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Abstract 

 

A government’s choice to kill civilians on a massive scale in civil wars has long been a puzzling 

phenomenon. Although the scholarly discussion on the motives behind such actions has been 

growing in the last decades, the understanding of the impact of mass killings is still limited. This 

thesis aspires to contribute to the understanding of the consequences of civilian victimization by 

asking “How does government mass killing of civilians affect military power-sharing in peace agreements?”. The 

hypothesis predicts that governments can use mass killing of civilians to indirectly pressure rebels 

to concede on their war aims and sign a peace agreement in order to stop the civilian victimization. 

The focus is on rebels’ war aims concerning military power-sharing, and to what degree the mass 

killing can lower the rebels’ demands on this aspect. Eight peace agreements have been selected, 

where four of them had government mass killing and the other four did not. This is to ensure 

variation on the independent variable. This thesis uses a structured focus comparison of the eight 

civil war peace agreements to test the hypothesis. The empirical results do not confirm the 

hypothesis, as no correlation is seen between the relationship of interest, rather, it contradicts it 

slightly.  
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1. Introduction  

 

Throughout history, armed conflict has repeatedly been accompanied by high civilian death toll. 

This is still true in modern history, as approximately 50 million civilians (60 percent of war-related 

deaths) have lost their lives by conflict-related causes in the last century (Downes 2006, 152). Over 

the last decades, the deliberate targeting of civilians has been a frequent feature of several intra-

state conflicts. This was viewed as a puzzling phenomenon for long, as it at first sight can seem to 

be counter-productive, and seen as perpetrated out of arbitrary malice. Scholars have since then 

produced a substantial amount of research which rebuts the notion that this always is the case, and 

they have demonstrated different underlying logics of intentional targeting of civilian in civil war 

(Valentino 2014, 93–94, Stanton 2009). As the literature review will show, previous research on 

civilian targeting in civil war contexts has mainly focused on explaining the motives for killing 

civilians. The actual effect of civilian victimization is, on the other hand, a subject which has received 

less academic inquiry. This thesis addresses this gap by considering the effect on war outcomes: 

namely if and how governments’ deliberate killing of civilians affects the negotiated settlement 

between belligerents.  

 More specifically, this thesis aims to address this gap by linking intentional mass killings of 

civilians, perpetrated by governments, to the content of the peace agreements. This is done by 

theorizing that governments use civilian victimization as a tool to force rebels to concede to a 

peace agreement which is beneficial to the government, in terms of military power-sharing (MPS). 

The research question that this thesis aims to answer is: How does government mass killing of civilians 

affect military power-sharing in peace agreements? As the theory section will explain in greater detail, the 

killing of civilians is used to indirectly pressure rebels to lower their demands for military power-

sharing. The theory builds on previous research which has shown that the killing of civilians can 

be used to induce costs on the opponent, but this thesis applies it to the specific aspect of the 

content of peace agreements. The contribution that this study aims to deliver is thus a deeper 

understanding of the effects of mass killing of civilians in civil wars. By civil war, this thesis refers 

to a conflict between a government and non-government actor(s) with or without foreign 

involvement, in terms of soldiers or economic resources. This definition is a modified definition 

from the Uppsala Conflict Database Program’s definitions on intrastate conflicts (UCDP 2018) 

Government mass killing is thus the independent variable and the degree of power-sharing 

in the peace agreements is the dependent variable. The hypothesis is following: Governments’ mass 

killing of civilians will lead to a peace agreement with a lower degree of military power-sharing with rebels. To 

investigate this relationship, this study uses a Medium-N case selection design with eight cases. Of 
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the eight cases of civil wars, half of them have had government mass killing, to ensure variation 

on the IV. The peace agreements are from the following countries: Guatemala, El Salvador, 

Angola, Burundi, Sierra Leone, Senegal, Tajikistan and Bangladesh. Two control variables will be 

used, regime type and rebel strength, which both can affect the independent variable and 

dependent variable and should thus be kept constant to avoid omitting the relationship of interest. 

The dependent variable, the level of MPS, will be intentionally left unknown before the analysis, 

to avoid selection bias. In the case selection chapter, further details will be presented on the cases 

and the variables. The empirical material is comprised of the eight peace agreements and they are 

obtained from the Peace Accord Matrix data base (Kroc Institute, Peace Accords Matrix 2018). 

The method that will be used to analyse the peace agreements is Structured Focus Comparison. 

The analysis starts with analysing each case individually and then comparing the eight cases to see 

if the four cases with government mass killing is correlated with less MPS, in comparison to the 

four cases without mass killing. Alternative explanations and potential confounding variables will 

be discussed and followed up with a conclusion. 

 The empirical findings do not support the hypothesis that government mass killing of 

civilians leads to lower degrees of MPS in a peace agreement. Rather, the results slightly contradict 

the hypothesis. However, the main finding is that there is no clear correlation between the variables 

of interest. The structure of this paper is the following: Chapter two presents and discuss the 

previous research on the topic of this thesis. Chapter three outlines the theoretical framework that 

will guide the rest of the study. Chapter four presents the research design, which and why the 

methodological choices have been made. Chapter five is where the empirical analysis is done and 

chapter six will provide the conclusion and suggestions for further research.  

 

2. Literature Review 

 

This section will summarize the scholarly discourse on the intentional targeting of civilians in 

conflicts, contents of peace agreements and post-conflict power-sharing. The chapter starts with 

the school of thought which argues that civilian victimization is counterproductive in reaching the 

warring actors’ goals, and then proceeds to other schools of thoughts which challenge this notion 

by suggesting different underlying logics of civilian victimization. Lastly, this paper will draw upon 

several of these previous theoretical arguments on why governments intentionally kill civilians, and 

extend it further by connecting the motivation of the violence to what concrete impact it will have 

on peace agreements 
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In reaction to the atrocities committed against civilians in the Yugoslav Wars in the 1990’s, policy 

makers and journalists articulated a view that the killing of civilians was due to ancient ethnic 

hatred and cruel sadists, who viewed the killing as a satisfying end in itself (Valentino 2014, 91-92). 

Since then, scholars have questioned this notion and have presented theories and empirical 

evidence which suggests that civilian victimization is often a strategy, a means to an end, rather 

than an end in itself. However, even though many view the act of intentionally killing civilians as 

a tactic, scholars disagree on the question of whether this strategy works or if it is 

counterproductive. Below follows an account of the side who argues that this violence is 

counterproductive.  

Studies have found that governments which use extensive force (killings or brutal 

crackdowns) against organized non-violence civilian protests can lead to “political jiu-jitsu”, which 

means that the act of killing unarmed civilians can cause a level of outrage which leads to a stronger 

opposition to the government and creates a backlash (Sutton, Butcher, Svensson 2014, 559-562). 

Scholars have also argued that a government who decides to kill civilians in order to get to a rebel 

group also can face similar backlash, e.g. that civilians get radicalized into joining the rebels and 

decide to fight the government that killed their family or friends (Kydd and Walter 2006). Several 

scholars have argued along these lines, stating that governments’ indiscriminate violence creates 

grievances within civilian communities, something that rebel groups can capitalize on; offering a 

membership in an organized group that civilians can pursue revenge through (Hashim 2005, 

Anderson 2005). Moreover, if a government kills civilians in an indiscriminate fashion, some scholars 

have argued that this can lead to that the civilians join a rebel group because it can increase their 

chance of staying alive. The underlying logic is the following: if civilians’ action does not matter, 

but rather, they are targeted just because they live in a certain area or are part of a certain ethnicity 

(indiscriminate violence), then it can be safer to join the rebel movement, as the civilians will be 

able to take part of information about government army’s presence and receive weapons to defend 

themselves with (Goodwin 2001, Leites and Wolf 1970). 

Another school of thought argues that governments’ killing of civilians is a strategy that 

can be effective in reaching military and political goals. A central figure on this side is Stathis 

Kalyvas, whose reasoning on violence against civilians in “The Logic of Violence in Civil War” 

often gets cited in the scholarly debate on violence against civilians. Kalyvas links different forms 

of civilian victimization to actors’ information and degrees of territorial control, arguing that a 

government can successfully target civilian enemy collaborators when they are in control of the 

majority of civilians in a territorial area, as the “controlled” civilians can inform about these enemy 

collaborators (Kalyvas 2006 174, 195). Kalyvas is generally sceptical towards the potency of 
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indiscriminate violence, but acknowledges that it can be effective under specific circumstances. 

When governments do not enjoy territorial control and information about enemy collaborators, 

selective killing is resource consuming and governments can turn to the blunt instrument of 

indiscriminate civilian killings (Kalyvas 2006 148-151).  If the rebels are weak and cannot defend 

their civilian base, Kalyvas argues that indiscriminate violence can instil fear of further violence 

and lead to that civilians side with the government and distance themselves from the rebels 

(Kalyvas 2006 148-151). However, Kalyvas’ empirical study shows the result that: “Simply put, 

indiscriminate violence is an informational shortcut that may backfire on those who use it[…]” 

(Kalyvas 2006, 388).   

Alexander Downes also argues that government violence against civilians can be useful in 

the governments’ military struggle against an opponent (Downes 2007). He argues along the lines 

of Kalyvas; that lack of information can prevent discriminatory violence and instead incentivise 

indiscriminate violence against civilians (Downes 2007, 438). Downes claims that the main motive 

of the indiscriminate violence against civilians is to deter or hinder the rebel support base from 

aiding the rebels with shelter, supplies, information and recruits (Downes 2007, 424, 438). By 

studying the British counterinsurgency in the Second Ango-Boer War (1899 – 1902), Downes 

argues that indiscriminate violence against civilians can be effective in deterring civilians to aid the 

rebels, especially under certain circumstances (Downes 2007: 424). Firstly, the smaller the civil 

support base is, and the smaller the geographical area is that it lives on, the more effective the 

civilian victimization will be (Downes 2007, 439-440). Downes’ reason for this is that a small 

population on a small land area is easy to locate and easy to kill. Downes also argues that it is more 

effective if the rebels do not have any external sources of supply, e.g. a neighbouring state which 

can provide rebels with the resources the killed domestic civilians no longer can supply (Downes 

2007, 439). 

Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay have put forward theoretical arguments that 

governments are more likely to use intentional violence against civilians when they are faced with 

a rebel group who uses guerrilla tactics and has a civilian support base (Valentino, Huth and Balch-

Lindsay 2004). Conventional warfare is often not effective against unconventional hit-and-run 

tactics, which leads the government to hurt the rebels’ support base instead (Valentino, Huth and 

Balch-Lindsay 2004, 385). Valentino et al. provide statistical results from 147 conflicts which 

support the link between guerrilla tactics with civilian support and extensive government killings 

of civilians. However, their scope stops at establishing this correlation, and they do not investigate 

how successful this strategy is.  This gap is something that this thesis partly addresses, and uses 

Valentino et al.’s study as a building block - as several cases studied in Valentino, Huth-Balch-
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Lindsay’s study have the same dynamics (governments faced by guerrilla tactics). But this study 

extends the scope to investigate the actual effect of intentionally killing civilians. Thus, even though 

not all cases in this thesis are in line with Valentino et al.’s criteria of guerrilla warfare, several are, 

and this study will hopefully be able to say something about a certain aspect (MPS) of the effect 

of this type of violence.  

Another insightful study on strategic violence against civilians is “Strategies of Violence 

and Restraint in Civil War”, a dissertation by Jessica Stanton. Like aforementioned scholars, 

Stanton acknowledges that governments often get stuck in intractable conflicts with rebel groups 

in civil wars, stating that only 37 out of 106 civil wars ended with a military win for the government 

between 1944 – 1997 (Stanton 2009, 32). This long and costly entrenchment can cause 

governments and rebels to broaden their targets and start killing civilians to get out of the stalemate 

(Stanton 2009).  Stanton identifies four main strategic rationales for civilian targeting: “[…]to 

control civilians and territory; to cleanse territories with heterogeneous populations; to coerce the 

opponent; and to destabilise the government.” (Stanton, 2009: 30). She also points out that 

governments and rebels also can make the choice to restrain from targeting civilians, as a strategy.  

The two key factors that will influence this choice, Stanton argues, is the regime type of 

the government and the war aims of the rebels (Stanton 2009). Democratic governments are less 

likely than autocratic governments to use violence against its own population as democracies can 

be held accountable by its people, while autocratic governments are not restrained by public 

opinion in the same way (Stanton 2009, 119). Stanton also theorizes that governments respond 

more harshly, in terms of civilian victimization, if the rebels are separatists who seek independence, 

than when faced with a revolutionary rebel group. This is due to that a government facing a 

separatist movement can target a limited group of civilians in the separatist region, but still enjoy 

support from the rest of the country.  In contrast, if there is a revolutionary rebel group which is 

less concentrated and is trying to achieve support from the population as a whole, the government 

can lose significant public support if it starts mass killing civilians all across the country. 

 Stanton’s statistical analysis does not reach the standard level of significance on civilian 

victimization and different rebel war aims (separatist or rebellious) but her case study analysis 

shows that separatists are likely to be met with a government who kills civilians in that region, and 

that the studied democratic governments are less likely to use this type of strategy than more 

autocratic governments (Stanton 2009, 444-449). The case study was done with rather few cases 

so it is unclear if these findings are generalizable to a larger population of cases. This thesis will be 

looking into several cases where a government has used mass killing against a revolutionary 

guerrilla, i.e. something that Stanton would argue would risk a backlash, even for autocratic 
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governments, and it will be interesting to see whether this study’s results shows a negative impact 

for governments in these cases.  

Part of Stanton’s reasoning on governments’ violence against civilians are in line with 

several of the aforementioned scholars, but there is one theoretical aspect that Stanton develops 

further than her peers, concerning coercion. Both Downes and Valentino et al. mainly view civilian 

victimization as a means to coerce civilians to change their behaviour (stop supporting rebels e.g.) 

but Stanton argues that another underlying logic to this strategy is to indirectly pressure a third 

party – the rebel group. The government can make it clear that they are killing civilians because of 

the rebel activity and this can inflict a feeling of guilt within the rebel movement. In addition to 

losses in terms of shelter, food and information, a large number of civilians are killed in direct 

response to the rebels’ struggle. As Stanton states: “[…]civilians are still the target of violence, but 

not the target of coercion[…] (Stanton 2006, 39).  

 Another study that has showed that killing civilians can inflict new costs to the opponent, 

that alter the cost/benefit analysis, and lower their willingness to continue the war is done by 

Wood and Kathman (2013). Rebels probably expect that their struggle will come at the cost of 

killed rebels, but when the government punish them by killing a high number of civilians, the costs 

for their struggle can be perceived, as too high and they can make concessions to end the killings 

(Kathman and Wood 2013, 689-690). Moreover, as already mentioned, the focus of many studies 

on civilian victimization by governments have focused on the motivation behind this strategy, but 

not so much on the actual result of it. One scholar who analysed the effect of intentional civilian 

targeting is Jason Lyall, who conducts a statistical analysis over Russian intentional shelling of 

civilian villages in Chechnya between 2000-2005. Lyall find, to his surprise, that the villages that 

were subject to shelling had a 24 percent lower rate of post-strike insurgence attacks (Lyall 2009, 

357-358).  The results seem to suggest that this type of coercion can be effective. 

Concerning previous research on peace agreements, the main focus has been on the effects 

of a peace agreement, e.g. if power-sharing worked as intended, to what extent the peace agreement 

was implemented and if peace agreements made peace more durable. On this thesis focus, factors 

that impact the content of a peace agreement, the previous research is rather limited. The relevant research 

will be present below.  

 Stephen Gent has studied which conditions that make civil war actors to accept power-

sharing arrangements. He looks into the power-dynamics between the governments and rebel 

groups, arguing that the relative strength of the actors plays an important role in the bargaining 

process that leads to an agreement (Gent 2011). More specifically, actors’ willingness to make 

concessions are dependent upon their relative bargaining power, as a strong rebel group can 
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threaten a governments’ existents which makes the latter more likely to make concessions (Gent 

2011, 217-218). Gent’s study shows a statistically significant relationship between rebel groups 

increased relative strength and the likelihood that the government will accept power-sharing (Gent 

2011). Furthermore, another study by Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan (2009) also establish 

the relationship between strong rebel groups and government concessions (Cunningham, 

Gleditsch and Salehyan 2009). Clearly, there is a paucity of research on what influences the content 

of a peace agreement, and this thesis aims to widen the knowledge about this topic. The next 

section will go into greater detail on which gap this thesis aspire to fill. 

 

2.1 Research Gap and Scope Conditions  

 

As demonstrated above, there has been a large body of literature on the motivation behind 

intentional violence against civilians, but fewer studies on what effect and influence this type 

violence has. As civilian victimization is a rather common phenomenon in civil wars, a more 

developed understanding on its implications can be beneficial to develop. This thesis directs its 

focus on one of the understudied aspects of civilian victimization; the effect it has on peace 

agreements. More specifically, it will look into the under-studied aspect of governments’ killing of 

civilian effect on the level of power-sharing in peace agreements. A better understanding of the 

effects of civilian killing can help policymakers to design more adequate conflict prevention 

strategies with deeper insight on cause and effects of civilian victimizations by governments. Thus, 

the killing of civilians on a massive scale can be more adequately dealt with if policymakers or 

activists knows what motives that lay behind these actions. As with every disturbing phenomenon, 

the more that is known about it, the sharper prevention actions can be taken. Due to time and 

space restrictions, the scope will only cover the content of the peace agreements and not the 

implementation of them. It will be the task of further research to look into the different degrees 

of implementation of e.g. military integration. The next section will present a causal explanation 

on the link between government mass killing of civilians and the level of power-sharing in a peace 

agreement.   

3. Theoretical Framework  

 

As the previous section has put this study in a larger context, this section will lay out the theoretical 

framework that will be guiding this thesis towards an answer to the research question: How does 

government mass killing of civilians affect military power-sharing in peace agreements? To a large extent, this 

framework builds on previous theoretical arguments on motivations behind why governments 
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choose to kill civilians on a large scale, but extends the scope by looking at the impact of this 

violence. As mentioned above, the focus is the effect mass killings of civilians have on the 

negotiated peace agreement.  

This causal story starts with the intractable entrenchment that governments often find 

themselves in when facing a rebel group in a civil war context. As previous researchers suggested, 

this can lead to a new strategy which includes intentional targeting of civilians in order to reach 

certain war objectives, a “war by other means” as Valentino puts it (Valentino 2014: 94). This 

strategy can have several negative implications for the rebel movement as the government can 

eliminate potential recruits and instil fear which leads to that civilians might stop providing rebels 

with essential resources (information, food, shelter etc.), in line with Kalyvas and Valentino’s 

reasoning. It can also, as Stanton argues, apply indirect pressure on the rebel group. The indirect 

pressure of a third-party actor, can lead to that rebels faced with a government which kills a massive 

number of civilians from their support base can start realising that their struggle will lead to a 

higher cost than they thought. The extensive killing of the rebels’ civilians can thus alter the 

cost/benefit analysis for the rebels and they can start making concessions to the government.  

 What the rebels most likely will make concessions on are their war aims. Every rebel group 

has certain war aims; goals of their armed struggle. It may be power-sharing, post-conflict military 

integration, a new election etc. When met with extensive civilian killings by the government, these 

war aims are what a rebel group can adjust and concede on to end the conflict, as the killing of 

civilians pressures the rebels to end it. Rebels will probably not lay down arms completely in the 

face of this brutal government tactic, rather, they will show a willingness to lower their demands 

in order to stop the killings. This would thus lead to a peace agreement with lower levels of e.g. 

power-sharing than if the government did not inflict these additional costs that killings of civilians 

entails. A causal chain on what can happen when a government is entrenched in a civil war is 

presented below. The hypothesis is: Governments’ mass killing of civilians will lead to a peace agreement with 

a lower degree of military power-sharing with rebels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Causal chain  

 

Government commits 

mass killing of 

civilians in a civil war 

context 

Rebels feel the 

indirect pressure 

(and direct from 

civilians) and lower 

their war aims 

Rebels agree to sign a 

peace agreement with 

a low degree of 

military power-

sharing  
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3.1 Military Integration as a Power-Sharing Institution  

 

Post-conflict power-sharing is a term that refers to different mechanisms which divide the state’s 

powers among rival groups in order to minimize the risk of one group using the state’s resources 

to oppress the others (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 319). Rivals can decide to share power in four 

main forms: economic, political, territorial and military - to uphold stability and peace (Hartzell 

and Hoddie 2003, 319-320). As mentioned earlier, the time and space conditions only allow this 

thesis to look into one of these and military power-sharing has been chosen. Besides giving some 

of the high-ranking positions in the military to rebels, the main form of military power-sharing is 

to integrate a substantial number of former rebel fighters into the state’s army – so called military 

integration (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 320). Military integration can mitigate one central security 

dilemma for rebels in civil war peace processes; if the rebels demobilize completely, the 

government can renegade on its commitments and just arrest or kill the rebels as they are 

demobilized (Glassmyer and Sambanis 2008, 366). This type of power-sharing can thus give the 

rebels a credible security guarantee which discourages unilateral defection by the government. The 

reason this form of power-sharing is chosen is because it can be considered to be the most 

important for rebels; as demonstrated above, it can offer a security guarantee in a more credible 

way than e.g. economic or political power-sharing can. If this thesis can show a correlation between 

government mass killing of civilians and low elements of military integration, then the 

governments’ civilian killings might have had a substantial impact on the rebels. The terms military 

power-sharing (MPS) and military integration will be used interchangeably throughout this thesis. 

