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Abstract 

With a focus on legitimacy, accountability, and protection equality, this thesis aims to 

investigate the impact of domestic institutions on the likelihood that peace succeeds in the 

aftermath of armed conflict. The argument is that the presence of such domestic institutions 

should facilitate the construction of a peaceful post-conflict environment by reducing 

commitment problems in the peacemaking process. A quantitative analysis is conducted on 82 

peace agreements signed between governments and rebel groups during the time period 1989 

to 2004. The findings suggest that the extent to which social groups within the state are 

protected equally by the government most significantly impacts the likelihood that peace 

prevails.  
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Introduction 
Why do some peace agreements signed to end armed conflict lead to durable peace, while 

others break down in costly fighting? This is a central question within the field of peace and 

conflict research, and many explanations have been provided. Barbara F. Walter argues that 

resolving the issues underlying the conflict is not sufficient to build durable peace, but that 

commitment problems need to be overcome in order for provisions of peace agreements to be 

successfully implemented (2002: 5, 43). The commitment problems stem from the difficulty 

of the parties to credibly commit to honor a peace agreement over time. This goes for both the 

rebel group/groups, and the government. A rebel group cannot credibly commit to cease 

violence after the government has granted concessions. Instead, it might continue its military 

campaign and demand further concessions (Mattes and Savun, 2009: 739). Similarly, after a 

peace agreement is signed, the rebels often have to enter a demobilization and reintegration 

period during which the government cannot credibly guarantee not to exploit the rebels as the 

power balance shifts (Walter, 2009: 254). The focus of this thesis is on the latter case of 

commitment problems. Walter finds that when power sharing provisions are included in peace 

agreements, and when a third party guarantees to monitor the implementation phase and 

intervenes when necessary, the peace is more likely to endure (2002: 26-29, 90-91).  

        In her analysis, Walter acknowledges several explanations to why some civil wars end 

peacefully while others experience recurring war – beyond power sharing provisions and third 

party guarantees. One of these explanations is how the domestic political institutions of a 

country in war affect the likelihood that a peaceful settlement can be agreed upon between the 

disputing parties. The domestic political institutions should, according to this explanation, 

lead to more settlements being made in democracies than autocracies. This is because of the 

higher levels of domestic constraints present in democracies than in autocracies, as well as the 

accountability that leaders face to their voters (Walter, 2002: 10-11). In her analysis, Walter 

then operationalizes domestic political institutions as an independent variable through two 

measurements: 

1. The level of democracy. 

2. The level of executive constraints. 

She measures these indicators using the polity III Data Set on each peace agreement signed 

between a rebel group and the government in all civil wars from 1940-1992, finding that 

domestic political institutions have no significant effect on the durability of peace (Walter, 
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2002: 5, 57, 78).  

        Although Walter provides a substantial contribution to how commitment problems can 

explain why the implementation of peace settlements sometimes fails, her account of 

domestic political institutions is arguably flawed in two ways. First, in her analysis, she 

presents the institutional explanations of war and peace as assuming that the better 

functioning domestic political institutions are, the more democratic the country is (2002: 10). 

Regardless if this is an accurate reflection of the literature or not, seeing the functioning of 

domestic political institutions as strictly correlated to the level of democracy in a country may 

yield the faulty assumption that democracy leads to peace (see e.g. Hegre et al., 2001: 42-43 

who find that the risk of civil war occurring is not substantially different between democracies 

and autocracies). The focus of this thesis is therefore domestic institutions that may increase 

or reduce commitment problems, rather than the level of democracy. Second, by only 

including the level of democracy and the level of executive constraints, Walter’s analysis is 

limited to only two of many potential institutions of a country that might increase or reduce 

commitment problems.  

        For these reasons, the aim of this thesis is to provide a more nuanced picture of how 

domestic institutions might increase or decrease the likelihood of belligerents to succeed in 

making peace. Walter’s theory of how commitment problems hinder the disputing parties to 

credibly commit to peace agreements will serve as the foundation and starting point for the 

investigation. Here, the relationship between different types of domestic institutions and the 

likelihood of peace to succeed is of interest. This has yielded the following research question:	

How do domestic institutions affect the likelihood that  

peace succeeds after intrastate armed conflict?	

The thesis will be structured through the following sections: first, a theory section introducing 

previous research, the expected causal mechanism, and testable hypotheses will be presented. 

Second, the researched design will be presented in terms of method, material, and 

operationalizations of the variables. Third, the results will be demonstrated, followed by an 

analysis. Finally, the findings will be summarized and conclusions will be drawn, building on 

existing knowledge and suggesting avenues for future research. 	
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Theory 

Previous literature within the field 
Within the peace and conflict literature, there is a myriad of explanations for why peace 

sometimes can be reached and at other times not. To make peace, scholars like Wallensteen 

have argued that the underlying incompatibilities between the disputing parties need to be 

resolved; otherwise conflict often recurs (2012: 7-8). Another explanation is provided by 

utility choice theorists, arguing that peace is possible only when it leaves the conflicting 

parties better off than if they were to fight (Wittman, 1979: 744). Balance of power, identity 

issues, and the presence or absence of a mediator in peace processes are also suggested to 

affect the likelihood that belligerents choose to settle rather than to maintain violent struggle. 

However, what these explanations are missing – according to Walter – is the ability to explain 

why some peace settlements lead to durable peace, while others do not. The essential 

component here is the commitment problem (Walter, 2002: 7-14).  

