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Authors’s Note

The present paper outlines the research designrlyimdemy doctoral dissertation project.

Comments are welcome!

1. Introduction

Since the early 1990s the UN has dramatically emed the number, size and scope of UN
peace operations in response to a series of iateasiolent conflicts generating massive
negative cross-border externalities. While somthese operations came close to being fully
provided, others have been subject to inadequateision. In some cases powerful states
were willing to support operations, in other caiesy were not. In order to explain these
variances this paper represents a joint producdligogbod approach of UN peace operations.
As transnational joint-product public goods UN peace operations yield transnational pure
public benefits (such as peace and security, erdobimternational stability) as well as nation-
specific private benefits (such as status enhancefoecontributing countries and the pursuit
of national political and economic interestsThe present dissertation project aims at
demonstrating empirically that adequate provisidnUiN peace operations depends on
whether excludable (private) or pure public besedite prevailing. If excludable benefits are
prevailing, UN peace operations tend towards adequi@vision. In such cases where these
operations mainly generate pure public benefitgqadte provision is on the decline. As
contributing states fail to account for benefitsittactions confer on othersp{llovers) free-
riding becomes a major concern. Given that statggp@t peace operations only if they
expect private benefits, adequate provision dep@mdsufficient incentives where public
benefits are prevailing.

The paper contains four additional chapters. Faligwthe present introductory chapter,
chapter 2 first provides the theoretical framewoftkhe study. Then the paper focuses on the
research design underlying this project. In doing ahapter 3 is devoted to generating the
hypothesis and chapter 4 to operationalizing theeddent variable (4.1) and the independent

variable (4.2). Finally, methodology and case s&laawill be addressed in chapter 5.

! “Transnational public goods” is an umbrella teravering both regional and global public goods.
% This important aspect, however, cannot be takendansideration within the scope of the presepepa



2. UN Peace Operations as Transnational Joint Proad Public Goods

In some cases countries actively participate in pédce operations, in other cases they do
not. In some cases the UN has been successful magmay violent conflicts, especially if
Member States have demonstrated their commitmenqtetxe operations e.g. in form of
timely supply of troops and financial resourceu)gKINA 2006). In other cases peace
operations have failed to prevent or effectivelgp@nd to emergencies — often due to
inadequate provision reflecting the lukewarm oretoksupport given by Member States.
Against the background of these mixed records ot&ss in providing UN peacekeeping a
growing number of economic - utilitarian rationdloice - analyses have been provided
within IR-literature that approaches the questibnadlective action efficiency underlying the
provision of UN peace operations from a global juljood perspectivd.From this
perspective UN peace operations represaiet mediate public goods that contribute to the
production offinal transnational public goods such as peace andigeand enhanced world-
political stability’ Such peacekeeping outputs meet the criteria of mublic goods
(SAMUELSON 1954) since they ar@on-rival in consumption andhon-excludable from

consumption.

The spill-over range of benefits derived from UNape operations (positive externalities) can
span from the local to the global level. Apart frahose benefits that amivately - i.e.
locally or nationally - consumed by the conflialgdien country into which an operation has
been deployetl UN peace operations can contribute to the magmtes ofregional peace and
stability, reduce the likelihood of unwelcome imemtions by regional powers, promote
stability for commercial and economic developmenerests in a region, and help to manage
regional refugee problems @BROWBOYER 1997: 726 f.). That is, UN peace operations
produce positive regional externalities and nobadthin a region can be excluded from

consumption of these pure public outputs. Howel#¥, peace operations can also yield

% See ARRCE M./SANDLER 2002; BARETT 2004; BOBROWBOYER 1997, 2005; IKANNA/SANDLER/SHIMIZU 1998,
1999; Kocks 2005, 2006, 2007a, 2007b;AMDLER 2004; NDLER/HARTLEY 1999; Siimizu 2005;
SHIMIZU /SANDLER 2002.

* Producing final public goods often requires inpoftsnany private goods, public goods, or both. Rupbods
that contribute to the production of final publioagl are called intermediate public goods. Desgitsrt
instrumental “input’-character, they also possd®s attributes of public goods and are subject tblipu
consumption (see AUL et al. 2003: 604; KCKS 2007b: 28).

® Transferring the concept of public goods to thebgl level makeglobality, due to the porosity and loss of
national boarders, into a form of public. Beingation-state is therefore a form prfivateness (KAUL/KOCKS
2003). Nation-states function as private, benefiximizing actors in the international system. Faitiaal
comments on the primacy bfdividual goal-seeking see, for example, MLLER 1994.



worldwide pure public benefits: “[...] if successful [they, ] provide an increased measure
of world stability and security that benefits aditions - contributors and non-contributors - so
that benefits are nonexcludable. Maintenance ofildvpeace also yields nonrival benefits
worldwide because one nation’s gain from world pedmes not detract from other nations’

available gains.” (KANNA/SANDLER/SHIMIZU 1998: 181; see also®WDEZz 1999)

