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Civil war is usually examined from the perspective of commitment problems. This approach provides considerable insight
regarding which civil war agreement provisions reduce the chance of renewed fighting. Yet, additional insight can be gained
by examining information asymmetries as a potential cause of civil war recurrence. We argue that significant uncertainty
regarding military capabilities may persist after fighting ends and that this uncertainty may lead to the breakdown of peace.
However, carefully designed peace agreements can guard against renewed civil war by calling for international monitoring,
making the belligerents submit military information to third parties, and providing for verification of this information. Our
empirical analysis of 51 civil war settlements between 1945 and 2005 shows that these provisions significantly reduce the
risk of new civil war. Encouraging the adoption of these provisions may be a useful policy in the international community’s
effort to establish peace in civil-war-torn societies.

Why are some civil war settlements long-lasting,
while others are not? Why, for example, has
the settlement in 1992 ending the civil war

in El Salvador endured, while the settlement ending the
Liberian civil war in 1993 collapsed? We believe the an-
swer lies, in part, in the design of peace agreements that
terminate the wars. In this article, we argue that peace
settlements that contain provisions to reveal information
regarding the belligerents’ military capabilities increase
the likelihood that peace will endure.

Most scholars using the rationalist approach to the
study of civil wars suggest that commitment problems
lie at the heart of the (re)occurrence of civil wars (e.g.,
Fearon 1998; Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007; Walter
1997, 2002). Nevertheless, rationalist explanations of war
also suggest an alternative mechanism that may provide
leverage in understanding civil war recurrence. In addi-
tion to commitment problems, the bargaining theory of
war points to information asymmetries between the par-
ties as a central explanation for war (Fearon 1995). While
the informational story has received significant attention
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in the study of interstate war, it has not been applied as
readily to the study of civil war.

We argue that not only commitment problems but
also information asymmetries may play an important role
in the breakdown of peace and that it is important that the
belligerents include in their peace agreements provisions
that help reduce uncertainty between them. We identify
a number of provisions that allow former belligerents to
credibly reveal information on their relative capabilities.
Our empirical findings suggest that provisions such as
requiring belligerents to report their military information
to third parties and stipulating that third parties verify the
accuracy of such information through the introduction
of verification sites or based on their own intelligence
gathering significantly reduce the risk of renewed civil
war.

This article makes several important contributions to
the civil war termination literature. It explores the utility
of one of the fundamental mechanisms of the bargaining
theory of war, i.e., information asymmetries, in under-
standing the determinants of the durability of peace after
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civil wars. The application of information asymmetries
enriches our theoretical understanding of why civil wars
recur and provides additional leverage in our assessment
of the effects of institutional design on the durability of
peace. If information asymmetries are indeed partly re-
sponsible for the recurrence of civil wars, one mechanism
that the disputants can adopt to increase the durability of
peace is to craft settlements that increase the availability
of reliable information in the post–civil war environment.
Encouraging the adoption of such uncertainty-reducing
provisions in civil war settlements may be a useful policy
in the international community’s effort to establish peace
in civil-war-torn societies.

The article proceeds as follows. In the next section,
we discuss the bargaining model of war and the insights
it has provided regarding civil war recurrence. Our main
focus is on commitment problems which have received
significant scholarly attention. We also introduce the in-
formation explanation of war which has received much
less attention by civil war scholars. The third section de-
tails why the information story has been less prominent
among civil war scholars and argues that information
asymmetries should be taken more seriously as an expla-
nation for civil war recurrence. The fourth section sug-
gests that agreements can be designed in a way to reduce
uncertainty in the aftermath of civil war, thus reducing the
chance of its recurrence. The fifth section outlines our re-
search design and the sixth section presents the results of
our empirical tests. We conclude with a brief review of the
argument, empirical findings, and policy implications.

The Bargaining Model of War:
Commitment Problems and
Information Asymmetries

The basic premise of the bargaining model of war is that
because fighting is costly, and thus ex post inefficient,
there are always peaceful settlements that give actors a
higher utility than war (e.g., Fearon 1995; Powell 2002;
Reiter 2003). Specifically, the parties should be able to
agree on an ex ante deal that reflects exactly what they
would receive at the end of the war but without actually
having to pay the costs of fighting. However, wars—both
interstate and civil—are common. This raises the question
of why opponents are sometimes unable to arrive at a
peaceful deal and stick to it. Bargaining theorists have
provided two main explanations for bargaining failure:
commitment problems and information asymmetries.1

1Fearon (1995) discusses issue indivisibility as a third explanation
for bargaining failure but argues that issue indivisibility is not as

Commitment problems have been found to be partic-
ularly important for explaining the (re)occurrence of civil
wars. According to scholars such as Fearon (1998), Wal-
ter (1997, 2002), and Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007),
the basic issue that confronts domestic antagonists is that
the government cannot credibly commit itself to stick to
the peace deal. Reaching a settlement in a civil war and
establishing peace imply that the rebels have to disarm.
However, once the rebels disarm, the balance of power
shifts in favor of the government and the government
may feel tempted to exploit the situation. Because the
rebels know about the government’s incentive to renege
on the deal, they are less likely to be willing to sign and
maintain a peace agreement.2

Scholars have identified two mechanisms that ad-
dress the rebels’ security concerns: securing guarantees
from third parties and adopting institutional safeguards
to share or divide power between the domestic groups.
The purpose of third-party guarantees is to ensure the
rebel group that, even when it has given up its weapons
and demobilized, the terms of the agreement will be ful-
filled (Walter 1997, 2002). By providing a guarantee of the
peace deal, the third party makes a promise that it will in-
tervene should the government behave opportunistically
and renege on its past promises. Under these conditions,
the rebel group is less reluctant to lay down its arms and
conclude the agreement to end fighting.

A second way domestic opponents can address com-
mitment problems is by establishing institutions that
reduce the government’s ability to take advantage of
the rebel group once it has demobilized (Hartzell 1999;
Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007). Such institutional guar-
antees, commonly known as power-sharing institutions,
ensure that no group comes to dominate the political
arena, has exclusive control over the military or terri-
tory, or receives a disproportionate share of economic
resources. These provisions are intended to give rebels
a sense of security that they will not become victims of
opportunism by the government. To the extent that all
groups feel safe under the new institutional rules, they
are able to arrive at a settlement and stop the bloodshed.

Commitment problems provide a compelling ex-
planation for civil war (re)occurrence, and the empir-
ical evidence supporting this argument is robust: both

compelling an explanation because most issues are divisible but
made indivisible by leaders for strategic and domestic purposes.
Although we do not focus on issue indivisibility, we distinguish
civil wars that are over intangible, hence potentially indivisible
issues, such as ethnic wars, from those that are over more tangible
issues.