        As for commitment problems, Fearon (1994) laid a crucial groundwork for explaining 

what causes bargaining failures, i.e. why disputing parties often fail to reach a peaceful 

solution ex ante, when costly fighting leaves the parties worse off than if they were to settle 

peacefully. In his model of rational explanations of war, he argued that the anarchic 

international system lead states to distrust each other, causing information asymmetries and 

commitment problems. Moreover, indivisibility of stakes can also cause costly fighting 

despite the fact that there exists an ex ante agreements that would benefit the disputing parties 

more than fighting would (Fearon, 1994: 380-382). Powell (2006) then argued that bargaining 

indivisibilities really should be seen as a commitment problem. He also claimed that 

information asymmetries could lead to strange readings of history because of the assumption 

that parties would never fight if they had complete information. Furthermore, information 

asymmetries give poor account for prolonged conflict, since belligerents often develop 

accurate understandings of their opponent’s strength and resolve over time. From this, Powell 

comes to the conclusion that the notion of commitment problems is what is crucial for an 

understanding of why wars occur (2006: 172-177). 

        Walter has argued that commitment problems can explain bargaining failures at all 

stages of civil war (2009, 243), and has looked specifically at how commitment problems can 

hinder the successfulness of peace after negotiated settlement (2002: 5). Other scholars 

focusing on commitment problems in post civil war settings include Hartzell and Hoddie 
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(2007), Mattes and Savun (2009), and Jarstaad and Nilsson (2008). Hartzell and Hoddie argue 

that peace will more likely succeed in cases where power-sharing provisions have been 

integrated in a peace agreement. They distinguish between four kinds; political, military, 

territorial and economic power sharing. The higher extent to which these are integrated in a 

peace agreement, the more it signals genuine commitment to peace, and the longer the peace 

should be likely to last. Although they acknowledge the merit of third party guarantees to 

monitor and possibly intervene in the post-conflict period, they express skepticism towards 

the willingness and capacity of such parties to do so (2007: 66-67, 89-91, 108). However, 

Mattes and Savun find that both power sharing provisions – especially political power sharing 

– and third party guarantees substantially affect the prospects of peace after civil war. These 

are part of what they label fear-reducing provisions that mitigate commitment problems. 

Additionally, they find that what they label cost-increasing provisions, e.g. separation of 

troops, also facilitates commitment to peace agreements (2009: 738, 756). In contrast to these 

findings, Jarstad and Nilsson find that military and territorial pacts have the most significant 

impact on the duration of peace. This is because they bring on larger costs than political pacts, 

and that such costly endeavors signal commitment to the peace agreement (2008: 2007, 216). 

As for power sharing, Binningsbø draws attention to the differences between the 

conceptualizations of power sharing, as well as the analytical approach, as an explanation to 

why different studies appear to yield such diverging results (2013: 107-108).  

        Several scholars have also studied the impact of domestic institutions on the causes of 

war, their resolution, and on post-war periods. As part of their power sharing argument, 

Hartzell and Hoddie argue that adversaries who participate in constructing post war 

institutions are more likely to see enduring peace. Institutions can also guide the management 

of future conflict and promote the establishment of a self-enforcing order. Hartzell and 

Hoddie suggest that the institutions related to the four abovementioned dimensions of power 

sharing should be most effective in promoting peace. If this is done comprehensively, the 

commitment problems are more likely to be reduced (2007: 4-5, 11, 15).  

        Goldstone has suggested that states that lack within two other areas of domestic 

institutions – legitimacy and effectiveness – suffer higher risks of experiencing a civil war. A 

state is effective when it properly provides state functions, and it is legitimate when it is 

perceived as just in relation to established social norms. The strength of these features can be 

undermined if a country e.g. experiences an economic decline, or when the state is corrupt 

and corrals resources at the expense of groups in the society (Goldstone, 2008: 285-288). 

Similar to the notion of legitimacy as important for states to succeed, Collier’s findings 
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suggest that accountability is a key feature of functioning democracies. He argues that 

accountability should precede elections, and that this can explain why democracies does not 

seem to experience less violence than autocracies. In unstable democracies where elections 

are held, there are not sufficiently functioning checks and balances for the elections to be 

functioning properly, which can lead to violence (2010: 185-187). This supports the notion by 

Hegre et al. that polity itself cannot explain the risk of violence (2001: 42-43). Another 

finding is that no polity is immune to the pressure of the people. Randle have emphasized the 

public, the elites of a polity, the media, and the legislature, as key domestic actors that can 

pressure the leaders of both democratic and autocratic states to avoid engaging in violence 

(1970: 77). Jeong also underscores the importance of rule of law. He argues that its protection 

of human rights and dignity – and abolishment of discrimination – is imperative for an 

environment of security in post-conflict societies. Both individuals and groups in society must 

enjoy access to political, economic, and civil rights for this to be achieved. Furthermore, the 

presence of fair and effective judicial systems and police functions also play a crucial role for 

the promotion of a stable environment in post-conflict societies (Jeong, 2005: 60, 64-65). 

Additionally, if there is a history of inclusion at the political centre, and there exists 

possibilities to compete for inclusion in political institutions, disputing parties signing a peace 

agreement should be alleviated in their fear that their opponent may renege on the agreement 

in the future (Hartzell et al., 2001: 189). Exclusion along ethnic lines is also especially 

hazardous for the risk of recurring civil war. Mattes and Savun find that civil wars with an 

ethnic component suffer a 197 percent greater risk than civil wars without an ethnic 

component to relapse (2009: 755). In relation to domestic institutions, Lieberman and Singh 

argue that institutions increasing ethnic differentiation can spur violence. Institutionalizing of 

this kind leads to ethnic cleavages and can in turn lead to the exclusion of ethnic groups from 

political power (2012: 2, 21-22).  

