thousands of fatalities.
· Communal violence takes place in both rural and urban areas.

While communal violence occurs between socially defined groups, it is most often deeply political. 
Communal conflict between social groups is often connected to “who gets what when and how" at the national / state level.

Explanations for communal violence
Communal violence is more likely if...
· agricultural resources are scarce and migration exacerbates scarcity.
· there is no state-led and no customary arbitration available.
· political elites misuse agricultural resources as patronage resource.
· political elites benefit from communal violence in elections.
· governments are too weak/biased to enforce negotiated solutions.
Scarce resources
Communal conflicts become more likely if agricultural resources are scarce (e.g. land for cattle-grazing and farming) and many people rely on them for survival. Communal conflict between social groups which claim on land/resources. 

Migration
Communal conflicts become more likely if internally displaced people and nomadic cattle-herders exacerbate scarcity of agricultural resources. Land is occupied by other social groups -> conflict

No customary arbitration
Communal conflicts become more likely if customary (i.e. traditional) mechanisms for solving land rights disputes lose legitimacy. Privat property/land right systems are not private, but owned by communities, they are responsible for solving land disputes with other communities. Among the younger generation, the legitimacy often doesn’t exist anymore. 

No state-led arbitration
[image: ]Communal conflicts become more likely if formal property rights systems remain weak and state's dispute resolution mechanisms (e.g. courts) are over-burdened. State is not able no resolve land dispute. Disputes are more likely to escalated into violence!

Patronage
Communal conflicts become more likely if politicians misuse access to agricultural resources as patronage resource.
 Threats of resource redistribution due to patronage system increase the stakes in elections and lead to violence between social groups that support opposing parties.

Elite manipulation
Elites may profit from communal violence because the violence
· ... displaces rival voter constituencies (Mitchell & Klaus 2015).
· ... motivates own social group to turnout (Wilkinson 2004).

Elite manipulation to displace rival voters
Politicians of social group A claim:
· Election victory by rival candidate from group B will lead to eviction of group A from ancestral lands. (Exploitation of land rights insecurity)
· Election victory of candidate of social group A will help social group A to reclaim land. (Exploitation of contested land rights)
Group A has incentives for organizing communal violence against group B to displace 	   group B and ensure election victory.

Elite manipulation to increase election turnout
If politicians of social group A do not rely on group B to form a government coalition, then they
· ... may incite violence between groups.
· ... may prevent state security forces to stop communal rioting
Communal violence makes group A feel threatened by group B, increasing A's turnout to prevent B from winning elections.



Weak and biased states
Communal conflicts become more likely if state governments are too weak and/or too biased to enforce negotiated solutions and prevent opportunistic communal violence.
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Clearly, both social groups are better off if they avoid costly communal violence that destroys part of the resources that are disputed.	
[image: ]







Given your knowledge from this class (week 2), why do you think that social groups fail to agree on and stick to a mutually beneficial, negotiated solution?
· Weak and biased states are not able / willing to punish opportunistic violations of the negotiated deal.
Social groups cannot credibly commit to implement their part of the deal because opportunistic violence to get a better outcome in the future is not punished.
Social groups stay armed and vigilant. Minor incidents may escalate into communal violence.

Example of Central Africa Republic (2012-today)
Violence by Muslim Seleka rebels against civilians goes unpunished.
· Both Muslim and Christian communities seek protection and arm themselves.
· State is weakened by decades of war and seen as biased.
Both communities cannot credibly commit to disarm because the state as guarantor of mutual disarmament is virtually absent.

Which Argument is the least convincing? Malthusian argument
Resource scarcity cannot be a sufficient explanation of communal violence because negotiated resource-sharing solutions would make everyone better off.
Thus, we need to additionally consider...
· ... information and commitment problems due missing state-led and customary arbitration and general state weakness and bias.
· ... private interests of politicians due to patronage system and electoral competition.

Climate change and communal violence
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Explanations for how climate change influences communal violence
Climate change effects ...
· reduce availability of resources for agriculture-dependent groups and increase competition.
· force people to migrate to other groups' territory, that is non-consensual.
communal conflict between social groups becomes more likely.
[image: ]Conceptual framework: Climate change as trigger of communal conflict













Do you think that climate change-induced communal violence can also occur between groups with different social identities that live in urban areas and cities?
Yes, rising inequalities, migration, water shortages, change in prices for agriculture products, if cities are affected by climate change (rising tides) can displace communities into other parts

Systematic evidence for a conditional effect 
[image: ]
Only in agricultural-dependent areas, climate change effects exacerbate the severity (incidence) of armed ethnic conflict violence (Uexkulla, et al. 2016).





Solutions to communal violence
[image: ]
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What measures do you think can be taken by societies to overcome divisions?


Building social cohesion by targeting civilians in local communities
In some localities, civilians form local peace committees, which can help address causes of communal violence (e.g. scarcity) and prevent people from joining organized armed groups.

The actions and persuasion by courageous leaders in local peace committees
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Why do some civilian leaders (i.e. chiefs, religious leaders) choose to / are able to form peace committees in the first place?

Solutions to communal violence: Motives and opportunities for local peace initiatives

[image: ]
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Bridging social capital = preexisting community association, with members from different social groups
International efforts for strengthening civilians' conflict resolution capacity
· What: International facilitation of intergroup dialogue, mediation and promotion of peaceful norms in inter-communal reconciliation meetings and workshops. 
· By whom: Civilian peacekeeping personnel, local and international NGOs, etc.
· For whom: Community leaders and ordinary citizens.
· [image: ]Where: In specific villages and towns.  












10 Government repression

Motivation: 
- While civil war is a rare form of political violence, repression in form of physical integrity rights violations is wide-spread. (torture, arbitrary arrests etc. -> especially in Africa)
- Repression in the form of restrictions of civil and political liberties is similarly wide-spread across the globe. (freedom of movement, right to vote)

Definition
Repression is “behaviour applied by governments in an effort to bring about political quiescence and facilitate the continuity of the regime through some form of restriction or violation of political and civil liberties" (Davenport 2000, 6 in Carey 2006, 2).
Key elements: (more important than definitions!)
· Perpetrator: Government and its agents
· Target: Non-state actors from within the state (implied)
· Aim: Prevention of challenges to government policies and power
· Method: Restrictions and violations of political and civil liberties*
(incl. actions and threats to control and prevent challenges). (Ritter & Conrad)
* Political and civil liberties = freedom from physical integrity rights
violations, but also freedom of assembly, freedom of expression, etc. 

Repression is “any realized or threatened limit or coercive action taken by state authorities to control or prevent challenges that could alter the status quo policy or distribution of power " (Ritter & Conrad 2016).

