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Abstract

The period since the end of the Cold War has presided over a dramatic expansion in the number of
multilateral peacekeeping operations (PKOs). Yet individual states have varied significantly in their enthu-
siasm for peacekeeping and, moreover, demonstrated a greater propensity to participate in operations located
in certain countries than others. Our contribution in the present paper is to provide new insights into how
geography underpins these spatial variations. Uniquely, we make use of a geographically disaggregated dataset
of multilateral PKOs, which allows us to capture various dyadic linkages between sending and receiving
countries. Our results confirm previous work indicating that more democratic countries are more likely to
participate in PKOs, but extend these findings by showing that countries’ commitment to human rights has
a similar positive influence. We also show that aspects of spatial proximity (physical distance, same region)
and relational proximity (colonial ties) between potential sending and receiving states raise the likelihood
of participation. Yet we find that two relational variables widely discussed in the literature as possible
correlates of peaceful interactions — bilateral trade and joint membership of intergovernmental organisations
(IGOs) — have no statistically discernable influence on countries’ involvement in particular PKOs.
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Introduction

The period since the end of the Cold War has witnessed considerable growth in the number
of multilateral peacekeeping operations (PKOs) (Chopra, 1996; Solomon, 2007; Welsh, 2003).
Much of this expansion has taken place in the world’s ‘geopolitical blackholes’ (O Tuathail,
2000: 170), spaces of instability where rising levels of conflict have been accompanied by
economic collapse, human rights abuses and loss of life (Mullenbach, 2005; O’Loughlin,
2005; Silberfein, 2004). PKOs have sought to bring an end to hostilities, prevent further
conflict, provide humanitarian assistance and facilitate post-conflict state-building (Diehl,
1988: 487; Ku & Jacobson, 2003). The central aim of this paper is to provide new under-
standing into the geographic factors which shape states’ uneven participation in post-Cold
War PKOs.

Our contribution advances on previous research in three ways. First, we examine the
influence of a far wider set of geographic attributes on countries’ uneven participation in
PKOs, including aspects of spatial and relational proximity largely overlooked in previous
work. Second, departing from previous monadic analyses, we analyze a novel dyadic
dataset which records individual countries’ participation in specific PKOs. And third,
unlike a number of past studies, which have focused exclusively on North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) (Shimizu & Sandler, 2003) or United Nations (UN) (Khanna, San-
dler, & Shimizu, 1999) operations, we examine peacekeeping under the auspices of both
the UN, regional intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) and ad hoc ‘“‘coalitions of the
willing.”

Our results suggest that more democratic and human rights respecting countries have
a higher probability of providing troops for multilateral PKOs. Aspects of spatial proximity
(physical distance, same region) and relational proximity (colonial ties) between (potential)
sending and receiving states are also found to raise the likelihood of participation in post-Cold
War operations. Yet relational linkages via bilateral trade and joint membership of IGOs — two
of the cornerstones of the so-called ‘“‘Kantian peace” (Kinsella & Russett, 2002; Oneal, Oneal,
Maoz, & Russett, 1996) — fail to emerge as statistically significant predictors of countries’
participation in PKOs.

Post-Cold War peacekeeping

Multilateral peacekeeping has changed significantly during the post-Cold War period. One
difference (already noted) is the number of operations. For example, UN-commanded PKOs
tripled from 12 during the period 1947—1987 to reach 36 over 1988—2001 (Jakobsen, 2002:
270). Another difference is the targets of intervention. From a predominant focus on inter-state
conflict during the Cold War period, a large share of PKOs over the past two decades has
targeted countries experiencing intra-state hostilities. Moreover, the objectives of intervention
have expanded to include a growing number of operations incorporating humanitarian and
state-building functions (Ku & Jacobson, 2003; Wheeler, 2002), although most authors
continue (as we do here) to use peacekeeping as a catch-all term to describe these varied
activities. The post-Cold War period has also witnessed a heightened role for non-UN opera-
tions. As during the Cold War, UN-commanded operations have continued to dominate
multilateral peacekeeping (accounting for approximately half of all operations), but a growing
number of operations have been orchestrated by regional/sub-regional IGOs and “coalitions of
the willing”, i.e. ‘groups of actors that come together, often around a pivotal state, to launch
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a joint operation in response to particular crises’ (Bellamy & Williams, 2005: 169)." These two
sets of actors have respectively accounted for approximately 25% of PKOs — a share which has
remained broadly similar over the period of our study. Another difference is the range of
participating countries, with a rising number and diversity of developing nations contributing to
post-Cold War peacekeeping duties (Bellamy & Williams, 2005; Bobrow & Boyer, 1997;
Jones, 2004; Neack, 1995; Neethling, 2004).

States’ commitment to multilateral peacekeeping has nevertheless remained highly
geographically uneven. Approximately one-third of countries have abstained from peace-
keeping altogether, while amongst active peacekeepers, certain states have participated in a far
larger number of operations. Most importantly for the analysis here, individual countries have
also proved selective in where they send their peacekeepers, demonstrating a greater propensity
to volunteer for PKOs in specific countries than others (Neack, 1995; Pugh, 2004; Solomon,
2007).

Previous large-N, quantitative research into the uneven geography of peacekeepers has
predominantly focused on aspects of the so-called “peacekeeping burden™, i.e. states’ relative
contribution to the overall financial and/or personnel requirements of PKOs. Most, but not all,
of these studies have found that more powerful countries contribute more to the overall
peacekeeping burden (Bobrow & Boyer, 1997; Lebovic, 2004; Shimizu & Sandler, 2002). They
have also shown that democratic polities are far more likely to carry the burden for PKOs than
autocracies (Andersson, 2002; Lebovic, 2004).

Although instructive, we find these studies unsatisfactory. Most importantly, previous work
has not gone far in examining extra-domestic influences on peacekeeping contributions,
focusing predominantly on the domestic attributes of sending states. To be sure, territorially-
bounded characteristics are central elements of place, and therefore important to geographers’
understanding of uneven peacekeeping contributions (O’Loughlin, 2000). Indeed, in the present
paper, we examine a number of these country-specific, internal factors, both as main explan-
atory and control variables. Yet territory is not an isolated container. As well as internal factors,
such as the characteristics of the territorially-bounded community, the contextual environment
is also constituted through external interactions, interests and influences beyond the boundaries
of the state (Flint, 2004).

To be fair, previous studies have not ignored extra-domestic aspects outright, but they have
adopted a narrow conception of them. Thus, Khanna et al. (1999) finds that trade openness is
positively correlated with certain countries’ peacekeeping contributions, while Lebovic (2004)
shows that countries with security ties to the US are more likely to participate in PKOs. Missing
from these analyses, however, is any consideration of linkages between (potential) troop
sending and receiving countries. This omission is curious: it is entirely plausible that extra-
domestic linkages might influence both the incentives to participate, as well as countries’
ability to do so.

A major reason for this omission is previous studies’ reliance on geographically-aggregated,
monadic data. Although entirely appropriate to investigating questions of burden sharing,
monadic analyses have been unable to explore the influence of various dyadic linkages between
peacekeeper sending and receiving countries. Our study seeks to rectify this shortcoming by
using dyadic data to explore the influence of internal and external contextual factors on states’
uneven participation in multilateral PKOs.

! The estimation results are fully robust to including dummy variables for the different mission types to account for
differential propensity to provide troops depending on the type of mission.
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Conceptualising participation in peacekeeping operations

Although multilateral peacekeeping is voluntary, the choice of whether or not to
participate is by no means unproblematic (Diehl, 1988; Jakobsen, 2002). Thus, peace-
keeping is politically, legally and morally contentious on account of the fact that it involves
the exercise of extra-territorial influence, violating the supposed immutability of insular
forms of sovereignty (Agnew, 2005; Dodds, 2005). Sending peacekeepers is also potentially
costly, and exposes countries to varying degrees of risk (for soldiers’ lives, countries’
reputation, etc.) (Chopra, 1996; Mingst, 2003; Welsh, 2003). Two implications follow from
these observations. The first is that individual states must possess interests in dispatching
peacekeepers for a specific operation (Nye, 2003). Second, a country’s participation must be
perceived as legitimate, not only by domestic constituencies, but also influential actors
within target states and the wider international community (Wheeler, 2002). It is our
contention that states’ participation in particular operations will be determined by a range of
domestic and extra-domestic factors which shape interests in peacekeeping and their ability
to legitimate intervention.”