        As shown, there are many explanations for why peace sometimes lasts and at other times 

does not. They all deserve merit. However, one lacking feature in the literature is the 

connection between certain domestic institutions and commitment problems affecting the 

likelihood of successful peace. In what follows, the way in which three specific domestic 

institutions of interest may be related to commitment problems will be elaborated on more 

comprehensively.  
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Domestic institutions – commitment problems 

The concept of institutions is certainly a broad one. Institutions can be described as 

established conventions, encompassing both social dimensions such as norms, as well as more 

formal rules like the law. To depart from the principles of different institutions can result in 

sanctions. However, such principles are somewhat dynamic – they change over time as a 

result of societal evolution (NE-a, [no date]). The following analysis will investigate the 

impact of three domestic institutions on the likelihood that peace succeeds after intrastate 

armed conflict. The argument made here is that they all should impact the degree of 

commitment problems present in the period after the signing of a peace agreement. They are 

the following: 

- Legitimacy 	

- Accountability  

- Protection equality 

If the peace is found to be generally more likely to succeed in post-conflict societies where 

these institutions are present, this might be because governments in such societies have less 

trouble to credibly commit to peace agreements. The way in which each of these institutions 

are suggested affect commitment problems will be presented in the subsequent sections, 

beginning with a further account of the framework by Walter (2002) used in this thesis.  

 

Walter’s commitment problem framework 
The commitment theory suggests that a rebel group face commitment problems in the 

aftermath of civil war as the provisions of a peace agreement are to be implemented. There is 

a fear of post-treaty exploitation causing agreements to break down in costly fighting. 

Especially demobilization and the prospect of leaving over conquered territory to the central 

government can make rebels unsettled of the hazards these measures give rise to. Walter 

underscores two of them: the vulnerability of a surprise attack, and the potential exclusion 

from political power (Walter, 2002: 5-6, 20-21). Her findings suggest that third party 

guarantees should reduce the danger of mobilization in terms of a surprise attack, and that 

political, military, and territorial power sharing, should reduce the danger of being exploited 

by the post-war administration (Walter, 2002: 26). In this thesis, however, it is argued that the 

fear of being exploited and excluded from power by the government should also be reduced 

for the rebels if the three domestic institutions indentified are present in the post-war society. 

Walter writes that the success of negotiations depends on the degree to which combatants 
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expect the political process to be opened up (2002: 27-28). The argument here is not that this 

expected change in access to power does not affect the commitment problem. Rather, the idea 

is that the domestic institutions already present should not be discarded as influencing the 

degree of commitment problems.  

Legitimacy 
The first domestic institution under scrutiny is legitimacy, which is arguably very relevant to 

the degree of commitment problems present for a government aspiring to make peace with a 

rebel group. Walter has written that governments will face lesser difficulties to credibly 

commit to an agreement if they have legitimate institutions (2009: 259). Perceptions of 

legitimacy can also yield perceptions of procedural justice (Hawdon, 2008: 187), which in 

turn increases the likelihood that peace agreements succeed over time (Wagner & Druckman, 

2012: 50). Additionally, in a post-conflict consolidation period, it is important that people 

have faith in the system that rules them and that they perceive it as legitimate in order to 

reduce the risk of recurring violence (Ohlson, 2008: 151). This yields the following 

hypothesis:  

H1: The higher the level of legitimacy in a post-civil war society, the higher the likelihood 

that peace will succeed.	

Accountability 
The second domestic institution – accountability, is also expected to have a positive impact on 

the likelihood that peace succeeds. Governments held accountable for their actions may be 

more credible in their commitment to an agreement (Walter, 2002: 10). Furthermore, higher 

levels of accountability in the execution of power during post-conflict periods should promote 

consolidation (Ohlson, 2008: 151). The public in states where the government faces more 

accountability should also be better able to utilize information to pressure their leaders for 

change (Chiba & Fang, 2014: 801). If this is the case, the media is arguably an important 

institution that may act as an influencing force in holding governments accountable for their 

actions. This corresponds with the previously noted dictum by Randle – that the public and 

the media can pressure leaders not to engage in violence (1970: 77). The presence of 

accountability – reducing the capability of the government to act without consequences – may 

therefore alleviate fears of post-treaty-exploitation among rebel groups. This yields the 

following hypothesis:	
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H2: The higher the level of accountability in a post-civil war society, the higher the likelihood 

that peace will succeed.	

Protection equality 

The third domestic institution chosen to investigate is protection equality. As brought up in 

the theory-section, having rules of law that protect human rights and dignity – and abolishes 

discrimination – across social groups and individuals, is crucial for a secure environment in 

post-conflict societies. This includes fair and effective judicial systems and police, as well as 

access to political, economic, and civil rights (Jeong, 2005: 60, 64-65). Furthermore, 

institutionalization of ethnic divisions can spur violence (Lieberman & Singh, 2012: 2, 21-

22), and conflict with an ethnic component is significantly more likely to recur (Mattes & 

Savun, 2009: 755). Ojochenemi et al. also acknowledges discriminatory political institutions 

and discrimination along cultural and economic lines as origins of conflict (2015: 15). It is 

conceivable that in a post-conflict-society where social groups are more equally protected by 

the state, rebels should experience lesser fear of discrimination and exploitation of their social 

group. This yields the following hypotheses:	

H3: The higher the level of protection equality in a post-civil war society, the higher the 

likelihood that peace will succeed.	

