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Abstract

Under what conditions does post-conflict humanitarian aid increase the risk of re-
newed violence? While previous research has focused on the terms of conflict resolution,
we argue that humanitarian aid disbursed following civil war ceasefires is most likely to
de-stabilize peace when armed groups have access to territorial safe havens, either in
cross-border refugee camps or in areas of the country where insurgents exercise residual
control. Drawing on a simple bargaining framework of conflict recurrence, we argue
that the delivery of humanitarian aid under these conditions intensifies problems of
credible commitment and information asymmetry between belligerent parties. We il-
lustrate our argument with the cases of Sudan (1983-2005) and Liberia (1989-1997),
and test our theory using a panel dataset of civil war ceasefires between 1989 and 2004.
The results support our argument that the destabilizing effects of humanitarian aid to
post-conflict countries are conditional on armed groups’ access to safe havens.

Word Count: 10,656 (including references & footnotes)

INTRODUCTION

Does humanitarian aid increase the risk of civil war recurrence? Anecdotal evidence from

a number of conflicts in the post-Cold War period has inspired criticism of international

humanitarian assistance, with observers arguing that relief supplies often end up in the hands

of armed groups who use aid to prolong or re-start wars (Anderson 1999, Luttwak 1999,

Muscat 2014, Lischer 2006, Kuperman 2008). In the aftermath of the Rwandan civil war,

for example, watchdog groups alleged that Hutu militias commanded by former génocidaires

exploited refugee camps in Zaire and Tanzania as safe havens for their fighters, and used

internationally provided food and medical supplies to support their campaign against the
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Tutsi government in Rwanda (Prunier 2011). More recently, critics have credited U.N.-

controlled humanitarian aid flows into Syria — estimated at $4.2 billion in 2014 — with

allowing extremist armed groups to sustain their armed struggle and consolidate local control.

“For all the short-term relief it provides,” concluded one journalist, “the flow of aid money

can also help prop up warlords and militia leaders . . . [The] better-funded the aid industry

becomes, the more it can help prolong the very conflicts it is supposed to alleviate” (Cambanis

2014).

A growing number of empirical studies also point to the unintended consequences of

external aid in states wracked by civil conflict. For incumbent governments, volatile aid

flows can disrupt government revenue, leading to uncertainty in the state’s ability to suppress

armed challengers and an increased likelihood of conflict onset (Nielsen et al. 2011, Gutting

and Steinwand 2017). International food and humanitarian aid may also directly supplement

rebels’ military capabilities, increasing both the risk of civil war onset and the duration of

ongoing wars (Nunn and Qian 2014, Narang 2015). At the local level, development aid

has been linked to rent-seeking behavior and targeted violence by insurgent groups (Findley

et al. 2011, Crost, Felter and Johnston 2014, Wood and Sullivan 2015, Narang and Stanton

2017). In a recent study examining the impact of post-conflict aid, Narang (2014) argues that

humanitarian aid flows increase the risk of civil war recurrence when conflicts end in decisive

victories, since the losing side benefits disproportionately from impartially distributed aid

and is thus empowered to attempt to revise the terms of the conflict settlement.

In this paper we re-visit the relationship between humanitarian aid and ceasefire dura-

bility and examine a previously overlooked factor: armed groups’ access to territorial sanc-

tuaries. While in theory humanitarian aid is distributed impartially, in accordance with

international norms, we argue that who controls aid matters in practice. Actors on the

ground, including parties to the conflict, influence where aid providers can operate and the

terms of their access to needy populations. However, not all potential peace spoilers are

equally well-positioned to capture humanitarian aid and leverage it to their advantage. Sim-
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ilarly, not all victors are equally able to prevent their former rivals from exploiting aid to

re-arm. We suggest that the effect of aid on post-conflict stability depends foremost on

patterns of territorial access and control by non-state armed groups, in particular whether

armed groups have access to autonomous territorial spaces. These “safe havens” include

refugee camps in bordering countries, as well as areas of their home countries where rebels

established long-term territorial control during the war. Drawing on a simple bargaining

framework of conflict recurrence, we argue that the existence of safe havens will make large

in-flows of humanitarian aid particularly destabilizing by intensifying problems of credible

commitment and information asymmetry between belligerent parties. In the absence of safe

havens, by contrast, humanitarian aid should not increase the risk of ceasefire collapse.

After illustrating this argument with the cases of Sudan and Liberia, we test our theory

using a panel dataset of civil war ceasefires between 1989 and 2004. Our findings provide

suggestive evidence in support of our argument that the effects of humanitarian aid on

ceasefire stability depend upon rebel organizations’ access to territorial safe havens. In the

absence of save havens, we find that an increase in humanitarian aid (both within-country

and to bordering countries) from the 25th to the 75th percentile results in an estimated

decrease of 35% in the predicted probability of ceasefire failure in a given year. However, the

same increase in humanitarian aid results in an approximately 61% increased probability of

ceasefire breakdown when safe havens are present. To address the concern that our findings

are driven by the selective distribution of aid to countries with both safe havens and especially

fragile ceasefires, we control for a large number of covariates that might plausibly impact both

aid distribution and ceasefire longevity, and conduct placebo tests using lagged dependent

variables. Despite data limitations, we conclude that our findings are most consistent with

the argument that rebel access to territorial safe havens creates conditions under which

humanitarian aid can be leveraged by armed groups, thus making post-conflict bargaining

more difficult and heightening the risk of renewed conflict.

The paper is structured as follows. The next section lays out the theoretical logic of
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our safe havens argument, and identifies testable hypotheses. The third section illustrates

the proposed mechanisms with the cases of Sudan and Liberia. The fourth section presents

results from several models using panel data on civil war ceasefires, humanitarian aid distri-

bution, refugee populations, and rebel territorial control. The fourth section concludes with

a summary discussion and suggestions for future research.

THEORY

Humanitarian Aid and Safe Havens in Civil War

Under international humanitarian law, unarmed civilian populations in war-affected coun-

tries have universal and equal rights to food, shelter, and basic medicine. According to these

principles, assistance to conflict-affected communities is meant to be “impartial in character

and conducted without any adverse distinction,” and agencies providing humanitarian aid

are to avoid taking sides in hostilities (ICRC 1994). By adopting a stance of strict neutral-

ity, international humanitarian aid donors intend to help relieve the suffering caused by wars

without independently influencing local dynamics of political and military competition.

Nevertheless, as documented by numerous recent studies, even impartially distributed

aid is likely to affect the decision-making calculus of violent armed groups. Aid may induce

violence directly by providing opportunities for looting or the targeting of aid providers (Choi

and Salehyan 2013, Crost, Felter and Johnston 2014), or indirectly by providing fungible

resources that augment armed groups’ military capabilities (Narang 2015, Nunn and Qian

2014). In the aftermath of ceasefire agreements, Narang (2014) proposes that the very

principle of impartiality in humanitarian aid distribution can help to upset the fragile terms

of conflict settlements. When populations associated with different sides of the conflict face

different levels of need, aid distributed impartially will necessarily favor one side over the

other. Narang concludes that decisive victories in civil war are therefore singularly dangerous

environments for aid distribution, since aid disproportionately empowers the losing party and

disrupts the ceasefire status quo ante.
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We argue that this model of humanitarian aid in post-conflict settings is incomplete,

because it overlooks the conditions under which armed actors can actually benefit from

humanitarian aid. In principle humanitarian aid should be distributed on the basis of need

alone; yet in practice actors on the ground can exert a great deal of influence over where aid

is distributed and to whom. In particular, we suggest that former belligerents are able to use

aid to re-arm when they have access to autonomous territorial zones outside the control of the

government. The presence of such territorial “safe havens” is critical for belligerent armed

groups to benefit from post-conflict aid, and in turn for humanitarian aid to independently

contribute to the breakdown of ceasefires.