2Rebels may also confront commitment problems. See Svensson
(2007) for an interesting discussion of commitment problems faced
by the rebel groups.
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third-party guarantees and power-sharing institutions
have been shown to play an important role in prevent-
ing the breakdown of peace (Hartzell 1999; Hartzell and
Hoddie 2003, 2007; Walter 1997, 2002). However, the ra-
tionalist explanations of war suggest an alternative mech-
anism that may further improve our understanding of
civil wars.

According to the information explanation, war may
occur if the antagonists have asymmetric information re-
garding their military capabilities and/or resolve. If the
antagonists do not know one another’s relative strength
and determination, they have difficulty correctly estimat-
ing each other’s reservation points (i.e., the point that
makes a party indifferent between accepting and reject-
ing a peaceful bargain). Under these conditions it becomes
difficult to locate a peaceful deal both prefer to fighting.

Unfortunately, the parties also find it difficult to cred-
ibly exchange information and avoid war. While the par-
ties prefer not to fight, they also want as good a deal
as possible. The desire to obtain a favorable deal cre-
ates an incentive to overstate one’s military capabilities
and resolve in order to convince the other side to give in
(Fearon 1995). Due to incentives to misrepresent, dec-
larations concerning military capability and determina-
tion are generally not credible. Given the combination
of inherent uncertainty about the other side’s capabilities
and/or resolve and the incentive to misrepresent, infor-
mation asymmetries are a powerful explanation of war.

In fact, explaining the causes of war from an infor-
mation perspective has found strong resonance in the
interstate war literature. Most rationalist treatments of
interstate war use information asymmetries as a theoret-
ical hook to explain the onset, duration, and termination
of wars (e.g., Fearon 1995; Morrow 1989; Powell 1999;
Slantchev 2003; Wagner 2000). Civil war scholars, on the
other hand, have been skeptical about the applicability of
the informational story to civil wars, in particular civil
war termination. The next section discusses the reasons
behind this skepticism. At the same time, we make an ar-
gument for why information asymmetries may be a factor
in civil war recurrence after all.

Why and When Information Matters

Some research suggests that information asymmetries
may play a role in early phases of a civil war (e.g., Cetinyan
2002; Rauchhaus 2006; Walter 2006). Early in the conflict,
despite the fact that belligerents live in the same country
and often in close proximity to one another, the govern-
ment and rebels may lack important pieces of informa-

tion about each other. The government might not have a
good idea about the rebels’ fighting capabilities because
it lacks information on the cohesiveness of the rebel or-
ganization, whether they are likely to find allies in other
domestic groups, and whether they are likely to receive
support from diasporas or other external sources.3 The
government may also be unsure about the extent to which
the rebel group is willing to use violence and suffer the
costs of fighting. Conversely, the rebels may be uncertain
about the government’s actual military capabilities, the
resources the government is able to mobilize in a civil war,
and the tactics it will likely employ. Moreover, the rebels
are also likely to be uncertain regarding the government’s
resolve to fight and its willingness to make concessions.4

This uncertainty might make finding an ex ante deal im-
possible and civil war may ensue. As Lake and Rothchild
put it: “Groups always possess private information
and . . . often possess incentives to misrepresent that in-
formation. Information failures are thus ubiquitous in
ethnic relations” (1998, 12).

At the same time, it is less clear that information
asymmetries are also what prevent the settlement of civil
war. Fearon (2004) has been doubtful about the applica-
bility of the informational story to civil war duration and
termination. He points out that “it strains credulity to
imagine that the parties to a war that has been going for
many years . . . can hold significant private information
about capabilities and resolve. Rather, after a few years
of war, fighters on both sides of an insurgency typically
develop accurate understandings of the other side’s capa-
bilities, tactics, and resolve” (2004, 290).

Fearon’s argument assumes that the fighting that goes
on during war quickly reveals information about the par-
ties’ resolve and military capabilities. This is an assump-
tion frequently made in the interstate war literature (e.g.,
Filson and Werner 2002; Slantchev 2003; Wagner 2000).
While fighting in civil wars should certainly disclose in-
formation, it would appear that the kind of tactics used
in civil wars are less conducive to information revelation,
especially regarding relative capabilities, than the tactics
used in interstate wars. In interstate wars, the belligerents

3For example, Russia grossly underestimated the amount of re-
sistance the Chechens showed during the First Chechen War
(1994–96). Chechen war efforts were funded by a variety of sources,
such as the Chechen diaspora, organized crime activity, and the Is-
lamic community abroad (Andrienko and Shelley 2005, 94).

4Walter argues that one of the central factors contributing to “the
outbreak of violence is a government’s private information about
its willingness to negotiate with separatists, and the incentives a
government has to misrepresent this information when numerous
potential challengers exist” (2006, 106). In such situations, the
government has an incentive to overstate its determination to use
force in order to deter future challenges.
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tend to confront each other full-on in a contest, while
many civil wars are fought as insurgencies that are “char-
acterized by small, lightly armed bands practicing guer-
rilla warfare from rural base areas” (Fearon and Laitin
2003, 79). Because guerilla fighters often hide among civil-
ians, it can be difficult to identify who the rebels actually
are and obtain an accurate assessment of their numbers.5

The tactic of attacking particular targets, without seeking
a full confrontation, and then withdrawing until the next
attack also makes it difficult to gauge the relative strength
of rebels and government. In fact, it is possible that the
difficulty of accurately assessing relative strength is one of
the reasons civil wars tend to last so long.

There is some anecdotal evidence that suggests that
informational problems may still be a concern at later
stages in the conflict. For example, in the aftermath of the
1991 Bicesse Agreement, after 16 years of almost continu-
ous fighting, “rumours circulated the UNITA was main-
taining its own ‘hidden army’ of some twenty thousand
men” (Ali, Matthews, and Spears 2004, 299). If informa-
tion about the size of UNITA’s forces was available, no
such rumors should have been viable.