The prognosis for collective action with regardattequate provision of UN peace operations
differs greatly depending on whether these oparatigenerate transnational pure public
benefits only or also contributor-specific privdienefits. Put differently, collective action
predictions hinge on the degree of publicness. Ating to the theory of pure public goods
evolved by Paul Samuelson (1954), Mancur Olson §126id others, it can be anticipated
that UN peace operations will be underprovidednditt benefits only are non-excludable.
Non-excludability of benefits gives rise ticee-riding, which means that nations rely on the
contributions of others and this, again, will yietdsuboptimal allocation. Rational actors do
not pay for a good whose benefits they can redeaeeof charge. Consequently, self-interest
works against the interest of the collective. Spbroal provision will increase in direct
proportion to the number of contributors who widitraccount for the benefit spillovers that
their contributions confer on others. That is, éhex no internalization of externalities. As
Shimizu and Sandler (2002: 655) put it:

Suboptimality follows as a country contributes tapekeeping by equating its MWTP
[marginal willingness to pay, A.K.] to the assoe@®tMC [marginal costs, A.K.], while
ignoring the benefit spillovers that its contrilmurts confer on others. Optimality requires a

contributor to equate the sum of MWTP oaHrbenefits recipients to the associated MC.

The collective action prognosis, however, may diffjecatly if UN peace operations also
generate nation-specific benefits that constitutenaentive for more adequate provision.
In practice, only few public goods actually aregympublic. Supposed pure public goods
are often either partial excludable (that is, ndit/favailable to all) or partial rival or — as in
case of UN peace operations — have multiple outjpatsvary in their degree of publicness
(cf. ARCEM./SANDLER 2002: 14 f.). In case of suchpure public goods free-riding and its
attendant sub-optimality still exists, but not ke tsame extent as predicted by the pure
public good model (BRNEJSANDLER 1999 [1986]; SNDLER 2004).

Recent attempts to explore the public good charadft&JN peace operations and the ways

and degrees to which states support their proviarenn the tradition of theconomic theory



of alliances (application of public good theory to allianceshigh has its origin in Mancur
Olson’s seminal study “The Logic of Collective Axt? (1965) where he used alliances, and
NATO in particular, as an example of the differkimds of international organizations which
face allocative efficiency problems from sharingae public good. A formal model then
followed in Olson and Zeckhauser (1966) focussing burden-sharing among NATO
members to providdeterrence as a pure public good. The authors” findings hsnavn that
the large wealthy allies shoulder a disproportiensihare of the burden, i.e. the defence
burden of the small, poor allies by providing tladtdr with a relativelyfree-ride. The
proposition became known as tleloitation hypothesis (cf. SANDLER/HARTLEY 2001: 869).
This phenomenon is due to the relation betweent®ms degree of need to provide a
transnational public good in combination with itx@ss to resources: A nation in possession
of several resources is very likely to single-hatig@rovide a transnational public good even
is its degree of need for the good’s provisionasely or not at all stronger than that of the
other members of the group. Instead, a nationvesdthy will only become active on its own
if its degree of need is significantly strongerrthhat of the other members of the group
(KIRsCH 2004: 173f

This phenomenon usually leads to underprovisionesthe large wealthy allies in the long
run are not willing to accept free-riding of theampoor allies. During the 1970s Olson and
Zeckhauser’s (1966) exploitation hypothesis, howewve longer seemed to apply to NATO
since statistical findings indicated that smalllbiea were assuming a greater portion of the
defence burdens than predicted by Olson and Zeskh@upure public good model (see e.g.
RUSSETT 1970; BeER 1972; SNDLER/CAULEY 1975; also BRNAUER 1995: 88). To find a
reason for this change, researchers assumed ttraakbg s military expenditure produced not
only public benefits, but also benefiégjoyed exclusively by the ally (cf. NDLER 1993;
SHimizu 2005).

Focussing on the impure public good aspects ofstiered defence good, Todd Sandler
(1977) developed point-product explanation of military alliances leading to cotige action
implications that differ from those of the pure palgood scenario provided by Olson and
Zeckhauser. The joint product model is a generatimaof both the pure public and the
private good model, containing each as a specsa.oaccording to Sandler (2004: 53), joint
product public goods consist of those activitiest thield two or more outputs, which may
vary in their degree of publicness. As such, jgndduct outputs may be purely public,

private, or impurely public. An activity that yiedoth “purely public transnational benefits

® The smaller the group and therefore the overatscéor the provision of a good in comparison tosth of a
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and country-specific benefits” is an example of iaternational joint product (RCE
M./SANDLER 2002: 15).