According to realists, interests in peacekeeping are self-serving, strategic and materialist in
orientation, with participation seen as a means to advance a state’s power, geopolitical influence
and prosperity (Pilger, 1999; Pugh, 2004). Another school of thought, closely aligned with
liberal theories of International Relations, maintains that countries’ interests in PKOs are more
idealistic in nature, and bound-up with domestic concerns about human rights, freedom and
democracy. Although different interests will predominate at different times, we believe that
both materialist and idealist interests will positively influence a state’s decision to provide
personnel for a particular PKO (Nye, 2003).

Even if it is in the interests of states to intervene, willing peacekeepers face a range of
constraints which limit their ability to participate. One constraint is capacity and, specifically,
the availability of financial, bureaucratic and military resources required to deploy, operate and
maintain peacekeepers. What concerns us more here is a second constraint, namely, legitimacy
(Bellamy & Williams, 2005; Welsh, 2003). The need for legitimacy arises because deploying
personnel to “police” conflict transgresses the territorial norm of authoritative sovereignty
(Agnew, 2005; Biersteker, 2002). Actors who violate this principle must therefore command,
construct or otherwise demonstrate legitimate reasons — moral, legal or political — for doing
so. Failure to command or construct sufficient justification for intervention can have a range of
negative consequences, ranging from reputational damage amongst members of the interna-
tional community, domestic political opposition through to difficulties securing the consent to
participate in a PKO by belligerents in the target state (Diehl, 1988; Falah, Flint, & Mamadouh,
2006).

Accepting our basic premise, we now turn to the factors influencing interests and legitimacy.
We conceptualise these into three categories: (1) domestic values, norms and practices; (2)
spatial proximity and; (3) relational proximity. Although discussed separately, we suggest that
these factors combine to create the contextual setting in which decisions regarding whether to
participate in particular PKOs are made by domestic actors.

2 We recognise that these two underlying determinants are not independent. Indeed, the need for legitimacy largely
arises because it is in the self-interest of states to secure approval for extra-territoriality.
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Domestically-institutionalised values, norms and practices

Our first category draws its inspiration from theories of domestic politics which emphasise
the role of domestic political actors, interests and institutions in shaping state policy (Gour-
evitch, 2002). We focus here on two broad areas of domestically-institutionalised values, norms
and associated practices: democracy and human rights. Our basic expectation is that countries
which are more democratic or committed to human rights are more likely to provide troops for
PKO:s.

Expanding on liberal theories of the so-called ‘“‘democratic peace” (Owen, 1994), scholars
have recently suggested that democracies are more likely to be disposed towards spreading
democracy to non-democratic territorial spaces, sometimes by force. Central to these claims is
the idea that democratic polities regard the creation, maintenance and expansion of well-
functioning democracies as part of the national interest, supporting mutually beneficial stability,
security and prosperity (Lebovic, 2004). Along similar lines, it is suggested that modern
democratic values create normative obligations to defend human rights, dignity and good
governance, which states seek to meet out of reputational reasons (Andersson, 2002). Others
have argued that democracies are more inclined towards multilateral approaches to addressing
various forms of global disorder (Ikenberry, 2001). Whether for one or more of these reasons,
we suggest that democratic polities are likely to possess greater interests in multilateral
peacekeeping, and therefore be more willing to participate in multilateral PKOs. These pred-
ications about the importance of polity are supported by recent large-N empirical studies:
Andersson (2002) shows that democracies contributed more to UN PKOs over the period
19911999, while Lebovic (2004) reaches the same conclusion for UN operations between
1993 and 2001.

A second domestic attribute is concern for and commitment to human rights. As evidenced
by countries’ growing willingness to volunteer personnel in conflicts characterized by human
rights violations, atrocities and large-scale suffering, human rights and welfare have been
increasingly important factors in post-Cold War PKOs (Dodds, 2005; Jakobsen, 2002; Ku &
Jacobson, 2003; Welsh, 2003). For some, this new-found enthusiasm is largely a matter of
popular demand, with publics concerned about human rights exerting ‘‘bottom-up” political
demand for humanitarian interventions (Byman & Waxman, 2002; Chopra, 1996; O’Loughlin
& Kolossov, 2002; O Tuathail, 2000). Others have emphasised the changing values of domestic
political elites who, it is suggested, have progressively incorporated norms of human rights
protection into their conception of the national interest (Wheeler, 2002). Either way, it follows
that countries whose publics and/or leadership value human rights, and believe that states have
a duty to intervene to protect the fundamental rights of extra-territorial others, are more likely
to possess interests in dispatching peacekeepers. Furthermore, it is possible that countries which
care more and are more committed to human rights are more likely to be seen as legitimate
parties in peacekeeping operations, and therefore face fewer political barriers to their partici-
pation in extra-territorial operations.

The considerations so far lead to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 More democratic countries are more likely to send troops to PKOs.
Hypothesis 2 Countries which are more committed to human rights are more likely to send
troops to PKOs.
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Spatial proximity

A second set of factors considered here relate to spatial proximity and, more specifically,
various aspects of the (potential) sending country’s position in physical space vis-a-vis the
receiving one. The importance of spatial proximity has been widely recognised in the geopo-
litical and international relations literature (Gleditsch & Ward, 2001; Tir & Diehl, 2002; Xierali
& Liu, 2006). Within the present context, one way in which proximity is likely to matter is by
influencing the geo-strategic gains from intervention. Actual or aspirant regional powers may
be more inclined to participate in ‘“backyard” PKOs because such interventions are more
compatible with self-interests in maintaining or extending geopolitical influence over the
critically important “near abroad” (Bellamy & Williams, 2005; Lyons, 1998; Neethling, 2004;
Pilger, 1999). Another, arguably more important, reason why spatially proximate countries
might demonstrate a greater willingness to participate is that they are more likely to experience,
or fear that they will experience, the negative spillovers from nearby conflict (O Tuathail,
2000). These real and/or perceived spillovers include refugees and economic-cum-political
instability arising from the spread of conflict to neighbouring states which, it is suggested,
create domestic interests in peacekeeping (Byman & Waxman, 2002; Mingst, 2003; Murdoch &
Sandler, 2002; Shimizu & Sandler, 2002). Indeed, precisely because of these readily apparent
material interests, governments will likely find it easier to convince the public that there are
legitimate grounds for intervening, and therefore secure their consent for sending peacekeepers
(Dodds, 2000; O’Loughlin & Kolossov, 2002).

In reality, there are a number of different aspects of spatial proximity, and their influence
may vary (Gleditsch & Ward, 2001; Tir & Diehl, 2002). Three are examined here. The first is
physical distance between the (potential) sending and receiving state which we anticipate to be
negatively correlated with participation. A second, more ambiguous, dimension of spatial
proximity is contiguity. At one level, there is a case for expecting contiguous countries to be
more willing peacekeepers, not least because they are likely to be most affected by refugees,
economic turbulence, etc. As immediate neighbours, however, contiguous countries are more
likely to be subject to boundary disputes (Clark & Regan, 2003; Kinsella & Russett, 2002).
Likewise, contiguity also provides increased opportunities for the projection of “unwelcome”
power, influence and interference by one state over another, giving rise to political tensions
between contiguous countries (Silberfein, 2004; Tir & Diehl, 2002). We might therefore expect
one or both disputants in the target country to show a greater reluctance to sanction the
involvement of neighbouring states, while IGOs and/or regional hegemons might similarly be
reluctant to include immediate neighbours in PKOs owing to questions over the legitimacy of
their involvement (Lebovic, 2004).