Furthermore, the work of Regan and Aydin (2006)
provides support for the argument that information
asymmetries are an obstacle to settling civil wars. Regan
and Aydin argue that both sides in a civil war, especially
the rebels, possess private information and also have an
incentive to misrepresent capabilities and resolve when
trying to negotiate an end to fighting. Given concerns
that the government will renege on the deal, the rebels
are reluctant to reveal information about themselves that
can then be used against them later. Essentially, Regan
and Aydin claim that the commitment problem present
in civil wars leads to an unwillingness to reveal accurate
information, which further complicates the conclusion
of peace agreements. At the same time, one can argue
that the rebels’ reluctance to reveal accurate informa-
tion about capabilities and resolve makes it more likely
that the government underestimates the rebels’ willing-
ness and ability to go back to war should the government
behave opportunistically. In other words, uncertainty also
increases the commitment problem because the govern-
ment might be more likely to renege on the agreement
than it would be with more accurate information. Re-
gan and Aydin propose mediation as a solution to this
problem: one of the main functions of third-party inter-
mediaries is to help the belligerents disclose information
on relative capabilities and resolve. Regan and Aydin’s

5Fearon and Laitin point out that distinguishing between rebels
and noncombatants “is an extremely difficult political, military,
and organizational problem even for well-equipped and well-paid
modern militaries” (2003, 80).

empirical results show that diplomatic interventions that
primarily focus on information exchange indeed shorten
the duration of civil war. These results can thus be taken as
an indication that information asymmetries persist even
after years of fighting—and that it sometimes takes a third
party to resolve the informational problem.

Walter’s (1999) work also suggests that information
asymmetries may still play a role in later stages of civil war.
Like Regan and Aydin, she argues that belligerents possess
private information on their military capabilities and have
incentives to withhold this information during the peace
negotiation process. They want to appear powerful and
resolved in order to get a better deal. Furthermore, they
do not want to reveal information regarding troop size
and location of bases to avoid being in a worse position
later. Due to information asymmetries and incentives to
misrepresent, negotiations to reach an agreement may
not succeed. However, according to Walter, information
asymmetries cannot explain why, once an agreement is
reached, it might fail. The very fact that an agreement
was reached and civil war terminated implies that the
belligerents’ beliefs about the respective costs of fighting
and resolve have converged.

Walter’s argument is fully in line with the literature on
the bargaining model of war and makes sense intuitively: if
uncertainty is the cause of civil war, then once uncertainty
is removed, the war ends. In order to reach an agreement,
the two sides had to agree on their relative capabilities
and resolve. However, we should not be too quick to
dismiss the possibility that uncertainty persists even if a
negotiated agreement is reached. In the aftermath of civil
war, there may indeed be less uncertainty about resolve—
the parties have already demonstrated that they are willing
to pay significant costs to achieve their goals. However,
uncertainty about relative capabilities may persist despite
the conclusion of an agreement, and this uncertainty may
lead to the recurrence of civil war.

Note that it is theoretically possible that the two sides
reach an agreement despite the presence of incomplete in-
formation regarding relative capabilities. While bargain-
ing failure certainly becomes possible with incomplete in-
formation, there is always a chance that the two sides are
able to correctly guess (or possibly overestimate) the en-
emy’s capabilities despite persistent uncertainty (Fearon
1995; Werner and Yuen 2005). This implies that the con-
clusion of an agreement does not necessarily mean that
all uncertainty regarding military capabilities has been
removed.

In fact, there should be a relationship between how
a civil war ends and how much information is revealed.
By definition, victory by one side leaves little doubt as
to which actor has superior military capabilities (Blainey
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1988). On the other hand, if the war ends in a stalemate or
compromise, this means that not all information has been
revealed. The belligerents did not fight until the end and
they might still be somewhat unsure about who would
have ultimately prevailed. Given remaining uncertainty,
it should be more likely that war breaks out again after
a stalemate or compromise than after military victory.
Research on interstate war suggests that this is indeed
the case (e.g., Fortna 2004a; Maoz 1984). There is also
some evidence of this being the case for civil wars. Both
Licklider (1995) and Fortna (2004b, 2008) find that civil
war recurrence is more likely if the previous war did not
end in military victory.6 In this article, we exclude cases of
civil wars that ended in military victory and focus only on
civil wars that ended in a negotiated settlement or truce.7

We expect information asymmetries to be particularly
relevant in these cases.

We also expect the availability of information after the
war to be related to the progression of the war. Smith and
Stam (2003) and Filson and Werner (2002) argue that
certain trends in battle outcomes should be associated
with uncertainty. The more consistent the battle pattern,
the more information about the two sides’ relative capa-
bilities is revealed. If A consistently wins each battle, both
sides’ expectations are more likely to converge on the no-
tion that A will continue to win battles and ultimately win
the war. On the other hand, if the battle pattern is incon-
sistent, with victories alternating between the two sides, it
is less clear which side will ultimately prevail. Under these
conditions, even if the belligerents are able to agree on a
settlement, this settlement is more likely to break down
because either or both sides may be optimistic about their
prospects in a new war. While to our knowledge nobody
has developed a measure of battle pattern consistency in
a civil war context, findings by Werner and Yuen (2005)
and Lo, Hashimoto, and Reiter (2008) demonstrate that
interstate wars that were characterized by a consistent
battle pattern are less likely to recur. Civil wars ending in

6Walter (2004) and Doyle and Sambanis (2000) do not find the
mode of termination of the previous civil war to be a significant
predictor of civil war recurrence.

7Note that military victory and negotiated settlements are not nec-
essarily mutually exclusive. The former is a military outcome and
the latter is a settlement type, and it frequently happens that even
after military victory, a negotiated settlement is concluded (Quack-
enbusch and Venteicher 2008). Here we only consider negotiated
settlements and truces that were reached without a military victory
and thus should be associated with significant remaining uncer-
tainty. The number of civil wars concluded by negotiated settlement
rather than military victory has increased dramatically over time
and constitutes about three-fourths of all civil war terminations in
the 1990s (Hartzell 2006). The percentage of negotiated settlements
seems to have further increased in the twenty-first century (Mason
et al. 2007).

military victory should be more likely to be the result of a
consistent battle pattern than wars ending in a negotiated
settlement. Therefore, we have reason to expect that ne-
gotiated settlements may signal more inconsistent battle
patterns and hence may result in more uncertainty after
the war.

All of this suggests that uncertainty frequently per-
sists despite the conclusion of a negotiated settlement.
Moreover, even if the end of the civil war corresponds to a
convergence of the two sides’ beliefs regarding military ca-
pabilities and resolve, changes will occur in the post–civil
war environment that introduce new uncertainty into the
relationship between the belligerents. Postwar changes
may affect both military capabilities and resolve. Rela-
tive capabilities may shift due to external shocks, such as
new outside supporters, the formation of new groups do-
mestically, new alliances between groups, or maybe even
due to the civil war agreement itself. Resolve may also
change if new leaders come to power within each group.
Changes such as these tend to be accompanied by new
uncertainty. Even if both sides know that a change has
taken place, it might be hard to accurately assess the ef-
fect of this change on the other side’s capabilities and
resolve. Furthermore, in a post–civil war environment,
domestic groups’ incentives to misrepresent the effect
of these changes may be particularly severe (Lake and
Rothchild 1998). Normally, government and parliament
provide arenas within which information between groups
is exchanged and where deals are brokered. However, in
states in which the government is weakened and society
highly divided, as is the case after civil war, groups will be
less willing to share information. Under these conditions,
the existing agreement may break down.