What repression is not:
· Law enforcement activities to combat crime
· Structural violence and its after-effects (e.g. inequality and poverty)
· Violations of economic, social and cultural rights or privileges

Wave of arrests of protesters in Belarus? -> Yes
US Police arrests criminal gang members in 2019? -> No
Internet shutdown by Iranian government during elections in 2009? -> yes (nonviolent repression)
Government-organized genocide in Cambodia, 1975-1979? -> Yes 
Economic mismanagement led to hunger and starvation in Cambodia, 1975-1979? -> No

Variation in the nature of repression
Repressive acts can ...
· be legal or illegal (according to domestic law).
· take violent or non-violent forms. 
· violate different types of human rights (e.g. freedom of expression, freedom of assembly, physical integrity rights)
· be used pre-emptively (before dissent occurs) or ex post (after dissent occurred).
[image: ]





Repression is not always visible
Physical integrity rights violations in 2018
Note: Some forms of pre-emptive repression are less visible (e.g. surveillance) Thus, we likely under-estimate the full extent of repression.

[image: ]Trend
Severe types (physical integrity rights): is declining over 	time. 
After 1985: increase in the respect of governments (less repression) 
trends: over time people who are monitoring governments they have become more aware of physical violations and they have used more criteria to evaluate governments repression
more information etc -> detect that here is actually an approvement (dynamic model)

The relationship between protest and repression
Definition of protest
Protest is “any confrontational activity by domestic non-governmental actors that disrupts and challenges any government actor, agency or policy. This includes verbal threats as well as non-violent and violent collective actions" (Carey 2006, 2).
[image: ]The protest-repression nexus: Coercive responsiveness
The Law of Coercive Responsiveness: Governments respond to protest with repression (Davenport 2007).
BUT: Less systematic evidence!

Correlational evidence for coercive responsiveness:
[image: ]
Spalte 2: Repression at time t correlates with “backlash protest" at time t+1.
Correlation: Protest and repression
Hostile action is rarely followed by cooperative actions. Protests lissets repression and repression likely lead to more protests




-causal effects? Does protest really cause repression? Or is it the other way around?
[image: ][image: ]


[image: ]
	It looks as if protest is a reaction to repression, doesn't it?


Yet, repression might be endogenous to protest. Thus, the threat of protest and the visible protest might cause repression.
	
Why do we not just ask the government and the protesters?
· Because: The topic of “who started it" is politically sensitive and both sides have incentives to lie about their motivation.

· Emily H. Ritter & Courtenay R. Conrad (2016) use a statistical trick to find out whether protest indeed causes repression (i.e. an instrumental variable approach).
· [image: ]They find: Protest does not cause repression in autocracies. Yet, protest causes repression in democracies.

Protest causes repression only in democracies: 

[image: ]Protest does not cause repression in autocracies
Why does the law of coercive responsiveness not apply in autocracies that use pre-emptive repression? 
	
Autocracies use preemptive repression!

-Explantion for no causal effect of protest on repression in autocracies:
[image: ]
For autocratic governments that have used pre-emptive repression already, it is not clear whether ex-post repression is the best (i.e. most efficient) response to protest! This is one possible explanation for why protest does not cause repression in autocracies!
Response is unclear, we need more information!


-Explanation for causal effect of protest on repression in democracies
[image: ]
For democratic governments that cannot employ pre-emptive repression, ex-post repression is the best (i.e. most efficient) response to protest. Democratic governments can reasonably hope that repression works to reduce protest so that they can avoid making concessions. This is one possible explanation for why protest cause repression in democracies!
Strategic interaction and repression
Law of coercive responsiveness  
The law of either pre-emptive repression or coercive responsiveness

Other drivers of repression
· Regime type influences the severity of ex-post repression
· [image: ]International treaties influence the visibility of overall repression

Regime Type
Important note: Protest is more likely to cause the onset of ex-post repression in democracies compared to autocracy. Yet, this ex-post repression is likely less severe in democracy compared to autocracy!

Why do democracies use less severe repression?
Lower ability:
· Greater accountability for repression
· Greater constraints on government's use of repression
Democratic governments are held accountable for repression by checks-and-balances-institutions (courts).
Fewer motives:
· Norms of negotiation and compromise
· Accommodation of opposition possible
· Greater government legitimacy (perceived threat posed by protest is smaller)
Democratic governments have the means to accommodate protesters rather than repress them, e.g. by making effective changes in legislation.

What do you think, why do autocracies use less repression than the relatively more democratic hybrid regimes?


Autocracy
High pre-emptive repression: prevent protests
Culture of fear and no mobilization infrastructure (i.e. no independent organizations) or opportunity  (i.e. no media attention)
Limited visible dissent
Little ex-post repression
(Suppression of any protest in North Korea)

Semi-democracy/hybrid regime
Decreasing pre-empt. repress.:
Opportunity for mobilization and emerging infrastructure (e.g. nascent civil society) Yet, government
has limited avenues for accommodation (e.g. weak institutions)
High levels of visible dissent
High ex-post repression
(Protests in Sudan that led to ousting of president for 30 years)

International treaties
Do you think that human rights treaties (e.g. Convention Against Torture or International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights) reduce repression by the governments that ratified them?

Human rights treaties may lower levels of repression:
· Focal point for mobilization of civil society
· Possibility of international punishment for non-compliance
(United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights)

Yet, human rights treaties may also heighten levels of repression:
· Governments can deflect criticism by pointing to their ratification.
· There are no enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance.

· The ratification of human rights treaties by itself does not reduce repression. However, if there are civil society groups exists, then human rights treaty ratification reduces repression 
(continued and lower repression)

Active and independent civil society organizations can ...
· monitor government behaviour and call out non-compliance with human rights treaty provisions
· mobilize for protest against treaty violations
· alert international allies (e.g. international organizations and NGOs) about treaty violations 
Civil society organizations increase the pressure on governments to live up to their treaty commitments.


Independent and active civil society organizations can pressure governments into refraining from repression and, thus, pose a challenge to their hold on power. Thus, what would you do if you were a
strategic, forward-looking government leader?
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Restriction against civil society organizations (e.g. restrictions on receipt of foreign funding, arrests of activists, bans of organization, cumbersome registration requirements, ...) are on the rise across
different regime types (Smidt, Perera, Mitchell & Bakke 2020).
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11 Terrorism
Definition: Terrorism (i.e., terrorist violence) is a calculated and planned act or threat of illegal  violence by a non-state actor to attain a political, economic, religious, or social goal through spreading fear and intimidation beyond immediate target

Basic Criteria
· The incident is intentional, planned and calculated
· The incident entails some level of violence or threat thereof.
· The perpetrators are sub-national, non-state actors.
· The incident aims at attaining a political (power), economic, religious, or social goal.
To reach economic goal you need political power
terrorism is fundamentally political
· The incident is intended to convey a message to a larger audience (often the state government) other than the immediate victims
· The incident is designed to have far-reaching psychological repercussions beyond the immediate victim or target. (fear)

A communicative tool
Terrorism is communicative violence designed to have far-reaching psychological repercussions beyond the immediate victim or target.
Communicate through public to leaders (pressure on governments) 
911: spread fear in US public, feelings of revenge ->enabled government to start a war in Afghanistan

there are a lot of definitions!

