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Negotiated settlements, formal treaties to unilateral cease-fires, are often 

accepted to be the preferable method to end war.  When negotiated agreements 

are used in the normal business of international politics they can be potentially 

helpful devices; however, when they are relied upon for a nation’s security or war 

prevention and conclusion they can prove disastrous. It is the presence of force 

variables, and not the formality of an agreement which effectively concludes a 

war. I recategorize success of an agreement to not only mean failure of a return 

to war, but also whether the tenets of an agreement are actually followed. I utilize 

a modified version of Fortna’s conflict dataset and run three separate logit 

analyses to test the effectiveness of settlements in a medium n quantitative 

analysis. If politicians and policy makers realize that it is not treaties that 

establish peace but the costs of war and military might then perhaps the world 

will be a more peaceful place.   
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CHAPTER 1 
 

NO GREATER ERROR: AN INTRODUCTION 
 

  In the final days of the Vietnam War it became obvious that the United States 

was not willing to pursue the war to a victorious conclusion. The new catch phrase 

became “peace with honor,” and the new strategy was to negotiate a cease-fire. 

Eventually a cease-fire was reached which secured for South Vietnam the right of self-

determination and possible reunification on peaceful terms. On April 30, 1975, a mere 2 

years after the last American helicopter left the ground, almost every tenet of the Paris 

Peace Accords was broken, including the most important stipulation, the Right to self-

determination for South Vietnam (Rai 1974, Library of Congress 2010, Paris Peace 

Accords 1973). It is doubtful that Nixon, or anyone in the administration, believed that 

the terms would be abided by, but the end of the Vietnam War provides a clear example 

of a treaty that failed catastrophically and in nearly every respect.  

The preceding case of Vietnam is extremely abridged. It is not meant to fully 

explain the reasons behind the acceptance of a cease-fire by the participating parties, 

nor is it meant to provide substantial basis for hypothesis. It does raise questions 

concerning the effectiveness of cease-fires. It is also conspicuous in that it is exempted 

immediately from the most prominent study on the success of cease-fires due to South 

Vietnam’s absorption into the North (Fortna 2003, 350).  

The Korean War and its subsequent cease-fire is an example of a cease-fire that 

has not so obviously failed. It will therefore aid to more fully develop the questions 

regarding the effectiveness of cease-fires. Due to its prominence in perhaps the most 

seminal work in this field (Fortna 2003) as a prime example of a successful cease-fire it 
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will require a somewhat more thorough review, though still not a full case study, to get 

at the applicable questions. While none of the literature posits that the Korean example 

is particularly peaceful, the fact of the matter is that the two sides have not returned to 

war. This is the single definition that any of the literature currently uses to define 

success of a cease-fire. While it is an important and powerful observation to conclude 

that two nations have not returned to war following some form of cease-fire, it would 

seem to be clear that a mere return to war cannot be the sole interpreter of the success 

of a particular cease-fire, or even whether or not there is peace.  

 In the Korean case alone there are many reasons to conclude that the cease-fire 

is anything but successful. Apart from the failure to return to an all out war, there is very 

little to consider redeeming about the situation since the signing of the Panmunjom 

cease-fire. Between 1967 and 2001 alone, there have been hundreds of serious 

incidents in and out of the demilitarized zone. These incidents include assassination 

attempts, large-scale commando raids, barracks bombings, and seizures of ships just to 

name a few. (Bolger 1991, Fischer 2007, Global Security 2001) Since the cease-fire, 

hundreds of United States military have died (VFW 1996, Korean War Educator 2002), 

most in what has been determined hostile action, and hundreds more have died or been 

captured from the North and South Koreans (Global Security 2001).  

 Perhaps more importantly to the question of effectiveness, the terms of the 

cease-fire itself have been repeatedly violated. Article I of the agreement establishes 

the demilitarized zone (DMZ). No military or civilian persons are allowed into the DMZ 

unless by specific permission from the Military Armistice Commission, and no hostile 

acts are permitted in or against the DMZ. Both of these tenets have been repeatedly 
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violated. Article II directs that all obstacles including wire entanglements and minefields 

are to be removed from the DMZ by both sides. This has failed to happen. Article II also 

limits the types and amounts of military hardware that can be brought into Korea to 

those necessary to replace old, damaged, or worn-out. The type of hardware should be 

on a piece-for-piece basis and be, “of the same effectiveness and same type” (The 

Korean War Armistice Agreement 1953). Just on the basis of time, this provision is 

impossible to maintain as military hardware has increased in effectiveness dramatically 

since 1953. Some of the violations are of a relatively minor nature and some are severe, 

but the salient point is that many provisions, of what has been classified as a 

significantly effective cease-fire, have been repeatedly broken. 

It must logically follow that a cease-fire whose every stipulation is broken could 

not be the causal agent in any lasting peace. There can exist a boggling array of 

reasons totally separate from any extant cease-fire that could affect peace. If all, or 

many, barriers to war that an agreement establishes are violated and yet the two 

nations do not return to war it must follow that there is some other mechanism at work. 

The international community is replete with treaties involving extradition, 

international criminal courts, postal matters, taxation, employment, trade, as well as an 

impressive array of other topics (State Department 2007). These international relation 

devices may be, on the whole, effective. However, I contend that in the case of 

interstate war, a mechanism other than treaty, negotiated settlement, or cease-fire 

determines the return to or absence of war.  

The two brief synopses above argue, at least to some degree, caution in 

believing that negotiated agreements can conclude war in a way that is both lasting and 
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settles the issues that drove the conflict in the first place, and yet state leaders, 

politicians, ambassadors, and all manner of state representatives continue to use them. 

The Vietnam case is a cease-fire that, by almost any measurement, failed; the Korean 

case, though tenuous, provides possible support for a successful agreement. There are 

other cases, some of which are further examined below, with differing degrees of 

efficacy including the Iraq wars and World Wars I and II. Due to the prevalence of all 

types of negotiated agreements in the international system, it seems evident that state 

leaders believe they are effective regardless, or perhaps because, of examples like 

those cited above. This necessitates a response to the question: Do negotiated 

agreements effectively conclude war? 

The question of whether a negotiated agreement can effectively conclude a war 

may seem self- evident. There is a difference, however, between a nation that is totally 

defeated, occupied by the victor, and thereby forced to sign a treaty ending a war and a 

nation that is losing a war and therefore uses an agreement of some type to end 

hostilities and buy time. There is minimal literature on negotiated agreement failure, and 

much of what does exist finds them to be ineffective (Licklider 1995, Maoz 1984, 

Luttwak 1999). Yet there is literature proposing them as an effective tool (Fortna 2003, 

Werner and Yuen 2005, Holsti 1966). With literature on both sides, what might be the 

cause of the divergent results?  

The answer to this question is two-fold. First, there are obvious examples of 

negotiated agreement failures. Vietnam is one. Additionally, the first Gulf War ended in 

one of the most one sided military victories in history and yet the cease-fire was 

constantly broken resulting in an eventual second war. There are also examples of 
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possible negotiated agreement successes, including the Korean case, as discussed 

above.  Additionally, the treaties at the end of World War II have proven to be especially 

resilient.   

Figure 1.1:  Frequency of Success vs. Failure of Cease-fires by type 

War Resumption 

 Did Not Resume Resumed Total 

Upheld 16 0 16 

Violated 11 21 32 C
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Total 27 21 48 

 

Secondly, the democratic peace literature provides additional insight. Though it 

may be questionable that a negotiated agreement would effectively conclude a war 

between the countries in any dyad regardless of regime type there is research, which 

indicates that an agreement may be especially prone to failure in the instance of conflict 

or war between democratic and non-democratic states. This literature points out that 

democracies are subject to the public who are intrinsically cost averse. This drives 

democracies to seek the quickest way to end a war, which presents itself in the 

democracies’ willingness to make concessions (Filson and Werner 2004). This is one 

example of many that explains a differentiation between the success and failure of a 

given negotiated agreement. 

 The implications are tremendous. If consensual agreements only create a pause 

in warfare to be resumed at a later date with a more dangerous opponent or they 

facilitate a nation’s opponent becoming victorious in peace where they suffered defeat 

in war, leading to a type of hostile peace, then such agreements should either not be 
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made, or should at least be understood for what they are, a simple respite from battle. 

This stands in stark contrast to any perceived virtues of cease-fires held by policy 

makers around the world. Thucydides said long ago, “To remain at peace when you 

should be going to war may be often very dangerous”1. When it comes to ending a 

conflict with a treaty Thucydides’ quote may alternatively interpreted as to return to 

peace when you should decisively end a war may be often very dangerous.  

 The results of this study are by no means conclusive. My primary purpose is to 

point to possible new directions that further research should explore and possibly re-

characterize “successful” negotiated agreements. Though limited in scope, the results of 

this analysis generally support the theory that cease-fires and other forms of negotiated 

agreements are not effective. There remains work to be done on this topic. It is difficult 

to find data regarding specifics of some of the major variables, and the complexity of 

decisions to go to war and end war is staggering.  

 The remainder of this thesis progresses as follows. In the next chapter, I present 

some of the literature as it pertains to the subject, with a primary focus on Fortna’s work 

(Fortna 2003) as it is the most complete extant example of literature regarding 

negotiated agreements. I also utilize portions of the democratic peace literature to aid in 

elucidating alternative motivations a nation might have when entering into the 

bargaining process. Kecskemeti’s (Kecskemeti 1958) work is also referred to heavily 

regarding the politics of negotiated agreements. In chapter 3, I develop a theory that 

draws from some possible motivations of the state that is succeeding and a state that is 

not succeeding in a conflict. My theory includes novel perspectives to the definition of 

                                                
1 Thucydides. 1881. Thucydides. Oxford:  At the Clarendon Press, 1881. 
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effectiveness as it pertains to war-ending bargaining. The fourth chapter details my 

research design, which relies heavily on Fortna’s prior research. chapter 5 presents the 

empirical analysis, and chapter 6 my conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2 

PREVIOUS LITERATURE 

 There is much literature that speaks of the benefits of diplomacy in order to end 

war. So much so that negotiation and mutually agreed upon cease-fires are widely 

hailed as a more preferred method of war termination than victory; there is even a whole 

subset of literature grown up around bargaining (Filson and Werner 2002, Bueno de 

Mesquita 1988, Wagner 2000, Reiter 2003). In most cases negotiated agreements are 

mentioned in passing or conclusion, as a hoped after alternative to outright fighting. 

Cease-fires, the likes of which often appear in the literature, are theoretical constructs, 

meaning that they are assumed to be successful. This is primarily evident in the 

bargaining literature where, if war is merely an extension of bargaining, it would be 

logical for a bargained conclusion to be preferable early in a contest rather than later. 

This is logical if war is merely an extension of bargaining.  While I don’t disagree that 

war is an extension of bargaining, I would contend that it takes on different attributes 

due to its nature. It is assumed that cease-fires are effective because any two rational 

actors should prefer a cease-fire to continued war. This is a logical argument, but war 

exists and continues. It is neither impossible nor implausible that a rational actor could 

find reasons to continue fighting. For example, the issues may be indivisible, and 

therefore not apt to be resolved via bargain. It is entirely plausible that a rational actor 

would find reasons other than peace to sign a form of cease-fire. Some of the literature 

even discusses the motivation and incentives to renege on any such agreement.  

Even with these issues, most of the literature that deals even peripherally with 

bargained agreements, and that is the manner in which most of the literature touches 
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the subject, assumes that they are effectual. Often, they do so without any testing and 

without referring to any analysis pointing to the overall efficacy of negotiated 

agreements (Kecskemeti 1958, Holsti 1966). Due to the modest number of works that 

address the success of consensual agreements, I began with literature from areas, such 

as bargaining, international conflict, rivalry, and the democratic peace, to provide some 

background and framework to the question of whether or not negotiated agreements are 

effective. I also include discussion of the works, including Fortna and Werner and Yuen, 

which do directly confront the question. Overall, the conclusion they draw is that 

negotiated agreements are effective, but I believe this stems from a fundamental 

mischaracterization of the term “success.” As I point out, many of the authors even 

make some rather sweeping statements that run counter to their findings. 

The theory that negotiated agreements are successful is so prevalent that it even 

found its way into Kecskemeti’s book, Strategic Surrender: The Politics of Victory and 

Defeat (Kecskemeti 1958), advising the United States Air Force. General Douglas 

Macarthur said, in his farewell address to Congress, “In war there is no substitute for 

victory.”  Kecskemeti went so far as to say that this maxim is “totally erroneous,”  

(Kecskemeti 1958). This viewpoint is pronounced through much of the foreign policy 

and conflict resolution literature including literature dealing with the democratic peace as 

well as bargaining. Holsti even specifically points out that if the international system can 

move further toward a position of increasing the level of cease-fires, imposing cease-fire 

and armistice agreements, then the world will be a better place:  

But if they [international organizations] can impose their presence in less 
awesome quarrels, isolate the areas of confrontation, and impose ceasefire and 
armistice agreements, they will have made an important contribution to the 
maintenance of international peace and security (Holsti 1966).  
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Even in this assertion a hint of the force necessary to secure these treaties, 

cease-fires, and armistices can be detected if it is not overlooked. Diehl, Reifschneider, 

and Hensel (2001), in their article concerning the effectiveness of the United Nations, 

also finds that compromised outcomes are the only form of outcome that reduce the 

likelihood of a recurring conflict. The effect of what they define as a decisive outcome is 

smaller and not statistically significant. These authors are by no means alone, but 

similarly they do not hold the only viewpoint.  

 The literature regarding the democratic peace raises the prospect of an enemy, 

in this case specifically a non-democracy, utilizing war to receive a bargained 

agreement. Democracies are more answerable to their constituencies, and as such they 

are more sensitive to the costs of war than autocracies. They are therefore more likely 

to accept cease-fire rather than continue a war (Werner 1998). Mousseau adds that 

democracies are accustomed to handling conflict internally through compromise 

(Mousseau 1998). He posits that this tendency extends to dealing with disputes 

internationally. Filson and Werner point out democracies are more likely to return to an 

antebellum status quo than non-democracies (2004). They also find that democracies 

receive fewer rewards and make more concessions than their non-democratic 

counterparts. This leads non-democracies to target democracies anticipating greater 

returns at all stages of bargaining. These authors argue that negotiations can provide a 

means to exploit, delay, or otherwise disadvantage the other party in a cease-fire.  