 

 

3.2 Potential objections to this causal logic and counter arguments.  

 

One objection to this theocratical framework might be that rebels can make pre-conflict 

calculations which include a certain number of civilian casualties, and are thus already prepared for 

the indirect pressure that the government might inflict on them. It is true that most rebel groups 

probably acknowledge that a certain number of civilians will get killed during their struggle for 

change. This is the case in almost every armed conflict: there are civilian casualties. However, it is 

less likely that rebel groups expect that the government will engage in systematic mass killings of 

their support base. In order to avoid the aspect that rebels will be left unaffected by the intentional 

killing of civilians, this thesis has chosen the term mass killing and as the research design part will 

show, the operationalization of mass killing is such a substantial number of killed civilians that a 

certain degree of indirect pressure is going to be felt. That is not to say that the rebels have to 
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concede due to the pressure, but the high number of killed civilians will most likely not go 

unnoticed or be calculated for in advance by the rebels. 

 Another objection is that governments’ intentional killing of civilians will not lead to that 

civilians stop aiding the rebels in different ways, but will rather lead to them joining the rebels’ 

cause. As showed in the previous research section, there are theories which point to that they 

might join the rebels out of hatred against the murderous government or because the rebels can 

protect them. The core of these arguments is that the violence against civilians will cause a backlash 

against the government, which increases the strength of the rebels and decreases the government’s 

power. This would mean that, contrary to what this thesis hypothesizes, a government which uses 

civilian victimization will face a backlash and most likely a less beneficial peace agreement. Except 

the specific circumstances which were mentioned in the literature review, which might cause 

governments to “successfully” use intentional killings of civilians (when rebels seek independence, 

small geographical areas e.g.), arguments on why it can be effective in the selected cases will follow 

below.  

 This thesis will argue that the aforementioned backlash does not have to happen. In a case 

where a dozen civilians is killed by the government in an anti-government protest, or in a civil war 

with less than 100 civilians killed per year, the government might still want to uphold a certain 

image, or certain morals, of that they do not engage in civilian victimization. Those kinds of 

governments can be more sensitive to both domestic and international outrage, and can yield when 

this outrage over killed civilians starts. As the number of killed civilians is relatively low, the level 

of danger and fear among the general population can be low and people can join a protest or help 

the rebels with low risk. However, the cases that have been chosen in this study, on the 

independent variable of mass killing of civilians, differ from the above-mentioned contexts. The 

threshold for mass killing is that the government has intentionally killed over 50.000 civilians. 

These governments are clearly not sensitive to international- or domestic pressure, or letting 

morals stand in their atrocities’ way. When the killing reaches these high numbers, fear will most 

likely spread amongst civilians, and the risk of helping the guerrilla will seem bigger. Extreme 

violence has the potential to deter civilian collaboration and also make the rebels feel like the 

government is not going to avoid any measures in shutting down their rebellion, which all in all 

can increase the governments leverage force the rebels to the negotiation table.  
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4. Research Design  

 

This part will outline the methodological framework that this thesis is using. The different aspects 

that will be discussed are the following: the analytic method, case selection, operationalization of 

theoretical concepts, questions concerning validity and reliability, and lastly, this thesis’ sources.  

 

4.1 Method of Structured Focus Comparison   

 

The method which will be used is Structured focus comparison. This method is often used in 

comparative case studies as it enables a systematic comparison between cases on a specific focus-

area (George and Bennet 2005, 67-70). The method is structured in the sense that a standardized set 

of questions are being asked for all the studied cases, which enables the researcher to acquire 

standardized comparable data (George and Bennet 2005, 67-70). The method is focused as it focuses 

on specific aspects of the cases that are being studied, i.e. it has a clear focus (George and Bennet 

2005, 69-70).  Both the questions and the focus are derived from the theoretical perspective that 

is guiding this study (George and Bennet 2005, 67-70). By using this method, this thesis will be 

able to establish if there is correlation between the variables of interest. This thesis has eight cases, 

as the next section will present in greater detail, and to both analyse them and compare them, 

structured focus comparison is an adequate choice as it enables systematic and focused 

comparison.  

 

4.2 Case Selection 

 

The case selection is done using the Most Similar System Design (MSSD), but with some 

adjustments with respect to the standard MSSD. With MSSD, the cases selected should be as 

similar as possible on all relevant variables except the independent variable (Esaiasson, Gilljam, 

Oscarsson and Wängnerud). Selecting cases with this design works as an “intuitive regression”, as 

variables which are likely to confound the relationship of interest (between this thesis’ independent 

and dependent variable) are the same (kept constant) across the cases. Thus, if there are differences 

in the cases’ dependent variable, the researcher can be more confident that it is due to variation in the 

independent variable and that not other confounding variables are the source of this difference 

(Esaiasson, Gilljam, Oscarsson and Wängnerud). This study follows this logic but with some 

adjustments due to the nature of the population of cases, which will be further elaborated on 

below.  
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This study is interested in the variation within content in peace agreements (the degree of 

military power-sharing) and to examine this, a sample size of medium-N style will be used. Eight 

cases have been selected. The main reason for this case selection is the nature of the rather narrow 

population from which the cases are selected from. To qualify as a case for this study, the selected 

cases must meet four criteria: (1) a civil war with or without mass killing of civilians, (2) have a 

peace agreement (which many civil wars do not have due to e.g. a complete rebel overtake of the 

government etc.), (3) the relative strength of the rebel forces and (4) the regime type of the 

incumbent government. The last two criteria are the two variables that this study has chosen to 

control for.  These two will be further explained later in this section. 

After filtering conflicts through these necessary criteria, there were relatively few that qualified. 

This means that a statistical large-N study would be hard to conduct as the number of cases would 

be insufficient for establishing statistical significance. A small-N study would also bump into 

problems as an e.g. a comparative case study with a Most similar case design would have trouble 

selecting two cases similar enough on all relevant variables which could affect the relationship of 

interest.   

 With a situation like this, with too many variables and too few cases, the literature on 

comparative methods suggests that one can increase the number of cases, reduce the numbers of 

variables and maximize comparability between cases (Ohlson 1998, 44). What an increase of the 

number of cases along with a reduction the number of variables can do is to get more leverage over 

the correlation between the independent variable and the dependent variable. This can be useful as 

the topic of this thesis is a novel one; there is no research on mass killing of civilians and how it 

affects the power-sharing elements of a peace agreement. So, if this study can establish that there 

is correlation between these two aspects, then it can serve as research which other scholars can 

build on to explore the relationship in detail.  

However, there is a clear trade-off at play here, as increasing the cases and lowering the 

numbers of control variables does lower the internal validity (the level of confidence that the 

independent variable causes the dependent variable) as there can be other possible explanations 

that this study does not control for (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013, 89). If this study had e.g. two or 

three cases, it could probably control for more variables, but as finding even a few cases that are 

that similar was hard, along with that this study could not get the same leverage over the 

correlation, this study has decided to go with a medium-N instead of a small-N case design. If this 

study finds correlation, it can be useful for further research, and thus serve as a brick in a larger 

scientific endeavour. Also, as will be further explained in the operationalization section, the two 

control variables are arguably the two variables which affect both the independent variable and the 
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dependent variable in the most significant way, and holding these two constant will definitely improve 

the internal validity.  

As table 1 will show, the cases are selected on the independent variable – meaning that 

four of the eight cases are with mass killing and the other four are without mass killing. This is to 

see if a change in the independent variable correlates with a change in the dependent variable. The 

reason for selecting on the independent variable is partly because of mitigating selection bias (King, 

Keohane and Verba 1994 137-138). Selecting cases on the independent variable makes the research 

itself to find out the dependent variables’ values and we are “least likely to be fooled when cases are selected 

based on the categories of the explanatory variables” (King, Keohane and Verba 1994, 139). Table 

1 also shows that the cases’ dependent variable is unknown; if the researcher selected cases where 

both the independent and dependent variable were known, cases could be selected that support this 

thesis’ hypothesis and thus would seem to prove it. However, this would most likely be due to 

which cases that were selected and simply be a result of selection bias.  

 

  

N Country Conflict 
Duration 

Mass 
killing 

Rebel 
Strength 

Regime type Degree of 
MPS 

 

1 Guatemala 1960-1996 Yes Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

2 El Salvador 1979-1992 Yes Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

3 Angola 1975-2002 Yes Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

4 Burundi 1991-2000 Yes Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

5 Sierra Leone 1991-2002 No Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

6 Senegal 1982-2004 No Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

7 Tajikistan 1992-1997 No Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

8 Bangladesh 1977-1997 No Weak Non-democratic Unknown 

Table 1. The selected cases 

 

4.3 Operationalization of Theoretical Concepts  

 

This section will provide a framework which makes the theoretical concepts measurable 

(operationalized). In order to measure the complex concepts, such as mass killing, democracy and 

rebel strength, this study has mainly used previous researchers’ databases, which have developed 

different categorizes and scales on these topics. Although many indicators are reliant on already 

established thresholds, the indicators for the degree of MPA in a peace agreement has been 

developed by the author of this thesis due to the lack of previous measurements of this variable. 
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In line with the method - structured focus comparison - a number of standardized questions have 

been developed and will be asked of the data in order to assess the values of the different variables, 

and allow for a scientific classification and systematization of the source material.  