Summary of theoretical expectations 
Three hypotheses have been formulated for the theoretical concepts of interest, drawing from 

the literature of state institutions in relation to Walter’s commitment problem framework. The 

mechanism through which each concept is proposed to relate to the likelihood of successful 

peace can be roughly demonstrated in the following table:	

Table 1 – Theoretical expectations	

H1:	Legitimacy																								(–)																				Commitment	problems												(+)															Successful	peace	

H2:	Accountability																	(–)																				Commitment	problems												(+)															Successful	peace	

H3:	Protection	equality								(–)																				Commitment	problems												(+)															Successful	peace		

The table illustrates the expected impact legitimacy, accountability, and protection equality has on commitment 

problems, and how this, in turn, affects the likelihood that peace succeeds. 

In short, higher presence of each indicator is expected to reduce commitment problems, which 

in turn should lead to a positive impact on the likelihood that peace will succeed. 
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Research design 

This section outlines the methodology of the study, introduces the variables and the sources of 

the data, and discusses scope, limitations, validity, and reliability. The analysis is quantitative, 

and is conducted through Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analyses of 82 peace 

agreements signed between 1989 and 2004. It includes three indicators to represent the 

independent variable “domestic institutions” and, more specifically, its three dimensions of 

interest in this study: legitimacy, accountability, and protection equality. The aim is to find 

out how these effect the dependent variable “successful peace”. Furthermore, the analysis 

control for seven variables that may influence whether armed conflict is likely to recur or not. 

These variables are presented in more detail below. 	

Case selection 
The cases used in the analysis of this thesis consist of 82 peace agreements signed between 

disputing parties in intrastate armed conflict between 1989 and 2004. These cases are all 

included in the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset of settlements, which has registered data of 

217 agreements. However, as there is data for both intrastate and interstate conflicts included 

in the dataset, and because some of the peace agreements aim to reduce the hostilities rather 

than resolving the underlying incompatibilities, some agreements are excluded from the 

analysis. For this reason, the peace agreements selected are retrieved from Desirée Nilsson’s 

dissertation “In the Shadow of Settlement” where she investigates the conditions under which 

peace is more or less likely to endure (2006: 2). The 82 cases selected by her include all peace 

agreements to end armed conflict meeting the incompatibility-criteria during the period of 

1989 and 2003, minimizing the risk of selection bias (Nilsson, 2006: 50-51). In this thesis, 

however, there are two cases that differ from Nilsson’s. The first is the Khartoum Agreement 

in Sudan 1997. It is not included in the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset and is therefore 

excluded from this analysis. The second is the peace agreement in Senegal 2004 between the 

government and MFDC. It is not included in the dissertation by Nilsson as her time period 

under scrutiny ends in 2003, but is included here to increase the number of agreements. The 

result is 82 peace agreements signed in 40 intrastate armed conflicts between 1989 and 2004.  

Data and source criticism 
Varieties of Democracy  

The empirical data for the independent variable – domestic institutions – is retrieved from the 

Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset. It is one of the largest social science indexes in the 
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world with over 16 million data points from over 177 countries between 1900 and 2016. 

Going beyond the presence of elections, the dataset provides a multidimensional and 

disaggregated reflection of democracy on seven levels: electoral, participatory, egalitarian, 

majoritarian, liberal, deliberative and consensual. Around half of the indicators are based on 

factual information obtained from official documents, and the other half is more subjectively 

assessed; usually rated by five expert scholars (V-Dem-a, 2016). It is indeed a comprehensive 

dataset, and some indicators must be subjectively assessed for it to be possible to include 

them. However, when using the data, it is important to keep in mind the potential distance 

between the truth and the words written in this thesis. Expert scholars’ subjective assessments 

are surely of value, but they are subjective nonetheless. And although the analysis in this 

thesis aims for objectivity as far as possible, there is always a grain of subjectivity in the 

interpretation of the results as well. Finally, the reader must in turn interpret the results 

presented in this paper. The vaporous distance from the actual truth should therefore be 

acknowledged when assessing the findings of this paper and other works deriving data from 

sources more or less imprinted by subjectivity. 	

Uppsala Conflict Data Program 

The empirical data for the dependent variable – successful peace – as well as for the control 

variables, is retrieved from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP). It was established in 

the mid-1980s and is a comprehensive project that collects data of armed conflicts (UCDP-a, 

2016). Armed conflict is defined as “a contested incompatibility that concerns government or 

territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one is the 

government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths” (UCDP-b, 2016). At least 

two disputing warring parties must have signed the peace agreement for it to be included in 

the dataset, and it has to concern the incompatibility (UCDP-c, 2012: 2). The data is 

registered from 1946 and collected on an annual basis, making it suitable for systematic study 

and comparison of conflicts. However, strict coding rules exclude some information from the 

dataset (UCDP-a, 2016). For this reason, and because not all cases of occurred violence may 

be reported, one should keep in mind the possible difference between the reality and the data 

here as well. 

Operationalizations 
Legitimacy 

The first domain of domestic institutions – legitimacy – is operationalized using the “Control 

of corruption”-indicator retrieved from the Varieties of Democracy database. It is measured as 
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follows: “Control of Corruption” measures perceptions of corruption, conventionally defined 

as the exercise of public power for private gain. The particular aspect of corruption measured 

by the various sources differs somewhat, ranging from the frequency of “additional payments 

to get things done”, to the effects of corruption on the business environment, to measuring 

“grand corruption” in the political arena or in the tendency of elite forms to engage in “state 

capture” (V-Dem-b, 2016: 326). The values range from approximately -2,5 to +2,5, with 

higher values representing better governance  (The World Bank Group, 2016). 