 It is rational, in light of these studies and of Clausewitz’s interpretation of war as 

an extension of politics, that these attitudes would not be confined to democratic versus 

non-democratic dyads but would hold true more or less, regardless of regime type. If it 
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is possible to wage a war without risking, or with little risk, of ending in total annihilation 

then war is a more tempting option. The conclusion of a war via negotiated agreement 

is likely to bestow some, if not all, of the desired commodity while the risk of losing 

means return to the status quo at best and a temporary setback at worst. Werner adds 

that wars and their conclusions are driven by the belligerent’s original aims. These aims 

can be either absolute or specific in scope (Werner 1998). The fact that belligerents are 

willing to go to war over less than total aims illustrates the simple fact that war is more 

prevalent due to consensual agreements, without which war for less than total gains 

would not be fought. 

 We have known at least since Clausewitz’s time that wars are in fact rarely what 

he entitles “absolute” war but are instead “real” wars. According to Clausewitz, wars can 

be fought as signals of a country’s resolve, military force, and other possibly private 

information (Clausewitz [1832] 1943). They are literally continued negotiations, and 

negotiations can be concluded once an agreement is made. Modern political scientists 

have agreed with Clausewitz. Carroll echoes this statement stating flatly that nearly all 

wars are ended in a negotiated peace (Carroll 1969). Carroll does not, however, 

differentiate between the types of negotiated peace. She does acknowledge that 

differences exist but does not include them in her design. This is an omission that did 

not damage her research as it did not focus on the results of war termination, but 

instead focused more on the outcomes themselves. To answer the question of whether 

a particular end is effective, however, the difference among negotiated agreements 

must be expounded upon. There is an enormous difference between a treaty signed 
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once the loser’s territory is completely controlled by the victor and a cease-fire signed 

after months of resistance with little success.  

 There are several ways to reach what Kecskemeti defines as the classic 

objective of total victory, the annihilation of the enemy’s military power (Kecskemeti 

1958). The two major categories of strategies to achieve this objective are military rout 

and surrender. Kecskemeti points out that total victory is achieved when an enemy’s 

forces are totally defeated or destroyed in a pitched battle. In such situations victory is 

attained separate from any bargained or negotiated agreement and without the 

necessity of a formal treaty. What Kecskemeti misses is that even after military victories 

there are often treaties signed. This is a primary difficulty in creating a testable model 

since it is difficult to differentiate between the two types of conclusion, which in-turn, 

makes it difficult to determine when a war is ended in military defeat and when a war is 

ended by treaty without significant research into sometimes non-existent resources.  

 The second strategy for achieving the objective of total victory is surrender; it is 

this category that is more important regarding the effectiveness of negotiated 

agreements. This is due to the nature of bargained conclusions to war. If a war is ended 

by a true consensual agreement then there has, by definition, been no military victory. 

One side therefore must have surrendered.   It must be noted that most often, in the 

interests of diplomacy, such surrender most probably would not be called surrender in 

any written agreement. Surrender can take many forms. Kecskemeti, in his opening 

paragraph, defines surrender as an agreement that ends active hostilities and vests 

control over the remaining military forces in the winner. The loser is thus reduced to 

defenselessness (Kecskemeti 1958, 5). Surrender, in this case, merely avoids the final 
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round of fighting in which the loser would certainly lose and the winner would certainly 

pay a price in manpower and materiel. In this situation surrender can be seen as a 

rational decision, at least when only considering first order effects. Both the winner and 

loser avoid paying the costs of a battle whose outcome is inevitable. Surrender under 

these circumstances would likely be as durable an agreement as a complete destruction 

of an enemy’s military forces.  

 There are types of surrender other than that defined above however. Kecskemeti 

defines these as tactical and political surrender. He defines tactical surrender as 

relinquishing control over less than the total existing military forces (Kecskemeti 1958).  

Kecskemeti envisions small units, who are cut off from their supporting units, 

surrendering, but the definition can also be used in the next category of surrender, 

political surrender. Political surrender is the more important form of surrender as it is 

well differentiated from military victory. The outcome of strategic surrender as outlined 

above is nearly identical to a decisive military rout. Control over the enemy’s military is 

the same whether it is accomplished by surrender or defeat, but political surrender does 

not deliver this outcome. Like tactical surrender, political surrender does not relinquish 

control to the victor. Political surrender is a strategy to conserve strength until such a 

time as the balance of power can return to the loser. Political surrender is marked by 

political concerns overruling military ones (Kecskemeti 1958). Separating the types of 

war conclusion along every facet is a difficult prospect that no author has yet to attempt, 

at least not in a quantitative study.  
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Figure 2.1:  Types of War and Outcomes (Kecskemeti 1958) 

 

 Smith and Stam also point out the scarcity of “absolute” wars (Smith and Stam 

2004). Their assertion is that wars that are fought to the complete disarmament of one 

side by the other are extremely rare. It is not difficult to assume then, as Reiter finds, 

that most wars are ended with some form of negotiated agreement (Reiter 2003). 

Pillar’s data supports this conclusion. He finds that about two-thirds of all interstate wars 

are ended by agreement (Pillar 1983). 

 An apparently not-so-obvious difficulty arises from these war concluding bargains 

and negotiated agreements. Though he argues in favor of such agreements, Fearon 

explicitly outlines the problems that such an agreement intrinsically possesses (Fearon 

2001). The inherent problem with any agreement between nations is that both parties 

have incentives to renege on the terms. Due to the structure of the international 

community and the lack of an overarching power to enforce such an agreement neither 

signatory to any such agreement could be trusted to adhere to the terms. Werner, like 

Kecskemeti, finds that though both sides may prefer a particular agreement to 

continued fighting one or both belligerents may anticipate gains by failing to observe its 

terms or implement its conditions (Werner 2000; Kecskemeti 1958). 

 Since total or absolute war is extremely rare, the prevalent alternative is 

necessarily via agreement of some type. This may seem preferable to total war, but in 

reality the low occurrence of total war and the abundance of mutual agreements ending 

Total War Non-Total War 

Victory/Strategic Surrender Political Surrender/Cease-fire 
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war increase the likelihood of war. If a war can be ended quickly by negotiation with little 

loss then the fear of losing greatly decreases. If war is not costly, or at least not overly 

costly, then it becomes another bargaining tool. As we have learned from the 

democratic peace literature, such negotiations can be used by a weaker nation to force 

conciliations from a stronger nation. A weak nation may not be willing to fight a total war 

with a significantly more powerful state, but such a state is often willing to fight in order 

to improve their bargaining position. In a system where bargaining is prevalent, if a 

weak state can impose more costs and extend a war longer than the powerful state is 

willing to incur or believed it would have to endure, then that state would gain an 

advantage in bargaining. However, in a system without bargaining, a stronger nation 

would never settle for less than total victory and a weak state would be faced with 

occupation and disarmament, then the weak state would not risk a war (Clausewitz 

[1832] 1943, Wagner 2000, 477). Therefore, the possibility of ending a conflict with a 

bargained agreement actually increases the likelihood of war rather than reducing it.  

 Since treaties, agreements, and cease-fires cannot be trusted because each 

party has incentive to defect and war can be seen as an iteration of bargaining it is not 

surprising to find that repetitive challenges are prevalent in the international community. 

It is even possible that an agreement is not actually seen by both sides as an actual end 

to fighting but is instead a temporary respite in order to better prepare for the next round 

of fighting (Kecskemeti, 1958; Maoz, 1984; Werner 2000). Recurrent military conflicts 

are a significant portion of all such international conflicts. Though not a majority, 

recurrent wars comprise over 25% of all wars since 1816 and when looking at all 

militarized conflicts recurrent conflicts reach a staggering 72% (Grieco 2001). 
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 There are very few empirical studies to test the effectiveness of treaties, cease-

fires, and cease-fires and their effect on war conclusion. One exception is Fortna who 

asks whether such cease-fires are just “scraps of paper” (Fortna 2003). Fortna includes 

all types of negotiated agreement in her dataset, from fully formalized treaties to simple, 

one sided cease-fires, and finds that certain types of agreements do hold some promise 

for peace. Her research also finds that agreements that establish demilitarized zones, 

third party guarantees, peacekeeping forces, joint commissions for dispute resolution, 

and that are specific do aid in keeping the peace (Fortna 2003, 363). While 

commissions for dispute resolution and specificity can possibly have some effect 

separate from military force the other mechanisms that Fortna argues constitutes a 

“strong” resolution are explicitly backed by force. Demilitarized zones, third party 

guarantees, and peacekeeping forces carry with them explicit use of force which would 

be hard to argue has much to do with a specific treaty. Such devices set up without a 

formal agreement would no doubt have the same effect. This provides support for my 

contention that it is a mechanism other than the cease-fire or treaty that resists a return 

to war. 

 Regardless of whether these devices had an effect absent a formal agreement, 

there are complications involved with determining what that effect might be. Fortna finds 

that third party guarantees are beneficial to stabilizing an agreement, but Werner finds 

that third party guarantees increase the instability and the likelihood of a return to war 

rather than aid in an agreement’s stability (Werner 2000). Diehl, Reifschneider, and 

Hensel find that peacekeeping forces, at least as far as the U.N.’s peacekeepers are 

concerned, are ineffective and perhaps even detrimental (Diehl, Reifschneider, and 
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Hensel 2001). Both of these mechanisms, third party guarantees and peacekeepers, 

have force inherent to them. As such, it seems logical to assume that they would have 

an effect, either positive or negative, regardless of the presence of a document 

establishing them, agreed upon or not. 

Also questionable is whether dispute resolution and specificity have stabilizing 

effects separate from force. An example that Fortna uses for a successful council for 

dispute resolution is Korea, which is combined with a substantial military presence, and 

if not an explicit then at least an implicit understanding that violation from either side will 

result in extreme retaliation. In the case of Korea, any continued war would incur costs 

that vastly exceed any presumed gain. If North Korea attacked South Korea the 

retaliation would be great. If the U.S. attacked north or made moves to do such then 

North Korea would annihilate Seoul. While this would not ultimately defeat the U.S., it 

would impose extreme costs. Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom find that even in cases 

where there seem to be no enforcement because of the lack of explicit guarantees, as 

Fortna describes, there is enforcement present(Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom 2001). 

Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom use the situation between the United States and the 

Soviet Union as an example. Throughout the cold war there were many agreements 

reached between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. These agreements did not include specific 

consequences, but there was an implicit understanding that the consequences of 
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Table 2.1:  Treaty Dyads, 1946-1997 
 

 

Note: See Research Design for construction of data sample.

                                                
2 Wars marked with a number 1 and 2 are split according to Fortna’s rules: “Wars which 
start and stop more than once are split into separate cases for each cease-fire...Where 
research turned up cease-fires that went into effect but subsequently failed within single 
COW wars these cases were also split so that each cease-fire is considered a separate 
war” (Fortna 2002). 

War Between Terms War 
Palestine 1 Israel / Iraq Violated Resumed 
Palestine 1 Israel / Egypt Violated Resumed 
Palestine 1 Israel / Syria Violated Resumed 
Palestine 1 Israel / Lebanon Violated Resumed 
Palestine 1 Israel / Jordan Violated Resumed 
Palestine 2 2 Israel / Iraq Violated Resumed 
Palestine 2 Israel / Egypt Violated Resumed 
Palestine 2 Israel / Syria Violated Resumed 
Palestine 2 Israel / Lebanon Violated Resumed 
Palestine 2 Israel / Jordan Violated Resumed 
Korean USA / China Upheld Did not resume 
Korean USA / N. Korea Violated Did not resume 
Korean S. Korea / China Upheld Did not resume 
Korean S. Korea / N. Korea Violated Did not resume 
Russo-Hungarian USSR / Hungary Upheld Did not resume 
Sinai UK / Egypt Upheld Did not resume 
Sinai France / Egypt Upheld Did not resume 
Sinai Israel / Egypt Violated Resumed 
Sino-Indian China / India Upheld Did not resume 
Vietnamese N. Vietnam / USA Violated Did not resume 
Vietnamese N. Vietnam / S. Vietnam Violated Did not resume 
Second Kashmir Pakistan / India Violated Resumed 
Six Day Israel / Egypt Violated Resumed 
Six Day Israel / Syria Violated Resumed 
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Table 2.1: Treaty Dyads, 1946-1997 

 

 

Note: See Research Design for construction of data sample. 

War Between Terms War 
Six Day Israel / Jordan Violated Resumed 
Israeli-Egyptian Israel / Egypt Violated Resumed 
Football El Salvador / Honduras Violated Did not resume 
Bangladesh India / Pakistan Upheld Did not resume 
Yom Kippur Israel / Egypt Upheld Did not resume 
Yom Kippur Israel / Syria Violated Resumed 
Yom Kippur Israel / Jordan Upheld Did not resume 
Turco-Cypriot 1 Turkey / Cyprus Violated Resumed 
Turco-Cypriot 2 Turkey / Cyprus Violated Did not resume 
Ethiopian-Somalian Cuba / Somalia Upheld Did not resume 
Ethiopian-Somalian Ethiopia / Somalia Violated Did not resume 
Ugandan-Tanzanian Tanzania / Uganda Upheld Did not resume 
Ugandan-Tanzanian Tanzania / Libya Upheld Did not resume 
Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam Violated Resumed 
Iran-Iraq Iran / Iraq Upheld Did not resume 
Falklands UK / Argentina Upheld Did not resume 
Lebanon Israel / Syria Violated Did not resume 
Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam Upheld Did not resume 
Gulf War USA / Iraq Violated Did not resume 
Gulf War Saudi Arabia / Iraq Violated Did not resume 
Gulf War Kuwait / Iraq Violated Did not resume 
Azeri-Armenian 1 Armenia / Azerbaijan Violated Resumed 
Azeri-Armenian 2 Armenia / Azerbaijan Upheld Did not resume 
First Kashir India / Pakistan Violated Resumed 
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breaching an agreement, if observed, could be literally world ending. It is difficult then to 

separate the treaty methods from the military consequences. Fortna does however 

claim that such mechanisms are effective, though less so, when the more forceful 

companion mechanisms are controlled for (Fortna 2003). Even Fortna, in an apparent 

contradiction to her research, admits that it is force that ultimately cements any 

agreement, “It is the prospect of return fire that deters attack” (Fortna 2003).   