 

The Independent variable: Mass killing 

Mass killing is operationalized as a dichotomous variable where cases either do or do not cross 

50,000 intentionally killed civilians by the government. In line with the structured focused 

comparison-method, a question has been formulated to assess the value of this variable. 

This question is: Did the government commit mass killing?  

  

Question 1: Did the government commit 

mass killing? 

Indicator 

X = 1, Yes, the government intentionally 

killed over 50.000 civilians. 

Mass killing dataset classified the government 

acts as Mass killing. 

X = 0, No, the government did not kill over 

50.000 civilians. 

Mass killing dataset classified the government 

acts as No Mass killing. 

Table 2. Operationalization of government mass killing   
 

This operationalization, as well as the source that will be used to determine if a government 

conducted mass killing or not, is taken from Valentino et al.’s dataset on government mass killing 

in civil wars (Valentino, Huth, Balch-Lindsay 2004). The threshold is 50,000 killed civilians over a 

time period of five years, and both direct killings and indirect killings are included. Thus, it includes 

both hands-on violence (e.g. massacres), but also civilian deaths that are due to an intentional 

policy by the government which indirectly e.g. starves civilians. Civilians deaths that are collateral 

damage, i.e. if the civilians were not the target of the violence, but accidently get in the way of i.e. 

bullets or aerial bombardment, is not included. A non-combatant (a civilian), is an unarmed person 

who “[…]does not actively participate in hostilities by intending to cause physical harm to enemy 

personnel or property” (Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004: 378-79). However, individuals 

who help a rebel group in terms of food and shelter are still considered non-combatants 

(Valentino, Huth, Balch-Lindsay 2004). The reason this definition is used, and not e.g. the one-

sided violence definition by Uppsala Peace and Conflict Data Base is because, as mentioned in the 

theory section, the number of killed civilians has to be very high to have an effect. One-sided 

violence, 25 battle related deaths per year, is thus too low to be adequate to use in this thesis. 
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One might criticise the number 50.000 for being arbitrary, but the line had to be drawn somewhere, 

and if the killed civilians surpasses this number, it is hard to say that mass killing has not occurred. 

Also, as mentioned earlier, the threshold is an already established indicator in previous research 

(Valentino, Huth, Balch-Lindsay 2004). The four cases which do not exceed the threshold of 

50.000 have all had incidents of government civilian victimization, but in a smaller scale that does 

not come anywhere near the 50.000 threshold. Thus, this clearly creates two different levels of 

violence against civilians.   

 

The Dependent Variable: Military power-sharing  

No operationalization of military power-sharing has been found in previous research, so this 

section will develop a new measurement for this phenomenon. As variation in MPS is the main 

focus for this thesis, along with that MPS is a complex issue, this thesis has decided to develop a 

more nuanced operationalization than e.g. a dichotomous variable which only says if there was 

MPS or not. Thus, in order to give a more detailed account of the presence of MPS-content in the 

different peace agreements, several standardized question have been developed to capture the 

degree to which MPS is present. The question will touch on three different aspects about the 

content in the peace agreement relating to MPS:  (1) mentioning that MPS will take place, (2) 

details on implementation plans and (3) external monitoring measures of the MPS implementation.  

 

Question 2a: Is there mentioned that 

military power-sharing will take place? 

Indicator 

X = 1, Yes, it is mentioned that MPS will take 

place. 

The peace agreement mentions that MPS 

will take place; any statement that 

undoubtedly refers to that the former 

rebels will be part of the military. 

X = 0, No, it is not mentioned that MPS will 

take place.  

There is no mentioning that MPS will take 

place, in the peace agreement. 

Table 3. Operationalization of military power-sharing (1)  

 

 

 

 

 

 



16 
 

Question 2b: Does the peace agreement 

present details on implementation plans? 

Indicator 

X = 1, Yes, the peace agreement presents details 

on implementation.  

The peace agreement specifies a time-frame 

for MPS, and/or details on how the MPS 

will be structured.  

X = 0, the peace agreement does not present 

details on implementation. 

No mentioning of any detailed plan, in 

terms of time-frame and how the MPS will 

be structured.  

Table 4. Operationalization of military power-sharing (2) 

Question 2c: Is the military power-sharing 

monitored by an external actor? 

Indicator 

X = 1, Yes, the MPS is monitored by an 

external actor. 

The peace agreement mentions that an 

external actor will monitor the MPS 

implementation. This can be an 

international organization or an external 

nation state.   

X = 0, No, the MPS is not monitored by an 

external actor. 

There is no mentioning of an external 

monitoring actor. 

Table 5. Operationalization of military power-sharing (3) 

The first question (2a) has been formulated to detect if MPS is considered to be used at all in the 

peace agreement. If the peace agreement states that MPS will take place, the second question (2b) 

is designed to find if the signatories of the MPS have considered how and when this power-sharing 

is going to be implemented. Stating to which degree the former rebels are going to be integrated, 

as well as providing a time-frame for this, indicates that the MPS is something that has been 

thought through, and has not just been thrown into the peace agreement without any real plan on 

how to do it. The last question (2c), on the external monitoring, will detect if the government and 

rebels allow an external body to monitor the implementation of MPS. This also sends signals that 

the MPS is going to be implemented and that the external actor will call out the government if 

they do not proceed with the MPS as planned.  

 Thus, these three questions will give a detailed and nuanced picture of MPS in the peace 

agreements, as a positive answer (X = 1) on question 2a will be followed up by 2b and 2c, which 

both instil more confidence that the MPS is actually going to be implemented and is not just 

mentioned for the government to build onto their international reputation. However, as 

mentioned earlier, the scope condition of this thesis is only the content of the peace agreement 



17 
 

and not the actual implementation of it, and these questions do not guarantee that either the time-

frame or monitoring will actually take place. Although, this thesis will argue that the more positive 

answers (X = 1) a peace agreement gets, the higher the degree of MPS present in the peace 

agreement, which increases the likelihood that MPS is seriously considered. Moreover, it should 

be noted that power-sharing of the police force does not qualify as MPS, as former rebels that only 

get access to police resources are still likely to get crushed by the government’s armed force. Thus, 

it can be argued that police power-sharing does not offer the same confidence as military 

integration does.  

 

Operationalization of the control variable: Rebel Strength  

The main reason for including this control variable is that, as aforementioned previous research 

(Gent 2011, Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan 2009) has shown, there is a relationship between 

the relative rebel strength and governments’ willingness to make concessions in peace negotiations. 

This has led this study to make relative rebel strength a control variable for all the cases in the 

study. By doing so, the relative rebel strength will not omit the relationship between this study’s 

independent and dependent variable.  

Rebel strength is measured by using the dataset “Non-State Actor Data: Version 3.4” by 

Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan (Gleditsch, Cunningham, Salehyan 2013). This dataset 

contains information about non-state actors in civil wars. One of the variables they measure is 

rebel strength, which is coded as “rebstrength” and measures the rebels’ military strength relative 

to the government’s strength. In the dataset, the rebel groups are assigned one out of six different 

labels: much weaker, weaker, low, parity, stronger or much stronger (Gleditsch, Cunningham, 

Salehyan 2012). However, to make this thesis’ cases more comparable, the six-grade scale will be 

transformed into a dichotomous variable where all cases below “parity” (much weaker, weaker, 

low) will be coded as weak and be assigned a value of 1 and the ones that classifies as parity or 

stronger will be assign a value of 0.  

 

Question: Was the rebel group’s strength 

considered weak? 

Indicator 

X =1, Yes, the rebel group’s strength was 

considered weak. 

Rebel Strength coded as: low, much weaker 

or weaker. 

X = 0, No, the rebel group’s strength was not 

considered strong. 

Rebel strength coded as: parity, strong, or 

much stronger. 

Table 6. Operationalization of rebel strength  
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Operationalization of control variable: Regime type  

To determine which regime type the governments are, the Revised Combined Polity Score 

(polity2) from the Polity Data Series database has been used (Marshall and Jaggers 2016). The 

Polity Data Series monitor regimes worldwide and annually codes states’ level of democracy. In 

the latest series, the Polity IV version, the level of democracy (the Revised Combined Polity Score 

variable) ranges from -10 to +10. This variable is a combination of the competitiveness of political 

participation, constraints on the executive and the openness and competitiveness of the executive 

recruitment (Brücker and Ciccone 2011, 923). Below are the different polity scores displayed.  

 

 Autocratic Anocratic Democratic  

Minimum -10 -5 6 

Maximum -6 +5 10 

Table 7. The original Polity IV scores  

 

As this is a rather nuanced scale, and regime type only is a control variable in this thesis, it will be 

transformed into a dichotomous variable where every regime below +5 will be coded as non-

democratic and the ones above +5 will be coded as democracies. This dichotomous variable is 

already established in previous research (Fearon and Laitin 2003, 81) and this thesis borrows this 

operationalization of the regime type variable. The reason for the +5 threshold is that this thesis 

has argued that democracy can influence if a government uses mass killing (see Stanton’s reasoning 

in the previous research section) and also affect the peace agreement, but that this is the case with 

consolidated democracies, not quasi-democracies. A regime which still has some clear 

authoritarian attributes (-5 to +5 in the polity2 score) will not live up to the preferred democracy 

level because of those attributes. The variable that this thesis will use for regime type will thus be 

of this dichotomous nature: 

 

Question: Was the regime a 

non-democratic regime? 

Indicator  

X = 1, Yes, it was a non-

democratic regime 

The government had a polity2 

score between -10 to +5. 

 

X = 0, No, it was a democratic 

regime. 

The government had a polity2 

score between +6 to +10. 

 

Table 8. Operationalization of regime type  
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4.4 Questions on validity and reliability of the analytic framework 

 

There are some things to be said on this thesis’ measurement validity (that you measure that which 

you intend to measure) and reliability (that your result is replicable by other researchers) (Kellstedt 

and Whitten 2013, 101-102). In this study, the degree of validity is connected to how well designed 

the operationalization of the theoretical concepts is, as this is critical to how accurate the analytical 

instruments are (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013, 101). For example, MPS is a complex concept - thus, 

a large amount of time has been spent on learning about it, in order to develop questions and 

indicators which accurately capture MPS in the peace agreements. This is to enable higher internal 

validity. However, when constructing more nuanced and complex analytic indicators that will be 

used to analyse text, more interpretation is added to the analysis part. A more nuanced and 

complex analytic tool can thus decrease reliability, as elements of interpretation increases and 

different researches can interpret things differently.  