On the basis of macro-quantitative analyses, tivé product model not only outperformed
the pure pubic good model with regard to burdemisgan NATO, but also turned out to be
valid for UN peacekeeping. The existence of sevamahte benefits that nations can derive
from the provision of UN peace operations (see whap2) has already been identified by a
number of authors (e.g. dBROWBOYER 1997). Since UN peace operations yield
transnational pure public benefits as well as magipecific private benefits, they represent an
instance of transnational joint product public geo(tf. SANDLER/HARTLEY 1999; KOCKS
2007a). According to the logic of Sandler’s joimbguct model of public good provision
adequate provision of UN peace operations dependshether excludable or pure public
benefits are prevailing. Only if UN peace operasi@most exclusively generate pure public
benefits, then Olson and Zeckhauser’s model appfidgisproportionate burden sharing and
its attendant under-provision can be expected. ploblem, however, becomes less severe
when the ratio of excludable contributor-specifenbfits to total benefits increases. Provided
that excludable benefits are prevailing dispropoiie burden sharing need not result and
.peacekeeping efforts should become more efficientterms of Pareto optimality.”
(KHANNA/SANDLER/SHIMIZU 1998: 182). Nations can be expected to support a&cepe
operation because they will only obtain the exchledenefits if they contribute to the public
good. Put differently, Member States may be praayithe public good solely to capture the
private benefits. If all contributors receive agaramount of private benefits then they may
also carry heavier peacekeeping burdens and fueegriwill be attenuated. Member States
can free-ride on the jointly produced pure pubbods but not on the bundled private goods
(SANDLER 2004: 38). Thus, the pursuit of narrow self-ingéris not necessarily contradictory
to the pursuit of collectively desired outcome®EBOWBOYER 1997: 726). With regard to
efficient collective action Arce M. and Sandler geethe heart of the joint product model:

Efficiency hinges on the ratio of excludable betsefi.e., country-specific and club good
outputs) to total benefits associated with peaqgakee As this ratio nears one in value,
so that all peacekeeping benefits are excludatdgpms can be expected to support

peacekeeping operations. If, however, the ratioe@r zero, then peacekeeping benefits

larger group, the more likely it is for a nationpimvide a good single-handedly.
" For a survey of the different analyses carriedowet time see AIDLER 1993.



are primarily nonexcludable and free riding is @ager concern. (RCE M./SANDLER
2002: 58)

In recent years several macro-quantitative analliges been carried out trying to grasp the
ratio of excludable to public benefits generatedUdy peace operations. One test was to
determine whether contributors” incomes are higllyelated with peacekeeping burdens as
predicted by the pure public good model (cANSLER 2004: 204). In doing so, Khanna,
Sandler und Shimizu (1998, 1999) founal evidence of a positive correlation between UN
peacekeeping burdens (actual payments) and a gar®DP rank throughout the period
from 1976 to 1990 for samples of 29 key contribsitwhich, at that time, had to shoulder
approximately 95 percent of the total costs of pkaeping. That is, the analyses indicated no
disproportionate burden sharing suggesting tharabke share of benefits generated by UN
peace operations were nation-specific. Consequethiéy authors concluded that UN peace
operations deployed during the Cold War mainly sdréome individual nation’s private
interests. In more recent ongoing work, Shimizu Saddler (2002), instead, found statistical
evidence of increased disproportionality during thest-Cold War period (1994-2000)
indicating mostly purely public benefits (cfasLER/SHIMIZU 2002). In other words, during
the post-Cold War period the pure public good conemb of UN peace operations is more

dominant than the private one.

If it is the case that over the past few years Wdge operations have mainly generated pure
public good outputs, measures need to be takender ¢o prevent their underprovision. For
as long as the most powerful states see no conyeyagireater need for the provision of this
good (and then provide it unilaterally), they wilh, the long run — taking into account the
primacy of the notion of states as self-interestedterialistic “economic” actors — not accept

non-excludability from consumptiorAs early as the mid-1960s, Olson (1965) advocdted t

creation of selective incentives for “privilegedttars to encourage them to bear the main
costs of the provision of the good. This approachlso reflected in the theory of hegemonial
stability (GLPIN 1981, MEARSHEIMER 1993). Nye (2001, p. 95) also perceives that Id t
largest beneficiary of a public good (such as ma&onal order) does not take the lead toward
its maintenance, nobody else will.” Another means avercoming the danger of
underprovision, maintained by neoinstitutionalismparticular (RN 1992; ZANGL 1999) is

the design of institutional rules that offer indeas to overcome collective action problems.



It is not, however, the main objective of this éidation project to identify how provision
deficiencies of UN peace operations can be remédRather, its focus is of an analytical
nature, as it aims at explaining from a joint pratdpoint of view why the adequacy of the

provision of some UN peace operations is greatar tthers.

3. Generation of a Hypothesis

Previous studies on the provision of UN peace dera that took the joint product theory
perspective reveal two fundamental weaknesséstly, they only indirectly grasp the
relation between excludable and public benefits UM peace operations by drawing
conclusions about the benefit ratio from macro-dgjtetive analyses of UN Member States’
burden-sharing behaviour. This approach, howewvaes dhot constitute a genuine empirical
test, as the basic assumption of the theoreticaleine that disproportionate burden-sharing
and the resulting under-provision of peace opematiare an expression of a predominantly
existence of public benefits — is simply taken mestablished fact. A stricter test would have
to attempt to measure this relation directly inesrtb examine how variances in this relation
translate into variances in the degree of provisgeoondly, the studies made no distinctions
in the provision of individual UN peace operatioRather, the conclusion was drawn from
the analyses that iall operations since the 1990s the proportion of peivaenefits has

declined in favour of public benefits.