Territorial safe havens make humanitarian aid intended for non-combatant civilians ben-

eficial to rebel groups due to the logistical realities of aid distribution, which historical and

journalistic accounts have documented at length (De Waal 1997, Polman and Waters 2010).

Armed groups may steal aid supplies directly (Nunn and Qian 2014), “tax” humanitarian

agencies as they attempt to transport supplies and access civilian populations, appropri-

ate valuable assets such as vehicles and satellite phones, or strategically direct aid to boost

political support. They may recruit fighters from refugee and internally-displaced persons

(IDP) camps administered by humanitarian actors, or use these camps as staging grounds

to re-organize (Anderson 1999, Lischer 2006, Achvarina and Reich 2006).

Critically, these tactics depend upon armed groups’ access to or control over autonomous

territorial spaces. Rebel groups are better able to steal aid and tax aid agencies when

they act as physical gatekeepers to the populations agencies seek to assist. Furthermore, in

areas under the de facto influence of armed non-state groups, the counterinsurgent state’s

ability to monitor the distribution of aid and rebels groups’ exploitation of it is limited. Aid

distributed to areas outside the incumbent government’s direct authority therefore becomes

available for appropriation by challengers. By contrast, armed groups without access to safe

havens will benefit little from aid in-flows.

We consider two types of safe havens that permit these forms of aid diversion. First,
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large cross-border refugee camps can provide safe harbor for armed groups because they fall

outside the sovereign jurisdiction of the home state, but provide a geographically proximate

staging ground for re-organization and recruitment, and attract external aid resources. This

scenario fits one of the cases cited most often by aid critics: the Great Lakes Refugee

Crisis that followed the Rwandan civil war. After a military victory by the Tutsi Rwandan

Patriotic Front (RFP) in 1994, millions of Hutu refugees fled to eastern Zaire, including many

associated with militias implicated in the Rwandan genocide. Humanitarian aid provided in

these camps was subsequently blamed for empowering the militias to launch renewed attacks

against the RPF government, reigniting the conflict and helping to trigger a broader regional

war (Prunier 2011). While previous studies examining the link between refugees and conflict

have focused on the effect of refugees on stability in host countries (Salehyan and Gleditsch

2006, Choi and Salehyan 2013), we suggest that aid provided to bordering countries hosting

large numbers of war refugees will hasten ceasefire failure in refugee-sending states.

Second, within the contested state itself, non-state armed groups may effectively control

territory in a way that provides similar opportunities for aid diversion. Establishing terri-

torial control is often a central preoccupation of insurgent groups, who desire to entrench

themselves in (or build anew) the economic, political, and social systems of local populations

(Arjona 2014, Mampilly 2011, Kalyvas 2006, Tse-tung 2005 [1937]). We therefore distinguish

between conflicts in which rebels succeeded in building long-lasting and deep-rooted control

over territory and populations during the civil war that provided them with “opportunities

to organize outside the coercive reach of the state” (Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan

2009, p. 581) and conflicts in which they did not. For example, the Kosovo Liberation Army

(KLA), the Sudan Peoples Liberation Army (SPLA), and the Mozambican Resistance Front

(RENAMO) were each based in particular geographic areas and exerted effective control

over that territory. By contrast, the 1997-1999 civil war in Congo-Brazzaville was largely

fought among militias loyal to rival presidential candidates, who exerted only weak territorial

control beyond the capital. Similarly, the conflicts in the mid-1990s and early 2000s in the
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Central African Republic were mainly characterized by military mutinies against the incum-

bent government; armed factions generally did not permanently control territory. We expect

that revisionist armed groups in the former type of conflict will be better able to capture

and benefit from aid than those in the latter type. Even if territorially-based rebels suffer

military defeat, they may be able to maintain a significant degree of residual local influence

in the post-conflict period (Zukerman Daly 2012), enabling them to more effectively capture

aid resources.

Why Safe Havens Make Humanitarian Aid Destabilizing to Ceasefires

Why does humanitarian aid delivered to areas with these types of safe havens increase

the risk of ceasefire breakdown? To illustrate the logic of this argument, we draw on a

simple bargaining model of conflict featuring a government and a rebel challenger competing

to secure a share of finite societal resources (Azam 1995). In this framework, ceasefire

settlements can be thought of as the end-product of a process of “costly learning” between

the two sides (Fearon 1995, Slantchev 2004), whereby governments and rebel groups use

fighting to learn about each other’s capabilities and resolve,1 eventually arriving at a point

where each side is nearly indifferent between fighting and peace. We identify two pathways

through which humanitarian aid flows to conflicts with rebel safe havens may lead to renewed

bargaining failure: rapid power shifts that create commitment problems, and information

asymmetries.

First, humanitarian aid in-flows to countries with rebel safe havens may destabilize cease-

fires by intensifying the commitment problem induced by differential rates of power change.

As established by previous work, large and rapid shifts in the material distribution of power

—or the anticipation of such shifts —is a frequent cause of bargaining failures in settings of

anarchy (Powell 2006, Nielsen et al. 2011), since temporarily weak but ascendant bargainers

1Fighting is used to learn about levels of capability and resolve because parties may have incentives to

misrepresent these factors at the bargaining table. See Fearon (1995) and Narang (2015).
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cannot credibly commit to fulfill present promises in the future. Given this, temporarily

strong parties may be tempted to use force to weaken or eliminate their adversary, and

weaker parties may strike pre-emptively for defensive reasons (Powell 2006).

As noted above, the presence of territorial safe havens turns humanitarian aid into a

fungible resource for non-state armed groups, and therefore enables relatively rapid increases

in their material power. These power shifts are likely to be especially large in the aftermath

of ceasefires, since rebels can use the respite from fighting to concentrate on diverting aid

resources and humanitarian agencies capitalize on the cessation of fighting to expand their

operations.2 Notably, this discontinuity in capacity for aid diversion may help to explain

why aid-exploiting armed groups do not always refuse ceasefires in the first place, since it is

presumably difficult for leaders to predict future levels of humanitarian aid with certainty.

Aid in-flows therefore exacerbate commitment problems and increases the chances of ceasefire

breakdown. Since governments may be aware that rebels are benefiting from aid, they may

decide to attack in order to prevent rebels becoming strong enough to challenge the terms

of the settlement in the future. Alternatively, rebels that begin capturing aid resources may

launch a pre-emptive attack to capitalize on a first-strike advantage.