        This is very much related to the legitimacy of the state as proposed by e.g. Goldstone 

(2008). If a state is perceived as corrupt, it undermines its legitimacy. A rebel group should 

therefore be more suspicious to trust a government that they perceive as corrupt and 

exercising public power for private gain. The implication of this is that in cases where the 

perceived level of corruption is low, the commitment problem of the government should be 

alleviated, and the rebel group should be less unsettled to trust the government to honor a 

peace agreement. It is important to note, however, the limitation of “control of corruption” as 

an indicator of legitimacy. Although it is very much related to the concept of legitimacy, it 

only captures a part of it. It is conceivable that in a state where the people do not perceive the 

government as corrupt, it is also perceived as legitimate in other domains – but it is not 

investigated in this thesis.    

Accountability 

The second domain of domestic institutions – accountability – is operationalized using the 

“Voice and accountability”-indicator retrieved from the Varieties of Democracy database. It is 

measured as follows: “Voice and accountability” includes a number of indicators measuring 

various aspects of the political process, civil liberties and political rights. These indicators 

measure the extent to which citizens of a country are able to participate in the selection of 

governments. This category also includes indicators measuring the independence of the 

media, which serves an important role in monitoring those in authority and holding them 

accountable for their actions (V-Dem-b, 2016: 328). Like the “control of corruption”-

indicator, the “voice and accountability”-indicator ranges from approximately -2,5 to +2,5, 

with higher values representing better governance  (The World Bank Group, 2016). 

        Aspects of the political process, civil liberties and political rights, as included in the V-

Dem description, should arguably influence the level of commitment problems experienced 

by the rebel groups. This is because accountability within these domains arguably limits the 

government’s ability to exploit them, which should reduce the fear among the rebels that the 
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government would do so. Higher levels of independence of the media should also reduce 

commitment problems, as the media is an institution that can pressure a government to refrain 

from violence (Randle, 1970: 77). As with the concept of legitimacy, operationalizing 

accountability as “voice and accountability” is not as encompassing as to cover all aspects of 

the concept. However, it accounts for several of them, including the political process, civil 

liberties, political rights, and the media. Thusly, “voice and accountability” is deemed to be 

the most appropriate indicator available. 

Protection equality 

The third and final domain of the “domestic institution”-variable investigated in this thesis is 

operationalized using the “Equal Protection”-indicator retrieved from the Varieties of 

Democracy database. It is measured as follows: The extent to which there is equal protection 

of rights and freedoms across social groups by the state. Equal protection entails that the state 

grants and protects rights and freedom equally across social groups by the state. To achieve 

equal protection of rights and freedoms, the state itself must not interfere in the ability of 

groups to participate and it must also take action to ensure that rights and freedoms of one 

social group are not threatened by the actions of another group or individual. The measure 

ranges between 0 to 1 – closeness to 0 implies low protection equality, while closeness to 1 

implies high protection equality (V-Dem-b, 2016: 59-60).  

        Commitment problems should arguably be less problematic to overcome in societies 

where the rights and freedoms of social groups are equally protected. As suggested by 

Goldstone, states that deprive communal or ethnic groups the right to security and exclude 

them from power, suffer greater risk to fail and experience violence than states that do not 

(2008: 289-290). This could amount to commitment problems being especially hard to 

overcome in cases where the rebels fear that their own group will experience future 

deprivation of security along communal or ethnic lines. The argument by Lieberman and 

Singh that; institutionalization which increases cleavages and exclusion along ethnic lines in a 

society enhances the risk of violence (2012: 2, 21-22), supports this notion. Drawing from the 

article by Jeong (2005: 60, 64-65), commitment problems should also be less severe in cases 

where the rule of law cares for human rights and abolishes discrimination. This should be of 

great significance for the extent to which freedoms and rights for different groups in a society 

are protected. 

        As with the previous indicators, the “Protection equality”-indicator for the protection 

equality-concept is an approximate estimate of the actual protection equality in a country. It is 
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deemed fit for this thesis because of its account for social groups, which is arguably highly 

relevant in post-conflict settings where e.g. former rebel groups may fear discrimination or 

exploitation.  

Successful peace  

The dependent variable – successful peace – is operationalized through the binary indicator 

“Violence with the same parties restarted within 5 years”. The data is retrieved from the 

UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset, and signifies whether or not violence between the disputing 

parties in a conflict dyad restarted or continued within five years after the peace agreement 

was signed. The variable is coded 1 if the violence restarted or continued, and coded 0 if the 

violence ended. If the violence ended, peace is considered to have prevailed. It is important to 

note here that there are many different ways of defining peace. The definition employed in 

this thesis is that the number of battle-related deaths did not exceed 25 people during any of 

the 5 subsequent years following the signing of a peace agreement. This measure is crude and 

may not reflect the experiences of individuals or groups of people having lived under 

conditions of armed conflict. However, it is a clear measure that is deemed suitable for 

statistical analysis as well as for the investigation of which factors are the most influential on 

reducing the risk of recurring violence.  

Control Variables 

There are seven control variables retrieved from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset. They 

are chosen because of their potential influence on commitment problems and the likelihood 

that peace succeeds in the post-agreement period. For example, Hartzell and Hoddie find that 

power-sharing provisions are positively related to the likelihood that peace prevails (2007, 

66). Although they do not account for justice provisions, it is possible that justice provisions 

increase the prospects of peace through a similar logic of costly signaling indicative of 

commitment to peace (Hartzell and Hoddie, 2007: 15). In addition to power sharing, Walter 

finds that third party security guarantees have a positive impact on the likelihood that peace 

succeeds (2002: 72). For this reason, three variables concerning third parties were included. 