Note that settlements reached after military victory
should be relatively robust against such postwar changes.
If one side defeats the other decisively, there is little re-
maining uncertainty about relative capabilities and re-
solve and the settlement is designed to reflect the infor-
mation revealed by the war outcome (Werner and Yuen
2005). Under these conditions, postwar changes would
have to be very significant in order to introduce enough
of an incentive and sufficient uncertainty to upset the
existing equilibrium. On the other hand, if the war did
not end in a decisive victory and there is already a sig-
nificant degree of uncertainty present, then it is more
likely that changes in the postwar environment (even mi-
nor changes) lead to a breakdown of peace. As Werner
and Yuen put it, “settlements negotiated when consider-
able uncertainty regarding the consequences of continued
fighting remains are more likely to become obsolete than
settlements negotiated when the consequences of contin-
uing to fight are more evident” (2005, 267).
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Given that uncertainty may persist despite the con-
clusion of a civil war agreement and will be further ex-
acerbated by changes that take place after the agreement
is concluded, informational problems may play a role in
the breakdown of peace. If information asymmetries are
indeed a concern, then we should also find that agree-
ments that include provisions that are designed to reduce
uncertainty should be particularly successful at guarding
against the breakdown of peace. In the next section we
will elaborate which kinds of provisions work toward this
purpose.

Uncertainty-Reducing Provisions

Both commitment problems and information asymme-
tries may lead to the breakdown of peace. This implies that
in order to ensure a longer-lasting peace, civil war agree-
ments have to address both issues. The mechanisms used
to address commitment problems—third-party guaran-
tees and power-sharing institutions—are well under-
stood, while provisions designed to address information
asymmetries have not been explored fully. It is for that
reason that, in this article, we focus on the latter.

According to the bargaining approach, it is uncer-
tainty about relative capabilities and/or resolve that might
lead to bargaining failure. We have argued above that the
type of uncertainty most likely to persist after civil war is
uncertainty regarding military capabilities. Therefore, we
expect settlement provisions that increase the availability
of information regarding military capabilities to help in-
crease the durability of peace. In order to be successful,
these provisions need to overcome the “incentive to mis-
represent” problem and provide reliable information to
both sides. The following provisions should have this ef-
fect: third-party monitoring, belligerents’ submission of
their military information to third parties, and the verifi-
cation of such information by the third parties or possibly
the belligerents themselves.

By monitoring whether the disputants comply with
the settlement, third parties can reduce uncertainty about
the military capabilities and intentions of the parties and
hence decrease the chance that war recurs. Generating
and providing information by patrolling certain areas
and being in contact with the belligerents’ leadership is
the very task of international monitors (Lindley 2007).
Their activities may be supported by requiring the bel-
ligerents to report additional military information re-
garding overall troop strength, weapon holdings, and lo-
cations of camps. Aware of their opponent’s incentives
to misrepresent, the adversaries may be suspicious of the

other side’s announcements regarding troop strength and
weapon holdings. They might believe each other, but un-
certainty is more likely to be reduced if the belligerents can
find a more credible way to convey relevant information.
We believe that submitting information to third parties
should enhance its credibility in that belligerents should
be less prone to misrepresent the truth, given the reputa-
tion costs associated with misleading the third party and
potential consequences for the belligerents’ credibility in
the future.

Another mechanism that addresses concerns about
misrepresentation of information is to allow third parties
or the opponent to verify the military information pro-
vided. Third parties sometimes are able to use their own
intelligence estimates to assess the accuracy of the infor-
mation provided by the parties.8 They may also establish
verification sites where soldiers are counted and an in-
ventory of weapons is taken. In some circumstances it can
also be a joint commission of the belligerents themselves
that creates verification sites. Such verification procedures
work as a safeguard against the possibility of intentional
or unintentional misreporting and hence increase the re-
liability of the information.

One might argue that because these provisions in-
volve the help of third parties, they deal with commit-
ment rather than information problems. In fact, moni-
toring has been coded as a form of third-party guarantee
(e.g., Walter 2002). However, we believe that monitor-
ing and the other provisions specified above are better
viewed as addressing information concerns. The essence
of commitment problems is that a group worries about
being attacked or taken advantage of by the other. These
fears can only be allayed if a third party promises to inter-
vene to protect the group. Because monitors do not have
such a mandate and are often unarmed, their deployment
should not help with commitment problems. However,
they do provide information about the enemy and thus
help with asymmetric information. The same is true of
providing information to third parties and verification of
this information. These are measures that deal with un-
certainty regarding military capabilities and not security
guarantees. It is important to keep in mind that commit-
ment problems are distinct from information problems
(Powell 2006) but are often accompanied by and difficult
to distinguish from uncertainty (Gartzke 1999).

In sum, we argue that civil war agreements that call
for third-party monitors, that encourage the opponents
to provide information regarding troops and weapons to

8For example, the Lancaster agreement that ended the civil war in
Zimbabwe states that Britain will check the information provided
to it by the Salisbury delegation and Patriotic Front leaders.
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a third party, and that call for verification of this informa-
tion either by the third party or the belligerents themselves
(by means of establishing verification sites) should be par-
ticularly effective at mitigating problems regarding asym-
metric information. We refer to these types of provisions
as uncertainty-reducing provisions and hypothesize that
civil war agreements that include uncertainty-reducing
provisions should increase the chance of lasting peace.
We expect uncertainty-reducing provisions to be mutu-
ally reinforcing: the more uncertainty-reducing measures
the agreement provides for, the smaller the chance that
peace will fail due to information asymmetries. For exam-
ple, if there are monitors that also verify any information
that they have received, there should be a greater chance of
durable peace than where monitors are only present with-
out the mandate to gather additional information. While
a single provision may provide important information,
the more such provisions are present in a settlement, the
more information is revealed, and hence the more likely
the parties are to remain at peace.

H1: The greater the number of uncertainty-reducing
provisions in a civil war agreement, the less likely
is the recurrence of civil war between domestic
belligerents.

Research Design

To test our hypothesis we start with the Correlates of War
(COW) definition of civil wars to identify a list of cases.
According to COW, a conflict is considered a civil war if
(1) it produces at least 1,000 battle deaths each year, (2)
the central government is one of the principal parties, (3)
there is effective resistance by both sides to the conflict,
and (4) it occurs within the recognized boundary of a
state (Small and Singer 1982).