 Werner and Yuen also empirically test negotiated agreements (Werner and Yuen 

2005). Their article is primarily a response to Fortna’s work. Many of Werner and Yuen’s 

findings are very much consistent with Fortna’s article. These include that third party 

enforcement and agreements that follow costly war are more durable. When there are 

significant changes in relative belligerent power, when a conflict ends in a draw, when a 

dyad is historically conflict ridden, or when a belligerent’s existence was threatened an 

agreement is more prone to failure. These differ in some relatively minor ways from 

Fortna, but they coincide quite effectively. What Werner and Yuen add to Fortna’s work 

is the theory that the more consistent an agreement is with the expected outcomes of a 

war the more durable the agreement will be. This means that if a state is consistently 

outperforming its foe on the battlefield that state will expect more from a bargained 

agreement. If the battlefield achievements are inconsistent or if there is a tie then an 

agreement will be unstable. The second contribution is that imposed cease-fires are 

less durable than those naturally arrived at between two belligerents; though Werner 

and Yuen do include the addendum that a third party’s guarantee can help to stabilize 

such an agreement.   
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 This result is somewhat at odds with Werner’s earlier work (Werner 2000). In her 

previous work the imposed cease-fires variable was not statistically significant and the 

presence of a third part guarantee actually increases the risk of a cease-fire failure. 

Werner did find strong evidence that imposed cease-fires which included occupation 

and deposing of the enemy’s government were much more durable. This differentiation 

between types of imposed cease-fires may account for the disparate results between 

the two tests as far as imposed cease-fire is concerned. There appears to be no reason 

for the dissimilarity in results concerning third party guarantees apart from technical 

differences between the two tests, such as the particular datasets used. Licklider’s 

analysis agrees with Werner’s original conclusion (Licklider 1995). He finds, in the 

context of civil wars, that imposed cease-fires in the form of military victory of one side 

over the other are far more stable and durable. As mentioned above, Diehl, 

Reifschneider, and Hensel also find that third party guarantees, specifically those by the 

U.N., are at best insignificant if not an increased risk factor (Diehl, Reifschneider, and 

Hensel 2001). 

 There are also problems with Werner and Yuen’s theory. The principal problem is 

they argue that when the results of a war are indisputable, such as in the case where 

over 90% of all engagements are won by one side over the other then the risk of 

another war is decreased (Werner and Yuen 2005). This is one of their primary findings. 

The converse of this is that if the war is not conclusive then any finalized agreement is 

subject to greater instability. What Werner and Yuen seem not to consider is even the 

act of accepting a bargained agreement can send an inconsistent signal. I will rely on an 

example to explain how a cease-fire may send such an inconsistent signal. The first 
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Gulf War was one of the most asymmetrical military conflicts in history. It is obvious that 

there was an a priori difference in the conceptions of how well each side could do 

against the other. Hussein had some reason to believe that he would be able to at least 

make a victory difficult for the U.S. He had the world’s fourth largest army and the top of 

the line technology from the former Soviet Union. Additionally, there were many in the 

U.S. who predicted massive casualties, up to 50,000 deaths, in a war against Iraq. By 

the end of the conflict any such misconceptions were completely resolved. The Iraqis 

had no delusions about the might of the U.S. military; however, in the final negotiations 

the U.S. acted very leniently, demanding little from Iraq in terms of concessions. These 

actions would apparently cause confusion for Hussein before the initiation of the second 

Gulf War. Hussein may very well have believed that he would be able to get a similar 

deal at the end of another invasion, if and when one came. Cases such as this one 

indicate that it is possible for negotiations themselves to be a sign of weakness, a signal 

that a superior power is not willing to “go all the way”.  

 In much of the literature on war and its conclusions, including nearly all of the 

works mentioned, it is assumed and often supported empirically that the most stable 

peace is provided by total victory. This is the conclusion of a total or “absolute” war. The 

most stable peace is when a participant completely defeats its enemy, occupies its land, 

and dictates the future relations between the two nations (Maoz 1984; Fortna 2003; 

Werner 2000). Such a war generally ends with the signing of some form of negotiated 

agreement, usually a treaty; however the victor generally dictates the treaty terms. The 

terms of such a treaty likely include unconditional surrender. Any war conclusion other 

than decisive victory is a bargaining process that includes multiple decisions by both 
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sides of a conflict. When one state is defeated by another it ceases to be an actor in the 

process (Bennett 1998).  Werner finds that under these concluding conditions the 

chances of a recurring conflict are reduced by two thirds at worst and up to four fifths 

(Werner 2000). As mentioned above, these types of treaties are not the type in dispute 

here, though they do provide some additional evidence for the efficacy of the force 

mechanism. The treaties signed after decisive victories and followed by control over the 

defeated nation do not qualify as treaties, per say. The mere existence of a treaty in 

these cases serves little purpose but to provide a tangible record of the defeat of the 

vanquished.  

 The world wars were both total wars with complete military victories of the type 

described here. This seems to indicate a problem with the theory that military defeat is a 

more stable form of war conclusion than via consensual agreement. It is however 

because of a misconception of the type of defeat that may have caused this dilemma. 

Though World War I ended in a crushing defeat of Germany, Wilson provided surrender 

based on his fourteen points. Wilson’s approach was one of moderation, which was 

asymmetrical with the type of outcome achieved by the Allies. This resulted in an 

attitude among much of the German leadership, both military and civilian, that Germany 

had surrendered not because they were defeated but because they were offered 

acceptable terms (Kecskemeti 1958). This means that though World War I was a classic 

example of a total war concluded by a decisive military victory, because of the course 

taken afterward it more resembled a negotiated agreement. The military victory then 

concluded the war decisively, but Wilson’s actions effectively reopened the negotiations 

thus returning the nations to a bargaining situation that the war had solved. This is by no 
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means the only reason why war resumed, but it is perhaps a primary one. Other 

reasons include lack of treaty enforcement, which provides further support for the theory 

that treaties, sans military force, are useless. 

 Luttwak makes the argument that cease-fires lock belligerents into a permanent 

state of hostility, and this effect is even more pronounced when cease-fires are imposed 

by third parties (Luttwak 1999). Peacekeeping forces are sometimes able to mitigate 

many of the worst symptoms of a conflict, but these operations may inhibit a final 

settlement of whatever issues drove the conflict. The resulting situation tends to freeze 

the situation hindering possible resolution and removing pressure to come to an 

agreement or the ability to fight to a conclusion (Diehl, Reifschneider, and Hensel 2001). 

Interfering with and preventing a war from coming to its natural conclusion allows forces 

to recuperate and overcome the war-weariness that so much of the literature points to 

as one of the main causes of a lasting peace. Without some form of treaty, cease-fire, 

or other negotiated agreement, whether they be bargained between belligerents or 

imposed by some external agency, war results in one of two outcomes: domination by 

one side over the other or both parties exhausting resources until they are unable to 

continue. In either case there is substantial evidence that the peace that follows would 

be a more lasting variety than in negotiated form of conclusion. Even in the case of third 

party peacekeepers, as is mentioned in Fortna and in Werner and Yuen, the peace may 

last while the peacekeepers are there, but the issues driving the strife are not resolved. 

In these cases, Luttwak argues, the belligerents are locked into a perpetual state of war, 

never able to resolve the conflict (Luttwak 1999). Behind the cover of a cease-fire, 

enforced by peacekeepers, belligerents are able to rebuild, regroup, and rearm all while 
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unchallenged. Without a resolution of the underlying issues which drove the conflict, 

such a situation could make any likely return to war, upon peacekeeper departure, more 

deadly and damaging than the result if allowed to reach a natural conclusion. Once 

again, regardless of agreement of either belligerent, peacekeepers are inherently a 

force-based tool.   

 Often researchers and, more importantly, policy makers take a myopic approach 

to conflict resolution. It is necessary to take into consideration the second and third 

order effects of any type of war conclusion. It would be an impossibility to analyze and 

predict all of these effects, but it is feasible to consider at least the minimum of alternate 

outcomes as they are affected by certain conclusions. Peacekeepers can stop the 

fighting in the short-term but may often exacerbate the problem at a later time. A cease-

fire can conclude a war only to doom the belligerents to a future war of greater 

magnitude or multiple recurrent wars. Such cases can breed contempt into a society, 

locking peoples into a perpetual cycle of conflict. Bremer’s list of war predictors does not 

deal with the severity, length, or size of a war resulting from the predictors (Bremer 

1992). Similarly, Licklider points out that his only concern is how to end civil violence 

and that this research does not attempt to determine justice or appropriateness of a 

given outcome. He adds that sometimes when the fighting stops it is followed by 

genocide or it resumes at a later date with renewed vigor and in each case the death toll 

is greater than if the war had simply continued to its ultimate conclusion (Licklider 1995).  

These two authors are some of the few that even acknowledge the concept that a 

certain outcome may have unforeseen consequences which might eclipse the natural 

conclusion.  
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If a certain type of war conclusion is more effective at maintaining the peace but 

the few wars that do occur are far longer, more devastating, and include many more 

participants then that form of conclusion may not be as preferred an outcome. It may be 

preferable to assume the greater risk of a small war than to chance a large war, even if 

the probability is more remote. Additionally, a conclusion that forces peace may result in 

a type of peace that is unjust. Allowing war to be decided by one side over another 

simply on the basis of military force may result in tyranny and genocide. 

Correspondingly, forcing two sides to agree to a cease-fire can be making a deal with 

the devil. It would not have been just to allow Hitler’s Germany to conquer all of Europe 

simply because of his military force. It would have been equally unjust to doom the 

people of Germany to oppression and death by making a deal with Hitler to save parts 

of Europe, if such an outcome were even possible. 

The overwhelming evidence throughout nearly all of the literature regarding the 

difference between agreements that result from bargaining and agreements that result 

from military victory underscores the need to investigate efficacy of negotiated 

agreements. There exists in the literature an apparent contradiction between authors’ 

continual calls for consensual agreements and the evidence that victorious conclusions 

are significantly more stable. Additionally, it is noteworthy that many of the tools that 

negotiated agreements implement are force-based, and would likely be effective 

regardless of acquiescence on the part of belligerents. The state of the literature still 

leaves it unclear as to which, if any components of an agreement might be considered 

effectual. Also, the sole indicator, which any cease-fire, treaty, or negotiated settlement 

literature depends to determine the efficacy of a negotiated agreement, is the return of 
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war. It seems manifestly logical that even in situations where military victory did 

conclude a war if the terms of the imposed treaty are not applied, then categorizing a 

particular agreement as a success is questionable. If in those cases where a treaties 

terms are not abided by, that war fails to return, it must logically follow that force, or 

some other instrument is precluding a return to war.  



 

 
 

CHAPTER 3  

THEORY: WHY DON’T NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS WORK? 

 The purpose of this thesis is to provide an alternate direction that the literature 

might further explore and to provide a theoretical basis for defining success as it applies 

to negotiated agreements.  

It is my contention that negotiated agreements are not an effective way to end 

war. The first task in elucidating this contention, as well as the fundamental question of 

efficacy, is to understand the terms. Throughout this thesis I have used the term, 

negotiated agreement, to mean any war ending mechanism other than total victory, 

meaning conclusions such as occupation, total destruction of the military force of one 

belligerent, or unconditional surrender. While the terms treaty, settlement, and cease-

fire do have different meanings, they are all types of bargained, or negotiated 

settlements. Even if a cease-fire is unilateral, it is still a consensual agreement if there is 

a stop in fighting. Even if a negotiated agreement is fully formalized into a treaty that 

addresses, or “settles”, the issues which allegedly caused the conflict, it is still a 

bargained settlement. Therefore, the formality of an agreement is irrelevant.  What is 

operational is the ability of one side to violate the agreement.  

In the case of all negotiated agreements, as defined above, one belligerent or the 

other retains the ability to violate the agreement to a very large degree. In the case of 

total destruction of one side’s military force, or total occupation of one belligerent’s 

territory, such violation is severely reduced or eliminated. I have not categorized total, 

unconditional surrender as a bargained agreement for a simple reason. As Kecskemeti 

points out, such a surrender merely avoids the last battle in a conflict where the 
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outcome would be occupation and/or total destruction of the opposing side’s military. 

Therefore the outcome between total surrender and occupation or rout, is likely the 

same.  

As has been demonstrated, it is often posited that bargaining is superior to a 

conclusion via warfare. There are many reasons why this would be so including using a 

cease-fire as a break from fighting to re-arm and regroup, to forgo a final round of 

fighting that would prove costly for both sides, or even to regain the status quo ante 

after coming to a mutual understanding of military capabilities. All of these may very well 

prove to be rational choices, and none of these reasons or the many others that might 

exist are being questioned here. If the primary concern is simply stopping a particular 

war for one reason or another, then negotiated agreements are effective.  

The question is whether bargained agreements are effective at finally concluding 

war. The literature that deals quantitatively with war conclusion via some form of 

agreement uses the return of war as the only measure of success of any particular 

agreement. It is my contention that this is an inadequate indicator of agreement 

success. Furthermore, I argue that in the case of negotiated agreements where war has 

not continued, it is the force mechanisms in the agreement, which have a larger impact 

on hindering war resumption than any bargained resolution of issues, even if codified 

into a formal settlement. If it were possible to achieve the satisfactory goals through 

negotiated agreement then any rational person would choose such an agreement rather 

than achieving goals at the price of death and destruction. The question then becomes 

whether or not one’s goals can be accomplished through such consensual agreements 

and what those goals might be. It is evident that negotiations can, at times, bring a halt 
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to a current war situation. There are however many issues with such bargained 

agreements and what may occur following such a break in combat. A negotiated 

agreement is not necessarily self-enforcing, and without enforcement by one, both, or 

third parties there is little reason to believe that any negotiation will prove ultimately 

effective. It is eminently possible that one side could use a given cease-fire to gain an 

advantage over the other, attaining pause from a conflict rather than concluding it. 

Counting on such an agreement to conclude a war becomes problematic at best if a 

cease-fire can be used in such a manner. 