The seven control variables are as follows: 

- Military provisions	

- Political provisions	

- Territorial provisions	
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- Justice provisions	

- Third party/parties of peace agreement 

- Deployment of Peace Keeping Operations 	

- Commission or committee to oversee implementation	

Military provisions include whether the agreement included provisions for a ceasefire or not, 

if there was integration into the army, if there were provisions for disarmament, or if the 

agreement provided for the withdrawal of foreign forces. The variable is coded 1 if the 

agreement included military provisions, and 0 if it did not. Political provisions include, inter 

alia, the right for the rebel group to transform into a political party, the integration of rebels 

into the government or civil service, and the stipulation of electoral reforms. The variable is 

coded 1 if the agreement included political provisions, and 0 if it did not. Territorial 

provisions include, inter alia, arrangements of self-government over certain territories, local 

power sharing, and demarcation of borders. The variable is coded 1 if the agreement included 

territorial provisions, and 0 if it did not. Justice provisions imply agreements where amnesties 

are provided, where it includes the release of prisoners, the return of refugees, or the concept 

of National Reconciliation. The variable is coded 1 if the agreement included justice 

provisions, and 0 if it did not. Third parties include parties involved in the peace agreement, 

i.e. as mediators and/or signatories. The variable is coded 1 if a third party was present, and 0 

if it was not. As for peace keeping operations, the variable is coded 1 if the agreement 

provided for the deployment of such forces, and 0 if it did not. The Commission or committee 

to oversee implementation-variable is coded 1 if the agreement provided for the establishment 

of such commissions or committees, and 0 if it did not (UCDP Codebook). 	

Scope and limitations 

There are certainly a vast number of indicators of domestic institutions that may impact the 

likelihood that peace succeeds after armed conflict. “Control of corruption”, “voice and 

accountability”, and “protection equality”, are the three indicators chosen for two reasons. 

First, they may arguably be significantly related to the degree of commitment problems 

experienced by the disputing parties signing a peace agreement. Including too many 

indicators of the independent variable would also increase the risk of insignificant and 

overlapping results. Second, the indicators would preferably be investigated for a longer time-

period in order to strengthen the reliability of the findings, which is something more 
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comprehensive studies might want to focus on. However, several other scholars, e.g. Nilsson 

(2006), have used the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset to investigate what makes peace more 

or less likely to succeed. Since the aim is to build upon previous research – not starting from 

square one – it is appropriate to rely on what is commonly done within the scholarly field.  

        In sum, the limited scope, the crudeness of the indicators, and the subjectivity of the data 

and its interpretations, are perhaps the most significant limitations of this thesis. There will 

always be causal factors – especially at the micro level – that are not accounted for in 

scholarly work investigating explanations of war and peace. Cumulatively building upon 

previous research and approaching issues from different angles helps researchers to come 

closer to correct understandings of how these dynamics work, but they will always be 

approximations. The results of the project should not, however, suffer from the presence of 

bias, as peace agreements for every conflict dyad of intrastate armed conflict in the chosen 

time-period are included.	

Validity and reliability 
The operationalizations have been made choosing from a rich variety of indicators to match 

the theoretical concepts as well as possible. However, as legitimacy, accountability, and 

protection equality are very broad and rather abstract concepts, it is not possible to capture 

them impeccably with such a limited number of measurements as the ones utilized for this 

thesis. Although the measurements chosen are arguably well suited for this type of analysis, 

the inevitable discrepancy between what is intended to be investigated, and what is actually 

investigated, needs to be kept in mind when assessing their validity. In terms of reliability, the 

measurements should prove to be strong, since they are both numeric and available for 

replication. Thusly, replicating this study should yield the same results as are found here.   
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Results and analysis 
After having performed several different regression analyses on the gathered data, the three 

most relevant were compiled in the regression table 2 presented below. More results are 

referred to and presented in the appendix found at the end of the thesis.  

 

Table 2 – Domestic institutions and the likelihood of peace success 

																Variable	 																	Model	1	 																		Model	2	 																	Model	3	

Control	of	corruption	 0.01549	(0.225)	 	 	

Voice	and	accountability	 0.04382	(0.240)	 	 	

Equal	Protection	 0.05066	(0.438)	 -0.49373	(0.270)	"."	 -0.49148	(0.270)	"."	

Military	provisions	 	 -0.10408	(0.165)	 -0.07179	(0.168)	

Political	provisions	 	 -0.23157	(0.170)	 -0.15626	(0.178)	

Territorial	provisions	 	 -0.22879	(0.142)	 -0.21038	(0.142)	

Justice	provisions	 	 	 -0.12524	(0.140)	

Third	party/parties	 	 	 0.19829	(0.156)	

Peace	Keeping	Operations	 	 0.10849	(0.117)	 0.06156	(0.123)	

Commission	or	Committee	 	 0.01647	(0.110)	 -0.00906	(0.116)	

Observations	 82	 82	 82	

Adjusted	R	squared	 -0.1037	 0.0514	 0.05266	

An Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression model is employed. The standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

Negative values indicate higher likelihood that peace prevails. “ *** “ Statistically significant at p < 0. “ ** “ 

Statistically significant at p < 0.001. “ * “ Statistically significant at p < 0.01. “ . “ Statistically significant at p < 

0.05. “1” Statistically significant at p < 0.1. 