Second, a resumption of fighting may occur due to a shift in the underlying balance of

power that is difficult for one or both parties to observe. Introducing exogenous resources

may change the balance of power (Nielsen et al. 2011, Gutting and Steinwand 2017), but

by itself this is not necessarily sufficient for renewed conflict. If both sides have adequate

information about these changes, then in principle they will still have incentives to offer

new concessions and keep the ceasefire intact (assuming that fighting is sufficiently costly).

However if one side is uncertain about how much the balance of power has shifted, there may

exist incentives for a new round of fighting in order to learn about the updated distribution

of capabilities (Slantchev 2004).

2See, for example, Reuters News, ”Humanitarian aid in Syria increases following ceasefire: White House,”

March 2, 2016.
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Figure 1: Theoretical Diagram

We suggest that safe havens make humanitarian aid particularly destabilizing not only

because they allow rebel groups to benefit materially from aid, but also because they make

it hard for the government to observe this power shift. When armed groups have latent

territorial control, it will be hard for governments to know exactly how much aid supplies

are benefiting rebels, since the “legibility” of these areas to the state is likely to be much

lower (Scott 1998). That is, the state’s intelligence and military apparatus is less likely to

have good information about the movement of people and resources in these zones. Likewise,

cross-border refugee camps will create ambiguity in the eyes of the government about how

much their rebel opponents are materially benefiting from aid supplies, since fighters and

refugees are intermixed in these areas (Lischer 2006). Hence, the presence of safe havens

makes the power distribution effects of humanitarian aid more uncertain for the government.

Conflict may therefore resume either because rebels with access to safe havens see a window

of opportunity to resume fighting in order to exaggerate their own perceived power and

secure a more favorable deal, or because governments will resume conflict in order to reduce

ambiguity or to pre-empt a potential “bolt-from-the-blue” by rebels.
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Two aspects of this model are worth noting. First, while some humanitarian aid may be

captured or manipulated by governments (the Assad regime in Syria being an example), it

is much harder for a government to do this clandestinely. We therefore focus primarily on

humanitarian aid diversion by rebel groups, since aid capture by government is not likely

to create similar ambiguities about the balance of material capabilities. Second, we expect

humanitarian aid to hasten the resumption of fighting regardless of the terms of the ceasefire

agreement, conditional of the existence of safe havens. If the ceasefire occurs after a decisive

victory by one side, then the diversion of aid by armed groups with safe haven access is

likely to produce intense fears of pre-emptive war, since defeated groups may be particularly

motivated to revise the status quo ante. However, more even-sided negotiated settlements

will also be vulnerable to both commitment problems and asymmetric information if rebels

exploiting aid in safe havens are perceived to be ascending in power. Thus, we depart from

Narang (2014) in arguing that territorial safe havens, rather than decisive victories per se,

are the principal determinant of how humanitarian aid affects conflict recurrence.

Building on this logic, we arrive at our main empirical prediction concerning post-conflict

aid and ceasefire stability:

H1: Humanitarian aid to ceasefire countries or territorially contiguous states will be as-

sociated with a higher likelihood of ceasefire breakdown when safe havens are present.

One methodological concern we anticipate in advance in our analysis is that humanitarian

aid could be selectively distributed to states prone to unstable ceasefires, and that armed

groups in these states might also be more likely to have access to safe havens. This might

occur, for example, if conflicts in particularly weak states are more likely to see territorial

safe havens arise and attract more humanitarian aid. Alternatively, when aid providers

anticipate a fragile ceasefire, they might send greater amounts of aid if an armed group with

access to a territorial safe haven is available to serve as an official or unofficial “implementing
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partner” in difficult-to-reach areas. In either case, our inferences would be threatened by

omitted variable bias.

While we ultimately cannot rule out the possibility of such selection effects, we do not find

these interpretations particularly plausible. Following Narang (2014), we believe it is unlikely

that donors allocate aid based on the duration of peace, especially given the significant time-

lag between decisions about annual aid allocation and subsequent aid distribution. And it

is even less plausible that aid allocation to bordering countries will be made on the basis

of expected ceasefire duration. Examining the simple bivariate relationships among the

variables of interest in our sample, we find that the likelihood of ceasefire failure is not

significantly associated with the amount of humanitarian aid allocated to ceasefire countries

(p = 0.77) or to bordering countries (p = 0.81). This is consistent with our argument that it

is the interaction of humanitarian aid and safe haven spaces that creates the conditions for

aid to hasten conflict recurrence. Moreover, given that we control for multiple indicators of

state capacity, it is unlikely that state weakness introduces significant omitted variable bias.

CASE ILLUSTRATIONS

To illustrate the role of safe havens and humanitarian aid, we consider two conflicts in further

detail: the Second Sudanese Civil War, and the First Liberian Civil War.

The Second Sudanese Civil War (1983-2005)

The role of cross-border refugee camps in bolstering the war-fighting capabilities of armed

factions and disrupting ceasefires is well illustrated by the conflict in Sudan. Four separate

ceasefires were established between the Sudanese government in Khartoum and the Sudan

People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) between 1989 and 1999, lasting between one and eight

months (Fortna 2004).3 These ceasefires occurred against the backdrop of ongoing talks

3The conflict eventually ended with the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), which provided

for a six-year power-sharing arrangement followed by a referendum for southern independence.
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between the SPLA and the Khartoum government, and were seen as “confidence-building”

exercises that could eventually lay the groundwork for a comprehensive peace. 4 However,

the repeated breakdown of these agreements was underpinned by the well-founded suspicion

by the Sudanese government that the SPLA was taking advantage of the ceasefires to re-arm,

including by diverting the aid whose delivery the ceasefires were intended to facilitate (Office

1999). Indeed, throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the SPLA was widely known to have taxed

and diverted relief aid delivered to territory under its control inside Sudan (Karim et al.

1996, HRW 1999, Minear 1990).5

To leverage aid resources, the SPLA relied on operational networks that extended into

the refugee camps in bordering Ethiopia, Uganda, and Kenya at various points during the

conflict. In Ethiopia, refugee camps were directly administered by the SPLA and housed

hundreds of thousands of civilians who had either fled or been moved there by the SPLA.

Young boys and men were often separated from their families in the camps and educated in

SPLA-controlled schools (Sommers 2005). Refugee settlements in Uganda typically had an

SPLA recruiting officer in residence and mass recruitment drives were encouraged (Verdirame

and Harrell-Bond 2005).

In both of these cases, refugee camps were located in countries whose governments were

explicitly supportive of the SPLA. But this type of direct support from refugee host nations

does not appear to be a necessary condition for armed non-state actors to leverage refugee

camps —and the resources provided within them —for military purposes. After the fall of

the Mengistu regime in 1991, the SPLA marched thousands of refugees, mostly young boys,

4In reference to a four-month ceasefire brokered by President Jimmy Carter in 1995 with the specific

purpose of delivering treatment for guinea worm, Carter Center representatives argued that “temporary

ceasefires or days of tranquility are only useful to the extent that they are confidence-building steps toward

the main goal which is ending the war altogether” (Hopkins & Withers 2002).
5For example, a task force convened to investigate diversion within famine-relief operations in southern

Sudan in the 1990s, found that food aid distributed by aid agencies to households in southern Sudan was

systematically collected by local authorities and redistributed according to their priorities, with a percentage

going to the SPLA. (Karim 1996, HRW 1999).
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from Ethiopia back to Sudan and then into Kenya (Verdirame and Harrell-Bond 2005, ICG

2010). Overwhelmed by the influx of refugees from both Sudan and Somalia, the Kenyan

government established two camps, Kakuma and Dadaab, to house Sudanese and Somali

refugees, respectively.

