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Extra-territorial interventions in conflict spaces:

Explaining the geographies of post-Cold War peacekeeping

Abstract

The period since the end of the Cold War has pedsaver a dramatic expansion in the
number of multilateral peacekeeping operations (PK®et individual states have varied
significantly in their enthusiasm for peacekeepng, moreover, demonstrated a greater
propensity to participate in operations locatedeartain countries than others. Our
contribution in the present paper is to provide mesights into how geography underpins
these spatial variations. Uniquely, we make use géographically disaggregated dataset
of multilateral PKOs, which allows us to captureioas dyadic linkages between sending
and receiving countries. Our results confirm prasgiavork indicating that more democratic
countries are more likely to participate in PKOst &xtend these findings by showing that
countries’ commitment to human rights has a sinptasitive influence. We also show that
aspects of spatial proximity (physical distancepsaegion) and relational proximity
(colonial ties) between potential sending and r@ogistates raise the likelihood of
participation. Yet we find that two relational vabies widely discussed in the literature as
possible correlates of peaceful interactions -tdxiéd trade and joint membership of
intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) — have abtssically discernable influence on

countries involvement in particular PKOs.
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INTRODUCTION

The period since the end of the Cold War has wie@gonsiderable growth in the number
of multilateral peacekeeping operations (PKOs) (@ap1996, Solomon, 2007, Welsh,
2003). Much of this expansion has taken placeénibrld’s ‘geopolitical blackholes’ (O
Tuathail, 2000: 170), spaces of instability wheseng levels of conflict have been
accompanied by economic collapse, human rightsesbarsd loss of life (Mullenbach,
2005, O'Loughlin, 2005, Silberfein, 2004). PKOs éaought to bring an end to hostilities,
prevent further conflict, provide humanitarian atmnce and facilitate post-conflict state-
building (Diehl, 1988: 487, Ku and Jacobson, 2008k central aim of this paper is to
provide new understanding into the geographic factdhich shape states’ uneven
participation in post-Cold War PKOs.

Our contribution advances on previous researchreetways. First, we examine the
influence of a far wider set of geographic attrésubn countries’ uneven participation in
PKOs, including aspects of spatial and relatiomakjpnity largely overlooked in previous
work. Second, departing from previous monadic asesdywe analyse a novel dyadic
dataset which records individual countries’ pap@tion in specific PKOs. And third,
unlike a number of past studies, which have foces@tusively on NATO (Shimizu and
Sandler, 2003) or United Nations (UN) (Khanna et099) operations, we examine
peacekeeping under the auspices of both the UMnalgntergovernmental organizations
(IGOs) and ad hoc “coalitions of the willing.”

Our results suggest that more democratic and huights respecting countries

have a higher probability of providing troops foultilateral PKOs. Aspects of spatial



proximity (physical distance, same region) andtretel proximity (colonial ties) between
(potential) sending and receiving states are aaaod to raise the likelihood of
participation in post-Cold War operations. Yet tielaal linkages via bilateral trade and
joint membership of IGOs — two of the cornerstookthe so-called “Kantian peace”
(Kinsella and Russett, 2002; Oneal et al., 1998B)il+o emerge as statistically significant
predictors of countries’ participation in PKOs.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows.i@e& briefly outlines the changing
nature of peacekeeping and summarises the findihgsevious research. Section 3
outlines our conceptual framework and theoretieaipired predications. Variables,
measures and estimation methods are detailedtios&c Section 5 presents results, while

section 6 concludes.

POST-COLD WAR PEACEKEEPING

Multilateral peacekeeping has changed significamtigng the post-Cold War period. One
difference (already noted) is the number of opereti For example, UN-commanded
PKOs tripled from 12 during the period 1947-87d¢aah 36 over 1988-2001 (Jakobsen,
2002: 270). Another difference is the targets térvention. From a predominant focus on
inter-state conflict during the Cold War periodaege share of PKOs over the past two
decades has targeted countries experiencing itata{sostilities. Moreover, the objectives
of intervention have expanded to include a growingber of operations incorporating
humanitarian and state-building functions (Ku aadolbson, 2003, Wheeler, 2002),

although most authors continue (as we do here$eéqeacekeeping as a catch-all term to



describe these varied activities. The post-Cold pémiod has also witnessed a heightened
role for non-UN operations. As during the Cold Wa@N-commanded operations have
continued to dominate multilateral peacekeepingdanting for approximately half of all
operations), but a growing number of operationehaen orchestrated by regional/sub-
regional IGOs and “coalitions of the willing”, i.&groups of actors that come together,
often around a pivotal state, to launch a jointrapen in response to particular crises’
(Bellamy and Williams, 2005: 169)These two sets of actors have respectively acedunt
for approximately 25% of PKOs — a share which leasained broadly similar over the
period of our study. Another difference is the raof participating countries, with a rising
number and diversity of developing nations contiiigito post-Cold War peacekeeping
duties (Bellamy and Williams, 2005, Bobrow and Boy®97, Jones, 2004, Neack, 1995,
Neethling, 2004).

States’ commitment to multilateral peacekeepingrie®rtheless remained highly
geographically uneven. Approximately one-third ofiotries have abstained from
peacekeeping altogether, while amongst active [reapers, certain states have
participated in a far larger number of operatidvest importantly for the analysis here,
individual countries have also proved selectivevirere they send their peacekeepers,
demonstrating a greater propensity to volunteeP#Ds in specific countries than others
(Neack, 1995, Pugh, 2004, Solomon, 2007).

Previous large-N, quantitative research into theven geography of peacekeepers
has predominantly focused on aspects of the seecgheacekeeping burden”, i.e. states’
relative contribution to the overall financial aodpersonnel requirements of PKOs. Most,

but not all, of these studies have found that npasgerful countries contribute more to the



overall peacekeeping burden (Bobrow and Boyer, 1B8@ovic, 2004, Shimizu and
Sandler, 2002). They have also shown that demoguatities are far more likely to carry
the burden for PKOs than autocracies (Anderssdi2,20ebovic, 2004).

Although instructive, we find these studies ungatitory. Most importantly,
previous work has not gone far in examining exwadstic influences on peacekeeping
contributions, focusing predominantly on the doneesttributes of sending states. To be
sure, territorially-bounded characteristics aretr@@mrelements of place, and therefore
important to geographers’ understanding of uneeatekeeping contributions
(O’Loughlin, 2000). Indeed, in the present pape¥,examine a number of these country-
specific, internal factors, both as main explanatord control variables. Yet territory is not
an isolated container. As well as internal factetgh as the characteristics of the
territorially-bounded community, the contextual samment is also constituted through
external interactions, interests and influence®hdythe boundaries of the state (Flint,
2004).