It is the aim of the doctoral dissertation projpaesented here to resolve these research gaps
by measuring the benefit ratio of each peace operalirectly, thereby pursuing two
objectives: Firstly, using the joint product pubdjood-approach seeks to explain why some
UN peace operations are more adequately provided dthers, and why states are willing to
support UN peace operations in some cases buhrmdhéers. Secondly, the application of this
approach to answer these questions at the sameutadts explanatory power directly to the

test.

The following central hypothesis forms the basistf@ project:

8 From the point of view of financing see, for exdeKocks2007b; MJLLER 2007.



H: All other things being equal, the degree of awmy of the provision of UN peace
operations is (ahigh if the private benefits generated through UN peaperations are
greater than the public benefits; (bedium if the private and public benefits generated
through UN peace operations are equaljda) if the private benefits generated through UN
peace operations are lesser than the public benefit

The question of the selective willingness of stategprovide support requires no separate
hypothesis, as the respective degree of adequagrowision also reflects the degree of
willingness to provide support. If the varianceghe ratio of public to private benefits from
UN peace operationsnfependent variable) correspond to the variances in the degree of
adequacy of the provision of such operatiodspéndent variable), this supports the
explanatory power of the approach. If the studywshthat states only provide UN peace
operations adequately if these yield sufficientvgie benefits for them, then this also
confirms the underlying assumption of rational @cttheories in IR that states are benefit-
maximizing, self-interested actors. Although thepraach makes no primary distinction
between various rationalist explanations, but vishuniversal statement rather reflects the
core of the theory that private benefits are the primiagentive to act, an examination of
more differentiated hypotheses within this approachevertheless possible. If, for example,
evidence is found that a state contributes towdndsadequate provision of a UN peace
operation if this is of private benefit to its owaonomic elite because, say, it helps secure
new markets and ensures access to raw materias, tthis may support the political-
economic proposition of rational liberalism (e.goXC1996). If, however, a state should be
found to support a peace operation in order toridmrte towards pacifying a conflict that
affects its own vital security and power intere@sy. GLPIN 1981), this argues more in

favour of Realist arguments.

However, the primary objective of the study is mottest the most specific hypotheses
possible, but as universal a hypothesis as postiatealso runs a high risk of falsification. If

it withstands this test, then it has a more comgmslve explanatory power than a specific
hypothesis. If the approach does not withstandtéise however, i.e. should it prove that
states even support UN peace operations if thegrgén (almost) no private benefits for

them, then all more specific rationalist explanatonodels that are also based on the
assumption of the primacy of individual’s benefdalculations must be rejected. The

adequate provision of UN peace operations accoragahy exclusively public benefits



would then rather endorse constructivist (e.qNNEMORE 1996) or moral-sociological
(HASENCLEVER 2001) approaches to explaining military intervens which assume that
states, and their citizens, have shared valuesuanohorally motivated. Military interventions
through the adequate provision of peace operatimsgd then be understood as humanitarian
interventions, and as an expression of a “respoitgilbo protect” (Iciss 2001), the sole
purpose of which is to protect human rights andsiok® (global) public goods such as a peace

and security.

The joint product approach maintains that adeqpateision of UN peace operations is
primarily — but not exclusively — determined by the attrésubf the goods themselves, i.e. the
ratio of public to private benefits. However, otlatributes of the social situation where UN
peace operations are to be provided may also haweflaence on the collective action and
thus also on the degree of adequate provisiBuchsecondary factors may, for instance, be
the aggregation technology, i.e. the ways and meandich individual contributions to the
good determine its total quantity, the homogeneityeterogeneity of the preferences of the
providing actors, or the existence of sanctionspdilyeses on the potential influence of such

secondary factors, however, must be generatethsgrgpoint.

4. Operationalization

The central hypothesis of the joint product apphoagplied here combines various forms of
the ratio of excludable to public benefits genatddy UN peace operations with different
degrees of adequacy of provision of these opemtionthe following, therefore, operations
will be specified by means of which firstly the gdacy of the provision, i.e. the dependent
variable, and secondly the ratio of excludableublic benefits, i.e. the independent variable,

can be established.

4.1 The Dependent Variable

Before the “adequacy of provision” can be operatimed as the dependent variable, the term

adequacy should first be distinguished from the termsdgij mum and (2)success.