According to Hartzell and Hoddie (2007), there are
four ways in which civil wars may end: military victory,
negotiated settlement, negotiated truce, and imposed set-
tlement. Since we are interested in situations in which in-
formation asymmetries are likely to persist and we want to
assess whether careful agreement design can increase the
durability of peace under these conditions, we focus only
on civil wars that ended through negotiated settlements
or truces.9 The unit of analysis of this study is a civil war

9Negotiated settlements are focused on long-term reconciliation
and the organization of the new state, while truces focus on the
short-term termination of hostilities. We pool both types of agree-
ments because our theoretical expectations apply to both and the
increased number of observations allows us to better assess our the-
oretical claims. We ran our analysis excluding cease-fires (Azerbai-

resolved through a negotiated agreement between 1945
and 2005.

In order to identify our cases we begin with Hartzell
and Hoddie’s (2007) list of negotiated agreements.
Hartzell and Hoddie identify 49 negotiated civil war set-
tlements and truces between 1945 and 1998. We add five
new cases of civil wars (with at least 1,000 fatalities) that
ended in a negotiated settlement between 1999 and 2004.
For these new cases, we rely on Rothchild and Roeder’s
(2005) list of settlements in ethnically divided societies
and the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch
et al. 2002). The newly added cases are Angola 1998–2001,
Liberia 2003, Philippines 2000, Sudan 1983–2002, and
Burundi 2000–2002.

The dependent variable in our study is the duration
of peace after reaching an agreement. We measure the
duration of peace by the number of months in which
peace is maintained after a settlement is reached through
December 31, 2005. Peace fails if the belligerents become
embroiled in another civil war. In order to identify cases
of peace failure we rely on the Correlates of War (COW)
dataset and the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset.
Both datasets specify the parties to a civil war and make it
possible to determine whether the new civil war involved
the same belligerents.10 If peace does not fail after an
agreement is reached, the case is coded as right-censored
at the end of our observation period in 2005.

In order to determine whether a civil war agreement
includes provisions that increase the availability of infor-
mation, establish power-sharing institutions, or arrange
for third-party guarantees, we code the agreement texts we
gathered from the International Conflict Research Project
(INCORE), the Peace Agreements Digital Collections of
the United States Institute of Peace (USIP), and secondary
literature on individual countries.11 We were unsuccessful
in locating sufficient information on settlements of three

jan 1990–94, Chechnya 1994–96, Croatia 1991–92, Georgia Abkhaz
1992–94, Georgia Ossetia 1989–92, Moldova 1991–92, Republic of
Congo 1998–99, Morocco 1976–91, Myanmar 1968–80, and Philip-
pines 2000). The interpretation of results is generally consistent, but
guarantees and the duration of the previous war are not any more
statistically significant.

10We code each instance of civil war between the belligerents as a
new case. Thus, the same antagonists can produce multiple cases.
Furthermore, some countries experience multiple civil wars involv-
ing different belligerents. Because these observations are unlikely to
be independent of one another, we estimate robust standard errors
clustered on the state.

11We would like to thank Johan Brosche and Stina Högbladh of
the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) for sending us infor-
mation about several agreements concerning Chad and the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo. We would also like to thank Caroline
Hartzell for providing us with information on sources for a num-
ber of agreements.
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civil wars.12 This gives us 51 cases of civil wars to evaluate
our hypothesis. In one-third of these cases (17 out of 51)
peace fails.

We code for the presence of three types of
uncertainty-reducing provisions. First, some settlements
require third parties to monitor compliance with the ne-
gotiated agreement. For example, the 1994 Lusaka Pro-
tocol between UNITA and the Angolan government stip-
ulated that the United Nations would set up monitoring
and verification mechanisms for the cease-fire. To ensure
that monitors were actually deployed, we not only relied
on the peace agreements but also used Fortna’s (2004b)
data on peacekeeping missions. Both observer missions
and traditional peacekeeping missions are coded as mon-
itoring missions. While observer missions tend to carry
out their tasks unarmed, traditional missions tend to have
more personnel and be lightly armed and they might also
be deployed to separate the two forces. However, both
types of missions’ main goal is to monitor the cease-fire
and verify compliance of the belligerents (Fortna 2008).13

In our dataset, around 35% of settlements (18 out of 51)
require third parties to monitor compliance of the dis-
putants with the negotiated agreement.

Second, some settlements include provisions that
stipulate that the disputants need to provide third par-
ties with information regarding their military capabili-
ties. Third parties are expected to act as a conduit of in-
formation provided by the disputants and hence reduce
uncertainty in the environment. For example, the settle-
ment ending the civil war in Guatemala in 1996 required
the URNG as well as the Guatemalan government to pro-
vide the United Nations with detailed information on the
number of troops, list of names, inventories of weapons,
explosives and mines, and all other necessary equipment,
both in their possession and in storage. In our dataset,
33% of settlements (17 out of 51) require disputants to
submit to third parties information regarding their mili-
tary capabilities.

Third, some settlements go beyond requiring the dis-
putants to provide information to third parties and ask
the third parties or the belligerents themselves to verify
the number and location of troops and weapons. The
1994 Akosombo Cease-fire ending the Liberian Civil War
is illustrative. The cease-fire required each of the warring

12India 1946–49, Malaysia 1948–56, and Republic of Congo
1993–94.

13We do not code multidimensional or enforcement missions as
international monitoring. By including these missions we might
incorrectly conclude that information gathering reduces the risk of
conflict when in fact this result is due to other more invasive activ-
ities, such as state building and military enforcement. We choose a
more conservative measure of monitoring.

parties to ensure that its combatants report all weapons
and war-making materials to ECOMOG, monitored and
verified by the Liberian National Transitional Govern-
ment and the UNOMIL. In our dataset, around 29% of
settlements (15 out of 51) require verification of the infor-
mation provided by the belligerents based on verification
sites or information independently gathered by the third
parties.

As discussed above, we believe that uncertainty-
reducing provisions reinforce one another and we create
a count variable of uncertainty-reducing provisions to
capture this effect. Our count variable ranges from 0 (no
provisions present) to 3 (all uncertainty-reducing provi-
sions present). Approximately 8% of cases have all three
information variables present, 22% have two of the infor-
mation indicators, and 31% have one of the information
provisions present.

