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Abstract 

Do ceasefires during peace negotiations facilitate reaching a peace agreement in 

internal armed conflicts? Existing case studies offer diverging arguments and mixed 

empirical evidence for whether ceasefires should precede or come after the more 

political settlements. In this regard, I argue that ceasefires facilitate that the combatant 

parties will reach a political deal by increasing mutual trust, alleviating the impact of 

two critical uncertainties in the negotiation stage: the uncertainty on whether the other 

party is willing to reach a negotiated settlement, and the uncertainty on whether the 

other party has the capacity to control their respective armed forces. Using new data 

on negotiation processes in internal armed conflicts in Africa,  between 1989 and 2013, 

I examine the effect of having a ceasefire during negotiations on the probability of 

reaching a negotiated accord, while controlling for the levels of violence during the 

talks as a crucial conditioning factor, as well as for the presence of peacekeepers, and 

the intervention of a mediator. The results show that early ceasefires have a significant 

effect on the conclusion of political agreements at the talks, and that this effect is 

stronger when the talks are surrounded by decreased or null levels of violence.  
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1. Introduction 

The post-Cold War period has been characterized mostly by intrastate or civil wars 

which do not often end in a decisive military victory but where, instead, the warring 

actors will pursue peace at the negotiating table (Sisk 2009). In particular, in civil wars, 

compared to interstate conflicts, Fortna has underscored the need for comprehensive 

or political settlements. As she puts it, “it is difficult for countries torn by civil war to 

go about their business with issues of secession or who will run the country still up in 

the air” (Fortna 2004, 215, italics added). However, reaching a political settlement has 

proven to be an elusive task. In this sense, Walter (2002, 77) found that close to two-

thirds of all negotiations in civil wars broke down into resumed fighting. 

In this context, peace scholars have dedicated a considerable amount of attention to 

understand why some negotiations conclude with peace agreements while others do 

not. In this sense, the previous literature has identified many different factors that 

facilitate the conclusion of peace deals. These include the participation a mediator 

(Bercovitch and Gartner 2009, Svensson 2007, Mitchell 2008), the deployment of a 

peacekeeping operation (Walter 2002, Fortna 2008), and the participation of women 

during the peace process (Paffenholz et al. 2016), among others. 

However, among the different explanations for the success of peace talks, the influence 

of ceasefires and the dynamics of violence during this phase of the peace process have 

been insufficiently examined. Thus, the research question of the present thesis is do 

ceasefires during negotiations influence the likelihood of reaching a peace agreement 

in internal armed conflicts?  

Although policymakers seem to have a strong expectation that ceasefires have an 

influence on the civilians’ well-being and the resolution of armed conflicts, existing 

case studies offer diverging arguments and mixed empirical evidence for whether 

ceasefires should precede or come after the more political settlements. On one hand, 

the proponents of the first approach have argued that early ceasefires can decrease the 

combatants’ incentives to engage in violence (Sisk 2009, 193), reduce tension, and 
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signal good will (Chounet-Cambas 2011); thus, facilitating the conclusion of a peace 

accord. On the other hand, in support of the second approach, recent case studies have 

emphasized that ceasefires can have detrimental effects on the conflict dynamics, for 

instance by fueling other types of violence such as inter-rebel disputes (Johnson 2017) 

or by creating divisions within the rebel groups (Ellis 1999, Kolås 2011); thus 

deteriorating the likelihood of reaching a peace deal. 

Although this literature has contributed with important insights, there is a lack of 

comparative research on the value of ceasefires for reaching peace accords. In addition, 

there is a lack of studies that look at the interaction between ceasefires and other factors 

that can influence the chances of reaching a peace deal. In sum, as Wallensteen puts it, 

there are few empirical studies into the “merits of ceasefires for conflict resolution” 

(Wallensteen 2007, 43, italics added).  

This thesis starts filling this gap by differentiating, both theoretically and empirically, 

between negotiation processes that occur under a ceasefire agreement and those that 

occur in its absence. In this regard, I examine the relationship between ceasefires and 

peace accords, drawing on a relatively large number of cases and controlling for the 

influence of key factors such as the dynamics of violence, the presence of a mediator, 

and the deployment of a peacekeeping operation during the talks.  

Building upon previous research which advocates for early ceasefires, I argue that 

ceasefires make it more likely that the combatant parties reach a political deal. The 

proposed causal story is that ceasefires can increase mutual trust, alleviating the impact 

of two critical uncertainties in the negotiation stage, the uncertainty on whether the 

other party is willing to reach a negotiated settlement, and the uncertainty on whether 

the other party has the capacity to control their respective armed forces. However, for 

this to work, ceasefires would have to be generally respected. 

To test the hypothesized relation between ceasefires and peace accords, the 

methodology employed is a logistic regression. Using new data for negotiation 

processes in internal armed conflicts in Africa, between 1989 and 2013, I examine the 

effect of having a ceasefire during negotiations on the probability of reaching a 

negotiated accord, while controlling for the levels of violence during the talks as a 
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crucial conditioning factor, as well as for the presence of peacekeepers and the 

intervention of a mediator, among others.  

The overall results show that early ceasefires have a significant effect on the conclusion 

of political agreements at the talks, and that this effect is stronger when the talks are 

surrounded by decreased or null levels of violence. These findings have relevant policy 

implications for mediators and other practitioners, calling for increased efforts to 

facilitate the conclusion of ceasefires and a reduction in violence before the combatants 

initiate negotiations over the more political issues. 

This thesis proceeds as follows: after this introduction, the next section reviews the 

previous research in relation to the conclusion of peace agreements. Next, the main 

theoretical argument and the hypotheses derived from it are presented. I then outline 

the research design and operationalize the key concepts. This is followed by sections 

where the main results are presented and analyzed. After this, I reflect on alternative 

explanations, limitations and potential avenues for future research. Finally, the main 

conclusions are discussed. 
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2. Previous research 

Overview of the previous research on the successful conclusion of peace deals 

During the last two decades, a growing amount of literature has examined the factors 

that make peace negotiations lead to negotiated settlements being signed (e.g. 

Svensson 2007, Paffenholz et al. 2016). In particular, third-party security guarantees 

and the intervention of a mediator have been identified as relevant factors that increase, 

overall, the probability of reaching peace agreements at the negotiating table (Walter 

2002, Bercovitch and Gartner 2009). However, a fewer number of studies has looked 

at the influence of ceasefires during peace talks and the levels of violence during this 

phase of the conflict. In addition, there is particularly a lack of statistical analyses and 

of studies that look at the interaction between all these different factors. Given the 

humanitarian implications associated with reaching peace agreements, this reality is 

surprising. Thus, there is a need for comparative, more generalizable research in the 

understanding of why some negotiations conclude with peace agreements while others 

do not.  

In order to provide a broad picture of the previous research, this section outlines the 

following explanations for the successful conclusion of negotiations: having a 

ceasefire during the negotiations, the dynamics of violence during the talks, the 

intervention of a mediator, and the deployment of a peacekeeping operation. However, 

it is acknowledged that these factors do not operate in isolation, but are closely inter-

connected. 

The next section will present the state of the literature in regards to ceasefires and the 

conclusion of peace accords. 
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2.1. Ceasefires 

Overview of the previous research on ceasefires 

Ceasefire accords have not captured much scholarly attention so far (Wallensteen 

2007, 43, Åkebo 2013), and in most cases ceasefires were only studied as a dependent 

variable, that is, as the final result of a certain process. In line with the approach of the 

present study, this section summarizes the main insights that look at ceasefires as the 

independent variable (IV) leading to the conclusion of peace agreements. In this sense, 

the debate around the appropriate timining of ceasefires is outlined. 

In this regard, previous research has followed two main approaches: “security first, 

settlement will follow” and “settlement first, security will follow” (Sisk 2009). That 

is, while some authors advocated for reaching ceasefires before there is consensus on 

a political deal, others have spoken in favor of signing a peace agreement first, and 

only then agree on a ceasefire. 

Early ceasefires: “Security first, settlement will follow” 

As a proponent of the first approach, the international community usually exerts 

pressure on reaching a ceasefire at early stages of the process for humanitarian reasons 

and for the de-escalation of the conflict (Lane 2016, Touval 1995). These arguments 

find empirical support in different cases. For example, Åkebo found that all three 

ceasefire accords in Aceh (Indonesia) were followed by an immediate decrease in the 

levels of violence, an increased atmosphere of optimism, and a greater sense of security 

in the area (Åkebo 2013, 153). Similarly, the two ceasefires she examined in Sri Lanka 

also resulted in decreased levels of violence and improvements in the humanitarian 

situation (Åkebo 2013, 203). A reduction of violence following the ceasefires can also 

be observed for the case of Philippines (1993-2017), both for the Communist Party of 

the Philippines and the Mindanao conflicts (Ryland et al. 2018). On the other hand, 

some cases where ceasefires preceded deteriorating conflict scenarios will be discussed 

later in this section. 
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In addition, there are other reasons why ceasefires can be valuable at early stages of 

the negotiation process. For instance, Sisk (2009, 193) argued that when the 

combatants enter negotiations with a ceasefire, their motivation to engage in violence 

is expected to be lower. In this sense, in the absence of a ceasefire, these actors could 

see violence as a means to influence the agenda, direction, and potential outcomes of 

the talks.  

Further, ceasefires can facilitate the identification of potential spoilers, and allow to 

test the intent of the warring sides (Clark 1995, 61, Sisk 2009, 199). In brief, Chounet-

Cambas (2011, 19) concluded that having a ceasefire from the beginning of the 

negotiating process might reduce tension and signal good will between the warring 

parties. 

As an illustration of the “security first, settlement will follow” approach, the 

negotiations in Northern Ireland are a helpful example. The timing of a ceasefire and 

the decommissioning of arms was an issue that initially prevented the 

British/Protestant parties and the IRA/Sinn Fein from seating at the negotiating table 

in 1995 (Darby 2001, 22). However, in 1997 the IRA declared a ceasefire, Sinn Fein 

entered the peace talks, and the Good Friday Agreement was signed in 1998 (Darby 

2001, 22). 

Adding more nuances to this line of discussion, authors such as Mahieu (2007) or Sisk 

(2009) argued that the successful sequencing of a ceasefire would require not only an 

agreement on a truce before a political accord is signed, but also an agreement on a 

“formula for settlement that defines the strategic idea of peace” (Sisk 2009, 193, italics 

added). In this sense, Darby (2001, 117) observed that ceasefires at the early stages of 

negotiations are more likely to disrupt the negotiations, compared to when the talks 

already evolved, while Doyle and Sambanis (2000) argued that until the main political 

issues are addressed, hostilities will keep on reoccurring. 

The next sub-section will present the arguments defending that an agreement on the 

political issues should come first, and only then a ceasefire should be reached.  
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The risks of ceasefires: “Settlement first, security will follow” 

Some authors have argued that in protracted violent conflicts, the signs associated with 

observing a truce may not be accepted as a conciliatory measure due to high levels of 

mutual distrust (Åkebo 2013, 59). Indeed, Fortna (2004, 13) noted that the warring 

actors can decide to observe a ceasefire as a strategy to resume the battle better 

prepared. In this sense, the context of a ceasefire can facilitate the recruiting, rearming, 

and movement of troops by the armed factions to prepare for new offensives (Luttwak 

2004, 267, Crocker 2004, 158, Åkebo 2013, 59). This was the case, for example, in 

Bosnia (Luttwak 2004, 267, Mahieu 2007, 12). In addition, case studies have shown 

that ceasefire agreements can fuel other types of violence, for instance increasing inter-

rebel hostilities such as in the case of Colombia (Johnson 2017).   

As an illustration of these concerns, the case study by Kolås (2011, 2) in Northeast 

India is of relevance. In this context, ceasefires accompained by poor monitoring and 

a reduced threat of prosecution enabled rebel groups to operate more easily, resulting 

in higher figures of civilian causalties despite a decrease in the state-based violence. 

In another example, Clapham (1998, 205) argued that the 1992-1993 truce in Rwanda 

while the Arusha negotiations were taking place allowed the extremist factions to 

organize the genocides they would later implement.  

Further, authors such as Ellis (1999, 101) and Kolås (2011, 3) argued that ceasefires 

can also increase the fractionalization of rebel groups. However, the latter primarily 

looked at cases where ceasefires preceded political negotiations, and where the 

divisions within rebel groups were between ‘pro-talks’ and ‘anti-talks’ factions (Kolås 

2011, 5-6). Thus, a limitation of this conclusion was pointing out ceasefires as causing 

fractionalization, while it seemed plausible that the reason behind these internal 

divisions was initiating peace talks.  

In a different line of argumentation, it has also been proposed that reaching ceasefires 

before the more political agreements may simply freeze the conflict (Wallensteen 

2012, Clapham 1998), as exemplified in the case of Cyprus (Mahieu 2007, 217). In 

these cases, it is argued, a ceasefire brings about a stable status quo that diminishes the 

actors’ incentives to negotiate a peace agreement (Mahieu 2007, 217). 
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In sum, acknowledging the above concerns, some scholars defended that a ceasefire 

should not come before a political agreement, but coinciding with it. In particular, 

some authors argued that an agreement on substantive issues might be a necessary 

precondition for reaching a ceasefire (Ramsbotham et al. 2011, 184, Crocker 2004, 

151).  

Summary  

The previous literature on the value of ceasefires for facilitating political deals has 

been divided by a controversial debate. While some authors highlighted the virtues of 

ceasefires for de-escalating the conflicts and showing righteous intentions, different 

scholars raised concerns on the potential utility of ceasefire agreements for returning 

to the battlefield better prepared, or on their potential to freeze the conflicts without a 

political solution being reached. As a consequence, this division of arguments is also 

reflected in the policy recommendations deriving from each approach: while some 

advocated for the agreement on a ceasefire before reaching consensus on a political 

accord, others defended that a political deal should come in the first place. 

In the following section, I will present the main insights from the existing research on 

the dynamics of violence during the negotiations. The importance for the present study 

is that the violence coinciding with peace talks can influence the direction of the 

negotiations, as well as constitute a breach on a ceasefire when there is one. 

2.2 Violence during negotiations 

Overview of the previous research on the violence dynamics 

The study of the dynamics of violence during the peace talks shares many features with 

the state of the literature on ceasefires. In this sense, different case studies have 

contributed to a debate as to whether violence constitutes an obstacle for successfully 

concluding peace settlements or not. 
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A regrettable reality is that peace talks often take place under the shadow of political 

violence and its threat. Moreover, Sisk (2009, 3, 68) observed that political violence 

often increases following the initiation of peace talks because the warring parties seek 

to improve their bargaining position, prevent being sidelined, or sabotage the 

negotiations altogether.  

However, a key aspect for understanding the effects of violence on the likelihood that 

the combatants will sign a peace deal is the focus on the interpretation of the violent 

events by the warring parties, and not the objective intensity of these incidents. As an 

illustration of this, in South Africa, while the Biopatong massacre in 1992 was seen as 

a reason to suspend the talks by the lead negotiators, the assassination of the South 

African Communist leader Chris Hani in 1993 increased the resolve of the negotiating 

parties to continue the talks (Darby and Mac Ginty 2000, 234, Höglund 2004, 137). In 

the face of the latter event, Nelson Mandela issued a key speech highlighting the 

urgency to stop the aggressions, calling for a response to the recent attacks with 

“dignity and in a disciplined fashion” (Sisk 2009, 94, italics added).  