It should first be noted that the teradequate provision was introduced deliberately in
distinction to the economic terwptimal provision. According to the so-calléshmuelson
condition as a criterion for an efficient level of provisjahe provision of a public good is
optimal when the marginal cost of the good’s piiovisequals the sum of the marginal
willingness to pay for the good of all concernetbes (S\MUELSON 1954). Within the context
of the debate on transnational public goods, howelie Samuelson condition is increasingly
questioned because, among other things, it focegekisively on the domestic societal
preferences within a national context, but not efgrences at the international level. It is by
all means possible that when providing or contrimutowards the provision of a good, a
state pursues higher external priorities the maigeoosts of which possibly exceed the
marginal willingness of the respective society &y.pConsequently, that condition would be
invalid (cf. KauL/ CONCEICAO 2006: 56). In contrast to an optimal provisiore #uequate
provision of public goods can be defined accordm@oncei¢cdo und Mendoza (2006: 332) as
“the level from which no further enhancements aasible, given the good’s innate or
defined (physical) properties and the current sthtenowledge and technology®.

Nor is the adequacy of provision equated here withsuccess of a UN peace operation.
Adequate provision is, rather, a significant but safficient condition for the success of an
operation. Success — broadly understood as (a)futigment of a mandate, (b) the
containment of a violent conflict and minimizatiohhuman suffering, (c) the prevention of
cross-border negative externalities or the promigibpublic goods, and (d) the facilitation of
conflict resolution or creation of the conditiors & positive peacé— depends on a number
of different factors. These include for example #meavours of the conflicting parties to
deal with the conflict in a non-violent way, as e their agreement to and cooperation with
the peace operation (cfUBHKINA 2006)*? Insofar as its success is not alone determined by
the willingness of the providing states to suppiprthis lies beyond the explanatory range of
the joint product approach. Thus, the focus ofghesent study lies purely in the provision
situation that reflects the collective action af tictorgroviding the good.

For this purpose, an adequate provision is defined here as one in which all necessary

measures are taken by the providing actors to ensure the success of a peace operation.

° For an overview of the various attributes of pulgiood provision situations see e.@UHAINGER 2002: 60 ff.

19 For example, the public good of controlling andating HIV/AIDS would beadequately provided if all
technologies existing at a particular time weredugecontain the virus. According to the Samuelpdnciple,
this good would beptimally provided if the marginal costs of its provisiofli¢gal with the amount the national
societies were willing to pay for that measure.

™ For similar, broad definitions of the success &f peace operations se&®BT 1997; DRUCKMANN/STERN
1997; RISHKINA 2006; see also: IBHL 1993; LakeE 2002.
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Unlike other studies, this study is not merely iagted in the circumstances under which
states actually deploy a peace operation, butdceater degree in thguality of provision.
After all, a mal-provided or underprovided peaceragion can contribute little more to the

pacification of a conflict than an operation thehbt deployed at all.

The following five indicators will be used to measthe dependent variable: (1) mandate, (2)
financial resources, (3) human and material regsyr¢4) diplomatic commitment and (5)
relations with the conflicting parties. As the adatg provision alone is not the dependent
variable of the central hypothesis, but also d#fedegrees of adequacy, operations must be
undertaken to measure these degrees. Each otéhmdicators therefore has three categories
(see also Table 1). The different categories thakemup an unweighted, 3-stage, classified

summation index in order to determine the degresdefjuacy of provision.

(1) Mandate

The mandate is crucial for the adequacy of the iprawv of a UN peace operation. As there
are no stipulations in the United Nations Chartepeace operations it is the responsibility of
the Security Council to furnish peace operationthwaein appropriate mandate that provides
the legal basis for their assignméhids it is a political body, the political weightinaf the
Security Council is reflected in the mandates détngs (URCH 1993: 26). In practice, a lack of
political will within the Security Council meantahsuch mandates often failed to grasp the
realities of the conflict in question. Mandates &awasceptible to three fundamental
weaknesses: They can be too weak in design, thghtnbe formulated too vaguely and
loosely, and they can contain unrealistic, unadtidli@ objectives (cf.eXT 2001: 39). Thus, a
mandate can be deemadkguate and contributory towards the success of an omerdttithey
fulfil the following three requirements: (a) theawption is well-equipped in terms of forces,
resources and authority; (b) the mandate is fortedlan clear, concrete terms that require no
on site-interpretation by the operation leadersti{e objectives are realistic and do not make
excessive demands. A mandatéess adequate if it only fulfils two of the three requirements.

A mandate isnadequate if it fulfils none or only one of the above criter

(2) Financial Resources

12.0n factors conducive to a successful operatioresgelDWNSSTEDMAN 2002; FORTNA 2004; DURCH 2006;
DOYLE/SAMBANIS 2006.