 In order to still keep the study reliable, the analytic tools (the questions and indicators in 

the structured focus comparison-method) have been constructed to be as clear and unambiguous 

as possible, to avoid blunt instruments that can give arbitrary results. However, as in all research 

with interpretive elements, the reliability will not be one hundred percent. Moreover, one way to 

increase the reliability a bit is to demonstrate how the interpretation was done. This can be done 

by e.g. providing some quotes from the empirical material, followed by a clear description and 

motivation as to why it is interpreted as it is (Bergström and Boréus 2013, 43). This is done to 

increase the transparency throughout the analysis so the readers will understand why the 

interpretative decisions are made.  

 

4.5 Sources 

 

As this thesis is analysing the level of military power-sharing in peace agreements, the sources are, 

rather obviously, peace agreements. To be more precise, eight peace agreements will be analysed 

and they are the following:  
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Peace agreement  Country Signed   

Accord for a Firm and Lasting Peace Guatemala 1996 

Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Burundi Burundi 2000 

Lomé Peace Agreement Sierra Leone  1999 

Chapultepec Peace Agreement El Salvador  1992 

Chittagong Hill Tracts Peace Accord Bangladesh 1997 

Lusaka Protocol Angola 1994 

General Peace Agreement between the Government of the 

Republic of Senegal and MFDC 

Senegal 2004 

General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National 
Accord in Tajikistan 

Tajikistan 1997 

Table  1. The peace agreements to be analysed  

The empirical material that will be analysed thus consists of eight primary sources. Tendentious 

elements or the correlation between what is written in the agreements and what was actually 

implemented are not a concern for this thesis. This is due to this thesis’ scope; it is limited to 

analysing the level of military power-sharing in the agreement, but not account for to which degree 

they were implemented. Finally, concerning credibility and authenticity of these sources, this thesis’ 

finds no reason to question them. They are all downloaded from credible databases, mainly from 

the Kroc Institute’s Peace Accord Matrix database (Kroc Institute, Peace Accords Matrix 2018). 

 

5. Analysis  

 

This section will provide the analysis and comparison of the eight peace agreements. The first part 

briefly contextualizes the cases individually and then follows up with the Structured focus 

comparison-questions and answers on the independent variable and the control variables, which will be 

presented in an individual table for each case. As these three variables are dichotomous variables 

that are rather straight forward yes-no questions, they do not require an extensive explanation on 

how they were interpreted. Moreover, the control variables will not be discussed much as they are 

the same for all cases. The dependent variable, on the other hand, does not have the same kind of 

clear-cut answers which can be found in a database and thus requires a more in-depth analysis. 

Consequently, after the independent variable and control variables have been presented, the 

analysis of the dependent variable will be presented for each case. The next part of this chapter 

will be the comparison between the cases, where the analysis will focus on if and how the 

explanatory variable, mass killing, does correlate with the degree of MPS.  
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5.1 Guatemala  

 

After the military takeover of the Guatemalan government in 1954, the country’s political scene 

was characterized by military dictatorship, banning of dissidence and fraudulent elections (Swedish 

Institute of International Affairs 2016a). The banning of left-wing political parties and unions, 

parallel to the uneven distribution of cropland, gave birth to several groups that took up arms 

against the government in the early 1960’s (Ibid). In 1982, the armed leftist groups merged into 

one single guerrilla group: the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG).  After 36 years 

of civil war, the Guatemalan government and the URNG signed a peace agreement 1996 (Ibid). A 

UN-led truth commission concluded that 200.000 people had been killed, of which a large majority 

was civilian of an ethnic Mayan decent (Ibid). The commission also concluded that the government 

was responsible for over 90 percent of the killings (Ibid). The Guatemalan government made no 

secret of their brutal tactics, openly saying that they used a “scorched earth-tactic” and calling 

military campaigns “Operation Ash” (Peace Brigades 2017). Concerning the independent variable, 

the Guatemalan government did kill over 50.000 civilians and thus committed mass killing 

(Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The Guatemalan government was non-democratic and 

the rebels were considered weak relative to the state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 

2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 

 

Case 1: Guatemala Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 91. Guatemala, independent variable and control variables results 

 

Military power-sharing in Accord for a Firm and Lasting Peace 

The Accord for a Firm and Lasting Peace is a lengthy document, as several agreements on 

democratization and peace negotiation which were struck in Guatemala in the 1990’s were 

incorporated in this final peace agreement. It is 176 pages long and covers many topics, e.g. human 

                                                           
1 All the tables in the analysis that presents the value on mass killing, regime type and rebel strength are from the 
following sources: Polity IV Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016 and 
Valentino, Huth Balch-Lindsay 2004. 
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rights, a plethora of reforms in different sectors, indigenous minority rights etc. The peace 

agreement emphasizes the importance of both for the URNG to convert into a political party and 

for the individual rebels to integrate into the political, economic, cultural and social life in 

Guatemala, as a prerequisite to achieving a sustainable peace (Gutemala peace agreement 1990, 

Annex II, Agreement on the basis for the legal integration of the Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional 

Guatemalteca, para. 7, para 11). However, the peace agreement does not mention MPS in any clear 

way. One paragraph discusses the post-agreement nature of the police force in rather general 

terms, as follows: “The multi-ethnic and multicultural character of Guatemala shall be taken into account in the 

recruitment, selection, training and deployment of police personnel[…]” (Guatemala peace agreement 1990, I. 

The state and the system of government, para. 22c). However, this is not something that says that 

the former rebels should be included in the police, or military for that matter, but simply an 

encouragement for the police to reflect the diverse character of Guatemala.  

 There is a large section on reformation of the armed forces, but that mostly states that the 

army’s task is to ensure the sovereignty of Guatemala as well as the importance of respecting 

human rights etc. (Guatemala peace agreement 1990, The state and its system of government, para. 

33). The peace agreement also states that conscription should no longer be forced and that the 

army should be reduced by 33 percent, but it says nothing about if former rebels should be 

included in the reformed army (Guatemala peace agreement 1990, the state and its system of 

government, para. 63b). As the peace agreement does not have any clear statements about MPS, 

there is neither any detailed implementation plan of MPS or any external monitoring actor of this 

process.  

 

 

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 0, No.  

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 0, No.  

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 0, No. 

Table 10. Guatemala, military power-sharing results  
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5.2 El Salvador  

 

In 1979, a military junta took over the government and took control of, as well as started to reform, 

both croplands and the banking system (the Swedish Institute of International Affairs 2016b). 

There was widespread dissatisfaction with the new military rule and its reforms, several armed 

opposition groups were formed and a civil war broke out. Five of the armed rebel groups 

integrated into one large group, the Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMNL), in the 

1980’s. The government was backed by external actors, mainly the United States, and the FMLN 

was backed (to a much lesser extent in terms of resources) by Nicaragua (Ibid). The FMNL and 

the government fought each other until a peace agreement was signed in 1992 (Ibid). The war 

lasted for 12 years and over 75.000 people were killed during the war, of which a predominant 

majority was killed by the government, according to a UN truth commission (Ibid). Concerning 

the independent variable, the government did kill over 50.000 civilians and thus committed mass 

killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The government has been coded as non-

democratic for the majority of the years that the conflict went on, but it crosses the threshold of 

democratic during a few years (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013). However, as the 

results for MPS will show further below, it does not seem like the few years of democracy had a 

positive effect concerning MPS, as no indicators of MPS were found. The rebels were considered 

weak relative to the state’s army (Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 

 

Case 2: El Salvador Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 11. El Salvador, independent variable and control variables results 

 

Military power-sharing in the Chapultepec Peace Agreement 

This PA is a comprehensive document with provisions on reconciliation, judiciary reform, prisoner 

release etc. The document has detailed accounts on demobilization, disarmament and reintegration 

- but there is no mentioning of MPS with the FMLN-rebels (El Salvador peace agreement 1992, 

Chapter VII, para. 3). The FMLN is supposed to disarm and demobilize completely, under the 

observation of a UN observer mission. This UN observer mission was also tasked with monitoring 

the government’s withdrawal of troops as well as the down-sizing of the army to peace-time 
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proportions (El Salvador peace agreement 1992, Chapter VII, para. 12, 14). The section on military 

reform is lengthy, but it does not have any content which suggests MPS with the former rebels. It 

is mostly doctrinal principles and stipulating the military’s core task of defending the sovereignty 

of El Salvador, and that it should be subjected to civilian control (El Salvador peace agreement 

1992, Chapter I, para. 1). There is a reform process called “Purification” where an impartial ad hoc 

commission will evaluate the military’s officers and sort out the ones who have committed human 

rights violations as well as sort out unwanted elements of the army overall, e.g. those who lack 

competence and are not suitable for peace-time (El Salvador peace agreement 1992, Chapter I, 

para. 3).  

 The Chapultepec peace agreement thus contains detailed plans on several different post-

conflict aspects, how to do it as well as when to do it, and is also under the observation of the UN. 

However, none of these measures are in line with the indicators for MPS. As there is no 

mentioning of MPS, there is no time table, detailed plans or observation on that aspect, only on 

other measures that cannot be classified as MPS. The Purification of the army is most likely done 

so that the former rebels will have more trust in the new army, but there is no guarantees or 

requirements that former rebels will be part of the army in the MPS-sense that this thesis is looking 

for. The FMLN promised to lay down arms completely and transition into a political party, in 

exchange for that the government promoted democratization and to respect every Salvadoran’s 

civil rights.   

 

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 0, No.  

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 0, No.  

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 0, No. 

Table 12. El Salvador, military power-sharing results 

 

5.3 Angola  

 

In the year of 1975, three different Angolan liberation movements managed to negotiate Angolan 

independence from their former colonial masters of Portugal (the Swedish Institute of 

International Affairs 2016c). The three movements were supposed to share power until elections 

could be arranged, but instead hostilities started to emerge between them and a civil war broke out 

in 1975 (Ibid). One of the groups, the People's Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA), 
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took control over the capital and became the de facto government (Ibid). The two other liberation 

movements did not accept this and especially one of them, the National Union for the Total 

Independence of Angola (UNITA), tried to take over the government. UNITA received strong 

support from the United States and South Africa and managed to pose a serious threat to MPLA. 