While these basic considerations enjoy consensus within the previous research, this 

body of literature can be broadly divided into arguments that consider violence as an 

impediment for reaching peace agreements and, on the other hand, reasonings for 

violence as an inducement for the success at the negotiating table. 

The next sub-section will outline the arguments that consider violence as an 

impediment for reaching peace deals. 

Violence as an obstacle for peace agreements 

Speaking in broad terms, Touval (1995) concluded that violence while talks are 

ongoing has a negative impact on the chances of having successful negotiations. In this 

sense, the emotions associated with the continuation of war would make it difficult for 

the warring sides to accept the concerns of their opponent as valid (Touval 1995, 335). 
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In the same line, Sisk (2009) argued that this untimely violence usually undermines 

trust and impedes the willingness to continue further negotiations. In other words, the 

violence coinciding with peace talks would negatively affect the mutual trust between 

combatants, thus hindering the prospects for a negotiated settlement. 

Adding more nuances to these approaches, Höglund (2004) concluded that violence 

can produce a crisis in the negotiation process when three factors are present 

simultaneously: (1) there is little trust between the parties, (2) there is much opposition 

within the parties to continue the negotiations, and (3) there is little certainty of where 

the peace talks are heading. When the three variables are present, she argues, violence 

is thus interpreted as a confirmation that the opposing side cannot be trusted. 

In essence, Höglund acknowledged that a violent event will be interpreted differently 

depending on two key uncertainties: the incertitude over the direction of the talks, and 

over the internal cohesion of the groups. 

However, a different set of arguments has been proposed regarding the role of violence 

during the negotiations. The next sub-section presents those arguments that consider 

violence as promoting that a political agreement will be reached. 

Violence facilitating peace agreements 

Some authors have suggested a potential facilitating role of violence for the conclusion 

of political deals. From a rationalist perspective, it has been argued that groups often 

turn to violence because they expect it to result in a critical concession from an 

opponent (Sederberg 1995). However, it should be noted that the escalation of violence 

is not always a consequence of a rational decision-making process (Pruitt and Kim 

2004).  

In line with this approach, Höglund (2004) recognized a potential effect of violence 

facilitating a negotiated settlement. In particular, she argued that peace negotiations 

are moved forward by the parties’ fear of continued violence, a fear that could be 

increased by the constant presence of violence. Further, she acknowledged that the 

changes in the balance of power created by violence can speed up the negotiations.  
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Finally, Zartman (2008, 22) argued that conflict parties experiencing pain and loss 

become ready for compromise. Although this argument was the basis for the 

explanation of why combatants initiate negotiations, the rationale behind it could also 

be employed to justify why political agreements are signed. In this sense, it has been 

argued that the violence coinciding with peace talks puts pressure on the combatants 

to make concessions at the table (Msabaha 1995, Mahieu 2007), thus facilitating that 

they will sign a peace accord. 

Summary 

In short, how a violent event is interpreted by the combatants has implications for the 

direction of the peace talks. On one hand, this violence can undermine the mutual trust 

between the conflict parties, particularly when there are important uncertainties around 

the negotiating process. On the other hand, continuing violence can put pressure on the 

parties for the conclusion of a peace accord. However, more comparative research is 

needed to better ascertain the relative importance of these different views. 

The next two sections will briefly outline the state of the literature connecting 

mediation and peacekeeping with the conclusion of peace accords. These factors are 

of relevance given that mediation can contribute to reaching both ceasefires and peace 

deals, while peacekeeping is often deployed where there is already a ceasefire, and it 

can also facilitate the successful conclusion of peace talks. 

2.3. Mediation 

Overview of the previous research on mediation 

Existing studies found that mediation facilitates the signing of a peace deal, in both 

qualitative and quantitative studies (Bercovitch and Gartner 2009, Fortna 2004, 188, 

Sisk 2009, 187). In particular, a statistical study by Walter showed that, overall, having 

a mediator significantly increased the chances of signing an agreement in civil wars by 

39%, when holding constant other independent variables such as third-party security 

guarantees, the duration of war, the overall violence, and the territorial goals (Walter 

2002, 79). 
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From mediation to peace accords 

The explanations proposed for this positive effect have primarily relied on the roles 

that mediators usually carry out. These actors can deliver incentives and sanctions; 

provide useful information on data, ideas and options for adaptation; and control some 

aspects of the meetings such as the structure of the agenda (Mitchell 2008, 121, Sisk 

2009, 187, Walter 2002, 14). All of the above would contribute to improving the 

communication between the warring sides, and to making a negotiated settlement a 

more preferable outcome.  

In addition to these roles, warring parties with high levels of mutual mistrust can put 

their trust in this external actor instead of on their opponent (King 1997). In turn, the 

parties would be more likely to sign a peace accord where there exists a mediation 

effort, even when the levels of mutual trust between combatants can be far from ideal. 

Summary 

In sum, there seems to be a wide consensus around the finding that negotiations that 

take place under the presence of at least one mediator are more likely to succeed. In 

addition, the reason for this relationship appears to rely on the roles of the mediators 

for facilitating inter-party communication, and on their ability to alleviate issues 

related with mistrust. 

2.4. Peacekeeping operations 

Overview of the previous research on peacekeeping 

The presence of a peacekeeping force has been underscored by different studies as 

facilitating a negotiated outcome (Walter 2002, 72, Fortna 2008). In a quantitative 

study for civil wars, Walter found that third-party security guarantees were one of the 

main explanatory factors for obtaining a signed accord (Walter 2002, 72). In this sense, 

warring actors were 50% more likely to sign a peace agreement if a third party offered 

to verify or enforce its terms and then effectively did so, when holding constant other 

independent variables, such as mediation and the duration of war (Walter 2002, 78). 
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From peacekeeping to peace accords 

The reason behind this finding, she argued, is that the warring actors are more likely 

to sign an accord if they believe that there will be security guarantees during its 

implementation (Walter 2002, 72). In particular, peacekeepers can actively coerce for 

compliance and/or expose cheating in relation to the peace accord, thus increasing the 

cost associated with breaking the agreement (Walter 2002, 39). 

On the other hand, it should be noted that while peacekeepers can count and report 

ceasefire breaches with the aim of deterrence, in the context of heavy violations this 

evidence can also be used by critics who oppose the agreement (Åkebo 2013, 207). 

Summary 

In sum, peacekeeping seems to increase the chances that a peace settlement will be 

signed by the combatants. The underlying reason for this observation appears to be the 

ability of peacekeepers to alleviate the uncertainty over the security of the combatants, 

providing an external guarantee and increasing the costs associated with violence. 

Because the different factors presented are not assumed to operate in isolation, the 

following section will discuss the interplay between the above four factors for the 

successful conclusion of peace accords. 

2.5. Interaction between the factors leading to peace agreements 

Overview of the previous research on the interaction between the factors 

While previous research has explored the effects of different factors for reaching a 

peace settlement, most studies have done so without considering the interplay between 

these elements. However, given that these factors often coincide and can influence 

each other, the contributions regarding this interaction are reviewed in this section.  

As an example of these relations, peacekeeping and mediation often coincide (Clayton 

and Dorussen 2018), peacekeeping tends to be deployed where there is already a 

ceasefire, and a ceasefire is expected to be followed by decreased levels of violence. 
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Most importantly, both a peacekeeping operation and a mediator can shape the 

combatants’ perception of a violent event when this occurs, for instance, by assigning 

responsibility for illicit uses of force (Beardsley et al. 2018, 5).  

From interaction effects to peace accords: a gap 

The question of what condition or combination of conditions actually facilitate 

reaching a peace accord remains to be addressed in the previous literature. As an 

illustration of this puzzle, the negotiations in Mozambique between Renamo and the 

government took place in 1993 while a ceasefire was in place, and these were 

concluded when the two parties reached a peace agreement in November of the same 

year. However, in these negotiations there was also mediation, a peacekeeping force 

present in the country, and the talks went by in a context of nonexistent deadly 

violence.  

Was the early ceasefire the reason why a peace accord was reached? Was this due to 

the presence of mediation, peacekeeping or an absence in violence? Or was this maybe 

because of a combination of the other factors? 

In order to address these queries, I formulate the question: do ceasefires during 

negotiations influence the likelihood of reaching a peace agreement in internal 

conflicts? I will attempt to answer this interrogation while controlling for the dynamics 

of violence as a crucial conditioning factor, as well as for the presence of peacekeepers 

and the intervention of a mediator. 

  



15 

 

3. Theory 

Introductory notes 

This section develops the main theoretical argument connecting ceasefires with the 

successful conclusion of peace accords. I will start by defining the key concepts in this 

thesis, to then present the proposed causal mechanism and the hypotheses derived from 

it. 

3.1. Definitions  

Internal armed conflicts 

In this thesis, an internal armed conflict is defined as a “contested incompatibility 

between the government and an opposition party, that concerns government and/or 

territory, where the use of armed force results in at least 25 battle-related deaths in 

one calendar year”  (UCDP 2019, italics added). 

Negotiations 

Because the unit of analysis of this thesis are dyad-negotiation processes, it is relevant 

to clarify what is understood by negotiations. Given that the dependent variable of 

present study is the signing of political accords, the definition of negotiations by the 

Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) is restricted to only those connected to the 

incompatibility. Thus, negotiations are seen in this thesis as talks that are held between 

at least two of the warring parties in a state-based conflict, and are connected to one 

or more issues related to the incompatibility. 

Ceasefires 

The definition of what constitutes a ceasefire differs significantly in the previous 

research. In line with Åkebo (2013, 39), this thesis conceptualizes ceasefires in a broad 

sense, including both accords that merely address the cessation of violence as well as 

settlements that also address political issues. In line with this conceptualization, Fortna 

https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#incompatibility_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Government_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Battle-related_deaths
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Warring_party_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#incompatibility_2
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defined ceasefires as “an end to or break in the fighting, whether or not it represents 

the final end of the war” (Fortna 2004, 45, italics added). Because this definition does 

not sufficiently specify that ceasefires involve a mutual agreement between two or 

more parties, in the present thesis ceasefires are defined as a commitment by two or 

more parties for an end or break in the fighting, whether or not it represents the final 

end of the conflict.  

It should be noted that unilaterally declared ceasefires are not considered as ceasefires 

since the former do not involve a mutual agreement between the parties.  

Peace agreements 

Finally, the definition of peace agreements/comprehensive settlements used by UCDP 

was taken for the present work. These are conceptualized as “a formal agreement 

between warring parties, which addresses the disputed incompatibility, either by 

settling all or part of it, or by clearly outlining a process for how the warring 

parties plan to regulate the incompatibility” (UCDP 2019, italics added). 

In the following section I will discuss the scope of the present study. That is, I will 

present the basic framework in which the study is situated. 

3.2. Scope of the analysis 

Unit of analysis 

Regarding the unit of analysis, the present study focuses on negotiations where the 

incompatibility is discussed, since addressing the political dimensions of a conflict is 

seen as necessary for achieving not only an absence of violence, but what is understood 

as positive peace1 (Höglund and Kovacs 2010, Shields 2017). In addition, as Mac 

                                                 

1 Positive peace is defined not only by the absence of violence, but also by the presence of features such 

as social justice and the respect of human rights (Höglund and Kovacs 2010: 370, Shields 2017). 

https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#incompatibility_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Warring_party_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Warring_party_2
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Ginty (2008) noted, without progress towards a political agreement, a fragile situation 

of no war, no peace can result from negotiations. More critically, ceasefires without a 

political settlement are especially prone to conflict breakdown and recurrence (Sisk 

2009, 28). 

Assumptions 

In line with previous research (e.g. Walter 2009, Fearon 1995), I look at the warring 

actors as being primarily strategic in their interactions with their opponent, both at the 

negotiation table and at the battlefield. In other words, the assumption of rationality of 

the warring sides is made, in concordance with game theoretical models.  

In the next section, I will proceed to discuss the proposed link between having a 

ceasefire during the talks and the successful conclusion of these, with the signing of a 

peace accord. 

3.3. Causal story 

Trust as a step between ceasefires and peace accords 

The effect of ceasefires on the likelihood of reaching peace agreements is expected to 

be mediated by the interparty trust, which has already been identified as a relevant 

element for understanding the outcome of peace talks (Höglund 2004, 33, Sisk 2009, 

189, 199). Trust can be broadly defined as “an attitude involving a willingness to place 

the fate of one’s interests under control of others” (Hoffman 2002, 376, italics added). 

More specifically, I argue that ceasefires can contribute to increasing mutual trust by 

addressing two of its main components: diminishing the uncertainty over the 

willingness to negotiate a peaceful solution, and alleviating the uncertainty on whether 

the other party has the capacity to control their respective armed forces. In short, 

ceasefires would signal will and capacity, from one side to the other, in commitment 

to peace. 
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Figure 1. Causal mechanism. 
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Showing willingness to sign a political accord 

A central uncertainty faced by the representatives at the negotiating table concerns the 

question of whether the opposing side is interested in signing a peace deal or not. Just 

as some ceasefires are reached with the ulterior motive for one side to return to war 

(Fortna 2004), some political negotiations can occur for the strategic perception of 

legitimacy.  In this regard, as already pointed out by Sisk (2009), ceasefires allow a 

potential opportunity for the intent of the warring sides to be tested. 

In particular, agreeing on a ceasefire is not only a symbolic measure, but it has 

implications for the internal cohesion of a group and for the costs associated with the 

violence taking place under the ceasefire period. I argue that these associated risks are 

actually what make ceasefires a credible sign about the intent to reach a political deal. 

First, the leaders of the respective warring groups can potentially face internal 

opposition after a ceasefire is signed, due to the existence of potential hard-liner 

factions opposed to a truce. In line with Darby’s (2001) study, we should consider the 
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on a ceasefire with their opponents can be exposed to increased criticism by the more 

hard-liner members within his/her group. 

Second, I argue that ceasefires will increase the costs associated with the violence 

perpetrated during this period. In this regard, the violence inflicted by a warring 

organization under a ceasefire accord would be perceived as more illegitimate by the 

public opinion and by the opposing side, indicating that the commitments made by the 

parties are not credible.  

In sum, the costs associated with signing a ceasefire will show the other side their 

commitment to reaching a peace accord. Thus, a ceasefire will increase the mutual trust 

between the combatants at the table. 

Showing control over the armed forces 

On the other hand, ceasefires will inform the opposing sides on whether the leaders of 

their respective groups have effective control over their armed branch (Åkebo 2013, 

65). In other words, a ceasefire provides relevant information on each actor’s capacity 

to effectively control their armed forces. This explanation speaks to Smith’s (1995) 

argument that parties may discard the option of a ceasefire because of their inability to 

control their armed forces. Hence, by proving control over one’s armed forces, I argue 

that ceasefires would also reduce commitment problems and thus increase mutual trust 

among the warring sides. 