13 Only political UN missions can be authorised bg thN General Assembly; for a detailed elaboratiee s
Kocks 2005: 58 ff.
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The financial resources provided for a UN peaceaijmn are also crucial for the adequacy of
its provision. Since 1973 the members’ contributida theUN Peacekeeping Assessment
Accounts are calculated on the basis of a scale of assesqmeformed in 2000). Without
these contributions — paid within the period stgpetl — no operation can fulfil its mandate,
nor can the states deploying forces (as a ruleethes third-world countries) be remunerated.
Still, the poor payment morale of many Member Stéi@ngs over the financing of UN peace
operations like the sword of Damocles. Free-ridmghe form of belated payments or non-
payment of contributions is a major problem. Paytrenears in December 2005 for UN
peace operations amounted to almost 3 billion USaBo(cf. HIFNER 2007: 21). It should be
mentioned at this point that from a financial poaftview the success of peace operations
(especially complex, multidimensional operations) anly depends on prompt payment via
the core budgetary channels, but also from volynfayments through extrabudgetary
mechanisms (trust funds, cost sharing, parallenfaing)’* However, as such payments are
not mandatory for UN Member States this aspectmuatlbe given further consideration here.
For the purposes of this study, therefore, thenitid resources of a UN peace operation will
be deemeddequate if the mandatory contributions calculated for tbaeration are paid on
time and the budget is met. Financial provisiofess adequate if only at least 75 percent of
the budget is met due to payment arrears. The res®are deemadadequate if less than 75

percent of the budget is met due to late paymdntsaadatory contributions.

(3) Human and Material Resources

The provision of UN peace operations with human rmatkerial resources is no less vital than
the financial resources. It is critical both thia¢ tquantity and quality of the resources meet
the requirements at the location in question aatl ey are provided when they are needed.
A rapid deployment of the necessary civil and miijtcomponents of an operation can be a
matter of life and death in a country where viokemns escalating. In practice, the requested
military and civil personnel frequently arrive afteonsiderable delays and are then fewer in
quantity than ordered and/or badly trained and ahified. A considerable deficit among
many UN peace operations is also the lack of higgiity, rough-terrain military equipment.
But even the provision of support such as transpagtstics, vehicles, helicopters and
communications technology is frequently poor (cfiTA4CHKE/WITTIG 2007: 94). The

provision of a UN peace operation with human anden resources is rated adequate if

4 1n 2003 alone the UN had 3ust Funds at its disposal with a total volume of just unds$ 100 m. for
financing activities in the context of UN peace @tions. Considerably higher sums are also allactiethe
UN throughcost-sharing undparallel-financing mechanisms. For a detailed description seexs 2007a.
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it meets requirements in terms of timing and qugntt is less adequate if it is only meets
them in terms of either timing or quantity. The yaston of human and material resources is

inadequate when requirements are neither fulfilled in terrh&ming or quantity.

(4) Diplomatic Commitment

The adequacy of the provision of a UN peace opmrat also signified by the effective
diplomatic endeavours made by the providing stidesettle a dispute. In her quantitative
study, Pushkina (2007) has found evidence thatepeperations are more successful if they
are flanked by peace agreements that address thessaes and objects of the conflict. This
also reflects the Member States” willingness tqsupan operation. Diplomatic commitment
is thus rated aadequate if it leads to a peace agreement that addressesanall matters of
dispute. Diplomatic commitment is seenless adequate if the peace agreement reached only
addresses some of the matters of dispute. It i$ ebeinadequate if no peace agreement is
reached at all.

(5) Relations with the Conflicting Parties

One main reason for the failure of a UN peace djeraan be that the warring parties are
given external material, ideological or politicalpport (HAMPSON 1996; FOTHCHILD 2003). It
can by all means happen that states involved irptbeision of a UN peace operation but at
the same time give support to one or both warriagigs in a way that might damage the
peace process. For example, in the case of Uhe Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus
(UNFICYP), which was generally assessed to haven be&ecomplete failure, the two
conflicting parties were given considerable finah@nd material support by Greece and
Turkey respectively (cf. BsHKINA 2006: 140). A peace operation can, however, not be
adequately provided in terms of pacification if iidual providers are involved in the
violence as well. Relations with the conflictingtpes are therefore rated to bdequate if no
material, ideological or political support for esthof the conflicting parties is brought to bear.
Relations ardess adequate if either of the conflicting parties is initiallgiven material,
ideological or political support which, however, $$opped in the course of the peace
operation. Relations with the parties of the canfareinadequate, however, if either party
continues to receive this type of support.
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Table 1: Indicators of the dependent variables

Degree of Adequacy in:

: . Human and , , Relations with
Financial : Diplomatic :
Mandate Material : Parties of
Resources Commitment .
Resources Conflict
Clear, Mand_ato_ry o No material,
contributions . Realization of a . ;
concrete Deployment in {deologlcal or
hi . calculated for : . peace agreement that_ ..
igh (3) formulation, operation in timeand in addressegalmost) political support
realistic pera . | sufficient scale mos for conflicting
L guestion are paid all matters of dispute :
objectives . . parties
on time and in full
Deployment too | Realization of a Only 'U'“a'
aterial,

. Only two of | Late payment ot | late or peace agreement tha )
medium g 0 : L ideological or
@) these criteria| 75% pf mandatory insufficient in addressesome of political support

are met contributions terms of required| the matters of s
. for conflicting
scale dispute .
parties
Continued
material,
Only one Of. Late payment of < Dgploy_me_nt ideological or
low (1) the criteria is 75% of mandatory| nefther n 't|me' No peace agreement political support
met at the S nor sufficient in .
contributions for either of the
most scale .
conflicting
parties

Note: The indicators and their characterizatiomsrant final. The intention here is rather to ilhasé the general
approach to the question at hand.