MPLA, in turn, reached out to the Soviet Union and received support from them, which led to a 

long and deadly conflict between MPLA, UNITA and other smaller armed groups (Ibid). When 

the peace agreement between MPLA and UNITA was signed 1994, 500.000 people had died in 

the civil war, of whom a large proportion were civilians (Ibid). After the peace agreement in 1994, 

civil war once again started in 1998 and ended in 2002 (Ibid). Concerning the independent variable, 

the government did kill over 50.000 civilians and thus committed mass killing (Valentino Huth 

and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The Angolan government was non-democratic and the rebels were 

considered weak relative to the state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, 

Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 

 

Case 3: Angola Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 13. Angola, independent variable and control variables results 

 

 

Military power-sharing in the Lusaka Protocol peace agreement  

This peace agreement is called “The composition of the Angolan Armed Forces will reflect the principle of 

proportionality between Government and UNITA military forces”, and several times mentions explicitly 

that MPS will occur (Angola peace agreement 1994, Annex 4, General principles, para. 2). As all 

rebels will not be incorporated in the military, called the FAA, some will be demobilized and 

integrated in to civil society instead. The military integration will, as quoted above, be done with 

the principle of proportionality and the government and UNITA are supposed to agree on a 

specific number of integrated troops (Angola peace agreement 1994, Annex 4, Modalities, para. 

2). Even though the peace agreement only mentions the principle of proportionality and not a 

specific number of UNITA soldier to be integrated in the military, it does still present other 
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detailed implementation plans about the MPS. There is a timetable included in the peace 

agreement, where implementation dates are specified, and one aspect that is included is the MPS 

and when it should be done (Angola peace agreement 1994, Timetable of actions under the Lusaka 

protocol, para. 4, 6).  

 Furthermore, the PA also clearly states that the integration of former UNITA rebels into 

the Angolan army will be monitored by an external actor; the UN. To be more precise, the peace 

agreement states that a joint commission will be created, consisting of the UN, members of the 

Angolan government and members of UNITA (Angola peace agreement 1994, annex 4, Specific 

principles, para 6.). There is no doubt about the external monitoring of the MPS: “Within the 

framework of its new mandate, the United Nations will verily the strict compliance with the accords concerning 

FAA” (Angola peace agreement 1994, annex 4, specific principles, para 5). In conclusion, the 

peace agreement mentions that MPS will take place, it provides an implementation plan and also 

states that this process will be monitored by an external actor.  

 

 

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 1, Yes  

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 1, Yes.  

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 1, Yes 

Table 14. Angola, military power-sharing results 

 

5.4 Burundi 

 

The civil war in Burundi is often said to be a result of the long existing tensions between the two 

ethnic groups Hutus and Tutsis (the Swedish Institute of International Affairs 2016d). After many 

years of Tutsi military rule, the first free elections in the country in 1993 resulted in a victory of a 

Hutu party, but the same year, the party leader of that party got killed by Tutsi extremists. Killing 

the party leader was one step in these extremists’ struggle to take over the government in a coup 

d'état (Ibid). In the following months, the Tutsis managed to overtake the government and force 

the Hutus out of the capital. This led to a fully fledged civil war with atrocities committed from 

both sides. The opposition was several Hutu militias who fought the Tutsi government (Ibid). A 

peace agreement was signed in 2000, but the fighting continued until 2005 (Ibid). The reason this 

thesis will focus on the Arusha peace agreement (2000), and not the one signed in 2005, is because 
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government mass killing took place before the year 2000, but not after. Concerning the 

independent variable, the government did kill over 50.000 civilians and thus committed mass 

killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The Burundian government was non-democratic 

and the rebels were considered weak relative to the state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and 

Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 

 

Case 4: Burundi Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 15. Burundi, independent variable and control variables results 

 

Military power-sharing in the Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Burundi 

In article 14, where composition of the new national defence forces is discussed, the following is 

stated: “The national defence force shall include members of the Burundian armed forces and combatants of the 

political parties and movements in existence at the time of restructuring of the army[…]” (Burundi peace 

agreement 2000, Chapter II, The defence and security forces, article 14, para. 1b). Even though 

the Hutu militias are not mentioned by name, it is undoubtedly them the text refers to with the 

term “movements”. The term “movements” is mentioned throughout the peace agreement, and 

when reading the whole document, it becomes clear that this term refers to the Hutu militias. The 

importance of having an ethnically diverse army is mentioned several times in the document, e.g. 

by stating that no ethnic group should represent more than 50 percent of the army in order to 

achieve ethnic balance (Burundi peace agreement 2000, Chapter I, Constitutional principles of the 

post-transition constitution, article 11, para. 4). So even though no exact number is given on how 

many rebels should be integrated in the new army, and though the talk about ethnic diversity does 

not explicitly mention rebels, the clear ethnic element to this civil war, along with the statement 

that the armed forces should consist partly of members of the “movements” is interpreted as 

sufficient evidence of MPS. In Annex V to the peace agreement, there is a plan with a time frame 

on when to conduct the MPS between the armed groups and the Burundi armed forces (Burundi 

peace agreement 2000, Annex V). 
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Concerning external supervision of the implementation of MPS, the peace agreement states that 

the UN, the Organization of African Union and The Regional Peace Initiative on Burundi shall all 

be members of an Implementation Monitoring Committee (Burundi peace agreement 2000, 

protocol V, Article 13, para. 1, 2). This committee was tasked with monitoring, supervising, 

coordinating and ensuring effective implementation of the whole peace agreement (Burundi peace 

agreement 2000, Protocol V, Article 13, para. 1). Although this term, to monitor all the 

implementation of the peace agreement, is a rather sweeping one, it still does cover the MPS, and 

this peace agreement lives up to the 2c criteria of monitoring by external actor.  

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 1, Yes.  

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 1, Yes.  

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 16. Burundi, military power-sharing results 

 

5.5 Sierra Leone  

 

The Sierra Leonean civil war started 1991, when a domestic rebel group, the Revolutionary United 

Front (RUF), with support from a Liberian warlord (Charles Taylor), launched an attack on the 

incumbent government in Sierra Leone (The Swedish Institute for Foreign Affairs 2016e). RUF 

managed to conquer large parts of the country and proved hard to defeat. During the civil war, 

several coup d'états by the different military juntas made the negotiations with the rebels more 

difficult. As one peace agreement was about to be signed, the government was overtaken by the 

Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC), a military junta, and the agreement was never 

implemented (Ibid). After nine years of civil war, 1999, the Lomé Peace Agreement was signed 

between the government, the RUF-rebels and the AFRC. However, the conflict continued until 

2002, and ended first after a large UN peace-keeping mission as well as international meddling had 

taken place (Ibid). Concerning the independent variable, the government did not kill over 50.000 

civilians and thus did not committed mass killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The 

Sierra Leonean government was non-democratic and the rebels were considered weak relative to 

the state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 
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Case 5: Sierra 
Leone 

Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 0, No. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 17. Sierra Leone, independent variable and control variables results 

 

Military power-sharing in the Lomé Peace Agreement 

This PA instructs both the government military forces and the RUF-rebels to disarm and 

demobilize under UN-observation, and states that new armed forces are going to be developed 

(Sierra Leone peace agreement 1999, Article XVI, para. 1, 2). Both former government soldiers 

and rebel soldiers were invited to join the new army, if they met the provided criteria (Sierra Leone 

peace agreement 1999, Article XVI, para. 2). To be clear, this section does not state that rebels will 

be integrated, only that they can apply to join if they wish to do so (Sierra Leone peace agreement 

1999, Article XVI, para.  2). However, later in the PA, the following sentence is presented: “Creation 

by the Government of truly national armed forces reflecting the geo-political structure of Sierra Leone within the 

established strength.” (Sierra Leone peace agreement 1999, annex 5, part II, para. 6). The rebel groups 

are not mentioned by name, but are undoubtedly whom this sentence refers to, as they constitute 

important factions of Sierra Leone’s geo-political structure. This structure was most likely not 

constituted only by rebel groups and the government, but they were certainly part of it, and the 

armed forces should thus reflect their existence.   

 Thus, this thesis argues that MPS is mentioned, but there are no detailed implementation 

plans. The aforementioned MPS sentence is part of a section with the name: “II. activities without 

specific timing: (short/medium/long term):” (Sierra Leone peace agreement 1999, annex 5, part 

II). Thus, it is very clearly stated that the MPS does not have a specified implementation plan. 

There is no external monitoring of the MPS mentioned in the peace agreement. There is external 

monitoring of the ceasefire (Sierra Leone peace agreement 1999, Article II, ceasefire monitoring, 

para. 1, 2). and external monitoring of upcoming parliament and presidential elections (Sierra 

Leone peace agreement 1999, Article XII, national electoral commission, para. 4), but there is 

nothing written about external observation of MPS activities. This might be due to the unspecified 

nature of the implementation plans, as mentioned earlier.   
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The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 1, Yes.  

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 0, No. 

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 0, No. 

Table 18. Sierra Leone, military power-sharing results 

 

5.6 Senegal  

 

The civil war in Senegal, called the Casamance conflict, started in 1982, as an independence 

movement in Casamance took up arms against the government (The Swedish Institute for Foreign 

Affairs 2016f). The rebels were called Movement of Democratic Forces of Casamance (MFDC). 

The majority of the people in Casamance had a different ethnicity identity, a different religion and 

a different culture than the rest of Senegal and they felt that the Senegalese government did not 

treat them fairly (Ibid). A peace agreement, the General Peace Agreement between the 

Government of the Republic of Senegal and MFDC, was signed in 2004 and put a stop to most 

of the violence (Ibid). Over 5.000 people were killed in the civil war and over 50.000 were internally 

displaced (Ibid). Concerning the independent variable, the government did not kill over 50.000 

civilians and thus did not committed mass killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). The 

Senegalese government was non-democratic and the rebels were considered weak relative to the 

state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 

 

Case 6: Senegal Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 0, No. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 19. Senegal, independent variable and control variables results 
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Military power-sharing in the General Peace Agreement between the Government of the 

Republic of Senegal and MFDC 

This peace agreement has no clear mentioning of that MPS will occur. The only paragraph that 

touches on MPS is the following: “Exceptionally, the State of Senegal accepts to integrate the ex-combatants 

of the MFDC in the paramilitary corps, according to the principle of voluntary service following the conditions in 

force.” (Senegal peace agreement 2004, Clause 3, para. 1). This sentence does not live up to the 

indicator that MPS will take place, as it only invites the former rebels to join the paramilitary corps, 

but does not state that it will take place. There is no detailed plan for the former rebels if they want 

to join the paramilitary corps and thus no external monitoring either. The former rebels will 

however be integrated into Senegal’s economic and social life and this process will be monitored 

by Senegalese organization called The National Agency for the Stimulation of Economic and 

Social Activities in the Casamance (Senegal peace agreement 2004, Clause 3, para. 2).  