From mutual trust to peace agreements 

Finally, drawing on Höglund’s (2004) research, it is expected that warring sides that 

have higher levels of mutual trust are more likely to make concessions and/or find 

mutually beneficial outcomes. As a result, the likelihood of reaching a comprehensive 

agreement will be greater when parties present increased levels of mutual trust. 
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Conditioning effect of violence 

For this causal mechanism to hold, however, ceasefires are assumed to be generally 

respected. If the actors perceive that the ceasefire during the peace talks was widely 

violated, it could have an even more detrimental effect on the talks compared to not 

having a ceasefire at all, as noted by Höglund (2004).  

In particular, and in line with the presented causal mechanism, ceasefire breaches 

could potentially undermine the combatants’ mutual trust by showing that the parties 

do not wish to comply by their agreements or that they lack the capacity to effectively 

control their respective armed forces. 

Therefore, the relation between having a ceasefire during negotiations and the 

likelihood of reaching a peace agreement is expected to be conditioned by the 

dynamics of violence during the negotiations, seeing the latter as an indicator of 

whether the ceasefire was respected or not. More specifically, for the presented causal 

mechanism to receive empirical support, having a ceasefire during negotiations is 

expected to coincide with a decrease in the levels of violence from before to during 

the negotiations, or to coincide with a complete absence of violence during the talks.  

Summary 

Put together, the proposed causal mechanism is as follows: Having a ceasefire during 

negotiations, on the condition of having decreased or null levels of violence during this 

period, is perceived by the combatants as a confidence building measure, signaling 

both the willingness to reach a negotiated settlement and the capacity to control their 

respective armed forces, therefore increasing mutual trust. This trust will contribute to 

the actors being more likely to make concessions and/or find mutually beneficial 

outcomes. Consequently, the warring sides will be more likely to reach a peace 

agreement.  

Based on this mechanism, I proceed to describe in the next section the hypotheses that 

will be tested in this study. 
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3.4. Hypotheses 

Drawing on the above-presented mechanism, the main interest of the present study is 

the interaction between ceasefires during negotiations and the patterns of violence on 

the likelihood of reaching a peace accord. 

However, two more parsimonious hypotheses are formulated to assess the independent 

effect of ceasefires and the dynamics of violence on the probability of concluding 

peace deals, because this is not sufficiently studied in previous research with a 

comparative approach. Thus, the hypotheses 1 and 2 are formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of a ceasefire 

are more likely to conclude with a peace agreement. 

Hypothesis 2: Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of decreased 

or null levels of violence are more likely to conclude with a peace agreement. 

Drawing on the causal mechanism of the present study, ceasefires alone are not 

expected to facilitate the conclusion of peace deals, because I do not expect ceasefires 

to have such an impact when they are broadly disrespected. Consequently, the 

Hypothesis 1 is not expected to receive empirical support.  

On the other hand, and in line with the conclusions reached by Touval (1995), 

decreased levels of violence alone are expected to raise the likelihood of reaching a 

negotiated accord by increasing mutual trust. In this sense, the Hypothesis 2 is 

expected to obtain empirical backing. 

Finally, I predict a relationship between having a ceasefire during the talks and 

reaching a peace deal, but only on the condition of decreased or null levels of violence, 

as expressed in Hypothesis 3. Thus, the third hypothesis is formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis 3: Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of a ceasefire 

are more likely to conclude with a peace agreement when there are also decreased or 

null levels of violence, but not otherwise. 
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4. Research design 

Introductory notes 

In the next section I will discuss the criteria for selecting the cases under study and the 

operationalization of the variables. The methodological choices and procedure will 

also be discussed. 

4.1. Data and Time Period 

Scope of the study 

The scope of the data in this study are internal armed conflicts in Africa, from 1989 to 

2013. The unit of analysis is dyad-negotiation process. For each case within the scope 

of the analysis, I have coded the presence or absence of a ceasefire during the talks. 

Therefore, the data employed is completely novel and has never been used before. 

To identify those negotiations where political issues are discussed, I draw on a 

forthcoming dataset by Nilsson (Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala) 

which includes data on negotiations processes within the above time-frame. These are, 

for instance, negotiations where elections or power-sharing measures are discussed, 

but not those which merely focus on the release of prisoners, the conflict behavior, or 

amnesties. It should be noted that Nilsson’s dataset includes data on calendar years in 

which the conflict dyads are engaged in armed conflict, and two additional calendar 

years since the conflict dyad becomes inactive.  

Consequently, focusing on negotiation processes in Africa, and from 1989 to 2013, is 

partly driven by the availability of data from Nilsson’s dataset. However, selecting this 

region and time-frame has also some advantages. Limiting the conflicts under study to 

Africa, in the post-Cold War period makes the cases more comparable, while allowing 

for analyzing a sufficiently large amount of cases. A further discussion on some 

commonalities of the cases under study will be presented in the Empirics section. 
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Unit of analysis 

Given that the unit of analysis of the present thesis are dyad-negotiation processes, I 

first limited Nilsson’s dataset to only those dyad-months with negotiations over the 

incompatibility, and then grouped these together when they belonged to the same 

negotiation process. The criterion for this grouping was: if negotiations are only 

discontinued by one month between them, or if subsequent rounds of talks are 

scheduled to take place (even with more than one month in between them) without 

significant changes between them; then these negotiations are considered as part of the 

same negotiation process.  

In addition, negotiations lasting for less than a week were excluded because these were 

not seen as comparable to the more common negotiation processes lasing for several 

weeks or months. In other words, talks lasting for less than a week fall outside the 

frame of comparison seen as appropriate for the present study. 

As an illustration of this criteria, the peace talks in Burundi in July 1998 and October 

of the same year are considered as part of the same negotiation process, because the 

latter are seen as the second round of talks by the warring parties and were scheduled 

already in July. On the other hand, the negotiations in Burundi ending in September 

1999 and those that take place in December 1999 are considered as separate, since 

there is a significant change in the lead mediator and there are two months between 

them without negotiations over the incompatibility. 

Although I believe that these criteria adequately capture what the combatants and the 

international community consider as being part of the same negotiation process, I am 

aware that peace talks lasting for only few weeks may not be fairly compared to those 

lasting for several months or even a year. However, I reached this compromise in order 

to capture more events and, thus, expand the generalizability of the results. 

 

 



24 

 

Summary 

In sum, the universe of cases in this study are negotiation processes lasting for at least 

one week, corresponding to intrastate conflict dyads in Africa, and from 1989 to 2013. 

In this sense, I only look at internal conflicts, excluding interstate and communal 

disputes. In addition, it should be noted that I analyze both cases which had a ceasefire 

during the talks and those that did not. Thus, by studying a reasonably broad number 

of dyad-negotiation processes from different armed conflicts in Africa, I considerably 

control for a potential selection bias. 

The next sub-section will describe how the main variables under this study are 

operationalized, and the limitations associated with this measurement. 

4.2. Operationalization  

Measuring variables related to the conclusion of peace accords 

In Table 1, the variables studied in this thesis are presented. It should be noted that 

ceasefires are the IV in Hypothesis 1, the violence dynamics are the IV in Hypothesis 

2, and both variables are the IVs in Hypothesis 3, which looks at their interactive effect. 

 

Table 1. Variables employed in the study. 

Role in this study Variable Type of variable 

IV (in H1 and H3) Ceasefire Binary 

IV (in H2 and H3)  Violence dynamics Ordinal 

Control Mediation Binary 

Control Peacekeeping Binary 

Control Duration Continuous 

Control Previous talks Continuous 

DV Peace accord Binary 

. 
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Measuring the main independent variable: Ceasefires 

In the present thesis, ceasefires are defined as a commitment by two or more parties 

for an end or break in the fighting, whether or not it represents the final end of the 

conflict. 

Based on this definition, I coded the presence or absence of a ceasefire for each dyad-

negotiation process under study. The aim was to identify at what time in the peace 

process were the ceasefires agreed upon, and at what time were they terminated. 

Simply put, I coded whether ceasefires were reached before or during the negotiations, 

if at all. To code this variable, I relied primarily on news articles taken from Factiva, a 

tool that provides news items from a wide variety of news agencies. These include 

sources such as BBC Monitoring or Agence France Presse, but also local news media 

such as Africa Research Bulletin.  

In addition to these secondary sources, primary sources such as ceasefire agreements 

or peace accords were also considered. When possible, I made each coding decision 

based on different sources, in an approach known as triangulation, thus allowing for 

more accurate and convincing findings (Yin 2009, 116).  

Limitations in the measure of ceasefires 

A limitation of using English-language and translated news sources is that the data 

employed in this thesis is dependent on the media coverage of the events of interest for 

the present study. In this sense, an agreement on a ceasefire by the combatants or its 

termination would not be identified in the present study unless these events were 

captured by the media. Keeping this limitation in mind, it should also be acknowledged 

that the events related to ceasefires and peace talks generally attract a wide degree of 

media attention, so that this limitation is not expected to significantly skew the results. 

In addition, a problem with the collection of data for this study was determining when 

were the ceasefire accords finalized. To address this difficulty, two different indicators 

were considered and coded separately. On one hand, I looked at whether a ceasefire 

was officially in place. That is, I considered a ceasefire as being officially terminated 
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if a deadline made explicit in the terms of the agreement passed. On the other hand, I 

assessed whether a ceasefire was informally perceived as being in place. For this 

purpose, I considered a ceasefire as being informally terminated if the warring sides 

declared the need to agree on a truce to facilitate negotiations. In both cases, I also 

considered a ceasefire as being finalized if the signatory actors publicly declared it to 

be over.   

Because the proposed causal mechanism is based on the perception of a ceasefire by 

the warring actors, the informal measure will be employed for the main analyses, while 

the official measurement of ceasefires is left for conducting robustness checks.  

As a clarification, I did not consider a ceasefire as being present during a negotiation 

process if the former was terminated while the talks were ongoing, since the interest 

relies on the cases which had a ceasefire when the talks came to an end. 

Separating the variables of ceasefires and violence dynamics 

It should be noted that I did not use the levels of violence as an indicator for the 

termination of ceasefires since I want to study these two variables separately. By 

keeping the measures for ceasefires and violence dynamics independent from each 

other, I can better assess for the isolated effect of each variable on the likelihood of 

reaching a peace accord, and for the nature of the interaction between the ceasefires 

and the patterns of violence. 

Measuring ceasefires: summary 

In sum, I have coded the presence or absence of a ceasefire for each dyad-negotiation 

process based primarily on news articles from Factiva. I distinguish if the ceasefires 

are already agreed by the time the talks begin, or if they are agreed at some point during 

the negotiations. For doing this, I consider a ceasefire as being terminated based on 

two different criteria: an official and an informal one. 
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Measuring a critical control variable: Violence dynamics 

In this thesis, the dynamics of violence are seen as an indicator of whether a ceasefire 

was respected or not. While this concept could refer to different types of aggressions, 

I operationalize this variable by looking at the battle deaths associated with each 

conflict dyad.  

The data on the number of battle deaths is obtained from the UCDP Georeferenced 

Event Dataset Global, version 18.1 (Sundberg and Melander 2013, Croicu and 

Sundberg 2017). This database is used because it includes disaggregated information 

on the casualties in combat, separated for each conflict dyad, and with information on 

the specific date in which the killings occurred.  

For each conflict dyad, I aggregate the counts of battle deaths to the month in which 

these take place, including fatalities between the rebel group and the government, and 

also killings of civilians by these combatants. As a clarification, I include one-sided 

violence in this measure because it is most often considered as a violation of a 

ceasefire, if there is one, and it can influence the direction of the talks. 

I measure the dynamics of violence by looking at two different indicators. Namely, the 

percentage increase in battle deaths from before to during the talks, and the absolute 

lack of battle deaths during the talks. This is because the combatants are assumed to 

interpret a ceasefire as being respected both if there is an important de-escalation of 

violence, as well as if there is no violence at all. 

First, I measure the percentage increase in battle deaths comparing the periods before 

and during negotiations. For each dyad-negotiation process, I calculate the mean value 

of battle deaths during the four months preceding the negotiations2, and the mean value 

                                                 

2 Four months preceding the talks were considered given that the mean duration of the dyad-negotiation 

processes studied in this work was 4.24 months. Therefore, this duration seemed as appropiate for the 

comparison of violence levels before the talks with those during this period. 
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during the negotiations. After this, I obtain the percentage increase in battle deaths by 

comparing the mean values of conflict fatalities before and during the talks. In sum, 

the percentage increase in the levels of violence is calculated as follows: 

 

𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒 = 100 ∗
𝑏 − 𝑎

𝑎
 

 

where “a” is the mean value of the battle deaths in the four months preceding 

negotiations, and “b” is the mean value of the battle deaths during the talks. 

Secondly, I measure the absolute absence of violence by identifying those cases that 

have a monthly mean value of battle deaths below 10 during the negotiations. 

As a result of these two measurements, the variable violence dynamics can adopt three 

different values: 1 for de-escalation, 2 for continuity, and 3 for increase. A 1 is 

assigned to those cases where the percentage increase in violence is -50% or below, 

and to those cases with an absolute absence of violence as previously described. A 2 

is assigned to the cases with a percentage increase between -49% and 49% and, finally, 

a 3 is assigned to the cases with a percentage increase in violence of 50% or above.  

In essence, this measurement distinguishes between cases with no violence during 

negotiations or where this was reduced by at least a half, from those cases where 

violence increased by at least a half, and from those cases falling in between. 

An advantage of primarily looking at the patterns of violence in relative, as opposed 

to absolute terms, is that by doing this I can control for the overall severity of the 

different armed conflicts.  
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Illustrating the value of looking at violence in relative terms 

To exemplify the value of looking at the dynamics of violence in relative terms, two 

negotiation processes between the government of Sudan and the rebel group SPLM/A 

are briefly presented. First, in April of 1993, peace talks began between the two parties 

right after they renewed their commitment to observe a ceasefire (Reuters, 1993 April). 

Importantly, while the average monthly violence during the talks was of 86 killings, 

this figure represented a decrease compared to the months preceding the talks, in which 

186 people were being killed, on average, each month. However, the talks ended a 

month later over disagreements on the application of Islamic Sharia Law (Reuters, 

1993 May). 

Seven years later, in 2000, after having agreed on a referendum of self-determination 

for the South of Sudan, both groups met again just after declaring to observe unilateral 

ceasefires, respectively (Associated Press Newswires, January 2000; Agence France 

Presse, January 2000). In this case, while the average monthly violence during the talks 

was of 46 killings, this represented an increase in the intensity of the conflict. The 

average violence preceding the talks was of 15 battle deaths per month. Once again, 

the talks came to an end in April without substantial progress being made (Xinhua 

News Agency, April 2000). 

These examples illustrate how the absolute figures of violence during the negotiations 

were probably interpreted very differently. In the first case, these figures constituted a 

de-escalation in violence whereas, in the second, this violence was probably seen in a 

more negative way by the combatants, since it represented an increase in the intensity 

of the conflict. Therefore, I argue that assessing the dynamics of violence in relative 

terms captures more accurately the perception of violence by the conflict parties.    