A third dimension of spatial proximity is regional location. We argue that countries are more
likely to participate in PKOs where the target state is located in the same world region.
Although regional “membership” is likely to pick-up a number of distance-related effects,” the
regional influence will include several additional factors which are not a simple function of
distance. Included here are a whole set of economic (e.g. regional production networks) and
political (e.g. membership in regional intergovernmental bodies) relationships. Also potentially
included are shared cultural norms, institutions and diplomatic networks (Buzan, 2004).
Together, these regional linkages, mutual dependencies and commonalities might plausibly

3 Note, our multivariate research design allows us to control for these distance effects.
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foster recognition of shared obligations, roles and interests amongst countries located in the
same region, increasing the incentive for countries to dispatch peacekeepers. At the same time,
a combination of heightened familiarity, mutual understanding and trust, might render
a particular country a more legitimate party in domestic affairs, and therefore raise the read-
iness of domestic belligerents to sanction the involvement or invite nearby states.

An additional way regional location might influence peacekeeping contributions is through
neighbourhood spatial contagion. As discussed in other contexts, countries’ behaviour may be
strategically interdependent, in the sense that the actions of one state in a region may be linked to
the actions of other states in the same region (Starr, 1991; Ward & Gleditsch, 2002). An important
corollary is that patterns of geopolitical behaviour may become spatially clustered. Applied to
peacekeeping, we might expect the probability of any one country participating rising as more
states in the same region also participate. Again, many of the same contextual factors which
influence interests and legitimacy outlined above may result in countries ‘““moving together”, e.g.
heightened levels of trust, cooperation and communication, the presence of regional IGOs
instrumental in initiating, orchestrating and staffing PKOs (Bellamy & Williams, 2005; Neeth-
ling, 2004). A closely-related reason why states may move together centres on the idea that extra-
territorial peacekeeping demonstrates public good characteristics. Reducing conflict, instability
and suffering through the provision of troops may well deliver benefits to all countries in the same
region, but the costs of PKOs will fall exclusively to willing participants, creating an incentive for
individual states to ‘““free-ride”” (Solomon, 2007). Aware of these potential asymmetries, states
may be unwilling to contribute to peacekeeping efforts unless their regional peers do so, such that
participation is only likely to happen as part of a regionally-concerted effort to overcome the
collective action problem. We capture these regional sending propensity dynamics in our
research design through the use of a spatial lag variable.

In sum, our spatial proximity expectations lead to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3 Countries which are physically closer (in continuous terms) to the target state
are more likely to send troops.

Hypothesis 4a States which are contiguous to the country hosting the PKO have a higher
probability of sending peacekeepers.

Hypothesis 4b States which are contiguous to the country hosting the PKO have a lower
probability of sending peacekeepers.

Hypothesis 5 Countries from the same geographic region as the target state are more likely
to contribute troops to PKOs.

Hypothesis 6 Participation by more states from the same region in a PKO increases the
chances that an individual state will also provide troops.

Relational proximity

Interactions, engagement and interdependencies between individual states are not simply
a function of spatial proximity. They also depend on “closeness” in terms of the strength of
boundary-spanning relational ties linking different territories. As with physical distance, these
ties can be seen as a way through which foreign countries enter the moral, policy and interest
space of actors in distanciated places, and are domestically embedded to become part of the
contextual setting which governs peacekeeping decisions.

The idea that international contact, communication and interdependence foster peaceful
interactions has long been recognised in theories of the Kantian peace (Kinsella & Russett, 2002;
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Oneal et al., 1996). We take these ideas further in the present paper to argue that participation in
peacekeeping is more likely when (potential) troop senders are more relationally proximate to
recipient states — in the sense of being more closely-tied via one of a number of international
linkages. One such linkage, and one of the classic pillars of the Kantian peace, is international
trade. To the extent that conflict and instability threaten economically beneficial exchange,
countries should have material self-interests in sending peacekeepers to important trading
partners. Similar ideas have been espoused by “popular’ critics of peacekeeping, who point to
the reluctance of Western countries to send troops to conflicts where they lack direct economic
interests (Pilger, 1999). More generally, owing to higher levels of (often mutually beneficial)
economic dependence, mutual acquaintance and strength of (commercially-derived) diplomatic
ties, important trading partners are more likely to be deemed legitimate participants by bellig-
erents in the target state, orchestrators of PKOs, etc.

A second set of relational linkages which might plausibly shape participation in a particular
PKO are colonial ties. Although highly variable in its nature, modalities and impacts, colo-
nialism gave rise to a host of enduring social, economic and political legacies, ranging from
joint educational programmes to foreign investments (Gwynne, Klak, & Shaw, 2003). As with
trade, we anticipate these ties creating ongoing interests on the part of the former colonizing
state in the welfare, stability and prosperity of their former colonies. At the same time,
a combination of familiarity, trust and long-established diplomatic relationships also mean that
ex-colonies might see their former colonial masters as more legitimate peacekeepers, and
therefore sanction their domestic involvement. Over recent decades, the legacy of colonial ties
has also increasingly assumed normative dimensions, with countries facing growing interna-
tional and domestic pressures to exercise their “moral’’ responsibility towards former colonies
by addressing conflict, instability and unrest (Lyons, 1998). Indeed, such factors may explain
observations that a number of high-profile PKOs in Africa during the post-Cold War period
have been initiated or staffed by former colonial powers (Bellamy & Williams, 2005; Diehl,
1988).

A third relational tie considered here is migrant linkages. According to the literature,
migrant communities perform a boundary-spanning role, with transnational allegiances held by
foreign populations creating domestic political interests in extra-territorial spaces. Through
lobbying, strategic voting, media influence, etc., migrant communities may seek to represent
and advance these interests, exerting potentially significant pressure on governments to assist
their “home” countries (Popescu, 2005; Shain, 1994—1995). Indeed, several authors have
documented how ‘‘diaspora politics”” have been influential in moulding target countries’
foreign policies, particularly in areas involving self-determination, democracy and human
rights (Carter, 2005; Dodds, 2000; Haney & Vanderbush, 1999). A high number of migrants
from the target state might also help a government in the (potential) troop sending country to
secure domestic legitimacy for intervention. Inevitably, the geographic distribution of migrants
will be bound-up with the geography of colonial ties, but far from exclusively so (Moore &
Shellman, 2007). Thus, even taking account of colonial relationships, it is quite possible that
boundary-spanning migrant ties will influence countries’ propensity to intervene.

As well as transnational ties between individual sovereign territories, bilateral relational
linkages and interdependencies are created at the supranational level through joint membership
of international organisations, another of the classic pillars of the Kantian peace (Hafner-Burton
& Montgomery, 2006). Membership of particular IGOs potentially ascribes new or heightened
responsibilities upon countries, including a duty to assist other members. A combination of
increased peer monitoring, diplomatic communication and reputational considerations provides
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countries with incentives not to ignore the plight of fellow states whose populations are
experiencing humanitarian distress. Through interaction, cooperation and joint problem
solving, the stability, prosperity and well-being of other members may also come to enter the
geo-strategic interest space of joint-IGO participants. By fostering dialogue, mutual under-
standing and trust, states might additionally be more inclined to treat countries who are
members of a larger number of the same IGOs as legitimate parties, and therefore welcome
intervention.
Hence we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7 Countries which are more dependent on trade with the target state are more
likely to provide troops.

Hypothesis 8 Ex-colonial powers are more likely to participate in PKOs located in their
former colonies.

Hypothesis 9 A higher share of the global stock of target state migrants residing in
a potential sending country will increase the probability of participation.

Hypothesis 10 Countries are more likely to provide troops for PKOs where they are joint
members of a larger number of IGOs with the target state.

Method
Dependent variable

The dependent variable in our main estimations is a dummy variable, set to one if the
potential sending country participates in a PKO in the receiving country in a particular year, or
zero if it does not. Data for the dependent variable were extracted from the Stockholm Inter-
national Peace Research Institute’s ‘Multilateral Peace Operations Database’ (SIPRI, 2007).
Amongst others, the database records the location of PKOs, as well as the identities of
contributing states.