To account for the effects of measures adopted to
deal with commitment problems, we code whether a civil
war settlement is accompanied by a third-party guar-
antee or includes power-sharing provisions. Our opera-
tionalization of third-party guarantees is more restrictive
than Walter’s (1997, 2002). Walter includes both explicit
promises to enforce the agreement and promises to mon-
itor and verify the agreement. We believe that promises to
monitor and verify the agreement are better understood
as attempts to deal with information concerns, and we
include measures associated with verification and moni-
toring in our information variable. However, promises to
enforce the agreement are clearly designed to address
commitment problems. Thus, we only code a settle-
ment as having a third-party guarantee if an outside state
promises to intervene should the parties renege on the
agreement or if a peace enforcement mission is deployed.
We identify six cases of third-party promises to intervene
and 12 cases of peace enforcement missions by interna-
tional organizations.14

Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007) have identified four
dimensions of power sharing that should help former

14According to Walter (2002), outside states agreed to act as guar-
antors of settlements in Cambodia 1978–91, Dominican Republic
1965, Sudan 1963–72, Lebanon 1958, and Zimbabwe 1972–79. We
also coded Moldova 1991–92 as having a guarantor (i.e., Russia).
We used Fortna’s (2004b) data to identify whether enforcement
missions were deployed. This was the case in Bosnia 1992–95,
Croatia 1995, Georgia (Abkhaz) 1992–94, Liberia 1989–93, Tajik-
istan 1992–97, Sierra Leone 1997–99, and Rwanda 1990–93. We
also coded Kosovo 1998–99, Liberia 2003, Democratic Republic
of Congo 1997–2001, Burundi 2000–2002, and Indonesia (East
Timor) 1975–99, which are outside the time frame of Fortna’s
study, as having enforcement missions. Note that if one actor pro-
vides a guarantee and another sends an observation or traditional
peacekeeping mission, the case is coded as having both a guarantee
and international monitoring.
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belligerents deal with security concerns associated with
commitment problems. These dimensions are political,
territorial, military, and economic. Following Hartzell
and Hoddie, we create an additive index of these four
dimensions, ranging from 0 (no power sharing present)
to 4 (all power-sharing dimensions present). For the cases
that we have in common with Hartzell and Hoddie, we
use their data. For the remaining cases, we did our own
coding based on Hartzell and Hoddie’s coding rules and
our reading of the civil war agreements. In our dataset,
16% of cases have all four dimensions, 24% have three
of them, 33% contain two, and 22% of cases have only
one.15

Like Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007), we also con-
trol for factors associated with the previous war. First,
we include a measure of the duration of the previous
war. Civil war scholars have found that civil wars that
lasted longer are less likely to recur (e.g., Mason and Fett
1996; Sambanis 2000; Walter 2004). This is in line with
an informational story. While fighting in civil wars may
not be as conducive to information revelation as fighting
in interstate wars, warfare does reveal information and
longer fighting should reveal more information, making
it more likely that the belligerents’ beliefs about relative
capabilities have converged at the end of war. Since there is
less uncertainty following longer civil wars, we expect the
parties to be more willing to comply with the agreement
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2007). We measure the duration
of the previous war in terms of the logged number of
months. For the cases we have in common with Hartzell
and Hoddie, we use their data and, for the remaining
cases, we use information on the duration of conflict from
the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al.
2002).

Second, we control for the issue at stake in the pre-
vious civil war. Some scholars suggest that identity issues
are more intractable and thus more conflict-prone than

15Readers may be concerned about whether these provisions were
implemented. To ensure that guarantees are credible, we only code
cases where troops were actually deployed. As for power sharing,
Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007) argue that even if these provi-
sions are not fully implemented, the conclusion of a power-sharing
agreement constitutes a costly signal that mitigates concerns re-
garding the parties’ commitment to peace. Implementation is likely
to be a greater concern regarding uncertainty-reducing provisions
which need to be implemented in order to take effect. Note that
we do have information about whether monitoring missions were
deployed and it seems reasonable to assume that if they were put
in place, they also engaged at least in some of the verification pro-
cedures that were negotiated in the agreement. Unfortunately, it
is exceedingly difficult to verify whether the parties actually re-
leased information regarding their military capabilities. However,
the public promise to do so certainly put parties under pressure
to comply in order to remain credible and retain the goodwill and
support of the third party. Our empirical findings seem to confirm
this.

other types of issues (e.g., Doyle and Sambanis 2000; Lick-
lider 1995; Kaufmann 1996). We use Fearon and Laitin’s
(2003) data to identify whether ethnic identity issues were
at stake in the previous civil war. We code the issue vari-
able 2 if the civil war was fought over ethnic issues, 1 if
the war had some ethnicity component, and 0 if the war
was not about ethnic identity.

Third, we control for how costly the preceding civil
war was. Scholars have argued that wars in which many
people died are associated with greater concerns about
personal security in the aftermath of war and greater
suspicion toward the former opponent (e.g., Doyle and
Sambanis 2000; Fortna 2003; Hartzell and Hoddie 2003).
This pervasive sense of insecurity makes it more likely
that accidents happen and fighting starts again. We mea-
sure the costs of war in terms of the logged number of
battle-related deaths. Data come from Hartzell and Hod-
die (2007) for some of our cases, and the remainder is
coded using the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset
(Gleditsch et al. 2002).

Following Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007), we also
control for the nature of the postconflict environment.
Hartzell and Hoddie argue that previous experience with
democratic institutions and the level of economic devel-
opment at the end of the war should have a positive effect
on the durability of peace. Belligerents with democratic
experience are more likely to trust the institutions of the
new state and seek compromise rather than confronta-
tion. Furthermore, the more developed a country is, the
more job opportunities exist for former belligerents and
the more successful and quick postwar reconstruction.
In such an environment there will be fewer incentives
to upset the existing order. To get at the previous level
of democracy, Hartzell and Hoddie use the country’s av-
erage Polity IV (i.e., democracy minus autocracy) score
over the five years preceding the civil war (Marshall and
Jaggers 2002). Due to the lack of information on GDP
for a variety of conflict countries, the level of economic
development is measured using life expectancy at birth in
the year after the civil war ends. For those cases that we
have in common with Hartzell and Hoddie, we use their
data. For our newly added cases, we fill in information
on previous experience with democracy and economic
development using Polity IV data, World Development
Indicators, and the U.S. Census International Database.
Summary statistics for all independent variables are re-
ported in Table 1.