Measuring other control variables 

Although the main variables of interest are the presence of a ceasefire during 

negotiations and the patterns of violence during that same period, the previous 

literature has showed that other factors can also affect the probability of reaching peace 

accords and possibly interact with each other in various ways.  
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In this sense, I control for four additional factors; namely, the presence of a 

peacekeeping operation during the negotiations, the intervention of a mediator, the 

duration of the talks, and the number of previous dyad-negotiation processes.  

Control variable: Mediation 

To control for the presence of a mediator at the talks, I rely on the UCDP Managing 

Intrastate Conflict (MIC) dataset (Croicu et al. 2013). In this sense, I first limited the 

MIC dataset to those events coded as “direct talks,” which indicate the presence of a 

third party at the peace negotiations at a specific date. Secondly, I compared the limited 

MIC dataset with the one constructed for this thesis, and I simply coded the presence 

of a mediator when an event from the former dataset takes place within the months of 

a dyad-negotiation process in my study. Thus, the presence of mediation is coded as a 

binary variable in the present work. 

Because the MIC dataset only covers the period from 1993 to 2007 and the time-frame 

of the present study is from 1989 to 2013, I completed the measurement of mediation 

for the cases under study that fell outside that time-frame, relying on news articles from 

Factiva.  

Thus, while I employed the same definition of a third party as MIC, it is acknowledged 

that there can be a bias in this added data, as it is possible that I do not use exactly the 

same criteria for considering the presence of a mediator. 

For clarification, MIC defines a third party as a “party that is involved in either helping 

the warring parties to regulate the incompatibility, the conflict behavior or to regulate 

other conflict issues and work as an intermediary between the two” (Croicu et al. 2013, 

3, italics added). 
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Control variable: Peacekeeping 

The deployment of a peacekeeping operation is measured as a binary variable, showing 

if there are outside, neutral military personnel in the country during the dyad-

negotiation process. This variable is obtained drawing on a dataset provided by 

Corinne Bara (Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala), based on data 

collected by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI). This data 

contains information on peacekeeping at the monthly level and covers the period from 

1993 to 2016, including both UN and non-UN peacekeeping. For the negotiation 

processes under study falling between 1989 and 1992, I assess whether there is 

peacekeeping or not based on news articles from Factiva, with a similar associated 

limitation as the one discussed for expanding the MIC dataset. 

Control variables: Duration of the talks and Previous negotiations 

I measure the duration of each negotiation process as the number of months that this 

lasts for. In addition, for each case in this study, I have simply counted the number of 

previous negotiation processes concerning the same conflict dyad. This is to take into 

consideration that the previous history of failed/successful negotiations may influence 

the chances of reaching a peace deal at the new negotiation processes. As an illustration 

of this potential influence, Bercovitch and Gartner (2009, 24) found that the previous 

history of failures had a very detrimental effect in mediation. 

Measuring the dependent variable: Peace agreements 

The DV, signing a peace settlement, is measured as a binary variable by looking at two 

different types of sources: the news articles from Factiva, and the peace agreements 

included in the PA-X database (PA-X 2017) and UN Peacemaker database (UN 

Peacemaker).  

Peace agreements are seen as “a formal agreement between warring parties, which 

addresses the disputed incompatibility, either by settling all or part of it, or by clearly 

outlining a process for how the warring parties plan to regulate the incompatibility” 

(UCDP 2019, italics added).  

https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#incompatibility_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Warring_party_2
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In this sense, I consider a peace agreement as being reached by a dyad-negotiation 

process if the combatants sign an accord which addresses at least some aspect about 

the perceived incompatibility, as a result of a negotiation process. For instance, a peace 

agreement can address the organization of elections or some kind of power sharing. 

However, agreements that only regulate the conflict behavior, amnesties or the release 

of prisoners, to name a few, are not considered as peace agreements.  

For example, the first negotiations between the Angolan government and the UNITA 

rebels, in 1989, resulted in a ceasefire being signed in June (Gbadolite Declaration 

1989). As indicated in the ceasefire document, the parties accepted a ceasefire and the 

wish to proclaim National Reconciliation (Gbadolite Declaration 1989), but no specific 

measures were included in this document that regulated the dispute over the 

government. Two months later, the talks came to an end with a call by UNITA for the 

resumption of war, allegedly responding to violations of a ceasefire by the government 

(Reuters, 1989 August). In this case, I did not consider a peace agreement as being 

reached because the measures included in the ceasefire did not explicitly address the 

incompatibility and the talks ended with a resumption of hostilities.  

In the next sub-section, I will present the rationale for the method selected in this study, 

as well as how it will be employed to test the formulated hypotheses.  

4.3. Methodology  

Logistic regression analysis 

To test the proposed hypotheses, and given that the DV is binary, a logistic regression 

analysis is employed. In particular, because Hypothesis 3 formulates a conditional 

relationship, the models to test this hypothesis include multiplicative interaction terms. 

In this sense, Brambor et al. argue that “the intuition behind conditional hypotheses is 

captured quite well by multiplicative interaction models” (Brambor et al. 2006, 64, 

italics added). The hypotheses are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1  

 

Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of a 

ceasefire are more likely to conclude with a peace agreement. 

Hypothesis 2 Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of 

decreased or null levels of violence are more likely to conclude 

with a peace agreement. 

Hypothesis 3 Negotiations in internal conflicts that occur in the context of a 

ceasefire are more likely to conclude with a peace agreement when 

there are also decreased or null levels of violence, but not 

otherwise. 

 

A logistic regression analysis is well-suited to account for two key criteria when 

assessing the causal effect; namely, covariation and isolation. Addressing these criteria 

is of particular relevance considering that the existing literature on the relationship 

between ceasefires, violence and peace accords has almost exclusively relied on case 

studies. In this sense, case studies are generally not so appropriate for accounting for 

these criteria.  

A specific strength of employing a logistic regression in the present study is that the 

temporal order is also controlled for. Given that peace agreements always come after 

negotiations, the direction of the causal relation can be interpreted as being in line with 

the formulated hypotheses. In other words, a positive correlation between having a 

ceasefire and concluding a peace accord, while controlling for other factors, will 

always indicate that the presence of a ceasefire facilitated reaching the peace deal, and 

not the opposite way. 

However, a limitation of the methodology employed is that this design is not well-

suited to account for the causal mechanism. Thus, even if ceasefires are found to have 

an effect on the conclusion of peace accords, this could occur for a different reason 

than the one I theorize.  
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In short, because previous research exploring the relationships between ceasefires, 

violence, and peace agreements relied almost exclusively on case studies, the present 

design has the potential to complement the existing insights with more generalizable, 

comparative evidence. In this sense, the effect of having a ceasefire during negotiations 

on the likelihood of reaching a peace accord is tested considering a wider range of 

cases, while controlling for other key factors and for the direction of the hypothesized 

relationship. 

In addition, compared to a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), employing 

logistic regression allows to include continuous variables, as well as more control 

variables. Further, the measures of uncertainty for logistic regression are more 

standardized than in QCA, so that the specific knowledge and judgements by the 

researcher play a smaller role in making the results both robust and plausible 

(Schneider and Wagemann 2012, 31). 

Procedure to test the hypotheses 

The hypotheses are presented in Table 2. It should be noted that the IV in Hypothesis 

1 is the presence of a ceasefire, while the IV in Hypothesis 2 are the violence dynamics. 

In both cases, the DV is signing a peace accord. 

To test the hypotheses 1 and 2, I will start by running a bivariate regression including 

the corresponding IV, together with the DV, in order to assess if the hypotheses receive 

or not preliminary empirical support. Secondly, I will proceed to run a multiple 

regression model, including all the other five control variables, as to examine if the 

pattern from the first model remains the same or changes.  

Next, I will create additional models for robustness tests, where I will use an 

alternative measurement of the IV or a subset of the data.  

Because the Hypothesis 3 formulates a conditional relationship between ceasefires and 

the violence dynamics leading to a peace accord, a slightly different procedure will be 

followed. In this case, the IVs are the both presence of a ceasefire and the violence 

dynamics, while the DV is signing a peace agreement.  
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In turn, I will introduce a multiplicative interaction term in the models to test this last 

hypothesis. I will start by running a first model which includes the variables of 

‘ceasefire,’ ‘violence dynamics,’ and ‘peace accord,’ with an interaction term between 

the two first variables. Next, I will include the control variables of ‘mediation’ and 

‘peacekeeping’ in a second model. It should be noted that not all the control variables 

would be added in the second model, since interaction models are by design more 

sensitive to multicollinearity issues (Brambor et al. 2006, 8).  

I acknowledge that in the cases where a ceasefire is agreed during the talks, the 

changes in violence after the ceasefire are not captured well by the design of this study. 

Thus, I exclude these cases to test Hypothesis 3, resulting in 70 cases, because the 

focus here is on the interaction between ceasefires and the dynamics of violence.  

It should be noted that I will not control for the potential effect of influential cases, 

because the variables under study cannot adopt more than three different values. Thus, 

there cannot be cases with extreme values on these variables that skew the results. 

The following section will proceed to describe the most relevant features of the data 

that will later be used to test the hypotheses. In particular, I will start by briefly 

contextualizing the conflicts in Africa, to better frame the results of this study. 
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5. Empirics 

5.1. Historical context of African internal conflicts 

The present study is limited to internal armed conflicts in Africa in the post-Cold War 

period. Acknowledging that the different cases under study are not homogeneous and 

have specific singularities, there are also some common features among them. For 

instance, one reality these countries share is the arbitrary design of their borders by the 

colonial powers, mostly in the late 1880s, disregarding the local circumstances and 

cultures (Herbst 1989).  

In addition, there are further historical similitudes. Under colonial rule, the economies 

of most African countries became primarily reliant on the production of raw materials 

for exportations (Fontana 2011). In the early 1980s, the global rise of energy prices led 

to a fall in the prices of African exports, resulting in a marked economic recession and 

increased indebtment of these countries (Bates 2008, 99). As a result of their 

indebtment, most of these countries demanded the assistance of the International 

Monetary Fund, whose support came together with a call for structural adjustment 

programs (Fontana 2011). However, these programs had questionable effects on the 

economy of these populations, with particularly detrimental consequences in places 

such as Somalia (read Fontana 2011). Further, with the end of the Cold War, the type 

of foreign economic aid intended to garner allies was drastically reduced (Bates 2008, 

98, Fontana 2011).  

As a consequence, there were increased internal demands for political change. These 

took place in a context defined by limited democratic institutions (Bates 2008, 137) 

and by widespread corruption, often associated with illicit exports of natural resources 

with the complicity of European and North American banks and corporations (Global 

Witness 2018, Fontana 2011).  
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A salient feature of the cases under study is that the vast majority of actors at the 

negotiations are male, in line with a global trend in diplomacy being a male-dominated 

environment (Aggestam and Towns 2019, Ellerby 2013) where only 9% of negotiators 

at official peace talks have been women (Page et al. 2009). However, as historian 

Sylvia Serbin notes, the women in pre-colonial Africa had a known, respected, and 

influential role in their societies before the arrival of external religious and cultural 

influences (Serbin 2018). Therefore, the male monopoly observed in the formal 

political sphere for the cases under study appears to be a feature of colonial and post-

colonial Africa, but not a distinctive historical trait of this continent until that period. 

In the next sub-section, I will shortly present the cases studied in this thesis. 

5.2. Cases under study 

In this work, the scope of the data are internal armed conflicts in Africa, from 1989 to 

2013. The data has been collected using the following definition of negotiations: 

Negotiations are talks that are held between at least two of the warring parties in a 

state-based conflict, and are connected to one or more issues related to the 

incompatibility. 

Based on this definition, and excluding talks lasting for less than one week, a total of 

85 dyad-negotiation processes from 17 different countries are studied. An illustration 

of those countries included and excluded in this thesis is presented in Figure 2. 

Interestingly, all the countries included in the study belong to sub-Saharan Africa, 

despite the prevalence of internal armed conflicts in the northern areas of the continent 

as well.  

 

 

 

 

https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#Warring_party_2
https://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/#incompatibility_2
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Figure 2. Countries in Africa that experienced internal armed conflicts during the 

period 1989-2013. 

 

Note: Map created by the author of this study, using the program ArcGIS. 

 

5.3. Distribution of the cases 

Table 3 shows the distribution of the cases under study according to the four 

categorical variables considered in this work. This table includes the main IV, which 

is ceasefires; and the DV, which is peace accords. As it can be seen in Table 3, the 

cases studied show a reasonable degree of variation in regards to the variables of 

interest, with the exception of mediation. It is clear from Table 3 that most of the 

negotiation processes under study take place with the participation of a mediator. In 

addition, the fact that 59% of the negotiations reached a peace agreement is congruent 

with Walter’s (2002, 6) observation that 62% of the negotiations in civil wars between 

1940 and 1992 concluded with a peace deal. 



39 

 

Table 3. Distribution of the cases according to the four categorical variables. 

 Peace accord Ceasefire Mediation Peacekeeping 

Present 50 50 72 46 

Absent 35 35 13 39 

Total 85 85 85 85 

 

The variable of violence dynamics is ordinal, and can adopt three different values. 

Table 4 shows the distribution of the cases based on the dynamics of violence that 

characterize them. This table shows that in 52 out of the 85 negotiations under study, 

there was a de-escalation in violence. Interestingly, this evidence diverges from Sisk’s 

(2009, 3) claim that political violence often increases following the initiation of peace 

talks. It should be clarified, however, that this figure does not answer the reason behind 

this common trend of de-escalation. Thus, it is possible that many conflicts de-

escalated not because of the start of peace talks, but due to a ceasefire being signed or 

the deployment of peacekeeping, among other explanations.  

Table 4. Distribution of the cases according to the violence dynamics. 

Violence dynamics Cases 

De-escalation 52 

Continuity 13 

Increase 20 

Total 85 

 

In Table 5, the state of the two continuous variables in this study is summarized: the 

duration of the talks and the history of previous negotiations. As follows from Table 

5, while the mean duration of the talks is 4.24 months, there seems to be a wide 

variation between the cases, given that the standard deviation is 4.16 months.  In 

addition, most of the negotiations are preceded by few or nonexistent previous 

attempts, given that the mean of this variable is only of 1.11 previous talks.  
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Table 5. Overview of the continuous variables in the dataset. 

 Duration of the 

talks (in months) 

Number of previous 

negotiation processes 

Mean 4.24 1.11 

SD 4.16 1.73 

Min. 1 0 

Max. 24 8 

 

5.4. Correlation between the variables 

Because previous research (e.g. Beardsley et al. 2018, 3) already found that some of 

the variables considered in this study often coincide and can influence one another, the 

correlation between five of the key variables in this study is examined by conducting 

a χ2 test and a Spearman’s Rank Correlation.  

Table 6 summarizes the statistical significance of the correlation between the four 

categorical variables, after conducting a χ2 test for each pair of factors. Surprisingly, 

the only variable that shows a significant correlation with the conclusion of a peace 

accord is the presence of a ceasefire during the negotiations.  