We restrict our focus to PKOs involving the deployment of military troops.* As the most
politically, economically and legally contentious aspect of multilateral peacekeeping, we expect
countries’ troop sending actions to be especially revealing about the nature of extra-territori-
ality. Military troops are invariably armed and are at a far greater risk of casualties than is the
case for other categories of peacekeepers. Certainly, their involvement is likely to say a great
deal more than civilian personnel, especially in relation to geopolitically interesting questions
about the incentives and constraints governing the projection of state power, influence and
control across sovereign borders.

It could be argued that our binary participation/no participation dependent variable ignores
potentially significant differences in troop numbers and/or financial payments contributed by
individual countries, and therefore the actual degree of commitment. Yet this argument needs to
be set against the fact that the very act of sending troops is highly politically significant in its
own right. Indeed, once a state has decided to commit, we expect the actual number of troops
sent to be heavily influenced by its military capacity, per capita income or level of compen-
satory payments. Neither of these variables is of central interest in the present study. In any
case, we have no information on the size of the troop contributions, and therefore would not be
able to construct an appropriate variable.

4 Note, we do not include military observer contributions within this definition.
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Independent variables

We use two variables to capture our first set of hypothesised attributes, i.e. domestic norms,
values and practices. Democratic polity is proxied by the Polity IV Project’s polity? indicator
(Marshall, Jaggers, & Gurr, 2006), while a county’s concerns for and commitment to human
rights is proxied by Gibney’s (2007) respect for human rights measure. A number of different
measures could be used to capture our second set of hypothesised attributes, centred around
spatial proximity, each with their advantages and disadvantages (Gleditsch & Ward, 2001). We
use three widely used measures here. The first, physical distance, is measured in miles between
the two countries’ capital cities. A second, contiguity, is measured using a dummy variable for
dyads sharing a land border or being separated by less than 150 miles of sea. Distance and
contiguity data are obtained from Bennett and Stam (2005). Finally, the World Bank’s (2006)
classification of world regions is used to code whether the two countries are located in the same
region. This information is also used to construct the regional sending propensity variable
which, in fact, represents a spatial lag in dyadic data.’

A third set of main explanatory variables capture four dimensions of relational proximity.
Bilateral trade is measured relative to the sending country’s GDP using data from Gleditsch
(2002) and World Bank (2006). Colonial ties are captured using a dummy variable which denotes
whether a potential sending state exercised colonial control over the country in which the PKO is
located. We include Russia in this definition since its imposition of political and military control
over ex-Soviet territories has been analogous to that exercised by the classic Western and
Japanese colonisers. A third variable measures the share of the global migrant stock — that is,
migrants from the state hosting a particular PKO — residing in a potential troop sending country.
Bilateral migrant stock data are taken from Parsons, Skeldon, Walmsley, and Winters (2007).

Data for the joint membership of IGOs variable are from Hensel (2005). The variable
measures the number of IGOs — and, more precisely, intergovernmental organisations requiring
participants to settle disputes peacefully — in which country pairs are both members. We
purposely chose this measure (over alternative ones which capture all IGO memberships,
regardless of the organisation’s security remit) in order to ensure that we specifically test the
influence of IGO relationships which might plausibly influence the decision to intervene for
peacekeeping purposes.

Control variables

Our main estimation model features two control variables. We include military power to take
account of the possibility that militarily stronger countries — which presumably are better-
positioned to send, operate and maintain troops — will participate in a greater number of PKOs.
Military power is measured according to the widely used Composite Index of National Capacity
(CINC) score, taken from the Correlates of War project (Singer, Bremer, & Stuckey, 1972).6 A
country’s CINC score is a composite of its total population, urban population, iron and steel
production, energy consumption, military personnel and military expenditure. A second

> Denote the potential troop sending country of interest as i, all other potential troop sending countries as k and the
country in which the PKO is located as j, then this variable captures the spatial effect emanating from countries k on the
troop sending decision of country i with respect to country j, where the binary weighting matrix is set to one if country i
and countries k are located in the same region, and zero otherwise. This amounts to what Neumayer and Pliimper (2009)
call specific source contagion.

6 http://www.correlatesofwar.org/.
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variable is gross domestic product (GDP) per capita which we include to control for relative
income. All else equal, richer countries are likely to be better-positioned to absorb the costs of
deploying troops, and therefore more willing and able to participate in a larger number of
operations. Data are from World Bank (2006).

Estimation approach

In our main estimations, we take the population of multilateral PKOs as given, and merely
analyze what determines country participation in these operations. Given our dependent vari-
able is a binary one, we employ a logit estimator.” Standard errors are assumed to be clustered
on country dyads. With nearly half a million observations, failure to cluster standard errors
would lead to a large under-estimation of standard errors, owing to the fact that observations
from different years within the same dyad cannot be said to be independently sampled.

It is possible that decisions of countries to participate in PKOs, on one hand, and the decision
about whether a PKO takes place, on the other, are not independent of one other. In a separate
robustness test, we adopt a two-stage estimation method which controls for potential sample
selection bias, details of which are presented later.

Sample

A lack of data for some variables means that our sample does not feature all countries in the
world. Our sample in the main estimations comprises 150 countries, both developed and
developing, and the unit of analysis is the dyad year. The number of dyad years in which
a country contributes troops for PKOs ranges from zero (51 countries never send any troops) to
40 (the United Kingdom tops the list of sending countries in our sample). The average number
of dyad years in which countries send troops is eight with a standard deviation of 10.3.

Results

Table 1 shows our main estimation results. The first model excludes, while the second model
includes, the spatial lag variable. For the estimations without the spatial lag, results broadly
support a priori expectations. Thus, democratic polity is positively and statistically significantly
correlated with PKO participation, indicating that more democratic countries are more likely to
send troops. The estimated coefficient for human rights protection is significantly positive
which, as anticipated, suggests that countries with greater concern for and commitment to
human rights are more likely to participate in PKOs.

Our findings also provide qualified empirical support for the idea that a target country’s
spatial proximity promotes participation. The estimated coefficient for distance is negative and
statistically significant. This is entirely plausible: the “negative’ spillovers of conflict are more
likely to be experienced by nearby countries, creating domestic interests, legitimacy and
support for sending troops (Bobrow & Boyer, 1997; Byman & Waxman, 2002; Shimizu &
Sandler, 2002). We additionally find statistically robust evidence that countries are more likely
to participate in PKOs located in their own region. Although a whole series of factors could
explain this result, it is nevertheless consistent with the idea that macro-regions constitute
geographically distinctive spaces, bound together by dense inter-state relations, shared interests
and mutual recognition of legitimacy (Buzan, 2004; O’Loughlin & Kolossov, 2002). Yet our

7 Using probit or rare events logit instead leads to substantially almost identical results.
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Table 1
Logit estimation results for troop sending decision to PKOs in post-Cold War period (1990—2005).
Model 1 2

Coef. % Change Coef. % Change

in odds in odds

Democracy (sender) 0.104 (8.13)%** 96.2 0.087 (5.70)*** 75.0
Human rights protection (sender) 0.281 (4.40)*** 23.7 0.183 (2.46)** 16.2
Distance —0.324 (8.40)%*** 55.7 —0.088 (2.23)** 19.8
Contiguity —0.414 (1.37) —0.466 (0.95)
Same region 0.613 (3.80)*** 84.7 0.214 (1.03)
Former colonial link 1.223 (2.85)%** 239.8 1.416 (3.58)%** 312.2
Bilateral trade 9.701 (1.10) 6.371 (0.24)
# Common security IGOs 0.031 (0.67) 0.090 (1.60)
Share of migrants in sender 1.494 (1.35) 2.719 (1.65)* 10.7
Military capacity (sender) 21.111 (6.33)%*** 37.4 21.306 (6.43)*** 37.8
GDP p.c. (sender) 0.017 (2.59)%** 14.6 —0.000 (0.04)

Regional sending propensity (spatial lag) 7.975 (17.48)*** 212.8
Observations 11,747 11,747
Log pseudolikelihood —3474.0 —2720.2

Notes: standard errors clustered on dyad. Absolute z-statistics in parentheses. Constant included but not reported. %
Change in odds refer to one standard deviation increase in continuous variables and increase from zero to one for
dummy variables. ***p < .01, **p < .05, *p <.1.

estimated coefficient for contiguity is statistically insignificant. At one level, this result is
surprising: countries might be expected to possess greater interests in tackling potentially costly
conflict, instability and humanitarian crises in bordering states. However, it may be that these
positive incentives are offset by historic animosities between contiguous countries, which
constrain the ability of immediate neighbours to legitimate intervention (Kocs, 1995; Mitchell
& Prins, 1999; Silberfein, 2004).