Moral judgement
“What is called terrorism thus seems to depend on one's point of view. Use of the term implies a moral judgement; and if one party can successfully attach the label terrorist to its opponent, then it has indirectly persuaded others to adopt its moral viewpoint." 

Important reminder: What public and politicians call terrorism does not need to correspond to scientific definition of terrorism.
Systematic study of terrorism requires a clear definition.

Relationship between terrorism and civil war
“Not all terrorist groups are insurgencies, but almost every insurgent group uses terrorism"

Examples:
· IRA in Great Britain and Continental Europe
· FARC in Colombia
· LTTE / Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka
 Terrorism should be defined by act of violence and not by type of perpetrator!
Identify terrorism, not only by group identities but the act of violence that fulfils the 6 criteria!

[image: ]Terrorism = weapon of the weak

target power=strength of target of the violence 
Y: power of state government
terrorism an action of the weakest actor


Trends of terrorism
Global Terrorism Database (National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START))
· (49 years) 1970-2019, continuously updated
· domestic and transnational
· 187 countries
· 200,000 events
· Based on: 4,000,000 news articles and 25,000 news sources

RAND-MIPT Data
· 41 years (1968-2009) 
· domestic and transnational
· 187 countries
· 36,018 events (37% deadly)

[image: ]Are terrorist attacks becoming more frequent? (yes)
[image: ]

Are terrorist attacks becoming more deadly? 

[image: ]absolute fatalities (YES)
increase since 2011 (Afghanistan, Iraq but also in other countries)


[image: ]

Fatalities per attack (NO)



	

Trends: Conclusion
· Terrorism is becoming more frequent, although this is mostly driven by domestic terrorist attacks in Iraq and Afghanistan.
· Terrorism is not becoming more deadly, but a more popular type of violent behaviour. Thus, it causes overall more deaths.
· Note also: The analysis does not take into account that world population size has almost doubled since 1970.
[image: ]
Qualitative analyses of trends in terrorism

1.Wave: Anarchism (1880-1920)
1881 Narodnaya Volya (=People's Will) assassinates Czar Alexander II
1901 Leon Czolgosz assassinates US President McKinley
1921 Catalan anarchists assassinate Spanish PM Dato
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2.Wave: Anti-Colonial (1910-1960)
1928-66 Muslim Brotherhood's Secret Apparatus in British Egypt
1931-48 Irgun fights to create Israel out of British Palestine
1954-62 FLN fights for Algerian independence from France
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3.Wave: Revolutionary (1960-2000)
1970-90 “Contras" in Nicaragua
1970-93 Red Army Faction in West Germany
[image: ]1980-92 Shining Path in Peru



	
4.Wave: Religious (1979-Present)
1984-99 Aum Shinrikyo in Japan (Cult)
1991- Lord's Resistance Army in Uganda (Christian)
1987- Hamas in Palestinian territories (Islamic)
[image: ]1988- Al-Qaeda (Islamic)






Civilians weren’t the target in the first two waves!
Some terrorist groups span more than one wave!
Example: Irish Republican Army (IRA)
- Timing: 1858 (Fenian Brotherhood) - today (Real IRA & New IRA after 2012)
- Ideology: Anti-colonial, nationalist/irredentist, revolutionary
- Methods: Targeted assassinations, guerilla war tactics, bombings and others

Explanations for terrorism
[image: ]Democracy
There are many explanations for terrorism. One of the most puzzling explanations is democratic regime type.



	


Why are (partial) democracies appealing targets for terrorists?
Structural approach-explanation
- Civil liberties explanation
- Publicity explanation
- (Under-reporting explanation)
- (Institutional design explanation)
Strategic approach-explanation
- Organizational approach-explanation
- Political approach-explanation

[image: ]Structural approach: Civil liberties
In response, for example, new Swiss counter-terrorism legislation (2020) takes preventive measures to restrict civil liberties (restrictions on travel, privacy of information, financial activities) of terrorist suspects. 


Underlying assumption: If civil liberties are fully guaranteed to terrorist suspects, terrorist violence is less preventable and, thus, is more likely.

Do you agree with the argument that civil liberties make terrorists thrive? 
->Yes, they do:
Defending civil liberties during a time of terror is a “tactic that aids terrorists... erodes our national
unity... diminishes our resolve [and] gives ammunition to America's enemies

->No, they don’t:
Counter-terrorism laws that restrict civil liberties do not only violate basic human rights but are also ineffective.
Instead, human rights guarantees are best in preventing terrorism in the long-run

Critique against civil liberties-explanation:
· Civil liberties do not vary much within a given country over time. However, terrorist violence varies tremendously! Hence, civil liberties cannot explain change over time.
· Linear prediction, i.e. more democracy, more civil liberties, more terror, does not hold. Since 1978, partial democracies have highest level of terrorist violence.


Structural approach: Publicity
[image: ]

	



Critique against publicity explanation
· Reports of terrorist events and fear can spread through social media even if the press is restricted (i.e. beheading by IS in Iraq /Syria).
· Media freedom (like other civil liberties) are constant within countries and, thus, cannot account for overtime variation in terrorist violence.
· No linear relationship: Media freedom highest in democracy, but terrorist violence highest in partial democracy.








Strategic approach
[image: ]
Assumption: Terrorist organizations are rational (choose actions to maximize their benefits and minimize their costs).

Do you agree that terrorism be a rational act?

Can people with extreme preferences be rational?
[image: ]
Yes, they can. Extreme preferences just means that few people hold these preferences. These few people can be rational in terms of cost-benefit-calculating!
[image: ]
				Example:



Critique strategic approach
· In general, terrorist violence does not make people in democracies more likely to support concession, but more likely to support “hawkish", less conciliatory politicians.
· Groups that use terrorist tactics are least likely to get concessions (compared to groups that use insurgency tactics or non-violent resistance).


Organizational approach
[image: ]
Innovation in mobilization tactic can increase attention by sympathizers and people that the group claims to represent.

Innovation in violent tactic can increase attention by sympathizers and people that the group claims to represent. 


Critique 
· In contrast to institutional and strategic approach, organization approach can explain variation in terrorist violence (i) over time and (ii) across different democracies.
· Yet, organizational approach over-predicts terrorism because not all protest movements are willing to include terrorist violence in their mobilization tactics repertoire.

[image: ]Explanations for terrorism: Critique against all approaches
Linear prediction: If civil liberties-, publicity-, strategic and 
organizational approaches hold, then more democracy leads 
to more terrorist violence (linear prediction).



[image: ]However, terrorist violence is highest in partial 
democracies (rather than full-edged democracies) since 1978.
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Thus, existing explanations are over-simplicistic. Explanations of terrorist violence are not mono-causal, but other factors need to be considered to explain high terrorist violence in partial democracies! 







[image: ]
Explanations for terrorism: Motives need to be considered
While democracies offer opportunities for organizing terrorist violence (e.g. civil liberties and publicity), motives for making use these opportunities (i.e. grievances) are higher in partial democracies. 