The nature of our dependent variable requires us to
use an event history model. There are a number of para-
metric and nonparametric duration models that differ in
their assumptions about the hazard rate, i.e., the instan-
taneous rate of failure at time t conditional on survival
until time t . Scholars of conflict recurrence have tended
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TABLE 1 Summary Statistics

Min Mean Max

Uncertainty-Reducing
Provisions

0 0.98 3

Power-Sharing Provisions 0 2.22 4
Third-Party Guarantees 0 0.35 1
Life Expectancy 37 55.07 73
Level of Democracy 0 6.42 20
Ethnic Issues 0 1.37 2
Cost of War (ln of total deaths) 6.91 9.84 13.12
Duration of War (ln of months) 0.22 3.70 6.01

to employ the Weibull model, which assumes that the
hazard is monotonically increasing or decreasing (Fortna
2003, 2004a; Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007). However,
Box-Steffensmeier and Jones (2004) point out that if the
restrictive assumptions of a parametric model like the
Weibull are not met, this can lead to incorrect inferences
regarding coefficients and duration dependence. There-
fore, in the absence of strong theoretical expectations re-
garding the shape of the hazard rate, they recommend that
scholars employ the semiparametric Cox proportional
hazards model, which leaves the shape of the baseline
hazard undefined. The Cox also has the advantage that it
can deal with ties, i.e., coterminous events,16 and it allows
scholars to assess whether the assumption of proportional
hazards is met. At the same time, Box-Steffensmeier and
Jones point out that if the assumptions of a parametric
model are met, the parametric model is likely to be more
efficient than the semiparametric Cox, especially with a
small number of cases. Since we do not have expecta-
tions regarding the shape of the hazard and a plot of the
hazard shows that the hazard is neither monotonically
increasing nor decreasing, we employ the Cox model in
our analyses.17

Results and Discussion

The results of the Cox proportional hazards model are re-
ported in Table 2.18 Since coefficients are parameterized

16We use the Efron method for ties.

17Figure 1 shows the nonmonotonic nature of the hazard rate. We
also estimate a Weibull and an Exponential model. The results are
robust for all variables.

18We estimate a Cox and a Weibull model with gamma distributed
frailties to detect possible unit-level heterogeneity. Although the
Cox model does not converge, the Weibull model rules out the

TABLE 2 Cox Proportional Hazards Model
of Civil War Settlement Stability,
1945–2005

Coefficients Percent
(Standard Change in

Error)# Hazard Rate

Uncertainty-Reducing −0.611∗∗∗ 46% decrease
Provisions (0.216)

Power-Sharing Provisions −0.464∗ 37% decrease
(0.306)

Third-Party Guarantees −1.282∗ 72% decrease
(0.869)

Life Expectancy −.083∗∗∗ 81% decrease
(0.024)

Previous Level of −0.061 ns
Democracy (0.053)

Ethnic Issue 1.155∗∗∗ 218% increase
(0.417)

Costs of Previous War 0.523∗∗∗ 233% increase
(0.196)

Duration of Previous War −0.497∗∗∗ 55% decrease
(0.204)

N (failures) 51 (17)
Log Likelihood −42.986

∗p < 0.10, ∗∗∗p < 0.01 one-tailed test, ns = not significant.
#Robust standard errors are calculated assuming potential non-
independence among wars associated with the same country.

in terms of the hazard rate, a positive coefficient indicates
that the hazard rate is increasing, i.e., that higher values
of the covariate lead to an increased risk of experiencing
renewed civil war. Conversely, negative coefficients sug-
gest that the hazard rate is decreasing, i.e., that higher
values of the covariate lead to a lower risk of failure (Box-
Steffensmeier and Jones 2004).19

Table 2 shows that the coefficient estimate of
uncertainty-reducing provisions is negative and sta-
tistically significant, implying that the inclusion of
uncertainty-reducing provisions increases the durability
of peace after civil war. The more uncertainty-reducing
provisions are included in the civil war agreement, the

existence of unobserved heterogeneity at the level of the state. To
check whether the proportional hazards assumption is met, we
calculate Grambsch-Therneau and Harrel’s rho statistics. Neither
statistic indicates nonproportionality.

19We present our results in the form of nonexponentiated coeffi-
cients rather than hazard ratios. The significance test thus exam-
ines whether the covariate is equal to 0, which would mean that
the hazard ratio is equal to 1 and the covariate has no effect on
the durability of peace. Given the low number of cases and the
directional hypotheses, we use one-tailed tests in our analysis.
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lower the hazard of renewed warfare. The effect of
uncertainty-reducing provisions is not only statistically
significant but also substantively important.20 We find
that the hazard of renewed war is 46% lower, at any time
given that peace has not failed yet, for agreements that
include one uncertainty-reducing provision compared
to agreements that contain none. If a civil war agree-
ment contains all three uncertainty-reducing provisions,
the hazard of new civil war drops by 84%, at any time
given that peace has not failed yet.21 To get a better idea
of the substantive effect of uncertainty-reducing provi-
sions we also model the hazard function when all three
uncertainty-reducing provisions are present compared to
when none are in effect.22 Figure 1 demonstrates that
the hazard of experiencing a renewed civil war is sig-
nificantly lower for cases in which all three uncertainty-
reducing provisions are in place. This effect is particu-
larly strong for the first 40 months after the negotiated
agreement is concluded. This is exactly the time during
which peace is most fragile: 9 of the 17 failed civil war
agreements fail in the first 40 months. During this time
the hazard of renewed civil war rises for cases where no
uncertainty-reducing provisions are in place but remains
relatively stable and much lower for cases in which the
belligerents have agreed to all three uncertainty-reducing
provisions. After 40 months the hazard of new civil war

20To assess the impact of the independent variables on the change
in the hazard rate, we use the following formula provided by Box-
Steffensmeier and Jones (2004, 60):

%�h(t) = e�(xi=X1) − e�(xi=X2)

e�(xi−X2)
× 100

21While we believe that a count variable is theoretically more appro-
priate, we also investigate whether any particular provision is more
important than others. The high correlation between the provi-
sion of information to a third party and verification measures (r =
.64) raises concerns about multicollinearity if the individual vari-
ables are entered into the same model. Thus, we ran three separate
models including one measure at a time and two models including
monitoring and the provision of information or monitoring and
verification measures. We find that monitoring and the provision of
information are statistically significant when included separately,
but when included jointly, only the provision of information is sig-
nificant. When monitoring and verification measures are included
jointly, only monitoring is significant. Verification measures are
also not quite significant if included on their own. This suggests
that although some provisions may help reduce the risk of war by
themselves, they are more effective if used in conjunction with one
another. Results are available from the authors.

22Figure 1 shows the effect of uncertainty-reducing provisions in
the first 200 months after civil war. While some observations lasted
longer than 200 months, only one observation (1958 Lebanese Civil
War) fails after this point. Lebanon had one uncertainty-reducing
provision, international monitors, in place for a few months in
1958. We hold the control variables at their modes and means.
This means that the figure portrays a case in which two types of
power-sharing provisions are present but no third-party guarantee.