To be fair, previous studies have not ignored edtiaestic aspects outright, but
they have adopted a narrow conception of them. ;/TKlugnna et al. (1999) finds that trade
openness is positively correlated with certain ¢oes’ peacekeeping contributions, while
Lebovic (2004) shows that countries with secuiigg to the US are more likely to
participate in PKOs. Missing from these analysesydver, is any consideration of
linkages between (potential) troop sending andivewgcountries. This omission is
curious: it is entirely plausible that extra-donefihkages might influence both the

incentives to participate, as well as countrieglitgtio do so.



A major reason for this omission is previous stadieliance on geographically-
aggregated, monadic data. Although entirely appaitgto investigating questions of
burden sharing, monadic analyses have been urablgtore the influence of various
dyadic linkages between peacekeeper sending aatvireg countries. Our study seeks to
rectify this shortcoming by using dyadic data tplexe the influence of internal and

external contextual factors on states’ uneven g@pdtiion in multilateral PKOs.

CONCEPTUALISING PARTICIPATION IN PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

Although multilateral peacekeeping is voluntary tthoice of whether or not to participate
is by no means unproblematic (Diehl, 1988, Jakoh2@02). Thus, peacekeeping is
politically, legally and morally contentious on acoit of the fact that it involves the
exercise of extra-territorial influence, violatitige supposed immutability of insular forms
of sovereignty (Agnew, 2005; Dodds, 2005). Sengliegcekeepers is also potentially
costly, and exposes countries to varying degreesloffor soldiers’ lives, countries’
reputation, etc.) (Chopra, 1996, Mingst, 2003, WeZ)03). Two implications follow from
these observations. The first is that individuates must possess interests in dispatching
peacekeepers for a specific operation (Nye, 2088jond, a country’s participation must
be perceived as legitimate, not only by domestitstituencies, but also influential actors
within target states and the wider internationahownity (Wheeler, 2002). It is our
contention that states’ participation in particidgerations will be determined by a range
of domestic and extra-domestic factors which shajggests in peacekeeping and their

ability to legitimate interventiof.



According to realists, interests in peacekeepirgsatf-serving, strategic and
materialist in orientation, with participation se&ha means to advance a state’s power,
geopolitical influence and prosperity (Pilger, 1988gh, 2004). Another school of
thought, closely aligned with liberal theories ofdrnational Relations, maintains that
countries’ interests in PKOs are more idealistiod@ture, and bound-up with domestic
concerns about human rights, freedom and democadityugh different interests will
predominate at different times, we believe thahbuaterialist and idealist interests will
positively influence a state’s decision to provisonnel for a particular PKO (Nye,
2003).

Even if it is in the interests of states temene, willing peacekeepers face a range
of constraints which limit their ability to partgate. One constraint is capacity and,
specifically, the availability of financial, bureenatic and military resources required to
deploy, operate and maintain peacekeepers. Whaeowmus more here is a second
constraint, namely, legitimacy (Bellamy and Willign2005, Welsh, 2003). The need for
legitimacy arises because deploying personnel dticg’ conflict transgresses the
territorial norm of authoritative sovereignty (Agne2005, Biersteker, 2002). Actors who
violate this principle must therefore command, ¢t or otherwise demonstrate
legitimate reasons — moral, legal or political +doing so. Failure to command or
construct sufficient justification for interventia@an have a range of negative
consequences, ranging from reputational damage gsharembers of the international
community, domestic political opposition throughdificulties securing the consent to

participate in a PKO by belligerents in the targfete (Diehl, 1988; Falah et al., 2006).



Accepting our basic premise, we now turn to thediacinfluencing interests and
legitimacy. We conceptualise these into three categ: (1) domestic values, norms and
practices; (2) spatial proximity and; (3) relatibpeoximity. Although discussed separately,
we suggest that these factors combine to createotitextual setting in which decisions

regarding whether to participate in particular Pkadds made by domestic actors.

Domestically-Institutionalised Values, Norms andd®ices

Ouir first category draws its inspiration from thiesrof domestic politics which emphasise
the role of domestic political actors, interestd arstitutions in shaping state policy
(Gourevitch, 2002). We focus here on two broadsacéalomestically-institutionalised
values, norms and associated practices: democnatliuaman rights. Our basic expectation
is that countries which are more democratic or cdtechto human rights are more likely
to provide troops for PKOs.

Expanding on liberal theories of the so-called “dematic peace” (Owen, 1994),
scholars have recently suggested that democra@eaae likely to be disposed towards
spreading democracy to non-democratic territopakes, sometimes by force. Central to
these claims is the idea that democratic poliggmrd the creation, maintenance and
expansion of well-functioning democracies as pathe national interest, supporting
mutually beneficial stability, security and prospefLebovic, 2004). Along similar lines, it
is suggested that modern democratic values createative obligations to defend human
rights, dignity and good governance, which stagek $0 meet out of reputational reasons

(Andersson, 2002). Others have argued that demesrace more inclined towards



multilateral approaches to addressing various farfiiggobal disorder (Ikenberry, 2001).
Whether for one or more of these reasons, we stufggsdemocratic polities are likely to
possess greater interests in multilateral peacékgegnd therefore be more willing to
participate in multilateral PKOs. These predicasiabout the importance of polity are
supported by recent large-N empirical studies: Assten (2002) shows that democracies
contributed more to UN PKOs over the period 1991v@l8ile Lebovic (2004) reaches the
same conclusion for UN operations between 1993-2001

A second domestic attribute is concern for and cament to human rights. As
evidenced by countries’ growing willingness to vaker personnel in conflicts
characterized by human rights violations, atrosided large-scale suffering, human rights
and welfare have been increasingly important factopost-Cold War PKOs (Dodds,
2005, Jakobsen, 2002, Ku and Jacobson, 2003, W&€l6B). For some, this new-found
enthusiasm is largely a matter of popular demauitth, publics concerned about human
rights exerting “bottom-up” political demand forrhanitarian interventions (Byman and
Waxman, 2002, Chopra, 1996, O'Loughlin and Kolosg602, O Tuathail, 2000). Others
have emphasised the changing values of domestiiccpbetlites who, it is suggested, have
progressively incorporated norms of human rightggmtion into their conception of the
national interest (Wheeler, 2002). Either waypltdws that countries whose publics and/or
leadership value human rights, and believe thé¢staave a duty to intervene to protect the
fundamental rights of extra-territorial others, arere likely to possess interests in
dispatching peacekeepers. Furthermore, it is plessibt countries which care more and

are more committed to human rights are more likelye seen as legitimate parties in
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peacekeeping operations, and therefore face fewliticpl barriers to their participation in

extra-territorial operations.