Turning to relational forms of proximity, we find mixed evidence for the role of distanciated
forms of geographic influence. Confirming anecdotal observations, our dummy variable
denoting former colonial powers (including the quasi-colonial status of Russia) is positively
and statistically significantly correlated with participation (Diehl, 1988; Jones, 2004; Neethling,
2004; Silberfein, 2004). Yet we find that the share of the target state’s global migrant stock
residing in a particular country does not have a significantly discernible influence on the latter’s
probability of intervening. The estimated coefficient is positive, but it is not statistically
significant at the 10% level. Our remaining two relational variables, bilateral trade and joint
membership of IGOs, are also both statistically insignificant.

We now turn to our second model which includes our spatial lag variable. As expected, we
find evidence of strategic interdependence amongst states located in the same region, in that our
estimated coefficient for regional sending propensity is positive and statistically significant.®

8 Note, our spatial lag results are robust to using an instrumental variable probit estimation to control for the
simultaneity bias introduced by the spatial lag (a country’s decision to intervene in a specific mission located in
a specific country is affected by the sending propensity of other countries located in the same region, but also affects this
regional sending propensity). We use as an instrument the proportion of countries of the sending country’s region that
have sent peacekeeping troops in a specific year to all PKOs, not just the specific mission under consideration. This
instrument is far less subject to simultaneity bias as there are many operations in any one year, not just the specific
mission under consideration.
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Put simply, our results strongly indicate that the probability of a country sending troops to
a particular PKO rises with participation by other states in the same region. The inclusion of the
spatial lag variable leaves results for our main variables of interest largely unchanged, with the
exception of same region which becomes statistically insignificant and the migrant share
variable becomes marginally significant with the expected positive coefficient sign.

Finally, we turn to our control variables. Capturing the effect of superior capacity to project
extra-territorial influence, our estimated coefficients for military capacity is positive and
statistically significant. Similarly, consistent with the idea that richer countries are better able to
afford the costs of sending peacekeepers, we estimate a positive relationship between GDP per
capita and participation. Note, GDP becomes statistically insignificant when we include our
spatial lag variable capturing regional sending propensity, most likely because of the regional
clustering of countries at roughly similar levels of GDP per capita — and, in particular, the
strong propensity of the relatively rich, Western European countries for concerted peacekeeping
activity. The differences in regional sending propensity across regions and their effect on the
likelihood of sending troops cancel the effect that differences in GDP per capita across
countries have on this likelihood.

Statistical significance is not equivalent to substantive importance. In order to shed light on
the relative impact of different determinants, we report as additional information the percentage
change in odds next to the coefficient (but only for coefficients that are statistically significantly
different from zero) following a one standard deviation increase in the case of continuous
variables, or a change from zero to one in the case of the dummy variables, for which standard
deviation changes make little sense. For the model without the spatial lag, we find that the most
important variable is colony, followed by democracy, same region, distance, military capacity,
human rights and GDP per capita. In the model that includes the spatial lag, the order is little
different, with the lag itself among the substantially most important variables. Thus, colony is
most important, followed by regional sending propensity, democracy, military capacity,
distance, human rights and migrant share.

Robustness test

As an additional robustness test, we take into account potential sample selection bias,
arising from the fact that the geography of peacekeeping is determined over two stages. The
first (selection) stage involves a decision about whether a particular potential state qualifies for
a multilateral PKO. Although many inter- and intra-state conflicts, both actual and potential,
have existed over the post-Cold War period, only a small share of these have led to
a multilateral PKO (Dodds, 2005; Fortna, 2004a; Mullenbach, 2005). The second (partici-
pation) stage — as in our main estimations — centres on the decision to provide troops to
a particular PKO. We model both stages together using Heckman’s two-stage probit estimator.
This works by first estimating the selection stage, and then the participation stage for all
PKOs, allowing the error terms of the two regression stages to be correlated with each other.
In the first stage, the unit of analysis is the country year. Up to 154 developing countries are
included in this stage (note, we exclude developed countries here, since none of them has
either hosted a PKO or is likely to do so in the future). Over the period 1990—2005,
multilateral PKOs — orchestrated under the UN, regional IGOs and ‘“‘coalitions of the
willing” — were held in 26 of these developing countries.

The sample, dependent and explanatory variables are the same in the second stage of this
model as they were in our main estimations above. The dependent variable in the first stage of
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estimation is a dummy variable that is set to one if a peacekeeping operation has been in place
in the potential recipient state in a particular year. Seven selection variables are included in
the first stage. The first is a measure of conflict intensity which has been found to positively
influence the likelihood of a multilateral PKO (Fortna, 2004a; Gilligan & Stedman, 2003).
Our specific variable, derived from Lacina and Gleditsch (2005), is the number of conflict
deaths over the past five years. Along similar lines, we include a variable measuring the
number of refugees relative to population size, based on data from UNHCR (various years).
Again, we expect that PKOs are more likely to be established where conflicts are accom-
panied by a larger number of refugees, not least because of heightened self-interest motives.
After Mullenbach (2005), who finds that ceasefire agreements increase the likelihood of
a multilateral PKO, we include a dummy variable to denote where there is a ceasefire treaty
between belligerents (using data from Fortna, 2004b). IGOs and ad hoc coalitions are more
likely to be willing to orchestrate an operation where belligerents in the candidate state have
signalled their commitment to abide by the rules of the international ‘“‘society of states” by
agreeing to a cessation of armed violence. We also include regional dummies to capture the
geographic region in which a particular country is located. The underlying idea, which
receives a degree of empirical support in the statistical literature (Gilligan & Stedman, 2003),
is that conflicts in some regions are more likely to be selected for a multilateral PKO than
others. Coding data for regional location is again derived from World Bank (2006). A fifth
variable is a dummy indicating whether a country is an ex-colony or former Soviet republic
which we anticipate to raise the likelihood of a PKO taking place. A resource abundance
metric seeks to control for selection effects arising from the alleged heightened willingness of
countries to actively intervene in resource-rich countries (Klare, 2005). We use the World
Bank’s (2006) measure of energy and mineral rents relative to a country’s gross national
income. Our final variable is democratic polity which we include to take account of the
possibility that democracies are more likely to grant consent for intervention by multilateral
peacekeeping forces than autocracies. Democratic polity is again proxied using the Polity IV
Project’s polity2 indicator (Marshall et al., 2006). The variable is only coded for countries
with populations of over 500,000, and furthermore, does not provide a reliable measure of
democracy for states occupied by a foreign nation, whose political system is in transition or is
highly disrupted by armed conflict (Pliimper & Neumayer, 2007). As a result, the inclusion of
the democratic polity variable leads to the loss of a substantial number of observations, and
we therefore report two sets of estimations: one with and one without democracy in the first
stage.

Table 2 shows results. As concerns the first stage, estimated coefficients for variables
measuring international refugees, battle deaths and ceasefire treaty are statistically significant
with the anticipated (positive) sign. We find evidence for an increasing trend towards multi-
national PKOs over time. We also find a regional selection effect, with South Asia and Latin
America less likely to receive a PKO than sub-Saharan Africa, the omitted reference category
in our estimations. Yet neither colony nor natural resource rents emerge as statistically
significant predictors of PKOs. If democracy in the location country is added to the analysis in
the second column of Table 1, then results hardly change for the other variables, despite losing
approximately 20 per cent of the observations. More democratic countries are not statistically
significantly more likely to receive international peacekeeping than more autocratic ones, but
the expected positive coefficient is only marginally insignificant.