The summation index of the five indicators eachwiiree possible categories can thus reach

values of between 5 and 15. In the next step ttexims classified into three grades, (1) low,

(2) medium and (3) high, in accordance with thedtlgpsis given above (see Table 2). The

classification is made according to the criteridran equal distribution of values within the

three groups®

Table 2: Classification of the Summation Index (Depndent Variable)

Low

Degree of Adequacy of Provision

Medium

High

values

5-7

8-11

12 -15

!> Due to the uneven number of categories the cagdgeris given three instead of four points as givethe
categoriesmedium and high. In this way it is ensured that in case of dout# &dequacy of an operation is
classified as too positive rather than too negative
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4.2 The Independent Variable

The “ratio of public to private benefits of UN peaagperations” is the independent variable of
the central hypothesis. A preliminary scrutiny bétempirical material and the literature
reveals a number of private benefits that can Ioeigeed in addition to public benefits from
UN peace operations. Before presenting the metwoch&asuring the benefit ratio | shall first
list a few examples of private benefits that indial states have gained from participating in
UN peace operations.

Bullion (2005) attributes e.g. India’s strong sugpof UN peace operations (as the third-
largest provider of troops) among other thingshi taluable training and experience gained
by troops and the legitimation of India’s desire éopermanent seat on the Security Council.
France’s participation in various peace operati@g. in Cambodia, Rwanda, Kosovo and
Afghanistan) served to legitimize a permanent sedhe Security Council, but also served
France’s reputation as a “peace power” as welhagtotection of its economic interests and
influence in its former colonies (cf. ¥6D 2005). While operations in Cambodia and East
Timor benefited Australia’s security interests dhd expansion of its influence in the region
(SviTH 2005), Argentina, for example, was able to rega@ime of the prestige it lost during
the Falkland War and at the same time justify ighlarms expenditure to the population as
well as make economic gains through the deployroéioops in UN peace operations (cf.
WATSON 2005: 52 ff.). Germany, too, gained a number olgte benefits from its
participation in UN and NATO operations. Not lead, involvement in SFOR (Bosnia and
Herzegovina) and KFOR (Kosovo) served to avertpibesibility of refugees pouring into the
country, and its participation in tHéN Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia
was vital for the protection of 20,000 German NaamB. Germany’s motivation for being
one of the main providers of troops for theernational Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
was in part to neutralize pressure from the USAdécome involved in the Irag War (cf.
KUHNE 2007: 26 f.).

To sum up, these examples, and others, show tivaittgpr country-specific — benefits of UN
peace operations can be distinguished into thevintig three main categories (the latter two

of which are relevant for the purposes of this g1l

16 On similar attempts at categorisation s@BBOWBOYER 1997; SWDLER/SHIMIZU 2002.
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Type 1: Conflict-country specific benefits
These are private benefits that a conflict-riddeantry receives from the deployment of a
UN peace operation within its territory. That iBgtpositive externalities generated by an
operation are first and foremost consumed by tmdlicoridden country itself (or at least by
the local community). Examples are:

- local and/or national peace and security (or atldee containment of violence)

- national public order

reconstructed infrastructure

free elections and the protection of human rights

Type 2: Neighbouring country specific benefits
These are private benefits that accrue to courttngslie adjacent to the country in conflict in
which pacification measures are taken. Examples are
- stability within the neighbourhood of countries tthreere particularly at risk due to
their proximity to the conflict
- increase in trade volume and economic growth acemmepd by return to political

stability

Type 3: Contributor-specific benefits
These are private benefits that states and othersagain from supporting UN peace
operations. These benefits again can be dividexdtivé following three subcategories:
a) Status enhancement for states supporting UNepeperations (“promoters of world
peace”)
b) Financial and other advantages through participan UN peace operations
- Third-world states providing troops receive muahger payments (reimbursements)
from the UN than they pay to their soldiers
- Practical experience and training for their seidi
- Lucrative agreements for private security comeani
- Contracts for NGOs and other civil society orgations participating in activities
connected with the operations.
c) Pursue of political and economic interests bgwgful) states contributing to peace
operations
- Access to raw materials in the conflict-riddemetyy/securing supply of resources
- Assertion of national security interests
- Energy resources secured

- Strategic supply routes secured
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- Assertion of economic and trade interests

- Benefits to arms trade and defence industry

In order to be able to grasp the benefit raticetfld in the independent variable of the study,
the measurement of public and private benefits mélicarried out by means of tweei ghted
summation indices. These will serve to establighréttio between public and private benefits
in order to obtain information about the surplug,a, or underweighting of private benefits
to public benefits. To this end, the differentialue of the summation values resulting out of

both constructs (“public benefits” and “private kéts”) is drawn as follows:
Summation value of public benefits - summation value of private benefits.