 

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 0, No. 

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 0, No. 

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 0, No. 

Table 20. Senegal, military power-sharing results 

 

5.7 Tajikistan  

 

 In 1991, Tajikistan became independent from the Soviet Union and internal opposition to the 

government, which consisted of the old communist elite, started to grow (The Swedish Institute 

for International Affairs 2016g). In 1992, an alliance of both secular nationalist and Islamist groups 

were formed and a military conflict with the government ensued (Ibid). The deadliest years were 

between 1992 and 1993, which led to that the UN got involved and tried to mediate a truce 

between the two sides (Ibid) Neither side respected this and the civil war continued until 1997, 

when the peace agreement “General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National Accord in 

Tajikistan” was signed (Ibid). 50.000 people lost their lives in the conflict and one million became 

internally displaced (Ibid). Concerning the independent variable, the government did not kill over 

50.000 civilians and thus did not commit mass killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004). 

The Tajiki government was non-democratic and the rebels were considered weak relative to the 

state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2016). 
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Case 7: Tajikistan Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 0, No. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 21. Tajikistan, independent variable and control variables results 

Military power-sharing in the General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National 

Accord in Tajikistan 

This peace agreement has several stages of the disarmament and reintegration of the former rebels, 

who are referred to as the United Tajik Opposition in this peace agreement. Firstly, they are to be 

transferred from the territory of Afghanistan (which many Tajik rebels had as base), under 

supervision of UN-troops, to Tajikistan (Tajikistan peace agreement 1997, Protocol on military 

issues, part II, para. 5b). Secondly, when the armed units have reached the assembly points in 

Tajikistan, the following process is described: “those units shall be made into corresponding units 

of the regular armed forces of Tajikistan.” (Tajikistan peace agreement 1997, Protocol on military 

issues, part II, para. 5c). The peace agreement also describes that they will be taking the military 

oath and be given regular army uniforms, thus being integrated in the national Tajik army 

(Tajikistan peace agreement 1997, Protocol on military issues, part II, para. 5c). Besides from 

providing a detailed plan on MPS, it also provides a time plan for the implementation. Concerning 

external actor monitoring, the Tajik government and the United Tajik Opposition request that an 

UN-observation mission will be monitoring the MPS-measures (Tajikistan peace agreement 1997, 

Protocol on Military Issues, part II, para. 13). In conclusion, the peace agreement mentions that 

MPS will occur, it has a detailed plan for it and both parties requested external monitoring, which 

this analysis argues is enough to live up to the three criteria of MPS.  

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 1, Yes. 

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 1, Yes. 

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 22. Tajikistan, military power-sharing results 
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5.8 Bangladesh  

 

This intra-state conflict was between the Bangladesh government and the Parbatya Chattagram 

Jana Samhati Samiti (PCJSS) and started in 1977 (Panday and Jamil 2009, 1052). This rebel group 

consisted of several ethnic groups which lived in the Chittagong Hill Tracts-region. These groups 

felt that the Bangladesh government did not respect their cultural identities and viewed the state 

as oppressive (Panday and Jamil 2009, 1054 -1057). This led to that the PCJSS pursued more 

autonomy for their region (Panday and Jamil 2009, 1054 -1057). For many years, the different 

Bangladeshi governments showed a lacking political commitment to address the PCJSS’s 

grievances and chose to deal with them militarily (Panday and Jamil 2009, 1054 -1061). It was first 

when a new government came into power in 1996 that a political solution started to be seriously 

discussed. Later, in 1997, the Chittagong Hill Tracts Peace Accord was signed and the conflict 

ended. Around 10.000 people had died since 1977 and many more had been displaced (Panday 

and Jamil 2009, 1061-1062). Concerning the independent variable, the government did not kill 

over 50.000 civilians and thus did not commit mass killing (Valentino Huth and Balch-Lindsay 

2004). The Bangladeshi government was non-democratic and the rebels were considered weak 

relative to the state’s army (Gleditsch, Cunningham and Salehyan 2013, Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 

2016). 

 

Case 8: Bangladesh Question Answer 

Independent 
variable: Mass 
killing. 

Did the government 
commit mass killing? 

X = 0, No. 

Control variable: 
Rebel strength. 

Was the rebel group’s 
strength considered 
weak? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Control variable: 
Regime type. 

Was the regime a 
non-democratic 
regime? 

X = 1, Yes. 

Table 23. Bangladesh, independent variable and control variables results 

Military power-sharing in the Chittagong Hill Tracts Peace Accord 

This peace agreement does not mention any planned MPS between the government and the rebels. 

The Jana Samhati Samiti, the rebels, agrees to lay down arms in exchange for amnesty and greater 

autonomy for the Chittagong Hill Tracts region (Bangladesh peace agreement 1997, Section B, 

para. 34 and Section D, para 14). This region will be more autonomous and be responsible for 

their own local police, development, land management etc. (Bangladesh peace agreement 1997 

section B, para 34). If the former PCJSS rebels deposit their weapons on the scheduled date, they 

will receive amnesty and not be punished in any way (Bangladesh peace agreement 1997, section 
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D, para. 14). However, no military integration or any MPS measure is planned. To receive more 

responsibility for the local police does not meet the criteria of planned MPS, as the police, as 

mentioned in the research design section, is not included in this thesis’ MPS-indicator. As MPS 

will not take place, there is neither any detailed time plan or external monitoring of the MPS.  

The dependent variable Answer 

2a, is military power-sharing 
mentioned in the Peace agreement?  

X = 0, No. 

2b. Does the peace agreement 
present details on the 
implementation plan? 

X = 0, No. 

2c. Is the military power-sharing 
monitored by an external actor? 

X = 0, No. 

Table 24. Bangladesh, military power-sharing results 

6. Comparison between cases 

 

In order to make the comparison of the cases clear and transparent, this section will begin with a 

summation of both the expected results and the actual empirical results. This will be followed by 

the comparison between the four cases with government mass killing to the four cases without 

government mass killing, in order to assess the hypothesis on the relationship between government 

mass killing and the degree of military power-sharing. Limits and alternative explanations to the 

findings will also be considered. To make the comparison easier to follow for the reader, the four 

countries with government mass killing will be labelled as “group 1” and the four countries without 

government mass killing will be labelled “group 2”. The divide into two groups is thus based on 

the variation in the independent variable. The first table below presents result that the hypothesis 

predicted. 

 Mass 

killing 

MPS 

mentioned 

MPS 

detailed 

plan 

MPS 

external 

monitoring 

Rebel 

strength 

Regime 

type 

Guatemala 1 0 0 0 1 1 

El Salvador 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Angola 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Burundi 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Sierra Leone 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Senegal 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Tajikistan 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Bangladesh 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Table 25. Summation of expected results  
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This study’s hypothesis was that Governments’ mass killing of civilians will lead to a peace agreement with 

lower elements of power-sharing with rebels, and thus predicted that group 1 would have none to low 

degrees of MPS, while group 2 would have a higher degree of MPS in the peace agreement. 

However, the next table, below, shows the actual variable values of the variables of interest in 

this study.  

 

 Mass 

killing 

MPS 

mentioned 

MPS 

detailed 

plan 

MPS 

external 

monitoring 

Rebel 

strength 

Regime 

type 

Guatemala 1 0 0 0 1 1 

El Salvador 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Angola 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Burundi 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Sierra Leone 0 1 0 0 1 1 

Senegal 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Tajikistan 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Bangladesh 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Table 26. Summation of actual results 

Concerning the four cases with government mass killing, group 1, the analysis found no 

indicators of MPS in two of them, Guatemala and El Salvador. However, in the other two cases, 

Angola and Burundi, the analysis found all three indicators of MPS. The four cases without 

government mass killing, group 2, also had two cases without any indicators for MPS; Senegal 

and Bangladesh. The other two, Sierra Leone and Tajikistan, had MPS in their peace agreement 

but the analysis only found one indicator of MPS in Sierra Leone’s peace agreement, while all 

three were present in Tajikistan’s peace agreement. As the different values of the variables 

display above, the empirical findings do not provide support for the hypothesis. When comparing 

group 1 and group 2, it is rather the similarity between the two groups that becomes evident – 

not the predicted difference. Not only is the predicted relationship not seen – the empirical 

results point slightly in the opposite direction.  

 The main difference between the two groups, concerning the measured variables, is that 

group 2 has less MPS than group 1. Group 2 only has one peace agreement, Tajikistan’s, with all 

three MPS indicators. Sierra Leone, also in group 2, has just one indicator for MPS. Meanwhile, 

group 1 has two peace agreements, Angola’s and Burundi’s, with all three indicators. It is not a big 

difference, but it is still an interesting one as it slightly contradicts the hypothesis. If the causal 
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mechanism worked as this thesis predicted, the values would be reversed; group 1 would have less 

MPS than group 2. Ideally, the difference would be larger as well, but it would certainly not look 

like it does here, where cases with no government mass killing were slightly more linked to higher 

levels of MPS than those with government mass killing.  

 The main objective of this thesis was to establish if there was correlation between the 

government mass killing and the degree of MPS in a peace agreement by the way of ensuring 

variation in the independent variable while holding the two potentially omitting variables constant. 

When comparing group 1 and group 2, the answer is that there is no correlation between 

government mass killing and MPS in a peace agreement. The absence of the expected results can 

be due to different reasons. Either the hypothesis is wrong, as several authors of previous research 

would argue, or variables that might have impacted the results but which this thesis could not 

control for are at play. The next section will discuss these possibilities in depth.   