Political approach: state policies shape terrorist’ motives
Why are partial democracies and democracy with factionalism more likely to suffer from terrorist violence?
[image: ]
State policies need to be considered to explain variation in terrorist violence across democracies and higher levels of terrorist violence in partial democracies.



[image: ]Explaining current variation in terrorist violence among (full and partial) democracies: Policies of military intervention trigger terrorist
violence in the intervened-upon and intervener country. 



Conclusion: terrorism-democracy link
· All approaches suggest that democracies are likely targets of terrorist violence.
· The political approach further suggests: partial democracies (with discriminatory policies and legitimacy shortcomings) and interventionist democracies (that are militarily engaged abroad) are especially likely targets of terrorist violence.
· Prediction: Promotion of democracy in autocracies and proliferation of partial democracy may thus increase (rather than decrease) terrorism.
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12 From Diplomacy and sanctions to interventions
Attributes of collective security organizations:
· They are broad-based institutions with (nearly) universal membership of all states or all states in a world region (e.g., African Union).
· They enable cooperation in security matters between member states to maintain international peace and security.
· They are founded to prohibit war between member states.
· They offer mediation and other conflict management/resolution mechanisms.
UN: prevent another WW

Measure to maintain peace and security
Mediation (non-military)
Sanctions (non-military)
Interventions (military)

Challenges and failures
Basic premise: Collective security organizations rely on the cooperation and resources of the member states.
Problems of collective decision-making (e.g. too many veto-players) are endemic. 

In the UN Security Council:
- Highest decision-making organ of the United Nations
- Five permanent members a.k.a P5 (Russia, China, France, Great Britain, USA) Different world regions
There are also problems of collective action (e.g. free riding). All states benefit from the contributions (mediation and peacekeeping operations are underfinanced/staffed bc member states are not willing to pay and want to freeride)

How do you think has decision-making in the UN Security Council developed? Does it produce less or more decisions today compared to the period of the Cold War (1947-1991)?

Challenges and failures, but increase in multilateral decision after Cold War
[image: ]
More decisions/resolutions since Cold War








Mediation
Mediation is a reactive process whereby a third party assists two or more parties, with their consent, to prevent, manage or resolve a conflict by helping them to develop mutually acceptable agreements
without resorting to force or invoking the authority of the law.
It can be used in every step of a conflict cycle (before, during, after)
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How can mediation succeed?
The third-party mediator can ...
· ... provide information to all sides to solve information problems
· ... credibly promise material inducements, such as aid, to manipulate costs of continued fighting.
· ... credibly promise monitoring and (military) enforcement to solve commitment problems
· ... provide a normative pull towards appropriate conciliatory behaviour due to shared norms with conflict parties (Legitimacy)

Sanctions
Economic sanctions are coercive policies that leverage the imposition of economic costs (reductions in trade) and social stigma (exclusion)  to compel changes in their targets' behaviour or limit their ability to engage in undesirable behaviours.
Bsp. United Nations have imposed economic and financial sanctions on North Korea for many years.
EU and US have imposed sanctions to compel Russia to end aggression against Ukraine.
The US and the UN imposed sanctions, incl. an arms import embargo, against Sudan to end human rights violations in Darfur.

Goals of sanctions
· Change behaviour
· Constrain behaviour
· Stigmatise target
 These goals serve as criteria for evaluating success of sanctions (e.g. did target change behaviour after sanctions?).

Types of sanctions: Who is targeted
Comprehensive sanctions: Sanctions terminate all international economic and commercial (north korea) transactions with a country (usually directed against government).

Targeted sanctions:
- Specific economic/financial sectors
(e.g. arms import embargo, diamond export ban).
- Individuals or corporate entities
(e.g. government officials, firms, political parties, and rebel groups).
- Territory under the control of rebels or foreign state
(e.g. Crimea under Russian control).







Sanction episode in strategic model
[image: ]
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Why should potential sender back down? (back down from demands)
· The sender has high costs from imposing sections (e.g., is dependent on trade with target).
· The target is not susceptible to sanction-related costs (e.g., target can trade with other sanction-busting countries).
When do sanctions work to change target’s behaviour (resists demands)
Note: When sanctions indeed occur, they are imposed on those targets that do not
give in easily because those targets have not given in to prior threats of sanctions.

· Early studies: No, sanctions have a poor success rate; in only 34-26% of all sanction cases, they help compel target to change behaviour 
· Later studies: Yes, sanctions have a fairly good success rate given that they are applied in cases that did not give in to the threat of sanctions; in up to 56% of cases, they help compel target to change behaviour.
Success = target gives in (fully or partially) to demands made by sender.

Sanctions shorten civil war
Sanctions shorten intra-state armed conflicts, when they maximize the economic costs on the target.
Sanction compel target to concede to a negotiated settlement, due to detrimental economic effects, which...
· change the relative military capabilities.
· reduce the benefits of military victory.
· increase the costs of continued fighting.

Only some sanctions shorten civil war and they exacerbate casualties, except arms embargos
· Targeted sanctions (e.g. against specific groups or individuals) and unilateral sanctions (e.g. by the USA) have very mixed effects on civil war duration.
· Sanctions also exacerbate the severity of civil war (in terms of battle deaths), unless they include an arms embargo.

Sanctions: Unintended economic effects
Comprehensive sanctions are most effective for shortening civil wars, but they can also have unintended detrimental economic side-effects:
· Increase informal economy and black markets
· Impose costs to already marginalised marginalized sections in population.
· Cause humanitarian crisis and income inequality. (they reduce trade -> higher price)





Unintended political effects
Intended political effects of sanctions include destabilizing the current regime, empowering the opposition and creating pressures for reform.
Yet, unintended detrimental political effects are possible:
· Sanctions can increase repression in response to greater opposition mobilization.
· Leaders can use “legitimization and blaming strategies" to consolidate power.

Interventions
“Peacekeeping is the deployment of international personnel to help maintain peace and security" 
Synonyms: The Blue Helmets, Peace Forces

[image: ]Peacekeeping    military intervention:
· Impartiality (they do not take sides)
· Consent of warring parties
· Minimum use of force (only in self-defence or defence of mandate)
Principles in practice: UNDOF peacekeepers (military observers) monitor the disengagement zone between Israel and Syria since 1974, impartially responding to violations from either side.
Warring parties usually give their consent to the deployment of a peacekeeping mission through
specific provisions in ceasefire of peace agreements.
Note: Spoiling can still occur due to non-signatory parties or time-inconsistent preferences.

Peacekeeping operations only use the minimum amount of force necessary (in contrast to counterinsurgency operations of US military forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, for example).