 

Table 6. Correlation significance between the four categorical variables. The p values 

for each correlation are presented as a result of a χ2 test. 

 P. accord Ceasefire Mediation Peacekeeping 

Peace accord - 0.02** 0.92 0.13 

Ceasefire 0.02** - 0.19 0.13 

Mediation 0.92 0.19 - 0.35 

Peacekeeping 0.13 0.13 0.35 - 

Note: ** significant at 5%  
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The previous literature found a significant relationship between mediation, 

peacekeeping and the signing of peace agreements (e.g. Clayton and Dorussen 2018, 

Bercovitch and Gartner 2009, Walter 2002, 72). However, as shown in Table 6, none 

of these correlations is found to be statistically significant.  

However, I acknowledge that the relatively reduced number of cases included in this 

study, and the discrepancy with the time-frame employed in Walter’s (2002) study, or 

instance, could potentially account for some of these differences. 

To assess the correlations between the violence dynamics and the four main categorical 

variables, a Spearman’s Rank Correlation is conducted for each pair of variables, as 

illustrated in Table 7. We can see in this table that only mediation presents a 

statistically significant association with the dynamics of violence, and in an unexpected 

direction. The intervention of a mediator is correlated with an increase in violence 

during the talks. Therefore, the results presented in Table 7 are not in line with previous 

research suggesting an association between mediation and peacekeeping with 

decreased levels of violence (Beardsley et al. 2018, 3).  

However, because mediation is present in 72 out of the 85 cases, it is possible that 

there is a selection effect in the data. In this sense, mediators may tend to go to the 

most complicated conflicts, because they are most needed there. In any case, future 

studies could examine more closely the pattern found in the present work. 

 

Table 7. Correlations between the patterns of violence and the four categorical 

variables. The results were obtained by conducting a Spearman’s Rank Correlation. 

 Peace accord Ceasefire Mediation Peacekeeping 

Violence 

dynamics 

rho: -0.14 

 

rho: -0.10 

 

rho: 0.25** 

 

rho: 0.06 

 

Note: ** significant at 5% 
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On a different note, evidence from case studies (Ryland et al. 2018, Åkebo 2013, 203) 

raised the expectation that ceasefires would coincide with decreased levels of violence. 

However, while the sign of the correlation between ceasefires and the dynamics of 

violence is in line with those expectations, the correlation is not statistically significant, 

as follows from Table 7. Therefore, it seems that reaching a ceasefire is not an infallible 

method for bringing about a reduction in violence. Indeed, Forster (2018) pointed out 

that ceasefire agreements have a high rate of failure.  

Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that a Spearman’s Rank Correlation only 

captures linear relationships. It is plausible that significant, non-linear relationships 

exist between the violence dynamics and the other categorical variables, but are not 

captured by this test. 

5.5. Summary 

In sum, a first overview of the data employed in this study shows that there is an 

appropriate degree of variation in regards to the main IVs and DV, and that the IVs 

are not significantly correlated to each other. 

These results are convenient for conducting a logistic regression analysis. In this sense, 

a certain variance is always needed in order to find a pattern of association between 

the IV and the DV. In addition, the absence of covariation between the IVs suggests 

that there will not be important multicollinearity issues in the models including these 

variables together.  

The next three sections will show the main findings corresponding to the three 

proposed hypotheses, and these results will be analyzed in the light of the previous 

literature. In particular, the following section will discuss Hypothesis 1, examining the 

relationship between having a ceasefire during the talks and the conclusion of a 

political deal. 
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6. From ceasefires to peace accords? 

6.1. Introduction 

This section aims to examine the effect of having a ceasefire during negotiations on 

the probability of reaching a peace agreement, as opposed to being at the table without 

having agreed on a halt of hostilities. The findings support the argument that there is 

indeed such an effect, in the sense that having a ceasefire during the negotiations is 

positively associated with reaching a peace accord, even when controlling for the 

influence of other factors.  

6.2. Findings 

Statistical significance 

Six different models are presented in Table 8. Out of these, models 1 and 2 correspond 

with Hypothesis 1. Model 1 is a bivariate logistic regression which only includes the 

IV and the DV. In Model 2, the control variables are added. The criterion for statistical 

significance employed is a p-value of 0.05. 

Model 1 in Table 8 describes the effect of having a ceasefire during the talks on the 

likelihood that the parties will reach a peace deal. In line with the theoretical 

expectations, having a ceasefire during negotiations seems to have a positive effect on 

the likelihood of reaching peace accords, since the coefficient for ceasefires is positive 

and statistically significant.  

In Model 2, the control variables are included. As it can be seen in this model, the 

effect of ceasefires during the talks on the likelihood of reaching a peace deal endures 

when controlling for the influence of these control variables, providing additional 

empirical support to Hypothesis 1. In this sense, the coefficient for ceasefires in Model 

2 is positive and statistically significant.  Importantly, the results remain robust even 

when controlling for the effect of mediation and peacekeeping, which previous 

research found to be closely associated with the conclusion of peace accords.  
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As follows from Model 2, apart from having a ceasefire, no other variable is 

statistically significant. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the sign of peacekeeping, 

but not the sign of the coefficient for mediation, is in line with the findings in previous 

research (Walter 2002), which observed a facilitating effect of both these variables on 

the conclusion of peace agreements. 

Substantial effect 

In terms of the substantial effect of ceasefires for predicting a peace deal being signed, 

the first two models in Table 8 offer similar results. In Model 1, the effect of ceasefires 

on reaching peace accords is considerably strong: having a ceasefire during 

negotiations increases the predicted probability of signing a peace deal by 27.2%.  

When including the control variables, as in Model 2, this predicted effect is only 

slightly reduced. In this second model, having a ceasefire during negotiations increases 

the predicted probability of reaching a peace settlement by 26.1%, given that the 

control variables are held at their means3. This suggests that the observed effect of 

ceasefires during negotiations on the conclusion of peace accords does not seem to be 

mediated by the control variables under study. Instead, the findings suggest that the 

effect of ceasefires during the talks for the conclusion of peace deals is independent 

from the control variables, further supporting the claim made in Hypothesis 1. 

 

 

  

 

                                                 

3 Similar results are obtained when holding the control variables at their medians. 
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Table 8. Logit estimates on the likelihood of reaching a peace accord. The results are 

based on negotiations in internal armed conflicts in Africa, from 1989 to 2013.  

 Peace Agreement 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Ceasefire 1.135** 1.091**     

 (0.460) (0.480)     

Ceasefire Start     1.840** 1.689** 

     (0.777) (0.797) 

Violence Dynamics2   -1.106* -1.235* -0.811 -0.915 

   (0.640) (0.687) (0.955) (1.011) 

Violence Dynamics3   -0.435 -0.633 -0.118 -0.310 

   (0.536) (0.614) (0.813) (0.874) 

Ceasefire Start* Violence 

Dynamics2 
    -0.924 -0.954 

     (1.404) (1.426) 

Ceasefire Start* Violence 

Dynamics3 
    -1.394 -1.200 

     (1.226) (1.254) 

Mediation  -0.041  0.452  0.349 
  (0.658)  (0.662)  (0.747) 

Peacekeeping  0.599  0.793*  0.399 
  (0.472)  (0.469)  (0.554) 

Duration  -0.0002  0.016   

  (0.056)  (0.060)   

Previous Talks  -0.121  -0.045   

  (0.135)  (0.138)   

Constant -0.288 -0.402 0.636** -0.110 -0.105 -0.452 
 (0.342) (0.645) (0.291) (0.619) (0.459) (0.658) 

Observations 85 85 85 85 70 70 

Note: Robust standard errors in parenthesis; *significant at 10%, **significant at 

5%, ***significant at 1%. 
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Robustness checks 

Four additional models were run to better test Hypothesis 1, using different 

measurements of the IV. These models can be found in Annex I. In models 7 and 8, 

those cases where a ceasefire is agreed during the talks are excluded, resulting in 70 

cases. In other words, the only ceasefires being studied are those present from the start 

of the talks. Compared to models 1 and 2, the coefficient for ceasefires from the start 

in these models is still positive and statistically significant, and it is slightly larger as 

well. In a similar way, this coefficient does not present important changes when adding 

the control variables into the model. 

These results are in line with the theoretical expectations. In this sense, given that 

having a ceasefire during the talks is expected to facilitate that the combatants will sign 

a peace deal, it follows from logic that negotiations which had a ceasefire from the 

start of the talks would be expected to facilitate the conclusion of a peace accord to a 

larger extent. Thus, we would expect that the coefficients corresponding to only having 

a ceasefire from the start would be larger than those for ceasefires overall, as it is the 

case when comparing models 1 and 2 with models 7 and 8. Therefore, the results 

presented in models 7 and 8 provide additional support to Hypothesis 1. 

Finally, in models 9 and 10 in Annex I, the measurement of ceasefires is the official 

presence of a ceasefire, as described in the Research Design section. That is, instead 

of looking at the perceptions by the combatants on whether a ceasefire is in place or 

not, this measurement captures the prevalence of a ceasefire according to the signed 

ceasefire document.  

The corresponding coefficient for official ceasefires is neither statistically significant 

nor strong, as follows from models 9 and 10. Thus, it seems clear that the official 

presence of a ceasefire is not an appropriate predictor for the success at the negotiating 

table. This evidence highlights the need for considering the warring parties’ 

interpretations of ceasefires, instead of just looking at the signed documents, which is 

both the easiest and the most common practice in previous studies.  
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Summary 

In sum, while Hypothesis 1 receives extensive support from different models, this 

claim does not seem to hold when only considering the official presence of a ceasefire. 

Instead, the perceptions of ceasefires by the combatants seem to be relevant for 

explaining the probabilities of success at the talks. 

6.3. Discussion 

The timing of ceasefires: before or after peace accords? 

Previous research on the value of ceasefires for reaching political accords has followed 

two main approaches: “security first, settlement will follow” and “settlement first, 

security will follow.” While some of the proponents of the first approach may have 

advocated for early agreements on a truce for humanitarian reasons (Lane 2016, 

Touval 1995), peace scholars have also suggested specific mechanisms by which 

ceasefires can facilitate the conclusion of a peace settlement. Chounet-Cambas (2011, 

19), for instance, summarized these when concluding that having a ceasefire from the 

beginning of the process might reduce tension and signal good will between the 

combatant sides.  

The results presented in the models 1 and 2 in Table 8 provide empirical support to 

this line of argumentation, backing the “security first, settlement will follow” approach 

as opposed to the “settlement first, security will follow.” In other words, the findings 

that follow from models 1 and 2 are in line with the proponents of early ceasefires. 

Association between ceasefires and violence 

Despite these results, there are also reasons to be cautious about the direction of the 

talks once a ceasefire is reached by the combatants. In this sense, different authors 

(Fortna 2004, 13, Luttwak 2004, 267, Crocker 2004, 158) argued that the warring 

parties can decide to observe a ceasefire as a strategy to resume the battle better 

prepared. In line with these concerns, I did not find a statistically significant correlation 

between ceasefires and the dynamics of violence, as shown in Table 7. Therefore, this 
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suggests that at least some negotiations experienced a de-escalation in violence without 

a ceasefire, and at least some took place under continuing violence despite having 

agreed on a ceasefire.  

Summary 

In sum, negotiations taking place while a ceasefire has already been agreed are 

significantly more likely to conclude with a peace accord, and this effect remains even 

when accounting for the influence of factors such as mediation and peacekeeping. This 

result, however, only seems to apply to the combatants’ perception of a ceasefire, and 

not to the official presence of it.  

The implications of this findings are that the official presence of a ceasefire is not 

enough to facilitate the success at the table, but the parties must perceive a ceasefire as 

being valid. Thus, if a ceasefire is in place in paper but the conflict parties do not 

perceive it as being meaningful, increased efforts should be made to either renew the 

commitment by the combatants to the ceasefire, or to sign a new truce. The predicted 

consequence of these actions would be an increase in the chances that the parties will 

sign a political accord. 

The next section will discuss Hypothesis 2, examining the relationship between the 

dynamics of violence and the conclusion of political deals.  
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7. From decreased or null violence to peace 

accords? 

7.1. Introduction 

I argue, as proposed in Hypothesis 2, that negotiations taking place under reduced or 

null levels of violence make it more likely, on average, that the combatants will sign a 

peace deal, compared to those cases with continuing or increasing levels of violence. 

The results do not support this claim. In this regard, the coefficient of the violence 

dynamics is not statistically significant in any of the models that test this hypothesis. 

7.2. Findings 

Statistical significance 

In Table 8, models 3 and 4 correspond with Hypothesis 2. Model 3 is a bivariate 

logistic regression which only includes the IV and the DV. In Model 4, the control 

variables are added. The criterion for statistical significance employed is a p-value of 

0.05. 

Model 3 examines the effect of the violence dynamics on the likelihood that the parties 

will reach a peace deal. Because the variable of violence dynamics is ordinal, this 

variable was transformed into two factors for the logistic regression analysis, so that 

the factors represent the predicted effect of the change from de-escalation to 

continuity, and from de-escalation to increase, respectively.  

In line with the theoretical expectations, the sign of the relationship for the coefficients 

corresponding to violence dynamics is negative, suggesting that an increase in violence 

is associated with lower probabilities of successfully concluding a peace accord at the 

table. However, as follows from Model 3, the change from de-escalation to continuity 

is only statistically significant at a 90% level of confidence, and the change from de-

escalation to increase is not even statistically significant at that level.  
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Because this statistical significance is below the criterion used, and keeping in mind 

that Hypothesis 2 would predict a larger effect for the cases with an increase in 

violence, we can conclude that the findings do not support Hypothesis 2. In other 

words, the results in Model 3 do not suggest that the changes in violence can accurately 

predict the likelihood that a peace accord will be signed at the table. 

When adding the control variables, similar results are obtained. As we can observe in 

Model 4, the coefficients corresponding to the violence dynamics have a negative sign, 

in line with the theoretical expectations, but are not statistically significant at a 95% 

level of confidence. Thus, the findings in Model 4 do not support Hypothesis 2. 

In a complementary note, none of the control variables in Model 4 are statistically 

significant at a 95% level of confidence, but the signs of peacekeeping and mediation 

are in line with the findings from previous research (Walter 2002), which suggested a 

facilitating effect of these variables for reaching peace accords. 

Robustness checks 

In annex II, four additional models are presented. Models 11 and 12 represent the effect 

of the violence dynamics on the probabilities of reaching a peace deal at the table, but 

excluding the cases with null levels of violence both before and during the talks. Model 

12 also includes the control variables.  

This distinction is made because these cases could be seen as theoretically different 

from the cases with at least some figures of deadly violence before the talks. However, 

in line with the findings in this section, the coefficients for violence dynamics are not 

statistically significant at a 95% level of confidence in any of the two models. 

In models 13 and 14, the effect of the absolute levels of violence at the talks on the 

likelihood that the combatants will sign a peace deal is examined. Model 14 controls 

for potentially confounding variables. Again, the coefficients are not statistically 

significant in any of the models, suggesting that the overall intensity of violence does 

not seem to have an independent effect on the likelihood of successfully concluding 

peace talks. 
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Summary 

Taking all the above into account, the claim that having decreased or null levels of 

violence during the negotiations will have a significant effect on the probability that 

the combatant parties will sign a peace settlement does not receive empirical backing. 