 

7. Reflection on the empirical results  

 

This thesis’ theoretical arguments were inspired by previous researchers’ reasoning (mainly 

Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004, Stanton 2009 and Wood and Kathman 2013) on why 

civilians are intentionally targeted in conflicts. By using their reasoning, found in hypotheses which 

have been proven statistically significant in favour of their arguments, this thesis extended their 

ideas to that government mass killing leads to lower degree of MPS in peace agreements. As 

presented in the previous section, this hypothesis is not supported by the empirical results of this 

thesis. If this is due to that the hypothesis is wrong, or due to that this thesis failed to control for 

variables which affected the results, will be discussed further below. Before that is discussed, the 

researchers who have put forward counterarguments to Valentino et al, Stanton and this thesis’ 

reasoning on the effect of mass killing will be revisited.  

As presented in the previous research section, several researchers (Kydd and Walter 2006, 

Hashim 2005, Anderson 2005, Goodwin 2001, Leites and Wold 1970) pointed out different causal 

mechanisms as to how the killing of civilians could be counter-productive. The logical extension 

of those arguments would be that government mass killing would lead to a less beneficial peace 

agreement for governments as the killing of civilians would, in different ways, empower the rebels 

and the overall resistance to the government. This would thus lead to a less beneficial bargaining 

situation for the government. In the specific case of MPS in the peace agreement, they would most 

likely argue that the four cases with mass killing would be correlated with high MPS - the opposite 

of what this thesis argued. But as the empirical results show that half of the cases with mass killing 
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had MPS and the other half did not, their reasoning, if applied to MPS in peace agreements, would 

show as little correlation as this thesis hypothesis did. Simply put, if one would argue the opposite 

of this thesis’ hypothesis - that mass killing leads to a higher degree of MPS - one would also not 

be able to show any significant correlation between these variables which would support that 

argument.  

The slight contradiction that the results show, as mentioned earlier, is indeed very modest 

and the main insight that this study show is that there does not appear to be a correlation of any 

kind between the relationship of interest. From a normative point of view, this must be considered 

good news as mass killing does not seem to be a viable strategy, with respect to MPS. The results 

do not confirm e.g. Jason Lyall’s findings (Lyall 2009) that killing of civilian victimization helps the 

governments struggle against rebels. However, there is a risk that this study’s relationship is 

confounded by differences between the cases that this thesis could not control for, and that will 

be elaborated on below.  

7.1 Possible Differences Between Cases  

 

When conducting research on complex phenomena in the social science field, researchers are often 

faced with the problem of how hard it is to control for every possible variable which might affect 

the relationship of interest. This complexity, and the difficulty to control for all possible differences 

between the eight cases, is something that one must have in mind when looking at the empirical 

results of this analysis. As a quick reminder from the research design section: due to the nature of 

the population of cases, this study made an active choice to lower the number of control variables 

to be able to use more cases, with the motivation that more cases can get more leverage over the 

correlation between the independent variable and the dependent variable. The trade-off, which the 

research design section mentioned, is that there are differences between the cases that might be 

affecting the degree of MPS. Below follows an account of the main differences between some of 

the cases that might have affected the level of MPS in the peace agreements. 

One difference within group 1, cases with mass killing, is that only one them, Angola, had 

a rebel movement that was significantly supported by strong external patrons, the United States, 

Cuba and South Africa. Both patrons supported the UNITA-rebels with large sums of money. 

South Africa and Cuba even put a limited number of boots on the ground to aid MPLA 

(Encyclopaedia Britannica 2017). Angola is one of the countries with mass killing and a high degree 

of MPS (all three indicators) and it could be argued that the government of Angola gave the rebels 

more MPS in order to keep the UNITA-patrons at bay when the rebels finally decided to sign a 

peace agreement.  
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Moreover, looking at El Salvador and Guatemala, the rebels did not have any strong external 

patrons and these peace agreements have no MPS at all.  However, the Hutu-rebels in Burundi did 

not have external powerful patrons and they still had the same variable values as Angola. It is the 

same within group 2, cases without mass killing, as they also varied in terms of external patrons 

and the degree of MPS in peace agreements. The external patron question is complicated and 

needs closer scrutiny, but as discussed above, it can possibly affect the dependent variable in 

different ways, but this thesis’ empirical results do not show any clear pattern between this variable 

and MPS in peace agreements. 

Another difference which might influence the degree of MPS is the overall monitoring of 

the implementation of the peace agreement by an external actor. This thesis looked at the external 

monitoring of MPS, but did not analyse if the other components in the peace agreement were 

supposed to be monitored by an external actor. If a neutral actor monitors demobilization, 

ceasefire agreements etc, the rebels can feel more confident that the government will stick to the 

agreement as the external actor would call out the government and “name and shame” them to 

the international community. This can lead to that rebels are willing to lay down arms without any 

MPS, but that the external third party is closely watching the whole process. However, looking at 

this thesis cases where there were no MPS in the peace agreement, Guatemala, El Salvador, 

Bangladesh and Senegal, only two of them (El Salvador and Guatemala) had peace agreements 

which clearly stated that an external neutral actor (the UN in these cases) would monitor the whole 

peace agreement implementation process. Thus, it is, again, hard to see any clear pattern. No MPS 

in the peace agreements does not have a clear correlation with external monitoring.  

Another factor that most likely differ between the cases, and that potentially could impact 

the degree of MPS is the nature and structure of the mediation process that led up to the 

agreement. Research has shown that the biased mediators gets different results than neutral 

mediators, and that multiple mediators also impacts the mediated outcome to a certain degree (Iji 

2001, Svensson 2009). Some of the peace agreements in this study were mediated with help of 

multiple external actors, e.g. Tajikistan’s peace agreement, and the effect of these outside powers 

can probably have impacted aspects such as MPS (Iji 2001). But as researching all the eight cases’ 

mediating structure and participants is outside of the space and time frame for this thesis, it will 

have to be a task for future research.  

Some of the differences between the cases were predicted by previous researches to be 

linked with either high or low levels of mass killing. For example, Jessica Stanton argued that rebel 

war aims mattered, that government would be more inclined to use civilian mass killing as a strategy 

against separatist rebels in comparison to revolutionary rebel groups. The results of this thesis are 
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not clearly in line with Stanton’s argument as revolutionary rebel groups with large backing from 

the civilian population (El Salvador, Angola) were met with government mass killing of civilians. 

Moreover, the argument that separatist rebel groups are more likely to be met with mass killing of 

civilians is also not in line with this thesis’ results, as the only clear separatist civil war (Bangladesh) 

did not see government mass killing. Another potential difference is which war aims the different 

rebel groups actually articulated. There is a possibility that some of the rebel groups were not 

interested in MPS and that the absence of MPS was due to this, rather than to government 

pressure. However, as the section on MPS discussed, this power-sharing aspect is arguably one of 

the most crucial aspects of confidence-building for the rebel groups.   

It is hard to know exactly why some civil war parties agree to have MPS in their peace 

agreement, and the eight cases differ in many ways. However, it is hard to know if these differences 

impacted the degree of MPS in the peace agreement. Some variables which differ among the cases, 

but do not seem to have any clear correlation to either low MPS or high MPS in peace agreements 

are the following: time frame of the conflict, if there were clear ethnic fault lines between the 

belligerents and which geographical region that the conflicts took place in. These variables might 

influence the degree of MPS in peace agreements, but looking at this thesis’ eight cases, there is 

no pattern showing e.g. ethnic conflicts as having more MPS than non-ethnic conflicts. Thus, none 

of the aforementioned differences between the eight cases has a clear correlation with either low 

or high degree of MPS and does not seem to be crucial factors in whether or not there will be 

MPS.   

 

8. Conclusion 

 

In the last decades, the body of scientific literature on the violence against civilians has grown 

and provided new insights. However, the main focus has been on the motives as to why actors 

choose this brutal strategy, and not on the actual effect of intentional targeting of civilians in 

conflicts. Mass killing of civilians could have many potential consequences, and this thesis chose 

to investigate one of them by posing the question: How does government mass killing of civilians affect 

military power-sharing in peace agreements? In a civil war context, this thesis’ theoretical argument was 

that government uses mass killing of civilians to coerce the rebels to concede on their war aims, 

specifically, the war aim of military power-sharing. The mechanism behind why rebels would be 

coerced is that the government inflicts new costs on the rebels and indirectly pressure them by 

killing civilians because of the rebels’ struggle. Also, civilian victimization can cut off the 

necessary support that rebels often receive by civilians, such as food, shelter and information. 
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The new inflicted costs alter the cost/benefit analysis for the rebels and they accept to sign a 

peace agreement with low elements of military power-sharing to end the conflict and with that, 

end the killing of civilians.  

 The eight cases that have been analysed, using structured focus comparison method, did 

not find support for the hypothesis that mass killings lead to a lower degree of MPS in peace 

agreements. The four cases with and four cases without mass killing had similar variable values 

on the dependent variable, and thus, there were no clear correlation that this study could 

conclude. The results slightly pointed in the opposite direction, that mass killing leads to a higher 

degree of MPS, but the main finding is that the selected cases did not show any clear correlation 

between the relationship of interest. If this study’s results would have confirmed the hypothesis, 

and showed clear correlation between mass killing and a low degree of MPS in peace agreement, 

future research could have scrutinized the relationship even closer in order to get more 

confidence in the causal link between the two variables. Now, when the hypothesis was not 

confirmed, future researchers can either direct their focus on other interesting phenomena, or, 

continue to investigate this relationship by looking into the other variables which this study 

could not control for (the ones mentioned in the reflection chapter). There are other 

methodological designs which could potentially show other aspects of mass killing in relation to 

MPS. As mentioned earlier, a government’s indirect pressure on rebels can certainly affect other 

rebel war aims than MPS, and future research can look into if rebels conceded on other things, 

such as e.g. political power-sharing.  

Concerning policy recommendations, from a normative point of view, this thesis’ results 

will hopefully be a welcomed contribution to both policy makers and human-rights activists. 

Morally repulsive tactics such as mass killing of civilians are not just forbidden under 

international law, but studies such as this one also shows no clear benefit in engaging in such 

actions. Civilian victimization can lead to an unintended backlash against the perpetrator of such 

actions, and, as this study shows, it seems to be an ineffective strategy for getting more 

favourable peace agreements. The consequences of intentionally targeting civilians needs to be 

studied more in-depth, but meanwhile, policy makers can still point to this study, amongst 

others, to support their arguments that the act of killing civilians is an ineffective strategy that 

should be abandoned. 
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