Types of peacekeeping interventions
Military observer missions
· Monitoring respect for/breaches of agreements (provide private information)
· Focus: inter-state conflicts
· Often unarmed
· UN Security Council mandates build on Chapter VI of UN Charter (“Pacific settlement of Disputes")
Example: UNDOF between Israel and Syria

Traditional peacekeeping missions
· Inter-positioning between belligerents and responding to threats
· Both inter- and intra-state conflicts
· Often only lightly armed
· UN Security Council mandates build on Chapter VI or Chapter VII of UN Charter (“Actions with respect to threats to the peace, breaches to the peace and acts of aggression").
Example: UNMEE between Eritrea and Ethiopia, UNAMIR in Rwanda

Observer & traditional peacekeeping
Observer and traditional peacekeeping missions help prevent recurrence of civil war by reducing credible commitment problems.
Background:
· Conflict-affected countries are ripe with credible commitment problems
-Weak and partial state
-Belligerents negotiate over issues related to relative military power, quickly shifting military power relations, and offensive advantages
Pervasive mistrust between belligerents



How peacekeeping reduces credible commitment problems:
· Monitoring and reporting compliance with agreements 
(e.g. through patrols, weapon inspections)
· Creating buffer zone between belligerents (e.g. through demilitarization and security zones).
· Punishing non-compliance with agreement (e.g. through responding to aggression, exposing and sanctioning the aggressor)

Multidimensional peacekeeping missions
· Inter-positioning and responding to threats (like observer and traditional peacekeeping missions) 
· A variety of peacebuilding tasks to transform the social, economic and political conditions of host state & civilian protection.
· Often armed and sometimes heavily armed 
· UN Security Council resolutions build on Chapter VII of UN Charter (“Actions with respect to threats to the peace, breaches to the peace and acts of aggression").
Since the end of the Cold War, almost all newly authorized peacekeeping operation are multidimensional missions.
 Peacebuilding creates conditions where belligerents and civilians have fewer incentives to return to fighting. (Economic, social and political transformation)
Since the mid-1990s, protection of civilians has become a global norm and a central part of UN peacekeeping operations.

Peace enforcement missions
· Inter-positioning, responding to threats, peacebuilding and civilian protection
· Offensive operations with the aim of protecting civilians from specific armed groups
· Heavily armed, often with specialised units
· UN Security Council resolutions build on Chapter VII of UN Charter (“Actions with respect to threats to the peace, breaches to the peace and acts of aggression")

Regional peacekeeping operations
The United Nations is not the only collective security organization that fields peacekeeping missions:
· EU (e.g. EUFOR Operation Althea in Bosnia)
· NATO (e.g. KFOR in Kosovo, NTM-I training mission Iraq)
· African Union (e.g. UNAMID in Darfur, together with UN, AMISOM in Somalia)
· ECOWAS (e.g. ECOMOG in Liberia)

Types of personnel in modern peacekeeping missions
Military personnel
Police personnel
Civilian personnel

Do you think there is gender parity in peacekeeping staff?







[image: ]
Nationality of peacekeepers
“They [the peacekeepers] come from nations large and small, rich and poor. They bring different cultures and experience to the job, but they are united in their determination to foster peace"

Interventions: Financing of peacekeeping
· Overall cost (2018-2019): 6.7 billion US dollar
Compare with Iraq war (2003-10): about 100 billion/year 
· Top-ten providers of Finances: US (28.47%), China (10.25%), Japan (9.68%), Germany (6.39%), France (6.28%), United Kingdom (5.77%), Russia (3.99%), Italy (3.75%), Canada (2.92%), Spain (2.44%). In total: 68.89% of peacekeeping budget.
· Switzerland: Large contributor with 77.9 million US dollar (1,05 %).


How effective is peacekeeping?
[image: ]
 “Using different datasets and statistical models, leveraging different time
periods and measuring peacekeeping in somewhat different ways, dozens
of researchers at different universities, with diverse funding streams and
different preferences, have all found that peacekeeping has a large,
positive and statistically significant effect on reducing violence of all
sorts" (Walter, Howard & Fortna 2020).

Peacekeepers prevent war recurrence
In the Cold War period, “we see that the presence of (UN) international (peacekeeping) personnel reduces the risk of another war dramatically, by 84%, and we can be quite confident that this result is not an artifact of chance

Peacekeepers protect civilian
Conditional on holding other factors constant, “200 police reduce the expected number of civilians killed dramatically, from about 96 to fewer than 14, and the presence of 500 police nearly eliminates civilian deaths"
before peacekeeping, a lot of civilian causalities
“With no troops deployed to a conflict, the expected number of civilians killed in a given month is approximately 106. When the number of UN military troops increases to 8,000, the expected value of
civilian deaths declines to 1.79"
After civil war in Angola, when more peacekeepers were finally employed, then civilian casualties dropped. After it was high again

increase in police and peacekeepers -> decrease in casualities
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13 Peacekeeping and peacebuilding
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International peacebuilding
The deployment of international peacekeeping forces is, by definition, temporary. How can international peacekeeping forces help to build peace that is sustainable even after their withdrawal?
they have to engage in peacebuilding!!

Definition: “Post-conflict peacebuilding refers to efforts to create conditions in which violence will not recur" 
· Political transformation from wartime government to post-war government (possibly elected democratically)
· Social transformation from war-torn society to peaceful society 
· Economic transformation from war-time accumulation (through force, theft, plundering) to equitable and transparent post-war economy

Peacebuilding requires state-building defined as the strengthening or construction of effective and legitimate governmental state institutions. (presence of police, infrastructure etc.)
War: state capacity is weak. 

Statebuilding
· Assumption: Greater state strength reduces the risk of renewed war due to better state-sponsored counter-insurgency state and more legitimacy as result of public goods provision.
· How to: Security sector reform, infrastructure projects, etc., and sometimes transitional administration

Economic transformation
· Assumption: Economic development increases opportunity costs of ordinarily people to join rebellion and reduces grievances, which make war recurrence less likely.
· How to: Reintegration and work / job programs (i.e. vocational training) for ex-combatants, assistance to government with management of natural resource, etc.

Social transformation
· Assumption: Reconciliation and “national unity" are fundamental for stability.
· How to: National and local reconciliation activities, such as peace conferences and civic education, social reintegration programmes for ex-combatants, etc.

Political transformation (legitimate)
· Assumption: Inclusive (democratic) governance and constraints on governments can reduce fewer grievance and make war recurrence less likely.
· How to: Electoral assistance, electoral security provisions, party transformation assistance, advice to elected bodies and institutions of democracy, etc.
Challenges
Yet, not all international peacebuilding interventions succeed and in some cases war recurred, e.g. in DR Congo (2006-present) or Sudanese Darfur region (2007-2017).

Caveats
1. State-building may crowd-out indigenous efforts and artificially empower state leaders that would not be able to hold onto power otherwise… Hence, the better long-term solution is letting states
fail and autonomous recovery. 

2. Democratization assistance may introduce new competition before conditions are ripe to handle it peacefully (cf. week 8). Furthermore, like state-building, democracy assistance may crowd-out indigenous efforts and forms of democracy.