 

        First, a multiple regression analysis was performed that only included the three 

independent variables. The results are presented in model 1. Here, none of the variables 

proved to have a significant impact on the likelihood that peace succeeds. Three bivariate 

regression analyses were then conducted for “control of corruption”, “voice and 
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accountability”, and “protection equality” respectively, to investigate if they were significant 

by themselves. These are presented in table 3:  

 

Table 3 – Bivariate analyses on the IVs’ impact on the DV 

Variable	 Bivariate	regressions	
Control	of	Corruption	 0.05959	(0.102)	
Observations	 29	
Adjusted	R	squared	 -0.0241		
	 	
Voice	and	Accountability	 0.06724	(0.109)	
Observations	 29	
Adjusted	R	squared	 -0.02284		
	 	
Equal	Protection	 -0.4971	(0.199)*	
Observations	 82	
Adjusted	R	squared	 0.06048		

An Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression model is employed. The standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

Negative values indicate higher likelihood that peace prevails. “ *** “ Statistically significant at p < 0. “ ** “ 

Statistically significant at p < 0.001. “ * “ Statistically significant at p < 0.01. “ . “ Statistically significant at p < 

0.05. “1” Statistically significant at p < 0.1. 

 

        The results of the bivariate regression analyses for “control of corruption” (0.05959 

(0.102)) and “voice and accountability” (0.06724 (0.109)) remained insignificant. However, 

“protection equality” appeared to considerably impact the likelihood that peace succeeds after 

the signing of a peace agreement, with a b-coefficient of -0.4971 (0.199) – significant at 99 % 

confidence level (see appendix for scatter-plots for each). The bivariate regression analyses of 

“control of corruption” and “voice and accountability” indicate that neither the first or second 

hypotheses find support. Two multiple regression analyses were then performed for first 

“control of corruption” and then “voice and accountability” when controlling for the seven 

control variables. This was done to check if the results changed in analyses where the control 

variables were included. However, neither “control of corruption” or “voice and 

accountability” showed statistical significance in those analyses either (see appendix).  

        Since the significance of “protection equality” vanished when including “control of 

corruption” and “voice and accountability” in the analysis, the decision was made to assess 

the potential presence of multicollinearity through obtaining Variance of Inflating Factors 

(VIF). However, none of the VIF-values for the independent variables exceeded 10, which is 

commonly regarded as a threshold for identifying the presence of muticollinearity (RC, 2007). 

The value for “control of corruption” was 4,547932, for “voice and accountability” 4,426658, 

and for “protection equality” it was 1,489654. However, “protection equality” correlated 
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strongly with both “control of corruption” and “voice and accountability” when running 

bivariate regression analyses with “protection equality” as the dependent variable. “Control of 

corruption” was significant at 99,9 % confidence level with a b-coefficient of 0.16583 

(0.046). “Voice and accountability was significant at 99,9 % confidence level with a b-

coefficient of 0.17327 (0.051). It is conceivable that countries in which the levels of “control 

of corruption” and “voice and accountability” are high, the levels of “protection equality” are 

generally high as well. Checking for correlation between the independent variables may not 

always sufficient, but it is one way of investigating if certain independent variables can be 

excluded from subsequent regression models (RC, 2007). Because of this correlation, and 

because “protection equality” was the only significant independent variable in the bivariate 

regression, “control of corruption” and “voice and accountability” was excluded from model 

2 and 3 in table 2.  

        In model 2, “political provisions”, “territorial provisions”, “military provisions”, “peace 

keeping operations”, and “commission or committee” were controlled for. The reason for this 

was to control specifically for the factors Walter and other scholars within the field had found 

to be of most importance e.g. power sharing and third party security guarantees. The “third 

party/parties”-variable was excluded from model 2 as Walter emphasizes third party security 

guarantees, not the mere presence of a third party (2002: 72-73). The “third party/parties”-

variable does not discern between third parties who have served as a guarantor and those who 

have not (UCDP-c, 2012: 5), and was therefore left out from model 2. Additionally, Walter 

does not include justice provisions as a power sharing provision in her analysis (2002: 63-64). 

Therefore, “justice provisions” is also excluded from model 2.  

        Only protection equality proved significant in model 2, with a b-coefficient of  

-0.49373 (0.270) – significant at 95 % confidence level. It is important to note that the results 

found here do not invalidate previous findings. Rather, the range of different results is likely 

produced partly by differences in conceptualizations and case selections employed by 

different scholars (Binningsbø, 2013: 103 (her notion concerns power sharing specifically)). 

However, the results in model 2 suggest that “protection equality” does significantly impact 

the likelihood that peace succeeds. Therefore, the importance of domestic institutions should 

not be discarded by investigating only levels of democracy and executive constraints as 

Walter does (2002: 57). Such a study merely scratches the surface of the vastly diverging 

ways domestic institutions may impact the likelihood that peace succeeds.  

        In model 3, “third party/parties” and “justice provisions” was included in the analysis. 

This was because of their potential impact in reducing fear amongst rebels that the 
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government would renege on the peace agreement. In this third model, only “protection 

equality” showed statistical significance, with a b-coefficient of -0.49148 (0.270) – significant 

at 95 % confidence level. Note here that the b-coefficient for “protection equality” remained 

virtually the same in the bivariate analysis (-0.4971 (0.199)), model 2 (-0.49373 (0.270)), and 

model 3 (-0.49148 (0.270)). 