The considerations so far lead to the followingdtheses:

Hypothesis 1. More democratic countries are mdedytito send troops to PKOs.

Hypothesis 2. Countries which are more committelduiman rights are more likely to send

troops to PKOs.

Spatial Proximity

A second set of factors considered here relatpatad proximity and, more specifically,
various aspects of the (potential) sending coustpgsition in physical space vis-a-vis the
receiving one. The importance of spatial proxinmi&s been widely recognised in the
geopolitical and international relations literat(@editsch and Ward, 2001; Tir and Diehl,
2002; Xierali and Lui, 2006). Within the presenttext, one way in which proximity is
likely to matter is by influencing the geo-strategains from intervention. Actual or
aspirant regional powers may be more inclined tti@pate in “backyard” PKOs because
such interventions are more compatible with sdksi@sts in maintaining or extending
geopolitical influence over the critically importdimear abroad” (Bellamy and Williams,
2005, Lyons, 1998, Neethling, 2004, Pilger, 199@)other, arguably more important,
reason why spatially proximate countries might desti@ate a greater willingness to

participate is that they are more likely to expecie, or fear that they will experience, the

11



negative spillovers from nearby conflict (O Tuatha000). These real and/or perceived
spillovers include refugees and economic-cum-palitinstability arising from the spread
of conflict to neighbouring states which, it is gegted, create domestic interests in
peacekeeping (Byman and Waxman, 2002, Mingst, 28d&loch and Sandler, 2002,
Shimizu and Sandler, 2002). Indeed, precisely mxatithese readily apparent material
interests, governments will likely find it easierdonvince the public that there are
legitimate grounds for intervening, and therefagewse their consent for sending
peacekeepers (Dodds, 2000, O'Loughlin and Kolosz@?).

In reality, there are a number of different aspe€itspatial proximity, and their
influence may vary (Gleditsch and Ward, 2001; Tid ®iehl, 2002). Three are examined
here. The first is physical distance between tl¢efgtial) sending and receiving state
which we anticipate to be negatively correlatechvpiérticipation. A second, more
ambiguous, dimension of spatial proximity is couniig. At one level, there is a case for
expecting contiguous countries to be more willieggekeepers, not least because they are
likely to be most affected by refugees, economibulence, etc. As immediate neighbours,
however, contiguous countries are more likely tsbigject to boundary disputes (Clark
and Regan, 2003, Kinsella and Russett, 2002). Lisesveontiguity also provides increased
opportunities for the projection of “unwelcome” pawvinfluence and interference by one
state over another, giving rise to political tensidvetween contiguous countries
(Silberfein, 2004, Tir and Diehl, 2002). We mighetefore expect one or both disputants in
the target country to show a greater reluctansatation the involvement of neighbouring

states, while IGOs and/or regional hegemons miighitasly be reluctant to include

12



immediate neighbours in PKOs owing to questions thve legitimacy of their involvement
(Lebovic, 2004).

A third dimension of spatial proximity is regioriatation. We argue that countries
are more likely to participate in PKOs where thgea state is located in the same world
region. Although regional “membership” is likely pick-up a number of distance-related
effects? the regional influence will include several adufiial factors which are not a simple
function of distance. Included here are a wholegetonomic (e.g. regional production
networks) and political (e.g. membership in reglonter-governmental bodies)
relationships. Also potentially included are shazatlural norms, institutions and
diplomatic networks (Buzan, 2004). Together, threggonal linkages, mutual
dependencies and commonalities might plausiblyefastcognition of shared obligations,
roles and interests amongst countries locatedersdéime region, increasing the incentive
for countries to dispatch peacekeepers. At the $an@ a combination of heightened
familiarity, mutual understanding and trust, migénider a particular country a more
legitimate party in domestic affairs, and therefi@ise the readiness of domestic
belligerents to sanction the involvement or inviearby states.

An additional way regional location might influenpeacekeeping contributions is
through neighbourhood spatial contagion. As disediss other contexts, countries’
behaviour may be strategically interdependentyénsense that the actions of one state in a
region may be linked to the actions of other statdhe same region (Starr, 1991; Ward
and Gleditsch, 2002). An important corollary istthatterns of geopolitical behaviour may
become spatially clustered. Applied to peacekeepiregmight expect the probability of

any one country participating rising as more statéke same region also participate.
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Again, many of the same contextual factors whidlu@nce interests and legitimacy
outlined above may result in countries “moving thge’, e.g. heightened levels of trust,
co-operation and communication, the presence admaflGOs instrumental in initiating,
orchestrating staffing PKOs (Bellamy and Williar@805, Neethling, 2004). A closely-
related reason why states may move together cemtréee idea that extra-territorial
peacekeeping demonstrates public good charaatsri®educing conflict, instability and
suffering through the provision of troops may wigliver benefits to all countries in the
same region, but the costs of PKOs will fall exataly to willing participants, creating an
incentive for individual states to “free-ride” ($ohon, 2007). Aware of these potential
asymmetries, states may be unwilling to contriiatpeacekeeping efforts unless their
regional peers do so, such that participation Ig lokely to happen as part of a regionally-
concerted effort to overcome the collective acpooblem. We capture these regional
sending propensity dynamics in our research debkigrugh the use of a spatial lag
variable.

In sum, our spatial proximity expectations leadh® following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3. Countries which are physically cdgecontinuous terms) to the

target state are more likely to send troops.

Hypothesis 4a. States which are contiguous tead@try hosting the PKO have a
higher probability of sending peacekeepers.
Hypothesis 4b. States which are contiguous tatlmtry hosting the PKO have a

lower probability of sending peacekeepers.
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Hypothesis 5. Countries from the same geograggon as the target state are

more likely to contribute troops to PKOs.

Hypothesis 6. Participation by more states froengame region in a PKO increases

the chances that an individual state will also mtevroops.

Relational Proximity

Interactions, engagement and interdependenciesbatimdividual states are not simply a
function of spatial proximity. They also depend“oloseness” in terms of the strength of
boundary-spanning relational ties linking differ¢srtritories. As with physical distance,
these ties can be seen as a way through whiclgfooeiuntries enter the moral, policy and
interest space of actors in distanciated placasass domestically embedded to become
part of the contextual setting which governs peaeplg decisions.