Domestic peacebuilding

Government-sponsored initiatives
· Peace conferences (often called national dialogues or political talks) to reach a negotiated settlement, i.e. ceasefire or peace agreement
· Power-sharing arrangements with non-state (armed) actors (territorial, cultural)
Caveats: Governments cannot credibly commit to stick to negotiated settlements and power-sharing deals as weak institutions do not constrain opportunistic behaviour in the future.
(government offers peace talks, opposition mistrusts initiative and rejects the offer.)

Civil society-sponsored initiatives
By traditional authorities or by local organizations and civilians 

Traditional authorities:
· Traditional authorities are chiefs, kings, and headmen of a particular ethnic groups
· Traditional governance structures have long historical roots in the pre-colonial period, but have been transformed and/or weakened during colonial and post-colonial periods.
· Traditional governance, including conflict resolution, understood and validated through narratives or procedures deemed “traditional" by constituents.

(Former) jurisdictions of traditional authorities in Africa
· Traditional authorities stemmed from particular ethnic groups and ruled within their homeland.
· Variation in terms of pre-colonial and post-colonial reach of traditional authority and many other features.

“Traditional" conflict resolution
Established in the 17th century in Burundi, the local traditional authorities Bashingantahe are charged with preserving unity and harmony through counseling, mediation and reconciliation pertaining to all kinds of local-level conflicts. 

->Does “traditional" conflict resolution work in general?
Yes, traditional governance can prevent onset of armed conflict across
African countries...
· by supplementing state capacity if traditional governance arrangements are concordant (i.e. recognized as fulfilling complementary functions) with state governance
· by helping local ethnic groups to negotiate with the state in order to find a solution to their grievances if traditional governance has been centralized and remains strong



->Does “traditional" authority also work to help make peace during conflict
Case studies provide divergent findings:
· Positive effects of traditional authority on peace making and maintenance. (short-term)
· Negative effect of traditional authority on peace making and maintenance.

Traditional governance is definitely not a silver bullet to prevent violence or solve ongoing conflicts.
· Traditional governance is “decentralized despotism". Traditional authorities lack democratic accountability and are not responsive to majority of citizens
· Traditional authorities are sometimes corrupt and other times support armed groups and foment violence 
· Even if traditional authorities work towards peace, they lack enforcement mechanisms and reliant on armed group cooperation

Local civil society organizations
Puzzle: Are civilians in civil war helpless, consigned to a fate of abuse, or do they have agency to protect themselves and reduce armed group fighting in their neighbourhoods and village?

Resistance from local organizations and civilians
Civilians and local organizations (i.e. priests, local NGOs, youth leaders, courageous citizens) can form peace committees to...
· persuade civilians to not support armed groups. week 9: Depolarization
· police and punish such support (i.e. violations of peace-norms). week 9: Social control
· negotiate with armed groups to not enter their locality. week 9: engaging armed groups 
· alert state forces when the risk of armed group violence increases.

The limits of civilian resistance
· Civilian resistance effects are localized and limited to those communities with strong social cohesion. There are no nation-wide effects on armed violence.
· Civilian resistance help reduce violence by armed groups against civilians, but does not reduce violence among armed groups 
· Civilian resistance only works if community leaders enjoy wide-spread legitimacy and control over community members. 
· Civilian resistance is unlikely to work if armed conflict violence is severe and armed group preferences are not amenable to persuasion by civilian communities.
image75.png
Take-away messages

Communal violence is non-state armed conflict between social
groups that define themselves along identity lines, such as ethnicity,
religion, language, and culture.
Explanations for communal violence:

Local resource scarcity (not sufficient)

Weak dispute arbitration mechanisms

Patronage systems

Elites benefit from communal violence in elections

Weak and biased states
Climate change exacerbates resource scarcity and communal
violence, especially in agriculture-dependent locations.
In some localities (sometimes with int. support), civilians form
peace committees to prevent communal violence through various
mechanisms (i.e. depolarization, social control, engaging armed

groups).
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Take-away messages

Repression is behaviour by government and its agents directed
against non-state actors from within the state with the aim of
preventing and controlling challenges to government policies
and power by means of restrictions and violations of political
and civil liberties and threats thereof.

Protest and repression are highly correlated. Yet, protest only
causes the onset of visible ex-post repression in democracies that
cannot use pre-emptive repression.

Nevertheless, democratic regimes are associated with less
severe repression than autocratic regimes; autocratic regimes are
associated with less severe repression than hybrid regimes.

Human rights treaties are toothless paper tigers unless
independent and active civil society organizations exists. Yet, these
organizations have become increasingly restricted lately.




image90.png
Relevant points from last week

Repression: government behaviour against non-state actors to
prevent and control challenges to the regime with actual or
threatened restrictions of political and civil liberties.

Terrorism: non-state actors’ behaviour against governments
to challenge the regime with violence.

In contrast to autocratic governments,democratic government
likely use repression in response to protest because they cannot use
pre-emptive repression. That said, ex-post repression by
democratic governments is usually less severe because of low
ability (e.g. constraints and accountability) and few motives (e.g.
accommodation possible) for severe repression.

Does terrorism thrive in democracies due to a lack of
pre-emptive and severe repression of challengers to the state?
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express hatred and resentment against others
boost self-esteem by inflicting pain on enemies or destroying hated
symbols (Petersen 2001)
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Since Sudan is a hybrid regime, i.e. neither fully autocratic nor fully
democratic, it was not able to pre-emptively repress the organization of
protest. When protest occurred in 2018, the Sudanese government used
severe repression because of its limited ability to credibly and effectively
accommodate the protesters.

Is this statement true of false?
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Figure 1: Total fatalities in terrorist attacks in Afghanistan, Iraq, and worldwide, 2000 - 2016
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Figure 3: Average lethality of terrorist attacks involving explosives, 1970 - 2016
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satisfy individual desires in the troop ranks
maintain group cohesion (cf. Wood 2018)
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guarantee freedom
of the press.

{t

&

Extremist groups
can gain publicity
for attacks and
spread fear in the
wider population.

Terrorist groups

have incentives to

commit attacks in
democracies.
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Democracies are more
likely to accommodate
challengers with (policy)
concessions.

Terrorist events are
more likely in
democracies.

Rational and strategic
terrorist organizations
anticipate greater
benefits of terrorist

attacks in democracies.
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settling personal and local (neighbourhood-level) scores (Kalyvas
2006)
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Israel’s concessions to Hamas

Israel misses Oslo Agreement
deadlines to withdraw from Gaza
by April 1094,

Palestinian Hamas organization
launches suicide terrorist attacks
on 6 and 13 April (killing 15
Israelis).

Israeli people demand
government to stick to Oslo
Agreement.

Israel withdraws from Gaza on
May 4, 1994
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Democracies allow
freedom of association and
assembly and, in some
democracies, more groups
compete for attention and
support from the same
constituency

Terrorist violence can
be used to show
commitment and
distinguish one’s

group from others.

Terrorist violence, as a
form of «outbidding»
other groups with similar
goals / constituencies,
is more likely in
democracies with more
(civil society/interest)
groups.
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State policies in Partial
and full democracies

vary.