 Many authors argue that enforcement is not a problem, that agreements that 

exist are in fact self-enforceable. Their argument is based on the idea that if either side 

suspected the other would defect from an agreement it would be improbable that such 

an agreement would be accepted in the first place (Walter 1997; Fearon 1998; Leeds 

1998; Werner 2000). This line of thinking seems problematic in that it is contingent upon 

one or both sides suspecting that their enemy might defect. Logically, under these 

conditions, agreements should then never be reached. One side always has reason to 

believe that their enemy might defect. Nations at war with one another are not known for 

their trust. Additionally, any side that is hoping to gain some advantage by defecting 

from an agreement will have incentive to make every effort to hide this information from 

their enemy. Either way then there should never be any agreements made. The theory 

that agreements are self-enforcing in this manner, apparently fail to take into account 

imperfect or ignored information and mistakes, misperceptions, or miscalculations on 

the part of a nation’s leadership. An example might be a leader who is too trusting, who 

believes that war is never the answer, or that his own intelligence agencies are trying to 
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mislead him into continuing a war. This may seem like an unlikely scenario, but internal 

politics and personalities play just as large a role in wars and their conclusions as 

external considerations. 

 This theory does not take into account the possibility of power changes or 

leadership changes within one or both sides. After an agreement is reached the 

government of one or both sides might change to a leadership that disagrees with the 

tenets of the agreement or one that recognizes the vulnerability of the other side due to 

the agreement. Such a government would have no incentive to uphold the agreement 

absent other enforcement mechanisms. On the contrary a different regime, or regime 

type, may have strong incentive to violate any agreement. These are simply a few 

reasons why the idea that an agreement would not be reached if it was not self-

enforcing is fallacious.  

 The theoretical argument against the concept of self-enforcement as described 

by these authors does not rule out the concept totally. The reality of the situation may 

be better described as no need of enforcement rather than self-enforcement. In these 

cases the situation changes in such a way that the original issues driving a war are no 

longer relevant. There are many forms that this may take. A government may change. 

This is applicable in the case of the end of the cold war. The Soviet Union collapsed and 

its government and economic system changed. Since then relations between the Soviet 

Union and the United States have greatly pacified. Some may find the cause of this in 

the many treaties signed by the two nations, but none of these treaties caused any kind 

of dramatic change like we saw once the communist regime collapsed and was 

replaced with a government more similar to the U.S. Another war-ending treaty that may 
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fall into this category is the Treaty of Ghent. This treaty addressed none of the issues 

relevant to the initiation of the war. Also, the primary cause of the War of 1812, the 

impressment of American seamen into the British Navy, ended when the Napoleonic 

Wars ended. It can easily be argued that the treaty resolved nothing, and the peace 

would have remained stable regardless of the presence or absence of a treaty.  

 Another way that treaties can require no enforcement is if a common enemy 

threatens the two belligerents. This is similar to what Bennett theorized regarding 

enduring rivalries. Bennett theorized that the greater security threat a nation faces the 

greater its motivation to offer better conditions to its rival (Bennett 1998). This 

hypothesis makes very little logical sense. More often in the historical record we find 

that under these circumstances a nation’s rival is more likely to take advantage. In the 

case of the War of 1812, Great Britain was rival to France and the United States. Britain 

did not, because of its security position, attempt to offer the U.S. better conditions in 

order to end the rivalry. Instead, Great Britain strained the rivalry to the point that it led 

to war against both rivals.  

 Alternatively, the presence of a common threat has proven to end rivalries, if only 

for the timeframe when the threat is present. During World War II, the Soviet Union and 

Germany were allied. Stalin was a totalitarian of the same ilk as Hitler, and he sided 

with Hitler against the Allies. When Germany broke the agreement and attacked, the 

Soviet Union joined with the Allies, with whom it was ideologically averse.  

 These observations lend credence to the theory that many of the treaties that 

seem to have been successful in ending war, resolving disputes, keeping the peace, or 

ending rivalries quite simply may have accomplished none of these things. As is often 
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said in science, correlation does not equate to causation. There is ample theoretical 

basis for believing that in each case the outcome would have proven stable with or 

without these treaties. The primary difficulty is that speculating on the outcome without a 

treaty is contingent upon the counterfactual.  

 The final possibility for why a negotiated settlement might not necessitate 

enforcement is that it does not affect the status quo. Once again, it would be difficult to 

measure if this theory were true because like some of the other theories it depends on 

the counterfactual. However, there are wars that end without formal treaties regardless 

of military victory and some of them return and some of them do not. There are reasons 

to believe that such treaties do exist that do not change the status quo. Downs, Rocke, 

and Barsoom use several treaties between the U.S.S.R and the U.S. as examples. 

Specifically, they cite the Outer Space Treaty, the Seabed Arms Control Treaty, and the 

Antarctic Treaty among others. Each of these treaties regulated development in areas 

where neither nation possessed or sought to possess weapons systems (Downs, 

Rocke, and Barsoom 2001). The War of 1812 can also serve as an example in this 

regard. No significant change from the status quo was called for or resulted from the 

Treaty of Ghent ending the war. It is logical that a treaty that calls for nothing should 

easily be enforceable, or more precisely need no enforcement.  

 Possibilities abound, indeed they can approach the infinite, as to why a particular 

dyad does not return to war, of which the presence of a form of negotiated settlement is 

merely one. It is dubious that if all, or many, of the established parameters and controls 

of any agreement fail that the agreement itself would prove successful. It is much more 

likely that one of the plethora of other possibilities is the probable explanation for the 
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relative peace of the affected dyads. This is the primary focus of this thesis and is the 

most novel contribution to the literature. Failure to follow the terms of an agreement 

serves as necessary and sufficient reason to contend that a negotiated agreement has 

failed regardless of return to war in a given dyad. 

 It is at no point argued in the literature that such a relationship exists. No 

literature asserts or attempts to prove that regardless of obedience to statutes the 

presence of an agreement will deter aggression and secure peace. This discussion is 

completely missing from the literature. All that has been discussed or quantitatively 

tested is the relationship between the existence of an agreement and the subsequent 

resumption of war. Though seemingly obvious, it somehow escapes inclusion, that a 

cease-fire, which fails in every regard, should not be counted as successful in securing 

peace.  

Alternate Explanation Hypothesis:  The greater degree to which the former 
combatants violate an agreement’s stipulations, the less likely said treaty 
is responsible for the absence of or a return to war by the combatants. 
 
The next hypothesis stems from the findings of the majority of the literature. 

Allowing a war to run its full course removes any misunderstanding between the victor 

and the vanquished, ceteris paribus. It leaves no room for confusion of outcome. If war 

is a continuation of negotiations by other means then decisively defeating an opponent 

is the final conclusion to which there can be no response. There are other conclusions 

that might occur apart from either negotiated agreement or decisive victory, e.g. 

stalemate, which the literature suggests is a very unstable result (Fortna 2003, Grieco 

2001, Maoz 1984). Logically, the result of a stalemate would be return to war, perhaps 

in iterations, where there would be a decisive victory or both sides would be completely 
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exhausted. In either case, the result should be lasting, but this exceeds the scope of this 

discussion. My assertion is in agreement with the majority of the literature that if a war is 

allowed to progress to its conclusion via military victory and defeat, the peace that 

follows is more likely to be stable.  

 Victory Hypothesis:  If the winning state ends the war by occupying the 
losing state then a treaty is less likely to fail.  

 
 Some of the most prevalent theories regarding bargaining and war posit that war 

is an extension of bargaining. War results from differing perceptions of strength and 

effectiveness between the nations involved. This may mean that each country believes 

that they may win, but it can also mean that one side, though not able to defeat the 

opposing side, can impose more costs than the other side is willing to absorb and 

therefore gain better terms. These arguments are primarily arguments from incomplete 

knowledge.  

 I do not refute the idea that war can be an extension of bargaining. Though it is 

possible that there are instances where it is not necessary, I question whether a 

particular bargain is enforceable. A treaty is something resembling a contract between 

two individuals, but there is no real corollary to war in civil society. When two 

businessmen are negotiating for a contract there is little risk that the two will take up 

arms against one another. A partial reason for this is that in any state system there is an 

authority to which both businessmen will have to answer; there is an enforcing agency. 

There is no such enforcement agency in the international system.  

 What then forces both sides to abide by an agreement in the international 

system?  One possible answer is cost. It is very costly in manpower and material to 

wage war, but this is only absolutely true in regards to absolute war, or war that ends 
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with the destruction or occupation of one side by the other. Limited wars, or wars that 

can be ended with an agreement at any given moment, are by definition less costly. An 

example of such a limited war is Bosnia. The United States fought the entire war from 

30,000 feet and above without losing a single life from hostile fire. Though the cost of 

fuel and ammunition was great it was relatively miniscule compared to other programs 

of the US Federal government. Additionally, the laws of war and the rules of 

engagement of all the major western industrialized nations preclude the targeting of 

“innocent” civilians. This limits the casualties on the enemy side as well. If war can be 

relatively un-costly, then cost cannot enforce an agreement. If a war is costly enough to 

enforce an agreement, then it is likely that it was a total war and one side was defeated 

and occupied by the other. Such a case would not fall under the category of a 

successful treaty, but would fall under the case of “total war” and would lend credence 

to the former hypothesis.  

 Therefore, the more costly a war is, the more likely a negotiated agreement is to 

last. Once again, the causal mechanism is not the agreement itself, but something that 

occurred quite separate from it, in this case during the war itself.  Once again, if the cost 

of war is high and this causes the peace to last longer then it cannot follow that the 

bargained agreement itself is successful since the agreement does not include the 

mechanism that affects the outcome, i.e., lasting peace.   

 Cost of War Hypothesis:  If the cost of war is high for both sides then a 
cease-fire is less likely to fail. 

 
 There are reasons to believe that even if the war was extremely costly and could 

be considered absolute that cost may not, in and of itself, be enough to enforce a treaty. 

In circumstances when a war was extremely costly there are examples of treaties not 
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enduring. World War I is an example. It was in fact called “the war to end all wars” 

precisely because it was so costly that few believed that anyone would ever risk war 

again. World War I is also an example of where a total war failed to provide a lasting 

peace. The one case of WWI casts doubt on whether cost or total war, by themselves, 

can enforce a negotiated agreement, in this case a full treaty. It has been shown 

however that there are reasons to believe that the benefits of the total cost and absolute 

nature of World War I were counteracted by the subsequent negotiations and treaty that 

followed it. Though World War I was as close as is probably possible in reality to an 

absolute war, as Clausewitz defines it, the surrender by the Central Powers was not an 

unconditional one; it was a bargained agreement based on Wilson’s 14 points. 

 The one mechanism that can enforce an agreement whether intrastate or 

interstate is force. Even the example with the business contract enforced by the state 

there is an explicit use of force to secure the contract. If the signatories do not abide by 

the terms the state can enforce a fine or put them in jail. The international system is no 

different except there is no overarching authority. Since there is no overarching 

authority states are the only ones that can uphold a contract and they will only decide to 

abide by the terms as long as the terms benefit them. It is unreasonable to expect that a 

state will voluntarily abide by the terms of an agreement if such terms damage their 

interests. Additionally, if the terms of an agreement are equally beneficial to each side 

approaching or even matching what the two sides would gain in war then it logically 

follows that they would follow the terms of an agreement even if there was no formal 

settlement. Such a case seems unlikely because if a bargained agreement could be 

reached that would meet the a priori war aims of both sides then why would a dyad of 
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nations ever go to war. Therefore, it seems logical that a “perfect” bargain is mythical 

and any other type of bargain is not enforceable except by the threat of force. Such 

force can only be provided by another state, or coalition of states, in the system. If a 

bargain or cease-fire is unenforceable then is it the bargain or the force that is truly 

effective? 

 What is effectiveness?  There are examples of cease-fires that were “effective”. 

Fortna uses the treaty between the United States and North Korea, which ended the 

Korean War, as an example of such an agreement. There has been no war between 

North Korea and the U.S. in over 50 years (Fortna 203, 339). Fortna attributes this to a 

successful cease-fire that ended the war. However, she points out that the most 

successful mechanisms that can be included are demilitarized zones, third party 

guarantees, and peacekeeping forces. All of these mechanisms involve the use of force. 

In the Korean situation specifically tens of thousands of US troops stand guard over the 

Korean DMZ and many more North Korean troops guard their side. With so much force 

on either side of the armistice line can it truly be said that it is an agreement that 

sustained this peace, or is it the knowledge that any incursion will be met with force?  

The fact that these two sides have been locked into a perpetual state of readiness and, 

at minimum, cold war for over 50 years will not be discussed in this thesis. As Fortna 

points out when she says that return fire is the real mechanism enforcing compliance, 

apart from “real” forms of power cease-fires are in fact “scraps of paper” (Fortna 2003). 

Military Force Hypothesis:  If there are no enforcement mechanisms in the 
form of military force then a treaty is more likely to fail.  
 
If it is military force that deters war, and not a particular negotiated agreement, 

then it should logically follow that those components which provide military force should 
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effectively hinder a return to war regardless of the presence of an agreement. Likewise, 

the level of complexity, formality, or even agreement between belligerents to any type of 

war stopping convention, whether a true negotiated settlement such as a treaty, or a 

more temporary stoppage such as a cease-fire, should be irrelevant. Mechanisms such 

as peacekeeping forces, demilitarized zones, and third party guarantees should be 

effective regardless of whether they exist in a vacuum, as part of a unilateral third-party 

action, in a cease-fire, or a full treaty. It may be the case that strong force apparatuses 

such as these only exist in the more formal agreements, but that does not negate the 

theoretical underpinning for the argument of their efficacy sans any type of agreement.  

Formality Hypothesis:  If enforcement mechanisms are present, then a 
treaty is more likely to be successful regardless of level of formality. 
 
Perhaps even more important is the fact that though no outright war has been 

engaged North Korea has consistently gained military force. Under the cover of the 

armistice agreement North Korea has managed to situate itself in such a way as to 

receive bribes from the US and has developed nuclear weapons. North Korea is now a 

much more dangerous opponent than they were at the end of the Korean War and 

millions are living in fear and virtual starvation thanks to this particular “successful” 

cease-fire.  

 As is covered in the alternative explanation hypothesis, if a treaty is not followed 

then by simple definition it is a failure. The failure is more profound, however. When one 

state (State B) is being beaten militarily in a conflict and therefore signs a cease-fire that 

stipulates certain conditions they most likely conform to the prewar desires of the 

winning state (State A). If State B then breaks the tenets of the cease-fire, then whether 

or not the opponents return to a state of war the agreement is no more useful than the 
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worst agreement that State A could have gotten in bargaining prior to a conflict. In 

prewar bargaining State A could easily have avoided war by simply letting State B have 

everything it wants in n agreement. This is the same outcome as not enforcing the 

tenets of a treaty. 