While the Kenyan government had provided some material support to the SPLA prior

to the establishment of Kakuma, it was not outwardly pro-SPLA in the manner of Mengistu

or Museveni (ICG 2010). Nevertheless, the SPLA benefited militarily from Kakuma camp

in a number of ways. First, SPLA officers controlled the selection of community leaders

recognized and paid by UNHCR as legitimate representatives of the refugee community

(Crisp 1999, HRW 1999, Verdirame and Harrell-Bond 2005), and the SPLA’s relief arm,

the Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (SRRA) managed the main refugee reception

center in Lokichoggio, giving the group de facto power over “who [got] out and who [got]

in.” This administrative control allowed the SPLA to selectively target relief assistance to

incentivize participation in the fight (Verdirame and Harrell-Bond 2005, p. 69). Second, the

SPLA regularly recruited and forcibly conscripted soldiers from among the refugee popula-

tion (Crisp 1999). During mobilization drives, “commanders would enter the camp, meet

with SPLA-affiliated community leaders, and require them to produce a certain number of

youths”(Verdirame and Harrell-Bond 2005). Third, the camp acted as a safe refuge for the

families of fighters. Soldiers regularly went on leave in the camps and shared in the rations

provided to their families by aid agencies (Crisp 1999, p. 23). Finally, aid provided in

Kakuma camp provided direct material resources to the SPLA. Residents of the camp were

reportedly taxed and their food rations garnished for diversion to fighters across the border

(Crisp 1999).

In short, the availability of cross-border refugee camps turned humanitarian aid resources

into a critical lifeline for the SPLA, contributing to the breakdown of multiple ceasefires

during this period. Aid in-flows to Sudan and its bordering neighbours allowed the SPLA

to capture aid for material and political gain and forcibly recruit new fighters at critical
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junctures of the war, empowering it to continue pursuing a military strategy to achieve its

political objectives. This aid diversion in turn created preventive incentives for the Sudanese

government to breach the ceasefires and resume the offense against the rebels.

The First Liberian Civil War (1989-1997)

The repeated failures of ceasefire settlements during the First Liberian Civil War (1989-

1997) illustrate the de-stabilizing effects of humanitarian aid when rebel groups exercise

territorial control inside their home country. Liberia’s war began in late 1989 when the

National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL), a small insurgent group under the leadership of

Charles Taylor, crossed the border of Ivory Coast into Nimba County.6 The unpopularity of

the Doe regime combined with the poor organization of the Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL)

permitted the NPFL to consolidate its control over 90% of Liberian territory by March 1990

(Kieh 2004), creating a large zone of rebel-ruled territory popularly known as “Taylorland”

or “Greater Liberia.” In order to enrich NPFL leaders and sustain its military power, the

group established structures to administer civilian populations and extract resources, along

with a network of alliances with local chiefs and village elders. This system allowed the

NPFL to act as “gatekeepers” to much of Liberia, establishing checkpoints over all their

territory.

Over the next five years Liberia’s warring factions met repeatedly to bargain over the

terms of a peace settlement to demobilize armed groups and pave the way for the election

of a new government. Formal ceasefires were signed in November 1990 (the Bamako Agree-

ment), July 1993 (the Geneva Ceasefire/Cotonou Accord), September 1994 (the Akodomba

Agreement), and August 1995 (the Abuja Accord). None but the last of these agreements

6For detailed accounts of the origins and dynamics of the First Liberian Civil War, see Stephen Ellis, The

Mask of Anarchy: The Destruction of Liberia and the Religious Dimension of African Civil War (London,

UK: Hurst & Company, 2001); Mark Huband, The Liberian Civil War (Portland, Oreg.: Frank Cass, 1998);

John-Peter Pham, Liberia: Portrait of a Failed State (New York: Reed Press, 2004); William K. Reno,

Warlord Politics and African States (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner 1998).
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succeeded in bringing lasting peace, however. The breakdown of these agreements estab-

lished a protracted cycle of fighting and negotiation among Liberia’s warring groups that

continued until the election of Charles Taylor in 1997 brought major hostilities to an end.

Multiple accounts of the conflict suggest that humanitarian aid played a significant en-

abling role in the repeated failure of negotiated solutions. While humanitarian relief efforts

were initially confined to Monrovia and refugee camps in Ivory Coast and Sierra Leone, aid

agencies expanded into rebel-held territory in Greater Liberia starting in late 1991. Aid flows

into the country reached over $52 million annually by 1996, nearly a third of the country’s

GDP (OECD DAC2 2014). Moreover, it was apparent that the diversion and looting of

humanitarian aid intended to relieve civilians was directly benefiting armed groups. Ware-

houses and convoys were sometimes attacked directly, but more often rebels simply set up

checkpoints in order to tax or steal aid from local populations. Even the most scrupulous aid

agencies were often compelled to pay fighters for safe passage, or else they simply dropped

food aid at rebel military checkpoints (Atkinson and Leader 2000, pp. 13-14). As Ellis

observed, “As the war settled into a pattern of rival armed groups controlling territory and

using it as a base to produce tradeable goods, faction leaders became adept at persuading aid

organizations to operate in their territories at the expense of rivals” (Ellis 2001, p. 139). A

report by the Humanitarian Policy Group at the Overseas Development Institute concluded

that the “access strategies by UN and other agencies that entailed the feeding of fighters

. . . directly undermined fundamental principles of humanitarian action, neutrality and im-

partiality” (Atkinson and Leader 2000, p. 6). In 1994 the ICRC ceased operations in the

country out of concern that it could not adhere to its own principles (Leader and Macrae

2000, p. 25).

Aid resources distributed in territory controlled by Liberia’s armed factions helped to

sustain the war efforts of these groups in at least three ways. First, aid supplies provided

direct subsistence to rank-and-file rebel fighters, permitting groups like the NPFL to sustain

themselves as viable insurgent organizations. The organization’s reliance on aid theft became
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particularly acute after an ECOMOG/AFL counter-offensive in early 1993 re-captured the

Firestone rubber plantation, disrupting the NPFL’s revenue stream. Other factions faced

similar logistical problems in providing food for their soldiers, creating constant risks of

defection and mutiny (Ellis 2001, p. 141). Food aid became an important input into the local

economy and contributed to the “subsistence economy of the [armed] factions” (Atkinson

and Leader 2000, p. 13).

Second, aid supplies such as radios, vehicles and medical supplies provided technologies

that directly boosted the military power of warring factions. As Ellis noted, the “vehicles,

computers and office equipment [of aid agencies] became targets of strategic importance,

used directly to prosecute the war or fund the war effort” (Ellis 2001, pp. 139-140). One

particularly lucrative raid by the NPFL on an aid agency in September 1994 captured over

$10 million USD in materials, and over twenty vehicles (Atkinson and Leader 2000, p. 14).