Differing with this claim, the findings suggest that the violence dynamics do not seem 

to have an independent effect on the conclusion of peace agreements. 

7.3. Discussion 

Violence: obstacle or inducement for peace accords? 

Previous research has acknowledged that it is not the objective degree of violence but 

the interpretation of this behavior what can constitute a crisis in negotiations. In this 

context, some authors (e.g. Höglund 2004, Darby 2001) added nuances on the 

conditions that make violence more prone to crises at the talks. However, the existing 

literature is broadly divided into those that underscore the deteriorating effects of 

violence for the trust between the parties (e.g. Touval 1995, Sisk 2009), and those who 

argue that violence can put pressure on the parties to compromise (e.g. Mahieu 2007, 

Zartman 2008). 

By looking at the independent effect of the violence dynamics on the likelihood of 

reaching peace accords in models 3 and 4 in Table 8, we do not find a strong support 

for any of those approaches, although the sign of the relationship is in line with the 

proponents of violence as an obstacle for peace accords. However, because these 

coefficients are not statistically significant at a 95% level of confidence, it is plausible 

that in some cases the continuation of violence has indeed pressured the negotiating 

parties to sign a deal. Thus, a more in-depth examination of these particular cases is 

needed to complement the general trends that follow from models 3 and 4. 

In addition, the objective levels of violence do not seem to have an effect either, as 

shown in models 13 and 14, in annex II. 
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It should be noted, as Ragin (2010, 17) argues, that there can be strong relations 

between two variables despite presenting relatively modest correlations. In the present 

case, this could be due to the fact that the violence dynamics per se are not a reliable 

predictor for the conclusion of peace deals, but that they may have a strong effect in 

interaction with other factors, as speculated in Hypothesis 3. 

Summary 

In sum, while the findings in models 3 and 4 do not show support for the claim that 

there is an isolated effect of the violence dynamics for the conclusion of peace 

agreements, the sign of this relationship seems to be, on average, in line with the 

proponents of violence as a deteriorating factor for the chances of success at the talks.  

The next section will discuss the effects of ceasefires, in interaction with the violence 

dynamics, on the likelihood of success at the negotiating table. 
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8. From ceasefires and decreased or null 

violence to peace accords? 

8.1. Introduction 

The third hypothesis formulated in this study is as follows: Negotiations in internal 

conflicts that occur in the context of a ceasefire are more likely to conclude with a 

peace agreement when there are also decreased or null levels of violence, but not 

otherwise.  

The results following from models 5 and 6, in Table 8, provide some degree of support 

to this claim, in the sense that there seems to be an interaction effect between the two 

main IVs. In this regard, while the presence of a ceasefire during the talks appears to 

have an independent effect on the DV, as observed when testing Hypothesis 1, this 

effect is stronger when ceasefires coincide with a de-escalation in violence or null 

levels of it.  

8.2. Findings 

Substantial effect  

Models 5 and 6, in Table 8, correspond with Hypothesis 3. It should be noted that in 

the cases where a ceasefire is agreed during the talks, the changes in violence after 

agreeing on the ceasefire are not captured well by the design of the present study. 

Therefore, I exclude these cases in the models that test Hypothesis 3, because the focus 

is on the interaction between ceasefires and the dynamics of violence. 

Briefly put, the IVs in both Model 5 and 6 are the presence of a ceasefire from the start 

of the talks, and the dynamics of violence, while the DV is reaching a peace agreement. 

In Model 5, the two IVs are included, together with an interaction term between them. 

Finally, in Model 6, the control variables are also included. The criterion for statistical 

significance employed is a p-value of 0.05. 



54 

 

Model 5 describes the effect of having a ceasefire during the talks, in interaction with 

the dynamics of violence, on the likelihood that the parties will reach a peace deal. A 

first look at the results shows that the sign of the coefficients for ceasefires and those 

for the violence dynamics are in line with their respective hypothesized relations to the 

DV. In this sense, cases where there is a ceasefire during the talks, and those defined 

by decreased or null levels of violence seem to be associated with higher probabilities 

that the combatants will successfully conclude a peace deal.  

When assessing if there is an interaction between the two IVs, it should be noted that 

introducing a multiplicative interaction term in a logistic regression model will always 

increase multicollinearity (Brambor et al. 2006). Therefore, even if the coefficients of 

the interaction terms are not found to be statistically significant, such an interactive 

effect could still receive empirical support. 

In this sense, I assess the interaction effect hypothesized in this study by looking at the 

substantial differences in predicted probabilities for the various combinations of the 

IVs. The results provide strong support for the expected interaction effect. First, having 

a ceasefire during the talks increases by 37.6% the predicted probability that the 

combatants will sign a peace accord, when holding the violence dynamics at decreased 

or null levels of violence. Second, having a ceasefire during the negotiations increases 

by 21.4% the predicted probabilities of reaching a peace deal, when holding the 

violence dynamics at continuity. Finally, having a ceasefire during the talks increases 

by only 11.1% the predicted probabilities of signing a political accord, when holding 

the violence dynamics at increase.  

In sum, the marked differences observed in the predicted probabilities, depending on 

the values of the dynamics of violence, support the claim that the effect of ceasefires 

on the DV is critically influenced by the dynamics of violence during the talks. These 

findings provide some degree of support to Hypothesis 3. In the sense, there seems to 

be a strong interaction effect between having a ceasefire during the talks and the 

dynamics of violence, as expected by the main theoretical argument of this study. 

 



55 

 

However, contrary to the claim made in Hypothesis 3, the findings suggest that there 

seems to be a positive effect of ceasefires on the conclusion of peace deals also in the 

cases where the dynamics of violence are held constant at continuity and at increase in 

violence, and not only when these are held at de-escalation. Therefore, we can only 

conclude that the findings provide some degree of support to Hypothesis 3. 

Including peacekeeping and mediation in the model 

In Model 6, the control variables of mediation and peacekeeping are included. Both 

these variables have a positive coefficient, in line with the findings in previous research 

linking mediation and peacekeeping with increased probabilities of concluding a peace 

accord (e.g. Walter 2002). Comparing the remaining coefficients with those of Model 

5, we do not appreciate any significant differences, and the signs of these coefficients 

are the same in both models.  

In addition, when calculating the predicted probabilities of having the DV, we obtain 

similar results in models 5 and 6. Based on the latter, having a ceasefire increases the 

likelihood that the parties will sign a peace accord by 33.7%, 17.2% and 12.1%, 

respectively, when holding the dynamics of violence at de-escalation, continuity, and 

increase, and when holding the two control variables at their means.  

As an illustration of these predictions in more detail, in Model 6, when setting the 

control variables to their means, a case defined by decreased or null levels of violence 

would have a predicted probability of succeeding of 51.5% if the parties negotiate in 

the absence of a ceasefire, but a predicted probability of signing a political deal of 

85.2% if the parties already agreed on a ceasefire from the start of the talks. 

In short, the findings that follow from Model 6 provide further support to the 

hypothesis that having a ceasefire during the talks, in interaction with decreased or null 

levels of violence, has a significant effect on the likelihood of concluding a peace 

agreement at the negotiating table. This interactive effect is easily seen by comparing 

the predicted probabilities derived from Model 6, and occurs even when controlling 

for the influence of mediation and peacekeeping. 
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However, in an analogy to the conclusions resulting from Model 5, this interactive 

effect falls short of the claim made in Hypothesis 3, in the sense that the results do not 

only suggest an effect of ceasefires on the DV in the condition of decreased or null 

levels of violence, but also in those cases with continuity and increase, although these 

are considerably weaker. 

Summary 

In sum, considering the findings resulting from models 5 and 6, we can conclude that 

Hypothesis 3 receives some degree of empirical support, and that there seems to be a 

relevant interaction effect between having a ceasefire during the talks and the dynamics 

of violence. 

8.3. Discussion 

Empirical support to the theoretical argument 

The present thesis describes a causal mechanism by which having a ceasefire during 

negotiations increases the likelihood that the combatants will reach a peace deal. More 

specifically, having a ceasefire in place is expected to contribute to increasing mutual 

trust by alleviating two key uncertainties during the negotiations: the uncertainty on 

whether the other party is willing to reach a negotiated settlement, and the uncertainty 

on whether the other party has the capacity to control their respective armed forces. I 

argue that, by reaching an early ceasefire, the warring parties will signal to their 

counterpart their intention to conclude a political deal, as well as demonstrating 

effective control over their respective armed forces, who will either observe or 

disregard the call to halt hostilities. In addition, I expect that warring sides that have 

higher levels of mutual trust will be more likely to make concessions and/or find 

mutually beneficial outcomes. Finally, as a result, the likelihood of reaching a 

comprehensive agreement will be greater when the parties present increased levels of 

mutual trust. 
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For this causal story to work, however, the ceasefires have to be respected by the 

combatants. In this sense, the effect of ceasefires on the likelihood of reaching a peace 

accord is understood to be conditional on the dynamics of violence surrounding the 

negotiations, seeing these as an indicator of compliance with the truce. In other words, 

having agreed on a ceasefire is not expected to improve the prospects for signing a 

peace deal unless the warring sides comply with it. 

The main hypothesis that is derived from the proposed mechanism is Hypothesis 3. As 

previously discussed, this hypothesis receives some degree of empirical support. In 

this sense, I find that the presence of a ceasefire during the talks has a stronger effect 

on the DV in the condition that there are also decreased or null levels of violence, as 

follows from models 5 and 6, in Table 8.  

Discrepancies with the theoretical argument 

However, a more unexpected finding is that ceasefires do seem to increase the 

probability of reaching a peace accord even when the negotiations occur under the 

shadow of continuing or increasing deadly violence, as follows from models 5 and 6. 

This observation stands in clear contrast with the argument made in the theory section, 

where I understood ceasefires as only facilitating the conclusion of peace deals under 

situations of decreased or null violence.  

Based on the causal mechanism I propose, the fact that the combatants agree on a 

ceasefire is expected to augment the perceived costs associated with the violence 

perpetrated by their respective groups. As follows from the theorized relationship, one 

would expect that ceasefires coinciding with an escalation in violence would be 

perceived as a sign that either a party lacks control over their forces, or that they are 

not really willing to reach a compromise at the table. Nevertheless, the empirics 

showed that ceasefires had a predicted facilitating effect on the DV, even in those 

circumstances. 
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Missing the nuances of violence 

To make sense of this puzzle, a closer look at how I measure the violence dynamics is 

taken. A limitation of my research design is that the measurement of the dynamics of 

violence only compares the levels of violence before and during the talks. My design, 

therefore, does not capture the variation in the intensity of the conflict within the period 

of negotiations. Consequently, if a ceasefire is only respected by the combatants in the 

last phase of the talks, the measure of the violence dynamics will not detect that as a 

decrease in violence, because it considers the period of talks as a whole. 

As an illustration of this limitation, the negotiations between the LURD rebels and the 

Liberian government are a case in point. In June of 2003, both parties agreed on a 

ceasefire (Agence France Presse, June 2003), a week after the peace talks officially 

began. However, only a few days after the signing of the ceasefire, the rebels reported 

ceasefire violations (All Africa, June 2003), which were in turn followed by 

government complaints about a breach in the ceasefire (Reuters, June 2003).  

Since the ceasefire agreement, an escalation in violence continued until July, a month 

in which heavy fighting was reported (Agence France Presse, July 2003; All Africa, 

July 2003), and in which more than 1000 people were killed. However, at the end of 

this month, the LURD rebels declared a unilateral ceasefire (Agence France Presse, 

July 2003) ahead of the deployment of a peacekeeping operation. Consequently, the 

figures of violence were sharply reduced to 29 casualties in August, and a peace deal 

was signed the 18 of August (Accra Agreement 2003). 

Considering the talks in Liberia, it seems plausible that the decrease in violence during 

August facilitated the conclusion of a peace accord. Nevertheless, this de-escalation is 

not captured by the measure of the violence dynamics employed in this study, which 

is acknowledged as a limitation. 
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Summary 

In sum, when excluding the cases in which ceasefires were agreed during the talks, 

given that these present problems regarding the interpretation of the violence 

dynamics, the findings strongly support the argument that the effect of ceasefires on 

the DV is largely dependent on the dynamics of violence that surround the table, in 

line with Hypothesis 3. 

The three hypotheses and the empirical support received by them, based on the above 

findings are summarized in Table 9.  

 

Table 9. Empirical support to the proposed hypotheses. 

 Receives empirical support 

Hypothesis 1: Negotiations in internal conflicts that 

occur in the context of a ceasefire are more likely 

to conclude with a peace agreement. 

 

Yes 

  

Hypothesis 2: Negotiations in internal conflicts that 

occur in the context of decreased or null levels of 

violence are more likely to conclude with a peace 

agreement. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Negotiations in internal conflicts that 

occur in the context of a ceasefire are more likely 

to conclude with a peace agreement when there are 

also decreased or null levels of violence, but not 

otherwise. 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

Yes, to some extent 
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9. Limitations, alternative explanations and 

avenues for future research 

9.1. Limitations 

Overview of the limitations 

Some of the results outlined in this thesis appear to be robust even when controlling 

for the influence of key factors such as mediation and peacekeeping, when employing 

different measurements of IVs, and when excluding cases that could be seen as out of 

the frame of comparison. However, there are also important limitations that should be 

acknowledged when drawing conclusions from the findings presented in this study. 

Regarding additional valuable information 

Overall, this study could benefit from additional and more detailed information for 

each dyad-negotiation process. For instance, the intraparty dynamics both within the 

government and the rebel groups are not sufficiently considered, despite the fact that 

these have been proven to be of relevance in key previous works (Höglund 2004, Darby 

2001). As an example of this importance, Höglund found that high levels of internal 

opposition within the parties to continue the negotiations was a component that could 

make violence more likely to result in a crisis at the talks. In this sense, the design of 

the present study did not allow to identify intraparty divisions, including the 

identification of potential spoilers to the peace process. In other words, the groups were 

seen as internally homogeneous despite this is not often the case. 

In a similar way, the present thesis does not account for the interactions between the 

different rebel groups active in the same context, which could also contribute to a better 

understanding of their decisions and the progress made at the negotiations, as remarked 

by Lederach (1997). For instance, one could assume that the agreements signed 

between the government and other rebel organizations, and the alliances made between 

rebel groups could shape their decisions to sign ceasefires and peace accords. 
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Another important limitation is that I did not account for the progress made in the 

political aspects during the talks. More importantly, the current design does not allow 

to detect those cases where the parties agreed of a formula for settlement, which has 

been identified as a key aspect for the success of ceasefires (Mahieu 2007, Sisk 2009). 

Further, while the participation of women at the negotiations has been found to 

influence the chances that a peace agreement is signed (Paffenholz et al. 2016), and 

the participation of civil society actors could potentially have an influence in this 

outcome as well, I did not control for these factors in the present thesis. Neither did I 

control for the overall duration of the conflicts, which was found to have an effect on 

the likelihood of reaching peace agreements in the study by Svensson (2007), for 

instance. 