The idea that international contact, communica#ind interdependence fosters
peaceful interactions has long been recogniseaeiories of the Kantian peace (Kinsella
and Russett, 2002; Oneal et al., 1996). We taksetiteas further in the present paper to
argue that participation in peacekeeping is mdeyliwhen (potential) troop senders are
more relationally proximate to recipient states thie sense of being more closely-tied via
one of a number of international linkages. One dunkage, and one of the classic pillars
of the Kantian peace, is international trade. Teodktent that conflict and instability

threaten economically beneficial exchange, counsi®uld have material self-interests in
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sending peacekeepers to important trading partBarslar ideas have been espoused by
“popular” critics of peacekeeping, who point to tie&uctance of Western countries to send
troops to conflicts where they lack direct econoimterests (Pilger, 1999). More generally,
owing to higher levels of (often mutually benefifi@conomic dependence, mutual
acquaintance and strength of (commercially-deriggolpmatic ties, important trading
partners are more likely to be deemed legitimatéqgygants by belligerents in the target
state, orchestrators of PKOs, etc.

A second set of relational linkages which miglatygiibly shape participation in a
particular PKO are colonial ties. Although highlgriable in its nature, modalities and
impacts, colonialism gave rise to a host of endyusiocial, economic and political legacies,
ranging from joint educational programmes to fondigvestments (Gwynne et al., 2003).
As with trade, we anticipate these ties creatingoamg interests on the part of the former
colonizing state in the welfare, stability and esty of their former colonies. At the same
time, a combination of familiarity, trust and loegtablished diplomatic relationships also
mean that ex-colonies might see their former calomasters as more legitimate
peacekeepers, and therefore sanction their domesgtilvement. Over recent decades, the
legacy of colonial ties has also increasingly assdimormative dimensions, with countries
facing growing international and domestic presstwesxercise their “moral” responsibility
towards former colonies by addressing conflictiabgity and unrest (Lyons, 1998).
Indeed, such factors may explain observationsahmatmber of high-profile PKOs in Africa
during the post-Cold War period have been initiatedtaffed by former colonial powers

(Bellamy and Williams, 2005, Diehl, 1988).
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A third relational tie considered here is migrank&ges. According to the
literature, migrant communities perform a boundspgnning role, with transnational
allegiances held by foreign populations creatingnéstic political interests in extra-
territorial spaces. Through lobbying, strategidmt media influence, etc., migrant
communities may seek to represent and advance ititesests, exerting potentially
significant pressure on governments to assist theime” countries (Popescu, 2005, Shain,
1994-95). Indeed, several authors have documemteddiaspora politics” have been
influential in moulding target countries’ foreigolies, particularly in areas involving
self-determination, democracy and human rightsté€a2005, Dodds, 2000, Haney and
Vanderbush, 1999). A high number of migrants frbentarget state might also help a
government in the (potential) troop sending coutdrgecure domestic legitimacy for
intervention. Inevitably, the geographic distrilutiof migrants will be bound-up with the
geography of colonial ties, but far from exclusweb (Moore and Shellman, 2007). Thus,
even taking account of colonial relationshipssitjuite possible that boundary-spanning
migrant ties will influence countries’ propensityintervene.

As well as transnational ties between individualeseign territories, bilateral
relational linkages and interdependencies are edlesttthe supranational level through
joint membership of international organisationgtaer of the classic pillars of the Kantian
peace (Hafner-Burton and Montgomery, 2006). Mentbprsf particular IGOs potentially
ascribes new or heightened responsibilities upamtces, including a duty to assist other
members. A combination of increased peer moniteuifgomatic communication and
reputational considerations provide countries wittentives not to ignore the plight of

fellow states whose populations are experiencinganitarian distress. Through
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interaction, cooperation and joint problem solvitigg stability, prosperity and well-being
of other members may also come to enter the gatesic interest space of joint IGO
participants. By fostering dialogue, mutual undanging and trust, states might
additionally be more inclined to treat countriesondlre members of a larger number of the
same IGOs as legitimate parties, and thereforeonsddntervention.

Hence we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7. Countries which are more dependeitaole with the target state are

more likely to provide troops.

Hypothesis 8. Ex-colonial powers are more likelypé#sticipate in PKOs located in

their former colonies.

Hypothesis 9. A higher share of the global stoctaajet state migrants residing in

a potential sending country will increase the pholits of participation.

Hypothesis 10. Countries are more likely to provideps for PKOs where they are

joint members of a larger number of IGOs with thgét state.
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METHOD

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in our main estimationsdgramy variable, set to one if the
potential sending country participates in a PKGhimreceiving country in a particular year,
or zero if it does not. Data for the dependentalde were extracted from the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute’s ‘Multilak®eace Operations Database’(SIPRI,
2007). Amongst others, the database records tlatidocof PKOs, as well as the identities
of contributing states.

We restrict our focus to PKOs involving the depl@yrnof military troop$.As the
most politically, economically and legally contents aspect of multilateral peacekeeping,
we expect countries’ troop sending actions to Ipe@sally revealing about the nature of
extra-territoriality. Military troops are invariapbrmed and are at a far greater risk of
casualties than is the case for other categoripeatekeepers. Certainly, their involvement
is likely to say a great deal more than civiliamgoanel, especially in relation to
geopolitically interesting questions about the imtees and constraints governing the
projection of state power, influence and contrabas sovereign borders.

It could be argued that our binary participationgraeticipation dependent variable
ignores potentially significant differences in tpopoumbers and/or financial payments
contributed by individual countries, and thereftire actual degree of commitment. Yet
this argument needs to be set against the facthitbatery act of sending troops is highly
politically significant in its own right. Indeednoe a state has decided to commit, we

expect the actual number of troops sent to be heaviuenced by its military capacity, per
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capita income or level of compensatory payment#hieof these variables is of central
interest in the present study. In any case, we havaformation on the size of the troop

contributions, and therefore would not be ablediestruct an appropriate variable.

Independent Variables

We use two variables to capture our first set gfdtlgesised attributes, i.e. domestic norms,
values and practices. Democratic polity is probgdhe Polity IV Project’olity2
indicator (Marshall et al., 2006), while a countgancerns for and commitment to human
rights is proxied by Gibney’s (2007) respect fontaun rights measure. A number of
different measures could be used to capture oanskset of hypothesised attributes,
centred around spatial proximity, each with thelvantages and disadvantages (Gleditsch
and Ward, 2001). We use three widely-used measares The first, physical distance, is
measured in kilometres between the two countriagital cities. A second, contiguity, is
measured using a dummy variable for dyads sharilagdaborder or being separated by
less than 150 miles of sea. Distance and contiglaity are obtained from Bennett and
Stam (2005). Finally, the World Bank’s (2006) cléieation of world regions is used to
code whether the two countries are located in dineesregion. This information is also used
to construct the regional sending propensity végiadhich, in fact, represents a spatial lag
in dyadic data.