Throughout the early and mid-1990s, these aid supplies constituted an “important capital

input” for factions like the NPLF and, later, the ULIMO-K, and directly contributed to their

ability to continue pursuing a military strategy (ibid, p. 15).

Finally, the distribution of aid supplies in rebel-ruled territory represented a political vic-

tory for rebel groups and shored up their legitimacy with civilians who might have otherwise

rejected their presence. Aid flows allowed rebels to reassure local populations and show that

“there was life behind the lines” (ibid, p. 11); by providing critical relief supplies to civilians

in rebel-ruled territories, humanitarian aid thus perversely helped to sustain the political

viability of groups responsible for perpetrating ongoing violence.

In sum, the aid supplies provided by humanitarian relief agencies boosted the capabilities

of Liberia’s territorially-based armed factions, allowed them to sustain large networks of rank-

and-file fighters, and — along with the plunder of other commercial resources — provided

incentives for new groups to take up arms in order to capture territory and wealth. These aid

resources flowed to rebel groups almost exclusively via their existing structures of territorial

control.

16



EMPIRICAL TESTING

Data

To test our argument across a broader set of cases, we build on the dataset of civil war

ceasefires used in Narang (2014), which draws on the earlier datasets compiled by Fortna

(2004) and Doyle and Sambanis (2000). The dataset includes ceasefires of at least one month

for conflicts that meet the definition of a civil war provided by Doyle and Sambanis (2000).7

The units of analysis are ceasefire years, which span 560 observations in 95 separate civil

wars beginning between January 1, 1989 and December 31, 1999. The dependent variable is

a binary indicator for whether fighting resumed in a given year, observed through the end

of 2004.

To measure humanitarian aid flows, we use the humanitarian-aid component of the OECD

DAC2a Official Development Assistance (ODA) database.8 This includes food and medical

supplies, as well as other support services and forms of assistance “designed to save lives,

alleviate suffering and maintain and protect human dignity during and in the aftermath of

emergencies.”9 We consider the total relevant humanitarian aid flows for a given conflict as

composed of two parts: aid to the country of the ceasefire, and aid to contiguous bordering

countries that may host conflict refugees.

We begin with the original dataset from Narang (2014), which combines the Fortna (2004)

ceasefire dataset with the OECD aid data coded by country-year, but correct for two issues

that arise when merging the two datasets. First, the OECD dataset distinguishes between

aid to Israel and aid to the West Bank and Gaza. If the aid data is directly merged based on

country name alone, the relevant aid flows for the 1993 Israel-Palestine ceasefire only include

7This includes conflicts with 1,000 battle deaths or more involving a military contest for sovereignty

within an internationally recognized state.
8Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Aid (ODA) disbursements to countries and

regions (14 December 2016), http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=Table2A
9Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. The List of CRS Purpose Codes (April 2016).

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/purposecodessectorclassification.htm
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aid to Israel and are underestimated. We therefore include aid to the West Bank and Gaza

for the country-years associated with that ceasefire. Second, the OECD dataset does not

measure aid to Kosovo from 1989 to 2004, because Kosovo did not become independent

until 2008. Since much of the humanitarian aid assistance to Serbia from 1999 to 2004 (the

years Kosovo appears in the ceasefire dataset) was directed toward populations affected by

the Kosovo conflict, we use OECD aid figures for Serbia for the Kosovo ceasefires. Unless

otherwise noted, we proceed with this modified coding.

To account for the presence of cross-border refugee camp safe havens, we use data from

the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) Statistical Online Population

Database.10 Specifically, we measure the number of refugees originating in the civil war-

affected country residing in contiguous countries. Data on the locations and demographic

composition of specific refugee camps is not available for the period covered in our dataset,

so the number of cross-border refugees is used as a proxy for the presence of camps that could

provide safe haven areas. To measure safe havens created by rebels’ control over territory

inside their country of origin, we use the variable territorial control in the Non-State Actors

(NSA) dyadic dataset (Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan 2009). This binary variable

measures whether a rebel group effectively controlled territory during the armed conflict

against the government. Since the NSA dataset does not code armed groups after conflict

termination, we take the measure of territorial control from the last year the rebel group

appeared in the dataset for the corresponding conflict.

In our analysis, we also include a number of control variables that may influence ceasefire

duration. For example, we account for state capacity using infant mortality rates and the

degree of mountainous terrain (Fearon and Laitin 2003). Since the terms of the ceasefire

settlement may also influence the duration of peace (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003), we include

controls for whether the conflict ended in a decisive victory, whether a formal peace treaty

10United Nations High Commission on Refugees. Population Statistics Database [Time Series],

http://popstats.unhcr.org/en/time series
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was signed, and whether prior agreements between warring parties were reached. We also

control for the presence of multiple armed factions (Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan

2009) and whether the conflict is primarily identity-based, factors which may lead to more

challenging bargaining environments. To capture conflict severity we control for the number

of battle deaths and the duration of the war, which may increase parties commitment to peace

(Touval and Zartman 1985). To account for international strategic dynamics, we measure

whether the country is a former colony of or contiguous to a P5 country. Finally, we control

for the log of total population in bordering countries, the logged GDP of bordering countries,

and a binary indicator for the presence of ongoing civil conflicts in bordering countries.11

We use these variables to account for aid that may be dispersed to bordering countries for

reasons other than assistance to refugees from the country of interest.

Table 1 shows summary statistics for our main variables of interest. Duration indicates

the number of days that each ceasefire survived. Aid is the log of humanitarian aid delivered

to a conflict-affected country in a particular year, bordering aid is the log of the total aid to

bordering countries, and combined aid is the log of the sum of both types of aid. Bordering

refugees is the log of the number of refugees from the conflict-affected state residing in bor-

dering countries, and territorial control is a binary indicator for rebel territorial control in

the year prior to the beginning of the ceasefire. We also create two binary independent vari-

ables. Refugees (dummy) takes a value of 1 if the (absolute) number of bordering refugees in

any single contiguous country is greater than 5000, which we consider a reasonable minimum

threshold for bordering refugee populations to be able to constitute a viable safe haven for

armed groups (we test sensitivity to this threshold below).12 Finally, havens dummy takes

a value of 1 if either refugees dummy or territorial control is positive.