FIGURE 1 Effect of Uncertainty-Reducing
Provisions on the Hazard of
Renewed Civil War
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starts to decrease even for agreements that do not feature
uncertainty-reducing provisions, but the hazard of new
war consistently remains lower for cases in which all three
uncertainty-reducing provisions are in place. Overall, the
figure suggests that uncertainty-reducing provisions are
particularly effective early on when peace is most frag-
ile but that they retain important pacifying effects in the
longer run as well.23

Our finding regarding uncertainty-reducing provi-
sions suggests not only that information asymmetries may
be a concern after fighting has ended through a negoti-
ated settlement, but also that belligerents can deal with
this problem by carefully designing civil war agreements.
Agreements that call for the provision of information re-
garding military capabilities of the belligerents to a third
party, verification of this information by the third party
or through verification sites, and third-party monitoring
appear to be effective at ensuring longer-lasting peace.

In addition to uncertainty-reducing provisions, it
also appears that power sharing as well as third-party
guarantees are important components of civil war agree-
ment design. Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007) suggest
that the creation of power-sharing institutions should re-
duce the risk of renewed warfare. Our findings lend sup-
port to this argument. The hazard of renewed fighting

23We also examine the notion that uncertainty-reducing provisions
are particularly relevant in the period right after the signature of the
agreement by running a Cox model where we censor cases where
peace lasts more than five years. At this point 13 agreements have
failed. We find that uncertainty-reducing provisions are a strong
predictor of peace, while power sharing becomes less statistically
significant when only short-term durability of peace is considered.
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decreases by 37% in settlements that include one power-
sharing provision compared to settlements that do not
contain any, given that peace has not yet failed. Inclusion
of all four dimensions of power sharing reduces the hazard
of civil war by 84%. Similarly, we find support for Walter’s
(1997, 2002) argument that third-party guarantees result
in a lower hazard rate (and thus longer survival time).
In those cases where a guarantor volunteers to enforce
the agreement, the hazard of renewed fighting decreases
by 72%, given that peace has not yet failed, compared to
cases where no third party agrees to act as a guarantor.

In terms of the control variables, our results are gener-
ally consistent with the existing literature. We find strong
support for the notion that identity issues may be more
conflict-prone than other kinds of issues. If the disagree-
ment between the groups has an ethnic component, the
hazard of new war increases by 218%. Furthermore, it
appears that security concerns are greater after costly civil
wars and that the lower levels of trust under these con-
ditions increase the chance that peace breaks down. The
hazard of new war is about 233% higher, at any given time
peace has not yet failed, for wars that result in 10,000 total
battle deaths compared to wars with 1,000 battle deaths.
The variable for the duration of the previous war is neg-
ative and statistically significant. This suggests that the
longer the previous civil war lasted, the more durable the
peace that follows. The hazard of new war is about 55%
lower for conflicts that last five years than those that last
one year. This finding also suggests additional support
for our informational argument: the longer the first civil
war lasted, the more information is revealed and thus the
less likely renewed fighting. We also find support for the
idea that the level of economic development, measured
in terms of life expectancy, reduces the hazard of renewed
warfare. Compared to civil war countries with 50 years of
life expectancy, countries with 70 years of life expectancy
experience a decrease in the hazard of renewed war by
81%, at any given point that peace has not yet failed.
On the other hand, previous experience of the disputants
with democratic institutions does not have a significant
effect on the durability of peace.

One important concern with these finding needs to
be addressed: any study of institutions, including peace
agreement design, needs to deal with the issue of endo-
geneity. Is it the agreement that leads to the outcome
or is the relationship spurious because the agreement is
endogenous to factors that also cause the outcome? Bel-
ligerents may be more likely to conclude a peace agree-
ment, and include uncertainty-reducing provisions, when
other factors predict peace and these background factors
rather than the agreement accounts for the endurance of
peace. Scholars have addressed this concern by examin-

ing whether factors that increase the durability of peace
also make it more likely that an agreement is signed and
whether factors that decrease the durability of peace make
it less likely that an agreement is signed (Fortna 2004;
Hartzell and Hoddie 2007; Walter 2002). If either is the
case then this would be an indication that the agreement is
epiphenomenal. Using this logic, we regress uncertainty-
reducing provisions on the control variables included in
the study: the issue at stake, the duration of the previous
war, the costs of the previous war, the previous experience
with democratic institutions, and the level of economic
development. None of these factors is a significant predic-
tor of uncertainty-reducing provisions.24 Thus, we have
reason to believe that uncertainty-reducing provisions
have an independent effect on the likelihood of renewed
civil war.

Conclusion

This article explores the utility of one of the fundamental
mechanisms of the bargaining theory of war, i.e., informa-
tion asymmetries, for understanding the determinants of
the durability of peace after civil war. Information asym-
metries have been neglected in the study of civil war,
which has focused on commitment problems as the cause
of civil war recurrence. We argue that, in the postset-
tlement environment, information asymmetries between
the former disputants regarding their military capabili-
ties may still persist, especially if the civil war ended in a
negotiated settlement rather than a military victory. The
existence of such uncertainty regarding military capabil-
ities may lead to a renewed resort to arms. Therefore, we
suggest that the inclusion of provisions addressing infor-
mation asymmetries between the domestic groups may
be as important a factor for the durability of peace as in-
cluding provisions dealing with commitment problems.
We identify three types of provisions that are intended to
reduce information asymmetries: requiring third-party
monitoring, making belligerents submit relevant infor-
mation to third parties, and providing for verification of
this information by putting in place verification sites or
having third parties gather information independently.
We hypothesize that the more uncertainty-reducing pro-
visions are included in a civil war settlement, the more
durable the peace. Our empirical analysis of 51 civil war
agreements between 1945 and 2005 shows that the in-
clusion of more uncertainty-reducing provisions indeed
reduces the risk of new civil war.

24The results are available from the authors.
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Our findings suggest several important policy pre-
scriptions. First, the international community should rec-
ognize the importance of including uncertainty-reducing
provisions in agreements ending civil wars, in addi-
tion to securing third-party guarantees and adopting
power-sharing institutions. Although the presence of
commitment-enhancing provisions is certainly impor-
tant for the durability of peace, the adoption of what we
call uncertainty-reducing provisions further strengthens
the institutional protections against the breakdown of
peace.

Second, this research implies that third parties may
still play a central role in maintaining peace after civil
wars even if they are unwilling or unable to act as secu-
rity guarantors. Providing credible security guarantees to
domestic groups is a costly and risky business for third
parties. Third parties need to have the political will and
military capabilities to be able to act as guarantors. In most
situations, third parties may not want to commit their re-
sources to undertake such a costly international endeavor
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2007). However, our research sug-
gests that third parties may still provide valuable service
to domestic groups by collecting information about the
military capabilities of the disputants and verifying such
information. That is, by committing themselves to less
risky and costly activities such as information gathering,
third parties may still make a difference in the durability
of peace even if they do not act as security guarantors.
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