Aggrieved groups use
terrorist violence against
partial democracies.

Discriminatory
policies in partial
democracies can

trigger grievances.





image114.png
State policies of military
intervention abroad
among (partial and full)
democracies.

ﬂ\
-

Aggrieved groups use
terrorist violence against
intervening democracies

and their forces in the
intervened-upon country.

Military intervention
triggers grievances
by groups in the
intervened-upon
country.
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Take-home messages

Terrorist violence is (i) intentional (ii) threatened or actual
violence, (iii) by sub-state actors against state, (iv) to attain
political goal, (v) through spreading message beyond immediate
victim and (vi having far-reaching psychological repercussions.

Terrorism has deep historical roots and changes with ideological
battles (anarchy vs. monarchy, anti-colonial vs. colonial powers,
communist vs. capitalist, religious vs. securlar).

Democracies are likely targets of terrorism due to civil liberties,
publicity, likely concessions and freedom of association. Yet, these
explanations are over-simplistic and neglect motives. Motives, i.e.
grievances, due to state policies by partial democracies and
interventionist democracies matter, too!
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States are the dominant (only) actors in world politics

States are unitary decision-makers

States are interested in maximizing their security

All goods that states produce can be transformed into security
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‘Women in UN Peacekeeping, 2006-present
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Publicized peacekeeping failures
UNOSOM 11/ UNITAF in Somalia (1992-95)
UNRPOFOR in Bosnia (1992-95)

UNAMIR in Rwanda (1993-96)

Many quiet peacekeeping successes
ONUSAL in El Salvador (1992-95)
UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone (1999-2005)
UNOCI in Céte d'lvoire (2004-17)

UNMIL in Liberia (2003-17)
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Take-home messages

Collective security institutions (such as UN, AU, EU) are
broad-based organizations that shall enable cooperation and
maintain peace by offering conflict management tools.

Mediation enables agreement: Solve information problems,
manipulate costs of continued fighting, solve commitment problems,
and provide normative pull.

Sanctions help end civil war: Change balance of power, reduce
“prize” of military victory, and manipulate cost of continued
fighting.

Interventions help maintain peace after civil war: Solve credible
commitment problems, increase costs of continued conflict, and

increase incentives for peace through peacebuilding (more next
week).
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Collective security organizations (e.g., the UN) provide conflict
management tools, incl. mediation, sanctions and peace
interventions.

Comparative cross-national (large-N) studies show: Peacekeeping
intervention can help reduce civil war recurrence and violence
against civilians.

Since the end of the Cold War, peacekeeping operations have

become increasingly multidimensional and engage in an
increasingly wide variety of peacebuilding tasks.
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Interactions are dominated by relative gains and security dilemmas
States bargain all the time and coercion is always possible
Foreign policy strategies: Bandwagoning and balancing
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Anarchy: There is no high power (world police) able to enforce
international rules and bargaining solutions

International institutions exert little (no) effects independent of the
preferences of the (powerful) states
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States have a conflict of interests.

States bargain to avoid costs of war.

Bargaining fails due to ...
commitment problems, or

information problems, or
indivisibility of conflict objects.

States go to war.
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Classic interstate politics
Domestic politics
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Many actors are important in international politics.

Groups within states define states’ interests.

States often have common interests, which are the basis for
inter-state cooperation
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Cooperation is possible due to absolute gains and common interests
Interactions are only conflictual if states' interests diverge or states
fail to recognize or act on their common interests
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o In the international system, anarchy is mitigated by international
institutions, that set rules, provide information and enable collective
decision-making

© Democratic political institutions increase the potential for

cooperation
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patriotism in the public
greater popularity of nationalist state leaders

less criticism by political opposition groups (which do not want to
appear unpatriotic)

less attention to domestic problems

possibility to scape-goat domestic problems on “enemy” state
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The political benefits for state leaders have to be very large to
off-set the war costs.

War can have long-term costs for state leaders, too.
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Yes, military organizations can drive states into war because, like any
bureaucratic organization, ...

they seek to guarantee their survival by enlarging their budget and
influence in politics (i.e. turf). Thus, they may lobby governments
to go to war to do just that.

they have more relevant resources and information than politicians
and public. Thus, they can easily influence decisions in favour of
war (i.e. their interests).

Hypothesis (aka expectation): The larger the military bureaucracy, the
greater the likelihood of interstate war.
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No, military organizations do not drive states into war because ...

they bear the brunt of the human costs of war.

their information advantage makes them more cautious about the
prospects of winning the war.

Hypothesis (aka expectation): A larger the military bureaucracy does
not increase the likelihood of interstate war.
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Interests

States are the dominant (only) actors in international politics.
States seek to maximize their security.

Interactions
Interactions are dominated by relative gains and security dilemmas.
Coercion is always possible and often likely.

Institutions

The international system is anarchic, so that cooperation is seldom
possible.
International institutions reflect interests of powerful states.




image29.png
Interests
Domestic politics and actors determine state interests.
All states seek to maximize their welfare (or other interests), which is
the basis for inter-state cooperation.

Interactions
Cooperation is likely because absolute (welfare) gains are possible
and substantive preferences (i.e., interests) of states can converge.
Interactions are only conflictual if states’ interests diverge or states
fail to recognize or act on their common interests.

Institutions
International institutions enable cooperation between states,
although the international system remains anarchic (i.e.
world government/police with higher authority than states).
Democratic institutions increase the potential for cooperation.

, no
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@ Interests
* Many types of actors are important in world politics. Wendt
emphasizes states, but others (e.g. Keck & Sikkink) emphasize many
different actors (e.g. social movements, NGOs).
© States (and other actors) act according to norms of appropriate
behaviour.
@ Interactions
* Interactions socialize states and other actors to hold particular
interests.
* Nature of initial interactions influences future cooperative or hostile
interactions in future.
© Institutions
* States socially construct institutions, which are relatively stable sets
or ‘structure’ of identities and interests.
© Institutions shape what is considered appropriate behaviour and
reinforce states’ interest and identities.
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Constructivism
States’ identity, their interests and their inter-state interactions are
mutually constitutive and interdependent.
The possibility of learning (self-reflection) and identity shifts within
states and in inter-state interactions means that anarchy does not
inevitably lead to competitive power politics and conflict.
Institutions are socially constructed, relatively stable sets of identities
and interests.

Liberalism
Sub-state actor shape states’ interests.
Cooperation is likely due to absolute gains.
Anarchy is tamed by international institutions.