In addition, it could be possible that ceasefires are interpreted differently by the 

warring actors depending on whether there is an even balance of power between them 

or if one side has the military upper hand (Walter 2002, 15). In line with the finding 

by Hultquist (2013) that combatants with an even balance of power are more likely to 

reach a peace deal, it could be plausible that ceasefires are interpreted as a conciliatory 

sign or as a strategy for war depending on their parity of power. 

However, because for negotiations to start in the first place, there has to be a perception 

of a mutually hurting stalemate (Zartman 2008), I can assume that the cases studied in 

this thesis do not include conflict dyads where one side could easily defeat the other 

by military means. In fact, from the 85 negotiation processes under study, only the 

talks between the government of the Democratic Republic of Congo and the M23 rebel 

group end with a military victory. In this case, the talks are halted the 5th of November, 

2013, with the government defeating the rebel group through the use of force. 

In line with the previous consideration, it is also acknowledged that actors can perceive 

events of violence against high-profile actors, such as politicians or leaders involved 

in the negotiations, as being particularly sensitive. This would be the case for the 

assassination of the politician Miguel Ángel Blanco by the rebel group ETA in Spain, 

1997, which resulted in mass protests condemning this event (El País 2017), as well as 

the above-mentioned killing of Chris Hani in South Africa, 1993, for instance. Because 
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I operationalize the violence dynamics by looking at the monthly sum in battle deaths, 

I do not account for the impact of high-profile killings.  

Finally, the number and detail of the provisions included in the ceasefires could also 

influence the observed results. In her study of interstate conflicts, Fortna (2004) found 

that the content of the ceasefire agreement was relevant for explaining the continued 

absence of violence. In this sense, she looked at the provisions for raising the costs of 

violence, reducing uncertainty and preventing accidents. She concluded that ceasefire 

agreements that included more, and more detailed such provisions were more succesful 

in bringing a continued absence of violence. This result was also found in the study by 

Werner and Yuen (2005). 

On the other hand, while all the above aspects are theoretically sound, I could not find 

appropriate data that would allow me to include reliable information about these 

factors in the statistical models employed. In addition, the collection of this additional 

data through an in-depth examination of the 85 cases was seen as out of the reach of 

this study, due to time constraints.  

It should be noted that ignoring some of these nuances was done with the aim of 

exploring a wider number of cases and thus improving the external validity or 

generalizability of the patterns found in this study, addressing the main gap identified 

in the previous literature.  

Regarding the assumptions made 

On a different note, another limitation of this study is that it assumed that the combatant 

sides have enough agency at the talks to decide if they want to sign a peace agreement 

or not, and behave consequently. However, I am aware that decisions made by external 

forces can critically influence whether the combatant parties reach a ceasefire or a 

peace accord. For instance, the literature on power mediation suggests that these 

outside actors can move the combatants into signing agreements that are not perceived 

as acceptable by both sides (Favretto 2009).  
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As an illustration of this external influence at the talks, the conflict in the Democratic 

Republic of Congo (DRC) in 1999 is a helpful example. In this year, while the MLC 

and RCD rebel groups fighting the government received strong support from countries 

such as Rwanda and Uganda, the government was backed mostly by Angola, 

Zimbabwe and Namibia (UCDP 2019). Interestingly, the peace talks involved not only 

representatives from the DRC government and the rebel groups, but also from the other 

countries involved in the conflict. In particular, the peace agreement signed at the talks 

was first agreed by the participant states, only to be signed the following month by the 

rebels (Lusaka Agreement). This case shows how the decisions at the table by external 

countries supporting the rebels can sometimes be more decisive than the choices by 

the rebels themselves.  

Thus, while I did control for the intervention of a mediator at the talks, I did not 

distinguish between the types of mediation, or to what degree were the conflicts 

internationalized, in which case outside actors can be expected to play a larger role in 

the direction of the negotiations.  

The following sub-section will problematize the interpretation of the results of this 

study by discussing alternative explanations. 

9.2. Alternative explanations 

A potential spurious relationship 

The above limitations would challenge the results obtained in the statistical models. 

However, even if these results are seen as valid, a different interpretation of its meaning 

could be made. 

In this sense, it could be possible that ceasefires only reflect the presence of another 

factor that has indeed an influence on the success of negotiations. That is, it could be 

that the relationship between ceasefires and the outcomes of the talks is spurious. In 

particular, as opposed to the direction theorized in the causal story, it could be that 

parties that already present high levels of mutual trust are also those able to reach a 

ceasefire in the first place, so that ceasefires would only be a result of this condition. 
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 Nevertheless, there are two main reasons to believe this is not the case for the 

negotiations under study. First, considering violence as undermining mutual trust (Sisk 

2009), it should be noted that ceasefires were often agreed in the context of intense 

combat between the warring sides. As an example of this, a ceasefire was agreed in 

Sierra Leone between the government and the AFRC in May of 1999, at a time 

characterized by heavy fighting both between the warring sides and against civilians. 

Similarly, the truce reached between UNITA and the Angolan government at the end 

of 1993 was preceded by monthly figures of casualties over 100 people being killed.  

Adding to this argumentation, Fortna (2004) already pointed out that it is in the most 

severe cases where ceasefires are most needed and where those accords with the 

strongest provisions are more frequently put in place. Thus, the idea that ceasefires are 

reached in the easiest cases, where parties already have improved levels of mutual 

trust, would not be supported by these observations. 

Secondly, by looking at the stated arguments provided by the combatant sides 

regarding ceasefires, it seems reasonable to interpret that having a ceasefire is seen as 

a confidence building measure, and not just as a side result of having high pre-existing 

levels of mutual trust. As an illustration of this, in Sudan, the SLM/A rebel leader stated 

the following in 2002: 

“How can we hold negotiations if our people are daily subjected to a barrage of fire 

for several hours and if they are annihilated en masse and exposed to ethnic cleansing 

and all sorts of atrocities? We agreed to a cease-fire in order to end tension and pave 

the way for political talks, but regrettably this did not happen.” (BBC Monitoring 

Middle East, 2002 May, italics added) 

Importantly, this statement suggests that the existing violence was indeed seen as an 

impediment for the initiation of talks. Thus, the agreement on a ceasefire was probably 

not the result of pre-existing good relations between the rebels and the government but, 

instead, it was perceived as a confidence building measure on its own.  
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In another example, right after the first ceasefire was signed between the Ugandan 

government and the LRA, in 2006, the leader of the LRA team at the negotiations 

stated that the ceasefire agreement would provide a conducive atmosphere of mutual 

trust, allowing progress at the peace talks (Agence France Presse, August 2006). Once 

again, the ceasefire was perceived as a measure capable of improving mutual trust, and 

does not appear to simply result from pre-existing good relations between the 

combatants. 

Summary 

In sum, based on the empirical evidence presented in this sub-section, it seems 

reasonable to believe that having a ceasefire during the negotiations, in interaction with 

the dynamics of violence, has an effect on the chances of success at the negotiating 

table. In this sense, this effect does not seem to merely reflect high pre-existing levels 

of mutual trust between the combatants.   

The next sub-section will discuss some of the directions that future research can take, 

based on the design and findings of the present thesis. 

9.3. Avenues for future research 

Introductory notes 

This study concludes that early ceasefires have a significant effect on the chances that 

the parties at the table will sign a peace accord, and that this effect is critically 

influenced by the dynamics of violence. Based on these findings and keeping in mind 

some of the challenges discussed above, there are different ways in which future 

research could complement this work. 

Exploring the durability of peace 

Importantly, it should be noted that in the present study the dependent variable is 

limited to reaching a peace agreement. However, the end objective of negotiations is 

leading to durable peace, which does not always follow from signing a peace accord. 

However, the durability of peace is not considered as a DV in the present study, aware 
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that the factors that can predict the success at the negotiating table are not the same as 

those that can explain the durability of peace.  

For instance, the post-agreement levels of violence (Schnabel and Born 2011, 18) and 

the sequencing in the implementation of these political agreements (Joshi et al. 2017, 

1) were found to influence the success at the implementation phase.  

Thus, I avoid attempting to explain the durability of peace by only looking at the 

conditions related to the period of negotiations, because this is seen as a particularly 

limited approach.  

In addition, the study of the durability of peace would benefit from a more holistic 

approach, by looking beyond the absence of battle deaths as an indicator of violence. 

In this sense, many reports have emphasized the horrors of conflict-related sexual 

violence (e.g. Rehn and Sirleaf 2002), despite its prevalence may have been 

overestimated in previous narratives (Human Security Report 2012). Assessing this 

and other types of violence within the study of the durability of peace would expand 

the implications of this line of research for the security of civilians. In particular, it 

should be noted that the rates of rape, murder and robbery increased after some peace 

agreements were signed, such as in the case of South Africa (du Toit 2000, 34). Further, 

other features of positive peace could also be taken into consideration, broadening the 

understanding of peace as an absence of violence (Höglund and Kovacs 2010, Shields 

2017). 

In this sense, future research could explore the determinants of durable peace by 

integrating the insights from the factors leading to peace accords with those related to 

the post-agreement environment, and studying violence beyond battle deaths, as well 

as other features of what is known as positive peace.  

Broadening the universe of cases 

Another direction that future research could take is expanding the scope of this thesis 

to include cases from other continents than Africa, examining interstate and communal 

conflicts, and broadening the time-frame to include more recent cases as well. While 
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the findings presented in this thesis are expected to be relevant, to a certain degree, for 

internal armed conflicts beyond Africa, I acknowledge that there are important 

differences with interstate and communal conflicts, so that the findings could differ 

significantly in those cases. In particular, in civil wars, the conflict takes place between 

two or more asymmetrical parties, in which one, the government, claims de jure 

monopoly over the use of force (Ari 2018, Zartman 1995), as opposed to the cases in 

communal and interstate disputes. 

However, on the topic of ceasefires, Fortna (2004, 216) concluded that, while there are 

important differences between internal and interstate conflicts, the general strategies 

of changing incentives and reducing uncertainty are likely to apply in both types of 

conflicts. 

Adding more nuances to the cases 

In concordance with some of the limitations discussed, the models testing the proposed 

relationship could include additional factors. In particular, forthcoming studies could 

examine the intraparty and inter-rebel dynamics, the agreement on a formula for 

settlement, and the participation of women and that of civil society actors at the talks. 

In addition, these works could also examine the balance of power between the 

combatants, the salience of the violence being perpetrated, the duration of the conflicts, 

the detail of the provisions made in the agreements and the level of international 

involvement in the process.  

In this regard, additional insights on the interplay between these factors and the effects 

of ceasefires have the potential to result in more context-sensitive policy 

recommendations.  

Looking at more complex interactions 

Finally, keeping in mind that the main IVs in the present study, together with mediation 

and peacekeeping, are assumed to be closely interrelated, an alternative line of research 

could be to look more closely at these complex patterns. In particular, employing a 

QCA has the advantage of being able to detect necessary and sufficient factors or 
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combinations of factors leading to the DV (Ragin 2010). Thus, a study employing a 

QCA methodology could complement the findings from this thesis by providing 

additional nuances on the interplay between some of the relevant variables leading to 

the conclusion of political agreements.  

Summary 

Overall, the present study can be complemented in many different ways. An interesting 

path for future studies is to analyze the durability of peace beyond signing a peace 

accord. In addition, the findings from the present study would benefit from 

complementary studies looking at more complex interactions between the factors, for 

instance employing QCA, as well as broadening the generalizability of the results by 

looking at cases in regions other than Africa. 

Finally, the next section will present the main conclusions of this thesis. 
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10. Conclusions 

To recall, the purpose of this thesis was to understand the effect of ceasefires during 

negotiations on the conclusion of peace agreements. Regarding the existing debate in 

the literature over the right timing of ceasefires in internal conflicts, this thesis 

contributes to that discussion by providing evidence from a comparative study. For the 

first time, the relationship between ceasefires during negotiations and the conclusion 

of peace accords was tested in a large-N study, observing negotiation processes in 

Africa from 1989 to 2013.  

The results provide support for the advocates of early ceasefires, in the sense that 

ceasefires facilitate, on average, that the combatants will sign a political deal. In 

addition, the results show that this predicted effect is sensitive to the dynamics of 

violence at the talks. Thus, for cases with decreased or null violence, a ceasefire 

increases by a third the predicted likelihood that the parties will succeed at the 

negotiating table, when holding the rest constant.  

This thesis has the merit of integrating the research on conflict resolution and that on 

conflict studies, by looking into the many relationships between the dynamics of 

violence and the signed agreements. In addition, it contributes with methodological 

tools such as the operationalization of violence in relative terms, as well as the 

distinction between the official and the interpreted presence of a ceasefire. 

In all, this study has relevant implications for practitioners and policymakers, calling 

for increased efforts to reach ceasefires before the more political agreements, and to 

ensure that these are respected. However, future research can add more nuances to 

these conclusions and connect these results with the durability of peace, which is the 

end goal of peace talks.  
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Annexes 

Annex I 

Table 10. Logit estimates on the likelihood of reaching a peace accord, employing 

alternative measures of ceasefires. 

 Peace Agreement 

 (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Ceasefire Start 1.204** 1.238**   

 (0.507) (0.540)   

Ceasefire Official   0.349 0.146 

   (0.507) (0.549) 

Mediation  0.087  0.143 
  (0.674)  (0.634) 

Peacekeeping  0.299  0.715 
  (0.534)  (0.466) 

Duration  -0.016  0.003 
  (0.061)  (0.057) 

Previous Talks  -0.164  -0.097 
  (0.148)  (0.132) 

Constant -0.288 -0.271 0.095 -0.154 
 (0.342) (0.655) (0.437) (0.665) 

Observations 70 70 85 85 

Note: Robust standard errors in parenthesis; *significant at 10%, **significant at 

5%, ***significant at 1%. 
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Annex II 

Table 11. Logit estimates on the likelihood of reaching a peace accord, employing an 

alternative measure of violence dynamics and sub setting the data. 

 Peace Agreement 

 (11) (12) (13) (14) 

Violence Dynamics2 -0.950 -0.941   

 (0.670) (0.725)   

Violence Dynamics3 -0.279 -0.395   

 (0.571) (0.655)   

Absolute Violence   -0.001 -0.001 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

     

Mediation  0.005  0.207 

  (0.817)  (0.639) 

     

Peacekeeping  1.010*  0.733 

  (0.532)  (0.456) 

     

Duration  0.025  0.005 

  (0.066)  (0.055) 

     

Previous Talks  -0.061  -0.090 

  (0.144)  (0.132) 

     

Constant 0.480 -0.092 0.416* -0.068 

 (0.353) (0.726) (0.237) (0.613) 

Observations 67 67 85 85 

Note: Robust standard errors in parenthesis; *significant at 10%, **significant at 

5%, ***significant at 1%. 

 

 

 



72 

 

References 

Accra Agreement. 2003. Peace Agreement between the Government of Liberia, the 

Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD), the Movement of 

Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) and the Political Parties. Retrieved from: 

https://peacemaker.un.org/ [accessed 2019-05-14]. 