A third set of main explanatory variables capfioe dimensions of relational
proximity. Bilateral trade is measured relativetie sending country’s GDP using data
from Gleditsch (2002) and World Bank (2006). Co#dries are captured using a dummy

variable which denotes whether a potential sensgliatg exercised colonial control over the
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country in which the PKO is located. We include §asn this definition since its
imposition of political and military control ovexk€Soviet territories has been analogous to
that exercised by the classic Western and Japa@oésasers. A third variable measures the
share of the global migrant stock — that is, miggdrom the state hosting a particular PKO
— residing in a potential troop sending countryairal migrant stock data are taken from
Parsons et al. (2007).

Data for the joint membership of IGOs variableranf Hensel (2005). The variable
measures the number of IGOs — and, more precisédygovernmental organisations
requiring participants to settle disputes peacgfulin which country pairs are both
members. We purposely chose this measure (ovenaties ones which capture all IGO
memberships, regardless of the organisation’s ggeamit) in order to ensure that we
specifically test the influence of IGO relationshighich might plausibly influence the

decision to intervene for peacekeeping purposes.

Control Variables

Our main estimation model features two controlatales. We include military power to
take account of the possibility that militarily@tiger countries — which presumably are
better positioned to send, operate and maintaopte- will participate in a greater number
of PKOs. Military power is measured according te wWidely used Composite Index of
National Capacity (CINC) score, taken from the €lates of War project (Singer et al.,
1972)° A country’s CINC score is a composite of its tqgapulation, urban population,
iron and steel production, energy consumption,tamijipersonnel and military expenditure.

A second variable is gross domestic product (G cppita which we include to control
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for relative income. All else equal, richer couasriare likely to be better-positioned to
absorb the costs of deploying troops, and therafaree willing and able to participate in a

larger number of operations. Data are from WorldiBg&006).

Estimation Approach

In our main estimations, we take the populatiomattilateral PKOs as given, and merely
analyze what determines country participation asthoperations. Given our dependent
variable is a binary one, we employ a logit estomaStandard errors are assumed to be
clustered on country dyads. With nearly half aioiillobservations, failure to cluster
standard errors would lead to a large under-esomaif standard errors, owing to the fact
that observations from different years within thenge dyad cannot be said to be
independently sampled.

It is possible that decisions of countries to jggstite in PKOs, on the one hand, and
the decision about whether a PKO takes place, ®wottier, are not independent of one
other. In a separate robustness test, we adopi-atage estimation method which controls

for potential sample selection bias, details ofchare presented later.

Sample

A lack of data for some variables means that oonpda does not feature all countries in the
world. Our sample in the main estimations compri€s® countries, both developed and
developing, and the unit of analysis the dyad y€ae number of dyad years in which a
country contributes troops for PKOs ranges frono£BA. countries never send any troops)

to 40 (the United Kingdom tops the list of sendoogintries in our sample). The average
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number of dyad years in which countries send tra®pgght with a standard deviation of

10.3.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows our main estimation results. The fivsdel excludes, while the second
model includes, the spatial lag variable. For thtgmations without the spatial lag, results
broadly support a priori expectations. Thus, demcpolity is positively and statistically
significantly correlated with PKO participationdicating that more democratic countries
are more likely to send troops. The estimated coefft for human rights protection is
significantly negative which, as anticipated, sigigehat countries with greater concern for
and commitment to human rights are more likelyadipipate in PKOs.

Our findings also provide qualified empirical suppor the idea that a target
country’s spatial proximity promotes participatidine estimated coefficient for distance is
negative and statistically significant. This isiexly plausible: the “negative” spillovers of
conflict are more likely to be experienced by ngatbuntries, creating domestic interests,
legitimacy and support for sending troops (Bobrawt Boyer, 1997, Byman and Waxman,
2002, Shimizu and Sandler, 2002). We additionafigl ftatistically robust evidence that
countries are more likely to participate in PKOsdted in their own region. Although a
whole series of factors could explain this restlg nevertheless consistent with the idea
that macro-regions constitute geographically disive spaces, bound together by dense
inter-state relations, shared interests and muégalgnition of legitimacy (Buzan, 2004,

O'Loughlin and Kolossov, 2002). Yet our estimatedfticient for contiguity is statistically
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insignificant. At one level, this result is surpng: countries might be expected to possess
greater interests in tackling potentially costlyfiizt, instability and humanitarian crises in
bordering states. However, it may be that theséipesncentives are offset by historic
animosities between contiguous countries, whiclstrain the ability of immediate
neighbours to legitimate intervention (Kocs, 198&ichell and Prins, 1999, Silberfein,
2004).

Turning to relational forms of proximity, we findixed evidence for the role of
distanciated forms of geographic influence. Conifigranecdotal observations, our dummy
variable denoting former colonial powers (includihg quasi-colonial status of Russia) is
positively and statistically significantly corredat with participation (Diehl, 1988, Jones,
2004, Neethling, 2004, Silberfein, 2004). Yet walfthat the share of the target state’s
global migrant stock residing in a particular cayrttoes not have a significantly
discernible influence on the latter’s probabilifyimervening. The estimated coefficient is
positive, but it is not statistically significarttae 10% level. Our remaining two relational
variables, bilateral trade and joint membership3®s, are also both statistically
insignificant.

We now turn to our second model which includesspatial lag variable. As
expected, we find evidence of strategic interdepand amongst states located in the same
region, in that our estimated coefficient for regabsending propensity is positive and
statistically significanf.Put simply, our results strongly indicate that phebability of a
country sending troops to a particular PKO riseth\participation by other states in the

same region. The inclusion of the spatial lag \deideaves results for our main variables
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of interest largely unchanged, with the exceptibsamme region which becomes
statistically insignificant.