Neo-Realism
States are solely interested in their security and survival.
Conflict is likely due to relative gains, anarchy, and security dilemma.
Institutions reflect powerful states’ interests.
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Interests

States Civilisations are the dominant (only) actors in international
politics
States Civilisations seek to maximize their security

Interactions
Interactions are dominated by relative gains and security dilemmas
Coercion is always possible

Institutions

Anarchy
International institutions reflect interests of powerful states
civilisations
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Constructivism: Bellicose national ideology (and cultural differences
between civilizations)

Liberalism: Private interests of state leaders, military bureaucracy,
and interest groups (in some cases), no democratic institutions (and
no economic interdependence /international organizations)
Neo-Realism: Anarchy and bargaining problems, including

commitment problems, incomplete information problems, and
indivisible issue problems.
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Operationalisation:
Conceptualisation: Griterion 1: > 1000 battle deaths
Civil war Criterion 2: > military force
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5: Share of bactle deaths in 2018 and 2019
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Very simplified forecasting model of civil war onset:

CivilWar, = flo,c + Pu¢ * InfantMortality + .. * RegimeType... (1)

(i) Estimate model on training dataset (e.g. 1995-2003),
(ii) Test model fit on test dataset (e.g. 2004-2020),
(iii) Predict civil war onset based on prediction dataset (e.g. 2021)
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Which factors mentioned in the film on the civil war in DR Congo fit
with the opportunity-based explanation of civil war?

Do Not Fit | Fit Well

The DR Congo has many natural resources, such as gold,

copper, coltan, cobalt and timber X
The Rwandan government backs the Congolese rebel Lau-

rent Kabila, including through weapon sales *
The former dictator of DR Congo repressed any opposition

in “his” country, that he renamed Zaire x

The country is massive in size, has large forested areas and
little infrastructure X
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F(Civil war in 5-year period) < Opportunity-focussed variables

F(Civil war in 5-year period) < ;*Commodity Exports +
Bo*Diaspora size +
—B3*GDP per capita +
Bic*[all other variables] + ¢
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Table 3 Opportunity model

L —
porcor

Py oty
e

Ml condey choclig

ErTa—

Lo porion

- Finance available from primary commodities
e (=natural resources) in a country.

) More outside income opportunities
oo due to high schooling

a Greater GDP, more income opportunities
[ and less incentives to join rebel group
ey
ponis Longer peace in the country, less confiict-

e specific capital available:

Mountains and dispersed (and large)
population are harder to control

il

Finance for rebellion

Low costs for rebellion

State weakness




image44.png




image45.png
Quiz in preparation of exam

Civil wars are more likely in countries with opportunities for organizing
rebellion. Which condition within a country does NOT create an
opportunity for rebellion?
The country has abundant secondary diamonds that are easily
mined and soled.

The infrastructure of the country is in a very bad state. Most roads
are unpaved and seasonal weather changes prevent travelling in
some parts of the country.

The military of the country is under-financed and ill-equipped and is
notorious for its abusive behaviour towards the civilian population.

The country includes a rich ethnic group with a median income well
above the average income, but also two poor ethnic groups with a
median income well below the average.
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organizations exist but are

Fully-fledged autocracy partially restricted
L
x=-10

Fully-fledged democracy
10

+
Non-elected executive,

No or manipulated elections,

Small selectorate (1. lttes),

8an on civi society organizations, and
Government control over information
(ie. no freedom of expression)

Elected executive,

Regular, free and fair elections,

Inclusive citizenship (i.e. universal suffrage),
Freedom of association, and

Availabilty of alternative sources of
information (.e. freedom of expression)

(Dahl 1971, 1998)
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Grey zone of hybrid regimes,
XE(-6,5,...6), &.8. regular but
unfair elections, civil society
organizations exist but are.
partially restricted.
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Figure 4. Electoral Systems and Election Violence
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Figure 3. Election Type and Incidece of Violence
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Figure 6. Timing of Election Violence Inside and Outside Armed Conflict
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Figure 5. Timing of Election Violence
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Institutional configuration and change = civil war onset:
Low risk in full-fledged democracies: high pay-off of peaceful
mobilization, accommodative state behaviour, and fewer grievances.
High risk in hybrid regimes: opposition not fully suppressed, but
also not fully included.

High risk in democra g regimes: mass mobilization for
political change, but few institutional resources to meet heightened
expectations.

Elections in transitioning and semi-democratic regimes are
violence-prone, particularly if they are held early and are
associated with high stakes.

Electoral violence accompanies elections when process is marred by
irregularities, institutions are weak, and politics increase stakes.
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Exam quiz question
In their article “Toward a Democratic Civil Peace”, Hegre, Ellingsen, Gates &
Gleditsch (2001) show that regime transitions lead to a higher likelihood of civil
war onset. Which of the causal mechanisms below does not help explain this
finding?
Regime transition increases the likelihood of civil war onset because it
triggers expectations regarding political change and socio-economic
improvements which the new institutions may not be able to meet.

Regime transition increases the likelihood of civil war because the
weakening of the old regime institutions and elites increase the risk of
foreign intervention in support of rebel groups.

Regime transition increases the likelihood of civil war onset because the
transition to a more open polity incentivizes greater political participation,
including anti-government mobilization.

Regime transition increases the likelihood of civil war onset because weak
institutions cannot constrain predatory elites from inciting inter-group

violence.
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State involved as perpetrator:

Yes No
Type of  Two-sided Civil war- Communal clashes
violence: related violence
One-sided Repressive Communal pogroms
violence
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Communal conflict over agricultural
resources in rural areas

l_l_\

Baseline conditions: Communal conflict more generally
Scarcity of resources
(exacerbated by migration)

No arbitration authority
(due to weak customary and
formal land rights systems)

Weak and biased state
governments

Patronage
(scarce resources used for Elite manipulation
political gain)
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Communal conflict over agricultural
resources in rural areas

——

Baseline conditions: Communal conflict more generally
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Divided society

Communal violence

Civilians participate in
violence, both actively
as perpetrators and
tacitly by providing
support and information
to violent groups

Civilians participate in
peacebuilding, both
actively by preventing
others from fomenting /
engaging in violence and
tacitly by not supporting
violence.
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Table 2.1 The social processes of non-escalation

Social Process

Mechanisms

Reducing tacit support for
violence and armed groups

Depolarization of Social Identitics

Meaning-Making and alternative
conflict narrative formation

We-Thinking and Cros
Social Identity Formation

avage

Reducing active support for
violence and armed groups
and preventing militarization
of youth

Consolidation of Ci:

an Social
Control

Persuasion of Community
Members

Rule Making and Institution
Building

Reducing violence committed
by armed groups directly

Engaging Armed Groups for
Prevention

Repression of Violence Instigators

Negotiation with Armed Groups

Refusal of Collaboration in Artacks

Strategic Information Gathering/
Dissemination
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Individual-level:
and moral obligations

Belief in self-protection
through non-violence

Empathy and altruism

Independence of social
disapproval

Family background with
strong moral values

Involvement in community
activity

Specific ideas

Community-level: Existing in-
stitutions and capacity

Pre-existing institutions for
dispute resolutions (e.g.
customary leaders and
institutions) (Arjona, 2017).

Bridging social capital,

intergroup contact and social
cohesion (Kaplan 2017).

Civic associations spanning
different social (ethnic)
groups (Varshney, 2002).
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