We begin by evaluating the simple associations among our main theoretical variables of

11The variable bordering civil war comes from Gleditsch (2007).
12UNHCR began publishing data on the specific locations of populations of concern, including refugees,

in 2006. Between 2006 and 2014, the median population size of locations designated as camps of any type

was 5,593 on average.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

N Obs Min Max Median Mean Std. Dev
duration (days) 560.00 14.00 5487.00 1948.00 2270.79 1883.52

aid (log) 560.00 0.00 20.82 16.42 15.34 4.52
bordering aid (log) 560.00 0.00 20.95 18.10 16.01 5.82
combined aid (log) 560.00 0.69 21.16 18.40 17.65 3.49
territorial control 560.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.49 0.50

bordering refugees (log) 530.00 0.00 15.33 8.82 7.17 4.83
refugees (dummy) 560.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.48 0.50

safe haven (dummy) 560.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.47

interest at the conflict-level (Figure 2). For simplicity, we compare conflicts that attract

higher-than-average amounts of combined humanitarian aid per ceasefire-year (“HighAid”)

and those with lower-than-average aid flows (“LowAid”). We use the binary dummy variable

for the presence of safe havens. As expected, conflict ceasefires with both safe havens and

high aid flows are the shortest-lived, with an average duration of 1097 days. Strikingly,

conflicts with high aid flows but without safe havens have an average duration of 1671 days,

(nearly two years longer), while those with safe havens but low aid flows endure an average

of 1473 days, a more modest but still meaningful difference.
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Figure 2: Humanitarian Aid, Safe Havens, and Ceasefire Duration

Model Choice

To estimate the effect of the interaction between safe havens and humanitarian aid on cease-

fire durability, we employ Binary Time-Series Cross-Sectional (BTSCS) analysis using logit,

controlling for duration. The dependent variable is the probability of observing ceasefire

failure in a particular year, given the covariates in that time period and the fact that the

observation has survived until that time (Cunningham 2006). While this method is func-

tionally equivalent to the Cox proportional hazard model, we prefer the BTSCS specification

for its flexibility and interpretability. Specifically, the BTSCS model allows us to generate

quantities of interest as we would with ordinary logit analysis, while accounting for temporal

dependence between observations. (Beck, Katz and Tucker 1998).13

13In the Cox proportional hazard model, the “instantaneous” hazard rate is given by h(t|xit) = h0exp(xitβ)

where the hazard of failure depends both on the covariates exp(xitβ) and the length of time the unit has been

“at risk” (via the h0(t) baseline hazard). While ordinary logit models do not account for this time-varying

21



Results

Our main empirical results appear in Table 2. Each column in the table represents a BTSCS

logistic regression model, with standard errors clustered by country. The coefficients rep-

resent the change in the log odds of failure (versus non-failure) in a specific ceasefire year

for a one-unit increase in the predictor variable. Consistent with previous findings, we see

decisive victories and comprehensive peace settlements (Formal Treaty) and longer-lasting

civil wars (War Duration) are associated with more durable ceasefires. We also find evidence

for a “bad neighborhood” effect: conflicts in countries surrounded by richer neighbors are

less likely to experience ceasefire failure, while conflicts in countries with ongoing civil wars

in adjacent states are significantly more likely to see conflict recur.

We now turn to our theoretical variables of interest and examine the interaction between

aid flows and the presence of safe havens. Since we expect armed groups to exploit aid using

either type of sanctuary, we first analyze the interaction between combined aid and the

binary safe havens variable. This approach comprehensively captures the interactive effects

of humanitarian aid and safe havens on conflict recurrence, whether armed groups exploit

aid within or outside the contested state.

Empirical results from this test appear in Model 1, where we find support for our hy-

pothesis that aid flows exert different effects when safe havens are available. The interaction

between combined aid and save haven has a positive and statistically significant coefficient

(b = 0.382, p = 0.029). Notably, combined aid alone points in the opposite direction (b =

baseline hazard, h(t|xit) can be estimated by adding temporal dummy variables Kt to the standard logit

model, where P (Yit = 1|xit) = h(t|xit) = 1/1 + exp(xitβ + Kt). The coefficients on each of these dummy

variables can be interpreted as the baseline hazard for each time interval. Alternatively, the baseline hazard

can be modeled as a continuous function. In our case, a likelihood-ratio test confirms that using temporal

dummies is not significantly different from modeling the number of years an observation has survived at time

t as a linear function, i.e. using a time-duration variable that indicate the length of the sequence of non-

failures that precede the current observation. We prefer to model the baseline hazard as a linear function

for the purpose of generating easily interpretable quantities of interest.
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Table 2: Determinants of Ceasefire Failure: BTSCS Logit Models

Dependent variable: Ceasefire Failure

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Combined Aid X Safe Haven 0.382∗∗ 0.374∗∗

(0.176) (0.151)
Aid X Territorial Control 0.109 0.192∗

(0.084) (0.111)
Bordering Aid X Bordering Refugees 0.036

(0.024)
Bordering Aid X Refugees (dummy) 0.322

(0.291)
Combined Aid −0.200∗∗ −0.298∗∗

(0.090) (0.129)
Aid −0.116 −0.208∗

(0.074) (0.110)
Bordering Aid −0.134 −0.094

(0.092) (0.079)
Safe Haven −5.682∗ −5.448∗∗

(3.223) (2.740)
Territorial Control −1.513 −2.834 −0.088 −0.040

(1.336) (1.769) (0.496) (0.472)
Bordering Refugees −0.492

(0.425)
Refugees (dummy) −4.546

(5.182)
Combined Aid X Decisive Victory 0.520

(0.330)
Aid X Decisive Victory 0.290

(0.183)
Decisive Victory −2.171∗∗∗ −11.959∗ −1.807∗∗∗ −6.721∗∗ −2.121∗∗∗ −2.119∗∗∗

(0.781) (6.166) (0.574) (3.166) (0.821) (0.780)
Formal Treaty −1.728∗∗∗ −1.770∗∗∗ −1.594∗∗∗ −1.634∗∗∗ −2.007∗∗∗ −1.909∗∗∗

(0.588) (0.610) (0.582) (0.589) (0.672) (0.656)
Mountainous Terrain −0.012 0.041 −0.047 −0.009 0.091 0.070

(0.194) (0.206) (0.161) (0.164) (0.214) (0.214)
War Type (identity) 0.589 0.257 0.473 0.268 0.295 0.346

(0.799) (0.858) (0.523) (0.514) (0.742) (0.736)
Battle Deaths (log) 0.126 0.164 0.241∗∗ 0.273∗∗ 0.085 0.115

(0.149) (0.159) (0.109) (0.116) (0.145) (0.145)
Multiple Factions −0.487 −0.762 −0.614 −0.756∗ −0.570 −0.477

(0.522) (0.556) (0.406) (0.420) (0.532) (0.496)
Former P5 colony −0.007 0.243 0.468 0.674 0.294 0.158

(0.586) (0.626) (0.415) (0.439) (0.541) (0.533)
War Duration −0.094∗∗ −0.112∗∗ −0.076∗∗ −0.091∗∗ −0.099∗∗ −0.093∗∗

(0.043) (0.049) (0.030) (0.036) (0.040) (0.041)
Infant Mortality Rate 0.006 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.005

(0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007)
Polity V Score 0.002 −0.012 0.004 −0.003 0.021 0.019

(0.046) (0.049) (0.036) (0.038) (0.049) (0.048)
Past Agreement −0.267 −0.251 0.011 −0.022 −0.386 −0.280

(0.498) (0.509) (0.434) (0.448) (0.512) (0.511)
Lootable Resources 0.892 0.884 0.757 0.681 1.135∗∗ 1.016∗

(0.590) (0.625) (0.467) (0.489) (0.532) (0.543)
P5 Contiguous −0.534 −0.473 −0.287 −0.176 −0.628 −0.555

(0.864) (0.814) (0.488) (0.502) (0.837) (0.845)
Bordering Population 0.004 0.028 0.108 0.052

(0.223) (0.218) (0.224) (0.251)
Bordering Countries GDP −0.256∗ −0.216 −0.240 −0.237