For the estimations in columns 1 and 4, the Wald test of independent equations signals that
the two stages are not independent from each other, suggesting that the Heckman’s two-stage
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Two-stage estimation results for PKOs in post-Cold War period (1990—2005).

909

Model

1

2

3

Second-stage dependent variable: troops sent?

Democracy (sender)
Human rights protection (sender)

Distance
Contiguity
Same region

Former colonial link

Bilateral trade

# Common security 1GOs
Share of migrants in sender
Military capacity (sender)

GDP p.c. (sender)

Regional sending propensity

(spatial lag)

0.047 (7.01)%%*
0.139 (3.68)%**
—0.151 (7.02)%**
—0.170 (0.92)
0.435 (4.68)%%*
0.761 (2.73)%**
5.099 (1.02)
0.006 (0.24)
1.394 (1.66)*
11.815 (6.13)%**
0.012 (3.02)%**

First stage dependent variable: PKO in place?

Battle deaths 5-year sum (location)
Refugees p.c. (location)

Ceasefire in place

0.000 (2.91)%+*
9.363 (4.61)%++
1.946 (6.75)%**

0.037 (5.10)%**
0.113 (2.85)%x
—0.132 (5.98)%x
0.083 (0.44)
0.411 (3.96)%x
0.855 (2.93)%x
4.241 (0.91)
0.028 (1.01)
1.601 (1.85)*
10.685 (5.30)%**
0.014 (2.98)%+x

0.000 (2.45)**
8.054 (3.40)***
1.868 (6.07)***

0.038 (5.23)%**
0.108 (2.69)***
—0.053 (2.54)**
—0.176 (0.71)
0.044 (0.39)
0.846 (3.15)***
0.818 (0.06)
0.038 (1.33)
1.789 (1.55)
11.421 (6.19)***
—0.001 (0.22)
4.726 (15.67)%***

0.010 (2.83)%**
9.342 (4.59)%**
1.952 (6.76)%+*

0.030 (3.89)%**
0.101 (2.42)%*
—0.052 (2.46)**
—0.043 (0.16)
0.036 (0.30)
0.846 (3.17)%**
0.478 (0.03)
0.037 (1.17)
2.493 (2.34)%*
10.365 (5.12)%**
—0.001 (0.25)
5.541 (14.10)%%*

0.010 (2.41)**
8.047 (3.39)%%+%
1.869 (6.06)%**

Former colony —0.228 (0.69) —0.297 (0.71) —0.230 (0.70) —0.299 (0.72)
East Asia and the Pacific —0.507 (1.32) —0.680 (1.51) —0.513 (1.33) —0.682 (1.51)
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 0.181 (0.55) 0.015 (0.04) 0.178 (0.54) 0.013 (0.03)
Middle East and North Africa —0.395 (1.57) —0.331 (1.16) —0.396 (1.57) —0.332 (1.16)
South Asia —7.288 (15.94)*** —7.156 (0.10) —7.318 (10.15)*** —7.041 (16.86)***
Latin America and Caribbean —0.675 (1.82)* —1.043 (1.92)* —0.681 (1.82)* —1.045 (1.92)*
Resources per GNI (location) —0.003 (0.37) —0.000 (0.03) —0.003 (0.36) —0.000 (0.03)
Year 0.233 (4.01)*** 0.210 (3.59)***  0.233 (4.00)%*** 0.210 (3.59)***
Democracy (location) 0.021 (1.56) 0.021 (1.55)
Observations (first/second stage) 496,302/10,974 391,253/8296 496,302/10,974 391,253/8296
Log pseudolikelihood —27,004.204 —23,361.044 —26,364.266 —22,867.573

Wald test of indep. eqns. (p-value) 14.27 (0.0002) 1.45 (0.2282) 2.46 (0.1169) 4.08 (0.0433)

Notes: Heckman’s two-stage probit estimator. Standard errors clustered on dyad (second stage) and country of location
(first stage). Absolute z-statistics in parentheses. Constant included in both stages, but not reported. ***p < .01,
**p < .05, *p <.1.

probit estimator is appropriate. For the estimations in columns 2 and 3, the Wald test suggests
that modelling both stages simultaneously is not strictly speaking necessary. Even where the
Heckman model seems appropriate, as in columns 1 and 4, the second-stage estimation results
are very similar to our main estimation results. We can therefore be confident that our results
are not tainted by a potential non-random sample selection effect.

Conclusion

Post-Cold War peacekeeping operations (PKOs) are instructive in relation to debates about the
changing nature of territorial sovereignty and conditions under which countries are able to
legitimately exercise extra-territoriality (Agnew, 2005; O Tuathail, 2000). Multilateral operations
also say a great deal about the spatiality of the international “‘society of states” and, specifically,
the distribution of states willing to contribute towards the public goods of peace, security and
human rights protection (Dodds, 2005; Solomon, 2007). Peacekeeping also reveals something
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very important about the characteristics of contemporary geopolitical interests, and how these are
shaped by domestic and non-domestic attributes (Chopra, 1996; Silberfein, 2004).

Our contribution in this paper picks-up on the above themes of extra-territoriality, multi-
lateralism and geopolitical interests by examining countries’ geographically uneven partici-
pation in post-Cold War PKOs. We show that countries’ involvement can be explained by
a number of identifiable geographic attributes. One of these, which accords with theories of
domestic politics, is place-based norms, values and practices (Dodds, 2005; Flint, 2004;
Lebovic, 2004; O’Loughlin & Kolossov, 2002). As in previous work, we show that more
democratic countries are more likely to provide troops to PKOs, with levels of democracy
emerging as one of the most influential determinants governing the probability of country
participation (Andersson, 2002; Lebovic, 2004). Yet, advancing on previous studies, we
demonstrate a similar positive relationship between domestic respect for human rights and
countries’ involvement in multilateral PKOs. Underscoring further the role of domestic factors,
the capacity of sovereign entities to project military power (in terms of military capacity and
national wealth) is also found to positively influence countries’ propensity to provide troops for
peacekeeping missions.

Yet the uneven geography of PKOs cannot be understood with reference to internal, terri-
torially-bounded characteristics alone. To focus solely on the domestic attributes of place — on
the assumption that factors inside state boundaries wholly define the context for decisions over
troop contributions — would be to adopt a highly restrictive view of geography. Our results
suggest that understanding the geographic distribution of peacekeepers requires us to consider
the extra-domestic context and, specifically, aspects of spatial and (albeit to a lesser extent)
relational linkages between potential troop sending and receiving states.

Highlighting the influence of spatial proximity and location over extra-territoriality, there-
fore, we show that countries which are physically closer or positioned in the same region as the
target of a particular PKO are more likely to provide troops.” Additionally, we find evidence
that regional location provides a ‘“‘context” for strategic comparison, cooperation and foreign
policy action, with states more likely to participate when more of their regional peers do so.
Indeed, in our separate spatial lag estimation, the share of same region states participating
emerges as the second most important factor in substantive terms triggering involvement in
a particular PKO. Boundary-spanning, relational ties also matter but, somewhat surprisingly,
only clearly for one of our four hypothesised variables: colonial ties. Relational proximity via
bilateral trade and joint-IGO membership fails to emerge as statistically significant predictors
of participation in our main estimations. The share of the global stock of target state migrants is
only statistically significant in our main estimations featuring the spatial lag and, even then,
only at the 10% level.

These findings are revealing. Trade and joint-IGO membership are two of the cornerstones
of Kantian peace theories which emphasise the pacifying influence of economic interdepen-
dence and international organization. Indeed, the case for suspecting relational ties — via trade
and international organisations — to influence countries’ willingness to offer troops for PKOs is
compelling, with both featuring in popular accounts of peacekeeping. Yet it could simply be
that these standard components of the Kantian peace do not increase countries’ willingness to
volunteer troops in the pursuit of peace, stability and human freedoms — a claim which is
unlikely to surprise a number of scholars who have struggled to find systematic evidence that

9 As noted earlier, the inclusion of a spatial lag variable to capture these dynamics renders the same region variable
statistically insignificant.
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bilateral trade and joint-IGO membership are a major influence on patterns of inter-state
conflict and cooperation (Boehmer, Gartzke, & Nordstrom, 2004; Gartzke, 2007; Ward,
Siverson, & Cao, 2007).