 If a cease-fire is used as a simple means for State B to regroup then this has a 

similar effect as the situation above. If State B can call an end to war anytime it is losing 

and subsequently recover and rearm into a more dangerous state, perhaps a state 

powerful enough that State A will no longer take to war then even though a war does 

not resume the cease-fire is not effective. It is not likely that State A, who is winning, 

would sign such an agreement knowing that State B would become so powerful. State A 

would more likely prefer to fight with a lesser opponent rather than face the prospect of 

losing a war at a later date with a stronger opponent. Machiavelli stated it this way, “one 

should never permit troubles to develop in order to avoid having to fight a war; because 

it is never in fact avoided but only postponed to your detriment…anyone who enables 

another to become powerful, brings about his own ruin” (Machiavelli 1988). 

 This is not a normative argument. After WWII, the United States had the world’s 

foremost navy, an unmatched air force, and was the sole nation with atomic weapons. 

By every definition it was the pre-eminent power in the world. Allowing the Soviet Union 

to challenge it locked the entire world into a cold war that threatened the existence of 

every living thing on this planet. The Korean armistice locked two of the world’s largest 

army’s in a cold war for over 50 years with no end in sight. More importantly Korea has 

now developed nuclear weapons and delivery systems to challenge its neighbors. It 

now possesses the tools necessary to act with near impunity. If a negotiated agreement 
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provides the necessary room for a nation to gain so much power that it can disregard 

the terms of the said agreement without fear of reprisal, then said agreement must be 

considered a failure.  

 More Dangerous Enemy Hypothesis:  If a state’s enemy becomes more 
powerful relative to that state, a return to war is less likely, and the terms 
of a negotiated agreement are more likely to be violated. 

 
 A primary argument may be that many of these definitions seem to include an 

idea of total knowledge. This is not the case. In many of the definitions the argument for 

failure seems to be centered around State A knowing beforehand that State B is 

planning to break the cease-fire, use it to regroup, or that State B will get a better 

bargained agreement post-war than it would have in a prewar agreement. Whether 

State A knows beforehand or not is irrelevant; what is relevant is that in each case it is 

observably true that the outcome is worse than it would have been in the beginning. 

This also dismantles the argument that a weaker foe can hold out in war in order to 

increase the costs, realign prewar assumptions of relative power, and therefore achieve 

a better agreement. The implication is not that this is not true but that since states do 

behave this way it would be considered a loss for a “winning” state. If a powerful nation 

knows this is a possible outcome the state should never accept such a bargain, but only 

go to war in situations where an issue is important enough to endure whatever it takes 

to completely defeat an enemy.  

 Since most wars are ended via negotiated agreement the above scenarios are 

not only possible but also likely. Examples of treaties that have failed through one or 

more of the defined possibilities are plentiful (see Table 3.1 and 3.2). It is this fact that 

actually makes negotiated agreements more dangerous and war more likely. If the 
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terms of the treaty have not been observed, if the former losing state has used the 

cover of a treaty to grow more dangerous, or if the winning state does not receive 

results that are commensurate to its victory then the likelihood of a return to a state of 

war is greatly increased as can be seen in the large numbers of recurrent conflicts in the 

international system.  

 Earlier it was mentioned that bargained agreements can make war less costly. If 

war is less costly then it becomes a more palatable and likely tool in bargaining. If every 

war was fought to the destruction and occupation of one of the bargainers then war 

would indeed be costly and such cost would be reflected in its increased rarity, ceteris 

paribus.  

Absolute war is not the only answer however. As in the example of World War I 

even total defeat of a nation will not guarantee peace. Foreign armies, however, did not 

occupy Germany, extensively after the war. The Allies were able to dictate terms, but 

they did not secure their victory through force in the form of occupation or oversight. 

Many scholars point out that the Treaty of Versailles was too restrictive and injudicious 

to Germany, but no matter how restrictive and injudicious a second war would not have 

been possible without a series of violations of the Treaty of Versailles. At the beginning 

of the war Hitler himself recognized his weakness: 

The forty-eight hours after the march into the Rhineland were the most nerve-
racking in my life. If the French had marched into the Rhineland, we would have 
had to withdraw with our tail between our legs, for the military resources at our 
disposal would have been wholly inadequate for even a moderate resistance 
(Gavin 1996).  
 
Hitler’s troops actually had orders in hand to retreat if such an eventuality were to 

occur. Had France, Britain, or any capable nation used military force to secure the treaty 
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there would have been no war. It is my contention, and the focus of this thesis, that 

negotiated settlements alone, regardless of formality, have no power beyond the force 

that the involved states are willing to apply to enforce them. Absent of such force an 

agreement may pause a war, but it seems unlikely that such an agreement would 

effectively conclude a particular war. The probable results of a war ended by an un-

enforced negotiated agreement include return to war, a more dangerous future 

opponent, and generous appeasement upon the losing state among others. The best 

that could logically be hoped for when relying upon a treaty is either to be locked into a 

standoff for generations, or for the issues to be resolved in a separate manner, e.g. over 

time. 

Success of any type of bargained agreement must therefore include more than a 

simple correlation between whether another war has been fought or not since the 

signing of a treaty but also the conditions afterward. As in the alternative explanation 

hypothesis, have the terms of the treaty been observed?  Was the agreement used as a 

tactic to regroup and rearm? If the terms of the agreement have been observed, what 

are the reasons?  If an enemy has been completely occupied at the war’s conclusion, if 

the terms of the agreement are not observed, if the enemy has become more 

dangerous since the signing of an agreement, or if an agreement is backed by 

responsive military force then a negotiated agreement cannot be seen as a successful 

conclusion to a war.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGN  

The purpose of this chapter is to empirically examine the theoretical concepts 

addressed in the previous chapters. I seek to answer whether treaties are an effective 

form of concluding wars. To that end, I utilize a modified version of Fortna’s dataset to 

provide a medium-N empirical analysis utilizing a non-directed dyad-year format. This 

provides additional observations in addition to allowing variations to be tracked through 

time upon acceptance of a negotiated agreement until it fails or is censored at the end 

of the dataset’s timeframe. The observations begin when a dyad of states enter into a 

cease-fire or other type of agreement and continue until another war begins or the 

agreement is broken. All types of agreements actually leading to a break in fighting are 

used from unilateral cease-fires to fully formalized treaties. As is consistent with 

Fortna’s dataset, it must be reiterated that only agreements that actually caused a 

stoppage in a war are included. Discussions and agreements during a war that cause 

no interruption in actual combat are excluded. Due to the binary nature of the 

dependent variables, and most of the independent variables, a logit model was utilized. 

An artificial time constraint is not placed on the test due to the short time frame involved 

in the dataset and to ensure that an arbitrary conclusion is not placed upon each case. 

The Dataset 

 I utilize Fortna’s dataset the Cease-Fires dataset, dealing with wars from 1946 to 

1997, developed for “Scraps of Paper,” her seminal work on the subject of negotiated 

agreements, as a basis for my dataset. I utilize the variables in Fortna’s dataset 

unchanged, unless otherwise indicated. Generally, I have only modified the variables 
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from Fortna’s dataset when it directly affects a concept that is germane to my theory. 

When I recode a variable, I use the definition where the measured phenomenon is 

unquestionably present and code it as a 1. Fortna’s variables arbitrarily assign an 

incremental value to many concepts. For example, Fortna takes into account the size of 

the demilitarized zone in question and assigns an arbitrary number; in the case of dmz it 

is 0-2, with the breaks assigned at partial demilitarized zones, or demilitarized zones of 

less than 2 kilometers. There is apparently no reason why the length was set at 2 km. 

Regardless; my goal was to, unequivocally capture the phenomenon. Due to this, when 

the dataset includes a variable that is dichotomous and one that is incremental 

capturing the same phenomenon (e.g. withdraw and with_dum both operationalize the 

withdrawal of forces) I use the dummy variable. I have kept the variable names from 

Fortna’s dataset for the relevant variables so as to make it easier to cross-reference 

with her original dataset.  

Fortna’s dataset includes information on cease-fires in international wars ending 

between 1946 through 1997. Each case represents a dyadic cease-fire, derived from 

the Correlates of War dataset, that includes a set of principle belligerents defined as 

states whose troop contribution was at least 1/10th the number contributed by the 

largest troop provider indicating they are a major participant. She splits multilateral wars  
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Table 4.1: Sample (Fortna 2002) 

 

 

id War Between Cease-Fire War Resumes 
1 Palestine 1 Israel / Iraq 18-Jul-48 15-Oct-48 
2 Palestine 1 Israel / Egypt 18-Jul-48 15-Oct-48 
3 Palestine 1 Israel / Syria 18-Jul-48 15-Oct-48 
4 Palestine 1 Israel / Lebanon 18-Jul-1948 15-Oct-1948 
5 Palestine 1 Israel / Jordan 18-Jul-1948 15-Oct-1948 
6 Palestine 2 Israel / Iraq 31-Oct-1948 6-Oct-1973 
7 Palestine 2 Israel / Egypt 7-Jan-1949 29-Oct-1956 
8 Palestine 2 Israel / Syria 31-Oct-1948 5-Jun-1967 
9 Palestine 2 Israel / Lebanon 31-Oct-1948  
10 Palestine 2 Israel / Jordan 31-Oct-1948  
11 Korean USA / China 27-Jul-1953  
12 Korean USA / N. Korea 27-Jul-1953  
13 Korean S. Korea / China 27-Jul-1953  
14 Korean S. Korea / N. Korea 27-Jul-1953  
15 Russo-Hungarian USSR / Hungary 14-Nov-1956  
16 Sinai UK / Egypt 6-Nov-1956  
17 Sinai France / Egypt 6-Nov-1956  
18 Sinai Israel / Egypt 6-Nov-1956 5-Jun-1967 
19 Sino-Indian China / India 22-Nov-1962  
20 Vietnamese N. Vietnam / USA 27-Jan-1973  
21 Vietnamese N. Vietnam / S. Vietnam 30-Apr-1975 censored immediately 
22 Second Kashmir Pakistan / India 23-Sep-1965 3-Dec-1971 
23 Six Day Israel / Egypt 10-Jun-1967 6-Mar-1969 
24 Six Day Israel / Syria 10-Jun-1967 6-Oct-1973 
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Table 4.1: Sample (Fortna 2002) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

id War Between Cease-Fire War Resumes 
25 Six Day Israel / Jordan 10-Jun-1967 10-Oct-1973 
26 Israeli-Egyptian Israel / Egypt 7-Aug-1970 6-Oct-1973 
27 Football El Salvador / Honduras 18-Jul-1969  
28 Bangladesh India / Pakistan 17-Dec-1971 1999, after censoring 
29 Yom Kippur Israel / Egypt 24-Oct-1973  
30 Yom Kippur Israel / Syria 24-Oct-1973 5-Jun-1982 
31 Yom Kippur Israel / Jordan 24-Oct-1973  
32 Turco-Cypriot 1 Turkey / Cyprus 29-Jul-1974 14-Aug-1974 
33 Turco-Cypriot 2 Turkey / Cyprus 16-Aug-1974  
35 Ethiopian-Somalian Cuba / Somalia 14-Mar-1978  
36 Ethiopian-Somalian Ethiopia / Somalia 14-Mar-1978  
37 Ugandan-Tanzanian Tanzania / Uganda 12-Apr-1979  
38 Ugandan-Tanzanian Tanzania / Libya 12-Apr-1979  
39 Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam 10-Mar-1979 5-Jan-1987 
40 Iran-Iraq Iran / Iraq 20-Aug-1988  
41 Falklands UK / Argentina 20-Jun-1982  
42 Lebanon Israel / Syria 5-Sep-1982  
43 Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam 6-Feb-1987  
44 Gulf War USA / Iraq 11-Apr-1991  
45 Gulf War Saudi Arabia / Iraq 11-Apr-1991  
46 Gulf War Kuwait / Iraq 11; apr 91  
47 Azeri-Armenian 1 Armenia / Azerbaijan 21-Mar-1992 11-Apr-1992 
48 Azeri-Armenian 2 Armenia / Azerbaijan 12-May-1994  
51 First Kashir India / Pakistan 1-Jan-1949 5-Aug-1965 

47



 

 
 

into sets of dyads so that each multilateral war is a set of cases rather than a single 

instance. Each dyad is tracked through time in a country-year format to enable changes 

in information over time to be included in the analysis. Each case begins when there is 

a break in fighting accompanied by an agreement whether or not there is any explicit, 

i.e. signed, agreement, and regardless of whether or not such an agreement signifies 

the end of the war. Negotiations, bargains, or cease-fires that are not accompanied by 

an actual stop in fighting for any length of time are not included. In order to ensure that 

cases do not merely include those in which the cease-fires apparently worked, Fortna 

begins each case when the fighting stops and ends the case when fighting begins 

again. This precludes selection on the dependent variable. As Fortna points out, 

discussions about treaty success often focus on those agreements that worked, i.e. 

there was no return to war, and forget those in which war returned. By utilizing these 

methods, a single COW war can provide a number of cases based on how many times 

combat actually ceased and how many major participants were involved.  

There are cases that are censored in the dataset, e.g. North vs. South Vietnam, 

due to specific circumstances. In the case of the North vs. South Vietnam dyad, it is 

censored because South Vietnam ceased to exist immediately after the treaty was  

signed. Fortna codes this dichotomously as ending in victory for North Vietnam through 

her variable tie which is coded 0 indicating war did not conclude with a tie. Due to the 

methods used to increase the number of cases in the dataset, each case is not 

necessarily independent of one another. Fortna corrects for this by “clustering” cases by 

conflict. This cannot perfectly correct for any errors; Fortna points out that much of the 

dataset is dominated by middle-east cases due to their repetitive nature. As such, the  
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generalizability of findings resulting from this dataset are, at minimum, inconclusive. I 

will discuss solutions to this problem later. Fortna’s dataset provides 48 separate cease-

fire cases (see Table 4.1); when split by year and principle belligerent it renders 876 

observations. In addition to the provision of multiple observations, the separation of 

cases by year allows changes, such as relative power, to be tracked through time since 

the acceptance of a particular concluding agreement. (Fortna 2003) 

Dependent Variables 

 The dependent variable is agreement failure. The theoretical basis for agreement 

failure is provided above and includes multiple possibilities. This thesis is concerned 

with the two primary ways in which a treaty can fail, a new war begins or the terms of 

the agreement are not followed. It is quite simple to determine if another war begins 

between two states. I use Fortna’s variable, newwar, for this purpose. The variable is 

coded as a 1 if the treaty failure is indicated by war continuation as defined by COW. 