(0.148) (0.152) (0.160) (0.171)
Bordering Civil War 0.207∗ 0.221∗ 0.135 0.159

(0.121) (0.120) (0.112) (0.117)
T (years since started) −0.288∗∗∗ −0.273∗∗∗ −0.353∗∗∗ −0.345∗∗∗ −0.271∗∗∗ −0.295∗∗∗

(0.089) (0.087) (0.067) (0.067) (0.091) (0.096)
Constant 6.124 6.419∗ −1.099 0.158 3.200 3.356

(4.524) (3.785) (1.308) (1.584) (5.222) (6.139)

Number of ceasefires 64 64 93 93 64 64
Number of observations 451 451 530 530 451 451

Standard Errors Clustered by Country ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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-0.200, p = 0.026), suggesting that aid may exert peace-inducing effects in the absence of

safe havens. In Model 2 we test our hypothesis directly against Narang’s (2014), by adding

an interaction term between combined aid and decisive victory. The interaction coefficient

between combined aid and safe haven remains substantively and statistically similar after

accounting for this second potential interaction.

We use Monte Carlo simulations to depict the substantive implications of these results in

Figure 3. The diagram shows the change in predicted probability of ceasefire failure associ-

ated with a shift from the 25th to the 75th percentile of combined aid (approximately 34 to

206 million USD), conditional on the presence of safe havens. This increase in humanitarian

aid is associated with an increased risk of ceasefire breakdown in a given year when safe

havens are present — an increase of 3.5 percentage points on average — while the same shift

in aid is associated with a decreased probability of ceasefire failure — a 2 percentage point

drop on average — in the absence of safe havens. Given the relative infrequency of observing

ceasefire failures in any given year (the base rate of failure is 5.7% in our sample), these shifts

are substantively quite meaningful, representing a 61% increase and a 35% decrease in the

probability of failure, respectively.

To assess whether both types of safe havens condition the effects of humanitarian aid

in the way predicted by our model, we also consider within-country and cross-border safe

havens individually. In Models 3 and 4, we examine the effects of humanitarian aid disbursed

to the conflict-affected country itself (aid), conditional on rebel territorial control. In Model

3, we find that consistent with our theoretical expectation, the coefficient on the interaction

between territorial control and aid is positive, although not statistically significant (b =

0.109, p = 0.19), while the base variable of aid is negative (b = −0.116, p = 0.11). When

we add the interaction term between aid and decisive victory in Model 4, the interaction

coefficient between aid and territorial control becomes larger and more precisely estimated

(b = 0.192, p = 0.08). Thus, while the results here are less clear-cut, aid does appear to have

a differential association with the stability of ceasefires in the expected direction, conditional
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Figure 3: Simulated marginal effects of increasing combined humanitarian aid flows from the
25th to the 75th percentile on the predicted probability of ceasefire failure, with and without
safe havens. Standard errors are clustered at the country-level.
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on whether or not rebel groups’ control territory. To interpret the substantive effects of this

interaction concretely, we again use Monte Carlo simulations to estimate the average effect

of within-country humanitarian aid shifts from the 25th to the 75th percentile on ceasefire

failure for civil wars with and without rebel group territorial control. For ceasefires where

rebel groups did not control territory, this aid increase is associated with an estimated 3.8

percentage point decrease in the predicted probability of ceasefire failure. However, when

rebels do have territorial control, the average effect of aid is very close to zero, due to the

countervailing effect of the interaction of aid and rebel territorial control.

Finally, in Models 5 and 6 we look only at the effects of humanitarian aid distributed

to bordering countries conditional on the presence of cross-border safe havens. Although

the coefficients are again imprecisely estimated, we see while aid to bordering countries

(Bordering aid) has a negatively signed coefficient, the interaction term between the number

of refugees in bordering countries and the amount of humanitarian aid disbursed to bordering

countries (Bordering aid) has a positively signed coefficient (b = 0.036, p = 0.13 for the

continuous refugee variable, and b = 0.322, p = 0.26 for the dummy variable).

In sum, while the interaction terms of interest in Models 3-6 fail to consistently reach

statistical significance, the positively signed coefficients across all of our models give us

greater confidence that both internal and cross-border safe havens can contribute to aid-

induced ceasefire breakdown. Together with the more robust findings from Models 1 and

2, we interpret these patterns as reflecting our proposed logic that aid delivered to post-

conflict countries with safe havens is more easily captured by armed groups, and increases

the likelihood of conflict recurrence by intensifying commitment problems and information

asymmetry.

Robustness Checks

To further probe the credibility of our statistical analyses, we conduct a number of robustness

checks (see Appendix for full specifications). First, we consider alternative operationaliza-
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Figure 4: Estimated Interaction Between Aid and Safe Havens with Different Thresholds

tions of our safe haven variable by changing the number of refugees in a single contiguous

country that qualifies as a cross-border safe haven. We find that the coefficients on the

interaction between combined aid and safe havens remain similar across a range of threshold

values, with cross-border safe havens defined as low as 1,500 refugees in a single contiguous

country up to 20,000 refugees (Figure 5), although the simulated coefficients drop below

statistical significance after the cutoff rises past 12,500.

Next, we sequentially drop all non-significant covariates from the models to ensure the

stability of our main results. For each model, we find that the direction and magnitude of

our findings remain essentially unchanged when extra control variables are removed. Second,

to account for the effect of potential outliers, we drop observations from the dataset with

studentized residual values from the BTSCS models greater than two. After removing these

potential leverage points, we again find that our results remain substantively similar, with
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all of our main effects reaching conventional levels of statistical significance.14 Finally, we

conduct a placebo test by running the bordering refugee and combined aid models with a

one-year lag on the dependent variable (i.e. modeling the probability of ceasefire failure in

year t − 1 as a function of humanitarian aid and safe havens in year t).15 Consistent with

our expectations, none of the coefficients on the interaction between aid and safe havens

approach statistical significance in these placebo models.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we explore a dynamic of civil wars previously overlooked in the literature

on humanitarian aid and political violence: rebel groups’ access to territorial safe havens.

Results from a range of empirical tests suggest that humanitarian aid exerts differential

effects on civil war ceasefires when large cross-border refugee populations are situated next

to the ceasefire country, and when rebel groups enjoyed permanent control over territory

during the conflict. We interpret these findings as supporting the logic that belligerent

groups with access to territorial safe havens are well-situated to use aid flows to re-organize

and re-arm, triggering commitment and information asymmetry problems that can lead to

renewed violence. Our study contributes to efforts to understand the conditions under which

humanitarian aid may inadvertently increase the risk of violent conflict by underscoring the

importance of armed groups’ differential abilities to leverage aid resources.