Another important insight from our work regards the enduring significance of historical
relationships. In our main estimations, colonial ties (between ex-colonial powers and their
former colonies) have the highest probability of influencing participation, indicating that
historically-derived ties carry particular weight in the decision by countries to provide troops to
a PKO. The result is even the more striking given that two other interest-based, relational,
variables which might plausibly be correlated with colonialism, i.e. bilateral trade and migrant
share, do not consistently emerge as statistically significant predictors of participation
(Eichengreen & Douglas, 1996; Moore & Shellman, 2007). The apparently (largely)
independent influence of colonial ties raises interesting questions about the motives for
peacekeeping and the underlying reasons for extra-territorial interventions.

At the same time, our findings serve as an important reminder of the ongoing importance of more
orthodox, locational foundations of geopolitical behaviour (Chang, Polachek, & Robst, 2004; Tir &
Diehl, 2002; Ward et al., 2007). Although receiving comparatively little attention in the peace-
keeping literature, countries’ relative position in physical space would appear to shape the incen-
tives and constraints to extra-territoriality, and their willingness to offer troops for peacekeeping.
Despite the unprecedented global reach of today’s armed forces, physical distance and location
continue to matter, a conclusion which should serve as a useful corrective to explanations of
geopolitical behaviour which focus solely on transnational linkages at the truly global scale.

As is the case with similar large-N, inferential studies, it is not possible to draw definitive
insights about why certain statistical correlates identified in the present paper influence
countries’ participation, although they do hint at a range of motives. Our findings for
democracy and human rights suggest a role for liberal motives (Andersson, 2002; Lebovic,
2004; Lyons, 1998; O’Loughlin & Kolossov, 2002). That is, it may well be that domestically
embedded values, norms and practices which are aligned with liberal goals of peacekeeping
underpin a rescaling of the national interest, and a stretching of state responsibility to protect
(Dodds, 2000; O’Loughlin & Kolossov, 2002; o} Tuathail, 2000). Similar motives may similarly
explain — to a greater or lesser extent — the influence of colonial ties. Against a backdrop of
heightened expectations and changed norms of appropriateness regarding the role of ex-colo-
nial powers as ‘“‘guardians’ of their ex-colonies, the former may have intervened during the
post-Cold War period out of normative obligations to do “the right thing.”

Yet, whilst hinting at liberal impulses, we cannot discount the possibility that more directly
materialist, self-help motives might also have shaped the geography of willing peacekeepers.
Another possible explanation for our colonialism result is that former colonial powers have sent
troops to PKOs located in their former colonies in order to maintain their geopolitical sphere of
influence. Moreover, the importance of various aspects spatial proximity — which is likely to be
underpinned by self-help concerns about the negative spillovers of conflict and pressure from
regional peers — is difficult to square with the idea that peacekeeping is a wholly altruistic
activity, whereby countries endeavour to unselfishly serve the wider interests of humanity at the
global level.

References

Agnew, J. (2005). Sovereignty regimes: territoriality and state authority in contemporary world politics. Annals of the
Association of American Geographers, 95, 437—461.



912 R. Perkins, E. Neumayer | Political Geography 27 (2008) 895—914

Andersson, A. (2002). United Nations intervention by united democracies? State commitment to UN interventions
1991-99. Cooperation and Conflict, 37, 363—386.

Bellamy, A. J., & Williams, P. D. (2005). Who’s keeping the peace? Regionalization and contemporary peace
operations. International Security, 29, 157—195.

Bennett, S., & Stam, A. C. (2005). EUGene: Expected utility generation and data management program, version 3.1.
http://eugenesoftware.org/. Accessed 01.07.07.

Biersteker, T. J. (2002). State, sovereignty and territory. In W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse, & B. A. Simmons (Eds.), Handbook
of international relations (pp. 157—176). London: Sage Publications.

Bobrow, D. B., & Boyer, M. A. (1997). Maintaining system stability: contributions to peacekeeping operations. The
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41, 723—748.

Boehmer, C., Gartzke, E., & Nordstrom, T. (2004). Do intergovernmental organizations promote peace? World Politics,
57, 1-38.

Buzan, B. (2004). From international to world society? English school theory and the social structure of globalisation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Byman, D., & Waxman, M. (2002). The dynamics of coercion: American foreign policy and the limits of military might.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carter, S. (2005). The geopolitics of diaspora. Area, 37, 54—63.

Chang, Y.-C., Polachek, S. W., & Robst, J. (2004). Conflict and trade: the relationship between geographic distance and
international interactions. Journal of Socio-Economics, 33, 491—509.

Chopra, J. (1996). The space of peace-maintenance. Political Geography, 15, 335—357.

Clark, D. H., & Regan, P. M. (2003). Opportunities to fight: a statistical technique for modeling unobservable
phenomena. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 47, 94—115.

Diehl, P. F. (1988). Peacekeeping operations and the quest for peace. Political Science Quarterly, 103, 485—507.

Dodds, K. (2000). Political Geography II: some thoughts on banality, new wars and the geopolitical tradition. Progress
in Human Geography, 24, 119—129.

Dodds, K. (2005). Global geopolitics: A critical introduction. Harlow: Pearson.

Eichengreen, B., & Douglas, A. (1996). The role of history in bilateral trade flows. In J. Frankel (Ed.), Regionalization
of the world economy (pp. 33—64). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Falah, G.-W.,, Flint, C., & Mamadouh, V. (2006). Just war and extraterritoriality: the popular geopolitics of the United
States” war on Iraq as reflected in newspapers of the Arab World. Annals of the Association of American
Geographers, 96, 142—164.

Flint, C. (2004). The “war on terrorism” and the ‘“‘hegemonic dilemma’: extraterritoriality, reterritorialization, and the
implications for globalization. In J. O’Loughlin, L. Staeheli, & E. Greenberg (Eds.), Globalization and is outcomes
(pp- 361—385). New York: Guildford Press.

Fortna, V. P. (2004a). Interstate peacekeeping: causal mechanisms and empirical effects. World Politics, 56, 481—519.

Fortna, V. P. (2004b). Peace time: Cease-fire agreements and the durability of peace. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Gartzke, E. (2007). The capitalist peace. American Journal of Political Science, 51, 166—191.

Gibney, M. (2007). Political terror scales dataset. http://www.unca.edu/politicalscience/DOCS/Gibney/Political %20-
Terror%20Scale%201980-2005.x1s. Accessed 20.06.07.

Gilligan, M., & Stedman, J. S. (2003). Where do the peacekeepers go? The International Studies Review, 5, 37—54.

Gleditsch, K. S. (2002). Expanded trade and GDP data. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 46, 712—724.

Gleditsch, K. S., & Ward, M. D. (2001). Measuring space: a minimum-distance database and applications to interna-
tional studies. Journal of Peace Research, 38, 739—758.

Gourevitch, P. (2002). Domestic politics and international relations. In W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse, & B. A. Simmons (Eds.),
Handbook of international relations (pp. 309—328). London: Sage Publications.

Gwynne, R. N, Klak, T., & Shaw, D. J. B. (2003). Alternative capitalisms: Geographies of emerging regions. London:
Arnold.

Hafner-Burton, E. M., & Montgomery, A. H. (2006). Power positions: international organizations, social networks, and
conflict. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50, 3—27.

Haney, P. J., & Vanderbush, W. (1999). The role of ethnic interest groups in U.S. foreign policy: the case of the Cuban
American National Foundation. International Studies Quarterly, 43, 341—361.

Hensel, P. R. (2005). Multilateral treaties of Pacific settlement (MTOPS) data set, version 1.4. http://data.icow.org.
Accessed 04.07.07.

Ikenberry, G.J. (2001). American power and the empire of capitalist democracy. Review of International Studies, 27,191—212.