Aggestam, K., & Towns, A. 2019. The gender turn in diplomacy: a new research agenda. 

International Feminist Journal of Politics, 21(1), 9–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2018.1483206 

Agence France Presse. 2000. Sudanese rebels protest bombing of town as peace talks 

open. January 16.  

Agence France Presse. 2003. Liberian president agrees truce with rebels besieging his 

capital city. June 11. 

Agence France Presse. 2003. Liberian ceasefire in tatters with clashes just outside 

capital. July 19. 

Agence France Presse. 2003. Liberian rebels call immediate unilateral ceasefire. July 

29. 

Agence France Presse. 2006. Uganda, LRA rebels sign truce in boost for peace talks. 

August 26. 

Åkebo, M. 2013. The politics of ceasefires: On ceasefire agreements and peace 

processes in Aceh and Sri Lanka (Doctoral dissertation, Umeå universitet). 

All Africa. 2003. Talks to Continue Despite Reported Violations. June 18. 

All Africa. 2003. Rebels Seize Kley Junction As Clashes Resume. July 18. 

Ari, Baris. 2018. Uncrossing the Rubicon: Transitions from Violent Civil Conflict to 

Peace. PhD thesis, University of Essex. 

Associated Press Newswires. 2000. Sudanese rebels renew cease-fire. January 13.  

Bates, Robert. 2008. When Things Fall Apart. State-Failure in Late-Century Africa. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

BBC Monitoring Middle East. 2002. Sudan: Darfur rebel leader says government 

continuing to break cease-fire. May 21. 

Beardsley, K., Cunningham, D. E., & White, P. B. 2018. Mediation, Peacekeeping, 

and the Severity of Civil War. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 1–28. 

https://peacemaker.un.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2018.1483206


73 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002718817092 

Bell, Christine, Sanja Badanjak, Robert Forster, Astrid Jamar, Jan Pospisil, Laura 

Wise. 2017. PA-X Codebook, Version 1. Political Settlements Research 

Programme, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh. www.peaceagrements.org 

Bercovitch, J., & Sigmund Gartner, S. 2006. Is there method in the madness of 

mediation? Some lessons for mediators from quantitative studies of mediation. 

International Interactions, 32(4), 329–354. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03050620601011024 

Brambor, T., Clark, W. R., & Golder, M. 2006. Understanding interaction models: 

Improving empirical analyses. Political analysis, 14(1), 63-82. 

Chounet-Cambas, Luc. 2011. Negotiating Ceasefires: Dilemmas & Options for 

Mediators. Mediation Practice Series No. 3, March 2011. Geneva: Centre for 

Humanitarian Dialogue. 

Clapham, Christopher. 1998. Rwanda: The perils of peacemaking. Journal of Peace 

Research. 35(2): 193-210. 

Clark, R. P. 1995. “Negotiations for Basque Self-Determination in Spain.” In Zartman, 

I. W. (ed.), Elusive Peace: Negotiating an End to Civil Wars. Washington: 

Brookings Institution. 

Clayton, G., & Dorussen, H. 2018. The effectiveness of mediation and peacekeeping 

for global conflict management. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of 

the International Studies Association, San Francisco, April 4–7, 2018. 

Crocker, C. A. 2004. Taming Intractable Conflicts: Mediation in the hardest cases. 

Washington, DC: US Institute of Peace Press. 

Croicu, Mihai; Melander, Erik; Nilsson, Marcus; and Wallensteen, Peter. 2013. 

Mediation and Violence: Searching for third party intervention that matters, 

Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association, 

San Francisco, USA, 3-6 April 2013 

Croicu, Mihai and Ralph Sundberg. 2017. “UCDP GED Codebook version 18.1”, 

Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University. 

Darby, J., & Mac Ginty, R. 2000. Conclusion: The Management of Peace. In Darby, 

J., & Mac Ginty, R. (Eds.). The Management of Peace Processes (pp. 228-261). 

London: MacMillan. 

Darby, John. 2001. The Effects of Violence on Peace Processes. Washington, 

D.C: United States Institute of Peace Press. 

http://www.peaceagrements.org/


74 

 

Doyle, M. W., & Sambanis, N. 2000. International peacebuilding: A theoretical and 

quantitative analysis. The American Political Science Review, 94(4), 779-801. 

doi:10.2307/2586208 

du Toit, Pierre. 2000. South Africa: In Search of Post-Settlement Peace. In Darby, J., 

& Mac Ginty, R. (Eds.). The Management of Peace Processes (pp. 16-61). 

London: MacMillan. 

El País. 2017. El secuestro y asesinato de Miguel Ángel Blanco, las 48 horas que 

conmovieron a España. July 12. Retrieved from https://elpais.com/ [accessed 

2019-05-06].  

Ellerby, K. 2013. (En)gendered Security? The Complexities of Women’s Inclusion in 

Peace Processes. International Interactions, 39(4), 435–460. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2013.805130 

Ellis, S. 1999. The Mask of Anarchy: The Destruction of Liberia and the Religious 

Dimension of an African Civil War. New York: New York University Press. 

Favretto, K. 2009. Should Peacemakers Take Sides? Major Power Mediation, 

Coercion, and Bias. American Political Science Review, 103(2), 248–263. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/s0003055409090236 

Fearon, James D. 1995. Rationalist Explanations for War. International Organization, 

49: 379-414 

Fontana, J. 2011. Por el bien del imperio: una historia del mundo desde 1945. 

Barcelona: Pasado & Presente. 

Forster, R. 2018. Sequencing ceasefire agreements: First, last or in the middle? 

Retrieved from www.research.ed.ac.uk/ [accessed 2019-05-20]. 

Fortna, V. 2004. Peace Time: Cease-Fire Agreements and the Durability of Peace. 

PRINCETON; OXFORD: Princeton University Press. Retrieved from 

http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.its.uu.se/stable/j.ctv39x5v5 

Fortna, V. Page. 2008. "Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’ Choices 

after Civil War." Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Gbadolite Declaration on Angola. 1989. Retrieved from https://peacemaker.un.org/ 

[accessed 2019-05-20]. 

Global Witness. 2018. Annual Report 2018. Retrieved from: 

https://www.globalwitness.org [acccessed 2019-05-18]. 

Herbst, J. 1989. The creation and maintenance of national borders in Africa. 

International Organization, 43(4), 673–692. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300034482, 

https://elpais.com/politica/2017/07/10/actualidad/1499692744_453593.html
https://peacemaker.un.org/
https://www.globalwitness.org/


75 

 

Hoffman, Aaron M. 2002. A Conceptualization of Trust in International Relations. 

European Journal of International Relations 8(3): 375-401 

Höglund, K. 2004. Violence in the midst of peace negotiations: cases from Guatemala, 

Northern Ireland, South Africa and Sri Lanka (Doctoral dissertation, Department 

of Peace and Conflict Research). 

Höglund, K., & Kovacs, M. S. 2010. Beyond the absence of war: the diversity of peace 

in post-settlement societies. Review of International Studies, 36(2), 367. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210510000069 

Hultquist, P. 2013. Power parity and peace? The role of relative power in civil war 

settlement. Journal of Peace Research, 50(5), 623–634. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343313486281 

Human Security Report. 2012. Human Security Report 2012. Sexual Violence, 

Education, and War: Beyond the Mainstream Narrative. Simon Fraser 

University: Canada. 

Johnson, Kyle. 2017. "A Wary Farewell to Arms for the FARC." International Crisis 

Group (ICG) Commentary, 9 March 2017: https://www.crisisgroup.org/latin-

america-caribbean/andes/colombia/wary-farewell-arms-farc. 

Joshi, M., Melander, E., & Quinn, J. M. 2017. Sequencing the Peace: How the Order 

of Peace Agreement Implementation Can Reduce the Destabilizing Effects of 

Post-accord Elections. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 61(1), 4–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715576573 

King, Charles. 1997. Ending Civil Wars. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Kolås, Å. 2011. Naga militancy and violent politics in the shadow of ceasefire. Journal 

of Peace Research, 48(6), 781–792. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343311417972 

Lane, Lottie. 2016. Mitigating humanitarian crises during non-international armed 

conflicts – the role of human rights and ceasefire agreements. Journal of 

International Humanitarian Action, 1:2. DOI 10.1186/s41018-016-0002-z 

Lederach, John Paul. 1997. Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in 

Divided Societies. Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace 

Press. 

Lusaka Agreement. 1999. Ceasefire Agreement (Lusaka Agreement). Retrieved from: 

https://www.peaceagreements.org/ [accessed 2019-05-10]. 

Luttwak, E. 2004. The Curse of Inconclusive Intervention. In C.A. Crocker (Ed.), 

Taming Intractable Conflicts: Mediation in the hardest cases. Washington, DC: 

US Institute of Peace Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210510000069
http://www.crisisgroup.org/latin-america-caribbean/andes/colombia/wary-farewell-arms-farc
http://www.crisisgroup.org/latin-america-caribbean/andes/colombia/wary-farewell-arms-farc
https://www.peaceagreements.org/


76 

 

Mac Ginty, Roger. 2008. No War, No Peace: The Rejuvenation of Stalled 

Peace Processes and Peace Accords. London: Palgrave, Macmillan.  

Mahieu, S. 2007. When should mediators interrupt a civil war? The best timing for a 

ceasefire. International Negotiation, 12(2), 207–228. 

https://doi.org/10.1163/138234007X223285 

Mitchell, Christopher. 2008. Mediation and the ending of conflicts. In Darby, J., & 

Mac Ginty, R. (Eds.). Contemporary peacemaking: conflict, peace processes 

and post-war reconstruction (pp. 94-105). Springer. 

Msabaha, I. 1995. Negotiating an End to Mozambique’s Murderous Rebellion. In 

Zartman, I. W. (Ed.). Elusive Peace: Negotiating an End to Civil Wars. 

Washington: The Brookings Institution. 

PA-X. 2017. Peace Agreements Database and Access Tool, Version 1. Political 

Settlements Research Programme, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh. 

www.peaceagreements.org 

Paffenholz, T., Ross, N., Dixon, S., Schluchter, A., & True, J. 2016. Making Women 

Count - Not Just Counting Women: Assessing Women’s Inclusion and Influence 

on Peace Negotiations, (April). 

Page, Michelle & Whitman, Tobie & Anderson, C. 2009. Bringing Women into Peace 

negotiations Strategies for Policymakers About the Series. Retrieved from 

www.InclusiveSecurity.org 

Pruitt, D. G., & Kim, S. H. 2004. Social conflict: Escalation, stalemate and 

settlement (3.th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Ragin, Charles. 2008. Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and Beyond. Chicago 

and London: University of Chicago Press.  

Ramsbotham, Oliver, Woodhouse, Tom and Miall, Hugh. 2011. Contemporary 

Conflict Resolution: The prevention, management and transformation of deadly 

conflicts. 3rd edition, Oxford: Polity Press. 

Rehn, E., Johnson-Sirleaf, E. 2002. Women, war, peace: The independent experts' 

assessment on the impact of armed conflict on women and women's role in 

peace-building. New York: United Nations Development Fund for Women 

(UNIFEM). 

Reuters News. 1989. UNITA REBELS DECLARE RESUMPTION OF ANGOLAN 

WAR. August 24. 

Reuters News. 1993. Sudan government declares ceasefire. March 20. 

Reuters News. 1993. Sudan accuses rebels of ceasefire violations. May 24. 

http://www.peaceagreements.org/
http://www.inclusivesecurity.org/?fbclid=IwAR1VM6PzKvSUd47jNWREUZMRp_jNxvmzSWaJGeah2jsgxfjXNJTxl3-JtVw


77 

 

Reuters News. 2003. Liberia says rebels attack, break ceasefire. June 22. 

Ryland, Reidun; Tora Sagård; Peder Landsverk; Håvard Mokleiv Nygård; Håvard 

Strand; Siri Aas Rustad; Govinda Clayton; Claudia Wiehler; Valerie Sticher & 

David Lander. 2018. The Effects of Ceasefires in Philippine Peace 

Processes, PRIO Paper. Oslo: PRIO. 

Schnabel, A., & Born, H. 2011. Security sector reform. London: Ubiquity Press. 

doi:10.5334/bbl 

Schneider, C. Q., & Wagemann, C. 2012. Set-theoretic methods for the social sciences: 

A guide to qualitative comparative analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Sederberg, P. C. 1995. Conciliation as Counter-Terrorist Strategy. Journal of Peace 

Research, 32(3), 295–312. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343395032003004 

Serbin, Sylvia. 2018. Interview for Mundo Negro, by María Rodríguez. Retrieved 

from: http://mundonegro.es/ [accessed 2019-05-18]. 

Shields, P. M. 2017. Limits of negative peace, faces of positive peace. Parameters, 

47(3), 5-12.   

Sisk, T. D. 2009. International mediation in civil wars: bargaining with bullets. 

Routledge. 

Smith, James D.D. 1995. Stopping Wars: Defining the Obstacles to Ceasefires. 

Boulder, San Francisco, Oxford: Westview Press 

Sundberg, Ralph, and Erik Melander. 2013. “Introducing the UCDP Georeferenced 

Event Dataset”, Journal of Peace Research, vol.50, no.4, 523-532 

Svensson, Isak. 2007. Bargaining, bias and peace brokers: How rebels commit to 

peace. Journal of Peace Research, 44(2), 177-194. 

doi:10.1177/0022343307075121 

Touval, S. 1995. Ethical dilemmas in international mediation. Negotiation 

Journal, 11(4), 333-337. doi:10.1007/BF02187857 

UCDP. 2019. The Uppsala Conflict Data Programme. http://ucdp.uu.se 

UN Peacemaker. 2019. United Nations Peacemaker. https://peacemaker.un.org/ 

Wallensteen, Peter. 2007. Understanding Conflict Resolution: War, Peace and the 

Global System. 2nd edition. London, Thousand Oaks, New 

Delhi, Singapore: Sage Publications. 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.its.uu.se/10.1177/0022343395032003004
http://mundonegro.es/
http://ucdp.uu.se/
https://peacemaker.un.org/


78 

 

Wallensteen, Peter. 2012. Understanding Conflict Resolution: War, Peace and the 

Global System. Thousand Oaks: SAGE. 

Walter, B. F. 2002. Committing to peace: The successful settlement of civil wars. 

Princeton University Press. 

Walter, B. F. 2009. Bargaining failures and civil war. Annual Review of Political 

Science, 12, 243-261. 

Werner, S., & Yuen, A. 2005. Making and keeping peace. In International 

Organization (Vol. 59). https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050095 

Xinhua News Agency. 2000. Sudanese Peace Talks End Without Substantial. April 7. 

Yin, Robert K. 2009. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. 4th 

edition. London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications. 

Zartman, I. W. 1995. Conclusions: the Last Mile. In Zartman, I. W. (Ed.). Elusive 

peace: Negotiating an end to civil wars (pp. 332-346). Washington, D.C: 

Brookings Institution. 

Zartman, I. W. 2008. Negotiation and conflict management: Essays on theory and 

practice. London: Routledge. 

 