Finally, we turn to our control variables. Captygrihe effect of superior capacity to
project extra-territorial influence, our estimataxkfficients for military capacity is positive
and statistically significant. Similarly, consistemith the idea that richer countries are
better able to afford the costs of sending peageksewe estimate a positive relationship
between GDP per capita and participation. Note, BB¢dmes statistically insignificant
when we include our spatial lag variable capturiegjonal sending propensity, most likely
because of the regional clustering of countriemagihly similar levels of GDP per capita —
and, in particular, the strong propensity of tHatreely rich, Western European countries
for concerted peacekeeping activity. The differsnoeregional sending propensity across
regions and their effect on the likelihood of semdiroops cancels the effect that
differences in GDP per capita across countrieohasis likelihood.

Statistical significance is not equivalent to gahve importance. In order to shed
light on the relative impact of different determmts, we report as additional information
the percentage change in next to the coefficiaut @bly for coefficients that are
statistically significantly different from zero)lfowing a one standard deviation increase in
the case of continuous variables, or a change fenm to one in the case of the dummy
variables, for which standard deviation changesentittke sense. For the model without
the spatial lag, we find that the most importantalze is colony, followed by democracy,
same region, distance, military capacity, humahtsiggnd GDP per capita. In the model
that includes the spatial lag, the order is liditéerent, with the lag itself among the

substantially most important variables. Thus, cglemmost important, followed by
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regional sending propensity, democracy, militaryagaty, distance, human rights and

migrant share.

Robustness Test

As an additional robustness test, we take into @ucpotential sample selection bias,
arising from the fact that the geography of peaepk® is determined over two stages. The
first (selection) stage involves a decision abolhethier a particular potential state qualifies
for a multilateral PKO. Although many inter- andraistate conflicts, both actual and
potential, have existed over the post-Cold Warqakronly a small share of these have led
to a multilateral PKO (Dodds, 2005, Fortna, 20(Mallenbach, 2005). The second
(participation) stage — as in our main estimatiercgntres on the decision to provide troops
to a particular PKO. We model both stages togaikerg Heckman’s two-stage probit
estimator. This works by first estimating the sgt@tstage, and then the participation stage
for all PKOs, allowing the error terms of the twagression stages to be correlated with
each other. In the first stage, the unit of analysthe country year. Up to 154 developing
countries are included in this stage (note, wewgleldeveloped countries here, since none
of them has either hosted a PKO or is likely tesdan the future). Over the period 1990-
2005, multilateral PKOs — orchestrated under the téljional IGOs and “coalitions of the
willing” — were held in 26 of these developing ctrigs.

The sample, dependent and explanatory variabéetharsame in the second stage
of this model as they were in our main estimatiansve. The dependent variable in the
first stage of estimation is a dummy variable featet to one if a peacekeeping operation

has been in place in the potential recipient stageparticular year. Seven selection
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variables are included in the first stage. The fg® measure of conflict intensity which
has been found to positively influence the likebdaf a multilateral PKO (Fortna, 2004a,
Gilligan and Stedman, 2003). Our specific variadkrjved from Lacina and Gleditsch
(2005), is the number of conflict deaths over thstgive years. Along similar lines, we
include a variable measuring the number of refugelesive to population size, based on
data from UNHCR (various years). Again, we expbhat PKOs are more likely to be
established where conflicts are accompanied bygglaaumber of refugees, not least
because of heightened self-interest motives. Afteitenbach (2005), who finds that
ceasefire agreements increase the likelihood afiléilateral PKO, we include a dummy
variable to denote where there is a ceasefireytisstiveen belligerents (using data from
Fortna, 2004b). IGOs and ad hoc coalitions are riket/ to be willing to orchestrate an
operation where belligerents in the candidate $tate signalled their commitment to
abide by the rules of the international “societystates” by agreeing to a cessation of
armed violence. We also include regional dummiesafmiure the geographic region in
which a particular country is located. The undexdyidea, which receives a degree of
empirical support in the statistical literaturel{i@an and Stedman, 2003), is that conflicts
in some regions are more likely to be selecteafowltilateral PKO than others. Coding
data for regional location is again derived fromif@dank (2006). A fifth variable is a
dummy indicating whether a country is an ex-colonyormer Soviet republic which we
anticipate to raise the likelihood of a PKO takpigce. A resource abundance metric seeks
to control for selection effects arising from tHieged heightened willingness of countries
to actively intervene in resource-rich countrietafl, 2005). We use the World Bank’s

(2006) measure of energy and mineral rents reléigecountry’s gross national income.
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Our final variable is democratic polity which weclade to take account of the possibility
that democracies are more likely to grant consanintervention by multilateral
peacekeeping forces than autocracies. Democrdity goagain proxied using the Polity

IV Project’spolity2 indicator (Marshall et al., 2006). The variabl®iy coded for

countries with populations of over 500,000, andHfermore, does not provide a measure of
democracy for states occupied by a foreign natidrmgse political system is in transition or
is highly disrupted by armed conflict (Plumper atelimayer 2007). As a result, the
inclusion of the democratic polity variable leadghe loss of a substantial number of
observations, and we therefore report two setstirhations: one with and one without
democracy in the first stage.

Table 2 shows results. As concerns the first-stagggmated coefficients for
variables measuring international refugees, bd#kths and ceasefire treaty are statistically
significant with the anticipated (positive) signe\ind evidence for an increasing trend
toward multinational PKOs over time. We also fintegional selection effect, with South
Asia and Latin America less likely to receive a PK@n sub-Saharan Africa, the omitted
reference category in our estimations. Yet neitdodony nor natural resource rents emerge
as statistically significant predictors of PKOsd#émocracy in the location country is added
to the analysis in the second column of table dn tlesults hardly change for the other
variables, despite losing approximately 20 per oétihe observations. More democratic
countries are not statistically significantly mdikesly to receive international peacekeeping
than more autocratic ones, but the expected pesitrefficient is only marginally

insignificant.
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For the estimations in columns 1 and 4, the Waltdéindependent equations
signals that the two stages are not independemt é&ch other, suggesting that the
Heckman’s two-stage probit estimator is appropribte the estimations in columns 2 and
3, the Wald test suggests that modelling both stageultaneously is not strictly speaking
necessary. Even where the Heckman model seemspaigpeo as in columns 1 and 4, the
second-stage estimation results are very similautanain estimation results. We can
therefore be confident that our results are notedi by a potential non-random sample

selection effect.

CONCLUSION

Post-Cold War peacekeeping operations (PKOs) atauictive in relation to debates about
the changing nature of territorial sovereignty andditions under which countries are able
to legitimately exercise extra-territoriality (Agne2005, O Tuathail, 2000). Multilateral
operations also say a great deal about the spatline international “society of states”
and, specifically, the distribution of states wifjito contribute towards the public goods of
peace, security and human rights protection (Do2@d85; Solomon, 2007). Peacekeeping
also reveals something very important about theaateristics of contemporary
geopolitical interests, and how these are shapeatbmestic and non-domestic attributes
(Chopra, 1996, Silberfein, 2004).