Out of 48 cases 21 see a return to war for a percentage of nearly 44%, but this strong 

correlation is not carried over into the larger dataset as war returns in only one year of 

each case. 

The quantification of whether the terms are abided by is a much more difficult 

prospect. It is here that this analysis provides its most novel contribution. Since many of 

these negotiated agreements are not express in the sense that they are codified by a 

UN resolution, and sometimes not even in writing, this variable is problematic. In the 

cases where a specific agreement could be found, such as where there is an obvious 

UN resolution, the individual terms were utilized to determine if the signatories abided 

by them. In cases where war resumes it has quite easily been determined that the 
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agreement was not followed. In other cases where there is no formal agreement, at 

least not one on record or in an English translation, a subjective decision has been 

made to determine if a resolution is being followed. Minor infractions such as small 

bands crossing borders are not included as a failure unless such instances are frequent 

or continual. Artillery fire and other forms of actual combat are coded as failures. The 

variable created is implement and is a simple dichotomous variable where a 0 equals 

successful implementation of agreement tenets and a 1 indicates failure (see Table 

4.2). Unfortunately due to the nature of the variable it was impossible to determine 

precise dates for the failures in each case. It was therefore impossible to provide 

accurate accounts of whether an agreement’s terms were upheld during a specific year. 

This means that I was unable to run this variable in the more robust dataset. I was only 

able to utilize it in the small-n dataset of 48 observations. According to the 

implementation theory, negotiated agreements fail in 32 cases for a total of nearly 65%. 

In order to test the implementation variable in the complete dataset it was necessary to 

develop a proxy from data that was already extant. The solution was to use the dyadic 

version of the Militarized Interstate Disputes dataset. It seems reasonable to assume 

that if a militarized dispute of some magnitude were to take place between two states 

who are signatories to a cease-fire or some other form of agreement then that 

agreement is not being abided by, as no agreement can be imagined which would allow 

a large scale military conflict even if it technically falls short of war. The new 

implementation variable, impproxy, is coded using the MID variable HiAct which reflects, 

“Highest military confrontation action in dyadic dispute” (Maoz 2005).  Following the  
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Table 4.2:  Codification of the implement variable 3 

                                                
3 Data for codification of the implement variable in this table came from Bercovitch and 
Jackson’s, “International Conflict:  A Chronological Encyclopedia of Conflicts and Their 
Management 1945-1995,” and Brogan’s, “The Fighting Never Stopped:  A 
Comprehensive Guide to World Conflict since 1945.” 

War Between Coding Cause 
Palestine 1 Israel / Iraq Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 1 Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 1 Israel / Syria Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 1 Israel / Lebanon Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 1 Israel / Jordan Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 2 Israel / Iraq Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 2 Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 2 Israel / Syria Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 2 Israel / Lebanon Violated War Resumes 
Palestine 2 Israel / Jordan Violated War Resumes 
Korean USA / China Upheld  
Korean USA / N. Korea Violated Multiple clashes, 

skirmishes, attacks, 
captured naval vessel 

Korean S. Korea / China Upheld  
Korean S. Korea / N. 

Korea 
Violated Multiple assassinations, 

terrorist attacks, bombings, 
ship seizures, artillary 

attacks 
Russo-Hungarian USSR / Hungary Upheld  
Sinai UK / Egypt Upheld  
Sinai France / Egypt Upheld  
Sinai Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Sino-Indian China / India Upheld  
Vietnamese N. Vietnam / USA Violated Multiple violations of the 

Paris Peace Accords 
including failure to 

acknowledge South 
Vietnam's right to self 

determination 
Vietnamese N. Vietnam / S. 

Vietnam 
Violated North and South never 

stopped fighting, North 
invaded and conquered 

South Vietnam 
Second Kashmir Pakistan / India Violated War Resumes ; Since 1990 

over 20,000 people killed 
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Table 4.2: Codification of the implement variable 

 

  

War Between Terms War 
Six Day Israel / Jordan Violated War Resumes 
Israeli-Egyptian Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Football El Salvador / 

Honduras 
Violated Fighting resumed July 13, 

1976; required 2 more 
rounds of negotiations and 
a peace treaty mediated by 

external powers 
Bangladesh India / Pakistan Upheld  
Yom Kippur Israel / Egypt Upheld  
Yom Kippur Israel / Syria Violated War Resumes 
Yom Kippur Israel / Jordan Upheld  
Turco-Cypriot 1 Turkey / Cyprus Violated War Resumes 
Turco-Cypriot 2 Turkey / Cyprus Violated Cyprus continues to be 

divided into two nations with 
multiple attempts at solving 
the issues that led to war 

failing 
Ethiopian-
Somalian 

Cuba / Somalia Upheld  

Ethiopian-
Somalian 

Ethiopia / Somalia Violated Armed conflict in the form of 
the Third Ogden War in 

1987-1988 resulting in more 
than 300 deaths 

War Between Terms War 
Six Day Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Six Day Israel / Syria Violated War Resumes 
Six Day Israel / Jordan Violated War Resumes 
Israeli-Egyptian Israel / Egypt Violated War Resumes 
Football El Salvador / 

Honduras 
Violated Fighting resumed July 13, 

1976; required 2 more 
rounds of negotiations and 
a peace treaty mediated by 

external powers 
Bangladesh India / Pakistan Upheld  
Yom Kippur Israel / Egypt Upheld  
Yom Kippur Israel / Syria Violated War Resumes 
Yom Kippur Israel / Jordan Upheld  
Turco-Cypriot 1 Turkey / Cyprus Violated War Resumes 
Turco-Cypriot 2 Turkey / Cyprus Violated Cyprus continues to be 

divided into two nations with 
multiple attempts at solving 
the issues that led to war 

failing 
Ethiopian-
Somalian 

Cuba / Somalia Upheld  

Ethiopian-
Somalian 

Ethiopia / Somalia Violated Armed conflict in the form of 
the Third Ogden War in 

1987-1988 resulting in more 
than 300 deaths 

Ugandan-
Tanzanian 

Tanzania / Uganda Upheld  

Ugandan-
Tanzanian 

Tanzania / Libya Upheld  

Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam Violated War Resumes 
Iran-Iraq Iran / Iraq Upheld  
Falklands UK / Argentina Upheld  
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Table 4.2: Codification of the implement variable 

 

 

 

War Between Terms War 
Lebanon Israel / Syria Violated Multiple cease-fire violations 

including Israeli invasion of 
Labanon and destruction of 

large numbers of Syrian 
forces 

Sino-Vietnamese China / Vietnam Upheld  
Gulf War USA / Iraq Violated Multiple cease-fire violations 

including "no-fly zone" 
violations, firing on allied 

aircraft, invasion into 
Kuwait, attempted 

assassination of US 
President, and near return 

to all out war 
Gulf War Saudi Arabia / Iraq Violated Multiple cease-fire violations 

including "no-fly zone" 
violations, firing on allied 

aircraft, invasion into 
Kuwait, attempted 

assassination of US 
President, and near return 

to all out war 
Gulf War Kuwait / Iraq Violated Multiple cease-fire violations 

including "no-fly zone" 
violations, firing on allied 

aircraft, invasion into 
Kuwait, attempted 

assassination of US 
President, and near return 

to all out war 
Azeri-Armenian 1 Armenia / 

Azerbaijan 
Violated Resumed 

Azeri-Armenian 2 Armenia / 
Azerbaijan 

Upheld  

First Kashir India / Pakistan Violated Resumed 
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same logic as the manually coded implement variable, the proxy variable is coded in a 

conservative manner. Impproxy is coded as a 1 if HiAct reaches a level of 12, border  

violation, or higher. This variable does not perfectly mimic implement since border 

crossings were only coded as a 1 if they were frequent and continual, but it seems 

reasonable to regard border crossings in terms of an MID as a sign of trouble between 

countries and an obvious violation of any known treaty. Impproxy was coded as a zero if 

HiAct did not reach the level of border violation. This includes MIDs such as all alerts, 

including nuclear alerts, and blockades. Impproxy reaches nearly 25% of all cases in 

the full dataset. 

Independent Variables 

 It is almost universally recognized that victory provides a more lasting peace. 

Congruent with this is both the literature and the theoretical arguments presented 

above. The presence of a victor is codified in two separate variables. Fortna included a 

variable called tie in her dataset. This variable coded whether there was a clear victor in 

the war. Her variable was utilized with the dichotomous indicators reversed since her 

variable tie was coded as a 0 if there was a military victory and a 1 if there was no clear 

victor. The new variable was called winner and was coded as a 1 if there was clear 

victor and a 0 otherwise. A clear victor was present in over 55% of all observations. If a 

state occupies its enemy’s territory and dictates the terms of the treaty enforcing its 

compliance then a treaty is less likely to be broken. Fortna’s foreign variable is utilized 

for this purpose. It is coded as a 1 if one of the states in the dyad upon victory occupies 

the territory of the other state. This variable reaches just over 8% of the full dataset. 

There are issues with this however. An example is the Vietnam case which does not 
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end in continued fighting and is not captured by the MID variable Hiact and therefore is 

not captured with the either dependent variable. This case is a perfect example of treaty 

failure, but has not been captured by any of the dependent variables listed. This 

indicates that there must be further research done to further complete this dataset. 

 Another possible cause for treaty success is the cost of war. If a war is especially 

costly then the likelihood that either nation would wish to risk a return to a state of war 

should be reduced. The cost variable is operationalized using the natural log of the total 

deaths from every side in the war indicated in the dataset by the variable lndeaths. As 

the number of deaths for each side increases the likelihood of a treaty failure should 

decrease.  

 The primary argument in this thesis for success of a treaty, separate from the 

status quo ante, is whether military force is used to secure it. To this end the presence 

of military enforcement is operationalized using Fortna’s dmz, pk, ext_inv, and internal 

variables. Each of these variables contains, to some degree, an element of military 

force, action, or retribution. Each of these variables has been transformed into a dummy 

variable using only the most conservative values to indicate presence of the 

phenomenon being operationalized. In each case, the variable in question is coded as a 

1 only if the phenomenon being operationalized is unquestionably captured. The 

variable dmz falls into the category of military force because demilitarized zones are 

specifically designed to ensure that there is a buffer in which no military forces from any 

side are present. It may seem counter intuitive to argue that a zone in which military 

presence must be absent would be categorized under explicit military force, but 

demilitarized zones are established and guarded by military forces. Generally speaking, 
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demilitarized zones are heavily fortified, as is the case with perhaps the most famous 

DMZ in the world, between North and South Korea. I have recoded Fortna’s variable 

into a binary variable in which there can be little question of the significance of the 

phenomena in question. My new dmz variable is coded as a 1 if it extends at least 2 

kilometers (dmz = 2 in Fortna’s dataset); it is coded as a 0 if it is shorter. Demilitarized 

zones are present in 328 observations for a total of over 37% of the dataset. 

The presence of peacekeepers has been questioned throughout the literature. 

There are significant problems with coding a variable universally as including 

peacekeepers and assuming that one is capturing the same phenomenon. The type and 

origin of peacekeepers is likely to matter as much as their existence. However, for the 

purposes of this thesis as it has been theoretically constructed to include all types of 

peacekeepers in the pk variable. The basis for this decision is firmly established in that 

the presence of peacekeepers, regardless of origin, carries with it an explicit promise of 

force. Pk is simply coded as a 1 if there are armed peacekeepers present, defined in 

Fortna’s dataset as a 2. This occurs in just over 14% of cases. Explicit third party 

guarantees are included upon essentially the same basis. As the name states, such a 

guarantee carries with it an explicit promise of force if an agreement were to fail. Ext_inv 

was recoded as a 1 only if there is an explicit third party guarantee, defined in Fortna’s 

dataset as a 2. These guarantees exist in only just under 6% of all observations. 

The final force variable operationalizes whether there are measures to ensure that 

belligerents are held accountable for breaches. It can be argued that this measure only 

implicitly guarantees force, and there exists in the literature, further argument that this 

particular variable can have a deleterious effect, actually increasing likelihood of 
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agreement failure rather than decreasing. When operationalized in the most 

conservative manner, as I have done, to maintain internal consistency within the 

codification, it becomes possible that nations can be held responsible for unintentional 

violations. I include the variable despite these arguments because, regardless of the 

possible detractions, it does include at least a strong implicit guarantee of military 

retribution upon cease-fire violation. The variable is called internal and was recoded as 

a 1 only if there are concrete measures to ensure control ensuring that force is 

applicable to the variable, defined in Fortna’s dataset as a 2. Concrete measures are 

present in only about 9% of the observations. This recodes Fortna’s variables to 

coincide with functions of force.  

Congruent with the military might hypothesis, the formality hypothesis argues that 

the formality of an agreement is irrelevant. The presence of a fully formalized negotiated 

settlement was captured by the creation of the variable agreement. It was coded using 

Fortna’s variable, formal, and was coded as a 1 if formal reached a level of 4 (indicating 

the presence of a formal bilateral or multilateral agreement) and coded as a 0 

otherwise. The agreement variable allows testing of the strictest formality of an 

agreement. It captures formal treaties that actually seek to settle the issues involved in 

a war. The second formality variable is cease_fire, and it is coded as a 1 if formal 

equals 1,2, or 3 (1=unilaterally declared cease-fire, tacitly accepted by the other side,  

2=tacit or informal acceptance of cease-fire proposal, e.g. UN resolution or 

mediator’s plan, 3=formal acceptance of cease-fire proposal) and coded as a 0 

otherwise. 
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  The more dangerous enemy hypothesis is an area where this thesis provides 

original information. Its operationalization is one of the driving factors for utilizing a 

country/year formatted dataset since it requires tracking information across time. 