A plus thus indicates (1) an underweighting of privatadfis, azero indicates (2) an equal
weighting of private and public benefits, andnaus indicates (3) a surplus weighting of
private benefits. For an examination of the strreetaf connection between the ratio of private
to public benefitsifdependent variable) and the degree of adequacy of provisidepéndent
variable), only the sign is of relevance, but not the antafrthe differential value, i.e. the
extent of surplus or underweighting. This is beeaiisis only of relevance to the study
whether there is a surplus, equal or underweighdiqayivate to public benefits that translates
into one of the respective three grades of the rdgr® variable. Table 3 illustrates in a
simplified form the calculation of the benefit @tiThe individual values assigned to the
respective benefits are fictitious ones, howevesat have not yet been derived theoretically

(on the methodology see chapter 5).

Table 3: Calculation of Benefit Ratio (fictitious example)

Public Benefits: Single Valueg Private Benefits: ndbe Values
Regional Security 10 Access to Raw Materials 4
Regional Stability 10 Improved Reputation 2
Security of Regional Training for Military
10 2

Trade Personnel
Containment of Distraction from Domestig

. 5 4
Diseases Problems
(...) (...)
Y 35 12
Difference Value 35 - 12 £ 23= Underweighting of private benefits
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5. Methodology and Case Selection

The basic methodological procedure used for thdysisia comparative case study analysis.
As already explained, qualitative and also simplangitative methods will be applied. The

central hypothesis will be tested on a total ofl$ix peace operations, selected by “sampling
on the dependent” variable out of the total oftiill peace operations deployed in intra-state
conflicts in accordance with Chapter VII of the Ubharta. The selection of six cases is
oriented towards the respective categories of #pendent variables, with the adequacy of
provision of two operations each classified@g, medium or high. Given the variance of the

dependent variables, it is possible to draw comshssabout the explanatory power of the

independent variables (cfid4G, VERBA und KEOHANE 1994 147).

Once these six cases have been determined, eaciduadl case must be examined by content
analysis to establish the ratio of (expected anelsieeable) public to private benefits. The data
used for this purpose is taken from official goveemt and parliamentary documents
(statements and speeches) as well as UN docunpeess, reports and interviews. In order to
be able to denote meaningful values to the idedtibenefits to form a basis for calculating
the benefit ratio, the so-called “Delphi method’livie applied. This is a systematic, multi-
stage survey method for forecasting trends andldewents as accurately as possible (cf.
HADER 2002). In the context of this study, various exp@political decision-makers) will be
given a catalogue of the identified benefits whiwky must put in order of value. The median
value is then calculated from these single values @resented again, anonymously, to the
experts for further fine-tuning. This controllecopess of value ordering is continued through
several stages. The final result will be a combigezlp opinion on the basis of which the
benefit ratio (hdependent variable) can be calculated.

Process tracing andthick description will then be applied in order to establish whettier
variances of the dependent variable can be explarelusively by the independent variable
of the central hypothesis, or whether secondaryaegpory factors also play a raleThick
descriptions should not only establish whetheradtequacy of the provision of UN peace
operations is founded solely on their respectividiplprivate benefit ratios, but also establish

the causal path between the two variables. Thush$tance, we might establish that different

" On process tracing see e.E@RGEBENNETT 2005 and on thick description seerRTz 1973.
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benefit ratios lead to different strategic constédins of actors and this in turn might lead to

different provision scenarios.

6. Conclusion

If the empirical results of the case study analgsiew that the variances of the independent
variable can be translated into the variances efdigpendent variable, then one can assume
that states only provide adequately for UN peaceraimns if they also yield sufficient
private benefits. This gives rise to a normatiierdma. On the one hand, private benefits and
incentives should be supported because they engmtin@ provision of transnational public
benefits. Self-interests and community interests tius not mutually exclusivper se.
Rather, the self-interested pursuit of private goodn actually help to provide more public
goods. On the other hand the principle of UN peaperationssolely being the means of
asserting private interests not only leads to & higgree of selectivity in the provision of
such goods, but also downgrades the original abgct providing peace and security as the
ultimate public goods to an accidental by-prodiite fact that more powerful states prefer if
needs be to realize their objectives through nondgerations is shown in the increase of
operations run by so-called “Coalitions of the Wif’, as well as regional organizations
(such as NATO), in which the regional hegemon catteb exert their influence better.
Bearing this in mind, there is, apart from the empl question of the conditions under which
UN peace operations are adequately provided, &lsonbrmative question of the “right”
balance and the qualitative relationship betweehlipuand private benefits. For if the
availability of sufficient private benefits is camdve to the adequate provision of an
operation, some single private benefits can be hdtimthe operation’s pacifying function.
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