Our contribution in this paper picks-up on the abthemes of extra-territoriality,
multilateralism and geopolitical interests by exaimg countries’ geographically uneven

participation in post-Cold War PKOs. We show thatraries’ involvement can be
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explained by a number of identifiable geographiclaites. One of these, which accords
with theories of domestic politics, is place-basedns, values and practices (Dodds, 2005,
Flint, 2004, Lebovic, 2004, O'Loughlin and Koloss@@02). As in previous work, we
show that more democratic countries are more lit@lyrovide troops to PKOs, with levels
of democracy emerging as one of the most influedggerminants governing the
probability of country participation (Andersson,020 Lebovic, 2004). Yet, advancing on
previous studies, we demonstrate a similar posiglationship between domestic respect
for human rights and countries’ involvement in ritateral PKOs. Underscoring further the
role of domestic factors, the capacity of soveragtities to project military power (in
terms of military capacity and national wealthgalso found to positively influence
countries’ propensity to provide troops for pea@gieg missions.

Yet the uneven geography of PKOs cannot be undetstith reference to internal,
territorially-bounded characteristics alone. Toussolely on the domestic attributes of
place — on the assumption that factors inside smt@daries wholly define the context for
decisions over troop contributions — would be togd highly restrictive view of
geography. Our results suggest that understandengeographic distribution of
peacekeepers requires us to consider the extrasiienoentext and, specifically, aspects of
spatial and (albeit to a lesser extent) relatitin@hges between potential troop sending and
receiving states.

Highlighting the influence of spatial proximity afatation over extra-territoriality,
therefore, we show that countries which are philgicéoser or positioned in the same
region as the target of a particular PKO are mitiyl to provide troops.Additionally, we

find evidence that regional location provides artext” for strategic comparison,
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cooperation and foreign policy action, with statese likely to participate when more of
their regional peers do so. Indeed, in our sepafzdéal lag estimation, the share of same
region states participating emerges as the secostiimportant factor in substantive terms
triggering involvement in a particular PKO. Bounglapanning, relational ties also matter
but, somewhat surprisingly, only clearly for oneoof four hypothesised variables:
colonial ties. Relational proximity via bilaterahtle and joint IGO membership fail to
emerge as statistically significant predictors aftigipation in our main estimations. The
share of the global stock of target state migrentsly statistically significant in our main
estimations featuring the spatial lag and, even,thely at the 10% level.

These findings are revealing. Trade and joint-IG@mnhership are two of the
cornerstones of Kantian peace theories which engghése pacifying influence of
economic interdependence and international orgaoizandeed, the case for suspecting
relational ties — via trade and international orgations — to influence countries’
willingness to offer troops for PKOs is compellimgth both featuring in popular accounts
of peacekeeping. Yet it could simply be that the@se@dard components of the Kantian
peace do not increase countries’ willingness taimaer troops in the pursuit of peace,
stability and human freedoms — a claim which iskehy to surprise a number of scholars
who have struggled to find systematic evidenceltifateral trade and joint IGO
membership are a major influence on patterns ef4stiate conflict and cooperation
(Boehmer et al., 2004; Gartzke, 2007; Ward e8Q;7).

Another important insight from our work regards #reluring significance of
historical relationships. In our main estimatioo@lonial ties (between ex-colonial powers

and their former colonies) have the highest prdiighf influencing participation,
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indicating that historically-derived ties carry peular weight in the decision by countries
to provide troops to a PKO. The result is evenntioee striking given that two other
interest-based, relational, variables which migaupibly be correlated with colonialism,
i.e. bilateral trade and migrant share, do not isteistly emerge as statistically significant
predictors of participation (Eichengreen and Dosgl®96; Moore and Shellman, 2007).
The apparently (largely) independent influenceadbuial ties raises interesting questions
about the motives for peacekeeping and the undgrigasons for extra-territorial
interventions.

At the same time, our findings serve as an imporeminder of the ongoing
importance of more orthodox, locational foundatiohgeopolitical behaviour (Chang et
al., 2004; Tir and Diehl, 2002; Ward et al., 2005fhough receiving comparatively little
attention in the peacekeeping literature, couritrgdative position in physical space would
appear to shape the incentives and constraintgta-eerritoriality, and their willingness to
offer troops for peacekeeping. Despite the unpretd global reach of today’s armed
forces, physical distance and location continumadter, a conclusion which should serve
as a useful corrective to explanations of geomalitbehaviour which focus solely on
transnational linkages at the truly global scale.

As is the case with similar large-N, inferentialdies, it is not possible to draw
definitive insights about why certain statisticalelates identified in the present paper
influence countries’ participation, although theyhdnt at a range of motives. Our findings
for democracy and human rights suggest a roldalderdl motives (Andersson, 2002,
Lebovic, 2004, Lyons, 1998, O'Loughlin and Koloss?@02). That is, it may well be that

domestically-embedded values, norms and practitéshvare aligned with liberal goals of
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peacekeeping underpin a rescaling of the natioetast, and a stretching of state
responsibility to protect (Dodds, 2000, O'Lougtdind Kolossov, 2002, O Tuathail, 2000).
Similar motives may similarly explain — to a greate lesser extent — the influence of
colonial ties. Against a backdrop of heightenedeexations and changed norms of
appropriateness regarding the role of ex-coloroagrs as “guardians” of their ex-
colonies, the former may have intervened duringoib&-Cold War period out of normative
obligations to do “the right thing.”

Yet, whilst hinting at liberal impulses, we canudigcount the possibility that more
directly materialist, self-help motives might alsave shaped the geography of willing
peacekeepers. Another possible explanation focolanialism result is that former
colonial powers have sent troops to PKOs locateteir former colonies in order to
maintain their geopolitical sphere of influence.glover, the importance of various aspects
spatial proximity — which is likely to be underpeuhby self-help concerns about the
negative spillovers of conflict and pressure fragional peers — is difficult to square with
the idea that peacekeeping is a wholly altruisticvity, whereby countries endeavour to

unselfishly serve the wider interests of humanittha global level.
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Table 1. Logit estimation results for troop sendilegision to PKOs in post-Cold War period (199Q005).