Operationalization of the defined phenomena was accomplished through a series of 

steps. Two methods were used to determine the state that won a war or was winning a 

war when a bargain was reached. In the case of a tie, as defined by Fortna’s variable, 

the winning state was identified using Lacina’s data (Lacina 2005), which was merged 

into Fortna’s dataset. Her variable pbdeadbest tracks the best estimate of each 

participant’s battle deaths in a given war. The state that had the fewest battle deaths in 

each dyad was coded as “winning” the war at the time of an agreement. This was done 

regardless of nation size or power. While losing 10,000 troops is not the same for 

Thailand or Venezuela as it is for China or India, what is being captured is the efficacy 

of the combat by each side. It is reasonable that the state that is exacting the largest 

death toll is the state that is winning a conflict. The capabilities data of the “losing” state 

or the state that lost was then subtracted from the winners capabilities score to provide 

the difference in capabilities. If the losing/lost state’s capabilities score was greater than 

the score of the victorious/winning state then the variable lsrgreater was coded as a 1. 

The difference in capabilities was then lagged, and the variable lsrgain was created. 

Lsrgain was coded as a 1 if the difference in capability gap had decreased between the 

belligerents and coded as a 0 otherwise. In nearly 27% of the observations, the losing 

nation was more powerful than the winner, and in over 44% of all observations the 

nation that lost became more powerful post bellum.    
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Three separate logits were run to test these hypotheses:  a logit using newwar as 

the dependent variable, a logit, a logit using the impproxy dependent variable, and a 

logit using implement as the dependent variable (run using only the small-n dataset). I 

included Fortna’s variables, as described above, as controls.  Early regressions 

indicated severe multicollinearity. I used Stata’s “corr” command to determine 

correlation between two variables. When there was correlation between one of the 

variables that was important to my theory and one of Fortna’s control variables, Fortna’s 

variable was dropped. This left seventeen independent variables remaining (see table 

5.1). 

The regressions using the larger dataset dropped many observations due to 

perfect predictions and due to missing data in the onedem, lsrgreater, and lsrgain 

independent variables. Missing data in the lsrgreater and lsrgain is due the the lagged 

time nature of those variables, and the missing data in the onedem variable is present in 

the original dataset. These missing data, in combination with the perfect predictions, 

resulted in 602 observations when regressing the dependent variable newwar, and 387 

observations when regressing the dependent variable impproxy.
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS 

 With the concepts operationalized and the test model defined, we can now return 

to the question:  are negotiated agreements effective at concluding war?  I theorize that 

it is not agreements, or their level of formality, that are significant but the other 

conditions involved in a situation that are meaningful.  

 The results of the simple logit of the newwar dependent variable and the 

seventeen independent variables resulted in relatively few statistically significant 

variables at the .05 level. The victory hypothesis, which states that if a belligerent is 

totally victorious in war and occupies the losing state’s territory then it will be able to 

ensure treaty success, gains mixed support from the data. The variable foreign, 

indicating occupation of the losing nation by the victor, perfectly predicts success of an 

agreement in keeping a war from resuming between two states. This is a very important 

finding because it indicates a sufficient cause for agreement success. This is precisely 

the result that would be expected considering my theory, and they are consistent with 

Fortna’s findings. The results cannot be considered final. These results are based 

entirely on three cases, the Russo-Hungary, Vietnam, and Ugandan-Tanzanian wars. In 

each case the occupied nation virtually ceased to exist, and in one case has never 

returned. This would not be a problem because that could be the very definition of 

ending a dispute, but this cannot be the only interpretation because any fighting could 

be considered a civil war, at least for the periods mentioned. Conflict that would be 

considered civil war is not captured in this dataset. The second independent variable for 

the victory hypothesis, winner, did not approach statistical significance. 
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As mentioned above, one of the most prevalent theories about war conclusion 

and treaty success is that the more costly a war becomes the more stable the peace will 

be afterwards. I have entitled this the cost of war hypothesis. That result was not 

supported in this analysis. Unfortunately, the variable lndeaths was highly correlated 

with multiple other variables, including dmz. As dmz is vital to the more essential, victory 

hypothesis, I chose to drop lndeaths in favor of dmz. When lndeaths was run in a 

separate regression with dmz and the other correlated variables, it showed negligible 

impact (-0.073), and it didn’t reach significance at anywhere near the .05 level (P>|z| = 

0.398 single-tailed). 

A fundamental argument of this research, exemplified by the military force 

hypothesis, was meant to show that it was not the terms of an agreement, or the level of 

formality, but military force that secured success following a war. The results of the tests 

provide mixed support for this hypothesis. Presence of a demilitarized zone or 

peacekeepers does not approach significance. Fortna’s data matches my own 

regarding peacekeepers; the presence of a demilitarized zone was not statistically 

significant. She does however find a strong, statistically significant negative impact of 

full demilitarized zones upon war resumption. This finding is somewhat baffling as the 

dichotomous variable as it is codified in this thesis matches almost identically with what 

Fortna codes as a “full” demilitarized zone which is the type that drives her strong 

findings. As such, her findings and my own should closely match. Perhaps her choice of 

statistical model affects her outcome. When the variable dmz is regressed individually it 

reaches strong significance. 
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 The variable internal does not reach statistical significance. This result is also 

similar to Fortna’s. She found no negative impact on war resumption from this variable. 

The other major finding in this section includes the other sufficient variable (relevant to 

my theory) for treaty success. This finding is supported by the finding that ext_inv 

perfectly predicts the success of a treaty. This is in keeping with Fortna’s analysis. She 

finds no failures among cease-fires in which there is an express third party guarantee, 

the type which are captured using the dichotomous ext_inv variable. Like foreign, 

however, these results should be accepted with caution. The findings include the 

Vietnam war, where the United States provided a iron-clad third party guarantee. This 

observation was not captured due to the previously stated reasoning. The failure of the 

Vietnam case brings to question the definition and codification of ext_inv. Perhaps 

Fortna did not code this as an express guarantee because of the signaling in which the 

U.S. was purposefully or inadvertently taking part. Apart from this result the remaining 

cases appear fairly robust. 

 The results of the two formality variables are in keeping with the formality 

hypothesis. Neither agreement nor cease_fire reached significance at anywhere near 

the 0.05 mark.  

Another somewhat unique contribution that this research provides is regarding 

the concept of an enemy using a treaty to stop fighting in order to rebuild. This more 

dangerous enemy hypothesis receives modest but firm support. Fortna also includes a  
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Table 5.1: Logit Results: Dependent Variable newwar 

War Resumption (newwar) Coef. 
Robust 
Std. Err. 

Predicted 
Probability**** 

(newwar = 1, Ind 
var min/max) 

Demilitarized Zone (dmz) -2.482 2.626 0.35%   0.17% 

Peacekeepers (pk) -0.654 1.905 0.22%   0.23% 

Concrete Controls (internal) 0.953 1.133 0.18%   0.37% 

Losing State is More Powerful 
(lsrgreater) 1.270*** 0.786 0.15%   0.39% 

Losing State Gained Power Post 
Agreement (lsrgain) -2.446** 1.117 0.59%   0.09% 

Existence at Stake (stake_e) 2.047*** 1.386 0.13%   0.92% 

Territorial Issues at Stake (rev_terr) 1.994 2.598 0.39%   0.21% 

Contiguous (contig) 3.784*** 2.509 0.12%   0.38% 

Multilateral War (multi) -0.449 1.502 0.29%   0.21% 

One Combatant is a World Power 
(gp_bel) -1.388 1.606 0.29%   0.22% 

One Democracy in Dyad (onedem) 3.290 2.788 0.14%   0.28% 

Withdrawal to Status Quo Ante or More 
(with_sqa) 3.218*** 2.316 0.16%  0.39% 

Winner (winner) -2.099 2.630 0.21%   0.27% 

Fully Formalized Agreement 
(agreement) 6.507 2393 3.62e-07   21% 

Cease-Fire (cease_fire) 8.446 2393 8.34e-06   94% 

Pseudo R2  0.303 
Prob > chi2 0.005 

# of Obs 562 
Log Likelihood -37.771 

 
Note:  Victor Occupation of Territory (foreign), Explicit Guarantees (ext_inv), and Two 
Democracies (twodem) predict no War Resumption (newwar) perfectly. * = 1-tailed 
significance = 0.01 ** = 1-tailed significance = 0.05 *** = 1-tailed significance = 0.10 
**** = probabilities run without foreign, ext_inv , and twodem variables, this changes the 
variable coefficients; ind variables held at their means except for the tested variable.  
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variable that tracks a dyad’s relative capabilities. She finds that there is a significant 

correlation between a growing capability gap and war resumption. She does not 

however provide much in the way of a theoretical basis for why. She also does not 

include and provide for the stipulation that a losing nation gaining power post agreement 

decreases the likelihood of war resumption. The lsrgain variable is significant, and 

affects an approximate half percent shift in results. This means that if a losing state 

becomes more powerful relative to the winning state then there is a reduced chance of 

the treaty resulting in a return to war. This result should be analyzed with caution, 

however. The initial response could very easily be a neo-realist Waltzian response. We 

should promote power parity leading to a balance-of-power scenario. While a valid 

conclusion to draw from these results, there is some reason to use this variable as a 

dependent variable. The concept of a nation using a negotiated agreement to gain 

enough power to make it effectively unchallengeable is a result that should not be 

praised. Allowing one’s enemy to gain so much strength that they cannot be resisted 

without significant risk is illogical at best. At worst there would be no possibility of 

stopping whatever behavior made such a nation an enemy in the first place. Such 

behavior can include genocide or annihilation of a nation’s neighbors. These results are 

consistent with the more dangerous enemy hypothesis. 

 Additionallly, this result may be a function of great power interaction during the 

Cold War period in which these cases, generally, take place. There is ample theoretical 

reasoning in the literature why a losing state gaining power would be more likely to 

challenge the results post bellum with repeated challenges, and a return to war. It 

seems reasonable to assume, ceteris paribus, that the chance of war resumption would 
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increase as a losing state’s power increased. The results may not be linear, with 

chances of return war increasing as the belligerents reach parity and then decreasing 

as a losing nation surpasses a winning nation. More research is merited.  

 Of the variables included as controls, the variables for the losing nation being 

more powerful (lsrgreater), existential threat (stake_e), contiguity (contig), and the 

belligerents withdrawing to at least the status quo ante (with_sqa) were significant at the 

0.10 level, but each of them affects less than a percentage point difference in prospect 

of war.  

The most important contribution that I sought to explore is whether terms of 

treaties are actually being implemented. As described in the research design section, I 

delved into the histories of these cases in order to code a variable for the 

implementation of treaty stipulations. This was not a complete success. I was able to 

code success or failure, but I was unable to give it the time component necessary for 

use in the full dataset. The dataset was therefore reduced to a small-n set that removed 

the time component thereby leaving only the 48 country/cease-fire cases.  

 Due to the absent time component there was an excessive amount of missing 

variables in the cost of war variables, lsrgreater and lsrgain, therefore they were unable 

to be tested in the small-n dataset.  

The results of this regression call for mixed conclusions concerning the military 

force hypothesis from this small dataset. The existence of iron-clad third party 

guarantees (ext_inv) is a sufficient cause for treaty success in this analysis, but the 

presence of strong internal controls (internal) is a sufficient cause for treaty failure, as is 

the peacekeepers (pk) variable. The cost of war variable (lndeaths) shows a positive 
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correlation to agreement failure, but it just fails to reach significance at the 0.05 level; it 

does, however, reach significance at the 0.10 level, though it’s impact is minor.  

The establishment of demilitarized zones (dmz) and the occupation of one 

belligerent by the other upon war conclusion (foreign) both show a considerable 

negative affect on treaty failure. The presence of a strong DMZ indicates a significant  

negative impact on agreement failure, showing an over 15% shift in likelihood of 

agreement success. Victor occupation of territory (foreign) is not significant at the 0.05 

level, but it is significant at the 0.10 level.  It affects a strong, almost 35%, 

reduction in agreement failure. Surprisingly, this small dataset provided interesting, 

significant results. Overall, save for the internal and peacekeeper variables, they tend to 

support the hypotheses defined in this thesis. 

Due to its small-n dataset, the manually coded dataset should be viewed with 

caution. The proxy implementation variable succeeded dramatically with the larger 

dataset, broadening the generalizability of the results. Many of the variables reached 

significance at the .05 level, sometimes with surprising results.  

The victory hypothesis gained strong support in this test. Like the analyses 

involving the newwar variable, foreign occupation (foreign) provides a sufficient cause 

for agreement success, agreement success in this instance meaning the terms are like 

before, when run in a separate regression, without highly correlated variabes, lndeaths 

reaches significance. The higher the death toll, the more likely an agrement will be 

broken.  This is at odds with the hypothesis’s predictions. However, once again, its high 

correlation with dmz and other variables prevents its inclusion in the full regression. 
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The military force hypothesis also gained considerable support, including two 

variables indicating sufficient cause for agreement success. External involvement 

(ext_inv), in the form of an ironclad guarantee, is a sufficient cause for agreement 

success. This result should be approached with caution, however, due to its basis on 

only two wars. Even so, it is a strong result.  

The second sufficient cause, that is relevant to the military force hypothesis, is 

internal control (internal). This is an interesting result in that this variable had a positive 

effect on return to war. Here it has a negative impact on agreement failure. The 

implication is that when internal controls are in place there is a reduced chance that an 

agreement will fail, but an increased chance of returning to war. These two results seem 

to be at odds. Perhaps if strong controls are extant in a particular cease-fire any 

violation leads directly to return to war, but severe controls are effective at controlling 

minor infractions. 

  The existence of a demilitarized zone is another fascinating result. In the first 

two tests the dmz variable, had a negative impact on the likelihood of a return to war, 

but this test shows there is a very strong, statistically significant, positive effect on 

agreement failure, effecting an almost 8% increase in failure. The presence of a DMZ 

drastically increases the likelihood that a treaty will fail. A DMZ forces two aggressive 

militaries into relatively close quarters. In such situations it is quite possible, and 

probable, that mistakes can account for breaches of the terms of an agreement. This is 

one possible reason for coding the impproxy variable using a higher value from the 

HiAct variable. To determine if the mistake explanation is sufficient to explain this 

disparity additional testing is required.  
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Table 5.2: Small Sample Results: Dependent Variable implement 

 

 

War Resumption (implement) Coef. 
Robust 
Std. Err. 