        To conclude, the results show support for the third hypothesis – the higher the level of 

protection equality in a post-civil war society is, the higher the likelihood is that peace will 

succeed. The theoretical expectations suggest that in cases where the protection of social 

groups within a society is more equal – and discrimination is abolished – the fear of post-

agreement-exploitation by the government should be reduced amongst rebels. This should, in 

turn, facilitate a peaceful transition from violence to peace. However, in some cases, 

protection equality did not lead to peace in the post-agreement period. One of the most 

deviating cases is the peace agreement between Israel and Palestine in 1998. In this case, the 

country enjoyed high levels of protection equality (0,786970973 (the scale ranges from 0 to 

1)), but the peace still failed. How can this be explained? One potential explanation could be 

that the history of the conflict had caused such deep-rooted mistrust (NE-b, 2016) that the 

commitment problems were not sufficiently alleviated by the presence of high protection 

equality. It is also possible that indivisibility of stakes, rather than commitment problems, is 

what makes the problems in this particular case so difficult to solve (Walter, 2009: 246-247). 

In conclusion, regards need to be paid to explanatory factors that lie beyond the reach of this 

thesis, although future research should not look past the potential explanatory value of certain 

domestic institutions, including protection equality.  
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Summary and conclusions 
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the relationship between domestic institutions and the 

likelihood that peace succeeds after the signing of peace agreements to end armed conflict. 

Barbara Walter’s credible commitment theory laid the theoretical groundwork, wherein she argues 

that commitment problems hinder disputing parties from making peace in the post-agreement 

period (2002: 5-7). The focus of this study has been on the commitment problems governments 

face in guaranteeing not to renege on peace agreements as the power balance shifts over time. The 

theoretical argument made in this thesis is that rebel groups should be more inclined to trust the 

government if certain domestic institutions are in place to reduce the likelihood that the 

government would abstain from honoring the agreement. Three domains have been of particular 

interest here – legitimacy, accountability, and protection equality. A quantitative analysis was 

conducted of 82 peace agreements signed between disputing parties in armed conflict during the 

time period of 1989 to 2004. Several other potential explanatory factors were controlled for, such 

as the deployment of peace keeping operations and the inclusion of power sharing provisions. 

Only protection equality showed statistical significance in the analysis, supporting the argument 

that commitment problems should be less difficult to overcome in cases where such institutions 

are in place. More specifically, protection equality entails the presence of equal protection of 

rights and freedoms across social groups within the state (V-Dem, 2016b: 59). This supports 

notions by other scholars, e.g. Jeong – who argue that the abolishment of discrimination in the 

face of the law is imperative for a secure post-conflict environment (2005: 60, 64-65). However, 

with regards to the field of commitment problems, domestic institutions – including protection 

equality – appear to be an understudied matter. Therefore, future research should delve deeper into 

the effects certain domestic institutions have on commitment problems and the likelihood that 

peace prevails in post-agreement periods. It would also be of relevance to more specifically study 

the ways in which domestic institutions do – or do not – affect commitment problems. Finally, it 

might be of interest to conduct qualitative research on deviating cases such as the peace agreement 

between Israel and Palestine 1998 to identify causal factors that lie beyond those identified here.  

        This thesis provided yet another scratch on the surface, but contributes nonetheless to the 

scholarly knowledge of the different factors influencing the prospects of peace. The farther such 

knowledge extends, the better-suited can measurements to prevent violence become. 
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Appendix 

Table 4 – Scatter-plot of the impact of “control of corruption” on DV 

 
Table 5 – Scatter-plot of the impact of “voice and accountability” on DV 



Table 6 – Scatter-plot of the impact of “protection equality” on DV

 
Table 7 – Domestic institutions and the likelihood of peace success 2.0 

Variables	 Model	1	 Model	2	
Control	of	corruption	 0.14965	(0.144)	 	
Voice	and	accountability	 	 0.140709	(0.1736)	
Military	provisions	 0.15185	(0.254)	 0.142438	(0.2570)	
Political	provisions	 0.07282	(0.395)	 0.003702	(0.3863)	
Territorial	provisions	 -0.22250	(0.358)	 -0.257321	(0.3764)	
Justice	provisions	 -0.38483	(0.265)	 -0.313243	(0.2508)	
Third	party/parties	 0.57026	(0.252)	*	 0.534679	(0.2619)	"."	
Peace	Keeping	Operations	 -0.08967	(0.226)	 -0.062266	(0.2321)	
Commission	or	Committee	 -0.25678	(0.208)	 -0.210830	(0.2111)	
Observations	 29	 29	
Adjusted	R	squared	 -0.0076	 -0.0282	

An Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression model is employed. The standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

Negative values indicate higher likelihood that peace prevails. “ *** “ Statistically significant at p < 0. “ ** “ 

Statistically significant at p < 0.001. “ * “ Statistically significant at p < 0.01. “ . “ Statistically significant at p < 

0.05. “1” Statistically significant at p < 0.1. 

 

In this table, neither “control of corruption” or “voice and accountability showed statistical 

significance. However, “third parties/parties” had a significant impact, decreasing the 

likelihood that peace would succeed in both model 1 and 2. Since “third party/parties” had not 

showed statistical significance in previous models, a bivariate regression analysis was 
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conducted to further investigate the potential impact of “third party/parties”. The results are 

presented in table 8: 

 

Table 8 - Bivariate analysis on the impact of “third party/parties” on the DV 

Variable	 Bivariate	regression	
Third	party/parties	 0.1795	(0.139)	
Observations	 82	
Adjusted	R	squared	 0.0080	

An Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression model is employed. The standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

Negative values indicate higher likelihood that peace prevails. “ *** “ Statistically significant at p < 0. “ ** “ 

Statistically significant at p < 0.001. “ * “ Statistically significant at p < 0.01. “ . “ Statistically significant at p < 

0.05. “1” Statistically significant at p < 0.1. 

 

Due to the insignificance of these results, the impact of the “third party/parties”-variable was 

not investigated further.  

	