Model 1 2
Coef. % change in odds Coef. % change in odds
Democracy (sender) 0.104 96.2 0.087 75.0
(8.13)*** (5.70)***
Human rights protection (sender) -0.281 23.7 -0.183 16.2
(4.40)*** (2.46)**
Distance -0.324 55.7 -0.088 19.8
(8.40)*** (2.23)**
Contiguity -0.414 -0.466
(2.37) (0.95)
Same region 0.613 84.7 0.214
(3.80)*** (1.03)
Former colonial link 1.223 239.8 1.416 312.2
(2.85)*** (3.58)***
Bilateral trade 9.701 6.371
(1.10) (0.24)
# common security IGOs 0.031 0.090
(0.67) (1.60)
Share of migrants in sender 1.494 2.719 10.7
(2.35) (1.65)*
Military capacity (sender) 21.111 374 21.306 37.8
(6.33)*** (6.43)***
GDP p.c. (sender) 0.017 14.6 -0.000
(2.59)*** (0.04)
Regional sending propensity (spatial lag) 7.975 12.2
(17.48)***
Observations 11747 11747
Log pseudolikelihood -3474.0 -2720.2

Notes: Standard errors clustered on dyad. Absahstatistics in parentheses. Constant includechbut
reported. % change in odds refer to one standasidtiten increase in continuous variables and ingedeom
zero to one for dummy variables. *** p < .01, *.05,*p <.1
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Table 2. Two-stage estimation results for PKOsastfCold War period (1990 to 2005).

Model 1 2 3 4
Second stage dependent variable: Troops sent?
Democracy (sender) 0.047 0.037 0.038 0.030
(7.01)*** (5.10)*** (5.23)*** (3.89)***
Human rights protection (sender) -0.139 -0.113 08.1 -0.101
(3.68)*** (2.85)*** (2.69)*** (2.42)**
Distance -0.151 -0.132 -0.053 -0.052
(7.02)*** (5.98)*** (2.54)** (2.46)**
Contiguity -0.170 0.083 -0.176 -0.043
(0.92) (0.44) (0.71) (0.16)
Same region 0.435 0.411 0.044 0.036
(4.68)*** (3.96)*** (0.39) (0.30)
Former colonial link 0.761 0.855 0.846 0.846
(2.73)*** (2.93)*** (3.15)*** (3.17)***
Bilateral trade 5.099 4.241 0.818 0.478
(1.02) (0.91) (0.06) (0.03)
# common security IGOs 0.006 0.028 0.038 0.037
(0.24) (2.01) (1.33) (1.17)
Share of migrants in sender 1.394 1.601 1.789 2.493
(1.66)* (1.85)* (1.55) (2.34)**
Military capacity (sender) 11.815 10.685 11.421 366.
(6.13)*** (5.30)*** (6.19)*** (5.12)***
GDP p.c. (sender) 0.012 0.014 -0.001 -0.001
(3.02)*** (2.98)*** (0.22) (0.25)
Regional sending propensity (spatial lag) 4.726 .54%
(15.67)*** (14.10)***
First stage dependent variable: PKO in place?
Battle deaths 5-year sum (location) 0.000 0.000 1@.0 0.010
(2.91)**= (2.45)** (2.83)*** (2.41)*
Refugees p.c. (location) 9.363 8.054 9.342 8.047
(4.61)*** (3.40)*** (4.59)*** (3.39)***
Ceasefire in place 1.946 1.868 1.952 1.869
(6.75)*** (6.07)*** (6.76)*** (6.06)***
Former colony -0.228 -0.297 -0.230 -0.299
(0.69) (0.71) (0.70) (0.72)
East Asia and the Pacific -0.507 -0.680 -0.513 8D.6
(1.32) (1.51) (1.33) (1.51)
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 0.181 0.015 0.178 .0130
(0.55) (0.04) (0.54) (0.03)
Middle East and North Africa -0.395 -0.331 -0.396 0.332
(1.57) (1.16) (1.57) (1.16)
South Asia -7.288 -7.156 -7.318 -7.041
(15.94)**=* (0.10) (10.15)**=* (16.86)***
Latin America and Caribbean -0.675 -1.043 -0.681 .04%
(1.82)* (1.92)* (1.82)* (2.92)*
Resources per GNI (location) -0.003 -0.000 -0.003 0.0060
(0.37) (0.03) (0.36) (0.03)
Year 0.233 0.210 0.233 0.210
(4.01)**= (3.59)*** (4.00)*** (3.59)***
Democracy (location) 0.021 0.021
(1.56) (1.55)
Observations (first/second stage) 496302/10974 S¥B296 496302/10974 391253/8296
Log pseudolikelihood -27004.204 -23361.044 -2636@.2 -22867.573

Wald test of indep. egns. (p-value) 14.27 (0.0002)45 (0.2282) 2.46 (0.1169) 4.08 (0.0433)
Notes: Heckman’s two-stage probit estimator. Steshderors clustered on dyad (second stage) andrgooin
location (first stage). Absolute z-statistics imgrgheses. Constant included in both stages, lutported.
¥*n<.01,**p<.05*p<.1
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Endnotes

! The estimation results are fully robust to inchgddummy variables for the different
mission types to account for differential propensit provide troops depending on the type
of mission.

% \We recognise that these two underlying determiare not independent. Indeed, the
need for legitimacy largely arises because it iheself-interest of states to secure
approval for extra-territoriality.

% Note, our multivariate research design allowsousontrol for these distance effects.

* Note, we do not include military observer conttibos within this definition.

> Denote the potential troop sending country ofregeas, all other potential troop
sending countries asand the country in which the PKO is located,dken this variable
captures the spatial effect emanating from cousitrien the troop sending decision of
countryi with respect to countrigswhere the binary weighting matrix is set to dne i
countryi and countriesi-are located in the same region, and zero otherwlss amounts
to what Neumayer and Plimper (2008) call sourceagpon.

® http://www.correlatesofwar.org/

’ Using probit or rare events logit instead leadsutbstantially almost identical results.

8 Note, our spatial lag results are robust to usiminstrumental variable probit estimation
to control for the simultaneity bias introducedthg spatial lag (a country’s decision to
intervene in a specific mission located in a specduntry is affected by the sending
propensity of other countries located in the saeggon, but also affects this regional
sending propensity). We use as an instrument thgoption of countries of the sending
country’s region that have sent peacekeeping troopsspecific year to all PKOs, not just

the specific mission under consideration. Thisrimsent is far less subject to simultaneity
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bias as there are many operations in any one gegjst the specific mission under

consideration.

® As noted earlier, the inclusion of a spatial lagalale to capture these dynamics renders

the same region variable statistically insignifican
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