Predicted 
Probability**** 
(implement = 

1, Ind var 
min/max) 

Victor Occupation of Territory (foreign) -2.199*** 1.636 68.8%   34.7% 

Natural Log of Deaths (lndeaths) 0.386*** 0.299 65.6%   64.3% 

Demilitarized Zone (dmz) -3.087** 1.754 69.9%   54.9% 

Pseudo R2  0.107 
Prob > chi2 0.155 

# of Obs 36 
Log Likelihood -21.829 

 
 
Note: Concrete Controls (internal), and Peacekeepers (pk) predict cease-fire violation 
(implement) perfectly. Explicit Guarantes (ext_inv) predicts cease-fire success 
(implement) perfectly. * = 1-tailed significance = 0.01 ** = 1-tailed significance = 0.05 *** 
= 1-tailed significance = 0.10 **** = probabilities run without pk, ext_inv, and internal 
variables, this changes the variable coefficients; ind variables held at their means 
except for the tested variable.  
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Another explanation fits with the alternate explanation hypothesis presented 

here, and accounts for the disparate results between the tests for both the internal 

controls and the presence of a DMZ. In these cases it is not the presence of an 

agreement ensuring peace, as it is shown here that the treaty itself is not functioning, 

ergo, there must be another force at work. The force that generally accompanies 

demilitarized zones is a huge military presence on either side of the DMZ. This 

explanation is not entirely satisfactory, however. The variable dmz was codified in such 

a way that it should capture the force accompanying any DMZ. Further work is 

necessary to determine the underlying cause of these results. This may be another 

case where, due to the array of forces on either side of a DMZ, nations are unwilling to 

risk the dangers of going to war, regardless of agreement violation. This would also fit 

with the alternate explanation hypothesis. 

The peacekeepers variable showed a strong negative impact on the likelihood of 

agreement failure. The presence of peacekeepers resulted in an average of over 4% 

drop in the likelihood of an agreement failure. This is what would be expected given the 

military might hypothesis. It is indicated by these two tests, that the presence of 

peacekeepers help to enforce an agreement’s stipulations. 

 There exists the possibility that each of these force variables is flawed. There is 

much discussion in the literature regarding peacekeepers, for example. As was 

explored and supported above, some studies have contended that the presence of 

peacekeepers may in fact increase the likelihood of a war. Additionally, it is highly likely, 

if not explicit, that each of these variables is measuring the amount of outside military 

interference and not the military force possessed by the countries in the dyad who have 
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agreed to a treaty. A possible solution might be to include variables measuring defense 

expenditure on both sides, number of troops at each country’s disposal, or to simply use 

the capabilities variable that Fortna has provided. Regardless of these questions, both 

of these variables do measure force rather than formality, though formality may bring 

with it DMZs and peacekeepers. 

 Neither variables, agreement and cease_fire, come anywhere close to 

significance. As such, the formality hypothesis does not gain support from this test. 

Likewise, the more dangerous enemy hypothesis does not gain support in this 

regression. Likewise, the variable lsrgain does not approach significance. 

 Several of the control variables are statistically significant in this regression. 

Contiguity between states (contig), multilateral war (multi), one belligerent being a 

democracy (onedem), and two belligerents in the dyad being democracies (twodem) all 

show negative effects on agreement failure, reaching statistical significance at the 0.05 

level. If one on of the belligerents is a superpower (gp_bel), there is an increased 

chance of agreement acceptance, reaching significance at the 0.10 level. None of these 

variables are included in my theory, however, it is interesting to note that this 

superpowers, as per their names, bring large amounts of force to bear, either implicitly 

or explicitly, in any agreement. As such, that the gp_bel variable has a negative effect 

on agreement failure that nearly reaches significance. 

 Apart from the cost of war hypothesis, the results are generally supportive of the 

hypotheses. The victory hypothesis gains substantial support.  Total victory, in the form 

of the winner occupying the loser, perfectly predicts that a dyad will not return to war. It 

also perfectly predicts that a dyad will abide by the terms of an agreement in the 
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Table 5.3: Logit Results: Dependent Variable impproxy 

War Resumption (impproxy) Coef. 
Robust 
Std. Err. 

Predicted 
Probability**** 
(impproxy = 1, 

Ind var min/max) 

Demilitarized Zone (dmz) 3.565* 1.232 1.53%   9.40% 

Peacekeepers (pk) -2.401** 1.399 3.65%   1.42% 

Losing State is More Powerful 
(lsrgreater) -0.618 0.913 3.54%   2.26% 

Losing State Gained Power Post 
Agreement (lsrgain) -0.121 0.356 3.29%   2.92% 

Territorial Issues at Stake (rev_terr) 0.216 1.181 2.24%   3.76% 

Contiguous (contig) -4.241* 1.681 52.1%   0.50% 

Multilateral War (multi) -5.831* 1.603 69.1%   0.74% 

One Combatant is a World Power 
(gp_bel) -2.057*** 1.312 3.52%   2.85% 

One Democracy in Dyad (onedem) -1.455** 0.828 2.50%   3.42% 

Two Democracies in Dyad (twodem) -4.204* 1.588 4.50%   0.01% 

Withdrawal to Status Quo Ante or More 
(with_sqa) -0.672 1.125 5.58%   1.58% 

Winner (winner) -2.851** 1.519 5.80%   1.90% 

Fully Formalized Agreement 
(agreement) 1.769 1.782 4.70%   3.01% 

Cease-Fire (cease_fire) 1.649 1.763 3.09%   4.72% 

Pseudo R2  0.499 
Prob > chi2 0.000 

# of Obs 387 
Log Likelihood -120.866 

 
Note:  Victor Occupation of Territory (foreign), Explicit Guarantees (ext_inv), Concrete 
Controls (internal), and Existence at Stake (stake_e) predict settlement success 
(impproxy) perfectly. * = 1-tailed significance = 0.01 ** = 1-tailed significance = 0.05 *** 
= 1-tailed significance = 0.10**** = probabilities run without foreign, ext_inv , and 
twodem variables, this changes the variable coefficients; ind variables held at their 
means except for the tested variable.  
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proxy regression, and it predicts a 34% higher probability of maintaining the statutes of 

an agreement in the small-n dataset. The cost of war hypothesis gains no support. In 

the first two tests lndeaths does register the same result as the hypothesis predicts, but 

it indicates the opposite of the hypothesis in the third. Regardless, the results are not 

significant in any of the tests. 

 The result of regressing the variable dealing with relative power of combatants, 

lsrgain, is supportive of the more dangerous enemy hypothesis. The variable codifying a 

relative gain in power (lsrgain) show a reduced chance of return to war but an increased 

likelihood of breaking any agreement stipulations. This points out a flaw of the neo-

realist Waltzian response. This study indicates that allowing a losing nation to gain 

power tends to reduce the liklihood of a war, it does strain the relationship and increase 

all violations of an agreement that fall short of actual war, including border violations, 

occupation of territory, and attacks on one another. 

 The formality hypothesis is entirely supported by these analyses. In the first 

regression, the level of formality even showed a positive relationship with war 

resumption. More notably, neither variable even approached significance in either of the 

regressions. 

 The most unique contribution, the alternate explanation hypothesis, gains some 

quantitative support. Many of the variables, lndeaths, dmz, pk, lsrgain, indicate an 

decrease in the likelihood that a dyad will return to war but an increase in the chances 

that a dyad will break the terms of an agreement. Some of these variables are not 

significant, or are barely so, but they show a trend. If the rules of a cease-fire are broken 

and yet the dyad does not return to war, then it must logically follow that there is 
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something else keeping the nations from returning to war. Under such conditions, any 

agreement that happens to be in place could not be considered to be successful. The 

results of these analyses are mixed, but they generally support the hypotheses. 

The military force hypothesis gained mixed support. The presence of a 

demilitarized zone reduced the likelihood of another war, but the results were not 

significant. In the small-n dataset, presence of a DMZ reduced the likelihood of a treaty 

failure by 15%.  In the proxy dataset, a DMZ increased the likelihood of treaty failure by 

almost 16%.  The presence of peacekeepers also sheds mixed results on treaty 

success. The small-n regression showed that the presence of peacekeepers virtually 

guaranteed agreement failure, but the proxy test showed that peacekeepers reduced 

the probability of agreement failure by almost 4%. The variable for internal controls is 

the most problematic. The regression using war resumption as the dependent variable 

showed that internal controls moderately increased the chances of returning to war, but 

the two tests regarding treaty terms failure are contradictory. The two tests are exact 

opposites of one another with the small-n study showing that internal controls predict 

failure of a treaty perfectly, but the proxy dataset predicts that internal controls will 

always lead to terms of an agreement being maintained. The result of the variable 

internal is driven entirely by 4 cases in the small-n dataset. This result does, however 

pose an issue, as there is no theoretical reason why these two tests should show such 

entirely dissimilar results apart from the size of the two sets, or the time effect on the 

sets. The final military force variable for explicit third party guarantees (ext_inv) is the 

only variable that perfectly predicts failure to return to war and successful 

implementation of agreement tenets in all three tests.  
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Table 5.4: Summary of Variable Results 

 

 

Variables* 
Medium-n 
newwar logit 

Small-n 
implement logit 

Medium-n 
impproxy logit  

foreign - , - , s** - , - , ns - , - , s 

lndeaths - , - , ns - , + , ns - , + , ns 

dmz - , - , ns - , - , ns - , + , s 

pk - , - , ns - , + , s - , - , s 

ext_inv - , - , s - , - , s - , - , s 

internal - , + , ns - , + , s - , - , s 

lsrgain - , - , s +*** + , + , ns 

agreement 0, +, ns na 0, +, ns 

cease_fire 0, +, ns na 0, +, ns 

 
 
Note: * = variables listed are those included in the theoretical design, ** = display format 
is hypothesized effect (0,+,-), estimated effect (+,-), and significance (s, ns), *** = unable 
to run the regression for this database with these variables. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 The concept of treaty irrelevance is controversial at best. Democracies often 

prefer them to the costly and difficult alternative of continued war to the total defeat of 

one side over the other or total surrender. On the other hand, it seems relatively easy to 

agree to mutual terms and therefore end the suffering on both sides. It is from this 

logical reasoning that the controversy derives. Why would a treaty not work? Yet, there 

are many examples of catastrophic treaty failure. Where is the harm in attempting to 

negotiate a cease-fire rather than continue fighting? If a treaty regarding a 1% trade 

tariff fails then there is minimal damage, but if a treaty failure dooms generations to 

slavery and near starvation or lock belligerents into a seemingly endless cycle of war 

then the normative conclusion would be that treaties should not be trusted with such 

responsibility.  

In this regard many treaties have proven inadequate ranging from the treaties 

signed with American Indian tribes, between European Monarchs, the Treaty of Ghent, 

the Treaty of Versailles, the Korean War Armistice Agreement, The Paris Peace 

Accords, to the cease-fire between the United States coalition forces and Iraq after the 

Gulf War. Though not conclusive, what has been indicated here is that occupation of an 

enemy’s territory and guaranteed enforcement from a third party may ensure that a war 

will not resume. This research also indicates that forcing states to be responsible for 
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minor infractions that may be involuntary and when the losing state is more powerful 

there is an increased likelihood of a return to war. This research also points out that 

allowing a state to become more powerful slightly reduces the probability that a war will 

resume, but any relations between the states will include increased violence. It also 

provides significant evidence that treaty failure is prevalent in the system regardless of 

war resumption. In the dataset, agreements fail in 191 cases, including significant 

broken tenets and war resumption, for a total of over 20% of all observations. This 

finding is even more astounding when looked at on an individual cease-fire cases. 32 

out of 48 cases failed by either returning to war or through significant agreement 

violation for a total of almost 67% failure when including both types of failure dependent 

variables (newwar, implement, impproxy). 

 It can be argued that the more dangerous enemy variable should be a dependent 

variable. In the case of North Korea, the two belligerents have been locked in a 

perpetual standoff for nearly 60 years with no sign of breaking. North Korea is 

entrenched, has developed nuclear weapons, and is on the verge of possessing long-

range ballistic missiles capable of targeting the U.S. This is an outcome that would have 

been unthinkable in 1953 when North Korea had no hope of being able to threaten the 

U.S. A theoretical basis could be built to support the theorem that such an outcome is 

the very epitome of treaty failure.  

It was my intent in this thesis to provide a new paradigm in which to view 

negotiated agreement success. Per se, the above hypotheses break new ground. 

These are merely a few directions in which further research might take, making strides 

toward developing a better understanding of war termination, and pointing to areas 
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where further research is necessary. It has also called into question some of the results 

of prior works. In the latter case, it is the better part of valor to accept one’s limitations, 

at least until such a time as the prior research can fully be called into question or fully 

vindicated.  

The primary weakness is variation and limited observations. As the vast literature 

concerning war continually remarks, war is an inherently infrequent event; information 

regarding the specifics of treaties is even more elusive. If it could be accomplished, it 

would prove effective to be able to trace this data back to 1816 to link up with the full 

scope of COW data. Also, since wars that continue as civil wars are not captured, it 

would be meaningful to include civil wars in the dataset. Additionally, full codification of 

the implement variable should be achieved. In the future these shortcomings will 

hopefully be remedied.  

Furthermore, many of the concepts considered here would likely be better served 

in a case study analysis. This is not to say that a large-n quantitative study is useless 

here, far from it, but some of the concepts defy operationalization. While it is true that 

the most detailed case study cannot approach the spectacular intricacies of reality, they 

might be better able to pinpoint cause and effect in situations as have been described 

here. It may prove that a war did not continue in one case because a third party 

attacked both former enemies, or the entire government changed out since the signing 

of a treaty, or any other myriad of possible and probable events. 

 The Korean case has figured prominently in both this analysis as well as 

Fortna’s. She claims that for all its difficulties it is a successful agreement, while I 

contend that it is anything but. Korea has been locked in a sort of hostile peace for 
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almost 60 years. Many of the terms of the armistice have been broken. North Korea 

even recently developed a Taepodong-2 ballistic missile that could carry a nuclear 

payload, and can target regions of the United States. North Korea also attacked South 

Korea with artillery which killed 2 marines and wounded 15 soldiers and civilians, in 

November of 2010 (CNN 2010), and may have sunk a South Korean ship with a torpedo 

also in 2010 (Williams and Bentley 2010). These are not the actions of a peaceful dyad 

secured by a successful negotiated agreement. North Korea has grown so dangerous 

that it can act with near impunity, disregarding the terms of the armistice. This sort of 

hostile peace has not been captured in any of the literature thus far, nor has the 

literature examined whether any agreements are being followed regardless of the 

absence of full-scale war. It is these two points that I intended to open for discussion 

and further scientific exploration.  
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