These findings carry important implications for governments and humanitarian organi-

zations that wish to minimize the unintended consequences of their relief efforts in conflict-

affected countries. We do not wish to suggest that such efforts are uniformly harmful; indeed,

our findings suggest that aid may support conflict resolution under some conditions. Yet

policymakers should take caution that belligerent groups often remain active even after cease-

14We also calculated Cooks Distance values for each observation in the territorial control and refugees

BTSCS analysis to account for potential influence points (combining outlyingness and leverage). None of

the observations had Cooks Distance values greater than 1.
15This analysis only includes ceasefires lasting at least one year, reducing the total N to 535.
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fire and peace agreement deals have been signed, and that the exploitation of new inflows

of resources is likely to complicate the delicate bargaining environment between state and

non-state actors in post-conflict countries. Rebel groups capable of exerting effective and

permanent control over territory may be particularly effective at stealing or taxing this aid,

and cross-border refugee camps provide similarly attractive opportunities for belligerents to

recruit fighters and appropriate supplies. Aid providers that wish to remain impartial in

these situations may therefore face a morally vexing dilemma. While the fact that belliger-

ents can benefit from humanitarian aid is not news to agencies working on the ground, these

actors often have little incentive to call attention to the problem. Systematic evidence about

the potential for post-conflict aid to destabilize ceasefires may help encourage more open

dialogue about policy solutions.

In terms of future research, we propose a number of potential avenues. First, the role of

host states’ purposeful manipulation of refugee camps for the purposes of advancing foreign

policy goals deserves further study. As Lischer (2003) argues, the political allegiances and

political will of refugee recipient states are important factors in determining whether refugee

camps become militarized. Afghan refugees in Pakistan in the 1980s, for example, were

armed by the United States with cooperation from Pakistan, allowing the mujahideen to

launch cross-border attacks against the Soviet-backed regime in Afghanistan. In contrast,

Afghan refugees in Iran were prevented from mobilizing militarily by the Iranian government

(Lischer 2003, pp. 44-45). While examining the role of recipient state behavior is beyond the

scope of the present study, future research might further unpack these dynamics and shed

light on the strategic dynamics of refugee camp militarization.16

Second, future research on humanitarian aid and conflict recurrence might distinguish

between different types of ceasefires. For example, under some conditions ceasefires are

designed as short-term humanitarian “breaks” intended to facilitate the delivery of relief

16For recent work on this question, see Camarena, K. (2015). “Refugee Policy as Foreign Policy: Third

Party Intervention in Civil War.” Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association.
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aid, as with many of the ceasefires brokered in Sudan. While existing data do not allow

us examine the impact of different ceasefire designs, future research using fine-grained data

on humanitarian aid distributed at the monthly or weekly level of analysis might permit

researchers to examine whether and how rebel access to territorial safe havens affects the

prospects for peace within different categories of ceasefires.
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APPENDIX

Table 3: Placebo Test with Lagged Dependent Variable: Combined Aid Model

Dependent variable: Ceasefire failure (t-1)

(1)

Combined Aid X Safe Haven 0.211
(0.172)

Combined Aid −0.098
(0.116)

Safe Haven −3.512
(3.283)

Decisive Victory −0.515
(0.855)

Formal Treaty −0.126
(0.769)

Mountainous Terrain −0.697∗∗

(0.322)
War Type (identity) 1.335

(0.881)
Battle Deaths (log) −0.025

(0.199)
Multiple Factions −0.091

(0.698)
Former P5 colony −1.211

(0.873)
War Duration −0.024

(0.038)
Infant Mortality Rate −0.002

(0.009)
Polity V Score −0.098

(0.063)
Past Agreement 1.176∗∗

(0.547)
Lootable Resources 0.914

(0.652)
P5 Contiguous 0.244

(1.660)
Bordering Population 0.082

(0.416)
Bordering Countries GDP −0.758∗∗

(0.333)
Bordering Civil War 0.231

(0.175)
T (years since started) −0.296∗∗

(0.134)
Constant 15.062

(10.004)

Number of Ceasefires 64
Number of Observations 451

Standard Errors Clustered by Country ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 4: Dropping Covariates: Combined Aid Model

Dependent variable: Ceasefire Failure

Combined Aid X Safe Haven 0.328∗∗

(0.130)
Combined Aid −0.127∗

(0.071)
Safe Haven −4.424∗

(2.364)
War Duration −0.060∗∗

(0.027)
Decisive Victory −1.450∗∗∗

(0.500)
Formal Treaty −1.076∗∗∗

(0.400)
Bordering Countries GDP −0.323∗∗

(0.128)
Bordering Civil War 0.199∗∗

(0.101)
T (years since started) −0.346∗∗∗

(0.087)
Constant 7.597∗∗

(3.327)

Number of ceasefires 64
Number of observations 451

Standards Errors Clustered by Country ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 5: Dropping Outliers (Rstudent ≥ 2): Combined Aid Model

Dependent variable: Ceasefire Failure

Combined Aid X Safe Haven 0.421∗∗

(0.179)
Combined Aid −0.221∗∗

(0.098)
Safe Haven −6.353∗

(3.268)
Decisive Victory −2.549∗∗∗

(0.838)
Formal Treaty −1.722∗∗∗

(0.559)
Mountainous Terrain −0.016

(0.194)
War Type (identity) 0.967

(0.740)
Battle Deaths 0.065

(0.144)
Multiple Factions −0.449

(0.530)
Former P5 colony −0.256

(0.598)
War Duration −0.098∗

(0.056)
Infant Morality Rate 0.007

(0.007)
Polity V 0.002

(0.052)
Past Agreement −0.236

(0.520)
Lootable Resources 0.886

(0.677)
P5 Continguous −0.874

(0.872)
Bordering Countries GDP −0.274∗

(0.158)
Bordering Civil War 0.258∗∗

(0.125)
Bordering Population −0.003

(0.236)
t 0 −0.253∗∗∗

(0.086)
Constant 7.303∗

(4.433)

Number of ceasefires 64
Number of observations 438

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 6: Placebo Test with Lagged Dependent Variable: Bordering Refugee Models

Dependent variable: Ceasefire failure (t-1)

(1) (2)

Bordering Refugees * Bordering Aid −0.005
(0.021)

Bordering Refugees 0.051 −0.089
(0.355) (0.160)

Bordering Aid 0.074
(0.133)

Aid * Decisive Victory 0.013 −0.002
(0.174) (0.173)

Aid −0.063 −0.075
(0.068) (0.099)

Decisive Victory −0.616 −0.606
(3.136) (2.797)

Lootable Resources 0.998∗ 1.119
(0.605) (0.690)

Formal Treaty −0.208 −0.194
(0.973) (1.065)

War Type (identity) 1.089 0.998
(0.877) (1.006)

Battle Deaths (log) −0.004 −0.097
(0.193) (0.219)

Multiple Factions 0.278 0.488
(0.686) (0.982)

Polity V Score −0.079 −0.102
(0.065) (0.083)

Infant Morality Rate 0.007 0.010
(0.008) (0.009)

Past Agreement 1.180∗ 1.332∗

(0.630) (0.709)

Territorial Control 0.053 0.268
(0.683) (0.762)

Mountainous Terrain −0.617∗∗ −0.463
(0.282) (0.353)

P5 Contiguous 0.072 −0.584
(0.725) (1.094)

Former P5 colony −0.514 −0.473
(0.872) (1.010)

War Duration −0.033 −0.079
(0.040) (0.050)

T (years since started) −0.375∗∗∗ −0.480∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.182)

Constant −2.587 −6.336
(2.566) (5.329)

Note: Standard errors clustered by country ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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