Jakobsen, P. V. (2002). The transformation of United Nations peace operations in the 1990s: adding globalization to the
conventional ‘end of the Cold War explanation’. Cooperation and Conflict, 37, 267—282.


http://eugenesoftware.org
http://www.unca.edu/politicalscience/DOCS/Gibney/Political%20Terror%20Scale%201980-2005.xls
http://www.unca.edu/politicalscience/DOCS/Gibney/Political%20Terror%20Scale%201980-2005.xls
http://data.icow.org

R. Perkins, E. Neumayer | Political Geography 27 (2008) 895—914 913

Jones, B. (2004). Evolving models of peacekeeping: Policy implications & responses. External Study for the UN DPKO
Peacekeeping Best Practices Unit. New York: Department of Peacekeeping Operations, United Nations.

Khanna, J., Sandler, T., & Shimizu, H. (1999). The demand for UN peacekeeping, 1975—1996. Kyklos, 52, 345—368.

Kinsella, D., & Russett, B. (2002). Conflict emergence and escalation in interactive international dyads. The Journal of
Politics, 64, 1045—1068.

Klare, M. T. (2005). Blood and oil: The dangers and consequences of America’s growing petroleum dependency.
London: Penguin.

Kocs, S. A. (1995). Territorial disputes and interstate war, 1945—1987. The Journal of Politics, 57, 159—175.

Ku, C., & Jacobson, H. K. (2003). Broaching the issues. In C. Ku, & H. K. Jacobson (Eds.), Democratic accountability
and the use of force in international law (pp. 3—35). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lacina, B., & Gleditsch, N. P. (2005). Monitoring trends in global combat: a new dataset of battle deaths. European
Journal of Population, 21, 145—166.

Lebovic, J. H. (2004). Uniting for peace? Democracies and United Nations peace operations after the Cold War. Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 48, 910—936.

Lyons, G. M. (1998). The United Nations, international security and the national interest. In T. Woodhouse, R. Bruce, &
M. Dando (Eds.), Peacekeeping and peacemaking: Towards effective intervention in post-Cold War conflicts (pp.
74—102). Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Marshall, M. G., Jaggers, K., & Gurr, T. R. (2006). Polity IV data sets. http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/polity/data/.
Accessed 17.06.07.

Mingst, K. A. (2003). Domestic political factors and the decisions to use military forces. In C. Ku, & H. K. Jacobson
(Eds.), Democratic accountability and the use of force in international law (pp. 61—80). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Mitchell, S. M., & Prins, B. C. (1999). Beyond territorial contiguity: issues at stake in democratic militarized interstate
disputes. International Studies Quarterly, 43, 169—183.

Moore, W. H., & Shellman. (2007). Whither will they go? A global study of refugees’ destinations, 1965—1995.
International Studies Quarterly, 51, 811—834.

Mullenbach, M. J. (2005). Deciding to keep peace: an analysis of international influences on the establishment of third-
party peacekeeping missions. International Studies Quarterly, 49, 529—556.

Murdoch, J. C., & Sandler, T. (2002). Economic growth, civil wars, and spatial spillovers. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 46, 91—110.

Neack, L. (1995). UN peace-keeping: in the interest of community or self? Journal of Peace Research, 32, 181—196.

Neethling, T. (2004). International peacekeeping trends: the significance of African contributions to African
peacekeeping requirements. Politikon, 31, 49—66.

Neumayer, E., & Pliimper, T. (2009). Spatial effect in dyadic data. International Organization, 63 (forthcoming).

Nye, J. S. (2003). The paradox of American power: Why the world’s only superpower can’t go it alone. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

O’Loughlin, J. (2000). Geography as space and geography as place: the divide between political science and political
geography continues. Geopolitics, 5, 126—137.

O’Loughlin, J. (2005). The political geography of conflict: civil wars in the hegemonic shadow. In C. Flint (Ed.), The
geography of war and peace (pp. 85—110). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

O’Loughlin, J., & Kolossov, V. (2002). Still not worth the bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier: the geopolitics of the
Kosovo war 1999. Political Geography, 21, 573—599.

Oneal, J. R., Oneal, F. H.,, Maoz, Z., & Russett, B. (1996). The liberal peace: interdependence, democracy, and
international conflict, 1950—85. Journal of Peace Research, 33, 11—28.

O Tuathail, G. (2000). The postmodern geopolitical condition: states, statecraft, and security at the millennium. Annals
of the Association of American Geographers, 90, 166—178.

Owen, J. M. (1994). How liberalism produces democratic peace. International Security, 19, 87—125.

Parsons, C. R., Skeldon, R., Walmsley, T. L., & Winters, L. A. (2007). Quantifying international migration: A database
of bilateral migrant stocks. Policy Research Working Paper 4165. Washington, DC: IBRD.

Pilger, J. (1999). Hidden agendas. London: Random House.

Pliimper, T., & Neumayer, E. (2007). The level of democracy in hard times: On the reliability of POLITY IV’s polity2
score. University of Essex, Department of Government/London School of Economics and Political Science,
Department of Geography and Environment. Working Paper.

Popescu, G. (2005). Diaspora geopolitics: Romanian—Americans and NATO expansion. Geopolitics, 10, 455—481.

Pugh, M. (2004). Peacekeeping and critical theory. International Peacekeeping, 11, 39—58.

Shain, Y. (1994—1995). Ethnic diasporas and U.S. foreign policy. Political Science Quarterly, 109, 811—841.


http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/polity/data

914 R. Perkins, E. Neumayer | Political Geography 27 (2008) 895—914

Shimizu, H., & Sandler, T. (2002). Peacekeeping and burden-sharing, 1994—2000. Journal of Peace Research, 39, 651—668.

Shimizu, H., & Sandler, T. (2003). NATO peacekeeping and burden-sharing: 1994—2000. Public Finance Review, 31,
123—143.

Silberfein, M. (2004). The geopolitics of conflict and diamonds in Sierra Leone. Geopolitics, 9, 213—241.

Singer, J. D., Bremer, S., & Stuckey, J. (1972). Capability distribution, uncertainty and major power war, 1820—1965. In
B. Russett (Ed.), Peace, war, and numbers (pp. 19—48). Beverly Hills: Sage.

SIPRI. (2007). Multilateral peace operations database. http://conflict.sipri.org/SIPRI_Internet/. Accessed 08.01.07.

Solomon, B. (2007). Political economy of peacekeeping. In T. Sandler, & K. Hartley (Eds.), Handbook of defence
economics, Vol. 2 (pp. 741—774). San Diego: Elsevier.

Starr, H. (1991). Democratic dominoes: diffusion approaches to the spread of democracy in the international system.
The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 35, 356—381.

Tir, J., & Diehl, P. F. (2002). Geographic dimensions of enduring rivalries. Political Geography, 21, 263—286.

UNHCR. (various years). Statistical yearbook. Geneva: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees.

Ward, M. D., & Gleditsch, K. S. (2002). Location, location, location: an MCMC approach to modeling the spatial
context of war and peace. Political Analysis, 10, 244—260.

Ward, M. D., Siverson, R. M., & Cao, X. (2007). Dispute, democracies and dependencies: a re-examination of the
Kantian Peace. American Journal of Political Science, 15, 583—601.

Welsh, J. M. (2003). Introduction. In J. M. Welsh (Ed.), Humanitarian intervention and international relations
(pp. 1-9). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wheeler, N.J. (2002). Saving strangers: Humanitarian intervention in international society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

World Bank. (2006). World development indicators on CD-ROM. Washington, DC: IBRD.

Xierali, I., & Liu, L. (2006). Explaining foreign diplomatic presence in the U.S. with spatial models: a liberal spatial
perspective. GeoJournal, 67, 85—101.


http://conflict.sipri.org/SIPRI_Internet

	Extra-territorial interventions in conflict spaces: Explaining the geographies of post-Cold War peacekeeping
	Introduction
	Post-Cold War peacekeeping
	Conceptualising participation in peacekeeping operations
	Domestically-institutionalised values, norms and practices
	Spatial proximity
	Relational proximity

	Method
	Dependent variable
	Independent variables
	Control variables
	Estimation approach
	Sample

	Results
	Robustness test

	Conclusion
	References


